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Preface 

This information has been assembled to support the 1995 Department of 
Defense recommendations for base closures and realignments inside the United States. 

The Secretary of Defense transmitted his recommended closures and 
realignments to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission and to 
the Congress on February 28,1995. The recommendations were also published in the 
Feder-. 

Chapter Five of this report contains the statutory recommendations, 
justifications and process summaries the Secretary of Defense transmitted to the 
Commission, the Congress, and the Federal Re- pursuant to Public Law 101-5 10, 
as amended. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -1 000 

February 28,1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Under the procedures of Public Law 101-510, as amended, I hereby transmit for your 
review my recommendations to close or realign 146 installations. Attached to this letter is a 
summary of the selection process and the description of and justification for each 
recommendation. 

These recommendations were not arrived at easily. We were forced to consider and 
choose among many excellent facilities. But there is no alternative: if we fail to bring our 
infrastructure in line with our force structure and budget, we will lack the funds to maintain our 
readiness and modernization in years to come. 

Being Objective and Fair 

The base closure process was designed by the Congress to be objective, open and fair. 
Each potential recommendation is measured by published criteria, which gives priority first to ,/ 

military value, then to cost savings and to the economic and other impacts upon local 
communities. The data employed have been certified and our procedures have been overseen by 
the DoD Inspector General and the General Accounting Oflice. Both, of course, will be 
reviewed in detail by the public and your Commission. 

That process has worked well so far, and we have followed it to the letter. 

Within the Department, recommendations were made first by each Military Department 
and certain Defense Agencies (hereafter, "the Services"). 'Each Service made its best judgment 
about the facilities it has and the capacities it needs, applying the published force structure and 
criteria required by the law. They operated under the guidance of a BRAC Review Group 
chaired by the Deputy Secretary. 

At the beginning of February, the Services made their mommendations to me. Since that 
time, my staff and the Joint Staff have reviewed the recommendations and underlying analyses to 
ensure that the law and DoD policies were followed. We particularly looked for concerns or 
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effects that the Military Departments might not fully have taken into account, such as the war 
fighting requirements of the Unified and Specified Commanders, treaty obligations of the United 
States, and possible economic impacts from independent actions of several Services on a 
particular locale. 

Preserving Military Capabilities 

My recommendations are consistent with the force structure plan for the Armed Forces 
for the six-year period of the Future Years Defense Plan. In Fiscal year 1999, the active Army 
will have 10 divisions; we will have room to station all of them. The active Navy will have 11 
carriers; we will have room to berth them. The active Air Force will have 936 fighters; we will 
have room to beddown all of them. The active Marine Corps will contain 3 divisions; we will be 
able to base them. In exercising military judgment, the Services have retained domestic capacity 
to accommodate their forward deployed forces if need be. I am confident, therefore, that the 
remaining base structure can accommodate any foreseeable force resizing - even a significant 
degree of reconstitution. 

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff concurs in this view and supports these 
recommendations fully. 

Based upon the 1993 BRAC Commission's recommendation and my own view that the 
support structure of the Department needed to be reduced just as the combat force had been, I 
designated common support functions as areas of special attention in BRAC 95. Joint Cross 
Service Groups analyzed the Department's depot, medical, pilot training, laboratory, and test and 
evaluation facilities. These groups assessed both the functional value and the capacity of these 
facilities. They compared this to projected needs and suggested to the Services both reduction 
goals and possible alternatives to meet them. The Services then considered these alternatives in 
their own review process. In some cases they adopted these suggestions as recommended or in 
mad form; in other cases they declined to do so because the bases had unique military value 
to the Services, or for other reasons. Overall, the cross service effort did assist in reducing 
excess capacity and determining where joint or collocated functions made functional and 
economic sense. Further, this DoD-wide review of support functions provides a road map for 
cross-servicing in the future. 

In the logistics a m ,  in particular, savings were achieved using several strategies. The 
Army, Navy, and Defense Logistics Agency @LA) al l  proposed closing major depots andlor 
shipyards. The Air Force, however, proposes to achieve significant savings by consolidating and 
reducing activity at its five air logistics centters in place, as well as providing consolidation sites 
for DLA storage activities. Because of the Air Force's unique logistics complexes, this approach 
proved significantly more cost effective than closms. 
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These Recommendations Will Save Billions 

My recommendations, if approved, will provide very substantial savings to the taxpayers 
and the Department. Initially, implementing these closures and realignments will require 
expenditures estimated at $3.8 billion (excepting certain environmental costs). However, even 

1 
within the 6 year planning period for which we program a budget, this round will provide 
approximately $4 billion in savings (FY96$) in excess of the costs required for base closure. 
These savings will continue at the rate of approximately $1.8 billion per year, and over the 
twenty year period for which we forecast should total some $18 billion (measured on a present 
value basis in today's dollars). 

Net savings, FY 1996-2001 $ 4.0 billion 
Annual savings thereafter $ 1.8 billion 
Total (over 20 years, present value) $18.4 billion. 

The 1995 program, coupled with the previously approved closures, will reduce the 
domestic base structure by about 21 percent (measured by replacement value). All four rounds of 
closures together, when complete in 2001, will produce about $6.0 billion in annual recurring 
savings (FW6$) and a total savings over 20 years in present value of almost $57 billion. 

Assisting Community Recovery 

As we implement these closures, we recognize a special obligation to those men and 
women - military and civilian - who won the Cold War. We will meet that obligation. 

In addition to transition programs for DoD personnel, the Department is determined to 
a n y  out the Resident's promise to help base closure communities reshape their economic 
future. This assistance comes in many fonns: technical assistance and planning grants; on site 
base transition coordinators to provide a focal point for Federal assistance; accelerated property 
disposal to make surplus property available for civilian reuse; and fast track environmental clean- 
up in coordination with Federal and State regulators and community reuse authorities. 

In some cases, reused bases are now home to more civilian jobs than there were before 
closure. Many communities have found that base property can be the bedrock for a healthier and 
more diverse economy. What it requires is strong local leadership and a lot of hard work. We at 
the Department stand ready to help. 

I have sent identical letters, with enclosures, to the Chairmen of the House National 
Security and Appropriations Committees and the Senate Anned Services and Appropriations 
Committees, and published this letter, with its enclosures, in the Federal Register. 
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In closing, I would like to note the critical role that your Commission plays. Your review 
is an essential codmation of the integrity of our p d m s  and the soundness of our 
judgments. We know that your review of our recommendations will be as searching, thorough 
and careful as the process by which we made them. We stand ~ a d y  to provide any i n f o d o n  
you require and to discuss any judgment we have made. In the end, we hope you endorse our 
recommendations in this process that is so critical to our Nation's security. 

L 
Sincerely, 

Enclosures 



A Base Closure Overview 

Why Close Bases? 

With the end of the Cold War, the Department of Defense has undertaken a 
restructuring of its military forces. During the past decade, the number of servicemen and 
women has been reduced one-third. The Department's budget has also shrunk. From fiscal 
1985 to 1997, in real terms overall Defense spending has declined by 40 percent. 

The Department's physical infrastructure, too, must be reduced. Within the United 
States, the Department has over 400 major bases. Unless the infrastructure is downsized 
commensurately with the force structure and budget, funds will be spent on buildings instead 
of readiness and modernization. Outside the United States, we have reduced our presence 
dramatically, withdrawing from over half our facilities. 

For many years, however, the Department found the opposition to closing domestic 
bases to be too powerful. In the decade before the fmt BRAC Commission, only 4 could be 
closed. 

An Independent Process 

In the late 1980's, members of Congress concluded that the only way to overcome the 
opposition of its members to individual closings was to entrust the process to an independent 
commission. The first Base Closure and Realignment Commission was created by statute in 
1988. Under the temx of its creation, the BRAC Commission would develop and 
recommend an entire slate of closings. Once made, that slate could not be modified by the 
President or the Congress, merely approved or disapproved. 

The 1988 BRAC Commission recommended the closure of 16 major facilities. Once 
fully implemented in 1996, its recommendations will save the taxpayers some $700 million 
per year. 

Recognizing how useful the first BRAC Commission had been, Congress enacted the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-510). The Act continued the 
use of an independent commission, but specified that the role of the newly established 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission would be one of review. Henceforth, 
responsibility for developing closure and realignment recommendations would be the 
responsibility of the Department of Defense. 



Chapter I 
A Base Closure Overview 

In accordance with the 1990 Act, the Department develops base closure and realignment 
recommendations based upon two public documents: 

long-term force structure plan, which is the basis of determining installation 
requirements, and 

selection criteria that are applied to rank bases in categories where there is 
excess capacity. 

The selection criteria used since BRAC 91 give priority consideration to military 
value, but also take into account costs and savings, as well as economic and environmental 
impacts. The data used in these analyses are certified and audited by the Services' audit 
agencies and the DoD Inspector General. The internal Department process is also monitored 
by the General Accounting Office. 

The BRAC recommendations of the Service Secretaries are reviewed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense before the Secretary of Defense 
forwards his recommendations to the Commission. This final review takes into account 
factors that the Services may not have considered (e.g., impacts on other Federal agencies, 
U.S. treaty obligations, or the combined economic effects of actions by more than one 
service). 

The Commission is composed of eight individuals who are nominated for this task by 
the President and confiied by the Senate. Six of the eight commissioners are nominated in 
consultation with the Congressional leadership from both major parties. 

The Commission's responsibility is to review the Department's recommendations 
using the same force structure plan and selection criteria. Where the Commission finds that 
the Department has substantially deviated from either of these two foundations, it has the 
authority to alter the recommendation, but it must justiQ such actions on the same basis as 
did the Department. 

The Commission must submit its recommendations to the President by July 1, 1995. 
If the recommendations are not rejected or returned for further consideration, the President 
must forward them to the Congress by July 15th. Unless disapproved by resolution of both 
houses of Congress within 45 legislative days, the recommendations thereafter have the force 
of law. 
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Results 

Most observers believe that the BRAC process has fulfilled its objectives well. In 
each round, the Commission's recommendations have been approved by the President and the 
Congress. 

The decisions in the three previous BRAC rounds -- covering 70 major bases and 
several hundred smaller facilities -- are now being implemented by DoD. 

Despite significant up-front costs, BRAC actions save money for the Department and 
the taxpayers. Overall, the first three rounds of BRAC should result in recurring yearly 
savings of more than $4 billion, and total savings in excess of $30 billion. The following 
table summarizes the estimated costs and net savings for the previous three BRAC rounds, as 
well as the actions recommended in 1995 (in billions of FY96$): 

BRAC Costs & Savings 
(Billions of FY 96$) 

Recurring 
BRAC Closure 6 Year Net Annual Total 
Actions Costs1 Savings2 Savings3 Savings4 

BRAC 88 145 $2.2 $0.3 $0.7 $6.8 
BRAC 91 82 4.0 2.4 1.6 15.8 
BRAC 93 X I  Ad2 14!2 I5.J 

Subtotal 402 13.1 3.1 4.2 38.3 

BRAC 95 146 LL8 4.0 1,8 18.4 

Total 548 $16.9 $7.1 $6.0 $56.7 

Excludes environmental cleanup costs and projected revenues from land sales. 

Net savings within the six-year statutory implementation period. 

Projected recurring annual savings after the six-year implementation period. 

Net savings after closure costs, measured over 20 years and discounted to present value at 4.2%. 

1-3 
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The Force Structure Plan 

Background 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress and 
the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years 1995 through 2001. The force 
structure plan which follows incorporates an assessment by the Secretary of the probable 
threats to the national security during the fiscal year 1995 through 2001 period, and takes into 
account the anticipated levels of funding for this period. The plan comprises three sections: 

The military threat assessment, 

The need for overseas basing, and 

The force structure, including the implementation plan. 

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

Section I: Military Threat Assessment 

The vital interests of the United States will be threatened by regional crises between 
historic antagonists, such as North and South Korea, India and Pakistan, and the Middle 
EastIPersian Gulf states. Also the collapse of political order as a result of ethnic enmities in 
areas such as Somalia and the former Yugoslavia will prompt international efforts to contain 
violence, halt the loss of life and the destruction of property, and re-establish civil society. 
The future world military situation will be characterized by regional actors with modem 
destructive weaponry, including chemical and biological weapons, modem ballistic missiles, 
and, in some cases, nuclear weapons. The acceleration of regional strife caused by frustrated 
ethnic and nationalistic aspirations will increase the pressure on the United States to 
contribute military forces to international peacekeepinglenforcement and humanitarian relief 
efforts. 

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

The Ballcans and parts of the former Soviet Union will be a source of major crises in 
the coming years as political-ethnic-religious antagonisms weaken fragde post-Cold War 
institutions. These countries may resort to arms to protect narrow political-ethnic interests or 
maximize their power vis-his their rivals. The presence of vast stores of conventional 
weapons and ammunition greatly increases the potential for these local conflicts to spread. 
Attempts by former Soviet republics to transform into democratic states with market 
economies and stable national boundaries may prove too =cult or too costly, and could 
result in a reassertion of authoritarianism, economic collapse, and civil war. 

In the Middle East, competition for political influence and natural resources (i.e., 
water and oil), along with weak economies, Islamic fundamentalism, and demographic 
pressures will contribute to deteriorating living standards and encourage social unrest. 

The major threat of military aggression or subversion in the Persian Gulf region may 
well emanate from Iran. Iran will find its principal leverage in subversion, propaganda, and 
in threats and military posturing below the threshold that would precipitate U.S. intervention. 

Iraq will continue to be a major concern for the region and the world. By the turn of 
the century, Iraq could pose a renewed regional threat depending on what sanctions remain in 
place and what success Iraq has in circumventing them. Iraq continues to constitute a 
residual threat to some Gulf states, particularly Kuwait. 

Across the Pacific 

The security environment in most of Asia risks becoming unstable as nations reorient 
their defense policies to adapt to the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet empire, 
the breakup of the former Soviet Union, and the lessons of the Persian Gulf War. Political 
and economic pressures upon Communist or authoritarian regimes may lead to greater 
instability and violence. 

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

China's military modernization efforts of the last two decades will produce a smaller 
but more capable military with modem combat aircraft, including the Su-27 FLANKER. By 
the end of the decade China will also have improved strategic nuclear forces. 
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Japan's major security concerns will focus primarily on the potential emergence of a 
reunified Korea armed with nuclear weapons, on the expanding Chinese naval threat, and on 
the possibility of a nationalistic Russia. 

In South Asia, the principal threat to U.S. security will remain the potential of 
renewed conflict between India and Pakistan. The conventional capabilities of both countries 
probably will be eroded by severe budget pressures, internal security obligations, and the loss 
of Superpower benefactors. 

The Rest of the World 

This broad characterization covers regions not addressed above and is not intended to 
either diminish or denigrate the importance of U.S. interests, friends, and allies in areas 
beyond Europe and the Pacific. 

In Latin America, democratic foundations remain unstable and the democratization 
process will remain vulnerable to a wide variety of influences and factors that could easily 
derail it. Virtually every country in the region will be victimized by drug-associated violence 
and crime. 

In Africa, chronic instability, insurgency, and civil war will continue throughout the 
continent. Two major kinds of security issues will dominate U.S. relations with the region: 
noncombatant evacuation and conflict resolution. Operations most likely to draw the U.S. 
military into the continent include disaster relief, humanitarian assistance, international 
peacekeeping, and logistic support for allied military operations. Further, conflict resolution 
efforts will test the growing reputation of the United States for negotiation and mediation. 

Direct threats to U.S. allies or vital interests that would require a significant military 
response in the near-future are those posed by North Korea, Iran, and Iraq. More numerous, 
however, are those regional conflicts that would quickly escalate to threaten vital U.S. 
interests in southeastern Europe, Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America. These 
conflicts would pose unique demands on the ability of U.S. Armed Forces to maintain 
stability and provide the environment for political solutions. Finally, there will be a large 
number of contingencies in which the sheer magnitude of human suffering and moral outrage 
demands a U.S. response, probably in concert with the United Nations. 

Section 11: Justification for Overseas Basing 

Although we have reduced overseas presence forces, we nevertheless will continue to 
emphasize the fundamental role of mobile, combat-ready forces in deterring aggression by 
demonstrating our commitment to democratic allies and friends, and promoting regional 
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stability through cooperation and constructive interaction. This is achieved through 
peacetime engagement, conflict prevention, and fighting to win. Overseas presence activities 
such as combined exercises, port visits, military-to-military contacts, security assistance, 
combating terrorism and drug Mlcking, and protecting American citizens in crisis areas 
will remain central to our strategy. U.S. influence will be promoted through continuing these 
overseas operations. 

Over the past 50 years, the day-to-day presence of U.S. forces in regions of 
geostrategic importance to U.S. national interests has been key to averting crises and 
preventing war. Our forces throughout the world show our commitment, lend credibility to 
our alliances, enhance regional stability, and provide crises response capability while 
promoting U.S. influence and access. Although the number of U.S. forces stationed overseas 
has been significantly reduced, the credibility of our capability and intent to respond to any 
crisis will continue to depend on judicious overseas presence. Overseas presence is also vital 
to the maintenance of the collective defense system by which the U.S. works with its friends 
and allies to protect our mutual security interests while reducing the burdens of defense 
spending and unnecessary arms competition. 

Europe, Middle East, Southwest Asia 

U.S. interests in Europe, the Mediterranean, the Middle East, Africa, and Southwest 
Asia, require continuing commitment. We must maintain forces, forward stationed and 
rotational, with the capability for rapid reinforcement from within the Atlantic region and 
from the United States when needed. 

The end of the Cold War signif~cantly reduced the requirement to station U.S. forces in 
Europe. Yet, the security of the United States and of Europe remain linked, and continued 
support of the evolving Atlantic Alliance is crucial. Our long-term stake in European 
security and stability, as well as enduring economic, cultural, and geopolitical interests 
require a continued commitment of U.S. military strength. 

Our overseas presence forces in Europe must be sized, designed, and postured to 
preserve U.S. influence and leadership in the Atlantic Alliance and in the future security 
framework on the continent. The re-g force is a direct response to the uncertainty and 
instability that remains in this region. Forward-deployed forces provide an explicit and 
visible commitment to the security and stability of Europe. Pre-positioned and afloat 
equipment supports rapid reintroduction of CONUS-based forces should the need arise in 
Europe or elsewhere. 

Persistent Iraqi challenges to Persian Gulf security provide a solid grounding for 
continued U.S. presence in the region. Air, ground, and maritime deployments, coupled with 
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pre-positioning, combined exercises, security assistance, and infrastructure, supported by a 
European and regional enroute strategic airlift infrastructure, greatly enhanced our recent 
crisis-response force buildup. Our future commitment will include rotational deployments of 
battalion-sized maneuver forces, land-based tactical aviation units, and five surface 
combatants, reinforced by pre-positioned and afloat equipment, access agreements, bilateral 
planning, periodic exercises, deployments of Carrier Battle Groups (CVBGs), Amphibious 
Ready Groups (ARGs), and Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Capable) 
(MEUs(SOC)), visits by senior officials, and security assistance. 

Pacific Forces 

U.S. interests in the Pacific, including Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean, also 
require a continuing commitment. As Asia continues its economic and political 
development, U.S. overseas presence will continue to serve as a stabilizing influence and a 
restraint on potential regional aggression and rearmament. 

A strong U.S. naval and land-based presence is designed to buttress our interests in the 
region. A carrier and amphibious force, including I(+) CVBG and one Marine Expeditionary 
Force with one MEU(S0C) will be forward-based in this region. One Army division, less 
one brigade, with supporting Combat Support (CS)/Combat Service Support (CSS) elements, 
and one Air Force Fighter Wing Equivalent (FWE) in South Korea and I(+) FWE in Japan 
are forward-based in this region. In addition, presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will be 
maintained. 

Elsewhere in the World 

In the less-predictable yet increasingly important other regions of the globe, the United 
States seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets and resources, mediate the traumas of 
economic and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and promote the regional stability 
necessary for progress and prosperity. From Latin America to sub-Saharan Africa to the far- 
flung islands of the world's oceans, American military men and women contribute daily to the 
unsung tasks of nation-building, security assistance, and quiet diplomacy that protect and 
extend our political goodwill and access to foreign markets. Such access becomes 
increasingly critical in an era of reduced overseas presence, when forces deploying from the 
United States are more than ever dependent on enroute and host-nation support to ensure 
timely response to distant crises. In the future, maintaining overseas presence through 
combined planning exercises, pre-positioning and service agreements, combined warfighting 
doctrine, and interoperability could spell the difference between success -and failure in 
defending important regional interests. 
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Contingency Forces 

U.S. strategy for the come-as-you-are arena of spontaneous, often unpredictable crises 
requires fully trained, highly ready forces that are rapidly deliverable and initially self- 
suficient. In regions where no U.S. overseas presence exists, these contingency forces are 
the tip of the spear, frrst into action, and followed if necessary by heavier forces and long- 
term sustainment. Therefore, such forces must be drawn primarily from the active force 
structure and tailored into highly effective joint task forces that capitalize on the unique 
capabilities of each Service and in the special operations forces. In this regard, the CINCs 
must have the opportunity to select from a broad spectrum of capabilities such as: airborne, 
air assault, light infantry, and rapidly deliverable armor and mechanized infantry forces from 
the Army; the entire range of fighter, fighter-bomber, and long-range conventional bomber 
forces provided by the Air Force; carrier-based naval air power, the striking capability of 
surface combatants, and the covert capabilities of attack submarines from the Navy; the 
amphibious combat power and rapid response Maritime Prepositioning Forces of the Marine 
Corps, which includes on-station MEU(S0C)s; and the unique capabilities of special 
operations forces. Additionally, certain reserve units must be maintained at high readiness to 
assist and augment responding active units. Reserve forces perform much of the lift and 
other vital missions from the outset of any contingency operation. 
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Section III: The Force Structure and Implementation Plan 

ARMY DIVISIONS 
Active 
Reserve 

MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS 
Active 3 3 3 
Reserve 1 1 1 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 12 1 1  1 1  

RESERVE CARRlERS - 1 1 

CARRIER AIR WINGS 
Active 11  10 10 
Reserve 2 1 1 

BATIZE FORCE SHIPS 387 363 344 

AIR FORCE FlGHTERS 
Active 978 936 936 
Reserve 795 504 504 

AIR FORCE BOMBERS 
Active 139 104 103 
Reserve 12 22 26 

DoD Personnel 
(End Strength in thousands) 

ACTIVE DUTY 
b y  
Navy 
Marine Corps 
Air Force 

TOTAL 

RESERVES AND 
NATIONAL GUARD 
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The Selection Criteria 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to develop and report to the 
Congress the criteria to be used in selecting bases for closure and realignment. In BRAC 95, 
the Department used the same criteria as in BRAC 91 and 93. As described below, those 
criteria give priority to military value, followed by return on investment and economic and 
other impacts on base communities. 

This chapter presents the BRAC 95 criteria and important events and decisions from 
both past and present BRAC rounds that contributed to their development. On December 9, 
1994, the Department of Defense published a notice in the Feder- that identified the 
selection criteria to be used in BRAC 95. 

Maintaining the Prior Selection Criteria for BRAC 95 

The Department of Defense decided not to change the criteria for BRAC 95 after 
careful consideration of suggestions made over the past two rounds of closures by the public, 
Congress, General Accounting Office, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, and from within DoD. The Department's decision was based on two factors: 
1) the criteria were broadly defined, which permitted adaptation through policy guidance to 
changing circumstances and differing types of activities; and 2) the criteria served well in the 
199 1 and 1993 efforts. 

For BRAC 95, the Department reviewed and improved its process for considering 
economic impact, including the cumulative economic impact of prior BRAC actions. These 
improvements in procedures respond to issues raised by the 1993 Defense Base Closure 
Realignment Commission and the General Accounting Office. For BRAC 95, the 
Department considered cumulative economic impact as part of the sixth criterion, i-e., "the 
economic impact on communities." DoD considered economic impact and cumulative 
economic impact as relative measures when comparing alternatives. This process is 
discussed in detail in Chapter 4. 

In deciding to use the previous selection criteria in BRAC 95, the Department also 
evaluated the issue of non-DoD costs. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1994 directed DoD to consider whether the costs of BRAC actions to other Federal 
departments and agencies should be included in the selection criteria for the 1995 BRAC 
process. After conducting a thorough review of the issue, the Department decided against 
such a change. First, it would be impossible to obtain accurate estimates for such costs 
within the controlled procedures of the BRAC process. Furthermore, even where BRAC 
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actions could result in cost increases to other Federal departments and agencies, DoD found 
that these costs in most cases analyzed would amount to a small fraction of BRAC savings -- 
less than 2 percent - and therefore would not be likely to alter BRAC decisions. 

BRAC 95 Selection Criteria 

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense, giving priority consideration to military value (the fmt 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 availabiity and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

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

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

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

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 
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Selection Criteria for Prior BRAC Rounds 

The BRAC 88 selection criteria were developed jointly by the Department of Defense 
and the Congress, and were incorporated by reference into Public Law 100-526 (the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act). This law was a 
precursor to the current BRAC authority. 

In BRAC 9 1, the Department proposed criteria, solicited public comments, 
transmitted the frnal selection criteria to the Congressional Defense Committees and 
subcommittees, and notified the public in the Federal Register of all these activities. DoD 
published the proposed selection criteria and request for comments in the November 30, 
1990, issue of the Federal Re- (55 FR 49678). The proposed criteria closely mirrored 
the criteria established by the 1988 Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure (see Appendix E for a history of base closures). However, the proposed criteria 
differed in two ways from the 1988 criteria: 1) DoD would give priority consideration to 
military value, and 2) the return on investment "payback period would not be limited to six 
years. 

In BRAC 93, DoD published a notice in the December 15,1992, issue of the Federal 
(57 FR 59334), stating that the selection criteria used in BRAC 91 would be used 

again, unchanged. DoD made this decision because the BRAC 91 final criteria were 
appropriately amended based on public comments, were accepted by Congress, and served 
well in the 199 1 effort. 
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The 1995 Selection Process 

In developing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-510), as amended, Congress provided mechanisms to ensure that the process would be 
fair, objective, and open. The Act requires that closures and realignments of military 
installations in the United States must be recommended on the basis of a six-year force 
structure plan and public selection criteria. 

The procedures are continually subject to review by the DoD Inspector General, the 
General Accounting Office, as well as by the BRAC Commission and the public. This 
section describes them in detail. 

Policy Guidance 

The Deputy Secretary established the policy, procedures, authorities and 
responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment or closure @RAC) by memorandum dated 
January 7, 1994. This policy guidance provided the Secretaries of the Military Departments 
and the Directors of the Defense Agencies with the responsibility to provide the Secretary of 
Defense with recommendations for closures and realignments. This policy also required the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to develop recommendations 
based exclusively upon the force structure plan and final selection criteria; consider all 
military installations inside the United States (as defined in the law) equally; analyze their 
base structure using like categories of bases; use objective measures for the selection criteria 
wherever possible; and allow for the exercise of military judgement in selecting bases for 
closure and realignment. 

The Deputy Secretary also established the BRAC 95 Review Group and the BRAC 95 
Steering Group to oversee the entire BRAC process. The BRAC 95 Review Group was 
composed of senior level representatives fiom each of the Military Departments, 
Chairpersons of the BRAC 95 Steering Group and each Joint Cross-Service Group, and other 
senior officials from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Joint Staff and Defense Logistics 
Agency. It provided oversight and policy for the entire BRAC process. The BRAC 95 
Steering Group assisted the Review Group in exercising its authorities. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security was given the 
responsibility to oversee the 1995 process, and was delegated authority to issue additional 
instructions. All policy memoranda applicable to the BRAC 95 process are provided at 
Appendix C. 
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The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs issued the interim force structure plan, as directed 
by the Deputy Secretary's January 7,1994 memorandum, on February 7,1994. The Deputy 
Secretary issued the fmal selection criteria on November 2,1994. The Deputy Secretary 
provided the fmal force structure plan on January 1 1, 1995. This Plan was updated on 
February 22, 1995, by the Deputy Secretary to reflect budget decisions, and was provided to 
Congress and the Commission on the same day. 

Joint Cross-Service Functions 

The 1993 BRAC Commission recommended that the Department develop procedures 
for considering potential joint or common activities among the Military Departments. For 
BRAC 95, the Deputy Secretary directed the creation of Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) 
to consider these issues in conjunction with the Military Departments. 

As announced in the Deputy Secretary's January 7,1994, BRAC policy guidance, and 
further addressed in BRAC Policy Memorandum Number Two, issued on November 2, 1994, 
a process, involving both Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs) and the individual Military 
Departments, was established to develop closure and realignment alternatives in situations 
involving common support functions for five functional areas. The five functional areas were: 
Depot Maintenance, Military Medical Treatment Facilities, Test and Evaluation, 
Undergraduate Pilot Training and Laboratories. 

Each of the Joint Cross-Service Groups developed excess capacity reduction goals; 
established data collection procedures and milestone schedules for cross-service analysis of 
common support functions; and presented alternatives to the Military Departments for their 
consideration in developing recommendations. The JCSGs issued their alternatives to the 
Military Departments in November of 1994, and they considered them as part of their 
ongoing BRAC analysis. 

In some instances, the Departments adopted the alternatives and recommended them, 
as made or modified, to the Secretary of Defense. In other instances, the Services declined to 
endorse them, because the particular alternative was considered to not be cost effective or for 
other reasons. 

A summary of each of the joint cross-service functional reviews follows: 

Depot Maintenance 

In depot maintenance, the overall capacity reduction goals were attained, and data has 
been collected which will facilitate cross-service workload transfers after BRAC. Major 
cross-service recommendations include the realignment of missile guidance work to 
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Tobyhanna Army Depot, the plating of Naval guns at Watervliet Army Arsenal, and the 
collocation of DLA storage functions in excess facilities at Air Force logistics centers. The 
groundwork for at least one future joint depot has also been established. While there was 
limited cross-servicing directly attributable to JCSG recommendations, the services 
considered the alternatives presented and have developed what they believe to be more cost 
effective in-house solutions. Overall results achieved a cost effective reduction in excess 
capacity, even if cross-servicing was not maximized. The process laid the foundation for 
further cross-servicing downstream, outside the BRAC process. 

Laboratories 

There were some significant cross-service actions taken as a result of the JCSG 
alternatives. The package includes some C41 cross-service consolidation at Fort Monmouth, 
NJ, as well as medical research consolidation in Washington, DC. Excess capacity was 
reduced; however, capacity reduction was less than desired by the JCSG. Many of the 
workload transfers proposed by the JCSG were too small to influence installation decisions 
and were therefore not considered cost effective by the Military Departments. Since lab 
consolidations often appear most attractive on installations devoted to testing, lack of joint 
consolidation in the T&E area affected laboratory recommendations. As with Depots, 
potential workload consolidation opportunities were identified which may occur in the future 
outside of BRAC. 

Test and Evaluation 

Cross-servicing and downsizing of the test and evaluation infrastructure proved to be 
a considerable challenge. In general, the Military Departments concluded that preservation of 
core test facilities, which have irreplaceable land, air and water ranges, precluded closures of 
major facilities and that cross-servicing of T&E functions would not be cost effective. 
However, there was some success in the closure of a number of small test functions, and 
consolidations within each Service's technical fiastructure. 

Medical Facilities 

The Military Medical Treatment Facilities group established and generally achieved 
its overall cross-service and excess capacity reduction goals. This was in large measure due 
to the cross-servicing policies already in affect in this function. Since location of military 
medical facilities is largely dependent on the major military installations which provide their 
patient load, they generally followed the realignment and closure actions of the Military 
Departments. As with several of the other groups, the medical JCSG group identified and is 
planning for future actions for consolidation and downsizing of medical facilities through 
programmatic actions. BRAC 95 did provide an opportunity to close one major teaching 
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hospital, while rationalizing other graduate medical training. It also provided an avenue to 
down-size many large, full service hospitals to smaller hospitals or clinics. Cross-servicing 
will continue in this vital field. 

-. -- Undergraduate ?%t Training 

The JCSG alternatives were incorporated in the work of the Military Departments and 
provided a basis for carrying out the Department's policies for cross-service flight training. 
The Air Force and Navy's earlier agreement to consolidate primary fuced-wing training 
through a joint syllabus was critical to this group's success. The recommendations developed 
reduce excess capacity and maintain a capacity buffer to ensure meeting projected 
requirements during the turmoil associated with multiple base closures and fielding the new 
PATS trainers. However, there was no agreement on the collocation or consolidation of 
helicopter training. Like other core activities, this issue needs to be resolved before BRAC 
real estate alternatives are addressed. Overall, the Military Departments reduced this training 
infrastructure by three bases. 

OSDIJCS Review 

Using certified data, the Secretaries of the Military Departments and Directors of the 
Defense Agencies developed their recommendations based on the approved final criteria and 
force structure plan, and submitted their base closure and realignment recommendations to 
the Secretary of Defense for review and approval. As part of the Secretary's review, the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security provided for Joint Staff and OSD 
review of the recommendations received from the Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies. 

The Joint Staff reviewed the recommendations from a warfighting perspective to 
ensure they would not adversely affect the military readiness capabilities of the m e d  
services. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed all the Military Department and 
Defense Agency recommendations without objection. 

Key staff elements of the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff also 
reviewed the recommendations to ensure they would not sacrifice necessary capabilities and 
resources. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security reviewed the 
recommendations to ensure all eight selection criteria were considered and the 
recommendations were consistent with the force structure plan. This review also assured that 
DoD policies and procedures were followed and that the analyses were objective and 
rigorous. 
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The Secretary approved the recommendations of the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies and the list of military installations approved by the Secretary of Defense 
for closure or realignment is herein forwarded, as required, to the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

Summaries of the Military Department and Defense Agency selection processes 
precede their recommendations and justifications. Additionally, a summary of the processes 
used by the Joint Cross-Service Groups is in the policy memoranda in Appendix C. 

Economic Impact in the BRAC Process 

The Department recognizes that base closure imposes severe strains on local 
communtities. These economic impacts are recognized and considered in the BRAC process. 

For BRAC 95, the Department created the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic 
Impact to ensure more consistent application of the economic impact criterion in BRAC 95. 
This Group included representatives from the Military Departments and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. For a year the Group reviewed methods for analyzing economic 
impact, established common measures and approaches, and developed a computer-based 
system to facilitate the analysis of economic impact, including cumulative economic impact. 

Under the law, the Department developed its BRAC recommendations based on 
consistent application of eight final selection criteria and the force structure plan. Under the 
approved selection criteria, the first four selection criteria pertain to military value and are 
accorded priority consideration. "The economic impact on communities" is the sixth 
criterion. 

The Department considered cumulative economic impact as part of the economic 
impact criterion. In response to concerns raised by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission and the General Accounting Office, DoD analyzed economic 
impact and cumulative economic impact as relative measures for comparing alternatives. 
DoD did not establish threshold values above which, for example, it would remove bases 
from consideration. 

Economic impact was considered at two stages in the process. The Military 
Departments, in developing their recommendations, developed and analyzed data reflecting 
the economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds as well as that particular Department's actions 
in BRAC 1995. Once the Service recommendations were made to the Secretary of Defense, 
the economic impacts were reviewed again, to determine whether there were instances in 
which separate Service actions might have affected the same locality. 
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The Department sponsored an independent review of its plans for BRAC 95 economic 
analysis in May 1994. Six experts from government, academia, and the private sector 
participated in the review. The reviewers agreed that our proposed measures of economic 
impact were reasonable and supported our approach to defining economic impact areas. 
They emphasized that DoD's estimates tend to overstate economic impact, and that the 
Department should stress this in its presentations to the Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission, the Congress, and the public. In addition, the Department asked the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis of the Department of Commerce to review our methodology 
for estimating indirect jobs. They responded that the method was of "good, sound quality, 
consistent with good regional economic impact estimation practices." 
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1995 List of Military Installations 
Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment 

Part I: Major Base Closures 

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado 
Price Support Center, Illinois 
Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland 
Selfridge Army Garrison, Michigan 
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey 
Seneca Army Depot, New York 
Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 
Red River Army Depot, Texas 
Fort Pickett, Virginia 

Navy 

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California 
Ship Repair Facility, Guam 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland 
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Wanninster, Pennsylvania 

Air Force 

North Highlands Air Guard Station, California 
Ontario IAP Air Guard Station, California 
Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York 
Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York 
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Springfield-Beckley MAP, Air Guard Station, Ohio 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania 
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas 
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 
Reese Air Force Base, Texas 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee 
Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah 

Part IZ: Major Base Realignments 

Armv 

Fort Greely, Alaska 
Fort Hunter Liggett, California 
Sierra Army Depot, California 
Fort Meade, Maryland 
Detroit Arsenal, Michigan 
Fort Dix, New Jersey 
Fort Hamilton, New York 
Charles E. Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico 
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah 
Fort Lee, Virginia 

Naw 

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida 
Naval Activities, Guam 
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, Washington 

Air Force 

McClellan Air Force Base, California 
Onizuka Air Station, California 
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Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 
Robins Air Force Base, Georgia 
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma 
Kelly Air Force Base, Texas 
Hill Air Force Base, Utah 

Part 111: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments, 
Disestublishments or Relocations 

Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, California 
East Fort Baker, California 
Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California 
Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut 
Big Coppett Key, Florida 
Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland 
Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland 
Hingham Cohasset, Massachusetts 
Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts 
Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missouri 
Fort Missoula, Montana 
Camp Kilmer, New Jersey 
Caven Point Reserve Center, New Jersey 
Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey 
Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York 
Fort Totten, New York 
Recreation Center #2, Fayettville, North Carolina 
Information Systems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia 
Camp Bonneville, Washington 
Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA), West Virginia 

Navy 

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering West 
Coast Division, San Diego, California 

Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, California 
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Naval Personnel Research and Development Center, San Diego, California 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN, Long Beach, California 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center-Newport Division, New London Detachment, New London, 

Connecticut 
Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando, Florida 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam 
Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland 
Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, Mississippi 
Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, 

Pennsylvania 
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment, 

Warminster, Pennsylvania 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering East Coast 

Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 
Naval Information Systems Management Center, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Management Systems Support Office, Chesapeake, Virginia 

Navy- 
. . .  

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Huntsville, Alabama 
Stockton, California 
Santa Ana, Irvine, California 
Pomona, California 
Cadillac, Michigan 
Staten Island, New York 
Laredo, Texas 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 

Naval Air Reserve Center at: 

Olathe, Kansas 
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Naval Reserve Readiness Commands at: 

New Orleans, Louisiana (Region 10) 
Charleston, South Carolina (Region 7) 

Air Force 

Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, California 
Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor Activity, Buffalo, New York 
Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta, Georgia 
Defense Contract Management Command International, Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio 
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 
Defense Industrial Supply Center Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas 

Defense Investigative Service 

Investigations Control and Automation Directorate, Fort Holabird, Maryland 

Part PV= Changes to Previously Approved BRAC Recommendations 

Army 

Army Bio-Medical Research Laboratory, Fort Derrick, Maryland 

Navy 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California 
Naval Air Station Alameda, California 
Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, California 
Naval Training Center, San Diego, California 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida 
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida 
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Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida 
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida 
Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam 
Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan 
Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Office of Naval Research, Arlington, Virginia 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Recruiting Command, Washington, D.C. 
Naval Security Group Command Detachment Potomac, Washington, D.C. 

Air Force 

Williams AFB, Arizona 
Lowry AFB, Colorado 
Homestead AFB, Florida (301st Rescue Squadron) 
Homestead AFB, Florida (726th Air Control Squadron) 
MacDill AFB, Florida 
Griffiss AFB, New York Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division) 
Griffiss AFB, New York (485th Engineering Installation Group) 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California 



Recommendations 

The Secretary of Defense's closure and realignment recommendations and 
justifications follow. These are preceded by summaries of the Military Department 
and Defense Agency selection processes. 

These recommendations result from the detailed analytical processes used by 
the DoD Components and were based upon certified data, the force structure plan and 
the selection criteria. The recommendations also reflect consideration of the 
evaluation conducted by the Joint Cross-Service Groups and the resulting alternatives 
they issued. 
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Surnmarv of Selection Process 

Introduction 

The Army's efforts to reduce unnecessary infrastructure began with the Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignments and Closures in 1988. Since that 
Commission, the Army has reduced its force of 770,000 active duty soldiers to 540,000 and 
active divisions from 18 to 12. The Army has closed 77 installations in the U.S. and is in the 
process of closing six others. Over 500 sites overseas, mostly in Europe, have been returned 
to their host nation. The Army is planning to return about 150 more. Last December, the 
Army announced further reductions in end strength to 495,000 personnel and a further 
restructuring of the active Army to 10 divisions by the end of fiscal year 1996. Available 
resources have declined with the $90 billion budget of the 1980s dropping to approximately 
$60 billion, necessitating major reductions in base operating costs. While these latest 
recommendations were difficult, the Army has kept its sights focused on the future in order to 
lay a foundation for a smaller, more capable Army, one that is able to project power and 
support national strategy into the 21st century. 

The Selection Process 

To provide an operational context for planning and analysis, the Army developed a 
stationing strategy. Derived from the National Military Strategy, the Army developed 
guidelines to govern the stationing of forces and influence the types of installations needed 
for the future. This operational blueprint described parameters for reducing infrastructure 
without jeopardizing future requirements. 

As in previous studies, the Army conducted a comprehensive review of all 
installations. To facilitate a fair comparison, the Army grouped installations into categories 
with similar missions, capabilities and characteristics. After developing a set of measurable 
attributes related to DoD's four selection criteria for military value, the Army then assigned 
weights to reflect the relative importance of each measure. Next, the Army collected data on 
its installations and estimated their relative importance, using established quantitative 
techniques to assemble installation assessments. 

Using both the installation assessments and the stationing strategy, the Army 
determined the military value of each installation. These appraisals represented the Army's 
best judgment on the relative merit of each installation and were the basis for selecting 
installations that were studied further for closure or realignment. 
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Once the list of final study candidates received approval by the Secretary of the Army, 
a variety of alternatives were examined in an effort to identify the most feasible and cost- 
effective way to close or realign. Subsequently, the Army reviewed alternatives 
recommended by DoD's Joint Cross Service Groups and incorporated those that made sense 
and saved money. The Army applied DoD's remaining four selection criteria by analyzing 
the financial, economic, community and environmental impacts of each alternative, using 
DoD's standard models. The Army's senior leaders reviewed the results of these analyses and 
discontinued studies of alternatives that were financially or operationally infeasible. 

During the course of the study effort, the Army Audit Agency performed independent 
tests and evaluations to check mathematical computations and ensure the accuracy of data 
and reasonableness of assumptions throughout every step of analysis. The General 
Accounting Ofice monitored the Army's process from the very beginning and met regularly 
with the Army's auditors as well as officials from The Army Basing Study (TABS). 

The Secretary of the Army, with advice from the Chief of Staff, recommended 
installations for closure or realignment to the Secretary of Defense based upon the DoD Force 
Structure Plan and the selection criteria established under Public Law 101-510, as amended. 



Recommendations and Justifications 

Fort McCleMan, Alabama 

Recommendation: Close Fort McClellan, except minimum essential land and facilities for a 
Reserve Component enclave and minimum 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 Polygraph Institute 
(DODPI) to Fort Jackson, South Carolina. License Pelham Range and current Guard 
facilities to the Alabama Army National Guard. 

Justification: This closure recommendation is based upon the assumption that requisite 
permits can be granted to allow operation of the Chemical Defense Training Facility at Fort 
Leonard Wood, Missouri. The Governor of the State of Missouri has indicated that an 
expeditious review of the permit application can be accomplished. 

Collocation allows the Army to focus on the doctrinal and force development re- 
quirements of Engineers, Military Police, and the Chemical Corps. The synergistic 
advantages of training and development programs are: coordination, employment, and 
removal of obstacles; conduct of river crossing operations; operations in rear areas or along 
main supply routes; and counter-drug operations. The missions of the three branches will be 
more effectively integrated. 

This recommendation differs from the Army's prior closure recommendations 
submitted to the 1991 and 1993 Commissions. The Army will relocate the Chemical Defense 
Training Facility (CDTF) to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. By relocating the CDTF, the 
Army can continue providing live-agent training to all levels of command. The Army is the 
only Service that conducts live agent training, and it will continue this training at Fort 
Leonard Wood. 

The Army has considered the use of some Fort McClellan assets for support of the 
chemical demilitarization mission at Anniston Army Depot. The Army will use the best 
available assets to provide the necessary support to Anniston's demilitarization mission. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$259 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
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$122 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $45 million with a return 
on investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $3 16 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 10,720 jobs (8,536 direct jobs and 2,184 indirect jobs) over the 1996- 
to-2001 period in the Anniston, AL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 
17.3 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of a l l  BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 14.7 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 

Recommendation: Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential buildings, and ranges for 
Reserve Component (RC) training as an enclave. 

Justification: In the past ten years, the Army has ~ i ~ c a n t l y  reduced its active and reserve 
forces. The Army must reduce excess idhstructure to meet future requirements. 

Fort Chaffee is the former home of the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC). In 
1991, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission approved the JRTC's 
relocation to Fort Polk, LA. The transfer was completed in 1992. The post is managed by an 
Active Componentfcivilian staff, although it possesses virtually no Active Component 
tenants. 

Fort Chaffee ranked last in military value when compared to other major training area 
installations. The Army will retain some ranges for use by the RC units stationed in the area 
Annual training for Reserve Component units which now use Fort Chaffee can be conducted 
at other installations in the region, including Fort Polk, Fort Riley and Fort Sill. The b y  
intends to license required land and facilities to the Army National Guard. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$10 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $39 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $13 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $167 million. 
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 352 jobs (247 direct jobs and 105 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Fort Smith, AR-OK Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 0.3 percent 
of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installation. 

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado 

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 Civilan Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) activities to Denver leased space. 
Relocate other tenants to other installations. 

Justification: FAMC is low in military value compared to other medical centers. This 
recommendation avoids anticipated need for estimated $245 million construction to replace 
FAMC while preserving health care services through other more cost-effective means. This 
action will offset any loss of medical services through: phased-in CHAMPUS and Managed 
Care Support contracts; increased services at Fort Carson and US Air Force Academy; and 
redistribution of Medical Center patient load from Region Eight to other Medical Centers. 
FAMC is not collocated with a sizable active component population. Its elimination does not 
jeopardize the Army's capability to surge to support two near-simultaneous major regional 
contingencies, or limit the Army's capability to provide wartime medical support in the 
theater of operations. Closure of this medical center allows redistribution of medical military 
personnel to other medical centers to absorb the diverted medical center patient load. These 
realignments avoid a significant cost of continuing to operate and maintain facilities at this 
stand-alone medical center. DoD's Joint Cross-Service Group for Military Treatment 
Facilities supports the closure of Fitzsimons. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$142 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$39 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $34 million with a return on 
investment expected in three years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $299 million. 
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 4,489 jobs (2,903 direct jobs and 1,586 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Denver, CO Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 
0.4 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of a l l  BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Price Support Center, Illinois 

Recommendation: Close Charles Melvin Price Support Center, except a small reserve 
enclave and a storage area. 

Justification: Charles Melvin Price Support Center provides area support and military 
housing to the Army and other Federal activities in the St. Louis, MO, area. It is low in 
military value compared to similar installations. Its tenants, including a recruiting company 
and a criminal investigative unit, can easily relocate. 

This recommendation is related to the Army's recommendation to relocate Aviation- 
Troop Command (ATCOM) from St. Louis, MO, to other locations. A reduction in the 
Army's presence in the area warrants a corresponding reduction in Charles Melvin Price 
Support Center. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$35 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $9 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $1 16 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 363 jobs (225 direct jobs and 138 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the St. Louis, MO-IL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less than 
0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 
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Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois 

Recommendation: Close Savanna Army Depot Activity (ADA). Relocate the United States 
Army Defense Ammunition Center and School (USADACS) to McAlester Army 
Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. 

Justification: This recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational 
assessment. The Army has adopted a "tiered" ammunition depot concept to reduce 
infrastructure, eliminate static non-required ammunition stocks, decrease manpower 
requirements, increase efficiencies and pennit the Army to manage a smaller stockpile. The 
tiered depot concept reduces the number of active storage sites and makes efficiencies 
possible: 

(1) Tier 1 - Active Core Depots. These installations will support a normaVfull-up 
activity level with a stockage configuration of primarily required stocks and minimal non- 
required stocks requiring demilitarization. Normal activity includes daily receipts/issues of 
training stocks, storage of war reserve stocks required in contingency operations and 
additional war reserve stocks to augment lower level tier installation power projection 
capabilities. Installations at this activity level will receive requisite levels of storage support, 
surveillance, inventory, maintenance and demilitarization. 

(2) Tier 2 - Cadre Depots. These installations normally will perform static storage of 
follow-on war reserve requirements. Daily activity will be minimal for receipts/issues. 
Workload will focus on maintenance, surveillance, inventory and demilitarization operations. 
These installations will have minimal staffs unless a contingency arises. 

(3) Tier 3 - Caretaker Depots. Installations designated as Tier 3 will have minimal 
staffs and store stocks no longer required until demilitarized or relocated. The Army plans to 
eliminate its stocks at these sites no later than year 2001. Savanna Army Depot Activity is a 
Tier 3 depot. 

USADACS performs the following basic functions: munitions training, logistics 
engineering, explosive safety, demilitarization research and development, technical 
assistance, and career management. Relocation of USADACS to McAlester Army 
Ammunition Plant (AAP) allows it to collocate with an active ammunition storage and 
production operation. McAlester A M ,  a Tier 1 depot, is the best for providing the needed 
capabilities. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$38 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$12 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $13 million with a return on 
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investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $1 12 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 627 jobs (450 direct jobs and 177 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Cmoll County, IL, area, which represents 8.2 percent of the area's employment. 
There are no known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Fort Ritchie, Maryland 

Recommendation: Close Fort Ritchie. Relocate the 1 1 1 lth Signal Battalion and 1 108th 
Signal Brigade to Fort Detrick, MD. Relocate Information Systems Engineering Command 
elements to Fort Huachuca, AZ. 

Justification: This recommendation assumes that base support for Defense Intelligence 
Agency and other National Military Command Center support elements will be provided by 
nearby Fort Detrick. Closing Fort Ritchie and transferring support elements of the National 
Military Command Center to Fort Detrick will: (a) maintain operational mission support to 
geographically unique Sites R and C (National Military Command Center) for the Joint 
Chiefs of S m ,  (b) capitalize on existing facilities at Site R and C to minimize construction; 
(c) maintain an active use and continuous surveillance of Site R and Site C facilities to 
maintain readiness; (d) collocate signal units that were previously separated at two different 
garrisons; (e) consolidate major portion of Information Systems Engineering Command- 
CONUS with main headquarters of Information Systems Engineering Command to improve 
synergy of information system operations; and (0 provide a direct support East Coast 
Information Systems Engineering Command field element to respond to regional 
requirements. These relocations, collocations and consolidations allow the elimination of 
Fort Ritchie's garrison and avoids significant costs associated with the continued operation 
and maintenance of support facilities at a small installation. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$93 million. The net of al l  costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $83 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $65 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $712 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3,210 jobs (2,344 direct jobs and 866 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Hagerstown, MD Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 
4.8 percent of the area's employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the 
closing or receiving installations. 



Selfridge Army Garrison, Michigan 

Recommendation: Close U.S. Army Garrison, Selfridge. 

Justification: Closing Selfridge eliminates an installation that exists primarily to provide 
housing for activities (predominantly Detroit Arsenal) located in the immediate area although 
such support can be provided through a less costly alternative. Sufficient commercial 
housing is available on the local economy for military personnel using Variable Housing 
Allowance/Basic Allowance for Quarters. Closure avoids the cost of continued operation and 
maintenance of unnecessary support facilities. This recommendation will not degrade local 
military activities. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$47 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
is a savings of $140 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 867 jobs (536 direct jobs and 331 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Detroit, MI Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less than 
0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no 
known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military 
Transportation Management Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters and 
the trafEc management portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey. Retain an enclave for the Navy Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, and Navy Resale 
and Fashion Distribution Center. 

Justification: This recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational 
assessment. The primary mission of Bayonne is the shipment of general bulk cargo. It has 
no capability to ship bulk munitions. There are sufficient commercial port facilities on the 



East and Gulf Coasts to support power projection requirements with a minimal loss to 
operational capability. Bayome provides the Army with few military capabilities that cannot 
be accomplished at commercial ports. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$44 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with a return on 
investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $90 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 2,105 jobs (1,367 direct jobs and 738 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Jersey City, NJ Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 
0.8 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Seneca Army Depot, New York 

Recommendation: Close Seneca Army Depot, except an enclave to store hazardous 
material and ores. 

Justification: This recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational 
assessment. The Army has adopted a "tiered" ammunition depot concept to reduce 
infrastructure, eliminate static non-required ammunition stocks, decrease manpower 
requirements, increase efficiencies and permit the Army to manage a smaller stockpile. The 
tiered depot concept reduces the number of active storage sites and makes efficiencies 
possible: 

(1) Tier 1 - Active Core Depots. These installations will support a nod fu l l -up  
activity level with a stockage configuration of primarily required stocks and minimal non- 
required stocks requiring demilitarization. Normal activity includes daily receipts/issues of 
training stocks, storage of war reserve stocks required in contingency operations and 
additional war reserve stocks to augment lower level tier installation power projection 
capabilities. Installations at this activity level will receive requisite levels of storage support, 
surveillance, inventory, maintenance and demilitarization. 
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(2) Tier 2 - Cadre Depots. These installations normally will perform static storage of 
follow-on war reserve requirements. Daily activity will be minimal for receipts/issues. 
Workload will focus on maintenance, surveillance, inventory and demilitarization operations. 
These installations will have minimal staffs unless a contingency arises. 

(3) Tier 3 - Caretaker Depots. Installations designated as Tier 3 will have minimal 
staffs and store stocks no longer required until demilitarized or relocated. The Army plans to 
eliminate stocks at these sites no later than year 2001. Seneca Army Depot is a Tier 3 depot. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$15 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $34 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $21 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $242 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 463 jobs (325 direct jobs and 138 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Seneca County, NY, economic area, which represents 3.2 percent of the area's 
employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving 
installations. 

Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close Fort Indiantown Gap, except minimum essential facilities as a 
Reserve Component enclave. 

Justification: In the past ten years, the Army significantly reduced its active and reserve 
forces. The Army must reduce excess infrastructure to meet future requirements. 

Fort Indiantown Gap is low in military value compared to other major training area 
installations. Although managed by an Active Component garrison, it has virtually no Active 
Component tenants. Annual training for Reserve Component units which now use Fort 
Indiantown Gap can be conducted at other installations in the region, including Fort Dix, Fort 
A.P. Hill and Fort Dnun. 

Fort Indiantown Gap is owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and leased by 
the U.S. Army through 2049 for $1. The government can terminate the lease with one year's 
written notice. Facilities erected during the duration of the lease are the property of the U.S. 
and may be disposed of, provided the premises are restored to their natural condition. 
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$13 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $67 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $23 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $285 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 789 jobs (521 direct jobs and 268 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, PA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which 
represents 0.2 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential increase equal to 0.2 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Red River Army Depot, Texas 

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. 

Justification: Red River Army Depot is one of the Army's five maintenance depots and one 
of three ground vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of the ground maintenance 
depots has become increasingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy combat vehicle 
maintenance and repair. Red River performs similar work on infantry fighting vehicles. 
Letterkenny Army Depot is responsible for towed and self-propelled artillery as well as DoD 
tactical missile repair. Like a number of other Army depots, Red River receives, stores, and 
ships all types of ammunition items. A review of long range operational requirements 
supports a reduction of Army depots, specifically the consolidation of ground combat 
workload at a single depot. 

The ground maintenance capacity of the three depots currently exceeds programmed 
work requirements by the equivalent of one to two depots. Without considerable and costly 
modifications, Red River cannot assume the heavy combat vehicle mission from Anniston. 
Red River cannot assume the DoD Tactical Missile Consolidation program from Le.tterkenny 
without major construction. Available maintenance capacity at Anniston and Tobyhanna 
makes the realignment of Red River into Anniston the most logical in terms of military value 
and cost effectiveness. Closure of Red River is consistent with the recommendations of the 
Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance. 
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$60 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $313 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $123 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $1,497 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 5,654 jobs (2,901 direct jobs and 2,753 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Texarkana, TX-Texarkana, AR Metropolitan Statistical k e a ,  which 
represents 9.5 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 7.7 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Fort Pickett, Virginia 

Recommendation: Close Fort Pickett, except minimum essential training areas and facilities 
as an enclave for the Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum Training Facility to Fort 
Dix, NJ. 

Justification: In the past ten years, the Army has reduced its active and reserve forces 
considerably. The Army must reduce excess infrastructure to meet the needs of the future. 

Fort Pickett is very low in military value compared to other major training area 
installations. It has virtually no Active Component tenants. Annual training for reserve units 
that now use Fort Pickett can be conducted easily at other installations in the region, 
including Fort Bragg, Fort A.P. Hill and Camp Dawson. The Army intends to license 
required facilities and training areas to the Army National Guard. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $41 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $21 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $241 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 362 jobs (254 direct jobs and 108 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001period in the Nottoway & Dinwiddie Counties, VA area, which represents 0.8 percent of 
the area's employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing or 
receiving installations. 
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Fort Greely, Alaska 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Greely by relocating the Cold Region Test Activity 
(CRTA) and Northern Warfare Training Center (NWTC) to Fort Wainwright, Alaska. 

Justification: Fort Greely currently supports two tenant activities (CRTA and NWTC) and 
manages training areas for maneuver and range firing. Over 662,000 acres of range and 
training areas are used by both the Army and the Air Force. These valuable training lands 
will be retained. 

The Army has recently reduced the NWTC by over half its original size and 
transferred oversight responsibilities to the U.S. Army, Pacific. The garrison staff will reduce 
in size and continue to support the important testing and training missions. The Army 
intends to use Fort Wainwright as the base of operations (107 miles away) for these activities, 
and "safari" them to Fort Greely, as necessary. This allows the Army to reduce its presence at 
Fort Greely, reduce excess capacity and perform essential missions at a much lower cost. 
The Army intends to retain facilities at Bolio Lake (for CRTA), Black Rapids (for NWTC), 
Allen Army and minimal necessary garrison facilities to maintain the installation for 
contingency missions. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$23 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $43 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $19 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $225 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 969 jobs (724 direct jobs and 245 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Southeast Fairbanks Census Area, AK, which represents 36.3 percent of the 
area's employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the realigning or 
receiving installations. 

Fort Hunter Liggett, California 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Hunter Liggett by relocating the U.S. Army 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). 

Justification: Fort Hunter Liggett is low in military value compared to other major training 
area installations and has few Active Component tenants. Relocation of the Test and 



Experimentation Center optimizes the unique test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and 
White Sands Missile Range. 

Fort Hunter Liggett's maneuver space is key to Reserve Component training 
requirements. Since it is a primary maneuver area for mechanized units in the western 
United States, retention of its unique training lands is essential. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $6 
million. The net of al l  costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$12 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $5 million with a return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
is a savings of $64 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 686 jobs (478 direct jobs and 208 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Salinas, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 0.3 percent of the 
area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential increase equal to 0.32 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Sierra Army Depot, California 

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. 

Justification: This recommendation is supported by the Army's long range operational 
assessment. The Army has adopted a "tiered" ammunition depot concept to reduce 
infrastructure, eliminate static non-required ammunition stocks, decrease manpower 
requirements, increase efficiencies and permit the Army to manage a smaller stockpile. The 
tiered depot concept reduces the number of active storage sites and makes efficiencies 
possible: 

(1) Tier 1 - Active Core Depots. These installations will support a normafull-up 
activity level with a stockage configuration of primarily required stocks-and minimal non- 
required stocks requiring demilitarization. Normal activity includes daily receiptslissues of 
training stocks, storage of war reserve stocks required in contingency operations and 
additional war reserve stocks to augment lower level tier installation power projection 
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capabilities.. Installations at this activity level will receive requisite levels of storage support, 
surveillance, inventory, maintenance and demilitarization. 

(2) Tier 2 - Cadre Depots. These installations normally will perform static storage of 
follow-on war reserve requirements. Daily activity will be minimal for receiptslissues. 
Workload will focus on maintenance, surveillance, inventory and demilitarization operations. 
These installations will have minimal staffs unless a contingency arises. 

(3) Tier 3 - Caretaker Depots. Installations designated as Tier 3 will have minimal 
staffs and store stocks no longer required until demilitarized or relocated. The Army plans to 
eliminate stocks at these sites no later than year 2001. Siem Army Depot is a Tier 3 Depot. 

Complete closure is not possible, since Sierra is the Center of Technical Excellence 
for Operational Project Stocks. This mission entails the management, processing and 
maintenance of Force Provider (550-man tent city), Mand Petroleum Distribution System; 
and Water Support System. It also stores such stocks as Clam Shelters (mobile maintenance 
tents), bridging, and landing mats for helicopters. The cost of relocating the Operational 
Project Stocks is prohibitively expensive. Therefore, the Army will retain minimum essential 
facilities for storage. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommen&tion is 
$14 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $55 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $29 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $333 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 839 jobs (592 direct jobs and 247 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Lassen County, CA economic area, which represents 7.4 percent of the area's 
employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving 
installations. 

Fort Meade, Maryland 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Meade by reducing Kimbrough Army Community Hospital 
to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient services. 

Justification: This recommendation, suggested by the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Medical Treatment, eliminates excess medical treatment capacity at Fort Meade, MD by 
eliminating inpatient services at Kimbrough Army Community Hospital. Inpatient care 
would be provided by other military medical activities and private facilities through Civilian 
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS). 
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$16 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4 million with a return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
is a savings of $50 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 203 jobs (129 direct jobs and 74 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Baltimore, MD Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less 
than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no 
known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan 

Recommendation: Realign Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing of the Detroit Army 
Tank Plant. 

Justification: Detroit Tank Plant, located on Detroit Arsenal, is one of two Army 
Government-Owned, Contractor-Operated tank production facilities. A second facility is 
located at Lima, Ohio, (Lima Army Tank Plant). The Detroit plant is not as technologically 
advanced as the Lima facility and is not configured for the latest tank production. Moreover, 
retaining the plant as a "rebuild" facility is not practical since Anniston Army Depot is 
capable of rebuilding and repairing the M1 Tank and its principal components. Accordingly, 
the Detroit Tank Plant is excess to Army requirements. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $3 million with an immediate 
return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a 
savings of $38 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Detroit, MI Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the 
realigning site. 
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Fort Dix, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Dix by replacing the Active Component garrison with a 
U.S. Army Reserve garrison. Retain minimum essential ranges, facilities, and training areas 
required for Reserve Component (RC) training as an enclave. 

Justification: In the past ten years, the Army has significantly reduced its active and reserve 
forces. The Army must reduce excess infrastructure to meet the needs of the future. 

This proposal retains facilities and training areas essential to support Army National 
Guard and U.S. Army Reserve units in the Mid-Atlantic states. However, it reduces base 
operations and real property maintenance costs by eliminating excess facilities. Additionally, 
this reshaping will truly move Fort Dix into a preferred role of RC support. It retains an 
Army Reserve garrison to manage Fort Dix and provides a base to support RC logistical 
requirements. The Army intends to continue the Army National Guard's current license of 
buildings. 

Various U.S. Army National Guard and U.S. Army Reserve activities regularly train 
at Fort Dix. The post houses the National Guard High Technology Training Center, a unique 
facility providing state-of-the-art training devices for guardsmen and reservists in a 12-state 
area. Fort Dix's geographic proximity to a large portion of the nation's RC forces and the air 
and seaports of embarkation make it one of the most suitable RC Major Training Areas in the 
United States. This recommendation is consistent with the decision of the 1991 Commission, 
but better aligns the operation of the installation with its users. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$19 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $1 12 million. Annual recuning savings after implementation are $38 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $478 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,164 jobs (739 d k t  jobs and 425 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which 
represents less than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations. and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations. 
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Fort Hamilton, New York 

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 fiom Caven Point, New Jersey, to Fort Hamilton. 

Justification: Fort Hamilton is low in military value compared to the other command and 
control/admjnistrative support installations. The post has limited capacity for additional 
growth or military development. No new or additional missions are planned. 

This proposal reduces the size of Fort Hamilton by about one-third to support 
necessary military missions in the most cost effective manner. The New York Area 
Command, which includes protocol support to the United Nations, will remain at Fort 
Hamilton. Another installation will assume the area support currently provided to the New 
York area. 

The Armed Forces Reserve Center at Caven Point was built in 1941. Its sole mission 
is to support reserve component units. The buildings on the 35-acre parcel are in poor 
condition. Relocating to Fort Hamilton will allow the Army Reserve to eliminate operating 
expenses in excess of $100 thousand per year. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $7 million with an immediate 
return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a 
savings of $74 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 85 jobs (52 direct jobs and 33 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the New York, NY, Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less 
than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations. 

Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania 

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 Army 
Reserve's leased maintenance activity in Valley Grove, WV, to the Kelly Support Center. 
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Justification: Kelly Support Center, a sub-installation of Fort Drum, NY, provides 
administrative and logistical support to Army Reserve units in western Pennsylvania. It 
comprises five separate parcels of property. 

The Kelly Support Center is last in military value compared to other command and 
con t roYa~s t ra t ive  support installations. Reserve usage is limited to monthly weekend 
drills. It possesses no permanent facilities or mobilization capability. 

This proposal eliminates two parcels of property, approximately 232 acres and 
500,000 square feet of semi-permanent structures, from the Army's inventory. Since there 
are no other feasible alternatives, the Army is retaining three small parcels for Army Reserve 
functions and Readiness Group Pittsburgh. 

Relocating the Army's Reserve activity from Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support 
Activity, WV, to the Kelly Support Center consolidates it with its parent unit and saves 
$28,000 per year in lease costs. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$36 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$22 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $5 million with a return on 
investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $28 million. 

Impacts: Asswlling no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 209 jobs (128 direct jobs and 81 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, & Westmoreland Counties, PA, area which 
represents less than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

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 
Letterkenny by transferring missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot. 
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Justification: Letterkemy Army Depot is one of the Army's five maintenance depots and 
one of three ground vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of the ground maintenance 
depots has become increasingly specialized. A ~ i s t o n  performs heavy combat vehicle 
maintenance and repair. Red River performs similar work on infantry fighting vehicles. 
ktterkemy Army Depot is responsible for towed and self-propelled artillery as well as DoD 
tactical missile repair. Like a number of other Army depots, ktterkemy receives, stores, and 
ships all types of ammunition items. A review of long range operational requirements 
supports a reduction of Army depots, specifically the consolidation of ground combat 
workload at a single depot. 

The ground maintenance capacity of the three depots currently exceeds programmed 
work requirements by the equivalent of one to two depots. The heavy combat vehicle 
mission from Anniston cannot be absorbed at Letterkenny without major construction and 
facility renovations. Available maintenance capacity at Anniston and Tobyhanna makes the 
realigning Letterkemy to the two depots the most logical in terms of military value and cost 
effectiveness. Closure of Letterke~y is supported by the Joint Cross-Service Group for 
Depot Maintenance. 

The Army's recommendation to transfer missile workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot 
preserves Letterkenny's missile disassembly and storage mission. It capitalizes on 
Tobyhanna's electronics focus and retains DoD missile system repair at a single Army depot. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$50 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $207 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $78 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $952 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 4,126 jobs (2,090 direct jobs and 2,036 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Franklin County, PA area, which represents 6.6 percent of the area's 
employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 8.5 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations. 
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Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Buchanan by reducing ganison management functions and 
disposing of family housing. Retain an enclave for the reserve components, Army and Air 
Force Exchange Service (AAFES) and the Antilles Consolidated School. 

Justification: Fort Buchanan, a sub-installation of Fort McPherson, provides administrative, 
logistical and mobilization support to Army units and activities in Puerto Rico and the 
Caribbean region. Tenants include a U.S. Army Reserve headquarters, AAFES and a DoD- 
operated school complex. Although the post is managed by an active component garrison, it 
supports relatively few active component tenants. The family housing will close. The 
activities providing area support will relocate to Roosevelt Roads Navy Base and other sites. 
The Army intends to license buildings to the Army National Guard, that they currently 
occupy. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$74 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$50 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with a return on 
investment expected in seven years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of !§45 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 289 jobs (182 direct jobs and 107 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the San Juan, PR economic area which represents 0.1 percent of the area's 
employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving 
installations. 

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah 

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. 

Justification: Dugway is low in military value compared to other proving grounds. Its test 
facilities conduct both open air and laboratory chemicaVbiological testing in support of 
various Army and DoD missions. The testing is important as are associated security and 
safety requirements. However, this recommendation enables the Army to continue these 
important missions and also reduce costly overhead at Dugway. 
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Yuma can assume Dugway's programmed smoke and obscurant testing. Aberdeen 
Proving Ground can accept the laboratory research and development portion of the 
chemicaVbiological mission from Dugway, since it is currently performing chemical and 
biological research in facilities that carry equivalent biohafety levels. Open air and simulant 
testing missions will remain at Dugway. 

The State of Utah has expressed an interest in using English Village and associated 
fuing and training ranges at Dugway for the National Guard, including the establishment of 
an artillery training facility. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $61 million. Annual recuning savings after implementation are $26 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $307 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,715 jobs (1,096 direct jobs and 619 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Tooele County, UT economic area, which represents 13.0 percent of the 
area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 36.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impedunents at the realigning or receiving installations. 

Fort Lee, Virginia 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Lee, by reducing Kenner Army Community Hospital to a 
clinic. Eliminate inpatient services. 

Justification: This recommendation, suggested by the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Medical Treatment, eliminates excess medical treatment capacity at Fort Lee, VA by 
eliminating inpatient services at Kenner Amy Community Hospital. Inpatient care would be 
provided by other nearby military medical activites and private facilities through Civilian 
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS). 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$16 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4 million with a return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
is a savings of $5 1 million. 
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 32 1 jobs (205 direct jobs and 1 16 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Richmond-Petersburg, VA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 
0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and al l  prior 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential increase equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Branch US. Disciplinary Barracks, Lompoc, California 

Recommendation: Close Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks (USDB), Lompoc, CA. 

Justification: Branch USDB, Lompoc consists of approximately 4,000 acres and 812,000 
square feet of detention facilities. It is permitted to and operated by the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons. There are no Army activities on USDB, Lompoc. Accordingly, it is excess to the 
Army's requirements. 

Return on Investment: There is no one-time cost to implement this recommendation. 
There are no costs and savings during the implementation period. There are no annual 
recurring savings after implementation. The net present value of the costs and savings over 
20 years is a savings of $0 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Santa Barbara-Santa Maria- 
Lompoc, CA economic area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site. 

East Fort Baker, California 

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. 

Justification: East Fort Baker is at the north end of the Golden Gate Bridge in Marin 
County, CA. The post consists of approximately 347 acres and 390,000 square feet of 
facilities. It provides facilities and housing for the Headquarters, 91st Training Division 
(U.S. Army Reserve) and the 6th Recruiting Brigade, Army Recruiting Command. The 91st 
Training Division has a requirement to remain in the San Francisco Bay area, while the 6th 
Recruiting Brigade has a regional mission associated with the western United States. Both 
the 6th Recruiting Brigade and the 91st Training Division can easily.relocate to other 
installations. The 91st Training Division will relocate to Parks Reserve Forces Training 
Area, where it better aligns with its trainhg mission. Closing East Fort Baker saves 
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operations and support costs by consolidating tenants to other military installations without 
major construction. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2 million with a return on 
investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $15 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 152 jobs (97 direct jobs and 55 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the San Francisco, CA Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less 
than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.5 percent of employment in the area There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California 

Recommendation: Close Rio Vista Army Reserve Center. 

Justification: Rio Vista Army Reserve Center consists of approximately 28 acres. It 
formerly supported an Army Reserve watercraft unit. Since Reserve Components no longer 
use Rio Vista Reserve Center, it is excess to the Army's requirements. Closing Rio Vista will 
save base operations and maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities for 
approximately 28 acres. 

Return on Investment: There is no one-time cost to implement this recommendation. The 
net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of $1 million. 
Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.1 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
$2 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Vallejo-Fairf~eld-NAPA, CA 
Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the 
closing or receiving sites. 
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Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut 

Recommendation: Close Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

Justification: The Stratford facility has produced engines for heavy armor vehicles and 
rotary wing aircraft. Reduced production requirements and the Army's increased capability 
for rebuild and repair have eliminated the need for the Stratford Army Engine Plant. There is 
no requirement for use of the installation by either the Active or Reserve Components. 

The Army has an extensive capability to repair engines at Anniston and Corpus 
Christi Army Depots. The current inventory for these engines meets projected operational 
requirements. During mobilization, the capability to rebuild engines can be increased at both 
depots. In the event of an extended national emergency that would deplete stocks, the depots 
could reconfigure to assemble new engines from parts provided by the manufacturer until 
mothballed facilities become operational. Prior to closing the facility, the contractor will 
complete all existing contracts. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$24 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $6 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $80 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3 jobs (2 direct jobs and 1 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period 
in the Fairfield County, CT economic area, which represents 0 percent of the area's 
employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site. 

Big Coppett Key, Florida 

Recommendation: Close Big Coppett Key. 

Justification: Big Coppett Key, an island near Key West, consists of approximately five 
acres and 3,000 square feet of facilities. Big Coppett Key formerly provided communications 
support to United States Army. Since the Army no longer uses Big Coppett Key, it is excess 
and to Army requirements. Closing Big Coppett Key will save base operations and 
maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities. 

Return on Investment: There is no one-time cost to implement this recommendation. The 
net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of $0.05 million. 
Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.01 million with an immediate return 
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on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
$0.1 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Monroe County, FL economic 
area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site. 

Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland 

Recommendation: Close by relocating Concepts Analysis Agency to Fort Belvoir, VA. 

Justification: In 1993, the Commission suggested that DoD direct the Services to include a 
separate category for leased facilities to ensure a bottom-up review of leased space. The 
Army has conducted a review of activities in leased space to identifj opportunities for 
relocation onto military installations. Because of the cost of leasing, the Army's goal is to 
minimize leased space when feasible, and maximize the use of government-owned space. 

Since Army studies indicate that space is available at Fort Belvoir, the Concepts 
Analysis Agency can easily relocate with limited renovation. The annual cost of the current 
lease is $1.5 million. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$3.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$0.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.8 million with a return 
on investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $7 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not result in a change in employment in the 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected 
jobs will remain in that area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing 
site or receiving installation. 

Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland 

Recommendation: Close by relocating the U.S. Army Publications Distribution Center, 
Baltimore to the U.S. Army Publications Center St. Louis, Missouri. 

Justification: Consolidation of the U.S. Army Publications Distribution center, Baltimore 
with the U.S. Army Publications Center, St. Louis, combines the wholesale and retail 
distribution functions of publication distribution into one location. The consolidation 
eliminates a manual operation at Baltimore in favor of an automated facility at St. Louis and 
creates efficiencies in the overall distribution process. This move consolidates two leases 
into one less costly lease. 
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$3 million. Annual recumng savings after implementation are $3 million with a return on 
investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $35 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 213 jobs (13 1 direct jobs and 82 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Baltimore, MD Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less 
than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the area There are no 
known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Hingham Cohasset, Massachussetts 

Recommendation: Close Hingham Cohasset. 

Justification: Hingharn Cohasset, formerly a U.S. Army Reserve Center, is essentially 
vacant and is excess to the Army's requirements. The site consists of approximately 125 
acres and 150,000 square feet of facilities. Closing Hingham Cohasset will save base 
operations and maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities. 

Return on Investment: There is no one-time cost to implement this recommendation. The 
net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of $1 million. 
Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.2 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
$2 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Boston-Worcester-Lawrence- 
Lowell-Brockton, MA-NH New England County Metropolitan Area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing site. 

Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts 

Recommendation: Close Sudbury Training Annex. 

Justification: Sudbury Training Annex, outside Boston, consists of approximately 2,000 
acres and 200,000 square feet of facilities. The primary mission of Sudbury Training Annex 
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is to provide storage facilities for various Department of Defense activities. Sudbury 
Training Annex is excess to the Army's requirements. Closing the annex will save base 
operations and maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities for approximately 2,000 
acres. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$1 million. The net of alJ costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.1 million with a return 
on investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $1 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 21 jobs (13 direct jobs and 8 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Essex-Middlesex-SuffoIk-Plymouth and Norfolk Counties, MA, which 
represents less than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
enviro~lental impediments at the closing or receiving sites. 

Aviation-Troop Command, Missouri 

Recommendation: Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by 
relocating its missions/functions as follows: 

Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation 
Management; and Aviation Program Executive OEces to Redstone Arsenal, 
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command. 
Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research, 
Development, Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems 
Command. 
Relocate functions related to materiel management of cornmunications- 
electronics to Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics 
Command. 
Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, 
to align with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

Justification: In 1993, the Commission suggested that DoD direct the Services to include a 
separate category for leased facilities to ensure a bottom-up review of leased space. The 
Army has conducted a review of activities in leased space to identify opportunities for 
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relocation onto military installations. Because of the cost of leasing, the Army's goal is to 
minimize leased space, when feasible, and maximize the use of government-owned facilities. 

In 1991, the Commission approved the merger of Aviation Systems Command and 
Troop Systems Command (ATCOM). It also recommended that the Army evaluate the 
relocation of these activities from leased space to government-owned facilities and provide 
appropriate recommendations to a subsequent Commission. In 1993, the Army studied the 
possibility of relocating ATCOM to a military installation and concluded it would be too 
costly. It is evident that restructuring ATCOM now provides a financially attractive 
opportunity to relocate. 

Significant functional efficiencies are also possible by separating aviation and troop 
support commodities and relocating these functions to military installations. The aviation 
support functions realign to Redstone Arsenal to form a new Aviation & Missiles Command. 
The troop support functions realign to Natick, MA to align with the new Soldier Systems 
Command. 

This recommendation preserves crucial research and development functions while 
optimizing operational efficiencies. Moving elements of ATCOM to Natick and Redstone 
Arsenal improves the synergistic effect of research, development and engineering, by 
facilitating the interaction between the medical, academic, and industrial communities 

a already present in these regions. Vacating the St. Louis lease will collocate/consolidate 
similar life cycle functions at military installations for improved efficiencies and 
effectiveness. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$146 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $46 million with a return 
on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $453 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 7,679 jobs (4,731 direct jobs and 2,948 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the St. Louis, MO-IL Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents 
0.5 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing site or receiving installations. 
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Fort Missoula, Montana 

Recommendation: Close Fort Missoula, except an enclave for minimum essential land and 
facilities to support the Reserve Component units. 

Justification: Fort Missoula consists of approximately 35 acres and 180,000 square feet of 
facilities. It provides administration, supply, training, maintenance, logistics support to 
Reserve Component forces. The post also provides facilities for the United States Forest 
Service. Fort Missoula has land and facilities excess to the Army's requirements. Closing 
Fort Missoula will save base operations and maintenance funds and provide reuse 
opportunities for approximately 25 acres. The Army intends to continue to license buildings 
and land currently occupied by the Army National Guard. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$0.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $0.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.2 million with a return 
on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $2 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Missoula County, MT 
economic area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving 
installations. 

Camp Kilmer, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Close Camp Kilmer, except an enclave for minimum necessary facilities 
to support the Reserve Components. 

Justification: Camp Kilrner consists of approximately 75 acres and 33 1,000 square feet of 
facilities. The camp provides administration, supply, training, maintenance, and logistics 
support to Reserve Component forces. The vast majority of the site is excess to the Amy's 
requirements. Closing Camp Kilmer will save base operations and maintenance funds and 
provide reuse opportunities for approximately 56 acres. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$0.1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.2 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $3 million. 
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Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Middlesex-Somerset- 
Hunterdon, NY Metropolitan Statistical Area. There are no known environmental 
impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Caven Point Army Reserve Center, New Jersey 

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. 

Justification: Caven Point U.S. Army Reserve Center (USARC) is located near Jersey City, 
NJ, and consists of approximately 45,000 square feet of administrative and maintenance 
facilities on 35 acres. It is overcrowded and in generally poor condition. The primary 
mission of Caven Point USARC is to provide administrative, logistics and maintenance 
support to the Army Reserve. The consolidation of tenants from Caven Point USARC with 
Reserve Component activities remaining on Fort Hamilton will achieve savings in operations 
costs. 

Return on Investment: The cost and savings information for the closure of Caven Point 
U.S. Army Reserve Center is included in the recommendation for Fort Hamilton, NY. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 4 jobs (3 direct jobs and 1 indirect job) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Jersey City, NJ, Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area which represents 
less than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Close Camp Pedricktown, except the Sievers-Sandberg Reserve Center. 

Justification: Camp Pedricktown consists of approximately 82 acres and 260,000 square 
feet of facilities. Its primary mission is to provide administration, supply, training, 
maintenance, and logistics support to Reserve Component forces. The vast majority of Camp 
Pedricktown's land and facilities are excess to Army requirements. Closing it will save base 
operations and maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities for approximately 60 acres. 
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$0.1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.4 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $5 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing 
or receiving installations. 

Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York 

Recommendation: Close Bellmore Logistics Activity. 

Justification: Bellmore Logistics Activity, located on Long Island, consists of 
approximately 17 acres and 180,000 square feet of facilities. It formerly provided 
maintenance and logistical support to Reserve Component units. Since Reserve Components 
no longer use Bellmore Logistics Activity, it is excess to the Army's requirements. Closing 
Bellmore Logistics Activity will save base operations and maintenance funds and provide 
reuse opportunities. 

Return on Investment: There is no one-time cost to implement this recommendation. The 
net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of $2 million. 
Annual recumng savings after implementation are $0.3 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
$5 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Nassau-Suffolk, NY Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site. 

Fort Totten, New York 

Recommendation: Close Fort Totten, except an enclave for the U. S. Army Reserve. 
Dispose of family housing. 

Justification: Fort Totten, a sub-installation of Fort Hamilton, provides administrative and 
logistical support to Army Reserve units in the New York City metropolitan area. 

Fort Totten is low in military value compared to otber command and 
controYadministrative support installations. The post has limited capacity for growth or 
further military development. 
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Fort Totten is home to the Ernie Pyle U.S. Army Reserve Center, the largest in the 
country. Realignment of the Center to nearby Fort Hamilton is not possible since Fort 
Hamilton has little available space. Therefore, the Army decided to retain this facility as a 
reserve enclave. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2 million with a return on 
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years 
is a savings of $17 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 69 jobs (43 direct jobs and 26 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the New York, NY Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less 
than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior- 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 

Recreation Center #2, North Carolina 

Recommendation: Close Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NC. 

Jdcation: Recreation Center #2 consists of approximately four acres and 17,000 square 
feet of community facilities. Recreation Center #2 is currently being leased to the city of 
Fayetteville, NC, and is excess to the Army's requirements. Closing Recreation Center WL 
will provide reuse opportunities. 

Return on Investment: There are no costs associated with this recommendation. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Fayetteville, NC Metropolitan 
Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site. 
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Information Systems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia 

Recommendation: Close by relocating Information Systems Software Command to Fort 
Meade, MD. 

Justification: In 1993, the Commission suggested DoD direct the Services to include a 
separate category for leased facilities to ensure a bottom-up review of leased space. The 
Anny has conducted a review of activities in leased space to identify opportunities for 
relocation onto military installations. Because of the cost of leasing, the Army's goal is to 
minimize leased space, when feasible, and maximize the use of government-owned facilities. 

This activity can relocate easily for a minor cost. The annual cost of the current lease 
is $2 million. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of 
$2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $1 million with a return on 
investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $8 million. 

Impacts. This recommendation will not result in a change in employment in the 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected 
jobs will remain in that area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing 
site or receiving installation. 

Camp Bonneville, Washington 

Recommendation: Close Camp Bonneville. 

Jdcation: Camp Bomeviile consists of approximately 4,000 acres and 178,000 square 
feet of facilities. The primary mission of Camp Bonneville is to provide training facilities for 
Active and Reserve units. Training currently conducted at Camp Bonneville will be shifted 
to Fort Lewis, Washington. Accordingly, Camp Bonneville is excess to the Army's 
requirements. Closing the camp will save base operations and maintenance funds and 
provide reuse opportunities. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$0.04 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $0.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.2 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $2 million. 
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Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA 
economic area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site. 

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity, West Virginia 

Recommendation: Close Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA). 
Relocate reserve activity to the Kelly Support Center, PA, provided the recommendation to 
realign Kelly Support Center is approved. 

Justification: Valley Grove AMSA, located in Valley Grove, WV, consists of 
approximately 10,000 square feet of leased maintenance facilities. Its primary mission is to 
provide maintenance support to Army Reserve activities. Consolidating tenants from Valley 
Grove AMSA with the Reserve Component activities remaining on Kelly Support Center will 
reduce the cost of operation. 

Return on Investment: The cost and savings information for the closure of Valley Grove 
AMSA is included in the recommendation for Charles E. Kelly Support Center. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 10 jobs (7 direct jobs and 3 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Wheeling, WV-OH, Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of the areas employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the 
closing or receiving installations. 

Tri-Service Project Reliance 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding Tri- 
Service Project Reliance. Upon disestablishment of the U.S. Army 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 functions 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. Army Medical Research and Materiel Command. 

Justification: There are no operational advantages that accrue by relocating this activity to 
Wright-Patterson AFB. Substantial resources were expended over the last 15 years to 
develop this unique laboratory currently used by researchers from across the DoD, other 
federal agencies and the academic community. No facilities are available at Wright- 
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Patterson to accommodate this unique aquatic research activity, which supports 
environmental quality R&D initiatives developing cost effective alternatives to the use of 
mammalian species in toxicity testing. Significant new construction is required at Wright 
Patterson to duplicate facilities at Fort Detrick to continue this critical research. No 
construction is required at Aberdeen Proving Ground. Furthermore, the quality of water 
required for the culture of aquatic animals used in this research is not adequate at Wright- 
Patterson. This would necessitate additional construction and result in either several years of 
costly overlapping research in Maryland and Ohio, or the loss of over 10 years experience 
with the unique lab colonies used at Fort Detrick. The Navy and the Air Force agree that true 
research synergy is possible without executing the planned relocation. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$0.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $4 million. There are no annual recurring savings after implementation. The net present 
value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $4 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 15 jobs (9 direct jobs and 6 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of the areas employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior 
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known 
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations. 
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Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

Building upon the experience gained during BRAC 93, the Secretary of the Navy 
established policies, procedures, organizations, and internal controls that ensured that the 
process in the Department of the Navy @ON) for making base closure and realignment 
recommendations to the Secretary of the Defense was sound and in compliance with the Base 
Closure Act. The Secretary of the Navy established a Base Structure Evaluation Committee 
(BSEC) for the analyses and deliberations required to satisfy the Base Closure Act, and a 
Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) to provide staff support to the BSEC. 

The Selection Process 

Under the oversight and guidance of the Under Secretary of the Navy, the BSEC had 
eight members, consisting of senior DON career civilians and Navy flag and Marine Corps 
general officers who were responsible for developing recommendations for closure and 
realignment of DON military installations for approval by the Secretary of the Navy. The 
BSEC was required to evaluate Navy and Marine Corps installations in accordance with the 
Base Closure Act, to comply with appropriate guidance from higher levels, to ensure 
audibility by the Comptroller General, and to ensure operational factors were considered. In 
conducting its evaluation, the BSEC applied the final selection criteria for selecting bases for 
closure or realignment and based its recommendations on the FY 2001 force structure plan. 

The BSAT was composed of military and civilian analysts who were tasked to collect 
data and to perform analysis for the BSEC. Additionally, the Naval Audit Service and the 
Office of General Counsel were integrally involved in the process. The Naval Audit Service 
reviewed the activities of the BSEC and the BSAT to ensure compliance with the approved 
Internal Control Plan and audited the accuracy and reliability of data provided by DON 
activities. The OKce of the General Counsel provided senior-level legal advice and counsel. 

In compliance with the Internal Control Plan, a Base Structure Data Base (BSDB) was 
developed and contained relevant information on all DON military installations subject to the 
Base Closure Act. The BSEC used the data base as the baseline for its evaluation of DON 
military installations, leading to development of recommendations for closure and 
realignment. Pursuant to the certification policy promulgated by the Secretary of the Navy to 
comply with the provisions of the Base Closure Act, data which was included in the Base 
Structure Data Base had to be certified as accurate and complete by the officer or civilian 
employee who initially generated data in response to the BSEC request for information, and 
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then at each succeeding level of the chain of command. In conjunction with the requirement 
to keep records of all meetings that were part of the decision making process, the Base 
Structure Data Base and the certification policy were designed to ensure the accuracy, 
completeness, and integrity of the information upon which the DON recommendations were 
based. 

The senior leadership of the Navy and Marine Corps was substantially involved in the 
process. Policy issues and basic principles that affect basing and infrastructure requirements 
were articulated, and comments were solicited from the major "ownerloperators" of Navy 
and Marine Corps installations on Fleet operations, support, and readiness impacts. 
Additionally, the relationship between the Military Departments and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) for BRAC 95 was more formalized and more robust than in prior 
rounds. The DON was significantly represented on every OSD BRAC 95 group. 

In order to comply with the requirements of the Base Closure Act relating to 
evaluation using the force structure plan and the selection criteria, the first step in the process 
was to categorize and aggregate installations for analysis. Based on a review of the Secretary 
of the Navy's responsibilities under Title 10 of the U.S. Code to operate, maintain, train, and 
support the operating forces within the DON, the BSEC developed five major categories for 
organizing its military installations for analysis and evaluation: Operational Support, 
Industrial Support, Technical Centers~Laboratories, EducationaUTraining, and Personnel 
Support/Other. These categories were then further divided into 27 subcategories to ensure 
that like installations were compared to one another and to allow identification of total 
capacity and military value for an entire category of installations. Within these 27 
subcategories were 830 individual Navy or Marine Corps installations or activities, each of 
which was reviewed during the BRAC 95 process. 

Data calls were issued to these installations, tailored to the subcategory in which the 
activity was grouped, to obtain the relevant certified information relating to capacity and 
military value. "Conglomerate" activities having more than one significant mission received 
multiple military value and capacity data calls relating to those missions. The certified 
responses to these data calls were entered into the Base Structure Data Base and formed the 
sole basis for BSEC determinations. 

Capacity analysis compared the present base structure to the future force structure 
requirement for each subcategory of installations to determine whether excess base structure 
capacity existed. The capacity measures were the appropriate "throughput" for each type of 
installation. If total capacity was greater than the future required capacity, excess capacity 
was determined to exist, and the military value of each installation in a subcategory was 
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evaluated. If there was no meaningful excess capacity, no further closure or realignment 
analysis was conducted. Of the 27 subcategories, eight of them demonstrated either little or 
no excess capacity. 

The remaining 19 subcategories underwent military value analysis to assess the 
relative military value of installations within a subcategory, using a quantitative methodology 
that was as objective as possible. The foundation of the analysis was the military value 
criteria, which are the first four of the eight selection criteria issued by the Secretary of 
Defense. Information from the military value data call responses was displayed in a matrix, 
scored by the BSEC according to relative importance for a particular subcategory. A military 
value score for a particular installation is a relative measure of military value only within the 
context of the subcategoxy in which that installation was analyzed, in order to compare one 
installation in a subcategory against another installation in that category. 

The results of the capacity analyses and military value analyses were then combined 
in that stage of the process called configuration analysis. The purpose of conf~guration 
analysis was to identify, for each subcategory of installations, sets of installations that best 
meet the needs of the Navy and Marine Corps, in light of future requirements, while 
eliminating the most excess capacity. Multiple solutions wen generated that would satisfy 
capacity requirements for the future force structure while maintaining the average military 
value of the retained installations at a level equal to or greater than the average military value 
for all of the installations in the subcategory. 

The configuration analysis solutions were then used by the BSEC as the starting point 
for the application of military judgment in the development of potential closure and 
realignment scenarios to undergo return on investment analysis. Scenario development was 
an iterative process in which results of COBRA analyses and inputs from the senior Defense 
leadership were used to generate additional options. The input received from the Fleet 
CINC's, the major claimants (including the SYSCOM Commanders), and the DON civilian 
leadership was an integral part of scenario development. The CINCs and major claimants 
provided input both directly, during meetings, and indirectly, through COBRA scenario data 
call responses. Additionally, the Joint Cross-Service Groups generated numerous 
alternatives derived from their analysis of data and information provided by the Military 
Departments. From alternatives proposing closure or realignment of DON activities, all but 
one of the Depot Maintenance alternatives, all of the ~ i g ~ c a n t  Laboratory alternatives, all of 
the Military Treatment Facilities alternatives, all of the significant Test and Evaluation 
alternatives, and all of the Undergraduate Pilot Training alternatives resulted in COBRA 
scenario data calls. As a result of the scenario development portion of tlie process, the BSEC 
developed 174 scenarios involving 1 19 activities. 
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COBRA analyses were conducted on all of these scenarios, using certified responses 
to COBRA scenario data calls from the chains of command of affected installations and their 
tenants. In analyzing these responses, the BSEC aggressively challenged cost estimates to 
ensure both their consistency with standing policies and procedures and their reasonableness. 
With reductions in budgets, numbers of programs, and numbers of systems being produced, 
the BSEC reviewed the data call responses to ensure that outyear requirements were 
appropriately reduced in terms of personnel, facilities, and capacities of remaining facilities. 
The BSEC used the COBRA algorithms as a tool to ensure that its recommendations were 
cost effective.. As a result, the estimated upfront costs are the lowest of any round of base 
closure, and the longest period for return on investment of any recommendation is four years. 
Most recommendations will obtain an immediate return on investment, with savings 
offsetting costs of closure within the closure period. 

The impact on the local economic area for each DON installation considered for 
closure or realignment was calculated using the DoD BRAC 95 Economic Impact Data Base. 
The DON is very concerned about economic impact and has made every effort to fully 
understand all of the economic impacts its recommendations might have on local 
communities. The BSEC also evaluated the ability of the existing local community 
infrastructure at potential receiving installations to support additional missions and personnel. 
The impact of increases in base personnel on such infrastructure items as off-base housing 
availability, public and private schools, public transportation, fire and police protection, 
health care facilities, and public utilities was assessed. No significant community 
infrastructure impacts were identified for any of the DON proposed closure or realignment 
actions. 

Once the BSEC had determined the serious candidates for closure or realignment, an 
environmental summary was prepared which compared the environmental management 
efforts at losing and gaining sites. Differences in environmental management effort were 
presented as they relate to such programs as threatenedJendangered species, wetlands, cultural 
resources, land use, air quality, environment. facilities, and installation restoration sites. 
The environmental impact analysis permitted the BSEC to obtain a comprehensive picture of 
the potential environmental impacts arising from the recommendations for closure and 
realignment. No significant environmental impacts were identified for any scenario which 
would support reconsideration of any recommendation. 



Recommendations and Justifications 

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska. 

Justification: Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished during 
the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON force structure experiences a 
reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be additional excess 
capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the goal was to retain only 
that infrastructure necessary to support the future force structure without impeding 
operational flexibility for deployment of that force. In the case of Naval Air Facility, Adak, 
Alaska, the Navy's anti-submarine warfare surveillance mission no longer requires these 
facilities to base or support its aircraft. Closure of this activity reduces excess capacity by 
eliminating unnecessary capabilities and can be accomplished with no loss in mission 
effectiveness. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $9.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $108 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $26 
million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs 
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $354.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 894 jobs (678 direct jobs 
and 216 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Aleutians West Census Area 
economic area, which is 10.4 percent of economic area employment. However, the 
geography of the Aleutian Islands localizes economic effects, and no loss is anticipated from 
the closure of NAF Adak beyond the direct job loss. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of Naval Air Facility, ~ d a k  will have a 
positive effect on the environment in that, even though NAF Adak is in an attainment area for 
carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10, a source of ozone will be removed, further improving 
already favorable air quality. In an area with few air emission sources present, cessation of 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Depamnent of the Navy 

air emissions from.this facility will enhance the natural state of the western Alaska region. 
Also, there is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and 
wetlands, or culturavhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California 

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, California, area. 

Justfication: Despite substantial reductions in depot maintenance capability accomplished 
in prior base closure evolutions, as force levels continue to decline, there is additional excess 
capacity that needs to be eliminated. Force structure reductions by the year 2001 eliminate 
the requirement for the Department of the Navy to retain this facility, including its large-deck 
drydocking capability. As a result of BRAC 91, the adjoining Naval Station Long Beach was 
closed, and some of its assets were transferred to the naval shipyard for "ship support 
functions." Of those transferred assets, only those housing units required to fulfill 
Department of the Navy requirements in the local commuting area will be retained after 
closure of the naval shipyard. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $74.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $725.6 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$130.6 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1,948.6 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 13,261 jobs (4,029 direct 
jobs and 9,232 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Los Angeles-Long Beach, 
California PMSA economic area, which is 0.3 percent of economic area employment. The 
cumulative economic impact of al l  BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC 
actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of employment in the economic a&. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 
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Environmental Impact: The closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard will have a 
positive impact on the local environment. The removal of a major industrial activity from an 
area that is in non-attainment for carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10 will be of substantial 
benefit to the air quality of this area. Similarly, the workload and small numbers of personnel 
being relocated to other activities are not expected to adversely impact the environment of 
geographic areas in which those activities are located. There are no adverse impacts to 
threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Ship Repair Facility (SRF), 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. 

Justification: Despite substantial reductions in depot maintenance capability accomplished 
in prior base closure evolutions, as force levels continue to decline, there is additional excess 
capacity that needs to be eliminated. While operational and forward basing considerations 
require access to Guam, a fully functional ship repair facility is not required. The workload 
of SRF Guam can be entirely met by other Department of the Navy facilities. However, 
retention of the waterfront assets provides the DON with the ability to meet voyage repair and 
emergent requirements that may arise in the Western Pacific. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $8.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $17 1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$37.8 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $529 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,321 jobs (663 direct jobs 
and 658 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Agana, Guam economic area, 
which is 2.0 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 10.6 percent of 
employment in the economic area. However, much of this impact involves the inclusion of 
Military Sealift Command mariners in the job loss statement, which does not reflect the 
temporary nature of their presence on Guam. 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of the Ship Repair Facility Guam will have a 
generally positive impact on the environment because a significant industrial operation will 
be closed, including the removal of stationary emission sources associated with this 
operation. This will be a benefit to an already positive air quality situation on Guam. 
Further, this closure will not have an adverse impact on threatenedendangered species, 
sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturalhistorical resources. 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through N 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. This recommended 
closure results in the closure of a major technical center and the relocation of its principal 
functions to three other technical centers, realizing both a reduction in excess capacity and 
significant economies while raising aggregate military value. 

Return on Investment: The retum on investment data below applies to the closure of Naval 
Surface Warfare Center Louisville and the closure of NAWC Indianapolis. The total 
estimated one-time cost to implement these recommendations is $180 million. The net of all 
costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of $26.8 million. Annual 
recurring savings after implementation are $67.8 million with a return on investment 
expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a 
savings of $639.9 million. 



Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 7,659 jobs (2,841 direct 
jobs and 4,818 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Boone-Hamilton-Hancock- 
Hendricks-Johnson-Marion-Morgan-Shelby Counties, Indiana, economic area, which is 
0.9 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 2.2 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAWC Indianapolis will have a positive 
effect on the environment because of the movement out of a region that is in marginal non- 
attainment for ozone. All three of the receiving sites (NSWC Crane, NAWC China Lake, 
and NAWC Patuxent River) are in areas that are in attainment for carbon monoxide, and the 
relocation of personnel from Indianapolis is not expected to have a significant effect on base 
operations at these sites. The utility infrastructure at each of these receiving bases is 
sufficient to handle these additional personnel, and this closure will not adversely impact 
threatenedendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural/historical 
resources. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, 
Louisville, Kentucky 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center. 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Consistent with the 
Department of the Navy's efforts to remove depot level maintenance workload from technical 
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centers and return it to depot industrial activities, this action consolidates ships' systems 
(guns) depot and general industrial workload at NSYD Norfolk, which has many of the 
required facilities in place. The functional distribution of workload in this manner offers an 
opportunity for cross-servicing part of the gun plating workload to the Watervliet Arsenal in 
New York. System integration engineering will relocate to NSWC Port Hueneme, with the 
remainder of the engineering workload and Close-in-Weapons System (CIWS) depot 
maintenance functions relocating to NSWC Crane. The closure of this activity not only 
reduces excess capacity, but relocation of functional workload to activities perfonning 
similar work will result in additional efficiencies and economies in the management of those 
functions. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of 
NSWC Louisville and the closure of NAWC Indianapolis. The total estimated one-time cost 
to implement these recommendations is $180 million. The net of all costs and savings during 
the implementation period is a cost of $26.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $67.8 million with a return on investment expected in two years. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $639.9 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 3,791 jobs (1,464 direct 
jobs and 2,327 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Louisville, Kentucky- 
Indiana MSA economic area, which is 0.7 percent of economic area employment. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NSWC Louisville will have a generally 
positive impact on the environment because a major industrial operation will be closing in an 
area that is in moderate non-attainment for ozone. To the extent the relocations from this 
recommendation trigger the requirement for a conformity determination to assess the impact 
on the air quality of the areas in which each of the receiving sites are located, such 
determinations will be prepared. One of the most significant environmental benefits resulting 
from this recommendation is the transfer of workload from NSWC Louisville to the 
Watervliet Arsenal, New York, to accomplish plating operations which the Norfolk Naval 
Shipyard currently cannot perform. This transfer reduces the DoD-wide facilities required to 
perform the programmed plating work. There are no impacts on threatenedlendangered 
species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural resources occasioned by this 
recommendation. 
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, 
White Oak, Maryland 

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, 
Dahlgren, Virginia. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closurelrealignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Closure of the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland, reduces this 
excess capacity, and its consolidation with two other major technical centers that already 
have capability will result in further economies and efficiencies. This closure also eliminates 
unnecessary capabilities, since a few Navy facilities were left at NSWC White Oak only 
because Naval Sea Systems Command was relocating there as a result of BRAC 93. 
However, those facilities can be excessed, and the Naval Sea Systems Command can be 
easily accommodated at the Washington Navy Yard. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $28.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$6 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $85.9 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 646 jobs (202 direct jobs 
and 444 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Washington, DC-Maryland- 
Virginia-West Virginia PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic 
area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and 
all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result 
in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the economic area. 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NSWC White Oak Detachment will have a 
generally positive impact on the environment. A portion of the personnel being relocated 
will transfer to NSWC Dahlgren, which is in an area that is in attainment for carbon 
monoxide. As regards personnel movements to NSWC Carderock, a conformity 
determination may be required to assess any air quality impacts. In each case, however, the 
personnel relocating, when compared to expected force structure reductions by FY 2001, 
represent a net decrease in base personnel. There is adequate capacity in the utility 
infrastructure at the receiving sites to handle additional personnel loading. Likewise, there is 
sufficient space for rehabilitation or acreage of unrestricted land for expansion for new 
facilities. There is no adverse impact to threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and 
wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts. Relocate its 
aircraft and necessary personnel, equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Bmnswick, 
Maine. Relocate the Marine Corps Reserve support squadrons to another facility in the local 
area or to NAS Brunswick. Reestablish Naval Reserve 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, from "NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts" to "Naval Reserve 
Center, Quincy, Massachusetts." 

Justification: As a result of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission's actions in 
BRAC 93, the Department of the Navy retained several naval air stations north of the major 
fleet concentration in Norfolk. Despite the large reduction in operational inhtructure 
accomplished during BRAC 93, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline 
in force levels from that governing BRAC 93, and thus there is additional excess capacity 
that must be eliminated. The major thrust of the evaluation of operational bases was to retain 
only that infrastructure necessary to support future force levels while, at the same time, not 
impeding operational flexibility for the deployment of that force. In that latter context, the 
Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT), expressed an operational desire 
to have as fully-capable an air station as possible north of Norfolk with the closest geographic 
proximity to support operational deployments. Satisfaction of these needs both to fuaher 
reduce excess capacity and to honor CINCLANTFL,T's operational imperative can be 
accomplished best by the retention of the most fully capable air station in this geographic 
area, Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine, in lieu of the reserve air station at South 
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Weymouth. Unlike BRAC 93, where assets from Naval Air Station, South Weymouth were 
proposed to be relocated to three receiving sites, two of which were geographically quite 
remote, and where the perceived adverse impact on reserve demographics was considered 
unacceptable by the Commission, this BRAC 95 recommendation moves all of the assets and 
supporting personnel and equipment less than 150 miles away, thus providing most ' 

acceptable reserve demographics. Further, the consolidation of several reserve centers at the 
Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, provides demographics consideration for 
surface reserve assets. In addition, this recommendation furthers the Departmental 
preference to collocate active and reserve assets and personnel wherever possible to enhance 
the readiness of both. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $17.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $50.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$27.4 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $3 15.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,443 jobs (936 direct jobs 
and 507 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Essex-Middlesex-Suffolk- 
Plymouth-Norfolk Counties, Massachusetts economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic 
area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and 
all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result 
in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAS South Weyrnouth will have a positive 
effect on local air quality in that a source of VOC and NOX emissions will be removed from 
an area that is in severe non-attainment for ozone. NAS Brunswick is in an area that is in 
attainment for carbon monoxide and PM- 10 but is in moderate non-attainment for ozone, 
which may require a conformity determination to evaluate air quality impacts. However, it is 
expected that the additional functions, personnel, and equipment from this closure 
recommendation will have no significant impact on air quality and airfield operations at NAS 
Brunswick. Water supply and wastewater treatment services are provided to NAS Brunswick 
from off-base and are not limited by capacity. Also, there is no adverse impact on 
threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 
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Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, except retain the 
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy facilities which are transferred 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 functions will be relocated to other training 
activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia, and Naval Education 
and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 

Justification: The 1993 Commission recommended that Naval Air Station, Meridian remain 
open because it found that the then-current and future pilot training rate (PTR) required that 
there be two full-strike training bases, Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas, and Naval Air 
Station, Meridian. In the period between 1993 and the present, two factors emerged that 
required the Department of the Navy again to review the requirement for two such 
installations. First, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the PTR 
(particularly in the decline from 11 to 10 carrier air wings) so that Navy strike training could 
be handled by a single full-strike training base. Second, the consolidation of strike training 
that follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy of the Secretary of 
Defense that functional pilot training be consolidated. The training conducted at Naval Air 
Station, Meridian is similar to that conducted at Naval Air Station, Kingsville, which has a 
higher military value, presently houses T-45 assets (the Department of the Navy's new 
primary strike training aircraft) and its supporting infrastructure, and has ready access to 
larger amounts of air space, including over-water air space if such is required. Also, the 
Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group included the closure of Naval Air 
Station, Meridian in each of its closdrealignment alternatives. The separate 
recommendation for the consolidation of the Naval Technical Training Center functions at 
two other major training activities provides improved and more efficient management of 
these training functions and aligns certain enlisted personnel training to sites where similar 
training is being provided to officers. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of NAS 
Meridian, the closure of NTTC Meridian, the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi to an NAF, 
and the NAS Alameda redirect. The total estimated one-time cost to implement these 
recommendations is $83.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $33.4 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $471.2 hillion. 
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Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: The economic data below applies to the 
closure of NAS Meridian and the closure of NTTC Meridian. Assuming no economic 
recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 3,324 jobs 
(2,581 direct jobs and 743 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Lauderdale 
County, Mississippi economic area, which is 8.0 percent of economic area employment. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAS Meridian will have a generally positive 
effect on the environment. Undergraduate Pilot Training will be relocated to NAS 
Kingsville, which is in an air quality control district that is in attainment for carbon 
monoxide, ozone, and PM-10. Cleanup of the six IR sites at NAS Meridian will continue. 
No impact was identified for threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, 
culturaVhistorical resources, land/air space use, pollution control, and hazardous material 
waste requirements. Adequate capacity exists for all utilities at the gaining base, and there is 
sufficient space for rehabilitation or unrestricted acres available for expansion. 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey 

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. 

Justif~cation: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through N 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure and 
realignment of this activity pennits the elimination of the command and support structure of 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Depament of the Navy 

this activity and the consolidation of its most critical functions at a major technical center, 
allowing synergism with its parent command and more fully utilizing available capabilities at 
major depot activities. This recommendation retains at Lakehurst only those facilities and 
personnel essential to conducting catapult and arresting gear testing and fleet support. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $96.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$37.2 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $358.7 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 4,126 jobs (1,763 direct 
jobs and 2,363 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Monmouth-Ocean, New 
Jersey PMSA economic area, which is 1.0 percent of economic area employment. The 
cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC 
actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential increase equal to 1.1 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact. The closure of NAWC Lakehurst will have a generally 
positive impact on the environment because of the relocation of appropriate functions and 
personnel out of an area that is in severe non-attainment for ozone. NAWC Patuxent River is 
currently in an attainment area for carbon monoxide, and the additional functions and 
personnel are not expected to significantly affect this status. While NAS Jacksonville is in an 
attainment area for carbon monoxide, it is in a transitional area for ozone. The relocation of 
functions and personnel to NAS Jacksonville are not expected to significantly affect this 
status. Each of the gaining sites has sufficient capacity in its respective utility infrastructure 
to handle the additional personnel. There is no adverse impact on threatenedfendangered 
species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this 
recommendation. 



Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Warminster, Pennsylvania 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure of this 
activity reduces excess capacity with the resultant efficiencies and economies in the 
consolidation of the relocated functions with its parent command at the new receiving site. 
Additionally, it completes the process of realignment initiated in BRAC 9 1, based on a 
clearer understanding of what is now required to be retained in-house. Closure and excessing 
of the Human CentrifugeDynamic Flight Simulator Facility further reduces excess capacity 
and provides the opportunity for the transfer of this facility to the public educational or 
commercial sectors, thus maintaining access on an as-needed basis. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of 
NAWC Warminster and the closure of Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance 
Center (NCCOSC), RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster. The total estimated one- 
time cost to implement this recommendation is $8.4 million. The net of all costs and savings 
during the implementation period is a savings of $33.1 million. Annual recurring savings 
after implementation are $7.6 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $104.6 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: The economic data below applies to the 
closure of NAWC Warminster and the closure of NCCOSC Det Warminster. Assuming no 
economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 
1,080 jobs (348 direct jobs and 732 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001. period in the 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent 
of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of both NAWC Warminster and NCCOSC Det 
Warminster will have a positive effect on the environment because their appropriate 
functions and personnel will be relocated out of an area that is in severe non-attainment for 
ozone and from an activity that is included on the National Priorities List. The personnel 
being relocated to NAWC Patuxent River represent an increase in personnel of less than 
1 percent, which is not considered of sufficient size to adversely impact the environment at 
that site. However, a conformity determination may be required to determine this impact. 
The utility infrastructure capacity at NAWC Patuxent River is sufficient to handle the 
additional loading. There is no adverse impact on threatenedlenclangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, or culturaYhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida 

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). 

Justification: Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished during 
the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON force structure experiences a 
reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be additional excess 
capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the goal was to retain only 
that infrastructure necessary to support the future force structure without impeding 
operational flexibility for deployment of that force. In the case of NAS Key West, its key 
importance derives from its airspace and training ranges, particularly in view of other 
aviation consolidations. Full access to those can be accomplished by retaining a downsized 
Naval Air Facility rather than a large naval air station. This realignment disposes of the 
waterfront assets of this facility and retains both the airspace and the ranges under its control 
for continued use by the Fleet for operations and training. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $0.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $8.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1.8 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $25.5 million. 
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Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 26 jobs (20 direct jobs and 
6 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Monroe County, Florida economic area, 
which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: The realignment of NAS Key West to a Naval Air Facility 
has a minimal impact on the air quality of the local area, which is in attainment for carbon 
monoxide, ozone, and PM-10. Since no aviation assets are being moved into or out of this 
facility, the reduction in personnel and the resultant commuter carbon monoxide emissions 
will have a positive impact on the environment. Also, there is no adverse impact on 
threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturayhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Activities, Guam 

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 
Meteorology 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. All 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. 

J d ~ c a t i o n :  Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished during 
the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON force structure experiences a 
reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be additional excess 
capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the goal was to retain only 
that infrastructure necessary to support the future force structure without impeding 
operational flexibility for deployment of that force. Shifting deployment patterns in the 
Pacific Fleet reduce the need for a fully functional naval station. Operational and forward 
basing considerations require access to Guam. However, since no combatant ships are 
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homeported there, elimination of the naval station facilities which are not required to support 
mobilization andlor contingency operations allows removal of excess capacity while retaining 
this necessary access. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $93.1 million. The net of aU costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $66.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$42.5 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $474.3 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 3,359 jobs (2,421 direct 
jobs and 938 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Agana, Guam economic area, 
which is 5.0 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 10.6 percent of 
employment in the economic area. It should be recognized, however, that a major segment of 
these jobs is attributable to crews of the Military Sealift Command ships, whose presence on . 

the island is sporadic in any given year. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of a portion of Naval Activities, Guam will 
have a generally positive effect on the environment because of the elimination of permitted 
stationary sources of air emissions associated with naval operations. In addition, the removal 
of military activity in areas occupied by threatened/endangered species and wetlands 
contributes positively to the environment. Sufficient unrestricted land is available for 
expansion at each of the receiving sites, and adequate capacity exists in their environmental 
facilities (such as water treatment and wastewater treatment plants) to handle the increases in 
personnel attendant to this closure. 

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas, as a Naval Air 
Facility, and relocate the undergraduate pilot training function and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, and Naval Air Station, 
Whiting Field, Florida. 
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Justification: Reductions in force structure have led to decreases in pilot training rates. This 
reduction has allowed the Navy to consolidate maritime and primary fixed wing training in 
the Pensacola-Whiting complex while retaining the airfield and airspace at Corpus Christi to 
support the consolidation of strike training at the Kingsville-Corpus Christi complex. The 
Corpus Christi Naval Air Facility is also being retained to accept mine warfare helicopter 
assets in support of the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence at Naval Station, Ingleside, and to 
provide the opportunity for the movement of additional aviation assets to the NAF as 
operational considerations dictate. This NAF will continue to support its current group of 
DoD and Federal agency tenants and their aviation-intensive needs, as well as other regional 
Navy air operations as needed. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of NAS 
Meridian, the closure of NTTC Meridian, the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi to an NAF, 
and the NAS Alameda redirect. The total estimated one-time cost to implement these 
recommendations is $83.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $33.4 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $471.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 152 jobs (142 direct jobs 
and 10 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Corpus Christi, Texas MSA 
economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase 
equal to 0.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The realignment of NAS Corpus Christi will have a 
generally positive effect on the environment. Undergraduate Pilot Training will be relocated 
to NAS Pensacola and NAS Whiting Field, which are in air quality control districts that are 
in attainment for carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10. A conformity determination for 
certain air quality areas may be required to assess the impact this realignment (in combination 
with the closure of NAS Meridian) will have on the air quality status of these areas. Each 
receiving base was reviewed for the realignment impact on threateneuendangered species, 
sensitive habitats and wetlands, culturaVhistorical resources, land/air space use, pollution 
control, and hazardous material waste requirements, and no such impact was found. 
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Adequate capacity exists for all utilities at each gaining base. The gaining sites have 
sufficient space for rehabilitation or unrestricted acres available for expansion. 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, Washington 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are diff~cult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Consistent with the 
Department of the Navy's efforts to remove depot level maintenance workload from technical 
centers and return it to depot industrial activities, this action consolidates ship combat 
systems workload at NSYD Puget Sound, but retains electronic test and repair equipments at 
NUWC Keyport, as well as torpedo depot maintenance, thereby removing the need to 
replicate facilities. The workload redistribution also M e r s  the Pacific Northwest Regional 
Maintenance Center initiatives, more fully utilizes the capacity at the shipyard, and will 
achieve greater productivity efficiencies within the shipyard. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.1 million. The net of a l l  costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $9.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2.1 
million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs 
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $29.7 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 58 jobs (28 direct jobs and 
30 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Bremerton, Washington PMSA 
economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum ptential increase 
equal to 7.3 percent of employment in the economic area. 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: This recommendation involves the transfer of functions and 
associated personnel between NUWC Keyport and the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, both of 
which are in the same air quality region. The reduction of personnel resulting from this 
transfer will have a generally positive impact on the environment. There are no impacts on 
threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service 
Engineering West Coast Division, San Diego, California 

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 Loma, California, 
or in current NISE West spaces in San Diego, California. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. This action permits 
the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing activity resulting in 
improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $19.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4.3 
million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs 
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $60 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 168 jobs (58 direct jobs 
and 1 10 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the San Diego, California MSA 
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economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase 
equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NISE West San Diego will have no 
appreciable impact on the environment since all relocation of personnel will be within the 
local area and within the same air quality district. The gaining sites have sufficient space for 
rehabilitation and adequate capacity in the utility infrastructure to handle this additional load. 
There is no impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, California 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Health Research Center (NHRC), San Diego, 
California, and relocate necessary functions, personnel and equipment to the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel (BUPERS) at Memphis, Tennessee. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. This activity 
performs research and modelling and maintains databases in a number of personnel health 
and performance areas, and its consolidation with the Bureau of Naval Personnel not only 
reduces excess capacity but also aligns this activity with the DON'S principal organization 
responsible for military personnel and the primary user of its products. The resulting synergy 
enhances the discharge of this responsibility while achieving necessary economies. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $6.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1.4 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1 1.4 million. 
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Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 423 jobs (154 direct jobs 
and 269 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the San Diego, California MSA 
economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase 
equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The disestablishment of NHRC San Diego will have a 
positive impact on the environment in that this activity will be leaving an area that is in 
moderate non-attainment for carbon monoxide. The additional personnel being relocated to 
BUPERS Memphis represent a net decrease in personnel by FY 2001, and, accordingly, will 
not impact the environment at the receiving site, although a conformity determination may be 
required to assess this impact. There is adequate capacity in the utility infrastructure at the 
receiving site to handle these relocating personnel. There is no adverse impact on 
threatenedendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Personnel Research and Development Center, 
San Diego, California 

Recommendation: Disestablish Naval Personnel Research and Development Center, San 
Diego, California, and relocate its functions, and appropriate personnel, equipment, and 
support to the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Memphis, Tennessee, and Naval Air Warfare 
Center, Training Systems Division, Orlando, Florida. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Disestablishment of 
this technical center not only eliminates excess capacity but also collocates its functions with 
the primary user of its products. This recommendation permits the consolidation of 
appropriate functions at the new headquarters concentration for the Bureau of Naval 
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Personnel in Memphis, Tennessee, and at the technical concentration for training systems and 
devices in Orlando, producing economies and efficiencies in the management of these 
functions. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $7.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $4.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1.9 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $14.9 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 61 1 jobs (219 direct jobs 
and 392 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the San Diego, California MSA 
economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase 
equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: Disestablishing NPRDC San Diego will have a generally 
positive effect on the environment because it will be relocating personnel out of an area 
currently in severe non-attainment for ozone. These personnel represent less than a 2 percent 
increase in the personnel at BUPERS Memphis, an area in moderate non-attainment for 
carbon monoxide, and thus will have a minimal impact on that region, although a conformity 
determination may be required to assess the impact on air quality from this action. Those 
personnel that are relocating to NAWCTSD Orlando, an area that is in attainment for carbon 
monoxide, represent less than a four percent increase in personnel and will not adversely 
affect that area There will be no adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN, 
Long Beach, California 

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, California. 
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Justification: Because of reductions in the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan and resource 
levels, naval requirements for private sector shipbuilding, conversion, modernization and 
repair are expected to decrease significantly. The combined capacity of the current thirteen 
SUPSHIP activities meaningfully exceeds the DON requirement over that Force Structure 
Plan. Additionally, with the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the future 
requirement for this work in this region is anticipated to be quite nominal. The predicted 
workload can be efficiently absorbed by SUPSHIP S a .  Diego. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this action is 
$0.3 million. The net of al l  costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $0.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.3 million with a return 
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 
years is a savings of $3.3 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 30 jobs (19 direct jobs and 
1 1 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Los Angeles-Long Beach, California 
PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The 
cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC 
actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: SUPSHIP Long Beach is a tenant activity and as such does 
not control or manage real property. Its complete closure will have no appreciable 
environmental impacts, including impacts on threatened/endangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources. Despite the classification of San 
Diego, California, as a non-attainment area for ozone, the transfer of a small number of 
personnel from SUPSHIP Long Beach to San Diego will not adversely impact the air quality 
of that area. 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, New London 
Detachment, New London, Connecticut - 

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 
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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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are =cult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure of this 
activity completes the undersea warfare center consolidation begun in BRAC 91. It not only 
reduces excess capacity, but, by consolidating certain functions at NUWC Newport Rhode 
Island, achieves efficiencies and economies in management, thus reducing costs. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $23.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $14.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$8.1 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $91.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no.economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,365 jobs (627 direct jobs 
and 738 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the New London-Norwich, 
Connecticut NECMA economic area, which is 1.0 percent of economic area employment. 
The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round 
BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 3.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NUWC New London will have a generally 
beneficial impact on the environment. New London is in a non-attainment area for ozone, 
and, accordingly, the closure of this site will have a positive effect on the environment. The 
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movement of personnel to Newport will not impact that area's status of being in attainment 
for carbon monoxide and PM-10. Adequate capacity exists in NUWC's utility infrastructure 
to handle these relocating personnel without impact. There is no adverse impact on 
tbreatenedJendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical 
resources at either the losing or gaining sites occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, 
Orlando, Florida 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and of the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closurelrealignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The disestablishment 
of this laboratory reduces excess capacity by eliminating unnecessarily redundant capability, 
since requirements can be met by reliance on alternative lakes that exist in the DON 
inventory. By consolidating necessary functions at NUWC Newport, Rhode Island, this 
recommendation achieves efficiencies and economies. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $8.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $3.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$2.8 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $30.1 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 292 jobs (109'direct jobs 
and 183 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Orange-Osceola-Seminole 
Counties, Florida economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
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employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in 
a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.9 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NRL UWSRD Orlando generally will have a 
minor positive impact on the environment. Both Orlando and NUWC Newport are in areas 
of attainment for carbon monoxide, and the additional personnel relocating to Newport, when 
compared to force structure reductions by FY 2001, still represent a net decrease in personnel 
at the Newport site. The utility infrastructure at the receiving site is sufficient to handle the 
relocating personnel. There is no adverse impact to threatenedlendangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, and culturaYhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam. 

Justification: Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers (FISC) are follower activities whose 
existence depends upon active fleet units in their homeport area. Prior and current BRAC 
actions closing both Naval Air Station, Guam and a portion of Naval Activities, Guam have 
significantly reduced this activity's customer base. The remaining workload can efficiently 
be handled by other activities on Guam or by other RSCs. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $18.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $143 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$3 1.1 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $437.3 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 580 jobs (413 direct jobs 
and 167 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Agana, Guam economic area, 
which is 0.9 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 10.6 percent of 
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employment in the economic area. However, much of this impact involves the inclusion of 
MSC mariners in the job loss statement, which does not reflect the temporary nature of their 
presence on Guam. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The Guam Air Pollution Control District is in attainment 
for carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10. Closure of this activity will remove POV sources 
of air emissions, thus enhancing the air quality of Guam. A siWcant factor further 
contributing to an overall positive impact on the environment in Guam is the shutdown of 
fueling facilities at Guam, specifically at Sasa Valley and Tenjo. Not only does this action 
eliminate the need for continuous monitoring of fuel tanks but it also removes the potential 
for a fuel spill in an area that has been designated as part of the Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge. The elimination of military actions in areas occupied by the indigenous endangered 
species, the Common Moorhen, and in and near wetlands also will contribute positively to 
the environment in Guam. 

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through N 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through N 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closurelrealignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Closure of this 
laboratory reduces this excess capacity and fosters joint synergism. It also provides the 
opportunity for the transfer of its equipment and facilities to the public educational or 
commercial sector, thus maintaining access to its capabilities on an as-needed basis. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $14.1 million. Annual recuning savings after implementation are 
$2.9 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $41.8 million. 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Depamnent of the Navy 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommen&tion could result in a maximum potential reduction of 126 jobs (54 direct jobs 
and 72 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the New Orleans, Louisiana MSA 
economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of a l l  BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease 
equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impac~ The closure of the Biodynamics Lab, New Orleans, will not 
have an effect on the environment. This closure recommendation only relocates two 
personnel to Wright-Patterson AFB and one to Pensacola, but leaves all facilities and 
equipment in place. There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, and culturaVhistorica1 resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and of the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignrnent or consoli&tion of activities wherever practicable. This closure and 
realignment achieves a principal objective of the DoD by cross-servicing part of this 
laboratory's workload and furthers the BRAC 9 1 Tri-Service Project Reliance Study decision 
by collocating medical research with the Army. Other portions of that workload can be 
assumed by another Navy installation with only a transfer of certain personnel, achieving 
both a reduction in excess capacity and a cost savings by eliminating a redundant capability 
in the area of diving research. 
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Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $3.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $19 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$9.5 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1 11 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 226 jobs (146 direct jobs 
and 80 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Washington, DC-Maryland- 
Virginia-West Virginia PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic 
area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and 
all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result 
in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NMRI Bethesda will have a minimal impact 
on the environment. The relocation of personnel to Panama City, Florida, represents a net 
reduction in N 2001 compared to current personnel loading. Therefore, these additional 
personnel will have no significant impact on the environment at that receiving site. The 
addition of personnel transferring to the Walter Reed Army Institute for Research represents 
less than a one percent increase in personnel, with insigdicant impacts on the environment. 
There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, 
and cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommen&tion. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division 
Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis, 
except transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval 
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 Naval 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. 
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Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
Department of the Navy budget through 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are 
difficult to determine because these activities are supported through customer orders. 
However, the level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in 
technical center workload through 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in 
these activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The total closure of 
this technical center reduces overall excess capacity in this category of installations, as well 
as excess capacity specific to this particular installation. It results in synergistic efficiencies 
by eliminating a major site and collocating technical personnel at the two primary remaining 
sites involved in hull, machinery, and equipment associated with naval vessels. It allows the 
movement of work to other Navy, DoD, academic and private industry facilities, and the 
excessing of some facilities not in continuous use. It also collocates RDT&E efforts with the 
In-Service Engineering work and facilities, to incorporate lessons learned from fleet 
operations and to increase the technical response pool to solve immediate problems. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $36.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$14.5 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $175.1 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,5 12 jobs (522 direct jobs 
and 990 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Baltimore, Maryland PMSA 
economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease 
equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NSWC Annapolis does not involve the 
transfer of any industrial-type activities. NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in 
moderate non-attainment for carbon monoxide and attainment for PM-10; however, the 
movement of personnel into those areas will not adversely impact the environment in those 
areas. NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. In the case of 
each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the impact of this 



action. At all receiving sites, the utility infrastructure is adequate to handle the additional 
personnel. Also, there is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, culturciYhistorical resources as a result of this recommendation. 

Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, Mississippi 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, Mississippi, 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. 

Justification: Projected manpower reductions contained in the DoD Force Structure Plan 
require a substantial decrease in training-related infrastructure consistent with the policy of 
collocating training functions at fleet concentration centers when feasible. Consolidation of 
the Naval Technical Training Center functions at two other major training activities provides 
improved and more efficient management of the these training functions and aligns certain 
enlisted personnel training to sites where similar training is being provided to officers. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of NAS 
Meridian, the closure of NTTC Meridian, the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi to an NAF, 
and the NAS Alameda redirect. The total estimated one-time cost to implement these 
recommendations is $83.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $33.4 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $471.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: The economic data below applies to the 
closure of NAS Meridian and the closure of NTTC Meridian. Assuming no economic 
recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 3,324 jobs 
(2,581 direct jobs and 743 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Lauderdale 
County, Mississippi economic area, which is 8.0 percent of economic area employment. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NAS Meridian, the host of this activity, will 
have a generally positive effect on the environment. Undergraduate pilot  raini in^ will be 
relocated to NAS Kingsville, which is in an air quality control district that is in attainment for 
Carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10. Cleanup of the six IR sites at NAS Meridian will 
continue. No impact was identified for threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and 
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wetlands, culturaVhistorical resources, landlair space use, pollution control, and hazardous 
material waste requirements. Adequate capacity exists for all utilities at the gaining base, and 
there is sufficient space for rehabilitation or unrestricted acres available for expansion. 

Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit (NAESU), 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and consolidate necessary functions, personnel, and equipment 
with the Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), North Island, California. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Closure of this 
facility eliminates excess capacity within the technical center subcategory by using available 
capacity at NADEP North Island. Additionally, it enables the consolidation of necessary 
functions with a depot activity performing similar work and results in a reduction of costs. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.5 million. The net of a l l  costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $5.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$2.5 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $29.5 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 145 jobs (90 direct jobs 
and 55 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New 
Jersey PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 
The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round 
BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 
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Environmental Impact: The closure of NAESU Philadelphia will have a generally 
positive impact on the environment because it removes POV air emission sources from an 
area that is in non-attainment for carbon monoxide. The additional personnel relocating to 
NADEP North Island represent less than a one percent increase in current base personnel 
loading, which will not affect the environment. Further, the utility infrastructure capacity at 
the receiving site is sufficient to handle these additional personnel. There is no adverse 
impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility (NATSF), Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and consolidate necessary functions, personnel, and equipment with the Naval 
Aviation Depot, North Island, California. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through N 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closureJrealignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Closure of this 
facility eliminates excess capacity within the technical center subcategory by using available 
capacity at NADEP North Island and achieves the synergy from having the drawings and 
manuals collocated with an in-service maintenance activity at a major fleet concentration. 
Additionally, it enables the elimination of the NATSF detachment already at North Island and 
results in a reduction of costs. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $5.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $1.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$2.2 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $22.7 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, 'this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 715 jobs (227 direct jobs 
and 488 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New 
Jersey PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 
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The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round 
BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NATSF Philadelphia will have a generally 
positive effect on the environment because this activity will be vacating leased space in an 
area that is in non-attainment for carbon monoxide. The additional personnel being relocated 
represent less than a one percent increase in base personnel at North Island, and adequate 
capacity exists in the utility infrastructure to handle this additional personnel loading. There 
will be no adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, 
or cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test Facility, 
Oreland, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test 
Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through N 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are mcult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in hese 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. Closure of this 
facility reduces excess capacity by eliminating unnecessarily redundant capability, since 
requirements can be met by reliance on other lakes that exist in the DON inventory. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $50 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $33 thousand. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$15 thousand with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not affect any jobs 
in the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey PMSA economic area. 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of the NAWC OWTF Oreland will have a 
beneficial effect on the environment since any impact of military activities on jurisdictional 
wetlands will be eliminated. Because this closure has no accompanying transfer of functions 
or personnel, there are no other environmental impacts associated with this closure. There 
will be no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats, or 
cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E 
Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported tbrough customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through FY 2003, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closurelrealignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure of this 
activity reduces excess capacity with the resultant efficiencies and economies in the 
management of the relocated functions at the new receiving sites. Additionally, it completes 
the process of realignment initiated in BRAC 9 1, based on a clearer understanding of what is 
now required to be retained in-house. Closure and excessing of the Inertial Navigational 
Facility further reduces excess capacity and provides the opportunity for the transfer of these 
facilities to the public educational or commercial sectors, thus maintaining access on an as- 
needed basis. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of 
NAWC Warminster and the closure of NCCOSC Det Warminster. The total estimated one- 
time cost to implement this recommendation is $8.4 million. The net of all costs and savings 
during the implementation period is a savings of $33.1 million. Annual recurring savings 
after implementation are $7.6 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $104.6 million. 
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Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: The economic data below applies to the 
closure of NAWC Warminster and the closure of NCCOSC Det Warminster. Assuming no 
economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 
1,080 jobs (348 direct jobs and 732 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent 
of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.0 percent of 
employment in the economic area 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of both NAWC Warminster and NCCOSC Det 
Wanninster will have a positive effect on the environment because their appropriate 
functions and personnel will be relocated out of an area that is in severe non-attainment for 
ozone and from an activity that is included on the National Priorities List. The personnel 
being relocated to NCCOSC San Diego represent an increase in personnel of less than six 
percent, which is not considered of sufficient size to adversely impact the environment at that 
sites. However, a conformity determination may be required to determine this impact. At 
both receiving sites, the utility infrastructure capacity is sufficient to handle the additional 
loading. There is no adverse impact on tl-matenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and 
wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South 
Carolina. 

Justification: Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers are follower activities whose existence 
depends upon active fleet units in their homeport area. Prior BRAC actions closed or 
realigned most of this activity's customer base, and most of its personnel have already 
transferred to the Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service 
Engineering, East Coast Division, Charleston, South Carolina. Further, in accordance with 
the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan, force structure reductions through the year 2001 erode the 
requirement for support of active forces even further. This remaining workload can 
efficiently be handled by other FISCs or other naval activities. 
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Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $2.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.9 
million with a return on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs 
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $10.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 12 jobs (8 direct jobs and 
4 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Charleston-North Charleston, South 
Carolina MSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. 
The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round 
BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum 
potential decrease equal to 8.4 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: This activity is located in an area that is in attainment for 
carbon monoxide, ozone and PM-10. This closure will support the maintenance of this air 
quality status and will have a further positive impact on the environment in that it eliminates 
barge movements in and out of the pier area as part of the fueling operations in the FISC 
complex. An additional positive impact is the elimination of military activities in an area 
occupied by the Least Tern, an endangered species, and its designated habitat aboard the 
present FISC Charleston complex. There will be no adve~.se impact on culturavhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service 
Engineering East Coast Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 

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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
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workload through N 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure of this 
activity and the relocation of its principal functions achieves improved efficiencies and a 
reduction of excess capacity by aligning its functions with other fleet support provided by the 
shipyard. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $4.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $0.06 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$2.1 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $20.4 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in a 
change in employment in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, Virginia-North 
Carolina MSA economic area because a l l  affected jobs will remain in that economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of NCCOSC ISE East Det Norfolk, St. Juliens 
Creek Annex, will have no appreciable impact on the environment since all relocation of 
personnel will be within the local area and within the same air quality region. There is no 
adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Information Systems Management Center, Arlington, Virginia 

Recommendation: Relocate the Naval Information Systems Management Center from 
leased space in Arlington, Virginia, to the Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C. 

Justification: The resource levels of administrative activities are dependent upon the level 
of forces they support. The continuing decline in force levels shown in the N 2001 Force 
Structure Plan coupled with the effects of the National Performance Review result in further 
reductions of personnel in administrative activities. This relocation reduces excesscapacity 
and achieves savings by the movement from leased space to government-&ed space, and 
furthers the Department's policy decision to merge this activity with the Information 
Technology Acquisition Center which is already housed in the Navy Yard. 



Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $0.1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $0.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.1 million with a return on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1.7 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in a 
change in employment in the Washington, DC-Maryland-Virginia-West Virginia PMSA 
economic area because all affected jobs will remain in that economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of this activity from leased space in the 
NCR to the Washington Navy Yard will not adversely impact the environment because it is 
an administrative activity and the relocation concerns only a small number of personnel and 
office support equipment. There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, 
sensitive habitat and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this 
recommendation. 

Naval Management Systems Support Ofice, Chesapeake, Virginia 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Management Systems Support Office 
(NAVMASSO), Chesapeake, Virginia, and relocate its functions 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. 

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the 
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to 
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the 
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center 
workload through N 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these 
activities, This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate 
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The disestablishment 
of this activity permits the elimination of the command and support structure of this activity 
and the consolidation of certain functions with a major technical center. This 
recommendation also provides for the movement out of leased space into government-owned 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Department of the Navy 

space, a move which had been intended to occur as part of the DON BRAC 93 recommended 
consolidation of the Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Centers in Portsmouth, which the 
1993 Commission disapproved. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$2.7 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $34.9 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 50 jobs (21 direct jobs and 
29 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, 
Virginia-North Carolina MSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in 
a maximum potential increase equal to 1.0 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The disestablishment of NAVMASSO will not impact the 
environment. NAVMASSO is an administrative activity that is currently located in leased 
space only 18 miles from its gaining site, the Norfolk Naval Station. These additional 
personnel readily can be handled by the utility infrastructure at the gaining site. Also, there is 
no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
culturaVhistorica1 resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Reserve CentersKommands 

Recommendation: 
Close the following Naval Reserve Centers: 

Stockton, California 
Pomona, California 
Santa Ana, Irvine, California 
Laredo, Texas 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 
Cadillac, Michigan 
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Staten Island, New York 
Huntsville, Alabama 

Close the following Naval Air Reserve Center: 

Olathe, Kansas 

Close the following Naval Reserve Readiness Commands: 

Region Seven - Charleston, South Carolina 
Region Ten - New Orleans, Louisiana 

Justification: Existing capacity in support of the Reserve component continues to be in 
excess of the force structure requirements for the year 2001. These Reserve Centers scored 
low in military value, among other things, because there were a fewer number of drilling 
reservists than the number of billets available (suggesting a lesser demographic pool from 
which to recruit sailors), or because there was a poor use of facilities (for instance, only one 
drill weekend per month). Readiness Command (REDCOM) 7 has management 
responsibility for the fewest number of Reserve Centers of the thirteen REDCOMs, while 
REDCOM 10 has management responsibility for the fewest number of Selected Reservists. 
In 1994, nearly three-fourths of the authorized SELRES billets at REDCOM 10 were 
unfiied, suggesting a demographic shortfall. In addition, both REDCOMs have high ratios 
of active duty personnel when compared to SELRES supported. The declining Reserve force 
structure necessitates more effective utilization of resources and therefore justifies closing 
these two REDCOMs. In arriving at the recommendation to close these Reserve 
Centers/Commands, specific analysis was conducted to ensure that there was either an 
alternate location available to accommodate the affected Reserve population or demographic 
support for purpose of force recruiting in the ateas to which units were being relocated. This 
specific analysis, verified by the COBRA analysis, supports these closures. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC 
Stockton is $45 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period 
is a savings of $2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.4 million 
with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $5.4 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC Pomona is 
$48 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.3 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $5.1 million. 
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The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC Santa Ana is 
$41 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.5 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $8.1 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRF Laredo is 
$27 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $1.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.3 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $3.8 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC Sheboygan is 
$3 1 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $1.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.3 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $4.1 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC Cadillac is 
$46 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $1.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.3 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $5 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC Staten Island is 
$43 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $4.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.6 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $9.8 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRC Huntsville is 
$5 1 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $2.6 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.5 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $7.2 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NARCEN Olathe is 
$0.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $3.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.7 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $10.9 million. 
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The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRRC Charleston is 
$0.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $14.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2.7 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $39.9 million. 

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the closure of NRRC New Orleans is 
$0.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings 
of $6 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $1.9 million with an 
immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $23.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, the closure 
of NRC Stockton could result in a maximum potential reduction of 10 jobs (7 direct jobs and 
3 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Stockton-Lodi, California MSA 
economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative 
economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the 
economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase 
equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRC Pomona could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 15 jobs (10 direct jobs and 5 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Los Angeles-Long Beach, California PMSA economic area, which is less 
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-200 1 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRC Santa Ana could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 21 jobs (14 direct jobs and 7 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Orange County, California PMSA economic area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.1 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 
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Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRF Laredo could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 8 jobs (6 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Laredo, Texas MSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRC Sheboygan could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 8 jobs (6 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Sheboygan, Wisconsin MSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent 
of economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRC Cadillac could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 10 jobs (8 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Wexford County, Michigan economic area, which is 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRC Staten Island could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 21 jobs (14 direct jobs and 7 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the New York, New York PMSA economic area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRC Huntsville could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 26 jobs (19 direct jobs and 7 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Madison County, Alabama economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent 
of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all  prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase equal to 2.7 percent of employment 
in the economic area. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NARCEN Olathe could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 22 jobs (14 direct jobs and 8 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Kansas City, Missouri-Kansas MSA economic area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of 
employment in the economic area. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRRC Charleston could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 67 jobs (46 direct jobs and 21 indirect jobs) over the 1996- 
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to-2001 period in the Charleston-North Charleston, South Carolina MSA economic area, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic 
impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic 
area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 
8.4 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Assuming no economic recovery, the closure of NRRC New Orleans could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 73 jobs (47 direct jobs and 26 indirect jobs) over the 1996- 
to-2001 period in the New Orleans, Louisiana MSA economic area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to less than 0.1 percent of 
employment in the economic area 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The closure of these Reserve Centers and Readiness 
Commands generally will have a positive impact on the environment since, with the 
exception of REDCOM 10, they concern closures with no attendant realignments of 
personnel or functions. In the case of REDCOM 10, the movement of less than 10 military 
personnel to REDCOM 11, Dallas, Texas, is not of such a size as to impact the environment. 
Further, there is no adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and 
wetlands, or cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California, and 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites for "squadrons and related activities at NAS 
Miramar" specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1- 18) from 
"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 "NAS North 
Island, NAS Mirarnar, 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." 

Justification: This recommendation furthers the restructuring initiatives of operational bases 
commenced in BRAC 93 and also recognizes that the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan further 
reduced force levels from those in the FY 1999 Force Structure Plan applicable to BRAC 93. 
These force level reductions required the Department of the Navy not only to eliminate 
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additional excess capacity but to do so in a way that retained only the infrastructure necessary 
to support future force levels and did not impede operational flexibility for the deployment of 
that force. Full implementation of the BRAC 93 recommendations relating to operational air 
stations would require the construction of substantial new capacity at installations on both 
coasts, which only exacerbates the level of excess capacity in this subcategory of 
installations. Revising the receiving sites for assets from these installations in this and other 
air station recommendations eliminates the need for this construction of new capacity, such 
that the total savings are equivalent to the replacement plant value of an existing tactical 
aviation naval air station. Further, within the context of the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan, 
the mix of operational air stations and the assets they support resulting from these 
recommendations provides substantial operational flexibility. For instance, the single siting 
of F-14s at Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, fully utilizes that installation's capacity and 
avoids the need to provide support on both coasts for this aircraft series which is scheduled to 
leave the active inventory. This recommendation also permits the relocation of Marine Corps 
helicopter squadrons in the manner best able to meet operational imperatives. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $90.2 million. The net of a l l  costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $293 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$6.9 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $346.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in current 
employment in either the San Diego MSA or the Kings County, California economic areas. 
However, the anticipated 10.9% increase in the Kings County employment base and the 
anticipated 0.1 % increase in the San Diego employment base will not occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of Navy and Marine Corps aviation assets in 
this recommendation generally will have a positive impact on the environment, particularly 
on the air quality in the areas in which NAS Lemoore and MCAS Mirarnar are located. The 
introduction of additional aircraft and personnel to the Norfolk, Virginia, area is not expected 
to have an adverse impact on the air quality of this area in that the net effect of adding these 
aircraft and personnel, when compared to force structure reductions by FY 2001, is a 
reduction from FY 1990 levels. However, a conformity determination will be required that 
takes into account any impact these actions may have on the air quality of these areas. 



Further, the utility infrastructure at each receiving site has sufficient capacity to handle these 
additional personnel. There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Station, Alameda, California 

Recoxnmendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission for the 
closure of Naval Air Station, Alameda, California (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-35) 
for "aircraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support" and "reserve 
aviation assets" from "NAS North Island and "NASA AmesIMoffett 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." 

Justification: The decision to collocate all mine warfare assets, including air assets, at the 
Mine Warfare Center of Excellence at Naval Station, Ingleside, Texas, coupled with the lack 
of existing facilities at Naval Air Station, North Island, support this movement of mine 
warfare helicopter assets to Texas. With this collocation of assets, the Navy can conduct 
training and operations with the full spectrum of mine warfare assets from one location, 
significantly enhancing its mine warfare countermeasures capability. This action is also 
consistent with the Department's approach for other naval air stations of eliminating capacity 
by not building new capacity. 

Return on Investment: The return on investment data below applies to the closure of NAS 
Meridian, the closure of NTTC Meridian, the realignment of NAS Corpus Christi to a NAF, 
and the NAS Alameda redirect. The total estimated one-time cost to implement these 
recommendations is $83.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $33.4 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $471.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
employment in the San Diego, California MSA economic area. However, the anticipated 
small increase in the employment base in this economic area will not occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 
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Environmental Impact: This redirection involves only the relocation of the mine 
warfare helicopter assets (both active and reserve aircraft) to the Naval Air Facility, Corpus 
Christi, Texas, in support of the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence at Naval Station, 
Ingleside, Texas, instead of to Naval Air Station, North Island, California. Therefore, this 
relocation will have a positive impact on the environment. The Corpus Christi area is in 
attainment for all of the major air pollutants, while the San Diego area is in severe non- 
attainment for ozone. The addition of these assets to the Corpus Christi area is not expected 
to have an impact on the environment. However, if a conformity determination is required to 
assess the impact of this move on the local air quality, one will be performed. There are no 
adverse impacts on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
culturaVhistoric resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, California 

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) from 
"Naval Air Station North Island" to "other government-owned space in San Diego, 
California " 

Justification: The North Island site is somewhat isolated and not necessarily conducive to 
the discharge of a recruiting mission. Moving this activity to govemment-owned space in a 
more central and accessible location enhances its operations. Additionally, with the 
additional assets being placed in NAS North Island in this round of closures and 
realignments, there is a need for the space previously allocated to this activity. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $0.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $0.1 million. There are no annual recurring savings after 
implementation, and a return on investment is expected in one year. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $89 thousand. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in a 
change in employment in the San Diego, California MSA economic area because all affected 
jobs will remain in that economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 
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Environmental Impact: The relocation of this activity within its local area generally 
will have a positive impact on the environment because new facilities will not have to be 
constructed at NAS North Island. Also, there is no adverse impact on threatened/endangered 
species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaYhistorical resources occasioned by this 
recommendation. 

Naval Training Centers 

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 (1993 Commission Report, 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. 

Justification: Service School Command is a major component command reporting directly 
to the Commanding Officer, Naval Training Center, and, as such, is not a tenant of the Naval 
Training Center. Its relocation and that of its component courses can and should be 
accomplished in a manner "consistent with training requirements," as specified by the 1993 
Commission recommendation language for the major elements of the Naval Training 
Centers. For instance, while the command structure of the Service School Command at 
Naval Training Center, Orlando Florida, is relocating to the Naval Training Center, Great 
Lakes, Illinois, the Torpedoman "C" School can be relocated to available facilities at the 
Naval Underwater Weapons Center, Keyport, Washington, and thus be adjacent to the facility 
that supports the type of weapon that is the subject of the training. Similarly, since the 
Integrated Voice Communication School at the Naval Training Center, San Diego, 
California, uses contract instructors, placing it at Fleet Training Center, San Diego, 
necessitates only the local movement of equipment at a savings in the cost otherwise to be 
incurred to move such equipment to the Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois. 
Likewise, the relocation of the Messman "A" School at Naval Training Center, San Diego, to 
Lackland Air Force Base results in consolidation of the same type of training for all services 
at one location, consistent with Department goals, and avoids military construction costs at 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $5.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $24.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.2 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $25.8 million. 
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Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
employment in either the Lake County, Illinois, or the Pensacola, Florida MSA economic 
areas. However, the anticipated 0.1 percent increase in the Lake County employment base 
and the anticipated 0.1 percent increase in Pensacola, Florida the employment base will not 
occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of individual schools will have a minimal 
impact on the environment. Each is a tenant command and not a property owner. Each of 
the receiving sites was reviewed for impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, and culturaVhistoric resources, and no adverse impact was found. 
None of these schools are expected to have an adverse impact on the air quality of the areas 
to which it is relocating. The receiving sites have adequate capacity in their utility 
infrastructure to handle the additional personnel relocated by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 
Commission Report, at page 1-20) from "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 infrastructure." 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" 

Justification: Despite the large reduction in operational infrastructure accomplished during 
the 1993 round of base closure and realignment, since DON force structure experiences a 
reduction of over 10 percent by the year 2001, there continues to be additional excess 
capacity that must be eliminated. In evaluating operational bases, the goal was to retain only 
that infrastructure necessary to support the future force structure without impeding 
operational flexibility for deployment of that force. This recommended redirect achieves 
several important aims in furtherance of current Departmental policy and operational needs. 
First, it avoids the substantial new construction at MCAS Cheny Point that would be 
required if the FIA-18s from NAS Cecil Field were relocated there, which would add to 
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existing excess capacity, and utilizes existing capacity at NAS Oceana. This avoidance and 
similar actions taken regarding other air stations are equivalent to the replacement plant value 
of an existing tactical aviation naval air station. Second, it permits collocation of all fixed 
wing carrier-based anti-submarine warfare (ASW) air assets in the Atlantic Fleet with the 
other aviation ASW assets at NAS Jacksonville and NAVSTA Mayport and support for those 
assets. Third, it permits recognition of the superior demographics for the Navy and Marine 
Corps reserves by relocation of reserve assets to Atlanta, Georgia. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $66.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $335.1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1 1.5 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $437.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in current 
employment in the Craven and Carteret Counties, North Carolina economic area. However, 
the anticipated 7.5 percent increase in the employment base in this economic area will not 
occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The reallocation of Navy and Marine Corps aviation assets 
in this recommendation will have a generally positive impact on the environment, particularly 
on the air quality at Cherry Point, North Carolina, and Jacksonville, Florida. The 
introduction of additional aircraft and personnel to the Norfolk, Virginia, area is not expected 
to have an adverse impact on the air quality of that area since the net effect of moving these 
particular assets, when compared to the force structure reductions by N 2001, is a reduction 
of personnel and aircraft from FY 1990 levels at this receiving activity. However, it is 
expected that conformity determinations will be required for the movements to NAS Oceana 
and NAS Atlanta. The utility infrastructure at each of the receiving sites is sufficient to 
handle the additional personnel. At none of the receiving sites will there be an adverse 
impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 
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Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission (1993 
Commission Report, at pages 1-42/43) 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." 

Justification: Despite substantial reductions in depot maintenance capability accomplished 
in prior base closure evolutions, as force levels continue to decline, there is additional excess 
capacity that needs to be eliminated. Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, was closed in BRAC 
93, except for the whirl tower and dynamic components facility. Subsequent to that decision, 
no requirement for the facility has been identified within either the Army or the Navy, and 
insufficient private sector interest in that facility has been expressed. Additionally, the Depot 
Maintenance Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG-DM) examined these functions in response to 
Congressional interest in reexamining the BRAC 93 action. The JCSG-DM determined that 
the Pensacola facilities could not independently fulfill the entire future DoD requirement, but 
that the Amy facilities at Corpus Christi Army Depot, combined with the Navy facilities at 
NADEP Cherry Point, could. This recommendation will allow the disposal of the whirl 
tower and the rehabilitation of the dynamic components facility buildings for use by the 
Naval Air Technical Training Center. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $2.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.2 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $3.8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not affect any jobs 
in the Pensacola, Florida MSA economic area. 

Community Infrastmcture Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: There are no known environmental impacts attendant to the 
disposal of these assets in place required by this recommendation, including impacts on air 
quality, threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural/historical 
resources. 
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Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, 
Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 
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 London" to "Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South Carolina." 

Justification: The decision of the 1993 Commission to retain the submarine piers at Naval 
Submarine Base New London, Connecticut, meant that some of the facilities designated for 
occupancy by the Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center were no longer available. 
Locating this school with the Nuclear Propulsion Training Unit of the Naval Weapons 
Station, Charleston achieves an enhanced training capability, provides ready access to the 
moored training ships now at the Weapons Station, and avoids the significant costs of 
building andlor renovating facilities at New London. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $147.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $19.5 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $5.3 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $7 1.1 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
employment in the New London-Norwich, Connecticut NECMA economic area. However, 
the anticipated 2.3 percent increase in the employment base in this economic area will not 
occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of the Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion 
Training Center generally will have a positive impact on the environment. The receiving site 
is in an air quality district that is in attainment for carbon monoxide, ozone and PM-10, and 
this relocation is not expected to have an adverse impact on that air quality status. Also, the 
utility infrastructure of the receiving site is sufficient to handle the additional personnel. 
There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, 
or cultural/historic resources occasioned by this recommendation. 
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Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam 

Recommendation: Change the receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 
Commission Report, at page 1-21) for "the aircraft, personnel, and associated equipment" 
from the closing Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam fiom "Andersen AFB, Guam" to "other 
naval or DoD air stations in the Continental United States and Hawaii." 

Justification: Other BRAC 95 actions recommended the partial closure of Naval Activities, 
Guam, with retention of the waterfront assets, and the relocation of all of the vessels currently 
homeported at Naval Activities, Guam to Hawaii. Among the aircraft at Naval Activities, 
Guam is a squadron of helicopters performing logistics functions in support of these vessels. 
This redirect would collocate these helicopters with the vessels they support. Similarly, 
regarding the other aircraft at the closing Naval Air Station, the Fleet Commander-in-Chief 
desires operational synergies for his surveillance aircraft, which results in movement away 
from Guam. This redirect more centrally collocates those aircraft with similar assets in 
Hawaii and on the West Coast, while avoiding the new construction costs required in order to 
house these aircraft at Andersen Air Force Base, Guam, consistent with the Department's 
approach of eliminating capacity by not building new capacity. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $43.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $213.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$21.7 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $41 8 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,641 jobs (1,272 direct 
jobs and 369 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Agana, Guam economic area, 
which is 2.5 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 10.6 percent of 
employment in the economic area. However, much of this impact involves the inclusion of 
MSC mariners in the job loss statement, which does not reflect the temporary nature of their 
presence on Guam. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 
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Environmental Impact: The Guam Air Pollution Control District is in attainment 
for carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10. Relocation of these aviation assets will remove a 
source of air emissions thus enhancing the air quality of Guam. Both NAS Whidbey Island 
and MCBMCAF Hawaii are in an attainment area for carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10, 
and thus this relocation will not require a conformity determination. NAS North Island, on 
the other hand, is in an area which is in moderate non-attainment for carbon monoxide and 
severe non-attainment for ozone. Thus, a conformity determination may be required to 
evaluate the impact on air quality. Plans to disestablish current active squadrons support the 
ability to obtain a conformity determination. Adequate utility support and undeveloped 
property for expansion exist at NAS North Island. Similarly, at NAS Whidbey Island, force 
downsizing over the next six years will be in excess of the additional personnel and aircraft 
from this action. There will be no adverse impact to threatened/endangered species, sensitive 
habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii 

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 compound with its sanitary 
landfill, and beach recreational areas, known as Nimitz Beach and White Plains Beach." 

Justification: While specific mention was made of retention of family housing in the BRAC 
93 recommendation relating to NAS Barbers Point, certain aspects conducive to supporting 
personnel in family housing were not specifically mentioned, which is required for their 
retention. Quality of life interests require either that these facilities be retained or that new 
ones be built to provide these services. Another advantage of retaining these facilities to 
support multi-service use is the avoidance of the costs of closing the existing landfill and 
either developing another one on other property on the island of Oahu or incurring the costs 
of shipping waste to a site off-island. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $37 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $17.6 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.1 
million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the costs 
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $18.4 million. 
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Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not affect any jobs 
in the Honolulu, Hawaii MSA economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: The importance of this recommendation from the 
perspective of environmental impact is the retention of the existing landfill. Without this 
recommendation, the landfill would have to be closed and capped, and, until a replacement 
site is established, waste water treatment sludge, for instance, would have to be exported off- 
island for disposal. Further, by avoiding the need for new construction of facilities for the 
public works center compound and the commissary, this recommendation will eliminate any 
air emissions occasioned by such new construction and the need to use scarce real property 
resources to replace these facilities. Also, there is no adverse impact on 
threatenedt'endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorica1 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan 

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." 

Justification: In addition to avoiding the costs of relocating the reserve unit from this 
reserve center to Minnesota, this redirect maintains a Marine Corps recruiting presence in the 
Detroit area, which is a demographically rich recruiting area, and realizes a principal 
objective of the Department of Defense to effect multi-service use of facilities. 

Return on Investment: There are no one-time costs to implement this recommendation. 
The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$9.4 million. There are no annual recurring savings, and an immediate return on investment 
is obtained. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
$9.3 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in current 
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employment in the Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota-Wisconsin MSA economic area. 
However, the anticipated small increase in the employment base in this economic area will 
not occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Enviro~lental Impact: The collocation of MWSG-47 and supporting units to 
National Guard facilities pennits this activity to remain in its present location. Both the Air 
National Guard Base, Selfridge and the closing Naval Air Facility Detroit are in the same Air 
Quality Control District. Therefore, there will be no air quality changes on account of this 
recommendation. The elimination of the transfer of this Reserve Center to NARCEN Twin 
Cities will have a positive effect on the air quality of the MinneapolisISt. Paul Air Quality 
Control District. 

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendations: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission relating to the 
closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (1991 Commission Report, at page 5-28) to delete 
"and preservation" (line 5) and "for emergent requirements"(1ines 6-7). 

Justification: Despite substantial reductions in depot maintenance capability accomplished 
in prior base closure evolutions, as force levels continue to decline, there is additional excess 
capacity that needs to be eliminated. The contingency seen in 1991 for which the facilities at 
this closed shipyard were being retained no longer exists, and their continued retention is 
neither necessary nor consistent with the DON objective to divest itself of unnecessary 
infrastructure. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $32 thousand. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $5 1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$8.8 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $134.7 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not affect any jobs 
in the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey PMSA economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no community infrastructure impact 
since there are no receiving installations for this recommendation. 
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Environmental Impact: This recommendation completes the closure of the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard which began with BRAC 9 1. Since this is a closure with no 
realignment of functions, personnel or workload, there is no impact to threatenedlendangered 
species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this 
recommendation. 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 

Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commission (1 993 
Commission Report, at page 1-59) for the relocation of the Naval Sea Systems Command, 
including the Nuclear Propulsion Directorate (SEA OS), 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.; 3801 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." 

Justification: The resource levels of administrative activities are dependent upon the level 
of forces they support. The continuing decline in force levels shown in the FY 2001 Force 
Structure Plan coupled with the effects of the National Performance Review result in further 
reductions of personnel in administrative activities. As a result, the capacity at the White 
Oak facility in Silver Spring, Maryland, or at the Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia is no 
longer required to meet DON administrative space needs. This change in receiving sites 
eliminates substantial expenditures otherwise required to rehabilitate both White Oak and the 
Navy Annex. The net effect of this and the White Oak recommendation is a decrease of 
excess administrative space by more than 1,000,000 square feet. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $159.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $47.6 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $9.4 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $144 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in a 
change in employment in the Washington, DC-Maryland-Virginia-West Virginia PMSA 
economic area because all affected jobs will remain in that economic area. 
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of NAVSEA from leased space in the NCR 
to the Washington Navy Yard generally will have a positive impact on the environment, 
principally due to the avoidance of the construction of new facilities and the rehabilitation of 
existing facilities at NSWC White Oak, Maryland, which is closing in its entirety. The 
Washington Navy Yard has sufficient facilities which can be rehabilitated to house these 
activities, and the utility infrastructure capacity is sufficient to handle the additional 
personnel. There is no adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitat 
and wetlands, or culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Of'fice of Naval Research, Arlington, Virginia 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission (1993 
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. 

Justification: Because of other BRAC 95 actions, space designated for this activity pursuant 
to the BRAC 93 decision is no longer available. Other Navy-owned space in the NCR would 
require substantial new construction in order to house this activity. Permitting the Office of 
Naval Research to remain in its present location not only avoids this new construction, but 
also realizes the synergy obtained by having the activity located in proximity to the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency and the National Science Foundation. Further, this action provides 
the opportunity for future collocation of like activities from the other Military Departments, 
with the attendant joint synergies which could be realized. While this action results in a 
recurring cost, the cost is minimal in light of the importance of these two simcant 
opportunities. 

Return on Investment: While the annual costs for this activity to remain in leased space are 
higher than operating costs paid for government-owned space, relocation to government- 
owned space would require new construction. The cost of that new construction is more than 
would be saved by this move over a twenty-year period. COBRA analysis of the BRAC 93 
recommendation in view of the changed circumstances regarding availability of space in the 
National Capital Region reveals that relocation of this activity would not result in a 
reasonable return on investment. 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Department of the Navy 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: This recommendation will not result in a 
change in employment in the Washington, DC-Maryland-Virginia-West Virginia PMSA 
economic area because all affected jobs will remain in that economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: Locating this activity in Arlington, Virginia, instead of at 
either the Washington Navy Yard or Nebraska Avenue generally will have a positive impact 
on the environment because new facilities will not have to be constructed. Both the current 
site and the sites considered as receivers are in the same air quality district; thus, there will be 
no impact on air quality. There is no adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, 
sensitive habitat and wetlands, or culturaVhistorica1 resources occasioned by this 
recommendation. 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 

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.; 
3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; Marine Corps Combat Development Command, 
Quantico, Virginia; or the White Oak facility, Silver Spring, Maryland 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 
Sensors and his immediate staff who will remain in Navy-owned space in the National 
Capital Region. " 

Justification: The resource levels of administrative activities are dependent upon the level 
of forces they support. The continuing decline in force levels shown in the FY 2001 Force 
Structure Plan coupled with the effects of the National Performance Review result in further 
reductions in administrative activities. Space available in San Diego resulting from 
personnel changes and work consolidation permits further consolidation of $he SPAWAR 
command structure and the elimination of levels of command structure. This consolidation 
will achieve not only si@icant savings from elimination of unnecessary command structure 



but also efficiencies and economies of operation. In addition, by relocating to San Diego 
instead of the NCR, there will be sufficient readily available space in the Washington Navy 
Yard for the Naval Sea Systems Command. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $24 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $120 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$25.3 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $360 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this 
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,82 1 jobs (1,133 direct 
jobs and 681 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Washington, DC-Maryland- 
Virginia-West Virginia PMSA economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in 
a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the economic area. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of this activity from leased space in the 
NCR to San Diego, California, likely will not have an adverse impact on the environment. 
Because San Diego is in a moderate non-attainment area for carbon monoxide, a conformity 
determination may be required to evaluate air quality impacts. There is no adverse impact on 
threatenedJendangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or culturaUhistorical 
resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Recruiting Command, Washington, D.C. 

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 "Naval Support Activity, 
Memphis, Tennessee. " 

Justification: This relocation permits the single-siting of the Department's personnel 
recruiting and personnel management headquarters-level activities, enhancing their close 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Department of the Navy 

coordination, and supporting the Department's policy of maximizing the use of government- 
owned space. It also reduces the requirement to effect new construction, and reduces 
resulting potential building congestion, at NTC Great Lakes. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $6.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $1.1 million. There are no annual recurring savings after 
implementation, and an immediate return on investment is expected. The net present value 
of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1.2 million. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in 
employment in the Lake County, Illinois economic area However, the anticipated 
0.2 percent increase in the employment base in this economic area will not occur. 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The movement of this activity to Naval Support Activity, 
Memphis generally will have a positive impact on the environment because new facilities 
will not have to be constructed at NTC Great Lakes, Illinois. The additional personnel are 
not expected to have an adverse impact on the environment in that the utility infrastructure 
capacity at the receiving site is sufficient to handle this additional loading. There is no 
adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or 
culturaYhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 

Naval Security Group Command Detachment Potomac, 
Washington, D.C. 

Recommendation: Change the receiving site for the Naval Security Group Command 
Detachment Potomac, Washington, D.C., from "National Security Agency, Ft. Meade, 
Maryland" specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-59) to 
"Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C." 

Justification: The mission of this activity requires that it be collocated with space 
surveillance hardware. This can most effectively be accomplished by housing this activity at 
the Naval Research Laboratory. By this redirect, the cost of moving this activity to Fort 
Meade can be avoided. 
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Return on Investment: There are no estimated one-time costs to implement this 
recommendation. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a 
savings of $4 thousand. There are no annual recurring savings after implementation, and an 
immediate return on investment is expected. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $4 thousand. 

Impacts: 

Economic Impact on Communities: Since this action affects unexecuted 
relocations resulting from prior BRAC recommendations, it causes no net change in current 
employment in the Baltimore, Maryland PMSA economic area. However, the anticipated 
small increase in the employment base in this economic area will not occur. . 

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 

Environmental Impact: The relocation of this activity from Ft. Meade, Maryland, to 
the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C., generally will have a positive impact on 
the environment. Both the losing site and the gaining site are in the same air quality district; 
thus, movement of this activity within that district will no impact on air quality. There is no 
adverse impact on threatenedlendangered species, sensitive habitat and wetlands, or 
culturaVhistorical resources occasioned by this recommendation. 
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Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

The Air Force 1995 selection process shares the fundamental approach used in the 
199 1 and 1993 Air Force base realignment and closure (BRAC) processes. 

The basis for selection of closure and realignment recommendations was the DoD 
force structure and the final selection criteria. The Secretary of the Air Force appointed a 
Base Closure Executive Group of six general officers and seven comparable (Senior 
Executive Service) civilians. Areas of expertise included environment; facilities and 
construction; finance; law; logistics; programs; operations; personnel and training; reserve 
components; plus research, development and acquisition. Additionally, an Air Staff-level 
Base Closure Working Group was formed to provide staff support and additional detailed 
expertise for the Executive Group. Plans and Programs General Officers fiom the Major 
Commands (MAJCOM) met on several occasions with the Executive Group to provide 
mission specific expertise and greater base-level information. Also, potential sister-service 
impacts were coordinated by a special inter-service working group. 

The Executive Group developed a Base Closure Internal Control Plan that was 
approved by the Secretary of the Air Force. This plan provides structure and guidance for all 
participants in the base closure process, including procedures for data gathering and 
certification. 

The Selection Process 

The Executive Group reviewed all Active and Air Reserve Component (ARC) 
installations in the United States that met or exceeded the Section 2687, Title 10 U.S.C. 
threshold of 300 direct-hire civilians authorized to be employed. Data on all applicable bases 
was collected via a comprehensive and detailed questionnaire answered at base level with 
validation by the Major Commands and Air Staff. All data was evaluated and certified in 
accordance with the Air Force Internal Control Plan. As an additional control measure, the 
Air Force Audit Agency was tasked to continuously review the Air Force process for 
consistency with the law and DoD policy and to ensure that the data collection and validation 
process was adequate. A baseline capacity analysis was also performed that evaluated the 
physical capability of a base to accommodate additional force structure and other activities 
(excess capacity) beyond that programmed to be stationed at the base. 
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The Executive Group occasionally questioned the data, where appropriate, when the 
infomtion was revised or more detailed data provided. Data determined to be inaccurate 
was corrected. All data used in the preparation and submission of information and 
recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military installations was certified 
as to its accuracy and completeness by appropriate officials at base, MAJCOM, and 
headquarters level. In addition, the Executive Group and the Secretary of the Air Force 
certified that all information contained in the Air Force Detailed Analysis and all supporting 
data were accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge and belief. 

The Executive Group placed all bases in categories, based on the installation's 
predominant mission. When considered by category, the results of the baseline capacity 
analysis represented the maximum potential base closures that could be achieved within each 
category. The results of the baseline excess capacity analysis were then used in conjunction 
with the approved DoD force structure plan in determining base structure requirements. 
Other factors were also considered to determine actual capabilities for base reductions. The 
capacity analysis was also used to identify cost effective opportunities for the beddown of 
activities and aircraft dislocated from bases recommended for closure and realignment. 

Bases deemed militarily or geographically unique or missionessential were approved 
by the Secretary of the Air Force for exclusion from further closure consideration. Capacity 
was analyzed by category, based on a study of current base capacity and the future 
requirements imposed by the force structure plan. Categories and subcategories having no 
excess capacity were recommended to and approved by the Secretary of the Air Force for 
exclusion from further study. 

All non-excluded Active Component bases in the remaining categories were 
individually examined on the basis of all eight selection criteria established by the Secretary 
of Defense, with over 250 subelements to the grading criteria. These subelements were 
developed by the Air Force to provide specific data points for each criterion. 

Under Deputy Secretary of Defense direction, the Executive Group and the Secretary 
of the Air Force considered and analyzed the results of the efforts of Joint Cross-Service 
Groups in the areas of Depot Maintenance, Laboratories, Test and Evaluation, Undergraduate 
Pilot Training, and Military Treatment Facilities including Graduate Medical Education. The 
Joint Cross-Service Groups established data elements, measures of merit, and methods of 
analysis for their functional areas. The Air Force collected data as requested by the joint 
groups, following the Air Force's Internal Control Plan. After receiving data provided by 
each of the Services, the joint groups developed functional values and altematives for the 
activities under their consideration. These altematives were reported to the Military 
Departments for consideration in their processes. In turn, the Military Departments 
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responded with comments and cost analyses of the alternatives, and engaged in a dialogue 
with the joint groups regarding potential closure and realignment actions, consistent with the 
internal analytical processes of each Military Department. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) category, comprised of Air National Guard and 
Air Force Reserve bases, warrants further explanation. First, these bases do not readily 
compete against each other, as ARC units enjoy a special relationship with their respective 
states and local corrmunities. Under federal law, relocating Guard units across State 
boundaries is not a practical alternative. In addition, careful consideration must be given to 
the recruiting needs of these units. However, realignment of ARC units onto active or 
civilian, or other ARC installations could prove cost effective. Therefore, the ARC category 
was examined for cost effective relocations to other bases. 

Information, base groupings, excess capacity, and options resulting fiom the 
Executive Group analysis were presented to the Secretary of the Air Force and Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force by the Executive Group. Based on the force structure plan and the eight 
selection criteria, with consideration given to excess capacity, efficiencies in base utilization, 
and concepts of force structure organization and basing, the Secretary of the Air Force, in 
consultation with the Air Force Chief of Staff, and using the analysis of the Executive Group, 
selected the bases recommended for closure and realignment. 
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Recommendations and Justifications 

North Highlands Air Guard Station, California 

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. 

Justification: Relocation of the 162nd CCG and 149th CCS onto McClellan AFB will 
provide a more cost-effective basing arrangement than presently exists by avoiding some of 
the costs associated with maintaining the installation. Because of the very short distance 
from the unit's present location in North Highlands to McClellan AFB, most of the personnel 
will remain with the unit. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $0.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.2 million with a return on investment expected in eight years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1.5 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not result in a change in the employment in the 
Sacramento, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected jobs will 
remain in that economic area. Review of demographic data projects no negative impact on 
recruiting. This action will have minimal environmental impact. 

Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station, 
California 

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,. 

Justification: Relocation of the 148th CCS and the 210th Weather Flight onto March ARB 
will provide a more cost-effective basing arrangement by avoiding some of the costs 
associated with maintaining the installation. Because of the short distance from the unit's 
present location on Ontario International Axport AGS, most of the personnel will remain 
with the unit. 
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Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $0.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $0.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.1 million with a return on investment expected in eight years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $0.9 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not result in a change in the employment in the 
Riverside-San Bernardino, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all 
affected jobs will remain in the economic area. Review of demographic data projects no 
negative impact on recruiting. Environmental impact from this action is minimal. 

Rome Laboratory, New York 

Recommendation: Close Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. Rome Laboratory activities 
will relocate to Fort Monrnouth, New Jersey, and Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts. 
Specifically, the Photonics, Electromagnetic & Reliability (except Test Site O&M 
operations), Computer Systems, Radio Communications and Communications Network 
activities, with their share of the Rome Lab staff activities, will relocate to Fort Monmouth. 
The Surveillance, Intelligence & Reconnaissance Software Technology, Advanced C2 
Concepts, and Space Communications activities, with their share of the Rome Laboratory 
staff activities, will relocate to Hanscom AFB. The Test Site (e.g., Stockbridge and Newport) 
O&M operations will remain at its present location but will report to Hanscom AFB. 

Justification: The Air Force has more laboratory capacity than necessary to support cumnt 
and projected Air Force research requirements. The Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group 
analysis recommended the Air Force consider the closure of Rome Laboratory. Collocation 
of part of the Rome Laboratory with the Army's Communications Electronics Research 
Development Evaluation Command at Fort Monmouth will reduce excess laboratory capacity 
and increase inter-Service cooperation and common C3 research. In addition, Fort 
Monmouth's location near unique civilian research activities offers potential for shared 
research activities. Those activities relocated to Hanscom AFB will strengthen Air Force C31 
RDT&E activities by collocating common research efforts. This action will result in 
substantial savings and m e r s  the DoD goal of cross-service utilization of common support 
assets. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $52.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $15.1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1 1.5 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $98.4 million. 
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 2,345 jobs (1,067 direct jobs and 1,278 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Utica-Rome, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 1.5 percent 
of the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of a l l  BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 6.2 percent of 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Rome Laboratory and Griffiss AFB will continue. 

Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York 

Recommendation: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 213th 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. 

Justification: Relocation of the 213th Electronic Installation Squadron and 274th Combat 
Communications Group to Stewart International Airport AGS will produce a more efficient 
and cost-effective basing structure by avoiding some of the costs associated with maintaining 
the installation. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $0.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.7 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $7.6 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 71 jobs (44 direct jobs and 27 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Nassau-Suffolk, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 
percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase equal to less than 0.1 percent of 
employment in the Nassau-Suffolk, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area. Review of 
demographic data projects no negative impact on recruiting. Environmental impact from this 
action is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 
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Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport 
Air Guard Station, Ohio 

Recommendation: Close Springfield-Beckley Municipal Ahport Air Guard Station (AGS) 
and relocate the 178th Fighter Group (ANG), the 251st Combat Communications Group 
(ANG), and the 269th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG) to Wright-Patterson AFB, 
Ohio. 

Justification: The 178th Fighter Group provides crash, fue and rescue, security police, and 
other base operating support services for ANG activities at Springfield-Beckley Municipal 
Auport. By relocating to Wright-Patterson AFB, significant manpower and other savings 
will be realized by avoiding some of the costs associated with the installation. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $23.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $5.6 million. Annual recuning savings after implementation are 
$4.2 million with a return on investment expected in six years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $35.1 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not result in a change in the employment in the 
Riverside-Dayton-Springfield, Ohio Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected jobs 
will remain in that economic area Review of demographic data projects no negative impact 
on recruiting. Environmental impact fiom this action is minimal. 

Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania 

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. 

Justification: The Air Force Reserve has more C-130 operating locations than necessary to 
effectively support the Reserve C-130 aircraft in the Department of Defense @OD) Force 
Structure Plan. Although Greater Pittsburgh ARS is effective at supporting its mission, its 
evaluation overall under the eight criteria supports its closure. Its operating costs are the 
greatest among Air Force Reserve C- 130 operations at civilian In addition, its 
location near a number of AFRES and Air National Guard units provides opportunities for its 
personnel to transfer and continue their service without extended travel. - 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $22.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $36.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
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$13.1 million with a return on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $161.1 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 631 jobs (387 direct jobs and 244 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, and Westmoreland, Pennsylvania, counties 
economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. Review of demographic 
data projects no negative impact on recruiting. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal, and 
restoration of the Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS will continue. 

Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas 

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. 

Justification: Due to Air Force Reserve fighter force drawdown, the Air Force Reserve has 
an excess of F-16 fighter locations. The closure of Bergstrom ARB is the most cost effective 
option for the Air Force Reserve. The relocation of Headquarters, 10th Air Force to NAS 
Fort Worth will also collocate the unit with one of its major subordinate units. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $13.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $93.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$20.9 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $291.4 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 954 jobs (585 direct jobs and 369 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Austin, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of the area's 
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and a l l  
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in 
a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.2 percent of employment in the Austin, Texas 
Metropolitan Statistical Area Review of demographic data projects no negative impact on 
recruiting. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of 
Bergstrom ARB will continue. 
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Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 

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 710th 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. 

Justification: The Air Force has more laboratory capacity than necessary to support current 
and projected Air Force research requirements. When compared to the attributes desirable in 
laboratory activities, the Annstrong Lab and Human Systems Center operations at Brooks 
AFB contributed less to Air Force needs as measured by such areas as workload 
requirements, facilities, and personnel. As an installation, Brooks AFB ranked lower than the 
other bases in the Laboratory and Product Center subcategory. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $185.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a cost of $138.7 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $27.4 million with a return on investment expected in seven years. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $142.1 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 7,879 jobs (3,759 direct jobs and 4,120 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the San Antonio, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 1.1 percent of 
the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activities into the San Antonio 
area, and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period 
could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.9 percent of employment in the 
economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of 
Brooks AFB will continue. 

Reese Air Force Base, Texas 

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. 
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Justification: The Air Force has more Undergraduate Flying Training (UFT) bases than 
necessary to support Air Force pilot training requirements consistent with the Department of 
Defense (DoD) Force Structure Plan. When all eight criteria are applied to the bases in the 
UFT category, Reese AFB ranks low relative to the other bases in the category. Reese AFB 
ranked lower when compared to other UFT bases when evaluated on such factors as weather 
(e.g., crosswinds, density altitude) and airspace availability (e.g., amount of airspace 
available for training, distance to training areas). Reese AFB was also recommended for 
closure in each alternative recommended by the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group for 
Undergraduate Pilot Training. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation 
is $37.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a 
savings of $5 1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2 1.5 million 
with a return on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $256.8 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential recluction of 2,891 jobs (2,083 direct jobs and 808 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Lubbock, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 2.2 percent of the 
economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Reese AFB will continue. 

Onizuka Air Station, California 

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. 

Justification: The Air Force has one more satellite control installation than is needed to 
support projected future Air Force satellite control requirements consistent with the 
Department of Defense (DoD) Force Structure Plan. When all eight criteria are applied to the 
bases in the Satellite Corltrol subcategory, Onizuka AS ranked lower than the other base in 
the subcategory. Among other factors, Falcon AFB has superior protection against current 
and future electronic encroachment, reduced risks associated with security and mission- 
disrupting contingencies, and si@icantly higher closure costs. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $124.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a cost of $125.7 million. Annual recurring savings after 
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implementation are $30.3 million with a return on investment expected in eight years. The 
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $18 1.6 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 2,969 jobs (1,875 direct jobs and 1,094 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the San Jose, California, Pmmy Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
0.3 percent of the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.5 percent of 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact fiom this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Onizuka AS will continue. 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 

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 ArmamentsMTeapons Test and Evaluation activities will be retained. All 
other activities and facilities associated with Eglin will remain open. 

Justification: Air Force EC open air range workload requirements can be satisfied by one 
range. Available capacity exists at the Nellis AFB Complex to absorb E m ' s  projected EC 
workload. To ensure the Air Force retains the capability to effectively test and realistically 
train in the ArmamentdWeapons functional category, necessary emitter-only threat systems 
will remain at Eglin AFB. This action is consistent with Air Force and DoD efforts to 
consolidate workload where possible to achieve cost and mission efficiencies. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $2.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $6.3 million. Annual recurrhg savings after implementation are 
$2.6 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $3 1.4 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 85 jobs (52 direct jobs and 33 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Fort Walton Beach, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent 
of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activities into the Fort Walton 
Beach, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, and al l  prior-round BRAC actions in the 
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economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase 
equal to 1.3 percent of employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this 
action is minimal, and ongoing restoration of Eglin AFB will continue. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana 

Recommendation: Realign Malmstmm AFB. The 43rd Air Refueling Group and its 
KC-135 aircraft will relocate to MacDill AFB, Florida. All futed-wing aircraft flying 
operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the 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 341st Missile Wing will remain. 

Justification: Although the missile field at Malmstrom AFB ranked very high, its ueld 
resources can efficiently support only a small number of tanker aircraft. Its ability to support 
other large aircraft missions (bomber and airlift) is limited and closure of the airfield will 
generate substantial savings. 

During the 1995 process, the Air Force analysis highlighted a shortage of refueling 
aircraft in the southeastern United States. The OSD direction to support the Unified 
Commands located at MacDill AFB creates an opportunity to relocate a tanker unit from the 
greater tanker resources of the northwestern United States to the southeast. Movement of the 
refueling unit from Malmstrom AFB to MacDill AFB will also maximize the cost- 
effectiveness of that airfield. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $17.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $5.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$5.1 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $54.3 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,013 jobs (779 direct jobs and 234 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Great Falls, Montana Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 2.3 percent of 
the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 2.3 Ercent of 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Malmstrom AFB will continue. 
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Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico 

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. 

Justification: As an installation, Kirtland AFB rated low relative to other bases in the 
Laboratory and Product Center subcategory when all eight selection criteria were considered. 
The Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group, however, gave the Phillips Laboratory operation a 
high functional value. This realignment will close most of the base, but retain the Phillips 
Laboratory, which has a high functional value and the 898th Munitions Squadron, which is 
not practical to relocate. Both of these activities are capable of operating with minimal 
military support. Also, the Sandia National Laboratory can be cantoned in its present 
location. This approach reduces infrastructure and produces significant annual savings, while 
maintaining those activities essential to the Air Force and the Department of Defense. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $277.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a cost of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $62 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $464.5 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 11,916 jobs (6,850 direct jobs and 5,066 indirect jobs) over the 1996- 
to-2001 period in the Bernallio County, New Mexico economic area, which is 3.6 percent of 
the economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Kirtland AFB will continue. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota - 

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 
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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 
91st Missile Group will inactivate. 

If Grand Forks AFB is realigned, the 321st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman 
III 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 
319th Air Refueling Wing will remain in place. AU 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 91st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman III 
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. 

Justification: A reduction in ICBM force structure requires the inactivation of one missile 
group within the Air Force. The missile field at Grand Forks AFB ranked lowest due to 
operational concerns resulting from local geographic, geologic, and facility characteristics. 
Grand Forks AFB also ranked low when aU eight criteria are applied to bases in the large 
aircraft subcategory. The airfield will be retained to satisfy operational requirements and 
maintain consolidated tanker resources. 

If the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain BMD options effectively 
precludes realigning Grand Forks, then Minot AFB will be realigned. The missile field at 
Minot AFB ranked next lowest due to operational concerns resulting from spacing, ranging 
and geological characteristics. Minot AFB ranked in the middle tier when all eight criteria 
are applied to bases in the large aircraft subcategory. The airfield will be retained to satisfy 
operational requirements. 

Return on Investment: For Grand Forks, the total estimated one-time cost to implement 
this recommendation is $1 1.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $1 1 1.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $35.2 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present 
value of the costs aud savings over 20 years is a savings of $447.0 million. Savings 
associated with the inactivation of a missile field were previously programmed in the Air 
Force budget. 

Return on Investment: If Minot AFB is selected, the total estimated one-time cost to 
implement this recommendation is $12.0 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
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implementation period is a savings of $1 14.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $36.1 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present 
value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $458.6 million. Savings 
associated with the closure of a missile field were previously programmed in the Air Force 
budget. 

Impacts: For Grand Forks AFB, assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could 
result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,113 jobs (1,625 direct jobs and 488 indirect jobs) 
over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Grand Forks County, North Dakota economic area, which 
is 4.7 percent of the economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action is 
minimal and ongoing restoration at Grand Forks AFB will continue. 

Impacts: If Minot is selected, assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could 
result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,172 jobs (1,666 direct jobs and 506 indirect 
jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Minot County, North Dakota economic area, which 
is 6.1 percent of the economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action is 
minimal and ongoing restoration at Minot AFB will continue. 

Hill Air Force Base, Utah 

-Recommendation: Realign Hill AFB, Utah. The permanent Air Force Materiel Command 
(AFMC) test range activity at Utah Test and Training Range (UlTR) will be disestablished. 
Management responsibility for operation of the U T l l 3  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 armarnent/weapons Test and 
Evaluation (TBr 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 

Justification: Most of the current T&E activities can be accomplished at other T&E 
activities (AFFI'C and AFDTC). Disestablishing the AFMC test range activities and 
transferring the range to ACC will reduce excess T&E capacity within the Air Force. 
Retaining the range as a training range wiil preserve the considerable training value offered 
by the range and is consistent with the current 82 percent training use of the range. Retention 
of the range as a training facility will also allow large footprint weapons to undergo test and 
evaluation using mobile equipment. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $3.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $62.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
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$12.4 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $179.9 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 168 jobs (104 direct jobs and 64 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Tooele County, Utah economic area, which is 1.3 percent of the economic 
area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and 
all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result 
in a maximum potential decrease equal to 36.6 percent of employment in the economic area. 
Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of the UTTR will 
continue. 1 

Air Logistics Centers 

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: 

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) 

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, ~inker  AFB, 00-ALC, 
Hill AFB 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB 
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ElectricaVmechanical support equipment SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
Injection molding SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
Industrial plant equipment software SA-ALC, Kelly AFB 
Plating OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB, SA-ALC, 
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins 
Am 

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. 

Justification: Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot maintenance 
capacity across Air Force depots. The recommended realignments will consolidate 
production lines and move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the 
reduction of personnel, infrastructure, and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is 
to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 product lines 
across the five depots. These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball 
facilities, or to make them available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will 
reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce substantial cost savings without the 
extraordinary one-time costs associated with closing a single depot. 

This action is part of a broader Air Force effort to downsize, reduce depot capacity 
and infrastructure, and achieve cost savings in a financially prudent manner consistent with 
mission requirements. Programmed work reductions, downsizing through contracting or 
transfer to other Service depots, and the consolidation of workloads recommended above 
result in the reduction of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots, and a reduction in 
manhour capacity equivalent to about two depots. The proposed moves also make available 
over 25 million cubic feet of space to the Defense Logistics Agency for storage and other 
purposes, plus space to accept part of the Defense Nuclear Agency and other displaced Air 
Force missions. This approach enhances the cost effectiveness of the overall Department of 
Defense's closure and realignment recommendations. The downsizing of all depots is 
consistent with DoD efforts to reduce excess maintenance capacity, reduce cost, improve 
efficiency of depot management, and increase contractor support for DoD requirements. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $183 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $138.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$89 million with a return on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $991.2 million. 
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TINKER 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3,040 jobs (1,180 direct jobs and 1,860 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
0.5 percent of the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.3 percent of 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Tinker AFB will continue. 

ROBINS 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,168 jobs (534 direct jobs and 634 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Macon, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.7 percent of the 
economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.7 percent of 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration of Robins AFB will continue. 

KELLY 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,446 jobs (555 direct jobs and 891 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the San Antonio, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of 
the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activities into the San Antonio 
area, and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period 
could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.9 percent of employment in the 
economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration 
will continue. 

McCLELLAN and HILL 
Impacts: The recommendations pertaining to consolidations of workloads at these two 
centers are not anticipated to result in employment losses or significant environmental 
impact. 
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Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California 

Recommendation: Close Moffett Federal -eld Air Guard Station. Relocate the 129th 
Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClellan AFB, California. 

Justification: At Moffett Federal Airfield, the 129th Rescue Group (RQG) provides 
manpower for the airfield's crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control, and security police 
services, and pays a portion of the total associated costs. The ANG also pays a share of other 
base operating support costs. These costs to the ANG have risen ~ i ~ c a n t l y  since NAS 
Moffett realigned to Moffett Federal and can be avoided if the unit is moved to an 
active duty airfield. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $15.2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $4.4 million. Aanual recurring savings after implementation are 
$4.8 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $50.1 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 507 jobs (318 direct jobs and 189 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the San Jose, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent 
of the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.5 percent of 
employment in the economic area. Review of demographic data projects no negative impact 
on recruiting. This action will have minimal environmental impact. 

Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor Activity, 
Buffalo, New York 

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. 

Justification: The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) recommended 
that REDCAP'S capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation with a Major 
Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected workload for REDCAP is 
only 10 percent of its available capacity. AFFTC has capacity sufficient to absorb 
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REDCAP'S workload. REDCAP'S basic hardware-in-the-loop infrhtructure is duplicated at 
other Air Force T&E facilities. This action achieves significant cost savings and workload 
consolidation. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation 
is $1.7 million. The net of a l l  costs and savings during the implementation period is a 
savings of $1.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.9 million with 
a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $1 1.0 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 5 jobs (3 direct jobs and 2 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period 
in the Erie County, New York economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic area 
employment. This action will have minimal environmental impact. 

Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, 
Fort Worth, Texas 

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 (AFlTC), Edwards AFB, 
California. Workload and selected equipment from AFEWES will be transferred to AFL;TC. 
AFEWES will be disestablished and any remaining equipment will be disposed of. 

Justification: The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) recommended 
that AFEWES's capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation possessing a 
Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. Projected workload for 
AFEWES was only 28 percent of its available capacity. Available capacity at AFFTC is 
sufficient to absorb AFEWES's workload. AFEWES7s basic hardware-in-the-loop 
infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force Test and Evaluation facilities. This action 
achieves significant cost savings and workload consolidation. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $5.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $2.6 nlillion. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.8 million with a return on investment expected in seven years. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $5.8 million. 
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 9 jobs (5 direct jobs and 4 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period 
in the Fort Worth-Arlington, Texas Prunary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of the economic area's employment. This action will have minimal 
environmental impact. 

Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 

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. 

Justification: The 199 1 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommended 
that the Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility located at Williams AFB, 
Arizona, be relocated to Orlando, florida. This recommendation, was based on assumptions 
regarding Navy training activities and the availability of facilities. Subsequent to that 
Commission's report, it was discovered that the facilities were not available at the estimated 
cost. In addition, Navy actions in the 1993 BRAC reduced the pilot resources necessary for 
this facility's work. 

In light of these changes, the Air Force recommends the activity remain at its current 
location. First, it is largely a civilian operation that is well-suited to remain in a stand-alone 
configuration. It has operated in that capacity since the closure of the rest of Williams AFB 
in September 1993. Second, its proximity to Luke AFB provides a ready source of fighter 
aircraft pilots who can support the research activities as consultants and subjects. Third, the 
present facilities are consolidated and well-suited to the research activities, including a large 
secure facility. Finally, the activities are consistent with the community's plans for 
redevelopment of the Williams AFB property, including a university and research park. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is zero. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is 
a savings of $18.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.3 million 
with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 
20 years is a savings of $21.0 million. 

Impacts: Since this action affects unexecuted relocations resulting from p ~ o r  BRAC 
recommendations, it causes no net change in employment in the Orange, Osceola, and 
Seminole, Florida counties economic area. As a result of Armstrong Laboratory being 
retained at Mesa, Arizona, this action results in the retention of 38 direct jobs the Phoenix- 
Mesa, Arizona Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
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Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding the 
cantonment of the lOOlst Space Support Squadron at the Lowry Support Center as follows: 
Inactivate the lOOlst 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. 

Justification: The 199 1 Commission recommended that the 1001 st Space Systems 
Squadron, now designated Detachment 1, SSSG, be retained in a cantonment area at the 
Lowry Support Center. Air Force Materiel Command is consolidating space and warning 
systems software support at the SSSG at Peterson AFB. The inactivation of Detachment 1, 
SSSG, and movement of its functions will further consolidate software support at Peterson 
AFB, and result in the elimination of some personnel positions and cost savings. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $10.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$3.0 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $39.0 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a potential 
reduction of 135 jobs (89 direct jobs and 46 indirect jobs ) over the 1996 to 2001 in the 
Denver, Colorado Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 0.1 percent of 
economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the Denver, Colorado Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Area in the 1994 to 2001 period could result in a potential decrease 
equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the economic area Environmental impact from this 
action is minimal and ongoing restoration of Lowry AFB will continue. 

Homestead Air Force Base , Florida 
30lst Rescue Squadron (AFRES) 

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. 

Justification: The 301st Rescue Squadron (RQS) is temporarily located at Patrick AFB, 
pending reconstruction of its facilities at Homestead AFB which were destroyed by Hunicane 
Andrew. As part of the initiative to have reserve forces assume a greater role in DoD 
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peacetime missions, the 301st RQS has assumed primary responsibility for Space Shuttle 
support and range clearing operations at Patrick AFB. This reduces mission load on the 
active duty force structure. Although the 301st RQS could perform this duty from the 
Homestead Air Reserve Station, doing so would require expensive temporary duty 
arrangements, extensive scheduling difficulties, and the dislocation of the unit's mission from 
its beddown site. The redirect will enable the Air Force to perform this mission more 
efficiently and at less cost, with less disruption to the unit and mission. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $4.6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $1.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1 -5 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $15.4 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 341 jobs (214 direct jobs and 127 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Miami, Florida Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of economic area employment. Review of demographic data projects no negative 
impact on recruiting. There will be minimal environmental impact from this action at 
Homestead or Patrick Air Force Bases. 

Homestead Air Force Base , Florida 
726th Air Control Squadron 

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. 

Justification: The 726th ACS was permanently assigned to Homestead AFB. In the 
aftermath of Hurricane Andrew, the 726th ACS was temporarily moved to Shaw AFB, as the 
first available site for that unit. In March 1993, the Secretary of Defense recommended the 
closure of Homestead AFB and the permanent beddown of the 726th ACS at Shaw AFB. 
Since the 1993 Commission agreed with that recommendation, experience has shown that 
Shaw AFB does not provide adequate radar coverage of training airspace needed to support 
the training mission and sustained combat readiness. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $7.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $2.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$0.23 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $4.6 million. 
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Impacts: This action affects temporary relocations resulting from prior BRAC 
recommendations. Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
potential reduction of 163 jobs (126 direct jobs and 37 indirect jobs) over the 1996 to 2001 
period in the Sumter, South Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area which is 0.3 percent of the 
economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and 
ongoing restoration will continue. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

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. 

Justification: Since the 1993 Commission, the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have validated airfield requirements of the two Uded 
Commands at MacDill AFB and the Air Force has the responsibility to support those 
requirements. Studies indicate that Tampa International Auport cannot support the Unified 
Commands' airfield needs. These validated DoD requirements will constitute approximately 
95 percent of the planned airfield operations and associated costs. Given the requirement to 
support the vast majority of airfield operations, it is more efficient for the Air Force to 
operate the airfield from the existing active duty support base. Additional cost savings will 
be achieved when the KC-135 aircraft and associated personnel are relocated from 
Malmstrom AFB in an a.sociated action. 

Return on Investment: The cost and savings data associated with this redirect are reflected 
in the Malmstrom AFB realignment recommendation. There will be no costs to implement 
this action, even if the Malmstrom AFB action does not occur, compared to Air Force 
support of a DOC-owned afield. 

Impacts: There is no economic or environmental impact associated with this action. 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
-eld Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission regarding support 
of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division, Fort Drum, New York, at Grmss AFB, as follows: 
Close the minimum essential airf~eld that was to be maintained by a contractor at Griffiss 
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AFB and provide the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th Infantry (Light) 
Division from the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential equipment fiom the minimum 
essential -eld at M s s  AFB will transfer to Fort Drum. 

Justification: Operation of the minimum essential airfield to support Fort Drum operations 
after the closure of Griffiss AFB has proven to far exceed earlier cost estimates. Significant 
recurring operations and maintenance savings can be achieved by moving the 
mobiiity/contingency/training support for the 10th Infantry (Light) Division to Fort Drum and 
closing the minimum essential airfield operation at GrXiss. This redirect will permit the Air 
Force to meet the mobility/contingency/training support requirements of the 10th Infantry 
(Light) Division at a reduced cost to the Air Force. Having airfield support at its home 
location will improve 10th Infantry (Light) Division's response capabilities, and will avoid 
the necessity of traveling significant distances, sometimes during winter weather, to its 
mobility support location. Support at Fort Drum can be accomplished by improvement of the 
existing Fort Drum airfield and facilities 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $5 1.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $12.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$12.7 million with a return on investment expected in five years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $1 10.8 million. 

Impacts; Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 216 jobs (150 direct jobs and 66 indirect jobs) over the 1996 to 2001 
period in the Utica-Rome, New York Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of 
economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of a l l  BRAC 95 
recommendations and all  prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994 to 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential increase equal to 6.2 percent of the 
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact will be minimal; ongoing 
restoration will continue. 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
485th Engineering Installation Group 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission regarding the 
transfer of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG) from GrEiss 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. 
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Justification: Reorganization of the installation and engineering functions will achieve 
additional personnel overhead savings by inactivating the 485th EIG and redistributing the 
remaining activities to other units. The originally planned receiver site for the 485th EIG at 
Hill AFB has proven to require costly renovation. This redirect avoids these additional, 
unforeseen costs while providing a more efficient allocation of work. 

Return on Investment.: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $0.5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $26.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$2.9 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $53.6 million. 

Impacts: Since this action affects unexecuted relocations resulting from prior BRAC 
recommendations, it causes no net change in employment in the Salt Lake City-Ogden, Utah, 
Metropolitan Statistical Area. However, the anticipated 0.2 percent increase in the 
employment base in this economic area will not occur. There will be no environmental 
impact from this action at Hill Air Force Base, and minimal environmental impact at Kelly 
AFB, Tinker AFB, and McClellan AFB . 
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Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

The Defense Logistics Agency @LA) 1995 Base Realignment and Closure study 
process was guided by existing legislation, the DoD Force Structure Plan and by Department . 

of Defense policy. As I>LA is not directly identified in the DoD Force Structure Plan, 
Concepts of Operations were developed to translate the effects of the Force Structure Plan 
within the Agency's mission planning. 

The Director, DIdA established a Base Realignment and Closure Executive Group 
comprised of appropriate senior executives from the Agency's business and staff areas. The 
Group included both senior level civilian and military personnel, and was chaired by the 
Principal Deputy Director. 

The Executive Group served as senior advisors to direct the 1995 study effort and 
present activity realignment and closure candidates for the Director's final recommendation to 
the Secretary of Defense. A BRAC Working Group was also established under the direction 
of the Executive Group. The Working Group developed analykal tools, collected and 
analyzed certified data, developed and evaluated alternative scenarios for Executive Group 
consideration, conducted sensitivity analyses, and compiled documentation to support the 
final recommendations. 

The DLA BRAC analysis process ensured that all of the Agency's activities were 
evaluated fairly and equitably. Formal charters were developed for the Executive Group and 
the Working Group, and audit and internal control plans were developed to document the 
collection and use of accurate certified data. 

The Selection Process 

The Executive Group aggregated activities into categories and subcategories based on 
similarity of mission, capabilities, and attributes. From these, the following categories were 
defined: Distribution Depots, Inventory Control Points, ServicelSupport, and Command and 
Control Activities. Subcategories were defined within the categories to ensure that the 
activities were evaluated in a fair and consistent manner. Where possible, activities were 
compared to peers of similar function and size. Also, activities identified for closure as a 
result of previous BRAC decisions were not evaluated. 
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Collect Data 

Comprehensive data calls were designed to support analysis of excess capacity, 
military value, and economic, environmental and community impacts with certified data. The 
data call questionnaires were carefully designed to ensure uniform interpretation of questions, 
level of detail, and documentation requirements. Sources for the data were specified to the 
greatest extent practical. 

Evaluate Excess Capacity 

DLA conducted an excess capacity analysis for each of the BRAC activity categories 
and subcategories. Where significant amounts of excess capacity were found, these sites 
could be considered as possible receiver sites in potential realignment recommendations. 

Analyze Military Value 

The purpose of the military value analysis was to determine the relative ranking of 
each activity with respect to other activities in the same category or subcategory. OSD 
provided the Military Departments and the Defense Agencies with a list of selection criteria 
to be used as part of the military value analysis. The Executive Group determined that more 
distinctive measures should be developed to assess the military value of DLA activities and 
developed the Measures of Merit shown below: 

Mission Scope @OD Selection Criteria 1 and 3). The mission assigned to the installatiodactivity 
plays an essential role within DoD and additionally bedits non-DoD customers. The functions performed in 
accomplishing the missions(s) may be unique. The strategic location of the facility and span of control are 
important to effective mission accomplishment. 

Mission Suitability (DoD Selection Criteria 1, 2, 3). The installationlactivity supports assigned 
missions. Suitability includes the age and condition of facilities, quality of life, location, and proximity to 
transportation links. 

Operational EfGciendes @OD Selection Criteria 2 and 4). The installatiodactivity's mission is 
performed economically. Installatiodactivity operation costs include: transportation, mechanical system, 
(mechanized material handling equipment, etc.), space utilization, and personnel costs, and facility operating 
costs. 

Expandability (DoD Selection Criteria 1, 2, 3). The installatiodactivity can accommodate new 
missions and increased workload, including sustained contingencies. Expandability considerations included 
requirements for space and infrastructure, community encroachment, and increased workload. 
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Develop A l t e ~ ' v e s  

The next step in the analysis sequence was to identify potential realignment or closure 
candidates and eliminate the remaining activities from further consideration. Military value, 
in conjunction with military judgment, was the primary consideration in determining 
prospective realignment or closure candidates. Once an alternative was conceived, it was 
evaluated for reasonableness and then either refined or abandoned. DLA worked closely with 
each Military Department during this process to identify and consider potential excess space 
for joint use, to evaluate the impact of Military Department recommendations on its activities 
and to ensure that the impact of Military Department recommendations was appropriately 
factored into the Agency's recommendations. 

Analyze Return on Investment 

The DLA BRAC Working Group evaluated potential realignment and closure 
scenarios using the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model. Data for the model 
consists of DoD standard factors, DLA standard factors, static base data, and scenario- 
specific data which describes the actions and costs involved in a realignment or closure 
scenario. DoD standard factors used in the model were developed by a DoD Joint Process 
Action Team. Agency-wide standard factors were developed from field-certified data and 
data collected and certified by Headquarters organizations. Activity static information was 
gathered from field-certified data and OSD policy memo guidance. 

Develop Recommendations 

After base realignment and closure scenarios were evaluated with the COBRA model, 
the analysis results were reviewed by the BRAC Working Group and presented to the 
Executive Group for further consideration. 

Each scenario was considered in terms of its overall risk, benefit, and cost to the 
strategic direction of DLA and the interests of DoD. Based on its review and best military 
judgment, the Executive Group made individual recommendations to the Director. After the 
approval of the Director, the recommendations were then returned to the Working Group for 
economic, community infrastructure, and environmental impact assessments. The Working 
Group reported its fmdings to the Executive Group for further consideration as appropriate. 

Role of Internal Controls and External Audifs 

An Internal Control Plan for the collection and analysis of data was developed for the 
BRAC 95 process. The plan, issued 23 May 1994, was reviewed and approved by the DoD 
Inspector General (IG) and the General Accounting Office (GAO). 
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DoDIG personnel were responsible for data validation, and fully participated in the 
Executive and Working Group meetings and observed the Working Group analysis process. 

GAO representatives also participated in the DLA BRAC 95 process and attended 
Executive Group meetings, observed the Working Group analysis process, and visited 
selected field activities to observe the data collection and data validation process. 

Upon completion of the impact assessments, recommendations were returned to the 
Executive Group. The Working Group presented the results of the impact analyses and 
supported additional Executive Group deliberations. The Executive Group discussed the 
impact assessments, conducted an extensive review of each recommendation, and approved 
selected recommendations. 

The frnal approved recommendations were then prepared for inclusion in this report. 
Preparation included gathering supporting documentation, writing narrative descriptions of 
the analysis process, and submission to OSD. 



Recommendations and Justificiations 

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) 

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 DDMT, all DLA activity will 
cease at this location and DDMT will be excess to DLA needs. 

Justification: Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, is a Stand-Alone Depot that supports 
the two large east and west coast depots and is used primarily for storage capability and local 
area demand. It is also the host for the Memphis complex. The decision to close the 
Memphis depot was based on declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for 
N 01 and on the need to reduce infrastructure within the Agency. 

Memphis tied for third place out of the six Stand-Alone Depots in the military value 
analysis. The higher scores for the Susquehanna and San Joaquin distribution depots in this 
analysis removed them from further consideration for closure. The variance of only 37 points 
out of a possible 1,000 between the third and sixth place depots in the military value analysis 
for this category reinforced the importance of military judgment and compliance with the 
DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules in the decision-making process. 

A further consideration was the Agency's desire to minimize distribution 
infrastructure costs. Closure of an entire installation will allow DLA to reduce infrastructure 
significantly more than ci.isestablishment of a tenant depot @DCO at Columbus, OH, and 
DDRV at Richmond, VA). Memphis was rated six out of six in the Installation Military 
Value analysis. The Columbus installation ranked the highest. The facilities at Richmond 
are the best maintained of any in DLA. Both Columbus and Richmond take advantage of the 
synergy of a collocated Inventory Control Point. This closure action conforms to the 
Decision Rules to maximize the use of shared overhead and make optimum use of retained 
DLA-operated facilities, while closing an installation. 

In addition, the Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems (SAILS) model 
optimized system-wide costs for distribution when the Ogden and Memphis depots were the 
two Stand-Alone Depots chosen for closure. Sufficient throughput and storage capacity are 
available in the remaining depots to accommodate projected workload ahd storage 
requirements. Closing DDMT is consistent with the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and the 
Distribution Concept of Operations. Therefore, military judgment determined that it is in the 
best interest of DLA and DoD to close DDMT. 
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Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $85.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $14.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$23.8 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $244.3 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3,349 jobs (1,300 direct jobs and 2,049 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Memphis, Tennessee-Arkansas-Mississippi Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is 0.6 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all 
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to- 
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.5 percent of 
employment in the area. 

The Executive Group determined that receiving communities could absorb the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed, and concluded that environmental 
considerations do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU) 

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 DDOU, all DLA activity will cease at this location and 
DDOU will be excess to DLA needs. 

Justification: The Defense Distribution Depot Ogden is a Stand-Alone Depot that supports 
the two large east and west coast depots and is used primarily for storage capability and local 
area demand. It is also the host for the Ogden complex. The decision to close the Ogden 
depot was based on declining storage requirements and capacity estimates for FY 01 and on 
the need to reduce infrastructure within the Agency. 

Ogden tied for third place out of the six Stand-Alone Depots in the military value 
analysis. The higher scores for the Susquehanna and San Joaquin distribution depots in this 
analysis removed them from further consideration for closure. The variance of only 37 points 
out of a possible 1,000 between the third and sixth place depots in military value ranking for 
this category reinforced the importance of compliance with the DLA BRAC- 95 Decision 
Rules and military judgment in the decision-making process. 

A further consideration was DLA's desire to minimize distribution infrastructure 
costs. Closure of an entire installation will allow DLA to reduce infrastructure significantly 
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more than disestablishment of a tenant depot (DDCO at Columbus, OH, and DDRV at 
Richmond, VA). The Ogden depot was rated five of six in the Military Value Installation 
analysis. The Columbus installation ranked the highest. The facilities at Richmond are the 
best maintained of any in DLA. Both Columbus and Richmond take advantage of the 
synergy of a collocated Inventory Control Point. This action conforms to the DLA Decision 
Rules to maximize the use of shared overhead and make optimum use of retained DLA- 
operated facilities while closing an installation. 

In addition, the Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems (SAILS) model 
optimized system-wide costs for Distribution when Ogden and Memphis were the two Stand- 
Alone Depots chosen for closure. Sufficient throughput and storage capacity are available in 
the remaining depots to accommodate projected workload. Closing the Ogden depot is 
consistent with the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and the Distribution Concept of 
Operations. Military judgment determined that it is in the best interest of DLA and DoD to 
close DDOU. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1 10.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a cost of $27.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $21.3 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net 
present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $180.9 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 2,947 jobs (1,113 direct jobs and 1,834 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Salt Lake City-Ogden, Utah Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
0.4 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-200 1 period 
could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.3 percent of the employment in the 
area. 

The Executive Group determined that the receiving community could absorb the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed and that environmental considerations do 
not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 
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Defense Contract Management District South (DCMDS) 
Marietta, Georgia 

Recommendation: Disestablish DCMD South and relocate missions to DCMD Northeast 
and DCMD West. 

Justification: The Contract Management Districts provide command and control, 
operational support, and management oversight for 90 Defense Contract Management Area 
Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices @PROS) located 
throughout the continental United States. Due to the impact of the DoD Force Structure 
drawdown, budget cuts and the resulting decline in acquisition workload, a number of Area 
Operations Offices and Plant Representative Offices have been disestablished thereby 
reducing the span of control responsibility at the Districts. As the drawdown continues, the 
number of Area Operations Offices and Plant Representative Offices is expected to decline 
even further. Based on the above, the closure of a district and realignment of assigned Area 
Operations Offices and Plant Representative Offices to the remaining two districts is feasible 
with only a moderate risk. Although the difference between second and third place was not 
sufficiently broad to dictate a clear decision by itself, DCMD South received the lowest 
military value score. 

Military judgment determined that a single contract management district presence on 
each coast is necessary. A west coast district is required because of the high dollar value of 
contracts and the significant weapon-systems related workload located on the west coast. 

There is a higher concentration of workload in the northeast, in terms of span of 
control, field personnel provided support services, numbers of contractors, and value of 
contract dollars obligated, than in the south. In addition, the northeast district supports its 
Area Operations Offices and Plant Representative Offices with a lower ratio of headquarters 
to field personnel than DCMD South. On the east coast, due to the higher concentration of 
workload in DCMD Northeast, as well as its significantly higher military value score, there is 
a clear indication that DCMD South is the disestablishment candidate. As a result, the 
BRAC Executive Group recommended to the DLA Director, and he approved, the 
disestablishment of DCMD South. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $3.8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $17.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$6.1 million with a return on investment expected immediately. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $75.8 million. 
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 275 jobs (169 direct jobs and 106 indirect jobs) over the 
1996-to-2001 period in the Atlanta, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is less than 
0.1 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-2001 period 
could result in a maximum potential increase equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in 
the area. 

The Executive Group concluded that the data did not present any evidence or 
indication that would preclude the recommended receiving communities from absorbing the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed in the recommended realignment 
scenarios. The environmental considerations present at these installations do not prohibit this 
recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Contract Management Command International (DCMCI) 
Dayton, Ohio 

Recommendation: Realign the DCMCI (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and merge its mission 
into the Defense Contract Management Command Headquarters @CMC HQ), Ft. Belvoir, 
Virginia. 

Justification: The mission of the DCMCI is to provide command and control, including 
operational and management control and oversight, for 13 overseas Defense Contract 
Management Area Operations @CMAO) offices located outside of the continental United 
States. The Command's mission could be performed from any locality. Military judgment 
concluded that merging the mission with the headquarters affords the opportunity to 
capitalize on operational and management oversight and to maximize use of shared overhead 
with DCMC. It also affords the opportunity to take advantage of the close proximity to the 
State Department and the international support infrastructure in Washington, DC, and 
surrounding areas. This decision is consistent with DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules, the 
DCMC Concept of Operations and the Force Structure Plan. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $3.1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $8.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$3.1 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $38.7 million. 
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Impacts: Since this action affects unexecuted relocations resulting from prior BRAC 
recommendations, it causes no net change in employment in the Columbus, Ohio 
Metropolitan Statistical Area. However, the anticipated employment increase of less than 
0.1 percent in the employment base in this area will not occur. 

The Executive Group concluded that the data did not present any evidence or 
indication that would preclude the recommended receiving community from absorbing the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed in the recommended realignment 
scenarios. The environmental considerations present at the receiving installations do not 
prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio (DDCO) 

Recommendation: Realign the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio, and designate 
it as a storage site for slow movinglwar 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. 

Justification: Defense Distribution Distribution Depot Columbus, is a Stand-Alone Depot 
that supports the two large eastlwest coast depots and is used primarily for storage capability 
and local area demand. The decision to realign the Columbus depot was based on storage 
requirements and capacity estimates for N 01 and the need to comply with BRAC 95 
Decision Rules. Columbus ranked sixth of six depots in military value for the Stand-Alone 
Depot category. 

The other Stand-Alone Depots were not considered for realignment for the following 
reasons. The higher military value of both the Susquehanna (DDSC) and San Joaquin 
(DDJC) depots removed them from consideration for closure or realignment. The Richmond 
Depot (DDRV) was not selected for realignment because of the large amount of conforming 
hazardous material storage space, new construction and mechanization, and collocation with 
supply center, which has the best maintained facilities of any in DLA. Both the Ogden and 
Memphis distribution depots were selected for closure. 

The decision to realign rather than close the Columbus depot was based on the need 
for inactive storage capacity in the overall system and with the long-range intent of 
minimizing use of this site as storage requirements decline. Moving highly active stock to 
San Joaquin and Susquehama will allow DLA to take advantage of economies of scale from 
large distribution operations. The decision was also based on the further consideration that 
Columbus, the highest ranking DLA location in the Installation Military Value analysis, will 
remain open and most likely expand its operations, thereby allowing DLA to maximize the 
use of shared overhead and optimize the use of retained DLA-operated facilities. In addition, 
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the Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems (SAILS) model favored the retention 
of Columbus over either Ogden or Memphis. Realigning the Columbus depot is consistent 
with the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and the Distribution Concept of Operations. 
Military judgment determined that it is in the best interest of DLA &d DOD to realign 
DDCO. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $7.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $5 1.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$1 1.6 million with a return on investment expected in the first year. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $16 1.0 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 997 jobs (365 direct jobs and 632 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Columbus, Ohio Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.1 percent of the area's 
employment. The cum~~lative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a 
maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. 

The Executive Group determined that the receiving community could absorb the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed, and concluded that environmental 
considerations do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania (DDLP) 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania. 
Material remaining at DDLP 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. 

Justification: The Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny is collocated with an Army 
maintenance depot, its largest customer. While Collocated Depots may support other nearby 
customers and provide limited world-wide distribution support, Letterkenny's primary 
function is to provide rapid response in support of the maintenance operation. The 
Distribution Concept of Operations states that DLA's distribution system will support the size 
and configuration of the :Defense Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance 
activities are disestablished, Collocated Depots will also be disestablished. 

The recommendation to disestablish the Letterkenny depot was driven by the Army 
recommendation to realign Letterkenny Army Depot, Letterkenny's primary customer, and 
the Agency's need to reduce infrastructure. The Letterkenny depot was rated 3 of 17 in the 
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Collocated Depot military value matrix. However, that military value ranking was based on 
support to the maintenance missions. With the realignment of the Army's maintenance 
mission to the Anniston Army Depot that value decreases significantly. Other customers 
within the Letterkenny area can be supported from nearby distribution depots. Production 
and physical space requirements can also be met by fully utilizing other depots in the 
distribution system. 

Disestablishing DDLP is consistent with both the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and 
the Distribution Concept of Operations. Military judgment detennined that it is in the best 
interest of DLA and DoD to disestablish DDLP. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $44.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $21.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$12.4 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $102.1 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 748 jobs (378 direct jobs and 370 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the Franklin County, Pennsylvania economic area, which is 1.2 percent of the area's 
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result in a 
maximum potential decrease equal to 8.5 percent of employment in the area. 

The DLA Executive Group detennined that receiving communities could absorb the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed, and concluded that environmental 
considerations do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: The Defense Industrial Supply Center is disestablished. Distribute the 
management of Federal Supply Classes (FSC) within the remaining DLA 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. 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), Richmond, VA. 

Justification: Four of the five Inventory Control Points manage differing mixes of weapon 
system, troop support, and general support items. Troop and general support items largely 
have different industry and customer bases than weapon system items. They are also more 
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conducive to commercial support, and are thus managed differently than weapon system 
items. Consolidating management of items by the method of management required will 
improve oversight, streamline the supply management process, increase internal efficiency, 
and reduce overhead. 

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon system items as troop and general 
support items. A single troop and general support ICP is adequate, but two weapon system 
ICPs are necessary. DPSC is almost entirely a troop support ICP. No other ICP currently 
manages troop support items. The percentage of general support items at other ICPs is 
relatively small. Singling-up troop and general support items under DPSC management is 
the most logical course of action. 

DISC had the lowest military value of the three hardware ICPs. The Columbus and 
Richmond centers are host activities of compounds which house a number of DLA and non- 
DLA activities, conforming to the DLA decision rules concerning maximizing the use of 
shared overhead and making optimum use of retained DLA-operated facilities. Both the 
Richmond and Columbus sites have high installation military value, and take advantage of 
the synergy of a Collocated Depot. Both also have considerable expansion capability. The 
facilities at Columbus are the best maintained of any in DLA, and Richmond has several new 
buildings completed or in progress. DISC is a tenant on a Navy compound. Disestablishing 
DISC allows the Agency to achieve a substantial cost avoidance by back-filling the space 
already occupied by DISC and substantially reducing the amount of conversion required to 
existing warehouse space. Based on the above, military judgment concluded that 
disestablishing DISC is in the best interest of DLA and DoD. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time costs to implement the 
recommendation is $16.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a savings of $59.3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$18.4 million, with a return on investment expected immediately. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $236.5 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,198 jobs (385 direct jobs and 813 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
which is less than 0.1 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of 
all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994- 
to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of 
employment in the area. 
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Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could also result in a 
maximum potential reduction of 981 jobs (358 direct jobs and 623 indirect jobs) over the 
1996-to-2001 period in the Columbus, Ohio Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
0.1 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-200 1 period 
could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. 

The Executive Group concluded that the data did not present any evidence or 
indication that would preclude the recommended receiving community fiom absorbing the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed in the recommended realignment 
scenario. The environmental considerations present at the receiving installations do not 
prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas (DDRT) 

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. 

Justification: The Defense Distribution Depot Red River is collocated with an Army 
maintenance depot, its largest customer. While Collocated Depots may support other nearby 
customers and provide limited world-wide distribution support, Red River's primary function 
is to provide rapid response in support of the maintenance operation. The Distribution 
Concept of Operations states that DLA's distribution system will support the size and 
configuration of the Defense Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance 
activities are disestablished, Collocated Depots will also be disestablished. 

The recommendation to disestablish the Red River depot was driven by the Army 
recommendation to realign its Red River Army Depot, Red River's primary customer, and the 
Agency's need to reduce infrastructure. DDRT was rated 5 of 17 in the Collocated Depot 
military value matrix. However, that military value ranking was based on support to the 
maintenance missions. With the realignment of the Army's maintenance mission to 
Anniston, Alabama, that value decreases significantly. Other customers within the DDRT 
area can be supported from nearby distribution depots. Production and physical space 
requirements can also be met by fully utilizing other &pots in the distribution system. 

Disestablishing DDRT is consistent with both the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and 
the Distribution Concept of Operations. Military judgment determined that it is in the best 
interest of DLA and DoD to disestablish DDRT. 
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Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $58.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $0.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are 
$18.9 million with a return on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the 
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $186.1 million. 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,602 jobs (82 1 direct jobs and 78 1 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to- 
2001 period in the Texarkana, Texas-Arkansas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
2.7 percent of the area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the area over the 1994-to-2001 period 
could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 7.7 percent of the employment in the area. 

The DLA Executive Group determined that receiving communities could absorb the 
additional forces, missions, and personnel proposed, and concluded that environmental 
considerations do not prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

Defense Contract Management District West (DCMDW) 
El Segundo, California 

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 AuthorityKity of Long Beach." 
The current recommendation is expanded to read: Relocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) 
to Government property in the Los Angeleshng Beach area, or, (b) to space obtained from 
exchange of land between the Navy and Port AuthorityKity of Long Beach, or (c) to a 
purchased office building, whichever is the most cost-effective for DoD. 

Justification: The Defense Contract Management District West is currently located in GSA- 
leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA. The BRAC 93 Commission found it was 
cost effective for DCMD West to move from leased space to DoD-owned property. The 
Navy has been involved in exploratory discussions on behalf of DLA. However, the 
President's Five-Point Revitalization Plan, which affords communities the opportunity to 
obtain installations without substantial compensation, has significantly impacted the Navy's 
ability to consummate a land exchange at Long Beach with the Port AuthorityICity of Long 
Beach. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard, another option, has been placed on the BRAC 95 
list for closure. 



In order to attain the sigmficant savings which will result by moving the organization 
into DoD space, the BRAC 93 recommendation is revisedlexpanded. This redirect eliminates 
the cost of a warehouse and reflects the requirement for reduced administrative space. This 
recommendation is consistent with the DCMC Concept of Operations and the DLA BRAC 
95 Decision Rules. - 

Return on Investment: This is a redirect of a BRAC 93 recommendation. The total 
estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $10.3 million. The net of all 
costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of a0 .9  million. Annual 
recurring savings after implementation are $4.2 million with a return on investment expected 
immediately. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of 
$5 1.2 million. 

Impacts: This recommendation will not result in a change in employment in the Los 
Angeles-Long Beach, California Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area because all affected 
jobs will remain in that area. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-to-2001 
period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of employment in 
the area. 



Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

The 1995 DIS Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) study process was guided by 
existing BRAC legislation and guidauce provided by the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD). 

The Director, DIS, established a Base Realignment and Closure Executive Group 
comprised of appropriate heads of headquarters Principal Staff Elements (PSE), and chaired 
by the Deputy Director, Resources. The Executive Group acted as senior advisors to direct 
the analysis effort and present the Director's final recommendations to the Secretary of 
Defense. A BRAC Working Group was established under the direction of the Executive 
Group. The Working Group was comprised of four headquarters elements and two 
Investigations Control and Automation elements. Other specific elements of DIS technical 
areas were consulted as appropriate. The Working Group adapted the DoD process and 
procedures to the BRAC effort; collected and analyzed certSed data; developed and 
evaluated recommendations for the Executive Group's consideration, and compiled 
documentation to support the final recommendation. 

In October 1994, GAO began its review of the DIS BRAC 1995 process. The 
Chainnan of the Working Group served as an audit liaison with the GAO representatives 
throughout the analysis process. 

The Selection Process 

The process followed the requirements of law and OSD policy guidance to ensure that 
all data were correctly collected and verified. DIS first developed and implemented a general 
plan and operating instructions that would guide the efforts of the Executive and Working 
Groups. An Internal Control Plan was developed to ensure that data was consistent and 
standardized, accurate and complete, certifiable, verifiable, auditable by external audit and 
inspection agencies, and replicable using documentation developed during data collection. 

The selection process consisted of five steps to gather data and conduct analyses: 
1) collect data, 2) analyze military value, 3) develop alternatives, 4) perform COBRA 
analyses, and 5) determine impacts. 
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Collect Data 

Data elements were identified by the Working Group, and for the most part, collected 
by the Working Group. 

Analyze Mil* Value 

Military value criteria were given priority consideration. Since the DoD Selection 
Criteria were designed specifically with the Military Services in mind, the Executive Group 
developed more distinctive measures to assess the military value of DIS activities. The 
Measures of Merit used to develop military value were Mission.Essentiality, Mission 
Suitability, operational Efficiencies, and Expandability. 

Develop Alternurives 

The Working Group developed three alternatives regarding the DIS activity at Fort 
Holabird: 1) renovate the existing facility, 2) military construction on available land at Fort 
Meade, and 3) leased space. The cost and savings implications of these alternatives were 
then evaluated by COBRA. 

Peiform COBRA Analysis 

DIS used the COBRA model to assess the relative costs, savings, and return on 
investment of the alternatives. Working Group members gathered the necessary data 
regarding personnel, construction and renovation. 

Determine Impacts 

The potential economic impact on communities was evaluated through use of the 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Data Base. The ability of the potential losing and receiving 
locations hfrastructure to support each alternative was evaluated by the Executive and 
Working Groups. Impacts were also evaluated in terms of readiness, effectiveness, and 
efficiency with regard to DIS' ability to support its customers. The analysis also considered 
potential environmental impacts at both the losing and gaining sites for each alternative. 

COBRA results, community and environmental impacts and supporting rationale 
were presented to the Executive Group for consideration and selection of the Agency's final 
recommendation to the Secretary of Defense. 



Recommendations and Justifications 

Investigations Control and Automation Directorate (IC&AD), 
Fort Holabird, Maryland 

Recommendation: Relocate the Defense Investigative Service (DIS), 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. 

Justification: The IC&AD is located in Building 320, a Korean War-era building. The 
building is in disrepair and continues to deteriorate costing over $0.3 million in repairs since 
FY 1991 .in addition to the annual Interservice Support Agreement cost of approximately 
$0.4 million. A recent Corps of Engineers (COE) Building Analysis indicated that the cost to 
bring the building up to code and to correct the environmental deficiencies would cost DIS 
approximately $9.1 million based on current space requirements. A military construction 
project on Fort Meade based on 1998 DIS force structure is estimated to cost $9.4 million. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1 1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation 
period is a cost of $0.7 million. Annual recumng savings after the implementation are 
$0.5 million with a return on investment expected in six years. The net present value of costs 
and savings over 20 years is a savings of $4 million. 

Impacts: Relocating the IC&AD will have no negative impact on the local economy since it 
is an intra-area move. There is no significant environmental or community infrastructure 
impact resulting from this relocation. 



Chapter 5 
Recommendations -- Defense Agencies 



After Closure: EncouraPin~ New Develovment 

The Clinton Administration and the Department, with the cooperation of Congress, 
have significantly improved the process by which base closure properties are disposed and 
redeveloped into productive civilian uses. Rapid reuse is not only important to communities 
and workers impacted by the base closure, it is also essential in our efforts to cut costs. 

Creating Community Jobs with an Improved Base Reuse Process 

Since the Department began these most recent rounds of closures and realignments in 
1988, we have learned that the faster bases are closed, the faster the Department saves money 
-- and the faster communities can begin creating new jobs. 

We have reduced closure time from the nearly five years for bases on the 1988 list to 
approximately two years for bases on the 1993 list. Much of this improvement is attributable 
to new policies and procedures designed to expedite mission drawdown and help 
communities aclueve rapid economic redevelopment. Communities are also acting more 
quickly in developing their reuse plans. We encourage cooperation between DoD and 
communities affected to explore privatization opportunities utilizing surplus facilities, some 
of which may involve DoD contracts. In BRAC 88, the average community took nearly two 
and a half years to create a reuse plan; in the 1993 round that time dropped to only a year. 

When the BRAC 88 process began, the property disposal statute (the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949) allowed DoD to turn over property to communities 
or institutions at a discount or free only for public purposes such as aviation or recreation -- 
but not for job creation. Moreover, disposal of the land, buildings, and movable property on 
bases was bureaucratic and penny-pinching, primarily because the Act was written to 
maximize the return to the Federal Government from the disposal of such assets. Many 
business owners wanting to locate on a newly-closed base have been unable to get interim 
leases because of Pentagon red tape. Disputes over "fair market value" of military property 
resulted in the worst of both worlds: land and buildings that could support job creation sat 
idle, while DoD continued to maintain property it no longer needed. Another example was 
the Stewart B. McKinney Act which gave the homeless priority rights to excess Federal 
property without giving any consideration to community reuse. It became clear that the 1949 
Act did not envision the magnitude of military base closures or the attendant economic 
disruption to communiti.es. 
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Improving the Base Reuse Process 

The Clinton Administration worked closely with Congress to address the reuse 
problem. In 1993, legislation was enacted to allow DoD to turn over property for economic 
development when community development plans meet a strict test for economic viability 
and job creation. To make property available for reuse as quickly as possible, the 
Administration is implementing a new job-centered property disposal process with the 
following key elements: 

Economic Development Conveyances (EDC). Congress changed the law to 
enable DoD to transfer property at little or no cost for economic development 
purposes, when communities have a viable plan to create jobs. That 
legislation also allows for federal recoupment of a portion of eventual profits 
should the base be sold later. 

Interim Leases. Even before base property is ready for sale or transfer, it can 
be used to create new jobs for the community. Interim leases, with temporary 
tenants, can be the key to rapid economic redevelopment. DoD encourages 
interim leases in a variety of ways, including arrangements that allow tenants 
to lease rent-free in exchange for maintaining the property. These 
arrangements can now be made with local base commanders who are most 
familiar with local needs and Service drawdown plans. This step can cut 
processing time by three months or more. 

Screening of Property. The Federal Property Act required DoD to offer base 
property first to other federal agencies -- a process that took months and even 
years. The Military Departments are now meeting with community leaders 
and local planners to explain the screening process and to discuss the 
community's interest in specific parcels of land. This has shortened the 
screening process and DoD now looks to the community reuse plan to guide 
the disposition of base property when federal agencies seek portions of a base. 

Related Personal Property. DoD had taken most of the movable property out 
of a closing base to meet other defense needs, although such property -- 
everythmg from M t u r e  to fire trucks -- can be a significant inducement to a 
prospective tenant or owner. Changes to the property disposal law now make 
equipment not needed for specific military purposes available to the 
community when it can enhance the future uses of the real properiy being 
considered in its redevelopment plan. While defense needs remain important, 
local reuse needs receive greater visibility and priority in decisions to allocate 
such movable property at closing bases. 
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Revitalizing the Homeless Assistance Process 

The Department was also successful in working with other Federal agencies and 
Congress to pass the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act 
of 1994. This law addresses local reuse needs by balancing homeless assistance needs with 
economic development needs. Under the new process, local communities work along with 
homeless providers to decide how best to address homeless needs. The old process permitted 
homeless providers to acquire property as an entitlement, directly from the Federal 
government, without regard to local community reuse plans. While in early stages of 
implementation, this new procedure is expected to significantly simplify the transition of 
communities affected by the 1995 base closure round. 

Programs to Help People 

The Federal Government not only has a responsibility to help create jobs in 
communities but also to assist affected military and civilian employees transition to new 
employment. Too often in the recent past, the Federal Government has only grudgingly 
played this role. The Clinton Administration's programs enable the Departments of Defense, 
Commerce and Labor, among other agencies, to play a more active role. 

Military Transition Assiktance 

The uniformed force has been reduced by over 700,000 servicemembers since 1987. 
Careers have been ended prematurely despite recent military actions such as Desert Storm 
and Provide Comfort. DoD is making sure that those leaving military service and their 
families are treated fairly. The Department remains steadfast in its commitment to offer 
those leaving military service, as well as their family members, a wide range of transition 
services and benefits. The Department spent over $1 billion on military transition program 
assistance in FY 1994. Transition support and services are vital parts of treating members 
right, even as they prepare to leave military service and embark upon new careers. 

Civilian Transition Assistance 

DoD benefits for civilian employees include voluntary separation incentives, 
counseling, and transition, job search and relocation assistance. We plan to spend $2 billion 
cumulatively in EY94 through FY97 on such programs. Worker retraining and 
reemployment programs in the Department of Labor (DoL), which can be used to assist 
displaced defense workers, are estimated to be funded at $710 million cumulatively for the 
same period. In October and November 1993, a DoL-led team of Federal and State economic 
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development and human resource specialists visited BRAC 93 bases; these teams provided 
employees and communities with information on the availability of job-search and retraining 
assistance. Similar outreach efforts are planned for BRAC 1995 bases. 

Since September 1989, DoD has reduced its civilian end strength by about 220,000 or 
almost 20 percent. A substantial portion of this downsizing will be associated with BRAC 
actions. To minimize involuntary layoffs, the Department is aggressively implementing a 
separation-pay or buyout program. Under this program, DoD offers cash incentives, up to 
$25,000, to employees who resign or retire. The buyout is available to employees where it 
will prevent an involuntary separation or create a vacancy for an employee who would 
otherwise be separated. To date, the Department has paid close to 55,000 incentives, 
avoiding significant reduction in force actions throughout the Department. 

DoD has other highly effective programs to help civilians find new jobs. The most 
notable is the Priority Placement Program (PPP), an automated system that matches 
employees whose jobs are to be eliminated with vacant DoD positions for which they are 
qualified. Since its inception in 1965, PPP has placed over 120,000 employees. The Defense 
Outplacement Referral System (DORS) is another automated system that refers applicants to 
other Federal agencies and non-Federal employers. These options to involuntary separation 
will be increasingly important in the Department's efforts to close further installations while 
minimizing the adverse impact on individuals. 

The National Defense Authorization Act for N 1995 included a provision that allows 
the Department to establish a pilot program at closing and realigning bases. To encourage 
private-sector employers to hire DoD people, the Department will not only reimburse 
employers for retraining costs, but will also pay relocation expenses for employees who move 
to take a job with a non-Federal employer. These incentives, limited to $10,000 per 
employee, will make DoD employees more valuable to civilian employers. 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

The Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) assists eligible military and federal 
civilian homeowners who, through no fault of their own, face a financial loss when selling 
their homes in an area where real estate values have declined because of a base closure or 
realignment. 

In general, HAP works in three ways. The Government helps eligible employees who 
cannot sell their homes within a reasonable time by either buying their homes for 75 percent 
of their value prior to the closure announcement, or reimbursing them for most lost equity 
should the homeowners sell the house for less than the pre-closure announcement value. The 
program also provides relief for displaced employees facing foreclosure. 
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To be eligible for HAP benefits, the applicant must be a military member (Coast 
Guard included), federal civilian or non-appropriated fund employee assigned or employed at 
or near the installation announced for closure or realignment, and be the owner-occupant on 
the announcement date. Eligibility is also extended under certain conditions to personnel on 
overseas tours or those ordered into on-base housing within a specified period prior to the 
closure or realignment announcement. 

Took to Help Communders Close Bases 

There are several tools available to help commanders close bases while assisting 
affected individuals in the transition. 

Dual Compensation Restriction 
. . Waivers: The Office of the Secretary of Defense has the 

authority to waive dual compensation restrictions for retired military members or civilians 
hired at closing bases to fill critical transition positions. 

Job Swag: Job swaps allow commanders to staff critical jobs at closing bases and create 
placement opportunities for employees who would otherwise be separated. Job swaps are an 
exception to the Priority Placement Program. Employees at closing bases may swap jobs 
with employees at non-closing bases who are, or will soon be eligible for retirement. This 
provision may also be used to fill vacant critical positions at a closing installation. 

quality of Life (0013 and the Base Closure Awtance Tern: As Services begin 
implementing BRAC decisions, commanders are challenged to sustain appropriate levels of 
quality of life for service members, civilians and family members, even as they face 
diminished resources, staffing shortages, and the turbulence associated with closure. The 
September 9, 1993, Deputy Secretary of Defense memo, "Closing Bases Right," refers to 
maintenance of QoL programs and states, "Expeditiously closing bases in a manner that 
balances community reuse needs and military operational requirements, while looking after 
the needs of our people, is our ultimate goal." The Base Closure Assistance Team initiative 
is one of the primary tasks outlined in the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness February 25, 1994, Base Closure Action Plan. 

The Base Closure Assistance Team has been established in the Office of Family 
Policy to serve as the commanders' resource to address installation QoL issues. The team 
will provide training, consultation, and assistance on QoL programs, services, and standards. 
The intent is to support installation commanders with a planning process designed to raise 
issues and to recommend strategies for solution. In a climate of decreasing resources, the 
overall goal is to minimiie the stress of closure by sustaining functions through innovation 
and community collaboration. For BCAT assistance or to obtain planning and resource 
guides, call the Office of Family Policy at (703) 696-5733, DSN 226-5733. 
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Exchanye Service and Commissary Policies: The Department has issued a new policy 
concerning Exchange Service operations at closing and realigning installations. This policy 
permits the Exchange Services to continue to operate on closed or realigned installations 
under certain conditions. 

The key to allowing continued exchange operations is that a Reserve component force 
remain as part of the patron base at the installation or in the immediate local area. The local 
community must support in writing the continuation of the exchange operation. 
Appropriated funds are not authorized to support such exchange operations, however host 
installations can provide common support as long as no additional costs are incurred. The 
remaining exchange operation must stay a sound business operation and require no new 
construction. 

Commissary operations at closed and some realigned installations will cease due to 
current Department policy. Since commissaries use appropriated funds, when a base closes 
the commissary funds and manpower are eliminated. 

. . 
-: DoD will hold a conference in July 1995 for commanders of BRAC 95 

bases to provide training with respect to implementation, property disposal, base reuse, and 
lessons learned from previous BRAC rounds. The Military Departments also conduct Service- 
specific training for their respective installation commanders. DoD is also updating the 
"Commander's Guide to Closing Bases Right" which describes specific base closure issues, 
identifies relevant laws, policies and directives, and passes on lessons learned from commanders 
who closed bases with minimal amount of pain to individuals and communities. 

Environmental Cleanup on Closing Bases 

A key part of the Department's community reinvestment plan is devoted to the 
development of a common sense, fast-track approach to environmental cleanup. The 
Administration continues to be committed to a fundamental redesign of the cleanup process 
based on an approach that eliminates needless delays while protecting human health and the 
environment. It is an approach that emphasizes speedy assessment, teamwork among 
regulatory agencies, and responsiveness to the community. On September 9, 1993, the 
Department of Defense @OD) issued implementing guidance on the following key elements 
of the fast-track cleanup initiative: 

Establish Base Cleanup Teams 
Conduct Bottom-up Reviews of Environmental conditions 
Involve the Community in the Cleanup Process 
Make Clean Parcels Available Early 
Accelerate the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Process 
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Environmental specialists from DoD, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and 
state environmental agencies form cleanup teams at every major closing or realigning base 
where property will be available for transfer. Each team conducts a bottom-up review of base 
environmental programs and develops a cleanup plan that considers both risk to human 
health and the environment and community reuse interests. Clean parcels are identified early 
in the process and made available for reuse. Communities participate in the cleanup process 
through Restoration Advisory Boards. 

Restoration Advisory Boards 

. The President's Fast-Track Cleanup Program emphasizes the need for effective public 
involvement in the cleanup process. DoD's September 9, 1993, Fast-Track Clean-Up 
Guidance requires closing bases to establish Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) where 
property will be available for transfer to the community. RABs provide an opportunity for 
communities to have input to the cleanup process by serving as a forum for exchange of 
information between key players in the cleanup process -- the closing base, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, the state regulatory agency and members of the local 
community. The intent is to foster a partnership which will permit the cleanup process to 
proceed more smoothly, and result in the release of parcels which can be readily reused by 
the community. RABs work closely with local reuse committees to ensure that cleanup 
options being considered support future reuse. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) applies to the disposal of closing 
base property and to the relocation of functions from a base being closed or realigned to a 
receiving base. 

DoD intends to find areas where NEPA can be used in the planning process to speed 
the transition of installations from military to civilian use. 

Economic Adjustment Assistance and Planning 
Grants for Communities 

DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) is the first contact that base closure 
communities have with the Federal government. OEA has over 30 years of experience and a 
good record in helping communities develop economic adjustment strategies and detailed 
base reuse plans. OEA project managers are assigned to communities and remain in constant 
contact with them throughout the entire reuse process. They walk local leaders through the 
base reuse and transition process, evaluate alternative proposals for base reuse (e.g., is a 
commercial airport viable?), develop a marketing strategy, and prepare management plans 
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and site layouts. OEA also awards planning grants and helps communities apply for a variety 
of assistance from other Federal agencies. 

Other Federal agencies have programs and financial assistance available to help 
communities impacted by base closure. The Department of Commerce's Economic 
Development Administration (EDA) has $500 million budgeted cumulatively for the period 
N 9 4  through N 9 7  for defense diversification activities. EDA funds are flexible and can be 
used to help communities with technical assistance, planning, or implementation of an 
adjustment strategy, including construction of public facilities or finding revolving loan 
funds. The Federal Aviation Administration spends $40 million a year on a program to fund 
conversion of military airports to civilian use. The Small Business Administration offers 
guaranteed loans and the "Section 504" debt financing program. 

In the past, OEA suffered from inadequate resources. The Clinton Administration is 
now giving OEA the resources and support it needs to do a better job -- to begin helping 
communities sooner; to provide larger grants; and to go beyond its traditional focus on 
planning, to actually helping communities get started on their redevelopment activities. 

The sooner a community starts planning for local economic redevelopment, the 
sooner it is on the road to recovery. OEA has expedited the approval of initial planning 
grants. Once a community creates a local, representative organization to plan and manage the 
base reuse and adjustment process, OEA approves its grant within two weeks. These grants 
now average $1 million per community over five years. For the hardest hit communities, 
usually those that have been host to a complex set of closing DoD facilities, OEA will 
provide up to $3.5 million over the same period. 

In the past, communities affected by base closings faced a tangle of government 
agencies and overlapping programs. In particular, DoD was too often unresponsive on issues 
relating to environmental cleanup and property disposition. Base Commanders lacked 
training or experience in closing bases, and the Services, focusing on their core missions, did 
not encourage commanders to take community needs into account. 

To bring the transition to the community level, the Clinton Administration named a 
corps of on-site advocates to cut through such red tape and slash bureaucratic thickets. The 
Base Transition Coordinators (BTC's), most of them previous residents of their community, 
serve as full time community advocates and local points of contact with the Federal 
Government. 

In the early stages of base closure planning, the Base Transition Coordinators work 
with their community to identify reuse needs -- e.g., which parcels of land to develop first 
and which facilities it would like to consider for interim use. These community needs can 
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then be accommodated, wherever possible, in DoD's plans for drawing-down and closing the 
base. The Base Transition Coordinators can also cut through DoD red tape to get interim 
leases issued quickly to businesses that want to locate on the base. In addition to advocating 
community needs withm the DoD, the Base Transition Coordinators work with other Federal 
agencies to speed the screening and disposal of base property. 

Base Transition Coordinators also work with Federal and State agencies to keep 
environmental cleanup on a fast-track. Among other things, these individuals ensure that 
information concerning the nature and extent of contamination is made available to 
community planners as early as possible, and they push for priority treatment of parcels of 
land with the potential for rapid redevelopment. 

Every community with a base slated for closure or major realignment (including bases 
on the 1988 and 199 1 lists) have been assigned a Base Transition Coordinator. Sixty-seven 
coordinators are currently in place, reporting directly to the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. Additional coordinators will be added for BRAC 95 bases. 

c: A joint DoD-Department of Commerce center, called 
the Office of Economic Conversion Information, has been established to provide information 
needed to anticipate, plan for, and respond to defense downsizing. This clearinghouse 
provides information on all Federal transition assistance programs available to assist 
businesses, communities and people. It can be accessed via telephone at 1-800-345-1222 or 
via the Internet at ECIX.DOC.GOV. 

For additional information, or to obtain publications on the base reuse process, call 
the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) at (703) 604-5690. 

Conclusion 

We are beginning to see the effects of these changes. Faster reuse benefits the 
Department as well as base closure communities, because only when a community begins to 
take responsibility for base property can DoD cease its security and maintenance expenses. 
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. 

The disposal and reuse process is not easy. 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 closures, from 1961 through 
1993. Although 90,000 civilian jobs were eliminated from these closures, over 170,000 new 

jobs have been created -- almost twice as many! 
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Appendix A 

Public Law 101-510, as amended 

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO BASE 
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(as amended through P.L. 103-464) 

1. NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 

(PA. 101-520, approved Nov. 5,1990,lO US.C. 2687 note) 

TITLE X X E  - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

PART A-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 
(a) SHORT l"mUL-This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Act of 1990". 
(b) F'mPOSE-The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will 

result in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the 
United States. 

SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-T~~~~ is established an independent commission to 

be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission". 
(b) DVTXES.-The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in 

this part. 
(c) APPOINTMENT.--(l)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight 

members appointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of the 
Senate. 

(l3) The Resident shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for appointment 
to the Commission- 

(i) by no later than January 3, 1991, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 
102nd Congress; 

(ii) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 
103rd Congress; and 
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(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 
104th Congress. 
(C) If the Resident does not transmit to Congress the nominations for 

appointment to the Commission on or before the date specified for 1993 in clause 
(ii) of subparagraph (B) or for 1995 in clause (iii) of such subparagraph, the process 
by which military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this 
part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appoinments to the 
Commission, the Resident should consult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the ap- 
pointment of two members; 

(B) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of two 
members; 

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning the 
appointment of one member; and 

@) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of one 
member. 
(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the 

Commission for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (I)@), the 
President shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chainnan of the 
Commission. 

(d) TERMS.--(I) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the 
Commission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session 
during which the member was appointed to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the confirmation of a 
successor. 

(e) MEETINGS.-(I) The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 
1991, 1993, and 1995. 

(2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which 
classified information is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. 

(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission 
shall be open, upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the 
Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate, or such other members of the Subcommittee 
designated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the 
Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representatives, or such other members of 
the Subcommittee designated by such Chainnan or ranking minority party 
member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the 
Subcommittees on Military Construction of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives, or such 
other members of the Subcommittees designated by such Chairmen or ranking 
minority party members. 
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( f )  VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same 
manner as the original appointment, but the individual appointed to fill the vacancy 
shall serve only for the unexpired portion of the term for which the individual's 
predecessor was appointed. 

(g) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.---(I)(A) Each member, other than the 
Chairman, shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum 
annual rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the Executive Schedule under 
section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each day (including travel time) 
during which the member is engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in 
the Commission. 

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in subparagraph (A) 
at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay 
payable for level III of the Executive Schedule under section 53 14 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5 ,  United States 
Code. 

(h) DIRECTOR OF STAFF.--(I) The Commission shall, without regard to 
section 5311(b) of title 5. United States Code, appoint a Director who has not 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense during the one-year period preceding the date of such ap- 
pointment. 

(2) The Ilirector shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code. 

(i) STAFF.---(I) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the ap- 
proval of the (:ommission, may appoint and fix the pay of additional personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and any personnel so appointed may be paid without regard to the 
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so 
appointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic pay payable for 
GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to 
the Commission may be on detail from the Department of Defense. 

(B)(i) Not more than one-fifth of the professional analysts of the Commission 
staff may be persons detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission. 

(ii) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission 
may be assigned as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military 
department or defense agency. 

(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of Defense to the 
Commission if, witlun 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person 
participated personally and substantially in any matter within the Department of 
Defense concerning the preparation of recommendations for closures or 
realignments of military installations. 

(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense, may- 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or efficiency 
of the performance on the staff of the Commission of any person detailed 
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from the Department of Defense to that staff; 
(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or 
(iii) approve or disapprove such a report; and 

(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal department or 
agency may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the 
Commission to assist the Commission in carrying out its duties under this part. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, 
including the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an 
agreement entered into with the Commission. 

(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 staff may perform only such functions as are necessary to prepare 

for the transition to new membership on the Commission in the following 
year. 

(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the Department 
of Defense may serve on the staff. 
(j) OTHER AuTHORFFY.--(I) The Commission may procure by contract, to 

the extent funds are available, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or 
consultants pursuant to section 3109 of title 5,  United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the 
extent funds are available. 

(k) FUNDING.--(I) There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Commission such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such 
funds shall remain available until expended. 

(2) If no funds are appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second 
session of the lOlst Congress, the Secretary of Defense may transfer, for fiscal year 
1991, to the Commission funds from the Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account established by section 207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shall 
remain available until expended. 

(I) TERMINATION.-T~~ Commission shall terminate on December 31,1995. 
(m) PROHIBITION AGAINST RESTIUCl'ING COMMUNICATIONS.~~C~~O~ 

1034 of title 10, United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications 
with the Commission. 

SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) FORCE-SFRUCI'URE PLAN.--(I) As part of the budget justification 
documents submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the Department of 
Defense for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 1996, the Secretary shall 
include a force-structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the 
Secretary of the probable threats to the national security during the six-year period 
beginning with the fiscal year for which the budget request is made and of the 
anticipated levels of funding that will be available for national defense purposes 
during such period. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to 
military installations inside the United States that may be closed or realigned under 
such plan- 
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(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph (1); . 
(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the 

end of such period for each military department (with specifications of the 
number and type of units in the active and reserve forces of each such 
department), and (ii) of the units that will need to be forward based (with a 
justification thereof) during and at the end of each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force- 
structure plan. 
(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force-structure plan 

to the Commission. 
(b) SELECTION CIUTERIA.-(~) The Secretary shall, by no later than 

December 31, 1990, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the 
congressional defense committees the criteria proposed to be used by the 
Department of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or realignment 
of military installations inside the United States under this part. The Secretary shall 
provide an opporhlnity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a period of 
at least 30 days and shall include notice of that opportunity in the publication 
required under the preceding sentence. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15,1991, publish in the 
Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees the final 
criteria to be used in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations inside the United States under this part. Except as provided 
in subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, making such 
recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on 
or before March 15, 1991. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not 
become effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, opened to 
public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the congressional 
defense committees in final form by no later than January 15 of the year concerned. 
Such amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with the force- 
structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in making such recommendations unless 
disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before February 15 of 
the year concerned. 

(c) DoD RECOMMENDATIONS.-(~) The Secretary may, by no later than 
April 15, 1991, March 15, 1993 and March 1, 1995, publish in the Federal Register 
and transmit to the congressional defense committees and to the Commission a list 
of the military installations inside the United States that the Secretary recommends 
for closure or realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan and the final 
criteria referred to in subsection (b)(2) that are applicable to 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 installation, including a justification for 
each recommendation. The Secretary shall transmit the matters referred to in the 
preceding sentence not later than 7 days after the date of the transmittal to the 
congressional defense committees and the Commission of the list refe~ed to in 
paragraph ( 1 

(3)(A) In considering military installations for closure or realignment, the 
Secretary shall consider all military installations inside the United States equally 
without regard to whether the installation has been previously considered or 
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proposed for closure or realignment by the Department. 
(B) In considering military installations for closure or realignment, the 

Secretary may not take into account for any purpose any advance conversion 
planning undertaken by an affected community with respect to the anticipated 
closure or realignment of an installation. 

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (B), in the case of a community 
anticipating the economic effects of a closure or realignment of a military 
installation, advance conversion planning- 

(i) shall include community adjustment and economic diversification 
planning undertaken by the community before an anticipated selection of a military 
installation in or near the community for closure or realignment; and 

(ii) may include the development of contingency redevelopment plans, 
plans for economic development and diversification, and plans for the joint use 
(including civilian and military use, public and private use, civilian dual use, and 
civilian shared use) of the property or facilities of the installation after the 
anticipated closure or realignment. 

(4) In addition to making all information used by the Secretary to prepare the 
recommendations under this subsection available to Congress (including any 
committee or member of Congress), the Secretary shall also make such information 
available to the Commission and the Comptroller General of the United States. 

(5)(A) Each person referred to in subparagraph (B), when submitting 
information to the Secretary of Defense or the Commission concerning the closure 
or realignment of a military installation, shall certify that such information is 
accurate and complete to the best of that person's knowledge and belief. 

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to the following persons: 
(i) The Secretaries of the military departments. 
(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include personal 

and substantial involvement in the preparation and submission of information 
and recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military 
installations, as designated in regulations which the Secretary of Defense shall 
prescribe, regulations which the Secretary of each military department shall 
prescribe for personnel within that military department, or regulations which 
the head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that 
Defense Agency. 
(6) Any information provided to the Commission by a person described in 

paragraph (5)(B) shall also be submitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives to be made available to the Members of the House concerned in 
accordance with the rules of that House. The information shall be submitted to the 
Senate and the House of Representatives within 24 hours after the submission of the 
information to the Commission. 

(d) REVIEW AND REC0MMENI)ATIONS BY THE COMME3SION.-41) After 
receiving the recommendations from the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) for 
any year, the Commission shall conduct public hearings on the recommendations. 
All testimony before the Commission at a public hearing conducted under this 
paragraph shall be presented under oath. 

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year in which the 
Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), transmit to the 
President a report containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on 
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a review and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with 
the Commission's recommendations for closures and realignments of military 
installations inside the United States. 

(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its recommendations, the 
Commission may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the 
Secretary if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially 
from the force-structure plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l) in 
making recommendations. 

(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the 
recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change 
only if the Commission- 

(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force-structure plan 

and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l); 
(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal Register not 

less than 45 days before transmitting its recommendations to the Resident 
pursuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 
(D) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change by the Commission in the 

Secretary's recommendations that would- 
(i) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for realignment; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military 

installation recommended by the Secretary. 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the 

President pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation made by the Commission 
that is different from the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to 
subsection (c). The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the 
congressional defense committees on the same date on which it transmits its 
recommendations to the President under paragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Commission transmits 
recommendations to the President under this subsection, the Commission shall 
promptly provide, upon request, to any Member of Congress information used by 
the Commission in making its recommendations. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall- 
(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission's 

review and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant 
to subsection (C); and 

(B) by no later than April 15 of each year in which the Secretary makes 
such recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a 
report containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and 
selection process. 
(e) REVIEW BY TBE PRESIDENT.-(I) The Resident shall, by no-later than 

July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes recommendations under 
subsection (d), transmit to the Commission and to the Congress a report containing 
the President's approval or disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the 
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President shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, together 
with a certification of such approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in 
whole or in part, the President shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress 
the reasons for that disapproval. The Commission shall then transmit to the 
President, by no later than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of 
recommendations for the closure and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of the 
Commission transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President shall 
transmit a copy of such revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a 
certification of such approval. 

(5) If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval and 
certification described in paragraph (2) or (4) by September 1 of any year in which 
the Commission has transmitted recommendations to the President under this part, 
the process by which military installations may be selected for closure or 
realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 

SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

(a) G ~ ~ ' E ~ ~ ~ . - - s u b j e c t  to subsection (b), the Secretary shall- 
(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the 

Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress by the President 
pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment by such 
Commission in each such report; 

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no late than two years after 
the date on which the President transmits a report to the Congress pursuant to 
section 2903(e) containing the recommendations for such closures or 
realignments; and 

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of 
the six-year period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the 
report pursuant to section 2903(e) containing the recommendations for such 
closures or realignments. 
(b) C O N G R ~ ~ O N A L   DISAPPROVAL.+^) The Secretary may not carry out 

any closure or realignment recommended by the Commission in a report transmitted 
from the Resident pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 2908, disapproving such 
recommendations of the Commission before the earlier of- 

(A) the end of the 45day period beginning on the date on which the 
President transmits such report; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which 
such report is transmitted. 
(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and 

(c) of section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session 
because of adjournment of more than three days to a day certain shall be excluded 
in the computation of a period. 
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SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION 

(a) IN G--( 1) In closing or realigning any military installation under 
this part, the Secretary may- 

(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any military 
installation, including the acquisition of such land, the construction of such 
replacement facilities, the performance of such activities, and the conduct of 
such advance planning and design as may be required to transfer functions 
from a military installation being closed or realigned to another military 
installation, and may use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds 
appropriated to the Department of Defense for use in planning and design, 
minor construction, or operation and maintenance; 

(B) provide- 
(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community located near 

a military installation being closed or realigned, and 
(ii) community planning assistance to any community located near 

a military installation to which functions will be transferred as a result of 
the closure or realignment of a military installation, 

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial resources available 
to the community (by grant or otherwise) for such purposes are inadequate, 
and may use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appropriated to 
the Department of Defense for economic adjustment assistance or community 
planning assistance; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental restoration and 
mitigation at any such installation, and shall use for such purposes funds in the 
Account; 

@) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees employed by 
the Department of Defense at military installations being closed or realigned, 
and may use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to 
the Department of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions perfond at the request 
of the Secretary with respect to any such closure or realignment, and may use 
for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense and available for such purpose. 
(2) In canying out any closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary 

shall ensure that environmental restoration of any p r o m  made excess to the needs 
of the Department of Defense as a result of such closure or realignment be carried 
out as soon as possible with funds available for such purpose. 

(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.-41) The Administrator 
of General Services shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, with respect to 
excess and surplus real property and facilities located at a military installation 
closed or realigned under this part- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess property under 
section 202 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(40 U.S.C. 483); 

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus property 
under section 203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 
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(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and make 
determinations under section 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 
U.S.C. App. 1622(g)); and 

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the availability of 
excess or surplus real property for wildlife conservation purposes in 
accordance with the Act of May 19,1948 (16 U.S.C. 667b). 
(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C) and paragraphs (3), (4), (3, and (6), the 

Secretary of Defense shall exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant 
to paragraph (1) in accordance with- 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act 
governing the utilization of excess property and the disposal of surplus 
property under the Federal P r o m  and Administrative Services Act of 1949; 
and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act 
governing the conveyance and disposal of property under section 13(g) of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)). 
(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the Administrator of General 

Services, may issue regulations that are necessary to carry out the delegation of 
authority required by paragraph (1). 

(C) The authority required to be delegated by paragraph ( I )  to the Secretary 
by the Administrator of General Services shall not include the authority to prescribe 
general policies and methods for utilizing excess property and disposing of surplus 
property. 

@) The Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located 
at a military installation to be closed or realigned under this part, with or without 
reimbursement, to a military department or other entity (including a nonap 
propriated fund instrumentality) within the Department of Defense or the Coast 
Guard. 

(E) Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any surplus 
real property or facility located at any military installation 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. 

(3)(A) Not later than 6 months after the date of approval of the closure of 
a militmy installation under this part, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
redevelopment authority with respect to the installations shall- 

(i) inventory the personal property located at the installation; and 
(ii) identify the items (or categories of items) of such personal property 

that the Secretary determines to be related to real property and anticipates will 
support the implementation of the redevelopment plan with respect to the 
installation. 
(B) If not redevelopment authority referred to in subparagraph (A) exists with 

respect to an installation, the Secretary shall consult with-- 
(i) the local government in whose jurisdiction the installation is wholly 

located; or 
(ii) a local govenunent agency or State government agency designated 

for the purpose of such consultation by the chief executive officer of the State 
in which the installation is located. 
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(C)(i) Except as provided in subparagraphs (E) and 0, the Secretary may not 
cany out any of the activities referred to in clause (ii) with respect to an installation 
referred to in that clause until the earlier of- 

(I) one week after the date on which the redevelopment plan for the 
installation is submitted to the Secretary; 

(11) the date on which the redevelopment authority notifies the Secretary 
that it will not submit such a plan; 

@I) twenty-four months after the date of approval of the closure of the 
installation; or 

(W) ninety days before the date of the closure of the installation. 
(ii) The activities referred to in clause (i) are activities relating to the closure 

of an installation to be closed under this part as follows: 
(I) The transfer fiom the installation of items of personal property at the 

installation identified in accordance with subparagraph (A). 
(II) The reduction in maintenance and repair of facilities or equipment 

located at the installation below the minimum levels required to support the 
use of such facilities or equipment for nonmilitary purposes. 
(D) Except as provided in paragraph (4), the Secretary may not transfer items 

of personal property located at an installation to be closed under this part to another 
installation, or dispose of such items, if such items are identified in the 
redevelopment plan for the installation as items essential to the reuse or 
redevelopment of the installation. In connection with the development of the 
redevelopment plan for the installation, the Secretary shall consult with the entity 
responsible for developing the redevelopment plan to identify the items of personal 
property located at the installation, if any, that the entity desires to be retained at the 
installation for reuse or redevelopment of the installation. 

(E) This paragraph shall not apply to any personal property located at an 
installation to be closed under this part if the property- 

(i) is required for the operation of a unit, function, component, weapon, 
or weapons system at another installation; 

(ii) is uniquely military in character, and is likely to have no civilian use 
(other than use for its material content or as a source of commonly used 
components); 

(iii) is not required for the reutilization or redevelopment of the 
installation (as jointly determined by the Secretary and the redevelopment 
authority); 

(iv) is stored at the installation for purposes of distribution (including 
spare parts or stock items); or 

(v)(I) meets known requirements of an authorized program of another 
Federal department or agency for which expenditures for similar property 
would be necessary, and (II) is the subject of a written request by the head of 
the department or agency. 
(F) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (C)(i) and @), the Secretary may carry 

out any activity r e f e d  to in subparagraph (C)(ii) or @) if the Secretary 
determines that the carrying out of such activity is in the national security interest 
of the United States. 

(4)(A) The Secretary may transfer real property and personal property at a 
military installation to be closed under this part to the redevelopment authority with 
respect to the installation. 
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(B)(i)(I) Except as provided in clause (ii), the transfer of property under 
subparagraph (A) may be for consideration at or below the estimated fair market 
value of the property transferred or without consideration. Such consideration may 
include consideration in kind (including goods and services), real property and 
improvements, or such other consideration as the Secretary considers appropriate. 
The Secretary shall determine the estimated fair market value of the property to be 
transferred under this subparagraph before carrying out such transfer. 

(II) The Secretary shall prescribe regulations that set forth guideIines for 
determining the amount, if any, of consideration required for a transfer under this 
paragraph. Such regulations shall include a requirement that, in the case of each 
transfer under this paragraph for consideration below the estimated fair market 
value why the transfer is not for the estimated fair market value of the property to 
be transferred (including an explanation why the transfer cannot be carried out in 
accordance with the authority provided to the Secretary pursuant to paragraph (1) 
or (2)). 

(ii) The transfer of property under subparagraph (A) shall be without 
consideration in the case of any installation located in a rural area whose closure 
under this part will have a substantial adverse impact (as determined by the 
Secretary) on the economy of the communities in the vicinity of the installation and 
on the prospect for the economic recovery of such communities from such closure. 
The Secretary shall prescribe in the regulations under clause (i)(II) the manner of 
determining whether communities are eligible for the transfer of property under this 
clause. 

(iii) In the case of a transfer under subparagraph (A) for consideration below 
the fair market value of the property transferred, the Secretary may recoup from the 
transferee of such property such portion as the Secretary determines appropriate of 
the amount, if any, by which the sale or lease of such property by such transferee 
exceeds the amount of consideration paid to the Secretary for such property by such 
transferee. The Secretary shall prescribe regulations for determining the amount of 
recoupment under this clause. 

(C)(i) The transfer of personal property under subparagraph (A) shall not be 
subject to the provisions of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483, 484) if the Secretary 
determines that the transfer of such property is necessary for the effective 
implementation of a redevelopment plan with respect to the installation at which 
such property is located. 

(ii) The Secretary may, in lieu of the transfer of property referred to in 
subparagraph (A), transfer property similar to such property (including property not 
located at the installation) if the Secretary determines that the transfer of such 
similar property is in the interest of the United States. 

(D) The provisions of section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 960201) shall apply 
to any transfer of real property under this paragraph. 

(E) The Secretary may require any additional terms and condition in 
connection with a transfer under this paragraph as such Secretary considers 
appropriate to protect the interests of the United States. 

(5)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall take such 
actions as the Secretary determines necessary to ensure that final determinations 
under paragraph (1) regarding whether another depaxtment or agency of the Federal 
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Government has identified a use for any portion of a military installations to be 
closed under this part, or will accept transfer of any portion of such installation, are 
made not later than 6 months after the date of approval of closure of that 
installation. 

(B) The Secretary may, in consultation with the redevelopment authority with 
respect to an installation, postpone making the final determinations referred to in 
subparagraph (A) with respect to the installation for such period as the Secretary 
determines appropriate if the Secretary determines that such postponement is in the 
best interests of the communities affected by the closure of the installation. 

(6)(A) Except as provided in this paragraph, nothing in this section shall limit 
or otherwise affect the application of the provisions of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) to military installations closed 
under this part. For procedures relating to the use to assist the homeless of 
buildings and property at installations closed under this part after the date of the 
enactment of this sentence, see paragraph (7). 

(B)(i) Not later than the date on which the Secretary of Defense completes 
the determination under paragraph (5) of the transferability of any portion of an 
installation to be closed under this part, the Secretary shall- 

(I) complete any determinations or surveys necessary to determine 
whether any building or property referred to in clause (ii) is excess property, 
surplus property, or unutilized or underutilized property for the purpose of the 
information referred to in section 501(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1141 l(a)); 
and 

@) submit to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
information on any building or property that is so determined. 
(ii) The buildings and property referred to in clause (i) are any buildings or 

property located at an installation referred to in that clause for which no use is 
identified, or of which no Federal department or agency will accept transfer, 
pursuant to the determination of transferability referred to in that clause. 

(C) Not later than 60 days after the date on which the Secretary of Defense 
submits information to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under 
subparagraph (B)(ii), the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall- 

(i) identify the buildings and property described in such information that 
are suitable for use to assist the homeless; 

(ii) notify the Secretary of Defense of the buildings and property that are 
so identified; 

(iii) publish in the Federal Register a list of the buildings and property 
that are so identified, including with respect to each building or property the 
information referred to in section 501(c)(l)(B) of such Act; and 

(iv) make available with respect to each building and property the 
information referred to in section 5Ol(c)(l)(C) of such Act in accordance with 
such section 501(c)(l)(C). 
(D) Any buildings and property included in a list published under 

subparagraph (C)(iii) shall be treated as property available for application for use 
to assist the homeless under section 501(d) of such Act. 

(E) The Secretary of Defense shall make available in accordance with section 
501 (f) of such Act any buildings or property referred to in subparagraph @) for 
which-- 
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(i) a written notice of an intent to use such buildings or property to 
assist the homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
in accordance with section 501(d)(2) of such Act; 

(ii) an application for use of such buildings or property for such purpose 
is submitted to the Secretary of Health and Human Services in accordance 
with section 501(d)(2) of such Act; and 

(iii) The Secretary of Health and Human Services- 
(I) completes all actions on the application in accordance with 

section 501(e)(3) of such Act; and 
(II) approves the application under section 501(e) of such Act. 

O( i )  Subject to clause (ii), a redevelopment authority may express in writing 
an interest in using buildings and property referred to subparagraph (D), and 
buildings and property referred to in subparagraph (B)(ii) which have not been 
identified as suitable for use to assist the homeless under subparagraph (C), or use 
such buildings and property, in accordance with the redevelopment plan with 
respect to the installation at which such buildings and property are located as 
follows: 

(I) If no written notice of an intent to use such buildings and property 
to assist the homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services in accordance with section 501(d)(2) of such Act during the 60-day 
period beginning on the date of publication of the buildings and property 
under subparagraph (C)(iii). 

(11) In the case of buildings and property for which such notice is so 
received, if no application for use of the buildings or property for such 
purpose is received by the Secretary of Health and Human Services in 
accordance with section 501(d)(2) of such Act during the 90-day period 
beginning on the date of the receipt of such notice. 
@I) In the case of buildings and property for which such application is 

so received, if the Secretary of Health and Human Services rejects the 
application under section (501)(e) of such Act. 
(ii) Buildings and property shall be available only for the purpose of 

permitting a redevelopment authority to express in writing an interest in the use of 
such buildings and property, or to sue such buildings and property, under clause (i) 
as follows: 

(I) In the case of buildings and property referred to in clause (i)(I), 
d~ning the one-year period beginning on the first day after the 60-day period 
referred to in that clause. 

(11) In the case of buildings and property referred to in clause (i)@), 
during the one-year period beginning on the first day after the 90-day period 
referred to in that clause. 
(III) In the case of buildings and property referred to in clause (i)(III), 

during the one-year period beginning on the date of rejection of the 
application referred to in that clause. 
(iii) A redevelopment authority shall express an interest in the use of buildings 

and property under this subparagraph by notifying the Secretary of Defense, in 
writing, of such an interest. 

(G)(i) Buildings and property available for a redevelopment authority under 
subparagraph (F) shall not be available for use to assist the homeless under section 
501 of such Act while so available for a redevelopment authority. 
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(ii) If a redevelopment authority does not express an interest in the use of 
buildings or property, or commence the use of buildings or property, under 
subparagraph (F) within the applicable time periods specified in clause (ii) of such 
subparagraph, such buildings and property shall be treated as property available for 
use to assist the homeless under section 501(a) of such Act. 

(7)(A) Determinations of the use to assist the homeless of buildings and 
property located at installations approved for closure under this part after the date 
of the enactment of this paragraph shall be determined under this paragraph rather 
than paragraph (6). 

(B)(i) Not later that the date on which the Secretary of Defense completes 
the final determinations referred to in paragraph (5) relating to the use or 
transferability of any portion of an installation covered by this paragraph, the 
Secretary shall- 

(I) identify the buildings and property at the installation for which the 
Department of Defense has a use, for which another department or agency of 
the Federal Government has identified a use, or of which another department 
or agenc:y will accept a transfer; 

(11) take such actions as are necessary to idenufy any building or 
property at the installation not identified under subclause (I) that is excess 
property or surplus property; 
(III) submit to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and to 

the redevelopment authority for the installation (or the chief executive officer 
of the State in which the installation is located if there is no redevelopment 
authority for the installation at the completion of the determination described 
in the stem of this sentence) information on any building or property that is 
identified under subclause (II); and 

(N) publish in the Federal Register and in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the communities in the vicinity of the installation information 
on the buildings and property identified under subclause (II). 
(ii) Upon the recognition of a redevelopment authority for an installation 

covered by this paragraph, the Secretary of Defense shall publish in the Federal 
Register and in a newspaper of general circulation in the communities in the vicinity 
of the installation information on the redevelopment authority. 

(C)(i) State and local governments, representatives of the homeless, and other 
interested parties located in the communities in the vicinity of an installation 
covered by this paragraph shall submit to the redevelopment authority for the 
installation a notice of the interest, if any, of such governments, representatives, and 
parties in the buildings or property, or any portion thereof, at the installation that are 
identified under subparagraph (B)(i)(II). A notice of interest under this clause shall 
describe the need of the government, representative, or party concerned for the 
buildings or property covered by the notice. 

(ii) The redevelopment authority for an installation shall assist the 
governments, representatives, and parties referred to in clause (i) in evaluating 
buildings and property at the installation for purposes of this subparagraph. 

(iii) In providing assistance under clause (ii), a redevelopment authority 
shall- 

(I) consult with representatives of the homeless in the communities in 
the vicinity of the installation concerned; and 
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(11) undertake outreach efforts to provide information on the buildings 
and property to representatives of the homeless, and to other persons or 
entities interested in assisting the homeless, in such communities. 
(iv) It is the sense of Congress that redevelopment authorities should begin 

to conduct outreach efforts under clause (iii)(II) with respect to an installation as 
soon as is practicable after the date of approval of closure of the installation. 

@)(i) State and local govenunents, representatives of the homeless, and other 
interested parties shall submit a notice of interest to a redevelopment authority 
under subparagraph (C) not later than the date specificized for such notice by the 
redevelopment authority. 

(ii) The date specified under clause (i) shall be- 
(I) in the case of an installation for which a redevelopment authority has 

been recognized as of the date of the completion of the determinations 
referred to in paragraph(5). not earlier than 3 months and not later than 6 
months after that date; and 

(11) in case of an installation for which a redevelopment authority is not 
recognized as of such date, not earlier than 3 months and not later than 6 
months after the date of the recognition of a redevelopment authority for the 
installation. 
(iii) Upon specifying a date for an installation under this subparagraph, the 

redevelopment authority for the installation shall- 
(I) publish the date specified in a newspaper of general circulation in the 

communities in the vicinity of the installation concerned; and 
(II) notify the Secretary of Defense of the date. 

(E)(i) In submitting to a redevelopment authority under subparagraph (C) a 
notice of interest in the use of buildings or property at an installation to assist the 
homeless, a representative of the homeless shall submit the following: 

(I) A description of the homeless assistance program that the 
representative proposes to carry out at the installation. 

(11) An assessment of the need for the program. 
(III) A description of the extent tot which the program is or will be 

coordinated with other homeless assistance programs in the communities in 
the vicinity of the installation. 

(IV) A description of the buildings and property at the installation that 
necessary in order to carry out the program. 

(V) A description of the financial plan, the organization, and the 
organizational capacity of the representative to carry out the program. 

(VI) An assessment of the time required in order to commence carrying 
out the program. 
(ii) A redevelopment authority may not release to the pubic any information 

submitted to the redevelopment authority under clause (i)(V) without the consent 
of the representative of the homeless concerned unless such release is authorized 
under Federal law and under the law of the State and communities in which the 
installation concerned is located. 

(F)(i) The redevelopment authority for each installation covered by this 
paragraph shall prepare a redevelopment plan for the installation. The 
redevelopment authority shall, in preparing the plan, consider the interests in the use 
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to assist the homeless of the buildings and property at the installation that are 
expressed in the notices submitted to the redevelopment authority under 
subparagraph (C). 

(ii)(I) In connection with a redevelopment plan for an installation, a 
redevelopment adhered and representatives of the homeless shall prepare legally 
binding agreements that provide for the use to assist the homeless of buildings and 
property, resources, and agreements shall be contingent upon the approval of the 
redevelopment plan by the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under 
subparagraph (H) or (J). 

(11) Agreements under this clause shall provide for the reversion to the 
redevelopment authority concerned, or to such other entity or entities as the 
agreements shall provide, of buildings and property that are made available under 
this paragraph for use to assist the homeless i the event that such buildings and 
property cease being used for that purpose. 

(iii) A redevelopment authority shall provide opportunity for public comment 
on a redevelopment plan before submission of the plan to the Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under subparagraph (G), 

(iv) A redevelopment authority shall complete preparation of a redevelopment 
plan for an installation and submit the plan under subparagraph (G) not later than 
9 months after the date specified by the redevelopment authority for the installation 
under subparagraph @). 

(G)(i) Upon completion of a redevelopment plan under subparagraph @), a 
redevelopment authority shall submit an application containing the plan to the 
Secretary of Defense and to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development. 

(ii) A redevelopment authority shall include in an application under clause (i) 
the following: 

(I) A copy of the redevelopment plan, including a summary of any public 
comments on the plan received by the redevelopment authority under 
subparagraph (F)(iii). 
(II) A copy of each notice of interest of use of buildings and property to 

assist the homeless that was submitted to the redevelopment authority under 
subparagraph (C), together with a description of the manner, if any, in which 
the plan addresses the interest expressed in each such notice and, if the plan 
does not address such an interest, an explanation why the plan does not 
address the interest. 

(III) A summary of the outreach undertaken by the redevelopment 
authority under subparagraph (C)(iii)(II) in preparing the plan. 

(IV) A statement identifying the representative of the homeless and the 
homeless assistance planning boards, if any, with which the redevelopment 
authority consulted in preparing the plan, and the results of such consultations. 

(V) An assessment of the manner in which the redevelopment plan 
balances the expressed needs of the need of the communities in the vicinity 
of the installation for economic redevelopment and other development. 

(VI) Copies of the agreements that the redevelopment authority proposes 
to enter into under subparagraph O(ii). 
(H)(i) Not later than 60 days after receiving a redevelopment plan under 

subparagraph (G), the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall complete 
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a review of the plan. The purpose of the review is to determine whether the plan, 
with respect to the expressed interest and requests of representatives of the 
homeless- 

(I) takes into consideration the size and nature of the homeless population 
in the communities in the vicinity of the installation, the availability of 
existing services in such communities to meet the needs of the homeless in 
such communities, and the suitability of the buildings and property covered 
by the plan for the use and needs of the homeless in such communities; 

(II) takes into consideration any economic impact of homeless assistance 
under the plan on the communities in the vicinity of the installation; 

0 balances in an appropriate manner the needs of the communities in 
the vicinity of the installation for economic redevelopment and other 
development with the needs of the homeless in such communities; 

(IV) was developed in consultation with representatives of the homeless 
and the homeless assistance planning boards, if any, in the communities in the 
vicinity of the installation; and 

(V) specifies the manner in which buildings and property, resources and 
assistance on or off the installation will be made available for homeless 
assistance proposes. 
(ii) It is the sense of Congress that the Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development shall, in completing the review of a plan under this subparagraph, take 
into consideration and be receptive to the predominant views on the plan of the 
communities in the vicinity of the installation covered by the plan. 

(iii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development may engage in 
negotiations and consultation with a redevelopment authority before or during the 
course of a review under clause (i) with a view toward resolving any preliminary 
determination of the Secretary that the redevelopment plan does not meet a 
requirement set forth in that clause. The redevelopment authority may modify the 
redevelopment plan as a result of such negotiations and consultations. 

(iv) Upon completion of a review of a redevelopment plan under clause (i), 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall notify the Secretary of 
Defense and the redevelopment authority concerned of the determination of the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under that clause. 

(v) If the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development determines a s a result 
of such a review that a redevelopment plan does not meet the requirements set forth 
in clause (i), a notice under clause (iv) shall include- 

(I) an explanation of that determination; and 
@) a statement of the actions that the redevelopment authority must 

undertake in order to address that determination. 
O(i) Upon receipt of a notice under subparagraph (H)(iv) of a determination 

that a redevelopment plan does not meet a requirement set forth in subparagraph 
(H)(i), a redevelopment authority shall have the opportunity to- 

(I) revise the plan in order to address the determination; and 
@) submit the revised plan to the Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development. 
(ii) A redevelopment authority shall submit a revised plan under this 

subparagraph to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, if at all, not 
later than 90 days after the date on which the redevelopment authority receives the 
notice referred to in clause(i). 
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(J)(i) Not later than 30 days after receiving a revised redevelopment.plan 
under subparagraph (I), the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall 
review the revised plan and determine if the plan meets the requirements set forth 
in subparagraph (H)(i). 

(ii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall notify the 
Secretary of Defense and the redevelopment authority concerned of the 
defemination of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under this 
subparagraph. 

(K) Upon receipt of a notice under subparagraph (H)(vi) or (J)(ii) of the 
determination of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development that a 
redevelopment plan for an installation meets the requirements set forth in 
subparagraph (H)(i), the Secretary of Defense shall dispose of the buildings and 
property located at the installation that are identified in the plan as available for use 
to assist the homeless in accordance with the provisions of the plan. The Secretary 
of Defense may dispose of such buildings or property directly to the representatives 
of the homeless concerned or to the redevelopment authority concerned. The 
Secretary of Defense shall dispose of the buildings and property under this 
subparagraph without consideration. 

Q( i )  If the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development determines under 
subparagraph (J) that a revised redevelopment plan for an installation does not meet 
the requirements set forth in subparagraph (H)(i), or if no revised plan is so 
submitted, that Secretary shall- 

(I) review the original redevelopment plan submitted to that Secretary 
under subparagraph (G), including the notice or notices of representatives of 
the homeless referred to in clause (ii)@) of that subparagraph; 

0 consult with the representatives referred to in subclause(I), if any, for 
purposes of evaluating the continuing interest of such representatives in the 
use of buildings or property at the installation to assist the homeless; 

(III) request that each such representative submit to that Secretary the 
items described in clause (ii); and 
0 based on the actions of that Secretary under subclauses (I) and (II), 

and on any information obtained by that Secretary as a result of such actions, 
indicate to the Secretary of Defense the buildings and property at the 
installation that meet the requirements set forth in subparagraph (H)(i). 
(ii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development may request under 

clause (i)(lII) that a representative of the homeless submit to that Secretary the 
following: 

(I) A description of the program of such representative to assist the 
homeless. 

(II) A description of the manner in which the buildings and property that 
the representative proposes to use for such purpose will assist the homeless. 
(III) Such information as that Secretary requires in order to determine the 

financial capacity of the representative to wry out the program and to ensure 
that the program will be canied out in compliance with Federal environmental 
law and Federal law against discrimination. 

(IV) A certification that police services, fire protection services, and 
water and sewer services available in the communities in the vicinity of the 
installation concerned are adequate for the program. 
(iii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall indicate to the 
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Secretary of Defense and to the redevelopment authority concerned that buildings 
and property at an installation under clause (i)(IV) to be disposed of not later than 
90 days after the date of a receipt of a revised plan for the installation under 
subparagraph (J). 

(iv) The Secretary of ?Defense shall dispose of the buildings and property at 
an installation referred to in clause (iii) to entities indicated by the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development or by transfer to the redevelopment authority 
concerned for transfer to such entities. Such disposal shall be in accordance with 
the indications of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development under clause 
(i)(IV). Such disposal shall be without consideration. 

(M)O In the event of the disposal of buildings and property of an installation 
pursuant to subparagraph (K), the redevelopment authority for the installation shall 
be responsible for the implementation of and compliance with agreements under the 
redevelopment plan described in that subparagraph for the installation. 

(ii) If a building or property reverts to a redevelopment authority under such 
an agreement, the redevelopment authority shall take appropriate actions to secure, 
to the maximum extent practicable, the utilization of the building or property by 
other homeless representatives to assist the homeless. A redevelopment authority 
may not be required to utilize the building or property to assist the homeless. 

(N) The Secretary of Defense may postpone or extend any deadline provided 
for under this paragraph in the case of an installation covered by this paragraph for 
such period as the Secretary considers appropriate if the Secretary determines that 
such postponement is in the interests of the communities affected by the closure of 
the installations. The Secretary shall make such determinations in consultation with 
the redevelopment authority concerned and, in the case of deadlines provided for 
under this paragraph with respect to the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development in consultation with the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

(0) For purposes of this paragraph, the term "communities in the vicinity of 
the installation", in the case of an installation, means the communities that constitute 
the political jurisdictions (other than the State in which the installation is located) 
that comprise the redevelopment authority for the installation. 

(8)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secretary may contract with local 
governments for the provisions of police services, fire protection services, airfield 
operation services, or other community services by such governments at military 
installations that the provisions of such services under such contracts is in the best 
interests of the Department of Defense. 

(B) The Secretary may exercise the authority provided under this paragraph 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of title 10, United States Code. 

(C) The Secretary may not exercise the authority under subparagraph (A) with 
respect to an installation earlier than 180 days before the date on which the 
installation is to be closed. 

@) The Secretary shall include in a contract for services entered into with a 
local government under this paragraph a clause that requires the use of professionals 
to furnish the services to the extent that professionals are available in the area under 
the jurisdiction of such government. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 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, 
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and, except as provided in paragraph (2), the Department of Defense in carrying out 
this part. 

(2)(A) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 shall 
apply to actions of the Department of Defense under this part (i) during the process 
of property disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating functions from a 
military installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after 
the receiving installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated. 

(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 to the processes referred to in subparagraph (A), the Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of the military departments concerned shall not have to consider- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation which has 
been recommended for closure or realignment by the Commission; 

(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military installation which 
has been selected as the receiving installation; or 

(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended or selected. 
(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any requirement of the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent such Act is applicable 
under paragraph (2), of any act or failure to act by the Department of Defense 
during the closing, realigning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) 
and (ii) of paragraph (2)(A), may not be brought more than 60 days after the date 
of such act or failure to act. 

(d) WAIVER.--T~~ Secretary of Defense may close or realign military 
installations under this part without regard t- 

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing or 
realigning military installations included in any appropriations or 
authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
(e) TRANSFER AUTHORITY IN CONNECTION WITH PAYMENT OF 

J~NVIRON'MENTAL REMEDIATION COSm.-(l)(A) Subject to paragraph (2) of this 
subsection and section 12001) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)), the Secretary may 
enter into an agreement to transfer by deed real property or facilities referred to in 
subparagraph (B) with any person who agrees to perform all environmental 
restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities that are 
required for the property or facilities under Federal and State laws, administrative 
decisions, agreements (including schedules and milestones), and concurrences. 

(B) The real property and facilities refened to in subparagraph (A) are the 
real property and facilities located at an installation closed or to be closed under this 
part that are available exclusively for the use, or expression of an interest in a use, 
of a redevelopment authority under subsection (b)(6)0 during the period provided 
for that use, or expression of interest in use, under that subsection. 

(C) The Secretary may require any additional terms and conditions in 
connection with an agreement authorized by subparagraph (A) as the Secretary 
considers appropriate to protect the interests of the United States. 

(2) A transfer of real property or facilities may be made under paragraph (1) 
only if the Secretary certifies to Congress that- 
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(A) the costs of all environmental restoration, waste management, 
environmental compliance activities to be paid by the recipient of the property 
or facilities are equal to or greater than the fair market value of the property 
or facilities to be transferred, as determined by the Secretary; or 

(B) if such costs are lower than the fair market value of the property or 
facilities, the recipient of the property or facilities agrees to pay the difference 
between the fair market value and such costs. 
(3) As part of an agreement under paragraph (1). the Secretary shall disclose 

to the person to whom the property or facilities will be transferred any information 
of the Secretary regarding the environmental restoration, waste management, and 
environmental compliance activities described in paragraph (1) that relate to the 
property or facilities. The Secretary shall provide such information before entering 
into the agreement 

(4) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to modify, alter, or amend 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) or the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et 
seq.1. 

(5) Section 330 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1993 (Public Law 102-484; 10 U.S.C. 22687 note) shall not apply to any transfer 
under this subsection to persons or entities described in subsection (a)(2) of such 
section 330. 

(6) The Secretary may not enter into an agreement to transfer property or 
facilities under this subsection after the expiration of the five-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1994. 

SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 
(a) IN GENJlRAL-(l) There is hereby established m he books of the 

Treasury an account to be known as the "Depamnent of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 which shall be administered by the Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account- 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval in an 

appropriation Act, transfer to the Account from funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for any purpose, except that such funds may be 
transferred only after the date on which the Secretary transmits written notice 
of, and justification for, such transfer to the congressional defense 
committees; and 

(C) except as provided in subsection (d), proceeds received from the 
transfer or disposal of any property at a military installation closed or re- 
aligned under this part; and 

(D) proceeds received after September 30, 1995, from the transfer or 
disposal of any property at a military installation closed or realigned under 
title 11 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 
(b) USE OF FUNDS.--(I) The Secretary may use the funds in the Account only 

for the purposes described in section 2905 or, after September 30, 1995, for 
environmental restoration and property management and disposal at installations 
closed or realigned under title 11 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and 



Appendix A 
Public Lao 101-510, as amended 

Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 
(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to carry out a 

construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the project will exceed 
the maximum amount authorized by liw for a minor military construction project, 
the Secretary shall notify in writing the congressional defense committees of the 
nature of, and justification for, the project and the amount of expenditures for such 
project. Any such construction project may be carried out without regard to section 
2802(a) of title 10, United States Code. 

(c) REPORTS.--(~)(A) NO later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal year 
in which the Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary shall 
transmit a report to the congressional defense committees of the amount and nature 
of the deposit. into, and the expenditures from, the Account during such fiscal year 
and of the amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to section 
2905(a) during such fiscal year. 

(B) The report for a fiscal year shall include the following: 
(i) The obligations and expenditures from the Account during the fiscal 

year, identified by subaccount, for each military department and Defense 
Agency. 

(ii) The fiscal year in which appropriations for such expenditures were 
made and the fiscal year in which funds were obligated for such expenditures. 

(iii) Each military construction project for which such obligations and 
expenditures were made, identified by installation and project title. 

(iv) A description and explanation of the extent, if any, to which 
expenditures for military construction projects for the fiscal year differed from 
proposals for projects and funhng levels that were included in the jurisdiction 
transmitted to Congress under section 2907(1), or otherwise, for the funding 
proposals for the Account for such fiscal year, including an explanation of- 

(I) any failure to carry out military construction projects that were 
so proposed; and 

(TI) any expenditures for military construction projects that were not 
so proposed. 

(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the termination of 
the authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment under this part 
shall be held in the Account until mansferred by law after the congressional defense 
committees receive the report transmitted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No later than 60 days after the termination of the authority of the 
Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary shall 
transmit to the congressional defense committees a report containing an accounting 
of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Account or 
otherwise expended under this part; and 

(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 
(d) DISPOSAL OR TRANSFER OF COMMISSARY STORES AND PROPERTY 

PURCHASED WITH NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS.--(I) If any real property or 
facility acquired, constructed, or improved (in whole or in part) with commissary 
store funds or nonappropriated funds is transferred or disposed of in connection 
with the closure or realignment of a military installation under this part, a portion 
of the proceeds of the transfer or other disposal of property on that installation shall 
be deposited in the reserve account established under section 204(b)(4)(C) of the 
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Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (10. 
U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The amount so deposited shall be equal to the depreciated value of the 
investment made with such funds in the acquisition, construction, or improvement 
of that particular real property or facility. The depreciated value of the investment 
shall be computed in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

(3) The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such an aggregate 
amount as is provided in advance in appropriation Acts) for the purpose of 
acquiring, constructing, and improving- 

(A) commissary stores; and 
(B) real property and facilities for nonappropriated fund 

instrumentalities. 
(4) As used in this subsection: 

(A) The term "commissary store funds" means funds received from the 
adjustment of, or surcharge on, selling prices at commissary stores fixed under 
section 2685 of title 10, United States Code. 

(B) The term "nonappropriated funds" means funds received from a 
nonappropriated fund instrumentality. 

(C) The term "nonappropriated fund instrumentality" means an 
instrumentality of the United States under the jurisdiction of the Armed 
Forces (including the Army and Air Force Exchange Service, the navy Resale 
and Services Support Office, and the Marine Corps exchanges) which is 
conducted for the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental im- 
provement of members of the Armed Forces. 
(e) ACCOUNT EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 

RE~TORATION PR0JEm.-Except for funds deposited into the Account under 
subsection (a), funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may not be used 
for purposes described in section 2905(a)(l)(C). The prohibition in this subsection 
shall expire upon the termination of the authority of the Secretary to carry out a 
closure or realignment under this part. 

SEC. 2907. REPORTS 
As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each fiscal year 

thereafter for the Department of Defense, the Secretary shall transmit to the 
congressional defense committees of Congress- 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried out 
under this part in the fiscal year for which the request is made and an estimate 
of the total expenditures required and cost savings to be achieved by each 
such closure and realignment and of the time period in which these savings 
are to be achieved in each case, together with the Secretary's assessment of the 
environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under 
construction and those planned for construction, to which functions are to be 
transferred as a result of such closures and realignments, together with the 
Secretary's assessment of the environmental effects of such transfers. 
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SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION 
REPORT 

(a) TEFUbS OF THE RESOLUTION.-For purposes of section 2904(b), the term 
"joint resolution" means only a joint resolution which is introduced within the 10- 
day period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report to the 
Congress under section 2903(e), and- 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: "That 

Congress disapproves the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission as submitted by the President on " ,  the blank 
space being filled in with the appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapproving the 
recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission.". 
(b) --A resolution described in subsection (a) that is introduced 

in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the Committee on Armed 
Senices of the House of Representatives. A resolution described in subsection (a) 
introduced in the Senate shall be referred to the Cornminee 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 a resolution (or an identical 
resolution) by the end of the 20-day period beginning on the date on which the 
Resident transmits the report to the Congress under section 2903(e), such 
committee shall be, at the end of such period, discharged from further consideration 
of such resolution, and such resolution shall be placed on the appropriate calendar 
of the House involved. 

(d) CONSIDERATION.---(I) On or after the third day after the date on which 
the committee to which such a resolution is referred has reported, or has been dis- 
charged (under subsection (c)) from further consideration of, such a resolution, it 
is in order (even though a previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to) 
for any Member of the respective House to move to proceed to the consideration 
of the resolution. A member may make the motion only on the day after the 
calendar day on which the Member announces to the House concerned the 
Member's intention to make the motion, except that, in the case of the House of 
Representatives, the motion may be made without such prior announcement if the 
motion is made by direction of the committee to which the resolution was referred. 
All points of' order against the resolution (and against consideration of the 
resolution) are waived. The motion is highly privileged in the House of 
Representatives and is privileged in the Senate and 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 motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in order. If a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of the resolution is agreed to, the respective House shall 
immediately proceed to consideration of the joint resolution without intervening 
motion, order, or other business, and the resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the respective House until disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and appeals in 
connection therewith, shall be limited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be 
divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the resolution. An 
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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 proceed to the 
consideration of other business, or a motion to recommit the resolution 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 resolution 
described in subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the debate 
if requested in accordance with the rules of the appropriate House, the vote on final 
passage of the resolution shall occur. 

(4) Appeals fiom the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of the 
rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to the 
procedure relating to a resolution described in subsection (a) shall be decided 
without debate. 

(e) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER  HOUSE.-(^) If, before the passage by one 
House of a resolution of that House described in subsection (a), that House received 
from the other House a resolution described in subsection (a), then the following 
procedures shall apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be referred to a committee 
and may not be considered in the House receiving it except in the case of final 
passage as provided in subparagraph (B)(ii). 

(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 final passage shall be on the resolution of the other 
House. 

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other House, it shall 
no longer be in order to consider the resolution that originated in the receiving 
House. 

(f) RULEs OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE.--This section is enacted by 
Congress- 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, but applicable only with respect to the procedure 
to be followed in that House in the case of a resolution described in 
subsection (a), and it supersedes other rules only to the extent that it its 
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. 

SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY 
(a) IN G m - E x c e p t  as provided in subsection (c), during the period 

beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act and ending on December 3 1, 
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. 
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(b) REsrrum0N.-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 consideration for closure or realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a military installation inside 
the United States. 
(c) ExcEPn0~.-Nothing in this part affects the authority of the Secretary 

to carry out-- 
(1) closures and realignments under title 11 of Public Law 100-526; and 
(2) closures and realignments to which section 2687 of title 10, United 

States Code, is not applicable, including closures and realignments carried out 
for reasons of national security or a military emergency referred to in 
subsection (c) of such section. 

SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS 
As used in this part: 

(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 established by section 2906(a)(1). 

(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means the Committees 
on Armed S e ~ c e s  and the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The term "Commission" means the Commission established by 
section 2902. 

(4) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, station, 
yard, center, homeport facility for any ship, or other activity under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including any leased facility. Such 
term does not include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and 
harbors projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary 
jurisdiction or control of the Department of Defense. 

(5) The term "realignment" includes any action which both reduces and 
relocates functions and civilian personnel positions but does not include a 
reduction in force resulting from workload 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 States, the Dismct of 

Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the 
United States. 

(8) The term "date of approval", with respect to a.closure or realignment 
of an installation, means the date on which the authority of Congress to 
disapprove a recommendation of closure or realignment, as the case may be, 
of such installation under this part expires. 

(9) The term "redevelopment authority", in the case of an installation to 
be closed under this part, means any entity (including an entity established by 
a State or local government) recognized by the Secretary of Defense as the 
entity responsible for developing the redevelopment plan with respect to the 
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installation or for directing the implementation of such plan. 
(10) The term "redevelopment plan" in the case of an installation to be 

closed under this part, means a plan that- 
(A) is agreed to by the local redevelopment authority with respect to 

the installation; and 
(B) provides for the reuse or redevelopment of the real property and 

personal property of the installation that is available for such reuse and 
redevelopment as a result of the closure of the installation. 
(10) The term "representative of the homeless" has the meaning given 

such term in section 501(h)(4) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 1141 1(h)(4)). 

SEC. 2911. CLARIFYING AMENDMENT 
Section 2687(e)(l) of title 10, United States Code, is amended- 

(1) by inserting "homeport facility for any ship," after "center,"; and 
(2) by striking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military 

department" and inserting in lieu thereof "under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Defense, including any leased facility,". 

Part B-Other Provisions Relating to Defense 
Base Closures and Realignments 

SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.- It is the sense of the Congress that- 

(1) the termination of military operations by the United States at military 
installations outside the United States should be accomplished at the 
discretion of the Secretary of Defense at the earliest opportunity; 

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense should 
take steps to ensure that the United States receives, through direct payment or 
otherwise, consideration equal to the fair market value of the improvements 
made by the United States at facilities that will be released to host countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military component 
commands or the sub-unified commands to the combatant commands, should 
be the lead official in negotiations relating to determining i d  receiving such 
consideration; and 

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such improvements 
released to host countries in whole or in part by the United States should be 
handled on a facility-by-facility basis. 
(b) RESIDUAL VALUE.-(I) For each installation outside the United States at 

which military operations were being carried out by the United States on October 
1,1990, the Secretary of Defense shall transmit, by no later than June 1,1991, an 
estimate of the fair market value, as of January 1,199 1, of the improvements made 
by the United States at facilities at each such installation. 

(2) For purposes of this section: 
(A) The term "fair market value of the improvements" means the value 

of improvements determined by the Secretary on the basis of their highest use. 
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(B) The term "improvements" includes new construction of facilities and 
all additions, improvements, modifications, or renovations made to existing 
facilities or to real property, without regard to whether they were carried out 
with appropriated or nonappropriated funds. 
(c) E~~ABLIS- OF SPECW, ACCOUNT.--( 1) 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, pursuant to any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other 
international agreement to which the United States is a party, for the residual value 
of real property or improvements to real property used by civilian or military 
personnel of the Department of Defense shall be deposited into such account. 

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility 
Investment Recovery Account shall be available to the Secretary of Defense for 
payment, as provided in appropriation Acts, of costs incmed by the Department of 
Defense in connection with- 

(A:) facility maintenance and repair and environmental restoration at 
military installations in the United States; and 

(B) facility maintenance and repair and compliance with applicable 
environmental laws at military installations outside the United States that the 
Secretary anticipates will be occupied by the Armed Forces for a long period. 
(3) Funds in the Department of Defense Overseas Facility Investment Account 

shall remain available until expended. 
(d) AMOUNTS CORRESPONDING TO THE VALUE OF PROPERTY PURCHASED 

WITH NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS.--(I) In the case of a payment referred to in 
subsection (c)(l) for the residual value of real property or improvements at an 
overseas military facility, the portion of the payment that is equal to the depreciated 
value of the investment made with nonappropriated funds shall be deposited in the 
reserve account established under section 204(b)(4)(C) of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act The Secretary 
may use amounts in the account (in such an aggregate amount as is provided in 
advance by appropriation Acts) for the purpose of acquiring, constructing, or 
improving commissary stores and nonappropriated fund instrumentalities. 

(2) As used in this subsection: 
(A) The term "nonappropriated funds" means funds received from- 

(i) the adjustment of, or surcharge on, selling prices at commissary 
stores fixed under section 2685 of title 10, United States Code; or 

(ii) a nonappropriated fund instrumentality. 
(B) The term "nonappropriated fund instrumentality" means an 

instrumentality of the United States under the jurisdiction of the Armed 
Forces (including the Army and Air Force Exchange Service, the Navy Resale 
and Services Support Office, and the Marine Corps exchanges) which is 
conducted for the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental im- 
provement of members of the Armed Forces. 
(e) NEGOTIATIONS FOR PA~MENTsIN-KIND.- Before the Secretary of 

Defense enters into negotiations with a host country regarding the acceptance by the 
United States of any payment-in-kind in connection with the release to the host 
country of improvements made by the United States at military installations in the 
host country, the Secretary shall submit a written notice to the congressional defense 
committees containing a justification for entering into negotiations for payments-in- 
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kind with the host country and the types of benefit options to be pursued by the 
Secretary in the negotiations. 

(f) REPORT ON STATUS AND USE OF SPECIAL ACCOUNT.- Not later than 
January 15 of each year, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a report on the operations of the Department of Defense 
Overseas Military Facility Investment Recovery Account during the preceding fiscal 
year and proposed uses of funds in the special account during the next fiscal year. 
The report shall include the following: 

(1) The amount of each deposit in the account during the preceding fiscal 
year, and the source of the amount. 

(2) The balance in the account at the end of that fiscal year. 
(3) The amounts expended fkom the account by each military department 

during that fiscal year. 
(4) With respect to each military installation for which money was 

deposited in the account as a result of the release of real property or improve- 
ments of the installation to a host country during that fiscal year- 

(A) the total amount of the investment of the United States in the 
installation, expressed in t m s  of constant dollars of that fiscal year; 

(B) the depreciated value (as determined by the Secretary of a 
military department under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary 
of Defense) of the real property and improvements that were released; 
and 

(C) the explanation of the Secretary for any difference between the 
benefits received by the United States for the real property and im- 
provements and the depreciated value (as so determined) of that real 
property and improvements. 
(5) A list identifying all military installations outside the United States for 

which the Secretary proposes to make expenditures from the Department of 
Defense Overseas Facility Investment Recovery Account under subsection 
(c)(2)(B) during the next fiscal year and specifying the amount of the 
proposed expenditures for each identified military installations. 

(6) A description of the purposes for which the expenditures proposed 
under paragraph (5) will be made and the need for such expenditures. 
(g) OMB REMEW OF PROPOSH) SETIZEMENTS.---(I) The Secretary of 

Defense may not enter into an agreement of settlement with a host country regarding 
the release to the host country of improvements made by the United States to 
facilities at an installation located in the host country until 30 days after the date on 
which the Secretary submits the proposed settlement to the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget. The prohibition set forth in the preceding sentence 
shall apply only toagreements of settlement for improvements having a value in 
excess of $10,000,000. The Director shall evaluate the overall equity of the 
proposed settlement. In evaluating the proposed settlement, the Director shall 
consider such factors as the extent of the United States capital investment in the 
improvements being released to the host country, the depreciation of the 
improvements, the condition of the improvements, and any applicable requirements 
for environmental remediation or restoration at the installation. 

(2) Each year, the Secretary shall submit to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives a report on each proposed 
agreement of settlement that was not submitted by the Secretary to the Director of 
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the Office of Management and Budget in the previous year under paragraph (1) 
because the value of the improvements to be released pursuant to the proposed 
agreement did not exceed $10,000,000. 

(h) CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT OF PAYMENTS-IN-KIND.-*) Not less 
than 30 days before concluding an agreement for acceptance of military 
construction or facility improvements as a payment-in-kind, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to Congress a notification on the proposed agreement. Any 
such notification shall contain the following: 

(A) A description of the military construction project or facility improve- 
ment project, as the case may be. 

(B) A certification that the project is needed by United States forces. 
(C) An explanation of how the project will aid in the achievement of the 

mission of those forces. 
@) A certification that, if the project were to be camed out by the 

Department of Defense, appropriations would be necessary for the project and 
it would be necessary to provide for the project in the next future-years 
defense program. 
(2) Not less than 30 days before concluding an agreement for acceptance of 

host nation support or host nation payment of operating costs of United States 
forces as a payment-in-kind, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a 
notification on the proposed agreement. Any such notification shall contain the 
following: 

(A) A description of each activity to be covered by the payment-in-kind. 
(B) A certification that the costs to be covered by the payment-in-kind 

are included in the budget of one or more of the military departments or that 
it will otherwise be necessary to provide for payment of such costs in a budget 
of one or more of the military departments. 

(C) A certification that, unless the payment-in-kind is accepted or funds 
are appropriated for payment of such costs, the military mission of the United 
States forces with respect to the host nation concerned will be adversely 
affected. 

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL 
REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE 
UTILIZATION OF MILITARY FACILITIES 

(a) U s ~ s  OF F~cILMmS.--Section 2819(b) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 21 19; 10 
U.S.C. 2391 note) is amended- 

(1) in paragraph (2). by striking out "minimum security facilities for 
nonviolent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof "Federal confinement or 
correctional facilities including shock incarceration facilities"; 

(2) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (3); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph (4): 
"(4) identify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be effectively 

utilized or renovated to meet the needs of States and local jurisdictions for 
confinement or correctional facilities; and". 
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(b) EFFECrIv'E  DATE.-'^%^ amendments made by subsection (a) shall take 
effect with respect to the first report required to be submitted under section 2819 
the National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30, 
1990. 

SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT 
MILITARY INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE 
INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPR~ATIONS.-T~~~~ is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated to the Department of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal year 
1991, in addition to any other funds authorized to be appropriated to that account 
for that fiscal 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 I1 of Public Law 100-526, as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that 
title. 

(b) EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF F'UNDING.-(l) Section 207 of Public Law 100- 
526 is amended by adding at the end the following: 

[See section 207, post at p. 18241 
(c) TASK FORCE REPORT.-41) NO later than 12 months after the date of the 

enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report 
containing the findings and recommendations of the task force established under 
paragraph (2) concerning- 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing laws, 
regulations, and adminislrative policies, of environmental response actions at 
military installations (or porhons of installations) 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 100-526); 
and 

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and 
regulations, the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant 
Federal and State agencies with respect to such environmental response 
actions so as to enable those actions to be canied out more expeditiously. 
(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to make 

the findings and recommendations, and to prepare the report, required by paragraph 
(1). The task force shall consist of the following (or their designees): 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the task force. 
(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administration. 
0) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, a p  

pointed by the head of the National Governors Association. 
(G) A representative of a State Attorney general's office, appointed by the 

head of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, 

appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
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SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN . 
CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

In any process of selecting any military installation inside the United States 
for closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense shall take such steps as are 
necessary to assure that special consideration 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 installation. 

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE 
COMMISSION 

(a) NORTON AIR FORCE BASE-41) Consistent with the recommendations 
of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may not relocate, until after September 30, 1995, any of the functions that 
were being carried out at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force Base, 
California, on the date on which the Secretary of Defense rransrnitted a report to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives as 
described in section 202(a)(l) 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 Committees. 

(b) GENERAL DIRECIlVE.-Consistent with the requirements of section 201 
of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct each of the Secretaries 
of the milita~y departments to take all actions necessary to cany out the 
recommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure and to take 
no action that is inconsistent with such recommendations. 
SEC. 2926. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL 

RESTORATION ACTIVITIES 
(a) E ~ ~ A B L L ~ W ~ E N T  OF MODEL PROGRAM.-Not later than 90 days after the 

date of enactment of this Act [Nov 5,19901, the Secretary of Defense shall establish 
a model program to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the base closure 
environmental restoration program. 

(b) ADMINBTRATOR OF PROGRAM.-The Secretary shall designate the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Environment as the Administrator 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~~S section shall apply to environmental restoration 
activities at installations selected by the Secretary pursuant to the provisions of 
subsection (d)(l). 

(d) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-I~ carrying out the model program, the 
Secretary of Defense shall: 

(1) Designate for the model program two installations under his 
jurisdichon that have been designated for closure pursuant to the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526) and for which preliminary assessments, site inspections, and 
Environmental Impact Statements required by law or regulation have been 
completed. The Secretary shall designate only those installations which have 
satisfied the requirements of section 204 of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526). 
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(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective contractors for. 
solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the procedures set forth in title 
M of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (Public Law 92- 
582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et seq., as amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all 
applicable statutory and regulatory requirements. In addition, the contractor 
selected 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 contractor's breach of any term or provision of the 
contract; and (B) any neghgent or willful act or omission of the contractor, its 
employees, or its subcontractors in the performance of the contract. 

(3) Within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, solicit 
proposals from qualified contractors for response action (as defined under 
section 101 of the Comprehensive Environmental 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 
following: 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals shall 
include provisions for receiving the necessary authorizations or approvals 
of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions offered by single 
prime contractors to perform all phases of the response action, using 
performance specifications supplied by the Secretary of Defense and 
including any safeguards the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict 
of interest. 
(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation criteria. 
(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated funds to the 

Department of Defense, make contract awards for response action within 120 
days after the solicitation of proposals pursuant to paragraph (3) for the 
response action, or within 120 days after receipt of the necessary 
authorizations or approvals of the response action by appropriate Federal, 
State, or local agencies, whichever is later. 
(e) APPLICATION OF S E C ~ N  120 OF CERCLA.-Activities of the model 

program shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner consistent with, section 120 
(relating to Federal facilities) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620). 

(0 E X P E D m  AG--The Secretary shall, with the concurrence of 
the Admhklmor of the Environmental Protection Agency, assure compliance with 
all applicable Federal statutes and regulations and, in addition, take all reasonable 
and appropriate measures to expedite all necessary administrative decisions, 
agreements, and concurrences. 

(g) REPORT.-The Secretary of Defense shall include a description of the 
progress made during the preceding fiscal year in implementing and accomplishing 
the goals of this section within the annual report to Congress required by section 
2706 of title 10, United States Code. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF EXISTING LAW.-Nothing in this section affects or 
modifies, in any way, the obligations or liability of any person under other Federal 
or State law, including common law, with respect to the disposal or release of 
hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants as defined under section 101 of 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 
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9 2687. Base closures and Realignments 
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no action may be taken to effect or implement- 

(1) the closure of any military installation at which at least 300 civilian personnel are authorized 
to be employed; 

(2) any realignment with respect to any military installation referred to in paragraph (1) involving 
a reduction by more than 1,000 or by more than 50 percent, in the number of civilian personnel 
authorized to be employed at such military installation at the time the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of the military depamnent concerned notifies the Congress under subsection (b) of the 
Secretary's plan to close or realign such installation; or 

(3) any construction, conversion or rehabilitation at any military facility other than a military 
installation referred to in clause (1) or (2) which will or may be required as a result of the relocation 
of civilian personnel to such facility by reason of any closure or realignment to which clause (1) or (2) 
applies, unless and until the provisions of subsection (b) are complied with. 
(b) No action described in subsection (a) with respect to the closure of, or a realignment with respect 

to, any military installation referred to in such subsection may be taken unless and until- 
(1) The Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the *litary depamnent concerned notifies the 

Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives, as part of an annual 
request for authorization of appropriations to such Committees, of the proposed closing or realignment 
and submits with the notification an evaluation of the fiscal, local economic, budgetary, 
environmental, strategic, and operational consequences of such closure or realignment; and 

(2) a period of 30 legislative days or 60 calendar days, whichever is longer, expires following the 
day on which the notice and evaluation referred to in clause (1) have been submitted to such 
committees, during which period no irrevocable action may be taken to effect or implement the 
decision. 
(c) This section shall not apply to the closure of a military installation, or a realignment with respect 

to a military installation, if the President c&es to the Con- that such closure or realignment must be 
implemented for reasons of national security or a military emergency. 

(dX1) After the expiration of the period of time provided for in subsection @)(2) with respect to the 
closure or realignment of a military installation, fundswhich would otherwise be available to the Secretary 
to effect the closure or realignment of that installation may be used by him for such purpose. 

(2) Nothing in this section restricts the authority of the Secretary to obtain architectural and 
engineering services under section 2807 of this title. 

(e) In this section: 
(1) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, station, yard, center, homepoa 

f W t y  for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including 
any leased facility, which is located within any of the several States, the District of Columbia, the 
~ommonwealth of .herto Rico, American ~ a k a ,  the Virgin Islands, or Guam. Such term does not 
include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors projects, or flood control 
projects. 

(2) The term "civilian personnel" means direct-hire, permanent civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense. 

(3) The term "dgnment" includes any action which both reduces and relocates functions and 
civilian personnel positions, but does not include a reduction in force resulting from workload 
adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, skill imbalances, or other similar causes. 

(4) The term "legislative day" means a day on which either House of Congress is in session. 
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

1 311 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 

Reducing the Department's unneeded infrastructure through 
base closures and realignments is a top Defense priority. We 
have made good progress so far, but there are more reductions we 
can and must accomplish. The 1995 round of base realignments and 
closures (BRAC 95) is the last round of closures authorized under 
Public Law 101-510. Hence, our efforts to balance the DoD base 
and force structures, and preserve readiness through the 
elimination of unnecessary infrastructure, are critical. 
Consequently, we must begin the BRAC 95 process now. 

I look to you, individually and collectively, to recommend 
further infrastructure reductions consistent with the Defense 
Guidance and DoD's planned force reductions. The Defense 
Guidance BRAC 95 goal of an overall 15% reduction in plant 
replacement value should be considered a minimum DoD-wide goal. 

Significant reductions in infrastructure and overhead costs 
can only be achieved after careful studies address not only 
structural changes to the base structure, but also operational 
and organizational changes, with a strong emphasis on cross- 
service utilization of common support assets. 

The attached guidance establishes policy, procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure under Public Law 101-510, as amended by 
Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160. This guidance 
supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda of May 5, 1992, 
and all other Office of the Secretary of Defense guidance issued 
regarding making recommendations for the 1993 round of base 
realignments and closures. n 

Attachment 



1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 
Policy, Procedures, Authorities and Responsibilities 

Purpose 

Part A, Title M I X  of Public Law 101-510, as amended by 
Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160, establishes the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may 
pursue realignment or closure of military installations inside 
the United States, with certain exceptions. The law established 
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commissions to 
review the Secretary of Defense's recommendations in calendar 
years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

The guidance herein establishes the policy, procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure for submission to the 1995 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1995 Commission). 

This guidance supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memoranda of May 5, 1992, and all other Office of the Secretary 
of Defense Guidance for the 1993 round of closures. 

DoD Components must reduce their base structure capacity 
commensurate with approved roles and missions, planned force 
drawdowns and programmed workload reductions over the FYDP. For 
BRAC 95, the goal is to further reduce the overall DoD domestic 
base structure by a minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant 
replacement value. Preserving readiness through the elimination 
of unnecessary infrastructure is critical to our national 
security. -, 

It is DoD policy to make maximum use of common support 
assets. DoD Components should, throughout the BRAC 95 analysis 
process, look for cross-service or intra-service opportunities to 
share assets and look for opportunities to rely on a single 
Military Department for support. 

This guidance applies to those base realignment and closure 
recommendations which must, by law, be submitted to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1995 
Commission) for review. This guidance also applies to 
recommendations which are forwarded to the 1995 Commission for 
review, though not required to be forwarded under the law. 



This guidance does not apply to implementing approved 
closures and realignments resulting from the recommendations of 
the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissions. 

Public Law 101-510, Numerical Thresholds 

Public Law 101-510 stipulates that no action be taken to 
close or realign an installation that exceeds the civilian 
personnel numerical thresholds set forth in the law, until those 
actions have obtained final approval pursuant to the law. The 
numerical thresholds established in the law require its 
application for the closure of installations with at least 300 
authorized civilian personnel. For realignments, the law applies 
to actions at installations with at least 300 authorized civilian 
personnel which reduce and relocate 1000 civilians or 50% or more 
of the civilians authorized. 

DoD Components must use a common date to determine whether 
Public Law 101-510 numerical thresholds will be met. For 
BRAC 95, the common date will be September 30, 1994. 
Nonappropriated fund employees are not direct hire, permanent 
civilian employees of the Department of Defense, as defined by 
Public Law 101-510, and therefore should not be considered in 
determining whethe.r the numerical thresholds of the law will be 
met. 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, does not apply to actions 
which: 

o Implement realignments or closures under Public Law 
100-526, relating to the recommendations of the 1988 Defense 
Secretaryf s Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988 
Commission) ; 

o Study or implement realignments or closures to which 
Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicable; 

o Reduce force structure. Reductions in force structure 
may be made under this exception even if the units involved were 
designated to relocate to a receiving base by the 1988, 1991, or 
1993 Commission; or 

o Impact any facilities used primarily for civil works, 
rivers and harbor projects, flood control, or other projects not 
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of 
Defense. 



Activities in Leased Space 

DoD Component activities located in leased space are subject 
to Public Law 101-510, as amended. Additional guidance on how to 
apply this requirement will be issued by the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology. 

Policv Guidance 

Basis for Recommendations 

Base realignment, closure or consolidation studies that 
could result in a recommendation to the 1995 Commission of a base 
closure or realignment must meet the following requirements: 

o The studies must have as their basis the Force 
Structure Plan required by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510; 

o The studies must be based on the final criteria for 
s e l e c t i n g  bases  for c losure  and realignment required by Sect ion  
2903; and 

o The studies must be based on analyses of the base 
structure by like categories of bases using: objective measures 
for the selection criteria, where possible; the force structure 
plan; programmed workload over the FYDP; and military judgement 
in selecting bases for closure and realignment. 

o The studies must consider all military installations 
inside the United States (as defined in the law) on an equal 
footing, including bases recommended for partial closure, 
realignment, or designated to receive units or functions by the 
1988, 1991 or 1993 Commissions. 

Cross-Service Opportunities 

DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
should, where operationally and cost effective, strive to: retain 
in only one Service militarily unique capabilities used by two or 
more Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce 
capacity; and assign operational units from more than one Service 
to a single base. 

Chanaes to Previous Recommendations 

DoD components may propose changes to previously approved 
designated receiving base recommendations of the 1988, 1991 and 
1993 Commissions provided such changes are necessitated by 
revisions to force structure, mission or organization, or 
significant revisions to cost effectiveness that have occurred 



since the relevant commission recommendation was made. 
Documentation for such changes must involve clear military value 
or significant savings, and be based on the final criteria, the 
force structure plan and the policy guidance for the BRAC 95 
process. 

Authorities 

The BRAC 95 process must enhance opportunities for 
consideration of cross-service tradeoffs and multi-service use of 
the remaining infrastructure. Since BRAC 95 is the last round of 
closures authorized under Public Law 101-510, these efforts are 
critical to balancing the DoD base and force structures and to 
preserving readiness through the elimination of unnecessary 
infrastructure. Sharing authority among the Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies and the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense is essential to sound decision making and taking 
advantage of available cross-service asset sharing opportunities. 
The authorities of' the DoD Components and the joint groups 
established by this policy guidance follow and are depicted in 
Appendix A. 

BRAC 95 Review Grouv 

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology (USD(A&T)) will chair a senior level BRAC 95 Review 
Group to oversee the entire BRAC 95 process. The members of the 
BRAC 95 Review Group will be: a senior level representative from 
each Military Department; the chairperson of the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group; the chairperson(s) of each BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Group; senior representatives from the Joint Staff, DoD 
Comptroller (COMP), Program Analysis and Evaluation (PAdE), 
Reserve Affairs (RA) , General Counsel (GC) , Environmental 
Security and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA); and such other 
members as the USD(A&T) considers appropriate. The BRAC 95 
Review Group authorities include, but are not limited to: 
reviewing BRAC 95 analysis policies and procedures; reviewing 
excess capacity analyses; establishing closure or realignment 
alternatives and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for 
consideration by the DoD Components; reviewing BRAC 95 work 
products of the DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Groups; and making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, 
including cross-service tradeoff recommendations and 
recommendations on submission of below-threshold actions to the 
1995 Commission. 



BRAC 95 Steerina G r o u ~  

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security 
(ASD(ES)) will chair a BRAC 95 Steering Group of study team 
leaders from: the Military Departments; DLA; each Joint Cross- 
Service Group; representatives from the Joint Staff, COMP, PA&E, 
RA, GC and Environmental Security; and such other members as the 
ASD(ES) considers appropriate. The purpose of the BRAC 95 
Steering Group is to assist the BRAC 95 Review Group in 
exercising its authorities and to review DoD Component 
supplementary BRAC 95 guidance. 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group& 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups are hereby established in 
six areas with significant potential for cross-service impacts in 
BRAC 95. 

The purpose of the five functional area joint cross-service 
groups is: to determine the common support functions and bases to 
be addressed by each cross-service group; to establish the 
guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of merit, data 
elements and milestone schedules for DoD Component conduct of 
cross-service analyses of common support functions; to oversee 
DoD Component cross-service analyses of these common support 
functions; to identify necessary outsourcing policies and make 
recommendations regarding those policies; to review excess 
capacity analyses; to develop closure or realignment alternatives 
and numerical excess capacity reduction targets for consideration 
in such analyses; and to analyze cross-service tradeoffs. 

The purpose of the economic impact joint cross-service group 
is: to establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact 
and, if practicable, cumulative economic impact; to analyze DoD 
Component recommendations under those guidelines; and to develop 
a process for analyzing alternative closures or realignments 
necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary. 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups shall complete the 
analytical design tasks above and issue guidance to the DoD 
Components, after review by the BRAC 95 Review Group, no later 
than March 31, 1994. The six BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
are : 

o Depot Maintenance: The group will be chaired by the 
Deputy Under Secretary Defense for Logistics (DUSD (L) ) with 
members from each Military Department, the Joint Staff and DLA, 
and other offices as considered appropriate by the DUSD(L) . The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) and the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production Resources will also serve as members. 



o Test and Evaluation: The group will be jointly chaired 
by the Director, Test and Evaluation (D, T&E) and the .Director, 
Operational Test and Evaluation (D,OT&E) with members from each 
Military Department, Defense Research and Engineering (DRCE), and 
other offices as considered appropriate by the chairpersons. The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) will also serve as a member. 

o Laboratories: The group will be chaired by the 
Director, Defense Research and Engineering (D, DRCE) with members 
from each Military Department, TCE, OT&E and other offices as 
considered appropriate by the DIDR&E. The DASD(ER&BRAC) will 
also serve as a member. 

o Military Treatment Facilities including Graduate 
Medical Education: The group will be chaired by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs (ASD(HA)) with members 
from each Military Department and other offices as considered 
appropriate by ASD(HA). The DASD(ER&BRAC) will also serve as a 
member. 

o Undergraduate Pilot Training: The group will be 
chaired by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness (ASD(P&R)) with members from each Military Department 
and others as considered appropriate by the ASD(P&R). The 
DASD(ER&BRAC) will also serve as a member. 

o Economic Impact: The group will be chaired by Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Reinvestment and BRAC 
(DASD(ER&BRAC)) with members from each Military Department, the 
Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) and other offices as 
considered appropriate by the DASD(ER&BRAC). 

DoD Comvonents 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Directors 
of the Defense Agencies, and the Heads of other DoD Components 
shall (without delegation) submit their recommendations for base 
realignments or closures under Public Law 101-510, as amended, to 
the Secretary of Defense. Recommendations and supporting 
documentation shall be delivered to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Economic Security for appropriate processing and 

. forwarding to the Secretary of Defense. 

Heads of DoD Components will designate the individuals to 
serve on the joint groups as described above. 



Coordination 

The joint groups and DoD Components, in pursuing their BRAC 
95 work, should coordinate with each other and should take into 
account other analyses or studies external to the BRAC process 
which may impact their deliberations. For example, the Test and 
Evaluation joint group should consider input from the Test and 
Evaluation Executive Agent Board of Directors. 

YSD (ACT) -- Additional Guidance 
The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 

Technology (USD(A&T)) may issue such instructions as may be 
necessary: to implement these policies, procedures, authorities 
and responsibilities; to ensure timely submission of work 
products to the BRAC 95 Review Group and Joint Cross-Service 
Groups, the Secretary of Defense and the 1995 Commission; and, to 
ensure consistency in application of selection criteria, 
methodology and reports to the Secretary of Defense, the 1995 
Commission and the Congress. The authority and duty of the 
Secretary of Defense to issue regulations under Title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510, as amended, is hereby delegated to the 
USD (A&T) . The USD (A&T) should exercise this authority in 
coordination with other DoD officials as appropriate. 

Selection Criteria 

The BRAC 95 Review Group, chaired by the USD(A&T), will make 
a recommendation to the Secretary of Defense on whether an 
amendment to the selection criteria is appropriate no later than 
January 31, 1994. If the recommendation is to amend the 
criteria, the recommendation will include the proposed amendment. 

If the Secretary of Defense approves amending the criteria, 
USD(A&T) will publish the proposed amendment in the Federal 
Register by February 15, 1994, for a 30 day public comment 
period. The BRAC 95 Review Group will review the public comments 
received, incorporate appropriate comments and make a 
recommendation to the Secretary of Defense on the final criteria 
no later than March 31, 1994. 

Force Structure Plan 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in coordination 
with the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P)), the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology 
(USD(A&T)), the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve 
Affairs, General Counsel, DoD Comptroller, Director Program 



Analysis  and Evaluat ion,  and such o t h e r  o f f i c i a l s  a s  may be 
appropr ia te ,  s h a l l  develop t h e  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  i n  accordance 
with P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a s  amended, and submit it t o  t h e  
Sec re ta ry  o f  Defense f o r  approval. Pending i s suance  of  t h e  f i n a l  
f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p lan  by t h e  Secre tary  o f  Defense, DoD Components 
s h a l l  use  an i n t e r i m  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  t o  be developed and 
i s s u e d  i n  accordance with t h e  above coordina t ion  procedures  by 
t h e  Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f .  The i n t e r i m  f o r c e  
s t r u c t u r e  guidance s h a l l  be i s sued  no la ter  than  January 31, 
1994. Addi t ional  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  guidance s h a l l  be i s s u e d  a s  
soon as p r a c t i c a b l e  after  t h e  FY96-FY01 Program Review i s  
completed i n  t h e  Summer of 1994. The f i n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p lan  
s h a l l  be i s s u e d  a s  soon as poss ib le  a f t e r  f i n a l  f o r c e  d e c i s i o n s  
a r e  made dur ing  t h e  p repara t ion  of t h e  FY96 budget, b u t  no l a t e r  
than  December 15, 1994. The in ter im and f i n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  
p lans  must inc lude  guidance on overseas  deployed f o r c e s .  

P u b l i c  Law 101-510, as amended, r e q u i r e s  t h a t  commissioners 
be nominated by t h e  P res iden t  no l a t e r  than  January 3, 1995, o r  
t h e  1995 base  c losure  process  w i l l  be te rminated .  The Counselor 
t o  t h e  Sec re ta ry  of Defense and Deputy Sec re ta ry  of Defense w i l l  
coordina te  a l l  ma t t e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  Sec re ta ry ' s  
recommendations t o  the  Pres ident  f o r  appointments t o  t h e  1995 
Commission. A l l  i n q u i r e s  from i n d i v i d u a l s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  se rv ing  
on t h e  Commission should be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Counselor. 

The Under Sec re ta ry  of Defense f o r  Acquis i t ion  and 
Technology (USD(A&T)), a s s i s t e d  by t h e  Di rec to r  of ~ d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
and Management (D,A&M),  w i l l  provide t h e  Department's support  t o  
t h e  1995 Commission. 

Primarv Po in t  of Contact 

The USD(A&T) s h a l l  be t h e  primary p o i n t  of c o n t a c t  f o r  t h e  
Department of  Defense with t h e  1995 Commission and t h e  General 
Accounting Of f i ce  (GAO). Each DoD component s h a l l  d e s i g n a t e  t o  
USD(A&T) one o r  more p o i n t s  of con tac t  wi th  t h e  1995 Commission 
and t h e  GAO. The USD(A&T) s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  procedures  f o r  
i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  1995 Commission and t h e  GAO. 

I n t e r n a l  Cont ro ls  

The DoD Inspec to r  General s h a l l  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  a s s i s t  t h e  
DoD Components i n  developing, implementing and e v a l u a t i n g  
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p lans .  



Deoot Maintenance Outsourcina and Industrial Base Considerations 

USD(A&T) is currently analyzing depot maintenance 
outsourcing considerations and is assessing public and private 
industrial base capabilities. Key policy decisions resulting 
from this review should be promulgated, if practicable, by 
March 1, 1994, in order to maximize possible efficiencies in 
maintenance depot infrastructure. 

Procedures 

Record Kee~inq 

DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memorandum 
to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process shall, from the 
date of receipt of this memorandum, develop and keep: 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
policies, analyses and recommendations were made, including 
minutes of all deliberative meetings; 

o All policy, data, information and analyses considered 
in making base realignment and closure recommendations; 

o Descriptions of how DoD Component recommendations met 
the final selection criteria and were based on the final force 
structure plan; and 

o Documentation for each recommendation to the Secretary 
of Defense to realign or close a military installation under the 
law. 

Internal Controls 

DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memorandum 
to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process must develop and 
implement an internal control plan for base realignment, closure 
or consolidation studies to ensure the accuracy of data 
collection and analyses. 

At a minimum, these internal control plans should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and 
sources; 

o Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all 
levels of command; 



o Documentation justifying changes made to data received 
from subordinate commands; 

o Procedures to check the accuracy of the analyses made 
from the data; and 

o An assessment by auditors of the adequacy of each 
internal control plan. 

Data Certification 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires specified DoD 
personnel to certify to the best of their knowledge and belief 
that information provided to the Secretary of Defense or the 1995 
Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a military 
installation is accurate and complete. 

DoD components shall establish procedures and designate 
appropriate personnel to certify that data and information 
collected for use in BRAC 95 analyses are accurate and complete 
to the best of that person's knowledge and belief. DoD 
Components' certification procedures should be incorporated with 
the required internal control plan. Both are subject to audit by 
the General Accounting Office. 

Finally, Secretaries of the Military Departments, Directors 
of Defense Agencies, and heads of other DoD Components must 
certify to the Secretary of Defense that data and information 
used in making BRAC 95 recommendations to the Secretary are 
accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge and belief. 

Criteria Measures/Factors 

DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups must 
develop one or more measures/factors for applying each of the 
final criteria to base structure analyses. While objective 
measures/factors are desirable, they will not always be possible 
to develop. Measures/factors may also vary for different 
categories of bases. DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross- 
Service groups must document the measures/factors used for each 
of the final criteria. 

Cate~ories of Baseg 

One of the first steps in evaluating the base structure for 
potential closures or realignments must involve grouping 
installations with like missions, capabilities, or attributes 
into categories, and when appropriate, subcategories. 
Categorizing bases is the necessary link between the forces 
described in the Force Structure Plan, programmed workload, and 
the base structure. Determining categories of bases is a DoD 



Component and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group responsibility. 
DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups should 
avoid over-categorization in order to maximize opportunities for 
cross-service or intra-service tradeoffs. 

Reserve Comvonent Impacts 

Considerable overall DoD savings can be realized through 
maximizing the use of Reserve component enclaves and through 
joint use of facilities by the Reserve components. However, 
these overall DoD savings may not be identified during the BRAC 
95 process. Consequently, DoD Components should look for 
opportunities to consolidate or relocate Reserve components onto 
active bases to be retained in the base structure and onto 
closing or realigning bases. 

DoD Components must complete Reserve component recruiting 
demographic studies required by DoD Directive 1225.7 to ensure 
that the impact on the Reserve components of specific closures 
and realignments are considered. 

Cost of Base Realianment Actions (COBRA) Cost Model 

DoD Components must use the COBRA cost model to calculate 
the costs, savings and return on investment of proposed closures 
and realignments. The Army is executive agent for COBRA and 
model improvements are ~nderway. 

Comrnunitv Preference 

DoD Components must document the receipt of valid requests 
received from communities expressing a preference for the closure 
of a military installation under Section 2924 of Public Law 101- 
510. DoD components will also document the steps taken to give 
these requests special consideration. Such documentation is 
subject to review by the General Accounting Office, the 
Commission and the Congress. 

Release of Information 

Data and analyses used by the DoD Components to evaluate 
military installations for closure and realignment will not be 
released until the Secretary's recommendations have been 
forwarded to the 1995 Commission on March 1, 1995, unless 
specifically required by law. The 1995 Commission is required to 
hold public hearings on the recommendations. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special 
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Department of Defense's selection process. As 



such, the GAO will be provided, upon request, with as much 
information as possible without compromising the deliberative 
process. The DoD Components must keep records of all data 
provided to the GAO. 

Dissemination of Guidance 

DoD Components shall disseminate this guidance and 
subsequent policy memoranda as widely as possible throughout 
their organizations. The BRAC 95 Steering Group will review DoD 
Component supplementary guidance. 

Timelines 

The timelines described in this memorandum are depicted at 
Appendix B. 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3 0 1  0 D E F E N S E  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301 - 3 0 1  0 

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEKENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum One 

Backcrround 

Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of January 7, 1994, 
(attached) established policy, procedures, authorities, and 
responsibilities .for selecting bases for realignment or closure 
under Public Law (P.L.) 101-510, as amended, for the 1995 base 
closure process (BRAC 95). This memorandum is the first in a 
series of Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology (USD(A&T)) policy memoranda implementing the Deputy 
Secretary's BRAC 95 guidance. 

Ji~~lication of P.L. 101-510 Thresholds 

This guidline amplifies the DepSecDef January 7, 1994, 
policy guidance on P.L. 101-510 numerical thresholds. 

In determining whether the Act's numerical closure or 
realignment thresholds are met, independent actions that result 
in closures or realignments shall be considered separately. In 
other words, independent actions affecting an individual 
installation need not be aggregated to apply the numerical 
thresholds of the Act. However, closure or realignment actions 
shall not be broken into smaller increments for the purpose of 
avoiding application of the Act. Subject to the foregoing, 
independent closure or realignment actions that do not exceed the 
numerical thresholds set forth in the Act may proceed outside the 
established BRAC 95 process. Questions regarding whether or not 
proposed actions are independent should be referred to DoD 
Components' General Counsel. 



Conversely, as the DoD Components review their base 
structure or conduct functional studies with base closure or 
realignment impacts, a determination must be made as to whether a 
comprehensive review or study impacting more than one 
installation should be considered a single action under P.L. 101- 
510. To be considered a single action, the review or study must: 

(1) Result in the closure or realignment of at least one 
installation which would trigger the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2) Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire action. 

Ca~acitv/Militarv Value Analvses 

An early step in BRAC 95 evaluations is determining whether 
a category/subcategory has potential excess capacity for the end 
state force levels contained in the Force Structure Plan. Should 
no excess capacity be found in a category/subcategory, there is 
no need to continue analyzing that portion of the base structure, 
unless there is a military value or other reason to continue the 
analysis (such as a cross-category opportunity to look at 
installations with similar capabilities, but in different 
categories). Bases in such categories/subcategories shall remain 
subject to joint cross-service review and remain available as 
potential receivers of missions or functions. 

Conversely, if a DoD Component recommends a base for closure 
or realignment, the supporting analysis must have considered all 
bases within that category/subcategory, as well as cross-category 
opportunities. If, in applying the military value criteria, you 
find bases that are militarily/geographically unique or mission- 
essential (such that no other base could substitute for them) you 
may justify that fact and exclude these bases from further 
analysis. Bases so excluded shall remain subject to joint cross- 
service review and remain available as potential receivers of 
missions or functions. 

peturn on Investment tROI) 

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and 
reported with DoD Components1 justifications for each recommended 
installation closure or realignment package. All costs and 
savings attributable over time to a closure or realignment 
package, subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, 
including costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or 
savings elements that are identified, but determined to be 
insignificant, need not be calculated. However, DoD Component 
records should indicate that determination. 



The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 
calculates return on investment. DepSecDefls January 7, 1994, 
policy memorandum requires the DoD Components to use the most 
current COBRA version, in order to ensure consistency in 
methodology. Although the model does not produce budget quality 
data, it uses standard cost factors and algorithms to estimate 
costs and savings over time which permit a consistent comparison 
of bases in a functional or installation category. 

We recognize that DoD Component planning and accounting 
mechanisms are sufficiently different to warrant some 
Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the COBRA 
model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use of such 
cost factors, particularly when performing cross-service 
analysis. 

Specific instructions follow for the calculation of discount 
and inflation rates, health care costs, Homeowners Assistance 
Program, and savings for input to the COBRA model. 

o Discount and Inflation Rates OMB Circular A-94 
specifies the discount and inflation rates to be used in ROI 
calculations. 

o Health Care Costs 

oo CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can 
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analysis of closures or realignments 
involving Military Treatment Facilities. 

o Homeowners Assistance Proaram (HAP1 The Secretary of 
the Army will provide each DoD Component with a list of 
installations that have a reasonable probability of having a HAP 
program approved, should the installations be selected for 
closure or realignment. HAP costs will be included for each of 
the installations so identified by the Secretary of the Army. 

o Land Value Given existing law and practice regarding 
the disposal of real property, especially public benefit and 
economic development transfers, proceeds from the sale of land 
and facilities generally may not be realized. In cases where 
some proceeds can be expected, DoD Components must estimate the 
amount to be received for such real property. Estimated land and 
facility proceeds will generally be based on the anticipated 
reuse of the land and facilities, assuming appropriate zoning. 
Also, where an installation has unique contamination problems, a 
portion of the installation may have to be segregated from 
disposal so that community reuse may proceed on the balance. 
Estimated proceeds should be adjusted: for any such parceling, 
including discounting proceeds when sale of contaminated property 
is possible only after the cleanup remedy has been installed and 



approved; for reduced prices where property is likely to be sold 
for restricted uses; or, when significant public benefit or 
economic development transfers are anticipated. 

o Force Structure Savincrs The savings associated with 
force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on 
investment calculations. While declining force structure, as 
depicted in the required Force Structure Plan, will often be the 
underlying reason for recommending base closures or realignments, 
the savings associated with closing bases should generally be 
founded on the elimination of base operating support (BOS), 
infrastructure and related costs. 

o Hilitam Construction DoD Components will describe 
anticipated construction requirements (barracks square feet, 
etc.) to implement a BRAC recommendation and not actual projects. 
These requirements only become projects during the implementation 
phase after the 1995 Commission reports to the President and 
after installation site surveys are conducted and formal project 
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

o Construction Cost Avoidances Closing and realigning 
bases can result in construction cost avoidances. Cost 
avoidances should include FY96-01 programmed military and family 
housing construction that can be avoided at the closing or 
realigning bases, other than new-mission construction. 

COBRA Model Assumtions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

o Socal Moves Moves of less than 50 miles will not incur 
PCS moving costs. 

o prioritv Placement Svstem Costs. Sixty percent of all 
employees will be placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program. Fifty percent of all employees placed in 
other jobs through the Program will be relocated at government 
expense. These percentages are based on historical data. 

o m ~ l o v e e  Attrition and Turnover. Fifteen Percent of 
all employees will not need to be placed or severed due to normal 
attrition and turnover. 

o Retirement Factors. Fifteen percent of all employees 
are eligible for retirement. Five percent of those are eligible 
for normal retirement and ten percent are eligible for early 
retirement. 



o Homeowner's Assistance Proaram (HAPI. The HAP home 
value rate is 22.9 percent. The HAP receiving rate is 5 percent. 

o Students For the purposes of return on investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
model's calculation of overhead costs, and as appropriate, 
estimates of military construction requirements. 

Receivina Bases 

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants, which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases. Such relocations must be included 
in DoD Component's recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 
The COBRA model will calculate the costs for relocating such 
units or activities. DoD Components do not need to identify 
specific receiving bases for units or tenants with less than 100 
civilianlmilitary employees. Finding homes for these activities 
can be left to execution. However, DoD Components should 
establish a generic "base xw within the COBRA model to act as the 
surrogate receiving base for the aggregation of these smaller 
units or activities, in order to ensure completeness of cost and 
savings calculations. 

Reserve Enclaves 

This expands on the DepSecDef January 7, 1994, policy 
guidance on Reserve Component impacts. 

On each base designated for closure or realignment, the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or to relocate guard and reserve units, the affected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Components' 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs of fitting out an enclave for 
reserve component or guard use will be estimated and included as 
part of the return on investment calculations. 

"R. Noel r ema are - 

Principal D e p ~ !  Under Secretary of 
Defense (Acquisition & Technology) 





THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

301 0 DEFENSE PENTAGON ! 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -301 0 i 

ACQUISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE' 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS'TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 

I hereby redelegate to the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Economic Security the authority to issue instructions 
providing additional guidance to the DoD Components which was 
delegated to the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology by Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of 
January 7, 1994, titled, "1995 Base Realignments and Closures 
(BRAC 95)." 

The Assistant Secretary for Economic Security shall also 
act, on behalf of the Under Secretary, as the primary point of 
contact for the Department of Defense with the 1995 Commission 
and the General Accounting Office. 

Paul G. Kaminski 





THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Closure and Realignment Selection Criteria 

The attached 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) 
Selection Criteria, required by Section 2903(b) of P.L. 101-510, 
form the basis, along with the force structure plan, of the base 
closure and realignment process. DoD components shall use these 
criteria in base structure analyses to nominate BRAC 95 closure 
or realignment candidates. The criteria will also be used by the 
1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in their 
review of the Department of Defense final recommendations. These 
criteria are identical to those used in BRAC 91 and BRAC 93. 

Attachment 



Department of Defense 

Final Selection Criteria 

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 accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force requirements 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Re- on Investmeat 

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

Impacts 

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. 



& ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301.3300 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAiRMAN OF THE JOINT CHEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) - Policy Memorandum Two -- 
Joint Cross-Service Group Functional Analysis Process 

This memorandum summarizes the process, involving both Joint Cross-Service Groups 
(JCSGs) and the individual Military Departments, for developing BRAC alternatives in situations 
involving such common support functions as labs, depots, test & evaluation, undergraduate pilot 
training and medical facilities. 

JCSGs will determine a functional value for each of the common support functions at 
each activity within their jurisdiction. These functional values will be independent of the 
military value of any installation, which is separately determined by the Military Departments. 
The assessments of functional value and assessments of functional capacity and requirements, 
using certified data, will then be incorporated into JCSG analyses of possible functional closure 
or realignment altematives. The JCSG's (which include representatives from the Military 
Departments) will use their expertise and judgment to develop these functional closure or 
realignment alternatives. 

To assist them as an analytic tool in this process, the JCSGs will use a linear 
programming optimization model (documentation attached) to the maximum extent possible. 
The model provides a basis for further analysis and the application of judgment in developing 
functional alternatives. While the model has value in assessing alternatives for relocations and 
consolidations of common support functions, it cannot by itself make recommendations 
regarding closures or realignments of installations. Those can be made only by the Military 
Departments or the BRAC 95 Review Group, reflecting judgment conceming the military value 
of installations, based on the final criteria and the six-year force structure plan. 



Each JCSG is currently supported in its evaluations by a Joint Cross-Service Working Group 
(JCSWG), variously referred to as "sub-groups", "study teams" or "technical and support groups." 
JCSWGs will adapt the linear programming (optimization) model to assist each JCSG in its analysis 
and aid in developing alternatives. All JCSGs will be supported by a single Tri-Department BRAC 
Group consisting of representatives from each Military Department, which will execute runs of the 
linear programming (optimization) model, using certified data, according to the objective functions 
and policy imperatives provided by the JCSGs and the management controls required by the internal 
control plan. JCSG alternatives can be derived from any number of combinations of objective 
functions and policy imperatives as long as they have been previously approved by the Chairman of 
the BRAC 95 Steering Group. 

The Military Departments will conduct their individual BRAC processes in parallel with the 
JCSG analyses, to determine the relative military value of their installations. JCSG products such as 
functional value may be used to assist in determining installation military value. If it is useful to a 
JCSG in developing its alternatives for analysis, a JCSG may solicit the guidance of the Military 
Departments concerning the military value of installations. It must be recognized that any such 
guidance must necessarily be preliminary and will not constitute a final determination of military 
value or of suitability for closure or realignment. 

The JCSGs and the Military Departments will then review the sets of optimization model 
outputs. Working together, the JCSGs and the Military Departments will apply their collective 
judgment to develop feasible functional alternatives to facilitate cross-service actions that will strive 
to maximize infrastructure (overhead) reductions at minimal cost. This cooperative work by the 
JCSGs and the Military Departments should be completed in time for the BRAC 95 Review Group 
to consider any issues that may be appropriate and to leave sufficient time for the Military 
Departments to formulate their recommendations. The JCSGs and Military Departments will 
continue to interact during November and December as the Military Departments consider cross- 
service alternatives in their respective BRAC analytical processes. 

The Military Departments will present their recommendations for closure and realignment to 
the Secretary of Defense no later than mid-February, 1995. The Military Departments will provide 
the Secretary of Defense a status report, to include all preliminary closure and realignment 
candidates, by January 3, 1995. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic 
Security will staff the Military Department recommendations within the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. The BRAC 95 Review Group or OSD principals may solicit the opinion of or task the 
JCSG's during this period, if and as appropriate. 

The pmcess described above involves appropriate interaction between JCSG and Military 
Department analyses and permits consideration of joint functional altematives to be incorporated 
within the existing BRAC process of the Military Departments. If you have questions concerning 
the process, please contact Mr. Robert Bayer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Installations, 703-697- 177 1. 

Attachment 
C-30 



joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool User's Guide 

Executive Summary 

Background 

The Deputy sccretary of Defense established policy for the Department of Defense 1995 
base realignment and closure (BRAC 95) process with strong emphasis on cross-sewice opportu- 
nities. l h s  document describes operations and capabilities of the common analytical tool to 
assist Joint CrossService Groups (users) in the development of aoss-service alternatives as part 
of the BRAC process. 

Analytical Tool 

A standard tool often used to develop optimal solutions to complex allocation problems 
is the mixed-integer, linear program w). The cross-service analysis of allocations of com- 
mon support functional requirements to Military Department sites and activities is a complex 
allocation problem. 

The lWLP formulation described in this document can be used to develop cross-service 
functional alternatives. The data elements required for this tool are derived fiom the c e d e d -  
data available to the user. Policy imperatives and other constraints and considerations can be 
incorporated into the model to allow the tailoring of formulations to accommodate functional 
attributes and perspectives. 

The tool provides the capabhty to vary the objective function for a formulation in order 
to obtain families of solutions. A solution defines a set of functional allocations and identification 
of sites or activities where cross-service functional workload could be assigned. An objective 
function that combines military value of sites and activities with functional values is discussed in 
th document T ~ I S  particular objective function will tend to consolidate common support func- 
tions into hlgh military value sites or activities. At the same time, this objective function will as- 
sign common support functions to sites having high functional values. The weighting between 
these two goals can be parameterized to obtain families of solutions for further consideration. 

Second and third best alternatives for a given formulation can be obtained using meth- 
ods described in this document These alternatives may be considered as additions to the set 
for further review. 

Other objective functions that the user may wish to consider in addition to the one men- 
tioned above, indude rninimi.ring excess functional capacity, minimizing the total number of 
sites performing cross-sewice functions, and maximking the sum of functional values. This tool 
wiU also allow the user to explore the sensitivity of the optimal solution for a given formulation 
to particular model inputs. 

The M L P  formulation described provides the basic analytical tool to generate cross- 
service functional alternatives. 
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User's Guide Organization 

This. user's guide provides an ovewiew of the analybcal methodology in the next section. 
That section describes the products of the methodology and discusses terminolbgy relating to 
what a site m activity is relative to a function 

Section 2 describes the basic data elements that are used in the methodology. Section 2 
also discusses data elements in terms of what these elements are meant to represent. 

The Merent optimization problem formulations that the user may choose to use to ex- 
plore alternatives are &cussed in section 3. These indude hding a srnaJl set of high militaty 
d u e  sites or activities that can perform the functional requirement, mhimhhg excess capacity, 
and mhhizing the number of sites. AU of these formulations are parameterized in such a way 
that the user can explore trade-ofi between different factors, such as military value or excess 
capacity, and assignments of functional requirement based upon functional value. This section 
also discusses the incorporation of policy imperatives in the opthnization problem formulations. 

Section 4 demonstrates the application of each of these formulations to a notional set of 
data. Section 5 describes the methodology for obtaining the second and third best solutions to a 
given formulation. F d y ,  section 6 identi6es the commeraal software product that was used to 
solve the optimization example problems. Input fles for this solver are induded in the 
appendces. 

--- - 

1. Analytical Methodology Overview 

The optimhtion formulations described in this document require a set of data elements 
as inputs. AU of the fomulations require a functional d u e  and functional capacity for each site 
capable of performing that specific cross-service function. The DoD requirement for each cross- 
service function is needed. Some of the formulations will also require the military values for 
each site. 

A p r e h u m y  fomulation that allocates cross-service functional requirements based 
upon functional capacities and functional value will be conducted. The objetive function of 
this formulation will assign the DoD requirement for each cross-service function to sites or activi- 
ties having the highest functional value for each function. These assignments will only be con- 
strained by the functional capacities at each site. This analysis win not require the military 
d u e s  for the sites. 

The primq formulations optimize the asdpent of cross-se~ce functions based upon 
military values of sites, functional values, and capacities. These formulations are very flexible in 
that multiple objective functions and policy imperative modeled as constraints may be used to 
explore different solutions. 

A standard resource allocation tool comprises the core of this anayhcal approach. A 
standard tool used to h d  optimal solutions to complex allocation problems is the mixed-integer, 
linear p r o p  (MLP). Allocation of common support functiond requirements to military d e  
p a m m t  sites and activities subject to constraints is a complex allocation problem. 



Process Products 

The following table lists the various products of the anaytld approach dehed in this 
document. 

Hierarchical Structure 

r 

Process products 
Capacity d y s e s  

Requirements 
4- 

Functional value (FV) 
rwessments 

The Oflice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the departments, and other groups all use 
different tenns to describe the various components of e c t u r e  that are to be considered by 
the users. In this document a site refers to an installation, base, or station. An a&Q refers to 
a component of the site such as depot or test hdhty residing on the site. A site may have one 
or more activities. Afunction is the capabiliy to perfonn a particular support action or pro- 
duce a parti& commodity. A common nrpport function is a W o n .  An activity indudes a 
collection of functions. For example, a depot (an activity) may repair engines and airhmes. 
These would be two functions performed at this activity. A function may be further broken 
down into subfunctions or fkilities required to perform functions, but the approach described 
here does not consider the subfunctions or Wties .  Subfunctions or fdities can be incorpo- 
rated into the process described here if the appropriate data is available. The following dqmm 
illustrates this hierarchical structure. 

Description 

Develop methodology to measure the capacity of a site or activ- 
ity to perform a function. Use data call responses to calculate 
capacities. 

For each function, develop methodology to estimate the out- 
year DoD requirement to perfonn the function. Calculate the 
required capacity and idenafy excess capacity reduction goals. 

Develop measures and weights for assessing the d u e  of per- 
forming a function at a site or an activiv based upon data call 
responses. Provide N for all appropriate functions and 
site/activity combinations. 

Optimize functional 
n q k m e n *  Wca- 
tiom (preliminary 
f ormnlation) 
Optimize allocations 
of functional req*c 

dq 
vdue Or 

ties (prim- 
formulations) 

Find the best allocation of functional requirements to sites or 
activities based solely upon functional capacities and functional 

Develop solutions based upon the &st three products, above, 
and policy imperatives. Solutions will be developed using the 
optimization formulations desaibed later in hi, document as a 
tool to explore alternatives. 



2. Data Elements 

The andecal approach assumes that the following data will be available for all of the 
sites and functions: 

Data 
Elements 

Description 

ma, Military value of site s expressed as 3 (hlgh), 2 (medium), or 
1 (low). 

f ~ s f  Functional d u e  for performing function f at site/activity s 
expressed as a number &om 0 (low) to 100 (hlgh). 

cal%f Capacity of sitelactivity s to perform function f. 

reqf The total DoD requirement or goal to perform function f. 

The military value of a site, mo,, should measure the overall d u e  of the site. 

The fasf functional d u e  for performing function f at site (or activity) s measures the 
capability and quality of performing work of type f at site (or activity) s. Capacity to perform a 
specialized subfunction that is not one of the functions called out in the formulation can be con- 
sidered in calculating functional value. 

- - 

3. Optimization Formulations 

The mixed integer linear programming (MILP) model formulations, that are described 
below, serve as the basic analpcal tools to assist users in the development of cross-senrice alter- 
natives, allow for moUcation of formdations, and incorpoation of policy imperatives.' 

'A policy imprr&c is a statement that nstrictp the solutions that are acceptable and that can be modeled as a con- 
m t  in the formulation. An example of a policy imperarive is included in one of the examples. 



Rehkmry Formulation. 

The preliminary foxmulation of the optimizalion problem will be solved once the initial 
data [fa,, , cap,, , rep, ) are available. This formulation, called win mylimire the func- 
t i o d  values weighted by the assigned workload and nomabed by ,the functional requirement. 
No constraints other than the functional capacities at each site and the requirement to meet the 
DoD requirement for each cross-service function are included in this formulation. This solution 
will sewe as a baseline of what is parrible if no other factors, such as military values of sites or 
costs, are considered. 

For each function, this formuhion will load as much of the hctional DoD tequirement 
as it can into the site or activity having the highest functiod value for that function. I€ that site 
or activity does not have the capacity to accommodate the fd requirement, the site or activity 
having the next highat functional value will be allocated any remaining requirement up to its 
capacity, and so on. 

The mathematical description of this formulation follows: 

ESss Zq = rtqf : for all functions f E F, 

I$ kg x cap$ : for all sites s E S and f E F, 

k4Sos: for all sites S E  Sand f E F, 

0 sos I 1, integer: for all sites s c S, 

0 I ksi I 1 ,  integer : for all sites s E S and functions f c F; 

where 

S= The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 
F= The set of all functions under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 

0, = 1 if any functional requirement is assigned to the site, and 0 otherwise; 
a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity will be allowed. 

Decision variable 

I#= amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site s. 
= 1 if any amount of function f is assigned to site s, O othewise. 



The o, variables are included in this formulation only to keep count of the number of 
sites that actually have some functional requirement assigned to them. Their inclusion in the 
model does not aEect the assignment of the functional requirement to sites or activities. The 
two constraints involving the o, variables are used to ensure that these variables are set to the 
COIYect values. 

The k4 variables that are structuraI variables that indicate whether or not any functional 
workload of + f has been assigned to site s. The a parameter can be used to prevent d 
hrnctionnl workload assignments. If a is set to 0.01, then the minimum workload assignment of 
a function to a site, given that any functional workload for this function is made to this site, 
would be one percent of that site's capacity to perform that function. ?he a parameter may be 
adjusted as required to meet the requirements of the particular user. 

Primary Formulations 

These formulations explore potential cross-service functional alternatives. The basic for- 
mulation is shown below. Speci6cation of the objective function, f(o,, I@, k*), win create a dif- 
ferent optimization problem. 

Minimirc f(o,, I&, kd) 
o,, I&, kah 

subject to 

ZIES ZSf = TCQ/ : for all functions f e F , 

o, I ZfEF kf : for all sites s E S, 

0 5 Zq I kd x cap?{ : for all fumtions f E F and sites s E S, 

kq < 0, : for all sites s l S and f E F, 

k41&:forallfunctions f~ ~ a n d s i t e s s e  S, 

0 I o, I I, integer : for all sites s E S, 

0 I kd 5 1, integer : for all sites s E S and functions f E F, 

where 

S= The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-senrice groups; 

F = The set of all functions under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 
a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity win be allowed. 

Decision variables 

o, = 1 if any cross-service functional requirements are assigned to the site or 
activity, 0 otherwise; 

l4 = amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site or 
activity s. 



k = 1 if any DoD requirement for function f is to be assigned to site s, 0 
otherwise. 

Three different optimization formulations that vary only in the speacation of the objec- 
tive function are discussed next 

The MINNMV Formulation. This formulation will find a sman number of sites having 
the highest milifar~ value that can accommodate the DoD required workload. In addition, it 
will assign the DoD requirement for each cross-service function to the retained sites (or activities) 

. 
having the highest functional value for that function. The purpose of this formukon is to as- 
sign, to the extent possible, the cross-service functional requirements to dtes or activities having a 

high milifar~ value and high functional values. The rationale for this approach is that sites hav- 
ing h~& military d u e  are the ones most likely to be retained by the m i 1 . i ~  departments. The 
objective function for this formulation is as follows: 

where 

0 S w S 100 Weight parameter used to vary the emphasis between military 
value and functional value, 

nmv, = 4 - mo,. 

Ths formulation will be referred to as the IKIBINBW model since it minimizes the sum 
of 4 - mo, for retained sites or activities. Site or activities having a hi@. military d u e  (3) will 
have 1 as their value. Site or activities with low military d u e  (1) will have 3 as their value. 

The parameters ul and .,are used to scale the two components of the objective function. 
Scaling the components of the objective function enhances the ability of the solver to find a solu- 
tion. Apart kom the weight parameters, these s&g parameters will scale the components of 
the objective function to values near 1.0 . 

The weight parameter, w, can be varied to change the emphasis the formulation gives to 
military value versus functional value. If w = 0, this f o d a t i o n  matches the prebmary for- 
mulation (MNiFV) as site military value would have zero weight Convedy, if w i s  set to a 
large d u e  (w = 99), functional value would have little weight The LLAXW and MINNBW for- 
mulations are the same fonnulatin, only differing in the parameter w . Varying win the for- 
mulation allows the model to be used to create a family of solutions. These points are illustrated 
by an example in the next section. 

The component of the objective function that addresses military value of sites, 
Zss o, x nmv, = ZEs o, x (4 - mv,), affects the optimal solution as follow. (For this discussion 
we will ignore the functional value component of the objective function, 
-ZtEs Z* I ,  x fv$rcqg . If there were no constraints m the formuhion, i.e, sw the 
DoD requiremeng the minimum value of the objective function would be achieved by setting 



o, = 0 for all sites since 4 - mv, > 1 for all sites. Given that some sites have to be open, all else 
being equal, it is better to open a site with mo, = 3 because it increases the objective function by 
the least amount 

The MINXCAP Formulation. If the parameter w is set to a large value (w = 99), this 
problem formulation will b d  the set of retained sites having the d e s t  total functional capac- 
ity but st i l l  able to perform the DoD functional requirement Depending on w ,  functional assign- 
ments are also optimized. The objective function for this formulation is: 

If w = 0, this formulation, like the MINNMV foxmuhion, is also equivalent to the 
MAXFV formulation. I€ w is set to a large value, excess capacity is reduced as much as possible 
without regard to functional values. As in the MINNMV formulation, ul and u2 are used to 
scale the components of the objective function. For this formulation itl = T,sZfEFcapJI/reqf. 
The other scale parameter uz is set to the same value for all formubons. 

The MlNSrfES Formulation. This formulation, depending on the value of w,  will 6nd 
the minimum-sized set of site or activities that can perform the DoD functional requirement. As 
in the previous foda t i om,  if w = 0, this formulation is also equivalent to MAXFV. The objec- 
tive function for dw formulation is given by: 

If w is set to a large value, the aoss-service functional workload is assigned to the small- 
est possible number of sites regardless of functional dues .  For this formulation ul= IS], the 
number of sites in the set S. 

The MAXSN formulation. This formulation maximizes the sum of the functional val- 
ues for all of the retained sites. The objective function for this formulation is given by: 

For this f o r m d o n  ul= zfEF X r S  fvsf. If the number of sites to be retained is not con- 
strained, all of the sites will be retained in the solution since the objective function is maximized 
when o, = 1 for all sites. Obtaining meaningful results with this formulation, therefore, requires 
a constraint on the number of sites retained. 

Policy Imperatives 

A policy imperative is any statement that can be formulated as a constraint in the model. 
The model described here is very flexible in its capadty to handle imperatives. Examples of 
imperatives that can be modeled indude: 



assigning functions in groups, 

increasing the average DoD military d u e  of the sites assigned any 
cross-service functional workload, 

requiring the weighted functional d u e  for a given common support function 
to be at least as great as some value, 

limiting the number of sites that have any crossservice functional workload 
assigned to them, 

r e q m g  that uch department's average military . d u e  is not allowed to go 
below some level, 

requiring a certain number of sites in a geographic area to remain open, and 

requiring the distribution of functional workload to fonow a certain pattern, 
e.g., in one department, in one location, or on both coasts. 

This is not an exhaustive list of the possibilities for policy imperatives. An example of a 
policy imperative added to the bfINNhW fonnulation is given in the following section. 

Consistent Alternatives 

The functional data and constraints &om all of the users may be combined into a single 
fonnulation. In the event that two users obtain solutions that are inconsistent (e.g., the solutions 
have a site or activity receiving cross-service functional workload in one, and losing all of its 
cross-senice functional workload in the other) this capability can be used to resolve the 
inconsistency. 

4. Optimization Examples 

The following examples use representative, notional data to demonstrate the formula- 
tions. Three Merent departments, X, Y, and 2, each have 5 sites (A, B, C, D, and E). Six 
functions are considered: air vehicles, munitions, electronic combat, hed-wing avionics, conven- 
tional missiles and rockets, and satellites. Table 1 shows the basic data for these sites. Table 1 
also shows the DoD requirement by function and the percent of excess capacity. Percent excess 
capacity is calculated as 

Preliminary Formulation (MAXV). 

Results for the MAXFV fonnuhlion are shown in table 2. If there is no frmctiod r e  
quirement assigned to a site, the cap* for that function is shown as zerb at that site even if 
the site has requirements for other functions assigned. Notice t& for this solution, dl J Ies  have 
some moss-seroite functional wmkload as~ned. 
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The column in table 2 labeled W@ FVshows the weighted functional value for each 

function. Wgt N for function f E F = Z~sf~If=~91f 
LS Vtfd 

. Wgt FV is an indicator of the quality of 

the cross-sewice docation of the timcti~naiie~dernent acmss ~II sites and activities. The aver- 
age FV, the weighted average FV, and the weighted percent excess capacity &e also shown in 
the table. These three numbers are gross measures of the quality of the solution. 

Primary Formulation (MINNMV). 

Table 3 shows the data for the optima solution to the MINNMV formuhion with 
w = 99. The number of sites having cross-service functional workload assigned has been re- 
duced bom 15 to six. Excess capacity is greatly reduced. The weighted percent excess capacity 
is only 31 percent compared to 60 for the  MA^ f o m d o n .  The DoD milita~~ value average 
is inaeased by 28.8 percent. The miktary value averages for the two depments  with any sites 
retained have both been increased. The weighted functional value scores are not as good as the 
scores obtained born the MAXFV formulation. The average N score is almost 14 points lower 
than for the MAXFV formulation. 

Primaq Formulation (MINNMV) with Policy Imperative 

As an example of a policy imperative, consider the following. Suppose the user respon- 
sible for the missile function determines that only two sites should perform the conventional mis- 
siles and rockets function. The optimal solution to the original MINNMV formulation assigned 
the missile function to four different sites. Modtfylng the formulation such that only 
two sites are allowed to perform the missile function results in the solution shown in table 4. 
The optmd solution still requires only six sites to perform the aoss-service functions, but the 
sites are Merent. Only four of the sites are common to both solutions. Since the model has an 
additional constraint, the average military value has decreased compared to the o r i d  
MINNMV formulation. 

Parameterization of the MINNMV Formulation 

Table 5 summarizes the results of varying the parameter w in the MI- formulation 
over the values 0, 53 ,5 ,  :LO, 20,30,40,60, and 99 . As is to be expected, the number of sites 
and activities with moss-service functional workload assigned and weighted functional value de- 
crease as w mcreases. The average military d u e  generally inaeases as w inaeases. Though 
these results pertain only to this particular example, they clearly illustrate qualitative Merences 
between the MAXFV and MINNlKV formulations. The optimal solutions to the formulation do 
not change as w varies over the range of 60 to 99. 

This example illustrates how the parameter w can be used to generate a family of cross- 
service functional solutions. For instance, a user with table 5 before him could deade that &om 
this family of solutions, the solution obtained by setting w = 20 is worth exploring further since 
the weighted functional values are very dose to the bat  values obtained in the MAXN formu- 
lation and the weighted average percent excess capadh/ has been reduced born 60 to 17 per- 
cent Table 6 %lays the full output born this formulation. 



Figure 1 +lays this information in graphical form. The figure shows the sharp d e  
crease in the average functional value for conventional missiles and rockek when w is changed 
h 20 to 30. The figure also displays the increase in average military value that is achieved by 
using the MINNMV fomulation. 

Rimary Formulation (MINXCAP) 

Table 7 shows the output of the MINXCAP formulation with w = 99. As would be ex- 
pected, this f o d a t i o n  produces a solution that greatly reduces excess capaciv, but the 
weighted functiod values have d e r e d .  The weighted average percent cxws  cap* has 
been reduced to almost 6 percent. 

Rimary Formulation (MINSITES) 

The results of using the MINSVES formulation with w = 99 are given in table 8. The opti- 
mal solution retains only six sites. The sites are different than the sites retained in the MINNMV 
solution. 

Primary Formulation (MAXSFV) 

The results of using the MAXSFV fomulation with the number of retained sites con- 
strained to be no more than six are dqlayed in table 9. 

Summary of Formulation Results 

The following table summarizes the basic statistics for the five formulations. 

5. Generating Alternatives 

Alternative solutions, in terms of the retained sites or activities, may be obtained by ex- 
cluding a set of retained or open sites born a formulation. For example, the optima solution 
obtained born the MINNKV formulation (see table 3) retains sites XA, XC, XD, ZA, ZB, and 
ZD. To h d  another optimal solution with the same objective function value or the next best 
solution, we define the set A = {XQ, XC, XD, ZQ, ZB, 2.) and add the following constraints to 
the MINNMV formulation: 

Si t e s  retained 

Weighted avg. 
percent excess 
capacity 

Weighted aver- 
8ge w 
Average mili- 
firP value 

6 

31.39 

73.9 

2.83 

I 

15 

60.37 

84.7 

2.2 

7 

6.1 1 

74.2 

2 

I 

6 

12.14 

76.5 

2.67 

6 

24.1 

62.9 

2.67 



ZsEAI o, S lA I - a (condition 1) 

Z,ssA, o, 2 $ (condition 2) 

A solution that satisfies either condition 1 (a = 1) or condition 2 ($ = 1) will be different 
h the ori@ optima solution. The fonnuhion given above guarantees that at least one of 
these two conditions will hold at the optima solution. The second best solution to the 
MINNMV formulation is given in table 10. The second-best solution retains sites XC, XD, YC, 
ZA, ZB, ZD. This solution actually has weighted functional d u e s  that are superior to those of 
the o r i d  optima solution for some of the functions. Comparing values in tables 3 and 10, it 
would be difiicult to argue that the optima solution is dearly superior to the solution given in 
table 10. 

If we dehe  the set Az = {XC, XD, YC, 24, ZB, ZD) , then the following formulation can 
be used to 6nd the third best solution: 

ZsaAld, 0, I )A1 A A2 1 - a (condition 1) 

ZHAld2  0 , 1  (condition 2) 

a=0,1, $=0,1, and y=O, 1. 

Any solution that satisfies any one of the three conditions will be different bom the &st 
two solutions. Table 11 shows the third best solution. Comparing table 11 to tables 3 and 10 
results in a less compelling case for the strength of the third best dtemative. Based upon this 
type of comparison, the first two solutions would be subjected to further analysis before selecting 
m e  as a recommendation.. 

6. Optimization S o h a r e  

The solutions to these optimization problems were obtained using the commercially- 
available, IBM Opthizdion Subroutine Library (OSL)* i n t k e d  with m3. The text 61e 
describing these formulations in the AMPL format is contained in appendix A. Note that all of 
the different objective functions are debed in this single text 6le. This 61e contains the code 
required to generate the second and third best alternatives. The AMPLformat data 6le for the 

'-f~h zuifh OSL by Ming S. Hung, Walter 0. Rom, and A h  D. Waren, published by The S d e n l c  Press. 

'MhPL A Modeling Languuge fm M a h m d k o l  Programming by Robert Fourer, David M. Gay, and Brian Ker- 
a@an, published by The Scien&c Press, 1993. 



example is given in appendix B. These files we processed by the W I , O S L  package to pro- 
duce the outputs discussed in the examples section of this document 



Table 1. Joint Cross-Service Analysis Example 
Basic Data 

tiapaclaes 
Air vehicles 450 7000 2500 0 0 5000 500 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 22.507 

Munitions 850 200 4500 0 0 300 0 2000 0 0 1000 0 1000 0 0 9,850 
~lectronic combat 3000 0 0 0 0 1000 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 1543 20 7,563 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 250 3500 0 0 0 400 3500 0 1000 4000 0 2000 500 15,150 
Cony. missileslrackets 0 0 200 0 3000 0 0 200 100 2000 3000 700 200 300 200 9,900 

Satelites 0 0 300 4000 0 0 0 500 0 0 250 50 0 300 2200 7.600 

Function - 

Functlon FV Scores 
Air vehicles 50 70 68 0 0 57 72 0 0 0 81 92 0 86 0 

Munitions 88 71 58 0 0 54 0 88 0 0 72 0 7 5 0 0  
Electronic combat 67 0 0 0 0 91 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 78 77 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 92 94 0 0 0 78 69 0 72 93 0 86 71 
Conv. mlssileslrockets 0 0 62 0 89 0 0 59 93 92 56 59 50 65 91 

Satelites 0 0 71 58 0 0 0 64 0 0 85 61 0 73 93 

Department 
X 1 Y I z 

Department Mllltay Value 3 3 3 2  1 2 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 1  

A . - .-.. - A I B I c I D I E I A I B I C I D I E I A I B l C l D l E  Totals 

DoD Pct. 
Functlon reg. excess 

Air vehicles 9,463 137.0 
, Munitions 5,503 79.0 

Electronic combat 3,234 133.9 
Fixed-wing avionics 3,775 301.3 

Conv. missileslrockets 3,743 164.5 
Satelites 2,480 206.5 



bob avenge MV 
Percent change 

Table 2. MAXFV Model Output 

I DoD weighted W s  
I wat 

Function 

Retaln=l, Close*O 

Department MI). Val. 

C a p ~ C ~ e 8  
Air vehides 

Munilions 
Electronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiledrockels 

SalelHes 

Workload asslgned 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Eleclronk combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Saleliles 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

Function 1 FV 
Air vehidesl 81.2 

I salelites 1 92.0) 
Average FV 88.2 

Retalned 
totala 

15 

Percent 
excesa 

14557 
El 53.8 

9550 73.5 
5563 72.0 
7 500 g8.7 
5300 41.0 
2750 10.9 

Wgt. avg. 80.37 

Tohls 
Q463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

1 1 1 1 1 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 7000 0 0 0  
850 200 4500 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 0 0 3000 
0 0 0 0 0  

0 1908 0 0 0  
850 2200 453 0 0 
671 0 0 0 

0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 0 0 1 4 4 3  
0 0 0 0 0  

2.4 
- 4.0 

Munilions 
Electronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Weighted avg. FV 84.7 

79.6 
79.7 
93.9 
90.8 

Department 
Y 

A I B I C I D I E _ -  

1 1 1 1  1 

2 1 3 2 1 

0 600 0 0 0 
0 0 2000 0 0 

1000 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 100 2000 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 500 0 0 0 
0 0 2000 0 0 

01OOO 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 100 2000 
0 0 0 0 0 

1.8 
o o 

Z 
A I B I C I D I E  

1 1  1 1  1 

3 3 2 3 1 

3000 1200 0 2857 0 
1000 0 1000 0 0 

0 0 0 1 M 3  20 
0 4 0 0 0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 200 

250 0 0 300 2200 

3000 1200 0 2857 0 
1000 0 1000 0 0 

0 0 01543 20 
0 275 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 200 

250 0 0 30 2200 

2.4 
4.0 





Table 4. MINNMV Model wilh Policy lmerative Output 

Department MII. Val. I 

- 

Functlon 

Capacltiem 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Electronic combal 

Flxed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Sateliles I O 

0 300 4000 0 0 0 

O I  

0 0 300 01 4850 
gt. avg. 

Workload armlgned 
Air vehicles 0 3606 0 0 0  

Munilions 0 200 4303 0 0 
Electronic combal 0 0 0 0 0  

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 250 3500 0 
Conv. missileslrockels 0 0 0 0 3000 

Satelites 0 0 300 1030 0 

Retained 
totals 

Department 

Department 8vg. MV 2.3 I 0.0 I 3.0 
Percent change -0.3 -100.0 25.0 I 

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

DoD avemge MV 
Percent change 

I DoD wslghted FVs 

Y 
A B C I D I E  

Functlon 
Air vehiclesl 78. 

z 
A I B I C I D I E  

I Salelitesl 64.11 
Average FV 74.0 

Munilions 
Electronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. mlssiledrodtels 

Welghted avg. FV 74.7 

61.0 
64.4 
93.7 
82.4 



Table 5. Parameterlzatlon of the MINNMV Model 

MINNMV -1 Slteslactlvltles open 

Percent excess 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Eleclronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 
Wgt. avg. % excess 

Weighted w 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 
Average N 

Weighted avg. W 

Dab average MV 

0 
M A X N  

15 

53.8 
73.5 
72.0 
98.7 
41.6 
10.9 

60.37 

81.2 
79.6 
79.7 
93.9 
90.8 
92.0 
86.2 
84.7 

2.20 

2 

13 

48.5 
73.5 
72.0 
98.7 
38.9 
10.9 

58.24 

81 . l  
79.6 
79.7 
93.9 
90.7 
92.0 
86.2 
84.6 

2.31 

3 

12 

48.5 
73.5 
72 0 
6.0 

38.9 
10.9 

45.83 

81.1 
79.6 
79.7 
93.0 
90.7 
92.0 
86.0 
84.5 

2.33 

5 

11 

1 .O 
69.9 
72 0 
6.0 

38.9 
10.9 

29.16 

80.6 
79.2 
79.7 
93.0 
90.7 
92.0 
85.9 
84.2 

2.27 

Percent of 
10 

9 

1 .O 
51.7 
72.0 
6 0  
4.2 

10.9 
21.00 

80.6 
76.1 
79.7 
93.0 
85.4 
92.0 
84.5 
82.9 

2.44 

welght on FV 
20 

8 

1 .O 
51.7 
41.1 
6.0 
4.2 

10.9 
17.46 

80.6 
76.1 
72.3 
93.0 
85.4 
92.0 
83.2 
82.1 

2.50 

30 

7 

1 .O 
51.7 
41.1 
6.0 

22.9 
10.9 

19.94 

80.6 
76.1 
72.3 
93.0 
59.6 
92.0 
78.9 
78.6 

2.71 

40 

6 

1.0 
15.4 
41.1 
6.0 

17.6 
10.9 

12.14 

80.0 
65.2 
72.3 
93.0 
59.5 
92.8 
77.1 
76.5 

2.67 





Table 6. MINNMV Model Output with Weight 20 

Department MR. Val. I 3 3 3 

Function 

Crprcltles 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Deparbnent rvg. MV 
Percent change 

Retained 
totals 

Department 

Workload rsslgmd 
Air vehicles 

MunHions 
Electronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiledrockels 

SalelHes 

DoD avenge MV 
Percent change 

X 
A B 1 C 1 D ) E  

0 0 2406 
850 0 1653 

1671 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 200 
0 0 0 

I DoD wslghted FVa 
I wat 

I Function a I FV 
Air vehlcles l 80. 

Y 
A 6 I C ) D ) E  

z 
A I B I C 1 D ) E  

I excess J 
0 0 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 
0 0 2000 0 0 1000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 1543 20 4503 41.1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 4000 0 0 4000 
0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0  200 3900 
0 0 0 0 0 250 0 0 300 2200 2750 10.8 

17.48 

Munilions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiledrockels 

1 otals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

76.1 
72.3 
93.0 
85.4 



004m1-84 

Table 7. MINXCAP Model Output 

DoD avenge MV 
Percent change 

Function 

Retrln=l, Cloao*O 

Department Mil. Val. 

Capacities 
Alr vehicles 

Munitions 
Eledronk combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. rnissileslrockets 

Satelites 

Workload wdgned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronk combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. mlssiledmkels 

SatelHes 

hpartment a v ~ .  MV 
Percent change 

I DoD welghted We 
I Wat 

Function' I fi 
Air vehides l 64. 

Retalned 
totals 

7 

Percent 
excams 

0650 
El 2.0 

5650 2.7 
4020 24.3 
4000 6.0 
4100 9.5 
2500 0.8 

Wgt. avg. 6.1 1 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

1 0 1 0 1 

3 3 3 2 1  

45[) 0 2500 0 0 
850 0 4500 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 200 0 3000 
0 0 3 0 0  0 0 

283 0 2500 0 0 
850 0 4500 0 0 

2214 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 200 0 3000 
0 0 280 0 0 

2.3 
-2.8 

I satelites1 00.51 
Avenge FV 78.4 

Munitions 
Eledronk combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrodcets 

Welghted avg. FV 74.2 

Department 
Y 

A I B I C I D I E  

1 1 0 0 

2 1 3 2 1 

5000 500 0 0 0 
300 0 0 0 

0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

5000 500 0 0 0 
153 0 0 0 

01OOO 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1.5 
-18.7 

62.5 
74.5 
93.0 
84.9 

Z 
A I B I C I D l E  

0 0 1  0 0 1 

3 3 2 3  1 

0 1 2 0 0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0  0 0 20 

0 4000 0 0 0 
0 700 0 0 200 
0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0  

0 1 2 0 0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0  0 0 20 

0 3775 0 0 0 
0 343 0 0 200 

0 0 0  0 0 2200 

2.0 
-18.7 



Table 8. MINSITES Model Output 

hpar(ment MI!. V~I. I 3 3 3 2  11 

Function 

Capacities 
Air vehides 0 0  2500 0 0  

MunHions 850 0 4500 0  0  
Eiedronic combal 3000 0 0 0 0  

Fixed-wing avionics 0  0  0 0 0  
Conv. missileslrockets 0  0 2 0 0 0  0  

Salelites 0 0  0 0 0  

Workload ammlgmd 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Eledronk combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Salelilea 

Department 

Department rvg. MV 
Percent change 

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

DoD avemw MV 
Percent change 

Funclon 

Y 
A I B I C I D I E  

Munilions 
Electronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionic8 
Conv. missileslrockels 

z 
A I B I C I D I E  totals 3 

2750 10.9 
Wgt. avg. 12.14 

1 ~alelites 1 92.0) 
Average FV 77.1 

Weighted avg. FV 76.5 



Table 9. MAXSFV Model Output 

Department Mil. Val. I 

Function 
L 

~&ln=l ,  Clore=O 

Capacltles 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Eleclronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missile Jrockels 

Satelites 

Workload assigned 
Air vehicle8 

Munilions 
Eleclmnk combat 

Fhted-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Satelite8 

3 3 2 3 I t Percent 1 

Retalned 
totals 

6 

Department 

I excess 1 
3000 0 0 0 01 10500 11.0 

X 
A I B I C I D I E  

0 0 1 1 0  

Department avg. MV 2.5 I 2.0 I 3.0 
Percent change 4.2 11.1 25.0 

DoD averago MV 
Percent change 

Y 
A B I C I D I E  

1 0 0 0 0 

Munitions 59.6 
Eleclmnic combat 61.9 

fixed-wing 1 73.1 1 

Z 
A I B I C J D I E  

1 1 0 1 0 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

Average FV 62.3 
Welghted avg. FV 62.9 



Table 10. MINNMV Model Output: Alternat 

I Department 
X I Y 

I 
- - 

Function I A I B I C I D I E I A I B I C I D I E  
I I 

Department Mil. Val. 1 = 3 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Capacltlea 
Air vehicles 0 0 2500 0 0 

Munillons 0 0 4500 0 0 
E!sdronic wmbal 0 0 0 0 0  

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 3500 0 
Conv. missileslrockels 0 0 2 0 0  0 (1 

Saletiles 0 0 300 4600 0 

Workload wdgned 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Elec!ronk comb1 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiledrockets 

Salelites 

Department rvg. MV 2.5 I 3.0 
Percent change 4.2 66.7 

Do0 avenge MV 
Percent change 

Do0 weighted Wm 
I Wat 

Functlon ( FV 
Air vehicles l 80.8 

I Munitions 
Eledronk wmbal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
( Conv. missiledrodcets( 57.8 ( 
I ~alelites 1 65.4) 

Avenge W 72.3 



Table 11. MINNMV Model Output: Alternative 2 

DoD weighted FVr 
I wet 

C3 
I 
ul 
m 

I FuncUon I FV 
Air vehides 1 16.3 

Functlon 
Retained 

Retaln~l, Close=O 

Department Mil. Val. 

Capacltler 
Air vehldes 

Munilions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionka 
Conv. missiledrockels 

Satelites 

Workload radgned 
Air vehWs 

Munitions 
Electronkcombat 

Fixed-wing avianics 
Conv. missiledrockels 

Sateliles 

Department rvg. MV 
Percent chmge 

Munilions 
Eledronk combat 

Flxed-wing evionka 
Conv. missiledrodtels 

4600 85.5 
Wgt. avg. 31.42 

X 
A I B I C I D ~ E  

65.1 
65.9 
93.9 
56.0 

I ~alelites 1 62.41 
Avenae FV 70.2 

DoD average MV 2.83 
Percent change 28.8 

1 1 1 1 0 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 lo00 0 0 0 
850 200 4500 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 2 0 0  0 0 
0 0 300 4000 0 

0 5263 0 0 0  
850 200 3453 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 2 0 0  0 0 
0 0 300 1880 0 

2.8 
14.6 

Welghted rig. FV 71.6 

Department 
Y 

A I  B I C I D I E  
z 

A I B I C I D I E  

0 0 0 0 

2 1 3 2 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0.0 
-100.0 

0 1 1  0 0 0  

1 3 3 2 3  1 

3000 1200 0 0 0 
lo00 0 0 0 0  
2000 0 0 0 0  

0 4000 0 0 0 
3000 700 0 0 0  
250 50 0 0 0  

3000 1200 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

234 0 0 0 0 
0 2 7 5  0 0 0 

2843 700 0 0 a 
250 50 0 0 a 

3.0 
25.0 



Appendix A 

AMPL Model Input File 



# JCSG Model Example 

# Ronald H. Nickel, Ph.D. 
# LTC Roy Rice, USAF 

set X-sites; # The set of Department X sites. 
set Y-sites; # The set of Department Y sites. 
set Z-sites; # The set of Department Z sites. 

set SITE := X-sites union {Y-sites union Z-sites); 
# The set of all labs and T&E sites. 

set EXCLDl within SITE default {); # A solution to be excluded. 

set EXCLD2 within SITE default {); # A solution to be excluded. 

set EXCLD_IwER := if card (EXCLD2) > 0 then (EXCLD1 inter EXCLDZ) 
else MCLD1; 

set EXCLD-1DIFF2 := EXCLD1 diff EXCLD2; # Sites in EXCLDl but not 
# in EXCLD2. 

set EXCLD-2DIFF1 := EXCLD2 diff EXCLD1; # Sites in EXCLD2 but not 
# in EXCLD1. 

set EXCqCOMPLEMENT := SITE diff (EXCLD1 union EXCLDZ); 
# The set of sites not in EXCLDl or EXCLD2. 

param excld-nun := max(O,card(EXCLD_INTER) -1) ; 

set FUNC; # The set of functions. 

set SITE-CAP within {SITE, FONC) ; # The set of site/function 
# combinations that are 
# meaningful . 

param W A C  {SITE-CAP); # The functional capacity at each site for each 
# meaningful site/function combination. 

param no-func : = card WUNC) ; # The number of function types. 

# Define the set performing missile functions. 

set MISSLEFUNC within {FUNC) ; 

param missile-sites >= 0, default 15; 
# Number of sites allowed to perfonn the 
# missile function. Used in the policy 
# imperative urample (missile-sites = 3). 

param max-sites >= 0, default card(S1TE) ; 
# Number of open sites allowed in the 
# solution. 

param REQ {FUNC); # The DoD requirement for each function. 
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param MV {SITE]; # Military value for each site. 

param NMV {s in SITE) := 4 - MV [s] ; # Negative MV scoring. 

param FV {SITE-CAP) >= 0.0; # Functional value by site and function. 

pararn min-assign default 0.001; # Cannot assign less than 
# rainassign W A C  [st fl of 
# function f to site a.  

# 
# Calculate upper bounds for the objective function components. 
# 

param MINNW-W := sum {s in SITE) NMVtsI ; 

param MINXCAP-UB := sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) CAPAC[s,fl/REQ[fl; 

param MAXSFV-UB := sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) FV[s,fl; 

param MAXFV-UB := sum {f in FUNC) max { (st f 1 in SITE-CAP) FV[s, fl ; 

# 
# Use WGT-PCT to weight the functional value and non-functional value 
# components of the objective functions. 
# 

param WGT-PCT >= 0, cr 100, default 99; # Percent of weight to put on 
# non-functional-value portion of the objective function. 

param WGTl := WGT-PCT; # Weight for non-FV portion of the objective 
# functions. 

param WGT2 := 100-WGT1; # Weight for FV portion of the objective functions. 

# 
# Decision variables 
# 

var OPEN {SITE) binary >= 0; # Open or closed decision variable for 
# each site. 

var SITE-LOAD {(s,f) in SITE--) >= 0.0, <= CAPAC[s,fl; 
# Amount of the requirement for function f to 
# be assigned to site s . Amount assigned 
# is limited by capacity of site s to perform 
# function f. 

var SITE-FUNC { (a,  f 1 in SITE-CAP) binary; 
# 1 if any assignment of workload for function 
# f is made to site 8; 0 otherwise. 

# The following variables, ALPHA, BETA,and GAMMk, are used to find 
# alternative solutions. 
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var ALPHA binary; # At least one site from the intersection is excluded 
# from the solution. 

var BETA binary; # At least one site from the complement of the union 
# is included is included in the solution. 

var GAMMA binary; # At least one site from 
# EXCLDl - (EXCLD1 intersect EXCLD2) 
# and at least one site from 
# EXCtD2 - (EXCLD1 intersect EXCLD2) 
# are included in the solution. 

# 
# Objective Functions. 
# 

# Minimize total open site negative military value and 
# maximize the normalized FV-weighted assignment of functional workload 
# to sites. 

minimize MINNMV: 
(WGT~/MINNMV-UB) + sum {s in SITE) OPEN[sl+NMV[sl 
- (WGT2/MAXFV-UB) + sum { (t,g) in SITE_CAP) FV[t,g] 
+ (SITE-MAD[t,gl/REQ[gl); 

# Minimize the number of open sites and maximize the normalized 
# FV-weighted assignment of functional workload to sites. 

minimize MINSITES: 
(WGTI/MINSITES-UB) + sum {s in SITE) OPENtsl 
- (WGTZ/MAXFV-UB) Sum {(ttg) in SITE-=) FV[t,gl 

(SITE-LOAD[t,gl /REQtgl) ; 

# Minimize total capacity and maximize the normalized FV-weighted 
# assignment of functional workload to sites. 

minimize MINXCAP : 
(WGT1/MINXCRPCRPUBl + sum {s in SITE) OPENts] 

(sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) CAPAC[s,fl/REQ[fl) 
- (WGT2/MAXFV_W) rum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP) FV[t,g] 
+ (SITETELOADtt,gl/REQtgl) ; 

# Maximize functional value without workload assignment weighting6 
# and maximize t!!e normalized W-weighted assignment of functional 
# workload to sites. 

maximize MAXSFV: 
(WGTl/MAXSFV-UB) + sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) M[s,f] 
- (WGT2/MAXFV_W) + sum { ( t , g )  in SITE-CAP) M[t,g] - 
+ (SITE-LOADtt,gl /REQ[gl) ; 

# 
# Constraints 
# 

# The requirement for each function has to be met. 
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subject to func-assgn {f in m c ) :  
sum { (s, f) in SITE-CAP) SITE-LOAD ts,fl = REQ[fl ; 

# Cannot assign functional workload to a site unless 
# the site is open for assignment of that function. 

subject to func-open {(s,f) in SITE-CAP): 
SITE-LOAD[s,fl <= SITETEFUNC[s,fl+CAPAC[s,f]; 

# Sites with no functional requirement assigned 
# are closed. 

subject to site-closed {s in SITE}: 
OPEN[sl <= sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) SITE-FCJNC[s,fl; 

# Allocation of functional requirements cannot be made 
# to sites that are not open. 

subject to site-open {s in SITE): 
sum {(s,f) in SITRCAP) SITE_F[JNC[s,fl c= OPEN[sl + no-func; 

# SITE-FUNC variables are set to 0 if little or no functional 
# workload is assigned to a site. 

subject to site-func-0 {(s,f) in SITE-CAP): 
SITE-F'UNC[s,fl c= SITE-LORD[s,fl/(min-assign + CAPAC[s,fl) ; 

# This constraint is an example of a policy imperative. 
# Constrain the number of sites doing munitions work. 
# This constraint only constrains the model if 
# 
# missile-sites < card(S1TE). 

subject to missile-2 {f in MISSLERJNc): 
sum { (s, f 1 in SITE-CAP) SITE-FUNC [s, f I <= missile-sites; 

# This constraint is used to constrain the number of 
# open sites in a solution. max-sites has a default 
# value equal to card(SITE1, i.e., it does not constrain 
# the solution unless -sites is set to a lower value. 

subject to no-sites: 
sum {s in SITE) OPENts] <= max-sites; 

# 
# Exclude solutions defined by the sets EXCLDl and EXCLDZ. 
# 

subject to alt-opt-cond-1: 
sum {s in EXCLD-INTER} OPEN[sl c= eaccld-num + 1 - ALPHA; 

subject to alt-0pt_~cond-2: 
Sum {S  in EXC~S-_COMPLEM~JT} OPEN[s] >= BETA; 

subject to alt-opt-cond-3a: 
sum {s in EXCIS-_U)IFFZ} OPEN [s] >= GAMMA; 
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subject to alt-opt-cond-3b: 
sum {s in EXCLD~ZDIFF~) OPENisI >= GAMMA; 

subject to alt-opt-cond-123: 
ALPHA + BETA + GAMMA >= 1; 
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Appendix B 

AMPL Data Input File 



# Data file for JCSG optimization ucamples. 

# Ron NIckel 
# 7-6-94 

set Y-sites := 
y-A 
y-B 
y-c 
y-D 
Y-E ; 

set Z-sites := 

set EXCLDl := X-A X-C X-D Z-A Z-B Z-D; 

set EXCLD2 := X-C X-D Y-C Z-A Z-B Z-D; 

set FUNC := 
Air-Veh 
Mun 
E-Cmb t 
Avion 
Mis 
Sat; 

set SITE-CAP : Air-Veh Mun E-Cmbt Avion Mis 

x-A + + + 
x-B + + - 
x-c + + - 
x-D - - - 

# Used to model the policy imperative. 

Sat := - 
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Air-Veh M u .  
450 
7000 
2500 

Avion 
3000 

Mis Sat := 

param FV: Air-Veh Mun E-Cmbt Avion 

x-A 50 8 8 6 7 
x-B 70 7 1  
x-c 6 8 58 
x-D 
X-E 
y-A 57 54 9 1  
y-B 72 
y-C 88 
y-D 
y-E 
=_A 8 1  72 52 
2-B 9 2 
2-c 75 
z-D 8 6 78 
z-E 7 7 

Mis Sat := 

param REQ := 
Air-V& 9463 
Mun 5503 
E-Cmbt 3234 
Avion 3775 
Mis 3743 
sat 2480; 

# Banded military values for each site. 
# 3 is good, 1 is bad. 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3300 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three 

Backsround 

This memorandum is the third in a series of additional 
policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510). as amended, and the 
Deputy Secretary's 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 
guidance of January 7, 1994. 

Final Selection Criteria 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) Selection 
Criteria at attachment one, required by Section 2903(b) of Public 
Law 101-510, form the basis, along with the force structure plan, 
of the base closure and realignment process. These criteria were 
provided by the Deputy Secretary's November 2, 1994. memorandum. 
DoD components shall use these criteria in the base structure 
analysis to nominate BRAC 95 closure or realignment candidates. 
The criteria will also be used by the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission in their review of the Department of 
Defense final recommendations. 

Activities in Leased S~ace 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the 
DepSecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum. 

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are 
subject to Public Law 101-510. Civilian personnel authorizations 
of organizations in leased space, which are part of an 
organization located on a nearby military installation or one 
within the same metropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel authorization of that 



installation. Certain military activities performed in leased 
facilities constitute an installation because of common mission, 
permanently authorized personnel, and separate support structure. 
Each DoD component should aggregate the remaining civilian 
personnel authorizations of their organizations in leased space 
within a MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single 
installation for applying the numerical thresholds of Public 
Law 101-510. In aggregating leased space activities in the 
National Capital Region (NCR), the NCR, as defined by the 
National Capital Planning Act (40 USC 71), will be used as the 
MSA . 
Return on Investment (ROI ) 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) memorandum of 
May 31, 1994 (Policy Memorandum One). 

o Medicare Costs Medicare Costs will not be included in DOD 
Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The 
only appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those 
portions of the Part B costs that exceed the monthly 
premiums paid by the members/beneficiaries. Therefore, 
total Medicare appropriations will not significantly change 
return on investment calculations. 

o Unem~lovment Costs The Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the 
contributions to this account attributable to closures and 
realignments in their cost calculations. However, state 
unemployment costs will not be included in DoD component 
cost analyses since such costs result only indirectly from 
BRAC actions and would not be borne by DoD. 

o Costs to other Federal Asencies and State and Local 
Governments In general, DoD components need not consider 
costs or savings to other federal agencies and state and 
local governments in their calculations of BRAC 95 costs and 
savings. 

There are, however, a limited number of circumstances when 
DoD components should include the costs of BRAC 95 actions to 
other Federal Agencies in their cost calculations. Costs to 
other Federal Agencies should be included only when they are 
measurable, identifiable costs that DoD would incur as a direct 
result of BRAC-related actions. The key distinguishing features 
of costs to other federal agencies that should be included is (1) 
DoD is unambiguously responsible for paying such costs and (2) 
such costs would be incurred as a direct, rather than indirect, 
result of BRAC actions. 



For example, if a BRAC-related action would result in early 
termination of a lease agreement with the General Services 
Administration, and the lease agreement contains a provision that 
requires DoD to pay a penalty for breaking the lease, then the 
amount of the penalty should be included in cost calculations. 
Similarly, DoD components should include unemployment insurance 
costs for which they are liable. Both of these are costs to DoD 
that result directly from B W C  actions. In contrast, DoD 
components need not consider cost impacts that BRAC actions could 
have on Federal programs such as Medicare because (1) such costs 
would not be borne by DoD and (2) they result only indirectly 
from BRAC actions, or (3) result from base reuse activities, 
which cannot be known during BRAC decision-making processes. 

COBRA Analyses of Cross-Service/Aqency Scenarios 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies will use the 
following procedure for developing COBRA runs for closure and 
realignment scenarios involving more than one Military Department 
or Defense Agency: 

o Military Departments or Defense Agencies having cognizance 
over a losing base in a cross-service scenario will identify 
the Departments or Agencies which have cognizance for the 
gaining bases in the scenario. The losing base Military 
Department will then task these Military Departments and 
Agencies to collect the necessary gaining base COBRA data. 

o Each losing base Department or Agency will then prepare a 
COBRA analysis. Savings associated with eliminated 
billets/positions, overhead and mission costs should be 
identified under the Losing Base in the scenario. In 
scenarios where more than one Department or Agency has a 
losing base, these separate COBRA runs can then be combined 
by using a new summarization function of the COBRA model, 
the Adder. 

Interaction among the Departments and Agencies will be 
necessary to coordinate scenario-specific data elements such as 
equipment transfers, MILCON requirements, consolidation savings, 
etc. 

DoD-wide Standard Factors for COBRA Analvses 

As noted in E'olicy Memorandum One, some standard factors 
used in the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) are 
sufficiently different to warrant DoD Component-specific cost 
factors. However, most of the standard factors used in COBRA 
algorithms reflect. standard rates which should be applied 
consistently in a1.1 DoD closure/realignment scenarios. 
Attachment two contains the DoD-wide COBRA standard factors which 
should be used in all COBRA analyses. 



Environmental Restoration Costs 

Environmental Restoration costs at closing bases are not to 
be considered in cost of closure calculations. DoD has a legal 
obligation for environmental restoration regardless of whether a 
base is closed or realigned. Where closing or realigning 
installations have known, unique contamination problems requiring 
environmental restoration, these will be considered as a 
potential limitation on near-term community reuse of the 
installation. 

Environmental Compliance Costs 

Environmental compliance cpsts can be a factor in a base 
closure or realignment decision'. Costs associated with bringing 
existing practices into compliance with environmental rules and 
regulations can potentially be avoided when the base closes. 
Environmental compliance costs may be incurred at receiving 
locations also, and therefore will be estimated. 

Environmental Im~acts 

For environmental impact considerations, there is no need to 
undertake new environmental studies. DoD Components may use all 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for what purpose it was collected. If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study must 
collect the same information from all bases in the DoD 
Component's base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in information so that all bases can be treated equally. 
Attachment three provides a sample of the reporting format used 
to summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 

Economic Impact Calculations 

DoD Components shall measure the economic impact on 
communities of BRAC 95 alternatives and recommendations using (1) 
the total potential job change in the economic area and (2) the 
total potential job change as a percent of economic area 
employment. These measures highlight the potential impact on 
economic area and also take into account the slze of the economic 
area. In accomplishing this task, Components will follow the 
detailed guidance at attachment four. i 

Base Realisnment and Closure Definitions 

In order to ensure consistent terminology, DoD Components 
will use the definitions at attachment five to describe their 
recommendations. 



Re~ortinq Formats 

Attachments six and seven describe general reporting formats 
for: (1) the anticipated DoD report to the 1995 Commission, and 
(2) Military Department and Defense Agency justification for 
their March 1, 1995, closure and realignment recommendations. 

Pfl 
Joshua Gotbaum 

Attachments 



Department of Defense 

Final Selection Criteria 

In selecting military installations for closure or 
realignment, the-~e~artment 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 accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force requirements 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investaneat 

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

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

ATTACHMENT 1 



COBRA Standard Cost Factor Table 

The attached table is a listing of standard cost factors for 
use in COBRA analyses. These factors, defined below, are 
categorized as Joint Factors, Joint Methods and Unique Factors, 
further identified as applicable to gaining or losing bases. 
Those factors not identified as a gaining or losing factor should 
be applied consistently in all closure and realignment scenarios. 

Joint Factors: Joint Factors are a reflection of standard DoD- 
wide rates which should be applied consistently in all DoD 
closure and realignment scenarios. The value for each joint 
factor is provided in the table. 

Joint Methods: These are cost factors that are arrived at in a 
similar manner by all DoD Components, but the actual value may 
differ by Component. 

Uniaue Factors: Unique Factors are the result of differing 
policies and methodologies between the Components. 

Gaininq: Factors applicable to a gaining (receiving) base in a 
closure or realignment scenario. 

Losinq: Factors applicable to a losing base in a closure or 
realignment scenario. 

ATTACHMENT 2 
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JOINT METHOD 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Officer Salary 

Officer BAQ w/Dependents 

Enlisted Salary 

Enlisted BAQ w/Dependents 

Average Unemployment Costs 

JOINT METHOD 

JOINT METHOD 

JOINT METHOD 

JOINT METHOD 

JOINT FACTOR 

9 / Unemployment ~ligible 
10 1 Civilian Salary 
11 j Civilian Turnover 
12 1 Civilian Early Retirement 

I 13 i Civilians Reg Retirement 

14 ' Civilian RIF Pay Factor 
15 1 Civilian Retirement Pay Factor 

i 16 i Priority Placement 

17 1 PPS Involving PCS 
~ 

18 j Civilian PCS Cost 

19 / New Hire Cost 
20 / National Median H d  Price 

21 1 Home Sale Reimburse Rate 
22 / Max Home Sale Reimbursement 
23 / Home Purchase Reimburse Rate 
24 1 Max Home Purc Reimburse Rate 
25 1 Civilian Homeowning Rate 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT METHOD 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 
- -  - - 

JOINT FACTOR 

UNIQUE 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

UNIQUE 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

$174 

HAP Home Value Rate 

HAP Homeowner Rec Rate 

RSE Home Value Reimbures 

RSE Homeowner Rec Rate 

, RPMA Buildings Index 

LOSING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

18 

15% 

10% 

5% 

39% 

9 % 

6 0% 

50% 
~ 

$28, BOO 

S114.6k 

10% 

$22,385 

5 % 

11,191 

64% 

22.9% 

5% 

. 93. 

.54 

10% 

162SF 

$1.25/SF 

LOSING 

GAINING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

GAINING 

I 

31 1 BOS Index (Population) 
32 1 Program Management 
33 Caretaker Admin Space 

34 Mothball Cost 

35 1 Avg Bach Qtrs Size 



1 

40 SIOH 

41 / Cntingency 
i 

42 ( Site Prep 

43 1 Discount Rate 
44 / Inflation Rate 

45 1 APPDT Report Rates 
46 / Material Per Assigned Person 
47 1 Officer HHG Weight: 
48 1 Enlisted HHG Weight 
49 ' Military HHG Weight 

50 1 Civilian HHG Weight 
51 HHG Packing Cost 

52 f Equipment Packing and Crating 
53 1 Military Lt Vehic1.e Cost 
54 ! Heavy/Special Vehicle Cost 
55 j POV Reimbursement Cost 
56 1 Air  rans sport cost: 

I 

57 j Miscellaneous Expenses 
I 

58 j Average Military Tour Length 

59 i Routine PCS Costs 
60 j One-time PCS Costs- Off 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACOTRS 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

UNIQUE 

61 One-time PCS Costs- En1 

2.75% 

0% 

2.9,3.0 

710LBS 

14,500 

9,000 

6,400 

18,000 

35$/CWT 

284$/TON 

.18$/MILE 

.2  os /MILE 
$700 

i CONSTRUCTION FACTORS: 

GAINING 

GAINING 

GAINING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

LOSING 

GAINING 



1 

2 

JOINT FACTOR 

JOINT FACTOR 

Civilians Not Willing to Move 

Frieght Cost ,Per Ton-Mile 

6 % 

$.07 



Environmental Impact Considerations - 

SUlMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name 

(Provide a summarv statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be all 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened/Endangered Species 

o Sensitive Habitats and Wetlands 

o Cultural/Historic Resources 

o Land and Air Space Use 

o Pollution Control (Air Emissions, Compliance Issues) 

o Hazardous Materials/Waste (Clean-up 
Implications/Asbestos, LBPs, PCBs, USTs, Radon) 

o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

ATTACHMENT 3 



GUIDANCE FOR APPLYING THE ECONOMIC IMPACT CRITERION 
IN THE 1995 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC 95) PROCESS 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this attachment is to provide guidance for applying the economic impact - 
criterion in decision making processes for the Department of Defense's 1995 recommendations to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The goal of this guidance is to apply the 
economic impact criterion in a reasonable, fair, consistent, and auditable manner that complies ? 

with statutory and regulatory requirements. This guidance supersedes the guidance issued on 
April 4,1994, by the Chairman of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

BACKGROUND 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (PL 101-510, as amended) states that the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment of installations must be 
based on a force-structure plan and final selection criteria. "The economic impact on 
communities" is the sixth final selection criterion. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, which was established by the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense (January 7,1994, memorandum on 1995 Base Realignments and 
Closures (BRAC 95)), was tasked to provide guidance to DoD Components on how to calculate 
economic impact. The Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Economic Impact: 

"to establish the guidelines for measuring economic impact and, if practicable, 
cumulative economic impact; to analyze DoD Component recommendations 
under those guidelines; and to develop a process for analyzing alternative closures 
or realignments necessitated by cumulative economic impact considerations, if 
necessary." 

APPLICATION OF THE ECONOMIC IMPACT CRITERION 

In developing recommendations for BRAC 95 closures and realignments, DoD 
' Components shall consider the economic impact, to include the cumulative economic impact, on 

communities. The final selection criteria, however, state that priority consideration will be given 
to military value--the first four final selection criteria. 

ATTACHMENT 4 



DoD Components shall measure the economic impact on communities of BRAC 95 
alternativesand recommendations using (1) the total potential job change in the economic area 
and (2) total potential job change as a percent of total--military and civilian--jobs in the economic 
area. These measures highlight the potential economic impact on economic areas and also take 
into account the size of each economic area. 

Definition of Economic Area 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall review and approve DoD 
Component assignments of each military installation to a particular economic area. For 
installations located in metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), as defined by the Office of 
Management and Budget, the economic area is generally the MSA. For installations located in 
nonmetropolitan areas, the economic area is generally the county in which the installation is 
located. In some cases, the economic area is defined as a multi-county, non-MSA area. The 
criteria listed at Annex A to this attachment shall be used to guide the assignment of installations 
to economic areas. These definitions of economic area take into account the area where most of 
the installation's enlployees live and most of the labor-market impacts and economic adjustment 
will occur. (This guidance uses the term "economic area." In earlier BRAC rounds, this concept 
was also referred to as "region of influence.") 

DoD Components will have the opportunity to identify, based on certified data, changes in 
the assignment of installations to economic areas. Such changes will be reviewed and approved 
by the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

Calculation 

For each economic area where a BRAC 95 closure or realignment is considered, DoD 
Components shall identify the total potential job change in the economic area and calculate the 
total potential job change percentage by dividing total potential job changes by total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area. 

Total potential job change shall be defined as the sum of direct and indirect potential job 
changes for each BRAC 95 closure or realignment alternative or recommendation. 

Direct job changes shall be defined as the sum of the net addition or loss of jobs for each 
of the following categories of personnel: 

Military Personnel. Permanent authorizations for officer and enlisted personnel. 
Trainees shall be included on an annual average basis. For example, members of 
the Guard and Reserve who serve full time (i.e., AGRs, TARS, etc.) should be 
included. Members of the Guard and Reserve who serve part time (during 
weekends, during two-weeks a year for active duty training, etc.) should not be 
included. 



DoD civilian employees. Permanent authorizations for appropriated fund DoD 
civilian employees are to be included as direct jobs. Direct jobs do not include 
non-appropriated fund activities, which are treated under indirect jobs. 

On-Base Contractors. Contractors that work on the installation in direct support 
of the installation's key military missions. These estimates should reflect an annual 
estimate on a full-time equivalency basis. . 

As described in the section entitled "Responsibilities" below, the Military Departments and 
the Defense Agencies will be responsible for providing direct job changes. Only job changes . 
directly associated with base closures and realignments are to be included as direct job changes. 
Direct job changes shall not reflect job changes that result from planned force saucture changes. 

Indirect job changes shall be defined as the net addition or loss of jobs in each affected 
economic area that could potentially occur as a result of direct job changes. As described in the 
section entitled "Responsibilities" below, the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Installations shall provide factors (multipliers) that, when multiplied by the direct job changes, 
will provide potential indirect job changes. 

Authoritative sources shall be used to determine total--military and civilian--jobs in 
economic areas. 

MEASURES O F  CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

During BR AC 95, DoD components shall consider the cumulative economic impact on 
communities for recommended installation closures and realignments as part of the economic 
impact on communities criterion. Cumulative economic impact shall be considered only as part of 
the economic impact criterion, which is one of the eight selection criteria. 

Cumulative economic impact on a community shall be defined in two different ways: 

First, the cumulative economic impact on an economic area of a DoD Component's 
BRAC 95 recommendations, plus the future economic impacts (i.e., economic 
impacts that have not yet been realized) of decisions of all DoD Components from 
DoD-wide BRAC 88, BRAC 91, and BRAC 93 rounds (hereafter BRAC 
rounds"); and 

Second, the cumulative economic impact on economic areas when more than one 
DoD component recommends a BRAC 95 closure or realignment in that economic 
area, plus the future economic impacts of decisions from prior BRAC rounds. 

L 

These calculations will account for circumstances in which basing decisions in one BRAC 
round have been changed in a subsequent BRAC round. 



The cumulative economic impact of actions that have already taken place as a result of 
prior BRAC rounds (i.e., have already affected economic area employment) will be considered 
under "Historic Economic Data" discussed below. 

Cumulative Economic Imnact: Prior BRAC Rounds 

DoD Components shall include in their consideration of recommendations the cumulative 
future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

When BRAC 95 alternatives occur in the same economic areas that have BRAC-related 
actions from the prior BRAC rounds, DoD Components shall review their recommendations by 
taking into account the cumulative future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. The 
cumulative economic impact of actions that have already occurred from prior BRAC rounds (i.e., 
have already affected economic area employment) will be considered in the "Historic Economic 
Data" section below. 

DoD Components shall consider the cumulative economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds 
that have not yet taken place by ensuring that the measures for economic impact (total potential 
job change in the economic area and total potential job change as a percent of total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area) include total potential job changes that have not yet taken 
place from prior BRAC rounds DoD-wide. 

Cumulative economic impact will be considered within the overall context of the approved 
selection criteria. Such a review shall be conducted so that the cumulative economic impact of 
prior BRAC rounds will be considered only as part of the econonlic impact criterion, which shall 
in turn be considered as pan of the eight selection criteria. 

The fact that prior BRAC rounds affect an economic area shall not, by itself, cause a 
recommendation to be changed. 

Cumulative Economic Imnact: Multi~le BRAC 95 Recommendations 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact will review the BRAC 95 
recommendations submitted by the Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of 
the Defense Agencies to the Secretary of Defense. During this review, the Joint Cross-Service 
Group shall identify economic areas with multiple proposed BRAC 95 actions. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall direct the appropriate DoD 
Components to review their recommendations submitted to the Secretary of ~ e f e n s e  when there 
are multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in the same economic area that were not considered in 
the development of their rt:commendations. 



DoD Components will then reassess their BRAC 95 recommendations by taking into 
account the cumulative economic impact of these multiple BRAC 95 recommendations and by 
ensuring that the measures for economic impact for the economic area (the total potential job 
change in the economic area and the total potential job change as a percent of total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area) include the cumulative economic impact of multiple BRAC 95 
recommendations, as well as the cumulative future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

Such a review shall be conducted so that the cumulative economic impact of multiple 
BRAC 95 recommendations will be considered as part of the economic impact criterion, which 
shall in turn be considered as part of the eight selection criteria. DoD Components will complete 
such reviews expeditiously in order to facilitate compliance with statutory deadlines for BRAC 
actions. 

DoD Components may consider alternative closures and realignments, or mitigating 
actions, during this review. After the review is complete, DoD Components will report back to 
the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, with a recommendation as to whether or not 
to change their initial recommendations. 

The existence of multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in an economic area shall not, by 
itself, cause a recommendation to be changed. 

JIISTORIC ECONOMIC DATA 

DoD Components shall consider the measures described above, viewed in the context of 
historic economic data, in applying the economic impact criterion. Historic data will, among 
other things, allow for consideration of the cumulative economic impacts that have already 
occurred (i.e., have already affected economic area employment) as a result of prior BRAC 
actions. Because communities' economies are so complex, it is difficult to separate the effects of 
prior BRAC actions from the effects of other economic factors. To address this analytical 
difficulty, DoD Components shall use historic data to consider the general conditions of 
communities' economies. Considering the general conditions of communities' economies will take 
into account the cumulative economic impacts that have already occurred due to prior BRAC 
actions, as well as the economic impact of other factors unrelated to BRAC actions. 

Historic economic data shall be defined to include the following: 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent (1984 
to 1993), 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) - 

Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and percent 
(1984 to 1992), and 
Economic area unemployment rates (1984 to 1993). 



The Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations will provide historic 
data, from authoritative sources, to the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. 

USING MEASURES AND HISTORIC ECONOMIC DATA 

This guidance does not establish threshold values for measures and historic economic data. 
Rather, DoD components will use the measures and historic economic data for relative 
comparisons of the econonlic impacts and cumulative economic impacts of recommendations. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Joint Cross-Service Grou~ on Economic Impact 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall analyze DoD Component 
recommendations and preliminary candidates to ensure that they are developed in accordance with 
this guidance, and shall monitor implementation of this and any additional guidance on economic 
impact that may be issued. The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall also carry 
out other analyses requested by the BRAC 95 Review Group or Steering Group. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group will work closely with DoD Components to resolve issues. 
Issues that the Joint Cross-Service Group and DoD components cannot resolve will be referred to 
the BRAC 95 Steering Group. 

Office of the DASD (installations) 

The office of the DASD (Installations) shall provide to the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies a BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database tool that will contain the following: 

A listing of Don installations 
The economic area to which each installation has been assigned 
Factors (multipliers) to estimate potential indirect job changes 
Historic economic data to include: 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent 
(1984 to 1993) 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and 
percent (1 984 to 1992), and 
Economic area unemployment rates (1984 to 1993) 



The capability to calculate the measures for economic impact and cumulative 
economic impact described in this guidance based on the infomation provided by the 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies 

Jvlilitarv De~artments and the Defense Agencies 
b 

The Military Departments and the Defense Agencies shall provide and enter into the DoD 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database: 

Current Base Personnel: As discussed above on page 3, this data will reflect projected 
billets and positions as of the start of FY 1996 for Enlisted, Military 
Students, Civilians, and Contractors, net of planned force structure changes. 

Job Changes (Out): the number of authorizations for DoD civilian, military (in 
training status), military (not in training status), and on-base contractor jobs to be 
relocated and/or disestablished under each alternative and recommendation, by 
installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for DoD Component proposed 
BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i.e., future) from prior BRAC 
rounds, by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001; 

Job Changes (In): the number of authorizations for civilian, military (in training status), 
military (not in trdining status) and on-base contractor jobs being gained under each 
alternative and recommendation, by installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for 
all proposed BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i.e., future) from 
prior BRAC rounds, by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001. 

Because of the difficulty of obtaining accurate estimates, contractor job outs and ins may be 
aggregated into a single year. 

DoD Components will provide the projected job changes from prior BRAC rounds and 
current personnel data to the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations. 
In identifying projected job changes associated with prior BRAC actions, the DoD Components 
shall use plans that are consistent with the President's Fiscal Year 1995 Budget. 

The Military Departments and the Defense Agencies shall collect information as necessary 
for the computer-based tool. Such data shall be collected and handled in accordance with the 
Internal Control Plan of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact and the respective 
Internal Control Plans of each Military Department and the Defense Agencies. 

Shortly after submitting recommendations and preliminary candidates to the Secretary of 
Defense, the Military Departments and Defense Agencies shall provide to the Joint Cross-Service I 

Group on Economic Impact computer files from the Economic Impact Database for their 
BRAC 95 recommendations and preliminary candidates. 
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In response to changes by the Office of Management and Budget (OM.) in 
metropolitan area definitions related to the 1990 Census, and a review of earlier 
BRAC economic area definitions, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic 
Impact has established the following rules to guide the assignment of installations 
to economic areas for BRAC 95: 

1. The economic area should include residences of the majority of the military 
and civilian employees at the activity. 

2. An economic area is generally defined as a metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or a non-MSA county(s) unless there is evidence to support some other 
definition. 

3. In those cases where OMB's 1993 redefinition of an MSA added counties 
which increased the MSA population by 10 percent or more, then continue to use 
the old MSA definition unless certified residency data shows that the new MSA 
definition is more appropriate. 

4. An economic area should only be expanded to include an additional county 
if the resulting percentage increase in the number of employee residences included 
in the expanded economic area is greater than the resulting percentage increase in 
the total employment of the expanded economic area. 

5. lnstaliations in the same county should be in the same economic area. 

6. If the economic area was previously defined (in prior BRAC rounds) as a 
non-MSA county(s), it should continue to be that county, even if that county has 
now been incorporated into an MSA. 



Base Realignmsnt and Closure Definitions 

Close 
All missions of the base will cease or be relocated. All 

personnel (military, civilian and contractor) will either be 
eliminated or relocated. The entire base will be excessed and the 
property disposed. Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to 
bridge between closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and 
property disposal which are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
510. 

Close. EXceDt 
The vast majority of the missions will cease or be relocated. 

Over 95 percent of the military, civilian and contractor personnel 
will either be eliminated or relocated. All but a small portion of 
the base will be excessed and the property disposed. The small 
portion retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by 
the reserve component. Generally, active component management of 
the base will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or training areas 
retained for reserve component use do not count against the "small 
portion retainedn. Again, closure (missions ceasing or relocating) 
and property disposal are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
510. 

Realign 
Some missions of the base will cease or be relocated, but 

others will remain. The active component will still be host of the 
remaining portion of the base. Only a portion of the base will be 
excessed and the property disposed, with realignment (missions 
ceasing or relocating) and property disposal being separate actions 
under Public Law 101-510. In cases where the base is both gaining 
and losing missions, the base is being realianed if it will 
experience a net reduction of DoD civilian personnel. In such 
situations, it is possible that no property will be excessed. 

Relocate 
The term used to describe the movement of missions, units or 

activities from a closing or realigning base to another base. 
Units do not realign from a closing or a realigning base to another 
base, they relocate. 

Receiving Baa0 
A base which receives missions, units or activities relocating 

from a closing or realigning base. In cases where the base is both 
gaining and losing missions, the base is a receivinq base if it 
will experience a net increase of DoD civilian personnel. 

Mothball, t a w  
Terms used when retention of facilities and real estate at a 

closing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
or contingency needs of Defense. Bases or portions of bases 
"mothballedn will not be excessed and disposed. It is possible 
they could be leased for interim economic uses. 

Inactivate, Dimestablish 
Terms used to describe planned actions which directly affect 

missions, units or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated, 
bases are closed. 

ATTACHMENT 5 
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NAME OF RECOMMENDATION 
(e-g., Name of Activity/Facility/~nstallation, [State]) 

Recommendation: Describe what is to be closed and/or realigned; 
functions, activities, units, or organizations that will be 
eliminated or relocated; identify the receiving installations, if 
applicable; and describe functions, activities, units, or 
organizations that will remain on the installation, if 
applicable. 

jlustification: Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i.e., 
force structure reductions; mission transfer, consolidation, 
collocation, or elimination; excess capacity; cross-servicing; 
etc., as applicable. 

Return on Investment: Include the total estimated one-time costs 
of implementing the recommendation, expected total one-time 
savings during the implementation period, expected annual 
recurring savings after implementation with return on investment 
years, and the net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period. Express costs and savings in FY 1996 
constant dollars. 

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation could have on the 
local community's economy in terms of total potential job change 
(direct and indirect) in absolute terms and as a percentage of 
employment in the economic area. Describe the impact the 
recommendation could have on the environment. 

ATTACHMENT 7 



Appendix D 

DoD Base Structure - Summary of 
Domestic and Overseas Reductions 

Major Reduction in 
U.S. Major Bases Facility 

B a s  B R G C 8 8 B I U U G . B B R A C 9 3 B R A C 9 5  Remainine CaDacitv 

Army 109 -7 -4 - 1 -12 85 22% 

Air Force 206 -5 -13 -6 -9 173 16% 

Defense Agencies 12 0 3 3 -2 9 25% 

Totals 495 -16 -26 -28 -33 392 21% 

Bases 
B R G C 8 8 - w -  

Air Force 0 2 3 10 15 

Defense Agencies -2 0 0 0 0 

Total 11 19 13 26 69 
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DoD Base Structure Summaly 

TABLE 1C - SUMMARY OF DOMESTIC PLANT REPLACEMENT VALUE (PRV) 
REDUCTIONS 

(FY 95 $BILLIONS) 

PRV 
FY9d BRAC 88/91 BRAC93 BRAC RJhmabhw Reduction 

Air Force 169.6 LxL3 All2 A.3 136.0 20% 

Totals 510.5' -47.3 -30.7 -3 1.2 40 1.3 2 1 % 

Note: Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all the buildings, pavements, 
and utilities at a base. DoD measures progress in terms of plant replacement value because it 
is a better measure of the magnitude of reductions in infrastructure than simply counting large 
bases and small bases equally. 

'since DoD Agencies do not hold real estate, the plant reductions realized by the Defense Logistics 
Agency, Defense Investigative Service, and others are included in the totals of the Military Departments. 
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Announced Site 
EL% to Date -~g Reduction 

Europe 
Army 847 617 
NavyfUSMC 85 29 
Air Force 470 233 

Pacific/East Asia 
b y  112 . 

Navy /USMC 26 
Air Force 79 

Western Hemisphere/ 
MGc. Locarions 

15 
NavyNSMC 10 
Air Force 2 5  

Totals 1,669 

TABLE 2B - BASE STRUCTURE - SUMMARY OF OVERSEAS REDUCTIONS BY 

PLANT REPLACEMENT VALUE (PRV) 
(FY 95 $BILLIONS) 

Planned 
Announced Thru Total PRV 

E u ! !  to lw!.!L Reduction Reduction 

Army 57.0 28.6 2.0 30.6 54% 
NavyIUSMC 27.9 10.2 0.0 10.2 37% 
Air Force a 6  22.4 IU 22.4 35% 

Totals 148.5 61.2 2.0 63.2 43% 
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History of Base Closures 

Background 

In the early 196'0s, President Kennedy directed Secretary of Defense McNarnara to 
develop and implemenit an extensive base realignment and closure program to reduce the 
Department's base structure developed during World War IT and the Korean conflict. 
Hundreds of bases were closed and realigned during this period. More than 60 major bases 
were closed, making it the largest base closure in U.S. history. Criteria governing selection 
of bases for closure were established primarily within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
with minimal consultation with the Military Departments or Congress. 

Congress did not anticipate the broad extent of these actions. The cumulative 
political and economic impact was substantial and, with few exceptions, the closures were 
viewed negatively by Clongress. 

Legislative History of Section 2687 

In 1965, Congress passed legislation setting up reporting requirements designed to 
involve itself in any DoD base closure program. The legislation was vetoed by President 
Johnson and the confrontation between the Executive and Legislative branches of 
government grew. Despite this situation, the DoD completed base realignments and closures 
routinely throughout tire 1960s. 

In the early 1970s, DoD found it increasingly difficult to realign or close installations 
because Congress regulated the base closure process and limited or denied base closure 
funding. In 1976, the hllilitary Construction Authorization Bill contained a provision 
prohibiting any base closure or reduction of more than 250 civilian employees until DoD had 
notified Congress of the proposed actions, assessed the personnel and economic impacts, 
followed the analysis pirovisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and 
waited nine months. 'Illis bill was vetoed by President Ford and a Congressional veto 
override effort failed. 

In 1977, howevcx, President Carter approved legislation requiring DoD to notify 
Congress when a base is a candidate for reduction or closure; prepare reports on the strategic, 
environmental and local economic consequences of such actions; and wait 60 days for 
Congress' response. Ttle legislation was codified as Section 2687, Title 10, U.S. Code (see 
Appendix B). Section 2687, coupled with the requirements of NEPA, effectively brought 
base closures to a halt, :in part because the required studies took one to two years to complete. 
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The Next Decade 

Throughout the next decade, after passage of Section 2687, all attempts to close 
major installations failed. Department proposals to initiate studies were thwarted by 
Congressional opposition, occasionally in specific prohibitions of funding authority to close 
or even study the closure of specific installations. 

The President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (The Grace Commission) 
included in its 1983 report a finding that economies could be made in the base structure. It 
recommended that a non-partisan, independent commission be established to study the issue 
and submit a list of closures. Nothing came of these early efforts. Finally, at the end of the 
second Reagan term, the Administration recognized a window in which to address this 
political stalemate. 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission 

In 1988, Secretary of Defense Carlucci recognized the need to close excess bases and 
the political possibility of gaining Congressional support. By that time, even though the Cold 
War had no signs of ending, the defense budget had already been declining for three straight 
years from the 1985 peak, and it was predicted to decline further. . 

On May 3, 1988, Secretary Carlucci chartered the Defense Secretary's Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure to recommend military bases within the United States for 
realignment and closure. Legislation that was subsequently enacted (Public Law 100-526) 
provided a statutory basis for this one-time approach and also provided relief from certain 
statutory impediments to the completion of base closures. These included a partial waiver of 
NEPA requirements; a delegation of property disposal authority to the DoD, and an expedited 
process of Congressional review of BRAC recommendations. 

Enactment of this legislation constituted recognition between the Legislative and the 
Executive Branches that improvement in the military basing structure could be a means of 
realizing savings in the defense budget, while not impairing the ability of the anned forces to 
carry out their missions. It was also a compact which carefully balanced the prerogatives of 
the two branches of government. 

The 1988 Commission's Recommendations 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission issued its report in December of that year. It 
recommended closing 86 military installations and realigning 13 others. An additional 46 
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installations were designated for increases because units and activities were relocated as a 
result of the recommended closures and realignments. A recap of the major 1988 base 
closures and realignments is at Table 1 of this Appendix. 

The 1988 Comnaission was required to base its recommendations on the force 
structure anticipated in 1988, which was essentially a stable, Cold War force. Even so, it 
recommended closing about three percent of the domestic base structure. 

Impleme~iting the 1988 Commission's Recommendations 

Secretary Carlucci was required by Public Law 100-526 to accept or reject the 1988 
Commission's recomme:ndations in their entirety. In January of 1989, he accepted of the 
recommendations. The law provided Congress with the same opportunity and by May of 
1989, the Congressional review period expired without the enactment of a joint resolution of 
disapproval. The Comrission's 1988 recommendations have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1988 recommendations are on 
track. The closures and realignments were required to begin by January of 1990 and must be 
completed by October of 1995. As of February 1995,14 of the 16 major installations have 
been closed or reduced it0 a caretaker status pending property disposal. 

The January 1990 List of Candidates 

By the end of 19189, as DoD was preparing to send its revised FY 1991 Budget to the 
Congress, the world political landscape began changing dramatically. The Berlin Wall had 
fallen, the Warsaw Pact was weakening, democracy was spreading throughout the region, and 
U.S.-Soviet relations were improving. 

It became clear that DoD's force structure and budget would decline over the next 
several years, in response to reduced tensions and threats. While the long-term force 
structure requirements of the post-Cold War were not yet known, base closures and 
realignments became part of each Military Department's budget strategy for balancing their 
base structure with their declining force structure. 

Since it would take one to two years to complete the required base closure and 
environmental impact studies under the old Section 2687 procedures, then-Secretary of 
Defense Cheney decided to get started. DoD could only have some stydies completed in time 
to submit a final list of closures and realignments to Congress with DoD's FY 199211993 
budget in January of 19!31, if it announced a list of candidates for closure or realignment in 
January of 1990, and began the required one to two year study process. 
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Public Law 101-510 

Most of the January 1990 studies were never completed. In November of 1990 
Congress passed and the President signed Public Law 101-5 10 (see Appendix A). The law 
required DoD to begin its review of the base structure anew, without regard for the January 
1990 list of candidates except when the study was below the numerical thresholds established 
by Public Law 101-5 10. Working from the 1988 BRAC experience and lessons learned, the 
new law authorized independent Presidential BRAC Commissions in 199 1, 1993 and 1995 to 
review the Secretary of Defense's recommendations for base closures and realignments in 
those years. The law also established initial direction to follow as DoD began implementing 
closures and realignments. 

The 1991 Base Closure Process 

The first of the three Commissions to operate under the new law received Secretary of 
Defense Cheney's recommendations for base closures and realignments on April 12, 1991. 
Those recommendations were based on approved final selection criteria and a six year force 
structure plan as required by law. By April of 1991, the Warsaw Pact had disintegrated and 
DoD was planning on significant force reductions. 

Consequently, the Secretary of Defense recommended a significant base structure 
drawdown involving 3 1 major base closures and 48 realignments. The 199 1 Commission 
accepted approximately 90 percent of those recommendations and in its report to the 
President, recommended the closure of 26 major bases and the realignment of 48 others. 
These approved closures represent a reduction of about 5.4 percent of the domestic base 
structure. A recap of the major 1991 base closures and realignments is at Table 1 of this 
Appendix. 

Implementing the 1991 Commission's Recommendations 

The President accepted all of the Commission's recommendations on July 1 1, 199 1, 
and forwarded the Commission's report with his approval to the Congress. The Congressional 
review period established by P.L. 101-510 expired without enactment of a joint resolution of 
disapproval. Recommendations of the 1991 Commission now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1991 recommendations are on 
track. The closures and realignments were required to begin by July of 1993 and must be 
completed by July of 1997. As of February 1995, 19 of the 26 major installations have been 
closed and two more are scheduled for closure by the end of FY 1995. 



Appendix E 
History of Base Closures 

The 1993 Base Closure Process 

The second of the three Commissions to operate under P.L. 101-5 10, as now 
amended, received Secrcetary of Defense Aspin's recommendations for base closures and 
realignments on March 12,1993. Those recommendations were based on the approved final 
selection criteria and a six year force structure plan (President Bush's "base force"). 

Secretary of Defense Aspin recommended substantial base structure reductions, based 
on the planned force stnlcture drawdown, involving 3 1 major base closures and 12 major 
realignments. The 1993 Commission accepted approximately 95 percent of those 
recommendations and in its report to the President of July 1993, recommended the closure of 
28 major bases and the realignment of 13 others. These approved closures and realignments 
represent a further reduc:tion of about 6.2 percent of the domestic base structure. A recap of 
the major 1993 base c1o:sures and realignments is at Table 1 of this Appendix. 

Implemen.ting the 1993 Commission's Recommendations 

The President ac:,cepted all of the Commission's recommendations on July 2, 1993, 
and forwarded the Cormnission's report with his approval to the Congress. The 
Congressional review pe:riod established by P.L. 101-510 expired without enactment of a 
joint resolution of disapl~roval. Consequently, the recommendations of the 1993 Commission 
now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1993 recommendations are on 
track. The closures and realignments are required to begin by July of 1995 and must be 
completed by July of 1999. As the DoD learned how to close bases faster, it began to 
accelerate savings. As of February 1995, three of the 1993 major closures have occurred, and 
another five are scheduled for closure by the end of FY 1995. 

The Need To Expedite Mission Drawdown - 
A Brief History of Base Closure Implementation 

Because the 19811 BRAC round was driven by consolidation of a stable force, rather 
than a force drawdown, implementation was expensive and slow. Usually, extensive 
facilities needed to be colnstructed at consolidation sites before closures and realignments 
could actually occur. Cllosures took five to six years from the date of announcement. By 
199 1, the situation had changed and DoD was downsizing in earnest. Rather than 
consolidating a stable foirce, DoD simply eliminated forces when bases were closed. 
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This change was mirrored in the impacted communities as well. In the 1988 round, 
the actual closure date was so far in the future that communities were not convinced that the 
closure would actually occur. Communities rarely had a sense of urgency in planning reuse, 
and generally did not get organized for six months to a year after announcement. By 1991, it 
was clear that downsizing was in earnest and that DoD bases would be closed. Communities 
realized they had to act sooner and take the early initiative to start a reuse plan, especially in 
light of the recessionary economic climate of the early 1990's. On average, communities 
were forming reuse organizations within two months after the closures were announced, 
instead of six months to a year. 

Likewise, in 1988, conversion of property was neither quick nor simple. 
Communities struggled to understand complex Federal and State laws and regulations that 
were never developed for land reuse transactions as massive as those resulting from base 
closures. In instances where property disposal was not part of the process, the pace of base 
closing has been dramatic. For example, DoD closed 32 percent of its foreign installations in 
just four years despite the intervening turbulence of the Iraq War. 

After three rounds of domestic base realignment and closures, only about 15 percent 
of the base capacity has been selected for closure. While military missions are terminating 
more quickly, most of these bases have yet to be fully closed and turned over to other 
activities. Several factors such as the need to construct new facilities at receiving bases, the 
environmental condition of closing bases, and cumbersome property disposal procedures 
contribute to the delay in closing a base. While funding of the BRAC program has received 
sustained Congressional support, a $500 million rescission of N 1994 funds in early 1994 
did slow the pace of some closures. 

Despite these impediments, DoD is closing domestic bases faster than in the past. 
DoD has reduced closure time from nearly five years for the bases on the 1988 list to 
approximately two years for bases on the 1993 list. Much of this improvement is attributable 
to statutory streamlining which Congress has often initiated, and the procedural and policy 
improvements DoD has made to assist communities in achieving rapid economic 
reinvestment. 

The 1995 Base Closure Process 

The 1995 base closure process is described in detail in the body of this report. 
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Table 1 - MA.lOR BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECAP 
Baseline: Base Structure Report (495-U.S. includes 10 territories and possessions) 

Chanute AFB, IL Phila Naval Hosp, PA 
Mather AFB, CA Naval Station Galveston, TX 
Pease AFB, NH Naval Station Lake Charles, LA 
George AFB, CA Presidio of San Francisco, CA 
Norton AFB, CA Fort Sheridan, IL 
Naval Station Brooklyn, NY 

Naval Station Puget Sound, WA Fort Bliss, TX 
Pueblo Army Depot, CO Fort Meade, MD 
Umatilla Army Depot, OR Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Fort Dix, NJ Fort Huachuca, AZ 

3991 Commission 

Fort Ben Harrison, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Hunters Point Annex, CA 
Tustin MCAS, CA 
Chase Field NAS, '1X 
Moffett NAS, CA 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA. 

MacDill AFB, FL 
Beale AFB, CA 
AVSCOM/TROSCOM, MO 
Fort Chaffee, AR 
Fort Polk, LA 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 

Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
Naval Station Puget Sound, WA 
NAV ELEC SYS ENGR CTR, 

San Diego, CA 
Bergstrom AFB, TX 
Carswell AFB, TX 
Eaker AFB, AR 
England AFB, LA 

NAVAIR Eng Ctr, Lakehurst, NJ 
NAVAIR Devel Ctr, Wanninster, PA 
NAVAIR Propul Ctr, Trenton, NJ 
NAV ORD STA, Indian Head, MD 
NAV Avionics Ctr, Indianpolis, IN 
NAV Coastal Sys Ctr, Panama City, FL 
NAV ORD STA, Louisville, KY 

Jefferson Proving Ground, IN 
Lexington Army Depot, KY 
Army Material Tech Lab, MA 
Fort Douglas, UT 
Cameron Station. VA 

Fort Holabird, MD 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort McPherson, GA 

Grissom AFB, IN 
Loring AFB, ME 
Lowry AFB, CO 
Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 
Richards-Gebaur ARS, MO 
Rickenbacker AGB, OH 
Williams AFB, AZ 
Wurtsmith AFB, MI 
Castle AFB, CA 

NAV Surf Wpns Ctr, White Oak, MD 
NAV Undsea Warfre Eng Sta, 

Keyport, WA 
NAV Wpns Ctr, China Lake, CA 
NAV Wpns Sup Ctr, Crane, IN 
Pac Missile Tst Ctr, Point Mugu, CA 
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1993 Commission 

Vint Hill Farms, VA 
MCAS El Toro, CA 
Naval Hospital Oakland, CA 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL 
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam 
NESEC, St. Inigoes, MD 
Naval Station Charleston, SC 
Homestead Air Force Base, FL 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY 
Defense Personnel Support Center, 

Naval Station Mobile, AL 
Naval Air Station Alameda, CA 
Naval Station Treasure Island, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, HI 
Naval Station Staten Island, NY 
Naval Air Station Dallas, TX 
O'Hare IAP ARS, IL 
Gentile Air Force Station, OH (DESC) 

PA 

.. 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 4 

Naval Air Station Glenview, IL 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, SC 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, MI 
Newark Air Force Base, OH 

Anniston Army Depot, AL Fort Monmouth, NJ Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Tooele Army Depot, UT Fort Belvoir, VA MCLB Barstow, CA 
NWS Seal Beach, CA NSWC (Dahlgren) White Oak Det, NETC, Newport, RI 
Naval Air Station Memphis, TN White Oak, Maryland March Air Force Base, CA 
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY Hill Air Force Base ALC, UT 

Table 2 - DoD RECOMMENDATIONS RF.-TECTED BY PREVIOUS CO-IONS 

Because the 1988 Commission was the sole authority for recommending closure and 
realignments to the Secretary of Defense there were no recommendations made that were not 
accepted by the Secretary of Defense. 

Installation 

Annv 
Fort McClellan, AL 
Fort Dix, NJ 
Fort Chaffee, AR 
Army Corps of Engineers 

Recommended Action 

Close 
Close 
Close 
None 

Commission Action 

Open 
Realign 
Realign 
Redign 



Appendix E 
History of Base Closures 

Naw 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, WA Close Open 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL Close Open 
RDT&E & Fleet Support Activities Close lomealign 16 Close 7Realign 17 

Air Force 
Moody AFB, GA Close open 

;1993 Commission 

Anny 
Fort McClellan, AL Close 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA Realign 
Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA None 

Open 
Open 
Realign 

Chunges to Previously Approved 88/91 Recommendations Afecting Army 

Presidio of San Francisco, (:A 

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 

Naw 
Naval Air Station Agana, Ciuarn 
Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, WV 
Naval Air Facility Johnstown, PA 
Naval Hospital, Charleston, SC 
Naval Air Station Meridian, MS 
Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA 
Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA 
Naval Submarine Base New London, CA 
Aviation Supply Office, PA 
Naval Air Technical Servic:es Facility, 

Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Electronic Security 

Systems Engineering Center, Charleston, SC 
Naval Electronic Systems 

Engineering Center, Portl;mouth,VA 
Naval Surface Warfare Cemer-Carderock, 

Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD 
Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center, 

Lawrence, MA 
Naval Reserve Center, Chicopee, MA 
Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, MA 

Send 6th Army to Keep 6th Army at 
Ft Carson Presidio of SF 

Send functions to 
Rock Island 

None 
None 
None 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Disestablish 
Close 
Realign 
Close 
Close 

Disestablish 

Receive 

Disestablish 

None 

None 
None 

Realign 
Keep Functions 
at Letterkemy 

Close 
Close 
Close 
open 
open 
Open 
Realign 
open 
open 
open 
open 

Close 

Close 

Close 
Close 
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Changes to Previously Approved BRA C 88/91 Recommendations 

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA None Realign 

Air Force 
Plattsburgh AFB, NY 
Homestead AFB, FL 
McGuire AFB, NJ 

None 
Close 
Realign 

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 88/91 Recommendations 

Bergstrom AFB, TX Redirect 

Defense Jlo~istics 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, PA Relocate 
Defense Reutilization & Marketing Service, MI Disestablish 

Close 
Realign 
open 



Appendix F 

Areas of Commission S~ecial Interest 

Introduction 

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission expressed several 
concerns in the "Issues for Further Consideration" chapter of its report. The Commission 
shared its concerns a b u t  several issues on which they had gained valuable insights through 
review of the Defense Secretary's closure and realignment recommendations. DoD carefully 
examined the 1993 Cornmission's concerns and the following discussion provides the results 
of that review. 

Interservicing 

The 1993 Comnnission highlighted interservicing, depot capacity and private sector 
capability as areas within depot maintenance that deserved particular attention. The 
Commission suggested completion of an exhaustive review of depot maintenance for 
BRAC 95, and strongly supported a joint organization responsible for assigning workload to 
DoD's depots. 

In 1993, the Sec:retary of Defense directed DoD to complete a comprehensive study of 
the depot maintenance ~nanagement structure. The study, entitled "Integrated Management of 
Department of Defense Depot Maintenance Activities" considered several alternatives for 
managing depots. These alternatives included a Joint Depot Maintenance Command, a 
Defense Depot Maintenlance Agency, an Executive Service and an empowered Defense 
Depot Maintenance Coi~ncil (DDMC). Of its alternatives, the study recommended an 
empowered DDMC. 'IIne Deputy Secretary of Defense subsequently approvgd that 
recommendation. 

In 1994, Congre:ss directed the Secretary of Defense to establish a Joint 
Governmenthdustry task force to study depot maintenance. Based upon an in-depth study, 
the task force endorsed DDMC oversight for workloading and interservicing within 
maintenance depots as the preferred method for management of DoD depot maintenance. 

DoD believes that a large central depot maintenance organization, separate and apart 
from the Services, and  responsible for all of DoD's organic and contract depot maintenance is 
not the best way to provide timely support for the warfighters. The maintenance structure in 
each of the Services is designed to reinforce and back-up the intermediate and organizational 
levels of maintenance. The Services must have the authority and resources to maintain peak 
readiness of their weapon systems and flexibility to meet the rapidly changing conditions 
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inherent in war. Good maintenance is at the very heart of weapon systems' readiness. To 
effectively achieve this, it is necessary to leave the management of maintenance depots in the 
hands of the Services. DoD should only provide DoD policy making and oversight authority. 

For BRAC 95, the Deputy Secretary of Defense established five functional Joint 
Cross-Service Groups to enhance opportunities for cross-servicing and multi-service use of 
the remaining infrastructure. One of these groups, the Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot 
Maintenance (JCSG-DM) was chaired by the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 
and included senior logisticians from each of the Services, Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 
and the Joint Staff. The group conducted an in-depth analysis on a commodity/site basis, 
DoD-wide. As a result, the group was able to provide alternatives for closure, realignment 
and consolidation to the Military Departments for further analysis and use in the development 
of their recommendations. The DDMC will analyze the remaining interservicing candidates 
to determine the feasibility of implementing them after the BRAC 95 process ends. 

Depot Capacity 

The Commission recognized that excess DoD depot capacity would remain even after 
BRAC 93 reductions. It, therefore, recommended a moratorium on further depot construction 
until after the Secretary's Bottom-Up Review had determined capacity requirements. 

DoD requires that each budget request for a depot maintenance construction project 
be fully considered for interservicing alternatives by the Joint Military Construction Review 
Board. This review prevents duplication of facilities within DoD Components. Since 1993, 
most of the military construction in the DoD maintenance depots has been environmental or 
necessary to implement BRAC 93 requirements. 

Therefore, a moratorium would only have prevented necessary construction for 
environmental projects or projects to implement BRAC 93 recommendations. Our military 
construction in this area has not exacerbated the Department's over capacity in the depot 
maintenance area. 

Private Sector Capability 

The Commission also felt that the BRAC 93 recommendations did not address private 
sector capability. 

In the memorandum issued by the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) on 
November 15, 1993, DoD established a definitive policy for maintaining only its "core" 
capabilities. For BRAC 95 analysis purposes, the Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot 
Maintenance directed the Military Departments to "size to core." Only core capabilities 



Appendix F 
Areas of Commission Special lnterest 

should be maintained within the organic Defense depots to meet the readiness and 
sustainability requirements of weapon systems that support contingency scenarios directed by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to minimize operational risks and guarantee required readiness. 
Core depot maintenance: capabilities will comprise only the minimum facilities, equipment 
and skilled personnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled source of required technical 
competence. 

The remaining "above core" depot maintenance workloads will then be available for 
performance in the private sector. Within this policy, not all mission essential weapon 
systems, equipment or components would be maintained in DoD depots. When a Service 
Secretary determines that a sufficiently assured source of repair exists in the private sector to 
negate specific weapon system-related risk, that weapon system may be maintained by private 
industry. This policy also provided the methodology to size to core the Department's 
workload. 

By downsizing 1)oD's in-house maintenance capability to the minimum necessary, 
operational requirements may be met in the most cost effective manner through a mix of 
public and private industrial support. 

Implementation of the Commission's Recommendations 

The Commission reported that despite DoD assistance, environmental study and 
cleanup requirements have resulted in a slowdown in the disposal process, causing delays in 
reuse. The Commission also endorsed recommendations received from affected communities 
and some reuse groups that would establish a "reuse czar" to oversee property disposal and 
establish a "community :Friendlyn disposal process. The Commission also suggested that the 
Army and Navy replicate the Air Force's Base Conversion Agency to facilitate and expedite 
disposal. 

The Department has thoroughly revamped the way it disposes of its base closure 
property and the way it works with communities to foster economic conversion and reuse. 
The entire process, with all its changes, is outlined in Chapter Six of this report. 

Leases 

The Commission. found that DoD spends a significant amount of operation and 
maintenance funds on leased space. Since downsizing should create excess capacity to 
eliminate much of this d~ependence, the Commission suggested that a separate category for 
leased facilities be estalilished for BRAC 95. The Commission also found that DoD 
appeared to be paying p~uemium rates to GSA for space that could be leased commercially in 
like areas at lower rates. 
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While DoD did not preclude establishing a leased space category, it could not 
mandate establishing one. Instead, DoD gave the Services and Agencies the latitude to 
categorize their activities in any way they deem appropriate. Without exception, each Service 
and the DLA established categories based upon mission. This is the only way that total 
excess capacity could be evaluated. DoD has, however, strived to consolidate onto 
government-owned space wherever possible. Each of the Services and the DLA have 
initiatives to relocate and consolidate their activities from leased space. However, it is 
important to evaluate the full cost of government ownership, including maintenance and 
repair, in any comparison with leased space options. 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

DoD has been planning for several years to consolidate nearly 300 Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service (DFAS) offices. In 1993, DoD invited communities to submit 
proposals to become consolidated DFAS facility locations. The primary criterion used, in the 
nationwide site selection process called the Opportunity for Economic Growth (OEG), was 
the extent to which local communities were willing to subsidize the cost of DFAS facilities 
and operations, thereby resulting in savings to DoD. 

Prior to the release of his 1993 BRAC Report, the Secretary of Defense rejected the 
DFAS site selection process because he was not convinced that it was sound public policy. 
The OEG was viewed as an auction for public service jobs that did not consider important 
criteria, such as the disruption of service that could result from transfemng DFAS facilities. 
Many viewed the process as an unfair effort to place the cost burden of providing for a strong 
national defense on local communities rather than sharing the costs across the nation. This 
was fundamentally inconsistent with the President's community reinvestment initiatives. 

While the 1993 Commission accepted this decision, it recommended the Secretary of 
Defense consider the significant investment of time and resources that the top 20 contenders 
made in submitting proposals to become DFAS center locations. 

As a result of the 1993 Commission's recommendation, a new DFAS site selection 
process began. The new process was based on cost to the government, maintenance of 
customer service, use of defense assets made redundant by the end of the Cold War, and a 
good labor supply. The review process began with a full consideration of the 20 
communities that were under consideration during the final phase of the previous process. 

On May 3, 1994, DoD announced the results of the DFAS consolidation site selection 
process. Twenty-five locations, including several that were considered during the previous 
process, were selected. 
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Medical Treatment Facilities 

The 1993 Commission's Report recommended the Department of Defense improve 
health care operations and cost effectiveness, ensure that accessible health care is available 
to remaining beneficiaries at closure and realignment sites, take an active role in identifying 
medical facility consolidations or closures, and continue pursuing formalized sharing 
agreements with the Ve,terans Administration (VA) and private sector hospitals. The 
Commission made five specific recommendations: (1) consolidate resources across Military 
Departments and specified geographic areas; (2) close military treatment facilities that are not 
cost-effective; (3) move: assets across Military Departments and into other Service facilities 
to increase capabilities; (4) create health care programs that operate on a competitive basis, 
and (5) upgrade substandard facilities that are still required. 

In response to d-ynarnic changes in health care delivery, DoD developed a 
comprehensive manageid care program called TRICARE. TRICARE is a regional managed 
care program that brings together the health care delivery systems of the military services, as 
well as the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS). 
The program is designed to improve beneficiary access, assure affordable and high quality 
care, provide choice and contain overall DoD costs. 

Twelve TRICMXE regions are identified across the United States. Each is 
administered by a Lead Agent responsible for planning and coordinating the regional delivery 
of health care in that area. Individual medical commanders retain complete command and 
control of their health ciue programs, and with assistance from the Lead Agent, can refer 
patients to other DoD aid designated specialty referral centers. Lead Agents also oversee 
regional contracts with civilian managed care companies. 

The Department's actions to lessen any adverse medical impact at base realignment 
and closure sites includr: transition health care programs, managed care initiatives, retail 
pharmacy networks and meetings with beneficiaries. A retail pharmacy benefit is also 
included at each locatioin where a provider network is developed. This program for 
CHAMPUS-eligible personnel will also be available to military Medicare-eligible 
beneficiaries residing within former BRAC catchment areas, when no other military medical 
pharmacy is present. 

In addition, the I>epartment has begun to test a mail-order pharmacy service in several 
states. As with the retail pharmacy benefit program, the mail-order pharmacy demonstration 
is also available to Medicare-eligible beneficiaries residing within former BRAC catchment 
areas, when no other military medical pharmacy is present. 



Appendix F 
Areas of Commission Special Interest 

DoD already shares thousands of services with the VA and has entered into numerous 
joint ventures. DoD is pursuing new opportunities with the VA while taking a sound 
management approach to furthering the VA/DoD Health Care Resources Sharing Program as 
the Military Health Services System (MHSS) moves into the TRICARE managed care arena. 
Individual sharing agreements are part of each of the comprehensive regional plans. 
Guidelines to military facility commanders will encourage the military services to evaluate 
the possibility and feasibility of using Federal capabilities, where and when it is mutually cost 
effective. Additionally, the Departments are in the process of signing a Memorandum of 
Understanding, implementing legislation that allows VA to establish a contractual health care 
provider relationship with DoD Managed Care contractors. 

The Deputy Secretary's BRAC guidance memorandum of January 7, 1994, provided 
the authority for establishment of the Joint Cross-Service Group for Military Treatment 
Facilities (MTFs) and Graduate Medical Education (GME). The MTF and GME group 
developed criteria, data sources, and measurements consistent with the BRAC criteria. 
Through quantitative and qualitative analysis, DoD identified closure and consolidation 
alternatives for Service consideration. The alternatives would reduce excess capacity in the 
MHSS while ensuring required infrastructure for wartime missions. The Services evaluated 
the alternatives in consonance with their overall basing studies and analyses. The Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) and the Services are also pursuing physical plant 
efficiencies through the DoD Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System process. 

DoD has moved conscientiously toward bringing the Military Department's healthcare 
facilities into compliance with governing life and fire safety codes to ensure that appropriate, 
quality health care delivery is achieved in a safe and efficient setting. Revitalizing the 
physical plant resources supporting our health care delivery system is paramount in providing 
necessary, cost-effective, care to eligible beneficiaries while supporting the medical readiness 
mission. 

Cumulative Economic Impact 

The 1993 Commission made two key recommendations regarding cumulative 
economic impact. First, the Commission recommended that "the Secretary of Defense make 
clear that cumulative economic impact alone is an insufficient cause for removing a base with 
inadequate military value from consideration for closure or realignment. Economic impact 
should be given weight only when analyzing candidate bases with comparable, sufficient 
military value." Guidance issued by the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact 
specifically addressed this issue by directing DoD components to conside; cumulative 
economic impact as part of the economic impact criterion and within the context of all eight 
final selection criteria. Second, the Commission recommended "clarifying and standardizing 
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geographic areas of meisurement." The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact 
addressed this concern by establishing clearly defined rules for assigning installations to 
BRAC economic areas. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Concerned that sufficient emphasis was not being placed on the Corps of Engineers 
reorganization, the Corrunission encouraged the Secretary of Defense to promptly approve a 
reorganization plan so tihat significant savings could be realized and unnecessary facilities 
closed. 

In November 1993, President Clinton directed the Secretary of Defense to develop a 
new reorganization pla.111. The Secretary of the Army began this process with assistance from 
the Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works. To that end, the Secretary of the 
Army approved a new Civil Works Roles Matrix for the Corps of Engineers in October 1994. 
Several task forces are c:urrently refining the details for implementing new roles for various 
office levels within the (Corps of Engineers. At this time, planning is proceeding under the 
assumption that no division or district offices will close. 

Classified Programs 

The 1993 Comnlission was concerned that several bases recommended for closure in 
1991 and 1993 conductt:d classified missions. While the Commission recognized that the 
merits of these programs were not issues for its cognizance, it felt that it was important to 
keep an audit trail of discussions conducted during the recommendation process and that the 
appropriate agencies and the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, 
Communications and Intelligence (ASD(C3I)) participate in the process. 

It was important to DoD's BRAC 95 process to assess classified missions. In 
particular, the Test and :Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group reviewed facilities in their area 
of consideration and the: Services' processes also took these kinds of programs into account. 
Additionally, a representative of the ASD (C3I) participated in BRAC 95 Steering Group 
meetings and the ASD(:C3I) personally provided his formal coordination of the Military 
Department and Defens~e Agency recommendations before the Secretary of Defense approved 
them. 

Measures of Merit 

The Commissioln suggested that, overall, DoD tended to measure results rather than 
capacity. Specifically, they stated that facility capacity would be a better representation of 
assessing overall excess capacity within the DoD Depot system. The Commission suggested 
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that DoD use facility cost of performance or a similar measure because that would be more 
reflective of merit or productivity. The Commission said there were several instances of data 
errors submitted to the Commission and that to preclude this, base commanders and field 
respondents providing raw data and information to higher headquarters should be allowed to 
review the overall input in its final format before it is sent to the Commission. 

In regard to measures of merit in the depot area, capacity was the most significant 
factor in the Department's analysis. Moreover, the Commission's suggestion that DoD use 
the cost of performance was not feasible because, in the depot area in particular, the diversity 
of work performed precluded this kind of comparison between most facilities. Cost 
accounting practices of the Military Departments were too diverse to make meaningful 
comparisons at the commodity level without further leveling. Therefore, the JCSG-DM 
depended on Military Department COBRA analysis as a cost feasibility test for the JCSG- 
DM developed alternatives. 

Finally, in regard to data errors, DoD's certification process coupled with Military 
Department, DoD hspector General and General Accounting Office auditors provides the 
process with a system that far exceeds any others in regard to the number of people 
responsible for checking data accuracy. Adding additional requirements for data accuracy 
would not provide additional accuracy and would only serve to slow the process. 

Community Preference Consideration 

The Commission highlighted the importance of following the Base Closure Act's 
requirement to give special consideration to any community's request to close or realign a 
facility. The Commission cited the case of the Borough of Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania. The 
residents of Marcus Hook petitioned the Army in both BRAC 91 and BRAC 93 to close a 
reserve center located in their community, to no avail. The Commission urged the 
Department to negotiate in good faith to transfer the Marcus Hook reserve center activities to 
the Philadelphia Navy Yard. 

DoD, in fact, does place a strong emphasis on community preference requests for 
closures or realignments. However, in this instance, relocating this reserve center would not 
be cost effective. The most recent study conducted by the Army at the request of Congress, 
surveyed potential sites to re-station Detachment 1,949th Transportation Company (Float 
Craft), currently located in Marcus Hook. The study encompassed eleven sites within a 100- 
mile radius of Marcus Hook, including two sites at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. Once 
again, the Marcus Hook location was found to be the most cost effective. - 
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Environmental Cleanup Cost 

The Commission stated that new laws require accelerated cleanup at closing bases. 
They also stated that there is a potential requirement for a level of environmental restoration at 
closing bases exceeding that which would be necessary if the bases were to remain open. The 
Commission cited these: factors in requesting the Secretary of Defense to consider incremental 
environmental restoration costs in his recommendations to the 1995 Commission. 

In BRAC 95, DoD considered environmental restoration consistent with prior rounds. 
That is, since the Department is legally bound to restore this property, it is not a factor in 
deciding to select any iristallation for closure or realignment. 

Unexploded Ordnance at Fort Monroe, Virginia 

The Commissio~~ expressed concern that unexploded ordnance impeded the closure of 
Fort Monroe as well as other Army facilities. Since 1993, the Army has conducted a 
comprehensive investig,ation of the extent and level of threat due to unexploded ordnance at 
Fort Monroe. New technology has provided significantly greater accuracy in locating and 
identifying subsurface objects that were previously considered to be potential unexploded 
ordnance. Using this new technology, the Army thoroughly surveyed 283 acres of Fort 
Monroe to locate and icbentify all potential hazards. The survey included the excavation of a 
sample of potential une~rploded ordnance sites identified for further detailed examination. 
The sample resulted in the Army finding 581 "anomalies" which could be potential 
unexploded ordnance. These were selected for excavation and further investigation; seven 
anomalies were c o n f i e d  as unexploded ordnance -- all were cannon balls and none were 
live unexploded ordnance. Extrapolating data, the probable number of unexploded ordnance 
on Fort Monroe is 1,309. The Army has determined that the likelihood of encountering 
unexploded ordnance is minimal; hence, there is a minimal risk to the public health and 
environment if identified sites are left undisturbed by intrusive excavation activities 
associated with construction or land development. Hence, the reuse of Fort Monroe would be 
limited, should it be recommended for closure, given the estimated cost to safely remove all 
hazards to a ten foot depth is approximately $20 million. 

Rightsizing DoD - Service Initiatives 

The Comrnission~ noted that initiatives of the individual Services to independently 
close, realign or transfer facilities that do not break the threshold of theDefense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act were proceeding and successful. The Commission applauded these 
efforts and charged the Secretary of Defense to continue to encourage the Services in their 
ongoing efforts in this area. The Department agrees completely and will strive to maintain 
only that infrastructure necessary for our defense. 
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Impacts by State 
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Defense controd Mgnt Command Memationol Redign 

De~DlstmwtmDepotColumkn rn 

Oldmmna 
MForce 

oldohoma Clty ALC (mfef AFB) 

PoMsYtv- 
AsmV 
Ft lndiontown Gop 

Ke)y Support Center, PA 

Letteherny A m y  Depot 

Navy 
NAESU Philadelphia 

NATSF Philadelphia 

NAWC-AD Open Water Test FacilW Omland 

NAWC-AD Wannkrcler 

NCCOSC R&D Det Wanninster 

Close 

Reosen 

R- 

Close 

ckm 
close 

Close 

ckm 

3 (6) 3 30 
6 (1) 2 23 
0 0 0 0 
8 (33) 8 105 

Coh- Clcbduded b, NAWC-AD WOrmhSter ocWon 

' Twenty Yeor Net Resent Value at 2.75% 



I BRAC 95 Closure and Remlignrnent Recommendation Costs and Savings I ,  
(M % truliaonr) Net Personnel 

/ senrlce/Agency Closure FY96-01 Net Annual Total 1 G o I n s ( . X I ( L ~ )  I 
NSY PhdodelphieNcntok Det Redirect 0 (52) 9 1 35 0 0 
UrForce 

Greater Pmsburgh lAP ARS Close 22 (36) 13 161 0 (37) 
LoOLMaAg.ney 

Defense Dishibution Depot ~etterlcenny Qisestakm 45 21 12 102 (4) (374) 
Defense hdushial Supply Center. PA ~ c i U i s h  17 (59) 18 237 (16) (369) 

~lnstalldon State Action Coat Cost (Savings) Savings Savings' 

Penonnel I n u n  ot Other Bases 

ToWPmryhronlaPonomolLnpact 

Mil Ctv 

Pelsoruw Increases at cnher Bases 

TotdWlodeWondPonomol~ 

I 

Close 
Close 

Penonnel Increases d Other Bases 

To#dSaulhCaromoPenomelInpac) 

Temessae 

- ~ A O e n c y  
Defense C i s h h k n  Depot MemphD Close 

Texas 
Asmy 

Red River Army Depot Uose 

NavV 
NAS Cocpus Christi Reofen 
NRF Loredo Close 
Air Faco 

AF E ~ o n i c  Wartore Simulator Activih/. Ft. \IVorM DiwstobYh 

Ber@cmAirReserveBose Close 

Brooks AFB Uose 

Reese AFB Close 

Son Antonio ALC (KenV AFB) R- 

m L o O t r l l a A O e n c y  
~efenre Dishibution Dewt Red River DoestMoh 

Wuded in NAS Meridian donrre 

0 (1) 0 4 

Perramel Increases d Other Bases 

T o w  Texas PeMmel blvocl 

' Twenty Year Net Resent Volue at 2.75% 



BRAC 95 Closure and Realianment Recommendation Costs and Savinas I 
Net Personnel 

Galns and (Losres) 
(M W SMlaonr) 

Senrice/Agency Closure FY96-01 Net Annual Total 
installation State Action Cost Cost (Savings) Savings Savings 

Utah 
Amy 

DugwW Roving Grwnd 25 (61) 26 307 (165) (931) 
Air Face 

Ogden ALC (Hill AFB) Redlgn Cohlsov* lahd~dedhAFuCRealgr rnenb~Son~ntor io~C)  0 0 
MI AFB (kludin~ Utah Tesi and Training Range) Redign 3 (62) 12 180 0 147 

-LoOldlcrAOwy 
Defente mhibumn Depot Ogden ckw 111 28 21 181 (8) (1.105) 

Wrsbllo 
Amy 

Ft Lee Wenner Ho@al) 
Ft picken 

Informalion Systems Softwore Command 

NavV 
Info Systems Mgt Ctr Mngton 

Naval Mgt Systems Spt Office Chesapeake 

NAVSEA C W d  Clh/ 

NlSE Det Ndok  
Office of Noval Research -on 
SPAWAR Arlington 

R = m  
Close 

Rekcat0  

Relocate 

~~ 
Redbect 

Close 

Redirect 

Rediect 

penoonel Increases at Other Bases 

T o r c l l v l r g r m a ~ l n p o t t  

w d -  
Amy 

Cmp Bcllm&m 

Novv 
NUWC K w  

Wdvhebr ia  
Amy 

V d l e V G r o v e A r e a M a i n t m S p t ~ , W V  Close CQW%viW hduded in Kely Support Center actiun 

Wbconrtn 
Novv 
NRC Sheboygan 

' Twenty Veor Net Resent Vdue at 2.75% 



~e~artment of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
(Military includes average student load: civilian includes on-base contractor penonnel) 

State Out In Net Gainl(Loss) 
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ 

*LABUU 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT RECUM 0 0 28 473 28 473 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT ANNISTON RECEIVE 0 0 0 539 0 539 
FORT MCCLEUAN CLOSE (6.095) (2.441) 0 0 (6,095) (2.441) 
NRC HUN~SVILLE CLOSE (11) (8) o o (11) (8) 
REDSTONE ARSENAL RECEIVE 0 0 201 2.368 201 2,368 

Total (6.106) (2,449) 229 3,380 (5.877) 931 

AlAsKA 
FORT GREELY 
FORT WAINWRIGHT 
NAIF ADAK 

ARRONA 

FORT HUACHUCA 
WMA PROVING GROUND 

ARKINSIS 
FORT CHAFFEE 

wmRNU 
CBC PORT HUENEME 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT WEST 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT SAN JOAQUIN 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUllON REGION WEST 
EAST FT BAKER 
EDWARDS AFB 
flSC SAN MEGO 
FORT H U ~  umm 
MCCLEWNAFB 
M O F M  FEDERAL AIRPORT AGS 
NADEP NORTH ISLAND 
NAS NORTH I S M  
NAVAL HEALTH RESEARCH CENTER. SAN DlEGO 
NAVAL PERSONNEL R&D CENTER. SAN MEGO 
NAVAL STATION SAN MEGO 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATION SEAL BEACH 
NAVMEDCEN SAN MEGO 
NAWC CHINA LAKE 
NCCOSC RDT6E !3N DlEGO 
NlSE WEST SAN MEGO 

NORTH HIGHLANDS AIR GUARD STATlON 
NRC POMONA 
NRC SANfA ANA (IRVINE) 

NRC STOCKTON 
NSWC PORT HUENEME 
NSY LONG BEACH 

ONIZUKA AS 
SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 
SUPSHIP LONG BEACH 
TRAVIS AFB 

COLORADO 
FALCON AFB 
FmSlMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 
FORT CARSON 
LOWRY AFB 

PETERSON AFB 

REWGN 
R E C M  
CLOSE 
Total 

R E C M  0 0 108 166 108 166 
RECENE 0 0 39 18 39 18 
TOW 0 0 147 184 147 1 84 

CLOSE 
Toml 

RECUM 
RECUM 
RECEIVE 
REDIRECT 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 
RECUM 
R W G N  

RECUM 
CLOSE 
RECUM 
RECEIVE 
CLOSE 
MSESTABUSH 
RECUM 
RECUM 
RECEIVE 

RECENE 
RECENE 

DISESTABLISH 

CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 

CLOSE 
RECENE 
CLOSE 
R W G N  
R W G N  
MSESTABUSH 
RECEIVE 
Total 

0 0 
RECEIVE 0 287 234 0 287 234 
CLOSE (1.291) (1.612) 0 0 (1Bl) (1.612) 
RECEIVE 0 0 231 0 231 0 
REDIRECT m) (1 1) 0 0 rn) (11) 
RECENE 0 0 10 69 10 69 
Total (1.369) (1.623) 528 303 (841) (1.320) 



Deparbnent of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
(Military includes average studem load: civilian indudes on-base contractor personnel) 

State Out In Net Gainl(Loss) 
Installation Action Mil Chr Mil Chr Mil Chr 

CONNECTICUT 
NUWC DET NEW LONDON 
STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT 
SUBASE NEW LONDON 

DlSrWCTOFcoLuMBlA 
NAVALRESEARCHLABORATORY 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER 

FLORIDA 

€GUN AFB 
HOMESTEAD AFB 
MACDILL AFE 
NADEP JACKS0NVlLI.E 
NAS JACKSOWLLE 
NAS KM WEST 
NAS PENSACOLA 
NAS WHmNG FIELD 
NAWC TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 
NRL UNDERWATER SOUND DET ORLANDO 
NSWC PANAMA CITY 
TYNDALL AFB 

GEORGIA 

M E N S E  CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT SOUTH 
DOBBINS ARB 
FORT GORDON 
NAS ATLANTA 
NAVSCSCOL ATHENS 
WARNER-FIOBINS ALC (ROBINS AFB) 

GUAM 
nsc GUAM 
NAS AGANA 
NAVAL AClMllES GUAM 
SRF GUAM 

I U W M  
FORT S H A m R  

MCB KANEOHE BAY 
NAVMAG LUALUALEI 
NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR 

IDAHO 
MOUKTUN HOME AFB 

lWNOlS 
NTC GREAT WCES 
PRICE SUPPORT CENIER. IL 
SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

mDlANA 
NAWGAD INDIANAPOLIS 

NSWC CRANE 

KANSAS 
NARC OLATHE 

DISESTABUSH 
CLOSE 
RECEM 
Toml 

RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
T o w  

RECENE 
REDIRECT 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
RECEM 
R W G N  
RECENE 
RECUM 
RECUM 
DISESTAEUSH 
RECEM 
RECEM 

Total 

DISESTABLISH 
RECEM 
RECEM 
RECEIVE 
RECUM 
R W G N  

Tabl 

DISESTABLISH 
REDIRECT 
R W G N  
CLOSE 
Tool 

RECEIVE 
RECEM 
RECEM 
RECUM 
T o w  

RECUVE 
Toml 

RECEIVE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
Total 

CLOSE 
R E c m  
Total 

CLOSE 
Tool 



~e~arbneniof  Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
(Military inclitdes average student load: civilian includes on-base contractor personnel) I 

State Out In Net ~aln/ (~oss)  
installation Action Mil Clv Mil Civ Mil Ci 

KENTUCKY 
FORT KNOX 

NSWC LOUISVILLE 

RECENE 

CLOSE 
Toml 

LOUISIANNA 
NAS NEW ORLEANS RECEIVE 0 0 0 2 0 2 
NAVAL BIO DYNAMICS LAB NEW ORLEANS CLOSE (15) (39) o o (15) (39) 
NR READINESS CMD 10 NEW ORLEANS a o s E  (24) (23) o o (24) (a) 

rota1 (39) (62) 0 2 (39) (60) 

MANE 
NAS BRUNSWlCK 

MARYLAND 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 
ARMY PUBLICATIONS DISTRIBUTION CEFmR 
FORT D€rRICK 
FOFtT MEADE (KIMBROUGH HOSPITAL) 
FORT RrrCHlE 
NAVAL MEDICAL RESEARCH INST. BETHESDA 
NAWGAD PATUXENT RIVER 
NSWC CARDEROCK 
NSWC DET ANNAPWS 
NSWC DET WHITE OAK 

RECEIVE 0 0 215 5 215 5 
T d l l  0 0 215 5 215 5 

RECEIVE 
RELOCATE 
RECEM 
REWON 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
Toml 

llrlrSSACHUssEm 
DEFENSE COlVlRACT MOT. DISTRICT NORTHEAST RECEIVE 0 0 1 20 1 20 
HANSCOM AFB RECWE 0 0 6 585 6 585 
NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH CLOSE (637) (299) 0 0 (637) (299) 
NATlCK RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT CENTER RECEIVE 0 0 2 160 2 160 
SUDBURY TRAINING ANNM CLOSE 0 (13) 0 0 0 (13) 

Totrl (sn) (312) 9 765 453 

YlCHGAN 
DEFENSE RELmUZATlON AND MARKmNG SERVICE (HQ) RECEIVE 
DETROIT ARSENAL RECEIVE 
DETROR ARSENAL TANK PLANT CLOSE 
NRC CADIUAC CLOSE 
SELFRIDGE AGB RECEIVE 
SELFRIDGE ARMY GARRISON CLOSE 

Toml 

MmstssIPPI 
COLUMBUS AFB 

NAS MERIDIAN 
NAVOCEANO 

Missoum 
AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND 
FORT LEONARD WOOD 
ST LOUIS PUBS 

MONTANA 
MALMSTROM AFB 

NEVADA 

NELLIS AFB 

NEW JERSEY 
BAYONNE MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL 
CAVEN POINT RESERVE CENTER 
FORT DIX 

RECWE 0 115 201 0 115 201 
CLOSE (1,634) (947) 0 0 
RECEIVE 0 0 0 36 (1.634) 0 (947) 36 
Totl l  (1.634) (947) 11s 237 (1.519) (710) 

DISESTABL~SH (247) (4.484) 0 0 (247) (4.484) 
RECUM (4.139) (90) 5.548 432 1,409 342 
RECEIVE 0 0 2 40 2 40 
TOPI (4.386) (4,574) 5550 472 .1.164 (4.102) 

R W G N  (719) (60) 0 0 (719) (60) 
lotat (71 9) (60) 0 0 (719) (60) 

RECEIVE 0 0 87 85 87 85 
TOPI 0 0 87 85 87 85 

CLOSE (100) (1 267) 0 0 (100) (1267) 
CLOSE (3) 0 0 0 (3) 0 
REAUGN (310) (429) o o (310) (429) 



Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
(Military includes average student load: civilian includes on-base contractor penonnel) 

State Out In Net Gainl(Loss) 
Installation Action Mil Ci  Mil C i i  Mil Civ 

FORT MONMOUTH 

NAW WPNSTA EARLE 
NAWC LAKEHURST 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 
CLOSE 
Total 

NEWMEXKO 
HOUOMAN AFB 
URTUND AFB 

RECEIVE 

REWGN 
Total 

NEW YORK 
FORT DRUM 
FORT HAMILTON RESERVE CENTER 
FORT T O m N  
GRlFFlSS AIR GUARD 
NRC STATEN ISLAND 
REDCAP A C T I W .  BUFFALO 
ROME LABORATORIES 

ROSLYN AGS 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
STEWART IAP AGS 
WATERVUET ARSENAL 

RECEIVE 
FIEALIGN 

CLOSE 
REDIRECT 
CLOSE 
DISESTABLISH 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
Total 

NORTH CAROUNA 
MCAS NEW RIVER RECENE 

Tom 

N O r n  DAKOTA 

GRAND FORKS AFB 

OHlo 
DEFENSE DISIRIBUTION DEPOT COLUMBUS 
SPRINGFIELD BECKLEY MAP AGS 
WRIGHT-PATIERSON AFB 

FIEALIGN 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 

Total 

OuUMwA 
FORT SILL 
MCALESTER ARMY AMMUNmON PtANT 
TINKER AFB (INCL OKLAHOMA CITY ALC) 
VANCE AFB 

RECEIVE 
RECENE 
R W G N  
RECEIVE 
Toml 

P M N s n v m  
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT L€llERKMNY 
DEFENSE DISTRlBUTlON DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION EAST 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER 
FORT INMAMOWN GAP 
GREATER PrrrSBURGH IAP ARS 
KELLY SUPPORT CENTER 
LETERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
NAESU PHILADELPHIA 
NATSF PHILADELPHIA 
NAWGAD & NCCOSC DET WARMINSTER WARMINSTER 
NAWGAD OPEN WATER TEST FACJUTY ORELAND 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA 
NSY PHILADELPHIA-NORFOLK DET 
TOBYHANNAARMYDEPOT 

DISESTABUSH 
RECENE 
RECEIVE 
R W G N  
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
R W G N  
R W G N  
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 
REDIRECT 
RECEIVE 
Total 

WERTO WCO 
FORT BUCHANAN R W O N  

Toml 



~ e ~ a r t m e i t  of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
(Military includes average student load: civilian includes on-base contractor personnel) I 

State Out In Net Gain/(Loss) 
Installation Action Mil Chr Mil Chr Mil Chr 

RHODE ISLAND 
NETC NEWPORT RECEIVE 0 0 522 10 522 10 
NUWC NEWPORT RECEIVE 0 0 0 562 0 562 

Total 0 0 522 572 522 572 

SOUTH C A R O W  
nsc CHARLESTON 

FORT JACKSON 
MCAS BEAUFORT 
NAVAL READINESS CMD 7 CHARLESTON 
NAVY WPNSTA CHARLESTON 
SHAW AFB (726 ACS. H O M E W  AFB) 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 
REDIRECT 
Tot81 

ENNESSEE 
BUREAU OF PERSONNEL (IN) RECEIVE 0 0 233 293 233 293 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MEMPHIS DISESTABUSH (11) (1289) 0 0 (11) (1,289) 

~ o t r l  (11) (1289) 233 293 222 (996) 

TEXAS 
AF ELEC. WARFARE SIMULATOR ACT.. FT. WORTH 

BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE BASE 
BROOKS AFB 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT RED RIVER 
K)RT BUSS 
FORT SAM HOUSTON 
JRB FT WORTH 

KELLY AFB (INCL SAN ANTONIO ALC) 
LACKLAND AFB 
LAUGHUN AFB 
LONE STAR ARMY AMMUNITION PIANT 
NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 
NAS KlNGSVILLE 
NRF M E W  
RED RNER ARMY DEPOT 
REESE AFB 
SHEPPARD AFB 

DISESTABUSH 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
DISESTABUSH 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
R W G N  
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
REAUGN 
RECEIVE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
CLOSE 
RECEIVE 
Tot81 

UTAH 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDEN DISESTABUSH (8) (1,105) 0 0 (8) (1.105) 
DUGWAY PROVING GROUND R W G N  (165) (931) 0 0 (165) (931) 
HILL AFB (INCL UTAH TEST AND TRNG RANGE) RECEIVE 0 (104) 0 251 0 147 

Total (173) (2,140) 0 251 (173) (1.889) 

VImaMA 
CG MCCDC WANnCO 
DEFENSE CONIRACT MANAGEMENT COMMAND 
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CENER 
FORT LEE (KENNER HOSPITAL) 
FORT PIC- 
NAS N O R F W  

NAS OCEANA 
NAVAL MOT SYSTEMS sm o m c ~  CHESAPEAKE 
NSWC DAHLGREN 
NSY NORFOW 
SPAWAR ARUNGTON 

WASHtNGlOU 
FORT LEWIS 
NAS WIDBEY ISLAND 
NSY PUGET SOUND 
NUWC KMPORT 

R E C M  
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
R W G N  
CLOSE 
REALIGN 
RECEIVE 
DISESTABLISH 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
REDIRECT 
T o w  

RECENE 
RECENE 
RECEIVE 
RECEIVE 
Tot81 



Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
(Military includes average student load: civilian indudes on-base contractor personnel) 1 

State Out In Net Gainl(Loss) 
Installation Action Mil Chr Mil Chr Mil Civ 

WESTVIRGWIA 
VALLEY GROVE AREA MAlNT SUP ACT (AMSA) 

mSCONslN 
NRC SHEBOYGAN 

CLOSE 
Totrl 

CLOSE 
Totrl 

NOTE: This table excludes relocations 'our tor BRAC 95 recommendations to change prior BRAC decisions that have not yet been implemented. 



/ Selected Recommended Changes to Prior Round BRAC Decisions 
lPersonnel that have not vet relocated.) I 

A Prior BRAC Decision Requires 
Personnel To R:elocate: 

( A BRAC 95 Recommendation Would I 
Change the Destination To: 1 

I mili;iinne~iin -1 
l From To 1 ( ~ e w  ~ocation I Civilian 

NAS Alameda, CA NAS North Island. CA NAS Corpus Christi, TX 423 0 

NAS Cecil Field, FL MICAS Cherry Point, NC 

MCAS Beaufort, SC 
NAS Oceana, VA 

W S  Oceana, VA 
MCAS Beaufort, SC 
NAS Atlanta, GA 
NAS Jacksonville, FL 

NAF Detroii, MI Marine Corps Res. Ctr.. Twin Cities, MN Selfridge AGB, MI 54 0 

MCAS El Tom and MCAS Tustin, CA NAS Lernoore. CA 

MCAS El Toro and MCAS Tustin. CA 

Naval Nuclear Training, Orlando, FL 

NTC Orlando & NTC San Diego, CA 

Naval Recruiting Command, 
Washington. DC 

N a ~ l  Security Group Command 
Detachment Potomac. MD 

Williams Air Force Base. AZ 

Griffiss AFB, NY 
485th Engineering Installation Group 

SUBASE New London, CT 

N4.S Pensacda, FL 
NTC Great Lakes. MI 

NTC Great Lakes, MI 

Fort Meade, MD 

Orliindo, FL 

Hill AFB, UT 

NAS Oceana, VA 
NAS North Island, CA 
NAS Jacksonville. FL 

MCAS New River. NC 703 0 
MCAS Kaneohe Bay. HI 128 0 

Weapons Station Charleston. SC 2,780 0 

Lackland AFB, TX 
NUWC Keyport, WA 
FTC San Diego, CA 

Bureau of Personnel, Memphis, TN 21 6 1 35 

Naval Research Laboratory, MD 32 0 

Williams Air Force Base. AZ 0 38 

Unit Inactivates 
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Preface 

L This information has been assembled to support the 1993 Department of 
Defense recommendations for basc closurcs and realignments inside the United States. 

6g - - 
* 
i The Secretary of Defense transmitted his recommended closures and 

realignments to the 1993 Defense Bast Closure and Realignment Commission and to 
the Congress in March 1993. Tht recommendations were also published in the F m  
Iwss!z* 

Chapter Four of this report contains the statutory recommen&tions, justifications 
and process summaries the Secretary of Defense transmitt& to the Commission, the 
Congress, and the Federal Reeister pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as amended. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

This report describes the Department of Defense rccornmendations for base 
closures and realignments to the 1993 Defellse Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (the Commission). Thc recommendations were submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense to the Commission in March of 1993. as authorized by the 
National Defense Authorization Act for F i i  Year 1993 (Public Law 101-510, as 
amended). The recommendations were also transmitted to the Congress and filed with 
the Federal Re~ster, as required by the Act. 

'Ihc list of military installations inside the United States for closure or 
realignment is based on the force structu~~ p b  and the final criteria, as q u i d  by 
the Act. The list includes 31 major bases recommended for closure. 12 major bases 
recommended for realignment, and 122 smaller base or activity reductions. 

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

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

o It saves money that would orhemkc go to unnecessary overhead. 

o It supports military effectiveness by reducing the competition for ever 
scarcer resources. 

o It is fair and objective. 

o It hits bases overseas harder than those at home. 

o It supports the investment necessary to foster economic growth. 

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



Saving Taxpayer Dollars and Maintaining Militarg Effectiveness 

Closing military bases worldwide saves taxpayer dollars; permits DoD to invest 
properly in the forces and bases it keeps in order to ensure their continued 
effectiveness; and fncs up valuable defase assets (people, facilities and real estate) for 
productive private sector reuse. 

The defense budget will decline by more than 40 pacent in real terms fiom 
1985 to 1997, and military pasomel in the United States will be reduced by 30 
percent. Base closures ham lagged behind this overall Qawdown. No bases were 
closed until two years ago, following decisions made in the 1988 and 1991 rounds of 
base closures. Under those two rounds, domestic basc structure was reduced by only 
nine percent, measured by plant replacement value. 

Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all the buildings, 
pavements, and utilities at a bast. DoD measam its progress in terms of plant 
replacement value because it is a better measure of magnitude than simply counting 
large basts and small bases equally. 

Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and personnel 
constitutes a double hit: Resources arc drained into bases not needed, and, therefore, 
resources arc not available to buy the things DoD does need. 

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

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

Net costs in FV 1994 through 1996 $1.7 biion 
Net savings in FY 1997 thmu~h 1999 $5.7 billion 
Net savings during implementation $4.0 billion 

Annual savings thcrcafm ($FY99) $3.1 biion 

Thc 1993 program, coupled with the previously approved 1988 and 1991 
closures, will reduce the domestic basc stmcturc by about 15 ptrcent (measured by 
replacement value). All three rounds of closures together, when complete in 1999, will 
produce $5.6 biion in annual d g  savings, measured in FY 1999 dollars. 



Being Objective and Fair 

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

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

'Ibc Military Departments and Defense Agencies made their recommendations to 
the Sccrtmy of Defense on Febntary 22,1993. Thc Joint Staff and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense reviewed the recommendations and underlying analyses to ensure 
that the law and DoD policies were followed. 

'Zhe Military Department and Defense Agency ncommendations were founded 
on the final selection criteria and a 6-year force structure plan. Chapter Two of this 
report describes the criteria and Chaptea Three contains the unclassified version of the 
force structure plan. 

The Secretary's recommendations are consistent with a six-year force structure 
plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administration's "basc force." The legal 
deadline for ~tcornmendations precluded DoD from making changes based on future 
force reductions not yet decided. 

Thc "base forcen has twelve active Army divisions; DoD will have room to 
station all of then It has twelve carriers; DoD will have room to berth all of them. It 
has 1,098 active Air Force fighters; DoD will have room to beddown all of them. 

Unless the force structm is hawed above the "basc force," DoD has all the 
bases it needs. 

The Department is confident, therefore, that future changes will dcmase force 
structure, and will require more, not fewer, basc closurts than those recommended at 
this time. The Secretary of Defense did not ncommcnd any basc for closure that 
would conceivably be kept open under a revised forcc structure plan. The Secretary's 
list of military installations inside the United Statcs recommended for closure or 
realignment, a summary of the selection proass that resulted in each ncommendation, 
and a justification for each recommendation is in Chapter Four of this report. 



While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is important to note 
two additional points. First, with respect to maintenance depots, the= was not 
sufficient time for the Office of the Secretary of Defense to review all potential 
i n m c i n g  possibiities. Tbe Secretary suggested that the Commission examine 
those possibiities. Second, some installations host non-defense government activities, 
and it was not possible to evaluate fully the net impact of the recommendations on 
those activities. Tbe Secretary suggested that the Commission devote some attention to 
those potential impacts. 

Considering Regional Impacts Carefully 

Thc Secretary of Defense carefully considmd the regional economic impacts of 
thcsc necessary, yet tough, closure decisions. In looking at the regional impacts, the 
Secretary considered the cumulative economic impact of previously approved closures 
as well as the ones recommended in this report. The Scactary was concerned not only 
about the impacts at bases on DoD's 1993 closure list, but also about the effects at 
bases closed by earlier rounds. 

Reducing Overseas Bases Even More 

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

DoD has, to date, announced it will end or reduce its opations overseas at sites 
accounting for 28 percent of rcplacmcnt value. 

DoD's plan is to reduce the replacement vatue of the overseas base structure by 
3540% as we complete our reduction in personnel stationed overseas to about 
200,000. 

DoD base spending overseas will also decline dramatically, both because of 
troop reductions and because Japan and Korea arc paying an increasing share of the 
costs of stationing U.S. forces there. 

While DoD will continue to reduce its forward deployed forces, those forces 
have played a fundamental role in regions vital to the national interest. Permanently 
stationing and periodically deploying forces overseas have been key to averting crises 
and preventing war. They show our commitment, lend credibility to our alliances, 
enhance regional stability, provide crisis response capability, and promote U.S. 
influence and access throughout the world. 



Supporting the Reinvestment Necessarg 
to Restore Economic Growth 

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

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any extraordinary 
problems for the economy. The economic impact of the planned drawdown is actually 
smaller than the impacts after the Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts 
arc substantial in regions where the local economy depends heavily on defense 
spending. 

Closing domestic military bases is difficult, especially for the communities 
affected. A close working relationship between the bases and local communities is 
essential to helping the closm process proceed smoothly. Early development of a 
viable reuse plan spccds the process immensely and benefits evcryone-cconomic 
rtcovuy is expedited and DoD savings arc nalized sooner. The Department is 
committed to the closc cooperation needed to & this happen. Chapter Five of this 
report describes the base closure implementation process and the DepaItrnent's 
programs to ease the impact. 

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

History shows that most local communities economically recover from base 
closures and actually end up better off, with more jobs and a more diverse cconomic 
base - but in the past the movcry has been too slow and too costly. 

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

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



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

Lastly, DoD will work to create, in coordination with other Cabnet agencies, a 
new community economic redevelopment fund to help communities most affected by 
base closures. The fund will be usad as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, 
especially where recovery would be dif'ficnlt. Funding will be provided by setting 
aside a portion of the net savings from base closuns. 

Conclusion 

Because of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, the 
Department of Defense must get smaller. Closing military bases is essential to 
balancing the drawdown of forces and budgets with infrastructure and overhead costs. 

DoD is downsizing in the way many majar Carporations me. Just as they arc 
eliminating overhead and closing unneeded plants, so we are inactivating forces, 
eliminating overhead and closing military bases worldwide. By downsizing this way, 
DoD makes rtsoums available to allow us to do the right thing in Defense: maintain 
the quality of our people in uniform and maintain the technological edge of their 
weapons. 



Chapter 1 

The Base Closure Process 

Public Law 101-510 

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510, as amended) established new procedures for closing or realigning 
military installations inside the United States. The Act was amended by both the 1992 
and 1993 National Defense Authorization Acts. The amended Act is at Appendix A. 

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

'Ihe Act specifies procedures which the Congress, the Resident, the Department 
of Defense @OD), the General Accounting Office, the General Services 
Administration, and the Commission must follow, in order for bases to be closed or 
realigned inside the United States. The Act defines "United States" to be the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United 
States. The Act also establishes certain thresholds for applicab'ity of the Act to 
closures and realignments, which are those established in Section 2687, Title 10, 
United States Code (see Appendix B). 

1993 DoD Base Closure Actions 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Sxmtary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. The 
Act requires that the Secretary's recommendatioos for closure or realignment be based 

e, on this force structure plan. ?he unclassified version of the plan is in Chapter 2. The 
complete force structure plan, which was provided to the Commission and to the 
Congress, is classified SECRET. 



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

On December 15, 1992, the Department of Defense published in the JWeral 
Repism a notice that DoD would use the final criteria approved in 1991 for the 1993 
base closure process. 

Under the law, the Secretary of Defense, no later than March 15,1993, can 
publish in the ~ederal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees 
and the Commission a list of military installations inside the United States that the 
Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of the force structure 
plan and the final criteria. Tbis report describes the recommendations the Secretary 
made and transmitted to the Commission, the congressional defense committees, and 
the Federal Reeister on March 12, 1993. The list of militaxy installations, the selection 
processes, and the recommendations and justifications are in Chapter 4. The 
secretary's transmittal letter to the Commission is in Appendix C. 

Tht selection process was not only based upon the force structure plan and the 
fd crimia, but also upon policy guidanw issued by the Department of Defense to 
the Military Departments and Defense Agencies regarding the 1993 base closure and 
realignment analysis process. lbcse guidance memoranda m at Appendix D. 

The 1993 Commission 

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

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

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



zquircd to explain and justify in its report to the Rcsident any recommendation that is 
different from the recommendations made by the Stcretaxy. The Commission is 
further required to base any change on the force s m c m  plan and the criteria, and to 
publish proposed changes and to hold public hearings on those changes. 

The Role of the General Accounting Office 

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

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

The Role of the President 

Th Rcsident has an important role in establishing the Commission. The 
Resident nominates the eight commissionas and designates the Chahman of the 
Commission. 

Public Law 101 -510 specifics that the President is to receive the Commission's 
nc~mmcnded closures and realignments by July 1,1993. Thc Resident then approves 
or disapproves the Commission's recommtndations by July 15. 1993. If the Resident 
approves all the Commission's recommendations, he reports his approval to the 
Congress. 

If the President disapproves the Commission's recommendations. in whole or in 
part, he infoxms the Commission and the Congress of the reasons for that disapprovaL 
Should the President disapprove the Commission's rccomrnendations. the Commission 

e has until August 15.1993, to revise their recommendations and resubmit them to the 
President. 

The Rcsident then approves or dhpproves the Commission's revised 
6 xemmmendations by September 1.1993. If the Resident approves all the revised 

recommendations, he reports his approval to the Congress. 



Should the President not approve the revised ncommendations by September 1, 
1993, the 1993 pcedurcs for selecting bascs to be closed or realigned under the Act 
would be tmnioated, 

The Role of the Congress 

The Congrcss of the United Statcs plays a number of important roles regarding 
defense basc closures and realignments. First, Congress passed and amended Pubic 
Law 101-510. which established the exclusive procedures for selecting and carrying out 
domestic base closures and realignments (other than minor actions under section 2687; 
see Appendix B). In establishing these proctdurcs, the Congress' pllrpose was to 
provide a fair process that will result in the timely closure and realignment of military 
installations inside the United States. 

Second, Congress asked the Resident in Public Law 101 -510 to consult with the 
Congressional leadership on his nominations of individuals to serve on the 
Commission. In addition, thc United States Senate is required to confirm those 
nominations. 

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

o Authority to disappvt by law the h t a r y ' s  final criteria, 

o Receipt of the Sccrctary of Defense's force structure plan, 

o Receipt of the brctary's ~ccornmended closures and nalignments, and 
other i n f o d o n  submitted to the Commission, 

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

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

Fourth, Congress has provided itself an opportunity to accept or reject the 1 

Commission's xecommendations in their en thy  by enactment of a law under 
expedited legislative procedures. Congressional disapproval of the Commission's 
fccommendations must be accomplished through a joint resolution of disapproval. The 
Congress established a 45day period for its review, as comguted under the law. The b 

period begins on the date the Resident transmits his approval of the Commission's 
nzommendations. 



Finally, Congress must provide funds necessary to implement approved base 
closures and realignments. 

Implementing Base Closures and Realignments 

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

Applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act 

h establishing the new base closure and Ralignment procedures in Public Law 
101-510, the Congress waived certain procedural elements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This strcamhed the environmental impact 
analysis process associated with closure and realignment decisions, while preserving al l  
nsponsibiities for cleanup and compliance with other applicable laws and regulations. 

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

DoD, in carrying out its responsibiities under Public Law 101-5 10, included 
environmental impact as one of the final criteria for selecting bases for closure or 
realignment (see Chapter 3). Consequently, while environmental impact analyses will 
not be accomplished under the provisions of NEPA for DoD's recommendations, the 
impact on the environment is a consideration in DoD's analysis. DoD wants to ensure, 
wherever possible, that environmental cleanup is not a barrier to economic recovery. 

NEPA will apply to DoD's actions in disposing of property and relocating 
functions to receiving bases (s# Chapter 5). 

Overseas Basing 

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

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



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

Tbe Department of Defense has established an ongoing process to announce 
reductions or cessations of operations ovcrseas. To date, DoD has announced it will 
end or rcduce its operations overseas at sites accounting for 28 percent of plant 
replacement value. As the U.S. continues to drawdown its overseas forces over the 
next several years, additional overseas closures arc anticipated which would bring the 
total Qawdown of overseas sites to 35-40 percent of the overseas base structure. 

Basing overseas is often difftrcnt than basing in the United States. In the 
United States, the arcas which make up a base (operations and maintenance areas, 
training areas, offices, barracks, family housing areas, recreation arcas, shopping artas, 
etc.) art usually contiguous. Overseas, each area is oftcn distinct, separate and 
intermingled with local towns, farms and industrial areas. These distinct sites arc oftcn 
p uped  administratively into combinations which if contiguous would resemble U.S. 
basts. 

DoD's Worldwide Base Structure 

Appendix E provides a summary of DoD's worldwide base structure and a 
summary of domcstic and overseas base reductions since 1988. 



Chapter 2 

Force Structure Plan 

Background 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and to the Commission a form structure plan for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. The 
Secretaq submitted the plan to Congress and to the Commission on March 12, 1993. 

The force structure plan which follows incorporates an assessment by the 
Sccrctary of the probable threats to the national security during the fiscal year 1994 
through 1999 period, and takes into account the anticipated levels of funding for this 
period. The plan comprises three sections: 

o The military threat assessment, 

o The need for overseas basing, and 

o The force structure, including the implementation plan. 

The farce structure plan is classified SECRET. What follows is the 
UNCLASSIFIED version of the plan. 

Section I: Military Threat Assessment 

The vital interests of the United States will be threatened by regional crises 
between historic antagonists, such as North and South Korea, India and Pakistan, and 
the Middle EastPersian Gulf states. Also, the collapse of political order as a result of 
ethnic enmities in areas such as Somalia and the fonner Yugoslavia will prompt 
international efforts to contain violence, halt the loss of life and the destruction of 
property, and re-establish civil society. The future world military situation will be 
characterized by regional actors with modem destructive weaponry, including chemical 
and biological weapons, modem ballistic. missiles, and, in some cases, nuclear 
weapons. The acceleration of regional strife caused by frustrated ethnic and 
nationalistic aspirations will increase the pressure on the United States to contribute 
military forces to international peacekeepinglenforcement and humanitarian relief 
efforts. 



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

Across the Atlantic 

'Ihe Balkans and parts of the former Soviet Union will be a source of major 
aises in the coming yeas, as politidcthnic-religious antagonism weaken fragile post- 
Cold War institutions. These countries may resort to anns to protect narrow political- 
ethnic interests or maximize their power vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast 
starcs of conventiod weapons and ammunition greatly inncascs the potential for 
these local conflicts to spread. Meanwhile, European NATO allies will continue to 
grapple with shaping an evolving regional security h w o r k  capable of crisis 
management and conflict prevention, as well as responding to outsf-area 
contingencies. These countries will develop closer relations with the central East 
European countries of Poland, the Czech and Slovak Republics, and Hungary, but they 
will be reluctant. to admit the rcpublics of the forma Soviet Union into a formal 
collectivc defense arrangement. Attempts by these former Soviet republics to 
transform into democratic states with market economies and stable national boundaries 
may prove too difficult or too costly and could result in a reasseation of 
authori-m, cconomic collapse, and civil war. Unsettled civil-military relations, 
unstable relations b e t w e  Russia and Ukraine, and retention of siflcant numbers of 
nuclear weapons even after the implementation of START In, the continuation of other 
strategic programs, and relatively in dhiminate arms sales will remain troubling 
aspects of the Commonwealth of Independent States. 

In the Middle East, competition for political influence and natural rtsourccs 
(i.e, watcr and oil), along with weak economies, Islamic fundameatalism, and 
demographic pressures will contribute to deteriorating living standards and encourage 
social unrest The requirement for the United States to maintain a major role in 
Persian Gulf security amngemcnts will not diminish for the foreseeable future. 

The major threat of military aggression or subversion in the Persian Gulf @on 
may well emanate from Iran. Iran will find its principal leverage in subversion and 
propaganda, and in threats and miliw posturing below the threshold that would 
precipitate U.S. intervention. 



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

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

Across the Pacific 

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

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

China's military modernization efforts of the last two decades wilI produce a 
smaller but morc m 1 e  military with modem combat aircraft, including the Su- 
27- China will also have aerial refueling and airborne warning and control 
aircraft before the end of the decade. The Chinese Navy will have significantly 
improved air defense missile capabiities, antiship missiles, long-range cruise missiles 
(120 km range), and a new submarine-launched cruise missile. By the end of the 
decade China also will have improved its strategic nuclear forces. 

Japan's major security concuns will focus primarily on the potential emergence 
of a nunified Korea armed with nuclear weapons, on the expanding Chinese naval 
threat, and on the possibility of a nationalistic Russia. 



In South Asii the principal threat to U.S. security will remain the potential of 
renewed conflict between India and Pakistan. While the conventional capabilities of 
both countries probably will be eroded by severe budget pressures, internal security 
obligations, and the loss of Supepwcr benefactors, India and Pakistan will still have 
nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. 

The Rest of the World 

characterization covers regions not addressed above and is not 
intended to either diminish a denigrate the hporkmce of US. in-ts, fiends, and 
allies in ~tclls beyond Europe and the Pacific. 

In Latin America, democratic foundations remain unstable and the 
democrabtion process will remain vulnerable to a wide variety of influences and 
factors that could easily derail it. Virtually every country in the region will bc 
victinrizcd by drug-associated violence and crime. Ova the next few years, the 
capabilities of almost all of the militaries in the region will remain static or decline 
despite planned or ongoing measures to upgrade or modernize existing inventories or 
restructure. A.single exception may be Chile, which may set some farce structuze 
hprovcments through the mid-1990s. 

In Africa, chronic instability, insurgency, and civil war will continue throughout 
the continent. Two major kinds of security issues will dominate U.S. relations with the 
region: noncombatant evacuation and conflict resolution. Qmttions most likely to 
draw the U.S. military into the continent include disaster =lief, humanitarian 
assistance, international peacekeeping, and logistic support for allied military 
operations. Further, conflict resolution efforts will test the growing reputation of the 
United States for negotiation and mediation. 

Direct threats to U.S. allies or vitd interests that would require a sigrificant 
military response in the near future are those p o d  by North Korca, Iran, and Iraq. 
More numerous, however, are those regional conflicts that would quickly escalate to 
threaten vital U.S. interests in Southcastern Europe, Asii the Middle East, Africa, and 
Latin America. These conflicts would not require military responses on the orda of 
DESERT STORM, but they would pose unique demands on the ability of U.S. Anned 
Forces to maintain stabiiy and provide the environment for poIitical solutions. 
Fmally, there will be a large number of contingencies in which the sheer magnitude of 
human suffaing and moral outrage demands a U.S. response, probably h concert with 
the United Nations. The currtnt number of international crises is unlikely to diminish 
before the end of this decade, as many regions of the world continue to suffer the 
ravages of failed economic programs and nationalistic violence. 



Section Ik Justification for Overseas Basing 

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

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

Atlantic Forces 

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

The end of the Cold War has sipificautly reduced the requirement to station 
U.S. forces in Europe. Yet, the security of the United States remains linked to that of 
Europe, and our continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is crucial. Our stake in 
long-term European security and stability, as well as enduring economic, cultural, and 
geopolitical interests require a continued commitment of U.S. military strength. 

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



uncertainty and instability that remains in this region. In addition, maritime forces 
committed to Europe will be one Carrier Battle Group (CVBG) and one Amphibious 
Ready Group (ARG/MEU(SO). Thcsc fmard-dcployed foras provide an explicit 
commitment to the security and stability of Europe, and ~ p o i t i o n e d  equipment 
provides an idiastructure for CONUS-based forces should the need rrise in Europe or 
elsew here. 

'k US. response to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was built on the foundation 
of pv ious  U.S. pescncc in the region. Air, ground, and &mPritimc dep1oyments, 
coupled with pposition, combined exaficcr, security assistance, md Mastructure, 
as well as European and regional enmute strategic airlift iafrpsmrtuxe, enhanced the 
crisis-response force buildup. Future presence in Southwest Asia will be defined by 
ongoing bitatasl negotiations with the govuzmcnts of the Gulf Cooperative Council. 
Our commitment will be reinforced by prc-positioned quipment, access agecments, 
bilsmPt planning, periodic deployments and exdsas,  visits by senior officials and . 

security assistance. 

Pacific Forces 

U.S. interem in the Pacific, including southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean, 
require a continuing commibrmrt. Because the forces of potential a d v ~ e s  in the 
Pacific are different than the Atlantic, and due to the maritime character of the area, 
U.S. military forces in this vast region of major imporuaact differ from those in the 
Atlantic mna As Asia continues its economic and political development, US. 
farward presence will continue to m e  as a stabilizing influeace and a restraint to 
potential regional aggression and ramammt. 

Forward psmce foras win be principally maritime, with half of the projected 
d e r  and amphibious force oriented toward this ma including one CVBG, ARG, and 
Marine Expeditionary Force forward-bad in this region. The improving military 
capabiity of South Korea has enabled om Army forces to k trimmed to less than a 
division. One Air Force FWE in South Korea and I(+) FWE in Japan arc to be 
forward-based in this region. In addition, presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will be 
maintained. 

Elsewhere in the World 

In the less-predictable yet inmasingly hprtant  other regions of the globe, the 
United States seeks to pmewc its access to foreign markets and rtsources, mediate the 
traumas of ceonomic and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and promote the 
regional stabiity necessary for progress and prosperity. Fmm Latin Amaica a sub- 



Saharan Afkica to the far-flung islands of the world's oceans, American militaxy men 
and women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of nation-building, security assistance, 
and quiet diplomacy that protect and extend our political goodwill and access to 
foreign markets. Such access becomes increasingly critical in an era of reduced 
forward presence, when forces deploying from the United States are more than ever 
dependent on enroute and host-nation support to ensure timely response to distant 
crises. In the future, maintaining fomard prtsence through combined planning and 
exercises, pre-positioning and service agreements, and combined warfighting doctrine 
and interoperabiility could spell the difference between success or failure in defending 
vital regional interests. 

Contingency Forces 

The U.S strategy for the come-as-you-are arena of spontaneous, often 
unpredictable crises requires fully trained, highly ready forces that are rapidly 
deliverable and initially self-sufficient. Therefore, such forces must be drawn primarily 
from the active force structure and tailored into highly effective joint task forces that 
capitalize on the unique capabiities of each Service and the special operations forces. 
In this regard, the CINC must have the oppomnity to select from a broad spectrum of 
capabilities such as: airborne, air assault, light infantry, and rapidly deliverable heavy 
farces from the Army; the entire range of fighter, fighter-bomber, and long range 
conventional bomber forces provided by the Air Force; carrier-based naval air power, 
the striking capabiity of surface combatants, and the covert capabilities of attack 
submarines from the Navy; the amphibious combat power of the. Marine Corps, 
particularly when access ashore is contested, which includes on-station MEU(S0C) and 
Maritime Re-positioning Ships; and the unique capabilities of the special operations 
forces. Additionally, certain IWUVC units must be maintained at high d n e s s  to 
assist and augment responding active units. Reserve forces perfonn much of the lift 
and other vital missions from the outset of any contingency operation. In regions 
where no U.S. forward prcsence exists, these contingency foxces art the tip of the 
spear, first into action, and followed as required by heavier forces and long-term 
sustainment. 



Sedion III: The Force Structure and Impkmentation Plan 
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Chapter 3 

Final Criteria 
- - - 

Introduction 

Public Law 101-5 10 required the Secretary* of Defense to develop the final 
criteria to be uscd in selecting bases for closure and realignment. The final criteria are 
listed below. Before developing the final criteria, the Secretary was required to 
publish the proposed criteria in the JWcral Reeister - and solicit public comments. 

Proposed Criteria 

The Department of Defense (DoD) published the proposed criteria and requested 
public comments in the November 30, 1990, issue of the Federal Reeister (55 FR 
49679). 

Tbe proposed criteria closely minwed the criteria established for the 1988 
Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (See Appendix F 
for a history of base closures). ' 

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

The proposed DoD selection criteria diffcred in two ways from the 1988 criteria. 
The 1988 Base Closure Commission stated that in their analysis of the DoD base 
stmctm, they gave priority to military value. DoD agreed and changed the proposed 
criteria accordingly. Tht 1988 Commission also reconimended that "payback" not be 
limited to six years. DoD agreed and changed the proposed criteria accordingly. 

Fial  Criteria 

DoD mcived 169 public comments in response to the proposed criteria and 
q u e s t  for comments. DoD published the final criteria in the February 15,1991, issue 
of the Federal Reeister (56 FR 6374). This Federal Register notice contained an 
analysis of public comments rcceived and a description of the changes DoD made to the 
proposed criteria before finalizing them. The final criteria follow. 



h selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense. giving priority consideration to military value (the first four cximia below). 
will consider: 

Military Value 

1. I b c  clment and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of tbe -nt of Defense's total force. 

2 Tbc availabiity and condition of land, facilities and associated ahpace at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

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

4. . Tbc cost and manpower implications. 

Rctum on Investment 

5. Thc extent and timing of potential costs and savings. including the number 
of years, beginning with the da& of completion of the closure or 
mdignmcnt, for the savings to e d  the costs. 

6. Tbe economic impact on communities. 

7. 'Ihe ability of both the existing and potentid receiving communities* 
~ t r u c t u r c  to f o m ~ ,  missions and pefs0meL 

. . 8. Tbt environmental impacL 

On December 15.1992, DoD published a notice in the Fedcral Register (57 FR 
59334) mnt DoD would not change the final criteria appved in 1991, and would use 
the samt criteria for the 1993 base closure process. 



Chapter 4 

Recommendations 

Introduction 

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

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

The law further specifies that the list of recommendations, selection process 
summaries and justifications be published and transmitted no later than March 15, 
1993. The following report satisfies the legal requirements above. The Secretary of 
Defense's transmittal letter to the Commission is in Appendix C. 

The 1993 Department of Defense Selection Process 

The Department of Defense began the 1993 base realignment and closure 
process in May of 1992. Thc Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of May 5, 
1992, issued detailed policy, procedures, authorities and responsibilities for the 1993 
process. 

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

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



The Assistant Secretary issued a series of DoD policy memoranda and 
established a steering committee of principals from the Militaq Departments, Defense 
Agencies, the Office of Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Department of Defense staff to 
oversee the process. 

Tbc Deputy Secretary's May 1992 memorandum provided the Military 
Departments and Defense Agencies with an interim force structure plan and selection 
criteria so they could begin their data collection and analyses. The Deputy Secretary 
issued the final selection criteria on December 10, 1992 and the final force structure 
plan on January 19,1993. 

'Ibe Secretaries of the Military Departments and Directors of the Defense 
Agencies submitted their base closure and realignment mrnme;idations to the 
Secretary of Defense. Tbc Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
organized the of the krctary of Defense review of the recomrnendations and 
provided a copy of the rcports received from the Departments and Agencies to the 
Joint Staff for their review. 

The Joint Staff reviewed the recommendations from a warfighting perspective to 
ensure they would not harm the military capabilities of the a d  services. The 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff supportad the recommendations without 
objection. 

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

The Assistant Suxtary of Defense for Production and Logistics reviewed the 
recommendations to ensure: all eight selection criteria were considd, the 
recommendations were consistent with the force structure plan, the prescribed DoD 
policies and procedures were followad, and the analyses were objective and rigorous. 

After careful review of the sutnnissions, and after careful review of comments 
received from other offices within the Wfi1ct of the secretary of Defense, the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics provided his conclusions and 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Included in the decision package for the 
Secretary was an analysis of the curnulafive economic impact of the recommendations, 
factoring in the economic impact of previously approved 1988 and 1991 closures and 
realignments. 



Tbe Secretary approved the recommendations of the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies, with the modifications recommended by the Assistant Secretary. 

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

Tbe list of military installations inside the United States approved by the 
Stcretary of Defense for closure or realignment follows. Summaries of the Militaq 
Department and Defense Agency selection processes, recommendations and 
justifications follow the list. 

The 1991 Commission, in making recommendations to the President, raised four 
areas of .special interest regarding: MCAS Tustin, CA, depot workload competition; 
hospitals; and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service. The Department's 
respollsc to these Commission recommendations is in Appendix G. 

Lastly, at Appendix H, an the prchinary military and civilian personnel 
impacts by State for the 1993 base closure and realignment recommendations. 



1993 List of Militauy XnstaU8tions 
Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment 

Part I: Major Base Closures 

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vakjo, California 
Marine Carps Air Station El Tom, California 
Naval Air Station Alameda, CaIifomh 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, California 
Naval Hospital Oakland, Califanria 
Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, California 
Naval Training Center San Diego, California 
Naval Air Station Cecil F=leld, Florida 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida 
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. Inigoes, Maryland 
Naval Air Station Meridian, Mhbippi 
Naval Air Station South Weymouth, Massachusetts 
Naval Station Staten Island, New York 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pemylvrnit 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, South Carolina 
Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfok Virginia 



Air Force 

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

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Part II: Major Base Realignments 

Fort Monmouth, New Jersey 
Letterkenny Anny Depot, Pennsy1vania 
Tooele Army Depot, Utah 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Comtcticut 
Naval Surface Warfare Ccntcr (Dahlgren) White Oak Detachment, White Oak, 

Maryland 
1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, New York 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode.Island 
Naval Air Station Memphis, Te~ess# 

Air Force 

March Air Force Base, California 
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 



Part 111: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments, 
Disestabkhments or Rekotr*ons 

Army 
None 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme, California 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Westem E n g i n d g  Field 

Division, San Bruno, C a l i f d  
PlaMing, Estimating, Repair and Altcralionr ( S d s a )  P ~ i f c ,  

San Francisco, California 
Public Works Center San Francisco, California 
Naval Electronic Security Sys. Engineering Ctr., Washinen, D.C. 
Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida 
Naval Supply Centcr Pcnsacola, Florida 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Cadcrock, Annapolis DetachmMlt, 

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

Portsmouth, New Hampshire 
Naval Air Warfare Center - Aimaft Division, Tmton, New Jersey 
DoD Family Housing Office, Niagara Falls, New York 
Naval Air Technical S e ~ c c s  Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlantic (HQ), 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Hospital Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port Huenerne, Virginia Beach Detachment, 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, h i v a ,  V i  
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, N d o k  Detachmat, Norfok Virginia 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surf=) Atlantic, N d o k  V i r w  
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (w, B r u ~ u n ,  Wshington 



N a w  National Ca~ital Revion MCR) A c t i v i t i ~  

Security Group Command, Security Group Station, and Sccurity Group Detachment, 
Potomac, Washington, DC 

Bureau of Navy Personnel Arlington, Virginia (including the =ce of Milim 
Manpower Management, Arlington, Virginia) 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria, Virginia 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia (including Defense Rinring 

Office, Alexandria, Virginia and Food Syswns Office, Arlingtos Virginia) 
Naval R d t i n g  Command* Arlington, Vir* 
Tactical Support Office, Arlington, Virginia 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, ArLansas 
Pacific Grove, California 
Macon, Georgia 
Tene Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Perth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jarnestown, New York 
Poughkeepsie, New York 
A1 toona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkenburg, West V i r W  



Naval Reserve Facilities at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Navy-e Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Billings, Montana 
Abilene, Texas 

Readiness Command Regions at: 

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

Defense Lq&ties Agency 

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, California 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida 
Defense Contract Managermnt District Nmthcentral, Chicago, Illinois 
Defense Logistics Service Ctnttcr, Battle Creek Michigan 
Defense Contract Management District Midathntic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defense Distribution Depot -y, PeDnsylvania 
Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia, Pcllnsylvrnir 
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Carolina 
Defense Distribution Depot Toocle, Utah 
Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Senice, Battle Creek, Michigan 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, Pennsylvania 

DoD Data Center Consolidation 

Army Data Processing Centers 

None 



Navy Data Processing Centers 

Facilities Systems Ofice, Port Huenerne, California 
Fleet Industrial Support Center, San Diego, California 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake, California 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu, California 
Naval Command Control & Ocean Surveillance Center, San Diego, California 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco, W o r n i a  
Naval Computer and Telecommunications Station, San Diego, California 
Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, DC 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, Washington, DC 
Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida 
Naval Air Station, Mayport, Florida 
Naval Computer and Telecommunication Station Pensacola, Florida 
Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, Georgia 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, EASTPAC 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 
Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 
Enlisted .Personnel Management Center, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland 
Aviation Supply Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, Atlantic, 

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

Marine Corps Data Processing Centers 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California 
Regional Automated Services Center, Camp Pendlaon, California 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina 
Regional Automated Services Center, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 



Air Force Data Processing Centers 

Regional Processing Ccnter, McCleIlan AFB, California 
Air Force Military Personnel Center, Randolph AFB, Texas 
Computer S e ~ c c  Center, San Antonio, Texas 
7th Communications Group, Pentagon, Arlington, Virginia 

Defense Logistics Agency Data Processing Centers 

Information Processing Center, Battle Creek, Michigan 
Information Processing Center, Philad~lpia, Pennsylvania 
Information Processing Center, Ogden, Utah 
Information Processing Center, Richmond, Virginia 

Defense Information Systems Agency Data Processing Centers 

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, In-lis Infomation 
Processing Center, Indiana 

Defense Information Tccbnology Service Organization, Kansas City Information 
Processing Center, Missouri 

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Columbus 
Annex (Dayton), Ohio 

Par! W: Changes to P n w u @  Aj~pmwd BRAC 88/91 
R e c o m m e ~ n s  

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

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

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania (Systems Integration Managanent Activity- 
East remains at Lettmkcnny Axmy Depot, Pennsylvania vice Rock Island, 
Illinois) 



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

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, California (Retain no facilities, 
dispose vice outlcasc all property) 

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

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

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

Air Force 

Castle Air Force Base, California (B-52 Combat Crew Training redirected from 
Fairchild AFB to Barksdale AFB and KC-135 Combat Crew Training from 
Fairchild AFB to Altus AFB). 

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

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

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

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



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

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



Department of the Army 

Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

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

The Selection Process 

The Army's base closure selection process was a structured three phase 
assessment. Phase I entailed grouping installations in like categories and analyzing 
them for military value, and identifying candidates to be studied by the Total Army 
Basing Study (TABS) group. In Phase XI, the Army used analytical tools to identify 
and develop alternatives which result in the approved Department of the Army 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Phase III provides support to the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

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

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



To standardize data collection, specific guidance was provided to the major 
commands that defined the procedures, formats, measures, attributes, and weights to be 
used for assessing each installation's military value. Qualitative assessments of each 
installation's military value were also prepared. These assessments provided a starting 
point for evaluating the Amy's base structure-they did not produce a decision on 
which bases should be closed or realigned. 

The next part of the analysis identified study candidates. The DoD Force 
Structure, Army basiig strategy, MACOM reshaping proposals, military value 
assessments, ~ o v d  Defense Management Review Decisions, and other studies wen 
used to formdate a set of possible candi&fcs. Thc list of study candidates was 
approved by the Undcr Secretary of the A m y  and Vice Chicf of Staff of the Army. 

Next, the study candidates were examined to identify specific alternatives. Each 
alternative was developed, analyzed, refined. and documented based on feasibility. 
affordabiity, socioeconomic impacts, and environmental impacts. Thc Army analyzed 
each alternative using the Cost of Basc Realignment Actions (COBRA) model, the 
DoD Oflice of Economic Adjustment impact model, and internal feasibility and 
affonhbiity evaluations. Each alternative was presented to the Army's Program 
Budget Committee, the Select Committee comprised of the most senior military and 
civilian officials from the Army staff and Wrctariat, and the Acting Secretary of the 
A m y  for review and approval of the ~ccommendations. 

Tht Acting Sccrctagr of the Anny, with the advice of the Qlid of Sta€f of the 
Amy, nominated bases to the Secretary of Defense for closure or rcalignmcnt based 
on the DoD Force Structure Plan and thc final crinia established under Public Law 
101-510, as amended. 



Department of the Army 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama 

Recommendation: Close Fort McClellan. Relocate the U.S. Army Chemical and 
Milimy Police Schools and the Department of Defense Polygraph Institute @ODPI) to 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Transfer accountability for Pelham Range and other 
required training support facilities, through licensing, to the Army National Guard. 
Retain an enclave for the U.S. Army Reserves. Retain the capability for live-agent 
training at Fort McClellan. 

Justillcation: Fort McCIellan has the least amount of facilities and smallest 
population of any of the Army's individual entry traininglbranch school installations 
and was accodingly ranked ninth in a category of thirteen installations. Three of the 
thirteen installations tied for the thirteenth position and were later removed from 
frrrther consideration as a result of a specific ca~abiity needed to support mission 
requirements. Thc tenth installation in this category was not considered for closure 
because it controls airspace, and aviation facilities which represent unique 
assets to the Army. 

Collocation of the chemical, military police, and engineer schools provides 
substantial advantages for operational linkages among the three branches. These 
linkages enable the Army to focus on the doctrinal and farce development of three key 
maneuver support elements. Synergistic advantages of training and professional 
development programs arc: coordination, employment, and removal of obstacles; 
conduct of river crossing operations; internal stcmity/nation assistance operations; 
operations in rear a m s  or along main supply routes; and counter drug operations. The 
missions of the three branches will be more effectively integrated. 

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



This recommcndation is a change to the recommcndation made to the 1991 
Commission that was disapproved. The 1991 Commission rejected this 
recommendation because they found the Army substantially deviated from criterion 1 
and criterion 2. Their ratio& questioned the Army's dec'iion to maintain the 
Chemical Decon tamination Training Facility (CDTF) in caretaker status because it 
could contribute little, if any, to chemical defense preparedness and the CDTF could 
not be reactivated quickly. 

The Army's proposal to close Fort McClellan differs in two respects. Fmt, the 
DODPI will relocate to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, instead of Fort Huachuca, 
Arizona, and second, the Army will retain the capabiity to continue live-agent training. 
Subsequent to the 1991 Commission's decision, the Army conducted an in-depth study 
of the value of liveagent training. Z'bc study affirmed its military value. The Army's 
nuclear, biological and chemical readiness training is interwoven throughout all training 
and included at all levels of command. Operations in a potentially hostile chemical 
environment are an integral part of individual and collective skills training, and 
routinely practiced during unit field training exercises. By maintaining the capabiity 
for chemical liveagent mining at Fort McClchu, the Army wiU continue to provide 
realistic chemical preparedness training. A robust chcmicd/biological defense is a vital 
part of a three-pronged effort, including arms control and coaventional/nuclear 
detamncc. Thc Army is the only service that conducts live-agent training; and it wil l  
continue this training. The Air Forcc has indicated its dcsin to collocate its disaster 
preparedness technical training with the Army's Chemical School at Fort Leonard 
Wood, the Army supports this initiafive. 

The Army pvides live-agent training not only for Army personnel 
(approximately 4000 students per year), but also for other Services, the State 
Department, and even fmign countries (qpximatcly 600 students per year). This 
training usually involves two &ys at the CDTF while other training is conducted at 
other facilities of the Chemical School. n# CDTF will remain part of the Chemical 
School, even though it is Wig operated at another location. Although it is feasible to 
replicate this facility at Fort Leonard Wood, maintaining the existing facility affords 
the same capabiity without any additional construction. 

Return on Investment= Total estimated onetime costs for this closure arc 
approximately $1 11 million. Annual steady state savings are about $31 million, with a 
return on investment in three years. 



Impacts: The closure of Fort McClellan will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 20 percent of the 
employment base in the Anniston Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this closure. 
Pelbarn Range, the site of most of the contamination, will be retained. Environmental 
restoration will continue until complete. There arc no known obstacles in the ability of 
the receiving community's inhastructure to support this recommendation. 

V i t  Hill Farms, Virginia 

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

JustiTrcation: Vint Hill Farms ranlred low in military value within its category. With 
the departure of the military intelligence battalion and its consolidation at Fort Gordon, 
GA, Vint Hill Farms is undcrutilitrrl- It was determined that Vint Hill Farms could be 
closed and its functions performed elsewhere. Closm of this installation supports the 
Army's basing strategy to consolidate similar fuactions and close small installations 
when feasible to do so. Moving its activities to Fort Monmouth enhances the 
synergistic effect of rcsearch and development for communication electronics and 
intelligence electronics warfare. Collocation at Fort Monmouth also facilitates the 
interaction between the Program Managers and Program Executive Officers that 
currently reside at Fort Monmouth, thereby creating greater military value in this 
-gory* 

Consolidating research and &velopmcnt will achieve greater efficiencies in the 
areas of mission, mission overhead, and base operations. This allows the Army to 
reduce costs, giving the flexibility to put scarce resources into the research and 
development arena that significantly contributes to overall readiness. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are 
approximately $72 million. Annual steady state savings are about $19 million, with a 
return on investment in three years. 

Impacts: The closure of Vint Hill Farms will have an impact on the local economy. 
'Ihc projected potential employment loss, both direct and i n d k t ,  is 13 percent of the 
employment base in the Fauquicr County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 



economic recovery. Then are no known environmental impediments from this closure. 
Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There arc no known obstacles 
in the ability of the receiving comm~mity's Mastructure to support this 
recommendation. 

Fort Monmouth, New Jemy 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Monmouth. Relocatt the headquarters of U.S. Axmy 
Communications Electronic Command (CECOM) from leased space outside Fort 
Monmouth to Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois and transfer the Chaplain School to Fort 
Jackson, South Carolina Consolidate activities to maximize utihation of main past 
F o ~  Monmouth. Dispose of excess f d t i c s  and red propopaty at Evms and Charles 
Woods sub posts, as weU as main post, Fort Monmouth. 

Justil~cation: Fort Monmouth mdcs fourth out of twelve installations in militsty 
value. It is a small installation with elements located off base in costly leased space. 
Rtlocating the CECOM ~ u a r t c r s ,  an administrative and logistical headquartus, 
from I d  facilities located outside the main post of Fort Monmouth, New Jcrsty to 
permanent f a t i c s  at Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois allows tbe Anny to tuminate a 
ltase of $15 million per year with additional savings of ova $8 million per year in 
locality pay W~cn t i a l  fm the civilian worLfm. At the same time it better utilizes 
the excess space identified at Rock Island. Separating the headqusorcr~ and 
administrative function from the -h and development aspect of CECOM will not 
have an operational impact. 

Rock Island Arsenal has the h h t m c t m  to s~ppart and house the headquarten 
element of CECOU C m t l y ,  Rock Island has administrative space to accommodate 
approximately 1,000 additional personnel and permanent building space that can be 
renovated to accommodate even more personnel. Tbc computer system center on the 
arsenal is one of the Army's largest and can accommodate the netds of the 
headquarters. 

The RocL Island community infrastructure can accommodate the new residents 
without the need to construct new schools, new water and sewer facilities or othcr 
public facilities. Thm is abundmt housing at msomble costs and excc11ent access to 
higher education, both at the graduate and undergraduate level. 

Fort Jackson tfains about one half of the basic trainees and is the largest recruit 
training center. It is also the home of the Soldier Support Center, which is relocating 
from Fort Benjamin Hsnison. The report to the 1991 Commission damibi11g the 



proposed closure of Fort Benjamin Harrison stated that the Army planned to collocate 
the Chaplain School with this Center eventually. The transfer of the Chaplain School 
to Fort Jackson benefits not only the Chaplain School's students, but also the large 
population of basic trainees who are beginning a new career in the Army, many of 
whom are separated from their families for the first time. The Chaplain School and its 
staff of chaplains will facilitate the trainees' transition to the Army life. 

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

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

Area, assuming no economic recovay. This potential job loss is partially offset by the 
proposed movement of personnel to Fort Monmouth from Vint Hill Fanns. There are 
no known environmental impcdjments h m  this realignment. Environmental 
=toration will continue until complete. There are no known obstacles in the ability of 
the receiving community's i&astructure to support this recommendation. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Realign Lettcrkenny Army Depot (LEAD) by reducing it to a 
depot activity and placing it under the command and control of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, PA. Relocate the maintenance functions and associated workload to other 
depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. Retain the conventional 
ammunition storage mission and the regional Test Measurement and Diagnostic 
Equipment (TMDE) mission. Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission 
regarding Lettericemy as follows. Instead of sending Systems Integration Management 
Activity East (SIMA-E) to Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois; as recommended by the 1991 
Commission, main this activity in place. Retain the SIMA-E and the Information 
Processing Center at LcttgSEenny until the Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) completes its =view of activities relocated under Defense Management Review 
Decision (DMRD) 918. Tbe activities of the depot not associated with the remaining 
mission will be inactivated, t r a n s f d  or otherwise eliminated. Missile maintenance 
workload will not consoli&te at Letterkenny, as originally planned. However, Depot 
Systems Command will relocate to Rock Island Arsenal, where it will consolidate 
under the Industrial Opezations Command there, as approved by the 1991 Commission. 



Justification: Thc decision to d g n  LEAD was driven by the results of the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review of roles and missions in the 
Department of Defense. As part of this review. the Chairman charmed the Depot 
Maintenance Consolidation Study. The study identified a significant amount of excess 
depot capacity and duplication among the Services. 

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

In drawing the conclusion to downsize LEAD. the Army considered the 
following tnacns: relative military value of the depots; the future heavy force mix, 
reduced budget; workfotcc excess capacity; ability of the depots to 
accommodate new workload levek the proximity of the depots to the heavy forces in 
the U.S.; and the resulting savings. 

SIMA-E performs computer systems design and data management functions for 
a variety of activities. This organization is !ransf&ng to the Defense Infommtion 
Systems Agency (DISA) in 1993. Retention keeps this activity focused regionally 
upon the customer. SIMA-West is located in St. Louis and supports functions in the 
western portion of the US. DISA advised the Army that there wert no advantages or 
savings from a relocation to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. Less than 25% of the work 
p e r f o d  by SIMA-E is associated with the Industrial Operations Command at Rock 
Island Arsenal. 

Return on Investment= Totd estimated one-time costs fm this mlignment are 
approxhately $106 million. Annual steady state savings arc about $30 million, with 
an immcdiatt =turn on invcsfnmt. 

Impacts: The rwlignmcnt of ~~y Army Depot will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, botb direct and indirect, is 7 
pacent of the employment base in the EranLlin County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic -very. Tbat am no significant environmental impediments 
from this rcalignrncnt Eovironmcntal =toration will continue until complete. There 
are no known obstacles in the ability of the m i v i n g  community's Mastructure to 
support this recommendation. 



Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

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

Justification: Thc decision to realign TEAD was dxiven by the results of the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review of roles and missions in the 
Department of Defense. As part of this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot 
Maintenance Consolidation Study. The study idenM~ed a significant amount of excess 
depot capacity and duplication among the Services. 

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

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

Return on Investment= Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are 
approximate1y $74 million. Annual steady state savings are about $51 million, with an 
immediate retunr on investment. 

Impacts: The realignment of Tooclt Army Depot will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 28 
paxn t  of the employment base in the Tooele County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic mvvery. Then are no significant environmental impediments 
from this realignment. Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There 
are no known obstacles in the ability of tht receiving community's Wiastructurc to 
support this recommendation. 



Fort Belvoir, V i n i a  

Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the Belvoir Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Relocate the 
Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water Mcat ion ,  and Fuel/Lubricant Business 
Areas to the Tank Automotive Research, Development and Engintering Center 
(TARDEC), Detroit Arsenal, Michigan. T ~ C T  command and control of the Physical 
Security, Battlefield Deception. Electric Power, Remote Mine Dctcctio~eutralization, 
Environmental Controls and Low Cost/Low Observables Business Areas to the Night 
Vision Elcctco-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication and Electronics 
Research, Development and Engincuing Center (CERDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

Justif~cation: In July 1992, the Scmtmy of the Army requested that the Army 
Science Board appoint a panel of mcmbas and consultants to conduct a review of the 
Army Materiel Command Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC) 
business plans. Specifically, the Secretary requested the panel determine which RDEC 
capabiilitics the Army can afford. ibe panel based i findings on an objective 
assessment of the missions, functions, business areas, core capabilities, customer needs 
and major fields of technical endeavor of eacb RDEC measured against at least the 
following criteria to detmnine which RDEC capabilities are essential and affordable: 

- relevance to the Army customa, - availabiility from other so-, - R&D qualit)", 
- in-house cost and efficiency. 

Tbc study identified technical anas to be emphabd, deanphasiztd or 
eliminated. Areas identified for elimination are tunnel detection, materials, marine 
crafS topographic quipment, support equipment and construction quip men^ The 
Army Science Board panel recommended tbe closure of the Belvoir RDEC and 
dispersal of the business areas that were not recommended for elimination. 

The relocation of the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water Mication, 
and FuelLubricant business areas to TARDEC is consistent with the conclusions of the 
Army Science Board Study. Tbac is a synergy between these functions and the 
mission of building military vehicles. For example, the Bridging area requires heavy 
vehicles such as tanks and heavy mobile logistics to move across demountable bridges 
and light spans. Supply. Fuel/ Lubricants and Counter Mobility also complement the 
mission of TARDEC. The relocation of the FueVLubricant business area as part the 
DoD Project Reliance has commenced. 



The transfer of operational control of the Physical Security, Battlefield 
Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, Environmental 
Controls and Low Cost/bw Obscrvables Business Areas from the Belvoir RDEC to 
the Night Vision ElectreOptics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication and 
Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC), also located in 
the same general area of Fort Belvoir supports the study recommendations, while 
avoiding any additional costs. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this action arc 
approximately $1 1 million. Annual steady state savings are about $13 million, with an 
immediate return on investment. 

Impacts: The realignment of Fort Belvoir will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is less than 1 percent 
of the employment base in the Washington, DC-Maryland-Virginia Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic ttcovery. There are no known obstacles in the 
ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to support this recommendation. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 

Recommendation: Change the rccomrnendation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
Rock Island Arsenal, L, as follows. Instead of sending the materiel management 
functions of U.S. Army Armamnt, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) 
to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as recommended by the 1991 Base Closure 
Commission, reorganize these functions under Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
with the functions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

Justification: Under the Commission's recommendation in 1991, the materiel 
management functions for AMCCOM's armament and chemical functions were to be 
transferred to Redstone Arsenal for merger with U.S. Army Missile Command 
(MICOM). The merger would have created a new commodity command to be called 
the Missile, Armament and Chemical Command (MACCOM). This merger allowed 
one national inventory control point (NICP) to be eliminated. 

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



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

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

- AMCCOM r#xives $29 million from TACOM versus $0.1 million from 
MICOM for sustainment. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly produce dl tanks, h o w i a a ~ ,  and infantry 
vehicles, AMCCOM and MICOM do not jointly produce any weapon systems. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM use common contmctors and universities. 

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

- AMCCOM and TACOM share common business practices. 

- Guns have thein fire control sensors and computers in the vehicle and require 
extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM rrd TACOM do now. Missiles haw their 
sensors and fire control in the d s d e  and art easier to mount on a vehicle, as MICOM 
and TACOM do now. 

The Army believes that the ~ t / c h e m i c a l  matuicl management functions 
can be fully executed &om Rock Island Arscaal without relocating. lhgc is 
W c c  for geographic diqmicm of NICP functions. 'Ibe U.S. Communications- 
Electronic Command N I B  is m t l y  performed at three separate sites. 

Retention of this activity at Rock bland Arscml, as a subordinate element of the 
TACOM NICP, avoids the expense of building new facilities a! and relocating over 
1,000 employcts to Redstone Arsenal. 

Return on Investmen: Implementing this recommendation wiU avoid approximately 
$44 million whilc incurring no costs. Annual steady state savings of about $1 million 
m anticipated from efficiencies gained fkom additional reductions in persoancl. 

Impacts lbac arc no environmental or community infiastructurc impediments from 
this recommendation. 



Presidio of San Francisco, California 

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

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

(a) Seventy-five percent of the reserve units within Sixth Army's area of 
responsibility are located on the West Coast; 

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

(c) The West Coast is prime territory for military assistance to civil authorities. 
It is the area with the highest probabiity of nannal disaster and is an area where 
substantial drug enforcement missions arc taking place, 

(d) Tiiliness/iocation is the critical element that may separate success from 
failure. 

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



Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs farthis relocation are 
approximately $9 million. This relocation will avoid the expenditure of $36 million at 
Fort Carson. 

Impacts: There is no significant environmental 'impact resulting from this relocation. 
Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There arc no known obstacles 
in the ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to suppon this 

a 
mommendation. 



Department of the Navy 

Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

By 1997, the Navy will have 12 aircraft carriers and 1 1 active carrier air wings 
- one fewer aitcraft carrier and one fewer carrier air wing than 1992. Navy battle 
force ships will decline from 466 to 425, a 9 percent reduction. The Navy will also 
have 53,000 fewer active duty personnel, a 10 percent reduction. The Marine Corps 
will undergo a 14 percent reduction in active duty personnel. These factors, which will 
continue to decline through 1999, require a reduction in the Navy and Marine Corps 
base structure. 

The Navy's basing structure is focused primarily on homeporting active and 
n m e  ships, and carrier air wings. The Marine Corps basing structure is focused 
primarily on support of tbe Marine Expeditionary Forces. The base structure also 
provides the requisite training, logistics, depot maintenance, housing and related 
support. Forward deployment operations, supported by a few overseas bases, and the 
domestic base structure allow Navy and Marine Corps forces to respond to the full 
spectrum of intcmational conflict. 

The Selection Process 

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

The Committee was supported by the Base Structure Analysis Team which 
developed data calls, recommended analytical methodologies and maintained the Base 
Structure Data Bast. The Analysis Team developed the Navy's Internal Control Plan 
which specified organizational and documentation controls for managing the process. 
A key element of the Internal Control Plan was the involvement of the Naval Audit 
Service. The Audit Service w e d  as a technical advisor to the Committee, validating 



the procedures used to build the riatahafc and auditing data to determine the method of 
collection, its accuracy, and the level of compliance throughout the chain of command. 
The Internal Conml Plan also estabbhed the procedures necessary to create an audit 
trail to document the Navy process. One of the most significant controls was the 
requhncnt to keep minutes of each deliberative meeting of the Committee. 

In accordance with PL 101-510, as amended, the Navy employed a "bottom to 
top" data certification policy. That meant that the individual initially generating the 
da!a in response to a data call, txtcutcd the initial statutory cer&Scation and, thereafter, 
the data was rccdficd at each succeeding level of the chain of command before the 
data was provided to the Committee for inclusion in the database. The Navy's Audit 
*ice and its Geaeral Counsel e n s 4  compliance. 

The Committee deterxnined that installations fell into three categories: (I) 
providing support to military personnel (personnel); (2) providing weapon systems and 
material support (materials); and (3) providing shore support to Navy and Marine 
Corps operational forces (forces). these three categories, activities wen 
grouped into a variety of subcategories. Several of these subcategories were divided 
into Mer sub-elcmcnts for purposes of analysis. Within these subcategories arc the 
individual Navy or Marine Corps installatioons reviewed by the Comrnittet. 

At least two data calls were sent to atch installationt one for data relating to 
capacity and the otha for data relating to military value. These data calls wcre 
prepared by the Analysis Team with the assistance of technical experts in the various 
disciplines and approved by the Committee. The responses to the data calls, having 
been properly certified, wcre e n d  into the database and formed the sole basis for 
the Committee's recommendations. 

Thc next step was to deterhe whether there was excess capacity in any given 
subcategory, and if so, to what extent. If there was no meaningful excess capacity in a 
subcategory, no installation in that subcategory was considered' further for closure or 
realignment. If, on the othn hand, a subcategory had sufficient excess capacity, the 
Committee evaluated the military value of cach installation in the subcategory. 

The capacity analysis used tht certified data call responses to develop 
throughputs as the basic indicator of capacity. For example, the key indicator for 
Paining centers was the average number of students on board. Similarly, for 
operational air stations, the basic thughput indicator was the number of squadrons 
that could be hosted in tams of a p n  spa#, hangers and runways. A comparison was 
made between the maximum available throughput and that required by the DoD Force 
Structm Plan. When the available throughput e d e d  the forct structure 



requirement, the Committee determined t h a  was excess capacity. In subcategories in 
which there was either no or minimal excess capacity, the Committee determined that 
further analysis for military value was not warranted. 

Whenever the capacity analysis indicated the presence of more than minimal 
excess capacity within a particular subcategory, each installation in that subcategory 
was subjected to a military value analysis. The Committee categorized the four DoD 
military value criteria as readiness, facilities, mobi t ion  capability, and cost and 
manpower implications. For each of the four major categories of military value, the 
Committee assigned a weight so that the sum of the weights equalled 100, and these 
weights were applied to the militiuy value analyses for each installation in the 
subcategories within that category. 

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

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

Not all scenarios were Mtcd to installations in a single subcategory. For 
instance, in the case of naval bases, berthing of ships was the prime throughput indicia 
for analysis. Since the Naval Air Station, Alameda, is the homeport for two aircraft 
carriers, it was also considered in the configuration analysis of the "naval bases" 
subcategory along with installations such as Naval Base, Norfolk. 

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



Resident's Budget Submission. In evsy case whcre mlcs were imposed, the 
Committee reviewed them stringently to ensure that only the minimum number of rules 
n&cd to o p a w  the model were prescribed so the results would not be -cially 
skewed. 

Ibc computer modcl resulted in finding mot mix of installations which resulted 
in the maximum reduction of excess capacity without regard to the installation's 
military value. If that mix rcsultcd in an average military value which was less than 
that for the c m n t  list of installations, the computer was asked to search for an 
alternative mix which raised the average military value with the minimum decmse in 
the reduction of exccss capacity. 

Thc computer models wcrc the starting point for the application of military 
judgment in the analysis of potential closure or naligammt scenarios. For example, in 
the configuration analysis for naval bases, the model satisfied its requirement a reduce 
capacity by identifjing as excess the capacity at both of the Naval Station and the 
Submarine Base at Pearl Harbor. The Committee dctmnined that, as a matter of naval 
prcscnoc in the Pacific theater, it was more important for mil it^^ value to retain the 
fmard  +ty in the Pacific than to achieve ra absolute maximum reduction in 
excess capaciry. 

Sometimes the canfi&on analysis was not helpful. In the case of the two 
Admine Corps training bases, tbc two 10gistics bases, and the two recruit depots there is 
insufficient capacity in any me of those facilities to handle the requirements flowing 
from the DoD Farrx Stmctme Plan should the other be closed. In those instances, the 
Cornmitt# determined that k t h e r  analysis was unwarranted. 

Fmally, the Committk evaluated tbc potential costs and savings, economic 
impact, community hftastnrcturc and environmental impact on closure and realignment 
candidates (and any potential receiving locations) kfm making its nominations to the 
Acting Secretary of the Navy. 

Th Chief of Naval Operations, in his capcity as Acting Sccretaq of the Navy, 
with the advice of the Commandant of the Marine Corps, nominated bases to the 
Sccrctaq of Defense for closure or realignment based on the force structure plan and 
the final criteria established under Public Law 101-510, as amended. 



Department of the Navy 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama 

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

Justification: The berths at Naval Station, Mobile are excess to the capacity required 
to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station 
berthing capacity was p e r f o n d  with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the 
maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall military value of the remaining 
naval stations. To provide berthing to support the projected force structure, the 
resulting mix of naval stations were configured to satisfy specific mission 
requirements, including: 100 percent aircraft camer bertbing in each fleet; ammunition 
ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations as part of the solution. 
The ships based at Naval Station Mobile can be relocated to other naval bases which 
have a higher militiuy value. This rcaIi&ament, combined with other recommended 
closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of 
excess capacity while increasing the average military value of the remaining Atlantic 
Fleet bases. 

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

Impacts: The closurt of this naval station will have an impact on the local economy. 
Tbc projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.6 percent of the employment 
base in the Mobile Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. 
There is no known community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. 
Them is no significant environmental impact resulting from this closure. Generation of 
hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. Environmentd cleanup will be 
continued until complete. 



Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California 

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

Justilication: Thc capacity of the Mare Island NSY is excess to that required to 
suppon the rcduccd number of ships reflected in the DoD F o m  Structure Plan. An 
analysis of naval shipyard capacity was perfonned with a goal of reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall military value 
of the nmaining shipyards. Mnn Island has the lowest military value of those 
shipyards supporting the Pacific net, and its workload can be read'rly absorbed by the 
rrmPiniag yards which possess higher military value. The closure of Mare Island 
NSY, in combiition with the Charleston NSY, allows the elimination of a greater 
amount of excess capacity while maintaining the overall value of the remaining 
shipyards at a higher military value level than that of the current configuration of 
shipyards. Other options either reduced capacity below that required to support the 
a p p v e d  force levels, elimhtd specific capabilities needed to support mission 
n q u h n t s  or resulted in a Iowa military value for this group of activities. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are $279.9 
million. Annual recurring savings are $148.9 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savZrrgs of $1,112 million. 

Impacts: The closure of Mare Island NSY will have an impact on the local economy. 
'Ibe projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 11.7 percent of 
the employment base of the Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA), assuming no economic recovery. Additioalty, other 1993 closure and 
realignment recommendations have a total impact of 4.9 percent on the adjacent 
Oakland MSA. There is no significant community infrastructure impact on receiving 
locations as a result of this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants 
will be eliminated at Mare Island NSY. Emissions from several hundred controlled air 
emission sources will be ehinatcd, providing air emission "credits". This closure will 
e l imhtc  the need to operate the industrial waste water treatment plant and for annual 
maintenance dredging. 



Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California 

Recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California. 
Relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated personel, equipment and support to 
Naval Air Station (NAS), Mirarnar, Ca'lifornia and MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. 

Justification: Naval and Marine air wings arc projected to be reduced consistent with 
fleet requirements in the DoD Force Structure Plan, creating an excess in air station 
capacity. MCAS El Ton, is recommended for closure since, of the jet bases 
supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest military value, has no expansion 
possibiities, is the subject of serious encroachment and land use problems, and has 
many of its training evolutions conducted over private property. The redistribution of 
aviation assets allows the relocation of Marine Corps fixed wing and helicopter assets 
to the NAS Miramar, in a manner which both eliminates excess capacity and avoids 
the construction of a new aviation facility at Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center, 
29 Palms, California. In an associated action the squadrons and related activities at 
NAS Mirarnar will move to NAS L e m m  in order to make room for the relocation of 
the MCAS El Toro squadrons. This closure results in a new configuration of Naval 
and m e  Corps air stations having an increased average military value when 
compared to the c-t mix of air stations in the Pacific Fleet. Finally the Department 
of the Navy will dqmsc of the land and facilities at MCAS El Tor0 and any procceds 
will be uscd to defray basc closure expenses. 

Return On investment: This recommendation was considered as part of a package 
that included Pacific operational air stations. The COBRA data below applies to the 
operational air stations on the West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers 
Point, MCAS Kancohe Bay, MCAS El Tom and NAS Mirarnar. The total estimated 
one-timc costs for the recommendations src $8985 million. Annual recurring savings 
are $173.9 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of 
the costs and savings o v a  a twenty year period is a savings of $1,3742 million. In 
addition, this package avoids approximately $600 million in military construction at 
MCAS 29 Palms which is required to implement the 1991 Base Closure Commission's 
recornmendation to close MCAS Tustin. 

Impacts: Thc closure of this MCAS will have an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect is 0.9 percent of the 
employment base of the Anaheim-Santa Ana Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming 
no economic recovtry. There is no s i m c a n t  community infrastructure impact at any 
receiving installation. Tbis closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous waste 
and pollutants and will remove special air space restrictions (such as military operating 
areas), and reduce noise levels and air emissions. Environmental cleanup efforts will 
continue until completed. 



Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California and relocate 
its a h a f t  along with the dedicatd personnel, equipment and support to NASA 
AmeslMoffctt Field, California and NAS North Island. In addition, those ships 
currently berthed at NAS Alarneda will be relocated to the F k t  concentrations at San 
Diego and Bangor/Puget Sound/Everctt. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS North Island; 
Ship In- Maintenance Depamncnt disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve 
Center and the Marine C q  Resave Center relocate to leased space at NASA/Ames. 

Justificetion: Tbe projected d c r  air wing reductions in the DoD Force Structure 
P h  require a significant decrease in air station and naval station capacity. NAS 
Alameda is 1cc0mm~)ded for closure as it has the lowest military value of those air 
stations sapporting the Pacific F i a  Given the number of aircraft "bedded down" at 
the air station, it has greatest amount of excess capacity. Also, given the need to 
chinate excess ship b d h g ,  its capacity is not required to meet fom levels, since 
no more than five carrier berths lrre re~uircd on the West Coast: three at the fleet 
concentration in San Diego and two at Bangor/Puget S o u n c l / E v ~  Both the limited 
aircraft @rimarily m e )  and ship assets at NAS Alameda can be readily absorbed at 
bases with a higher militaIy value. closure results in incrtasc average military 
value of both the remining air stations and naval stations in the Pacific Fleet. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation 
are $193.7 million. Annual recurring savings are $41.7 million with a return on 
inve. m n t  in four years. 'Ibe net p m t  value of tht costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $197.1 million. 

hnpacts: The closure of NAS Alamtda will have an impact on the local economy. 
Ibe projected potential employment loss both direct and indirect is 2.9 percent of the 
employment base in the Oakland, California Metropolitan S-tical Area (MSA) 
assuming no economic recovery. Otha 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total @act on Oakland, California MSA to 4.9 percent. 
There is no significant community ~ t r u c t u r c  impact at any receiving installation. 
There will be no significant cnvironmcntal impacts resulting from this action. 
H d o u s  waste generation and pollutants will be eliminated. This closure will 
remove special air space rtstxictions (such as military operating areas), and reduce 
noise levels and air emissions. Thc indoor and outdoor hazardous waste storage 
facilities at NAS Alamcda will be closed in accordance with applicable laws and 
zegulations. Annual maintenance dredging and the dredging of the w i n g  basin and 
mtrance channel will be eliminated. Environmental cleanup efforts will continue until 
complete. 



Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, Caiifornia 

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

JusWication: Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is recommended for closure because its 
capacity is excess to that required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected 
reductions require an almost 50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy aviation 
depots. In determum 

. . g the mix of aviation depots which would achieve the maximum 
reduction in excess capacity, the Navy determined that there must be at least one 
aviation dcpot at a fleet concentration on each coast. The work performed at Naval 
Aviation Depot, Alamcda can be perfoxmed at other aviation maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda will reduce excess 
capacity in this category and maintain or increase the average military value of the 
remaining depots. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$1268 d i o n .  Annual recurring savings arc $783 million with an immediate return 
on investment. Th. net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $538.9 million. 

Impacts: 'Ibe closure of NADEP Alamcda will have an impact on the local economy. 
'Ibc projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.8 percent of the employment 
base of the Oakland, California, Mctropotan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no 
economic recovery. 0 t h ~  1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on this MSA. assuming no economic recovery, to 4.9 percenr There is no 
significant community hhstructme impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. Generation of 
hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated, as will air emissions, which will 
result in air emission " d t s W .  

Naval Hospital, Oakland, California 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate certain military 
and civilian personnel to other Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel to the 
Naval Air Stations at kmoorc and Whidbey Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, 
Northwest Region, will relocate to Naval Hospital, Bremerton, Washington. 



Justification: Naval Hospitals are situated and their size determined for location near 
openting forces whose personnel will q u i r e  medical support in numbers significant 
enough to mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive use of 
CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure must be predicated upon the elimination of the 
operating forces which created a demand f a  the pmmcc of a Naval Hospital in the 
first instance. In the San Francisco Bay ama, the Naval Air Station, Alameda, Naval 
Shipyard, Marc Island and the supporting Public Works Center and Supply Center are 
being recommended for closure. Given the elimination of these operating force 
activities, closure of the Naval Hospital, Oakland is indicated as the military personnel 
previously supported are no longer in the rtrea I 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$575 million. Annual reclrrring savings am $415 million with an immediate return on 
investment. i b e  net present value of costs and savings o v a  a twenty year M o d  is a 
savings of $286.4 million. 

Impacts: The closure of Naval Hospital, Oaldand will have an impact on the local 
economy. Tbe projected potentiat employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
perrcnt of the employment basc in the Oakland, Calif- Metropolitan Statistical 
Area, assuming no economic recovery. The closure of the Naval Hospital will have a 
positive impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. 
Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed. 

Naval Station Tregsun Island, San Francisco, ClaliFornia 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station, 'haswe Island and relocate personnel, as 
appr- to the Naval Station, San Diego, C a I i f d  Navd Amphibious Base, Little 
Creek, Vir* Naval Training Ccnter, Great Lakc, Illinois and various Naval 
Reserve sites in CaIifomia. Maja tenants arc impacted as follows: Naval Reserve 
Center San Francisco relocates to the Naval/hkk Carps Reserve Center, Alarneda, 
California and REDCOM 20 relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, 
California. Naval Technical Training Center relocates to Fleet Training Center San 
Diego, Naval Amphibious School, Little aeck and Naval Training Center Great Lakes. b 

Justirkation: The DoD Force Structure Plan supports a decrease in naval station 
capacity. Naval Station. Tmure Island bas a relatively low military value and its 
capacity is not q u i d  to support Navy requirements. The naval bases to which its 

C 

activities will be xelocatcd have higher military value to the Navy than does this naval 
station. A comphensive analysis of naval station berthing capacity was perfonned 
with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while 



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

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

Impacts: The closure of this naval station will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 0 2  percent of the employment 
base in the San Francisco, CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no 
economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on this MSA, assuming no economic recovery, to 1.1 percent. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure, which also will permit 
the closure or alternative use of the recently improved 2.0 MGD wastewater treatment 
plant and will eliminate various air emissions, thus providing potential air emission 
"credits". 

Naval Supply Center, Oakland, California 

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

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



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

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

Naval Training Center, San Diego, California 

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

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

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



Orlando. Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are $327.9 million. 
Annual recurring savings are $69.0 million with a return on investment in two years. 
Tbe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$323.9 million. 

Impacts. The closure of N K  San Diego will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.7 percent of the 
employment base of the San Dicgo, California Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
assuming no economic recovery. However, because of other closures or realignments 
into this MSA, there will be a net 12 percent increase in employment. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Hazardous waste and 
pollutants will be eliminated, as will air emissions, which will generate air emission 
"credits". 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate its aircraft along 
with dedicated personnel, quipment and support to Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry 
Point, North Carow Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Air 
Station, Beaufort, South Carolina Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Marine 
Corps Security Force Company relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Aviation 
In-ate Maintenance Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air 
Maintenance Training Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation Support Office Training 
Group Atlantic, and Sea Operations Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry Point and 
NAS Octana. 

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

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



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

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation arc 
$3123 million. Annual recrrrring savings for both art $56.7 million, with a return on 
investment in six years. 'Ibe net ptsent value of costs and savings over a twenty year 
period is a savings of $200.9 million. 

Impam. The closure of NAS Cecil Field will have an impact on the local economy. 
Thc projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 3.0 percent of the 
employment base of the Jacksonville Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. Relocations to MCAS Chnry Point will require increased 
classroom space in the local schools. Remediation of this impact is included in the 
cost analysis. There are no significant environmental impacts resulting from this 
action. Hauvdous waste and pollutant g c n d o n  will be eliminated. 
Similarly, this closure will remove spcciaI use air space restrictions (such as military 
operating mas) and reduce noise levels and air emissions. Environmental cleanup will 
continue until completed. 

Naval ' h h h g  Center, Orlando, Florida 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and relocate 
certain personnel, equipment and support to NTC Grtat Lakes and other locations, 
consistent with DoD training requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School 
and the Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Submarine School at the Naval Submarine 
Base (NSB), New London; Personnel Support Detachment relocates to NTC Great 
Lakes; Service School Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental Clinic 
relocates to Gmt Labs; Naval Education and Training Program Management Support 
Activity disestablishes. 

Justification: The 1991 Commission rejected the recommendation to close NTC 
Orlando due to prohibitive closure costs. 'Zhis recommendation encompasses the 
additional closu~e of NTC San Diego and proposes significantly reduced closure costs 
by taking advantage of facilities made available by the recommended realignment of 
NSB New London. Projected manpower reductions contained in the DoD Fome 
Stcuctllre Plau require a substantial deaease in naval force structure. As a result of 



projected manpower levels the Navy has two to three times the capacity required, as 
measured by a variety of indicators, to perfom the recruit training function. The 
closure of the NTC Orlando removes excess capacity and relocates training to a naval 
training center with a higher military value and results in an efficient collocation of the 
Submarine School, the Nuclear Power School and the Nuclear "A" School at the NSB, 
New London. The resulting consolidation at the NTC Great Lakes not only results in 
the highest possible military valuc for this group of military activities but also is the 
most economical alignment for the processing of personnel into the Navy. In addition, 
NTC Orlando has equipment and facilities which are more readily relocatable to 
another naval training center. 

Return On Investment: The Naval Training Centers were considered as a package 
and, as a result, the COBRA daui set out below represents costs and savings associated 
with the closure of both NTC Orlando and NTC San Diego. Total estimated one-time 
costs for the rccommcndation m $327.9 million. Annual recurring savings are $69.0 
million with a return on investment in two years. The net present value of costs and 
savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $323.9 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NTC Orlando will have an impact on the local economy. 
'Ibe projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 2.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Orlando, Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. Tbere is no s i m w t  community infrastructure impact at any receiving 
installation. Then will be no significant environmental impacts resulting from this 
closure. Hazardous waste and pollutant generation will be eliminated, as will the 
generation wastewater on the average of 1.13 million gallons per day. 

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida 

Recommendation: Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP), and relocate 
repair capability as necessary to other &pot maintenance activities. This relocation 
may include p m o ~ e l ,  equipment and support. Tbc Depot workload will move to 
other depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. The dynamic 
component and rotor blade repair facility will remain in place. 

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



Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola can be performed at other aviation maintenance 
activities, including the private sector. Tbe closure of NADEP Alameda will reduce 
excess capacity in this -gory and maintain or increase the average military value of 
the remaining depots. 

Return On investment= Total estimated onetime costs for the recommendation are 
$165.4 million. Annual recmhg savings are $5 1.1 million with a return on 
investment in two years. Ibe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $3413 million. 

Im: 3- The closure of this NADEP Pensacoh wU have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 6.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Pensacola, F1orida Metropolitan Statistical Arcs. assuming no 
cconomic recovery. However. becausc of othcr closures and n d g n m e n ~  into this 
area, thae will be a net 4.3 percent hcrcasc in employment. Thm is no significant 
commtmity idrastructure impact at any miving  htaIlation. Then will be no 
significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. The NADEP depot is 
located on tbc prr,pcrky of Naval Air Station Pcnsacola, which is on EPA's National 
Rioritics List. . The closure of this depot will require that dl hazardous industrial 
materials and waste be mnovd. Generation of ~ o u s  wastes and pollutants will 
be eliminatad, as will air emissions, which will result in air emission "credits". 

Naval Air Station Barbem Point, Hawaii 

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

Justification: Ihc NAS BPbas Point is rccommcnded for closure because its 
capacity is excess to that q u i d  to support the reduced force levels contained in the 
DoD Force Structure Plan. Tbt d y s b  of requid capacity supports only one naval 
air station in Hawaii. NAS Barbers Point has a lower military value than MCAS 
Kantohe Bay and its assets can be readily distributed to other existing air stations. 
By maintaining operafions at the MCAS, Kancohe Bay, we retained the additional 
capacity dut air station provides in mpporhg ground forces. With the uncertainties 
posed in overseas basing MCAS Kancohe Bay provides the flexibility to support future 
military opaatiom for both Navy and Marine Corps and is of greater military value. 



In an associated move the F-18 and CH-46 squadrons at MCAS Kaneohe Bay will 
move to NAS Mirarnar to facilitate the relocation of the NAS Barbers Point squadrons. 
Finally the Department of the Navy will dispose of the land and facilities at NAS 
Barbas Point and any proceeds will be used to defray base closure expenses. 

Return On Investment: This recommendation was considered as part of a package 
that included Pacific operational air stations. The COBRA data below applies to the 
operational air stations on the West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers 
Point, MCAS Kaneohe Bay, MCAS El Tom and NAS Miramar. The total estimated 
one-time costs for the recommendations are $898.5 million. Annual recurring savings 
are $173.9 million with an immcdiatt return on investment. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $1374.2 million. In 
addition this package avoids approximately $600 million in military construction at 
MCAS 29 Palms which is required to implement the 1991 Base Closure Commission's 
rccornmendation to close MCAS Tustin. 

Impacts: The closure of NAS Barbers Point will have an impact on the local 
economy. The proposed potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 1.9 
percent of the employment base of the Honolulu, Hawaii, Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. lbae is no significant community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. 'here will be no siflicant environmental 
impacts resulting from this action. Hazardous waste generation and pollutants will be 
eliminated. This closure will remove special use air space restrictions (such as military 
operating areas) as well as elevated noise levels and air emissions. Ongoing 
environmental clean-up efforts will continue until completed. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illinois 

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

JustXication: Naval air forces arc being reduced consistent with the fleet reductions 
in the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels for both active and reserve 
aviation elements leave the Department with significant excess capacity in the reserve 



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

aircrah arc being relocated. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated onetime costs for the recommendation are P 

$14.1 million. Annual recurring savings arc $31 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $3 13.4 rdion. 

Impacts= The closun of NAS Glenview will have an impact on the local economy. 
'Ibc projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Chicago Metropolitan Statistical h a ,  assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no si-t community infrastructure impact at any receiving 
installation. There will be no significant environmcntal impacts resulting from this 
action. Gcncration of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. In addition, 
this closure will m o v e  special use air space restrictions such as militaxy operations 
areas and military training arcas, and reduce noise levels and air emissions. 

Naval Electronic Centers 

Recommendation: Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) St. 
Inigoes, Maryland, disestablish NESEC Charleston, South Carolina and Naval 
Electronics Security Systems Engincuing Center (NESSEC), Washington, DC. 
Consolidate the Centers into an East Coast NESEC at Portsmouth, Virginia The 
ATCIACLS facility at St Inigoes and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain 
in place and will be transfemd to Naval Air Systems Command. 

Justification: This recommendation was rejected by the 1991 DoD Base Closure and w 

Realignment Commission. In doing so, the Commission stated that DoD had failed to 
explore other alternative sites and had failed to address asserted problems at 
Portsmouth with testing of radars and cornrnunica!ion equipment. Several new factors 
contributed to the renewal of this recommendation. 

* 

'Xbc DoD Force Structure Plan shows a simcant further decrease in force 
structure h m  that in 1991, giving rise to additional excess capacity. The facilities at 



St. Inigoes, Maryland, once NESEC St. Inigoes relocates to Portsmouth, would be 
available to support the major relocation to the Patuxent River complex of the Naval 
Air Systems Command and several of its subordinate organizations. This move results 
in both substantial organizational efficiencies and economies and is a significant 
element of the Navy's compliance with the DoD policy to move activities out of leased 
space in the NCR into DoD owned facilities. The Portsmouth consolidation includes 
NESSEC Washington, DC resulting in an additional relocation from leased space in the 
NCR into DoD owned facilities. Tht Portsmouth consolidation also achieves a major 
reduction in excess capacity for these activities and with this consolidation in 
Portsmouth, the Navy Management Support Office can be consolidated at this Center. 
Without the Portsmouth consolidation, the benefits resulting from the synergy of 
consolidating the three centers would not be realhi, and the reduction in excess 
capacity would be adversely impacted. 

The Portsmouth consolidation utilizes, as the magnet site for this consolidation, 
the installation with the highest military value of all activities in the cluster. A review 
of the certified data call responses indicates that one of the reasons for this military 
value rating is NESEC Portsmouth's current capability to perform a broad range of 
testing functions on a wide variety of communications and radar systems, including the 
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocatable Over-the-Horizon Radar, Tactical Secure 
Voice, and the AN/SLQ-320 1/2/3/4/5. At its Fleet Engineering Support Center is a 
completely integrated shipboard commuuications system that contains a sample of 
every communications d v c r ,  transmitter, data data and ancillary terminal hardware 
in the LF through UHF frequency range. Thc radar systems testing capability is 
enhanced by the AN/SSQ74(V) Radar and Communications Signal Simulator with its 
associated antenna farm. These capabiilitics, particularly when joined with those of the 
other activities in this consolidation, gives the Navy a most formidable technical center 
which, because of the consolidation, will be able to function more economically and 
efficiently than these activities could if separate. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$1473 million. Annual retuning savings are $323 million with a return on 
investment in three years. Thc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $123.8 million. 

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



ckcasc in employment; 0.03 percent of the employment base of the Washington, DC, 
MSA, assuming no economic recovery; and 02 percent of the employment base of the 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, Virginia, MSA assuming no economic 
recovery. The consolidation at NESSEC, Portsmouth will have a positive impact on 
the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation 
and restaration will  continue until compIettd. 

Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian. Relocate advanced 
s t r i b  &aining to Naval Air Station Kingdle ,  Texas. Relocate intermediate strike 
training and Naval Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, Florida. 

JustiTition: Projected reductions contained in the Department of Defense Force 
S t r u m  Plan require a substantid decrease in training air station capacity. When 
considering air space and facilities of all t y j ~ ~  of suppan aviation training, there is 
about twice the capacity r e ~ u b d  to @om the mission. The training conducted at 
the Naval Air Station, Meridian can be consolidated with similar training at the Naval 
Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, Pensacola. This results in an 
economy and efkiency of operations which enhances the military value of the training 
and placcs training aircraft in proximity to OVCT-water air space and potential berthing 
sites for carriers being used in training molutions. Currently, for example, pilots 
training in Meridian fly to thc Naval Air Station, Pensamla in order to do carrier 
landing brainiag. The closure of Maidian and the accompanying closure of the Naval 
Air Station, Memphis, result in ccnralizad aviation training functions at bases with a 
higher average military value than that possessed by the training air stations before 
closure. Both the Naval Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, Pensacola 
have higher military value than the Naval Air Station, Meridian. The consolidation of 
the Naval Technical Training Center with its parent command, the Chief of Naval 
Education and Training, will provide for impvcmcnt in the management and 
efficiency of the training estabbhxmnt and enhance its military value to the Navy. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for both NAS Meridian 
and NAS Memphis recommendations am $274.1 million. Annual recurring savings for 
both actions are $822 million with a return on investment in two years. The net 
pMent value of costs md savings o v a  a twenty y e a  period is $481 .I million. 

Impacts Ibe c losm of NAS Meridian will have an impact on the local economy. 
Thc projected potential employment loss, both dircct and indirect, is 12.8 percent of 
the local employment base in L a u d ~ c  County, assuming no economic recovery. 



There is no significant environmental impact at NAS Meridian as a result of this 
closure. Environmental cleanup will continue until complete. Relocation of advanced 
strike training to NAS Kingsville will result in additional noise impacts in the direction 
of the city of Kingsville. This may require adoption of noise abatement procedures 
until the ultimate transition of the TA-4 aircraft to the new T-45 which will 
significantly reduce noise impacts. Noise impacts will also be increased by relocation 
of intermediate strike training to NAS Pensacola and will require prudent management 
of aircraft operations to mitigate this .impact on the local community. 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 

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

JusW~cation: Naval air forces are being reduced consistent with fleet reductions in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels for both active and reserve 
aviation elements leave the Dcpartmnt with significant excess capacity in the reserve 
air station categary. Th greater operational utility of active air stations and the 
decision to rely on rcscme aviation elements in support of active operating forces place 
a higha military value on locating resenre aviation elements on active operating air 
bases to the extent possible. Closure of NAS South Weymouth allows the relocation 
of reserve P-3's to the major P-3 active operating base at NAS Brunswick, ME and 
distributes other assets to the active operating base at Mayport, FL and to a reserve air 
station with a higha milimy value. In arriving at the recommendation to close NAS 
South Weymouth, a specific analysis was conducted to ensure that there was 
demographic support for purposes of force recruiting in .the areas to which the reserve 
aircraft are being rclocated. 

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

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



Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant 
community in6rasttructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no 
significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Generation of hazardous 
wastes and pollutants will be elimhatd. In addition, this closure will remove special 
use air space restrictions (such as military operations areas and military training 
routes), and reduce noise levels and air emissions. 

Naval Station, Staten Island, New York 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its ships dong with 
their dcdicatcd personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, NorfoIk, Virginia 
and Mayport, Florida. Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate 
Maintenance Activity, New York relocates to Eatle, New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; 
Recruiting District, New York disestablishes; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion 
and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Justification: Tbe berthing capcity of Naval Station Staten Island is excess to the 
capacity required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis 
of naval station bathing capcity was perf- with the goal of reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall military value 
of the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support projected force 
structure, the resulting mix of naval d o l l s  was configured to satisfy specific mission 
re~uiremtllts, including: 100 percent a b a f t  d c r  berthing in each fleet; ammunition 
ships at ESQD-appved krthing; one SSNISSBN unique base complex per fleetl and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. The ships cmntly  
berthed at Naval Station Staten Island can be relocated to bases with higher military 
value. This closure, combined with otha r#.xmrncnded closures and realignments in 
the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacity while 
haeasing the average military value of the ranahkg Atlantic Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated onetime savings for this closure exceed one- 
time costs by $1.7 million. Annual recurxing savings arc $585 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $660.9 million. 

Impacts: Tbe closure of Naval Station Staten Island will have an impact on the local 
economy. Tbe projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.1 
pacent of the local employment base in the New Yo& Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. There is no signficant community infI-dstructurc 
impM at either closing or receiving locations. This closure will eliminate the 



generation of hazardous wastcs and the requirement to eliminate the hazardous material 
conforming storage facility. Ongoing environmental cleanup will continue as part of 
the closure process. That  arc no significant environmental impacts at either Naval 
Station Mayport or Naval Station Norfolk. 

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

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

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

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

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



Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Qose the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charleston. 

Justmaation: NSY Charleston's capacity is excess to that required to support the 
number of ships in the DoD Force Structure Plan. An analysis of naval shipyard 
capacity was performed with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the maximum 
extent possible while maintaining the overall military value of the remaining shipyards. 
The closure of NSY Charleston, when combined with the recommended closure of 
NSY Marc Island, California, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacity, and 
its worklaad can readily be absarbod by the Iwnaining yards. The elimination of 
another shipyard paforming nuclear work would reduce this capab'ity below the 
minimum capacity re~uircd to support this critical ana. The closure of NSY 
Charleston, in c o m b ' i o n  with Marc Island NSY, allows the elimination of a greater 
amount of excess capacity while maintaining the overall value of the remaining 
shipyards at a higher militaq value level than that of the cumnt configuration of 
ship-. Other options either reduced capcity below that required to support the 
spp~ovcd force levels, eliminated specific cqmbilities needed to support mission 
re~uircments or resulted in a lowa military value far this group of activities. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are $246.7 
million. Annuat recurring savings arc $663 million with a re tm on investment in one 
year. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty-year period is a savings 
of $3853 million. 

Impacts= The closure of NSY Charleston will have an impact on the local economy. 
Ihe projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 5.2 percent of the 
local employment base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact an the Charleston MSA to 15 percent. There 
is no significant community hfhstructmc impact at any receiving location resulting 
from this closure. Generation of hrvardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. 
Currently, programmed environmntal projects will be completed a part of the closure 
actions, which will also eliminate the need to operate the hazardous waste facilities and 
to do annual dredging. 



Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 

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

JusWication: The piers and maintenance activity at NS Charleston art excess to the 
capacity required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis 
of naval station berthing capacity was perfcnmed with a goal of reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent while maintaining the overall military value of the 
remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support projected force structure, the 
resulting mix of naval stations was configured to satisfy specific mission requirements, 
including: 100 p a c a t  aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammunition ships at 
ESQD-approved buthing, one SSNBSBN unique base complex per fleet; and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Dicgo fleet concentrations as part of the solution. 
The berths at the NS Charleston are excess to Navy requirements. The relocation of 
the 21 ships currently based at NS Charleston will allow the closure of this naval base 
and eliminate almost half of the excess berthing capacity in bases supporting the 
Atlantic Fleet. This closure, combined with other recommended closures and 
realignments in the Atlantic meet, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacity 
while increasing average military value of the remaining Atlantic Fleet Bases. 

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

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



on this MSA, assuming no economic recovery, to 15 percent. There is no known 
community infkastructurc impact at any receiving installation. There is no significant 
environmental impact resulting from this closure. Environmental cleanup will be 
continued until complete. 

Naval Air Station, Dsllas, Texas 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and relocate its aircraft 
and asmciated personnel, equipment and support to Carswe11 Air Force Base, Fort 
Worth, Texas. Tht following Navy and Ivlarine Corps Resme Centers relocate to 
Carswell Air Farce Base: Naval Resew6 Center, Dallas, Marine Corp Reserve Center, 
Dallas, Marine Corps Rcscm Center (Wing) Dallas, and REDCOM 11. 

JustiT~cation: Naval air farces arc being reduced consistent with the fleet reductions 
in the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels reflected for both active and 
reserve aviation elements leave the Navy with significant excess capacity in the reserve 
air station categary. Closure of Naval Air Station, Dallas and monstitution at 
Carswell Air Force Base provides the m c s  with a significantly superior air base. 
Tbe resulting air suttion, with Air Fonx meme squadrons now as tenants, will m o v e  
the operational difficulties currently e x p e x i ~  at the Naval Air Station, Dallas, 
iacluding flight conflicts with the civilian airpah This closure, combined with three 
others in this category, results in tbc maximum duction of excess capacity in reserve 
air stations while iacrcasing the average military value of the remining basts in this 
-gory* 

Return On Investment Total estimated one-timc costs for the recommendation arc 
$24.0 million. Annual ncmring savings are $52 million with a return on investment 
in five years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $30.8 million. 

Impacts. The closure of NAS Dallas will have an impact on the local economy. The 
pjectcd potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.5 percent of the 
employment base of the Dpllrs, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Arcs, assuming no 
economic recovery. There is no known community infiastructme impact at the 
receiving installation. Then will be no sigdicant environmental impacts as a result of 
this action. Generation of hazardous waste and pollutants will be eliminated. The 
hazardous waste storage facility opcra&d by NAS Dallas will have to be closed in 
accordance with the requirements of the Part B pennit. In addition, this closure will 
remove special use air space reshictions (such as military operating areas), and reduce 
noise levels and air emissions. 



Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia 

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

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

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$1725 million. Annual recurring savings arc $1083 million with an immediate r e ~ n  
on investment. 'Ihc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $748.5 million. 

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

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut 

Recommendation: Rcalign Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New London by 
taminating its mission to homeport ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel, 
associated equipment and other support to the Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia 



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

JusWjcation: Naval S u b h e  Base, New London's capacity is excess to that b 

required to support the number of ships reflected in the DoD Force Structure Plan. A 
comprehensive analysis of naval station bathing capcity was pcrfomed with a goal 
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible whilc maintaining the 
o v d  military value of the remaining naval stations. To provide bcnhing to sup- 
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the pmjcacd f o r a  structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was configured to 
s%ti~@ specific mission nquircments, including: 100 pcmnt aircraft carrier berthing in 
each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-ajqmved berthing; one SSNtSSBN unique base 
complex per flee$ and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. 
With a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one submarine base per Flea In view of 
the capacity at the Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval Station, Norfok. the 
submmbcs basad at New London can be relocated to activities with a higher military 
value. The education and training missions being performed at the Submarine Base, 
New London will continue to be performed there and the Navy will retain piers, 
waterfront facilities and related propaty. This dignment ,  combined with other 
=ommended closures and realignments in the Atlantic Heet, results in the maximum 
reduction of excess capacity whilc increasing the average military value of the 
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment= Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are $260 
million. Annual recurring savings am $74.6 million with an immediate return on 
investment. Tht net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $502.7 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of Naval Submarine Basc, New London will have an 
impact on the local economy. Tbe pmjcctd potential employment loss (both direct 
and indirect) in the New London, CI'-Norwkh, CI'-Rhode Island Metropolitan 
Statistical Area is 7.4 percent of the employment base, assuming no economic . 
recovery. Potential community infmstructure impact was identified at Submarine Base, 
Kings Bay, Georgia, relating primarily to schools and roads. Costs of remediating 
these impacts wcrc included in the return on investment calculations. This closure will 
result in a reduction in the generation of hazardous wastes, which, because Naval 

. 
Submarine Base, New London is on the National Priorities List, will have a positive 
impact on the on-going efforts to clean up the site. 'Ibm will be no other significant 
environmcnl impacts from this closure. 



Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
White Oak, Maryland 

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

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

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$74 milLon. Annual recurring savings arc $223 million with a return on investment in 
two years. Tbe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $1033 million. This includes the relocation of NAVSEA. 

Impacts: The closure of NSWC-Dahl- will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect is 1.0 percent of the 
employment base in this Metropolitan Area, assuming no economic recovery. The 
closure of NSWC-Dahlgren will have a positive impact on the environment as a source 
of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue 
until completed. 



lst Marine Corps District 
Garden City, New York 

Recommendation: Close the 1st Marine District, Garden City, New York and relocate 
ncocssafy personnel, equipment and support to the Defense Distribution Region East, 
New Cumkaland, Pennsylvania 'Ibe Defense Contract Management Area Office, a 
pscn t  tenant in the facility occupied by this activity as its host, will remain in place 
and assume responsibiity for this facility. .'he Marine Carps Reserve Center, Garden 
City will relocate to Fort Hamilton, New Yak 

J-cation: The reductions in farce structure require a reduction of capacity in 
administrative activities. Consolidation of this activity into a joint services 
organization will enhance its ability to discharge its mission most effectively and 
economically. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation arc 
$63 million. Annual recurring savings are $1 million with a return on investment in 
six years. Tbe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $2.8 million. 

Impacts: Tbe closare and relocation of this activity will have an impact on the local 
economy. The pjjected potential employment loss (botb and indirect) is 0.01 
perctnt of the employment base of the Nassau-SutfoIk, Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assPming no economic recovery. There is no known community infrastructure impact 
at my receiving hstalhioa There are no enviroamental impacts occasioned by this 
closure and realignment. Any necessary environmental clean-ups will continue until 
competed. 

Naval Education and Trahhg Center, Newport, Rhode Island 

Recommendation: Rtalign the Naval Education and Training Center 
Newport and terminate the Center's mission to berth ships. Relocate the ships to 
Naval Station Mayport, Florida and Naval Station Norfolk, Viiginia. Piers, waterfront 
facilities and related p r o m  shall be retained by NETC Newport. The Education and 
Training Center will remain to satisfy its education and training mission. 

Justifidon: The piers and maintenance activity associated with NETC Newport are 
excess a the capaciiy required to suppon the DOD F- ~tructure Plan. A 

- 

comprehensive analysis of naval station bathing capacity was performed with a goal 
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the 



o v d  militaq value of the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support 
the projected force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was configured to 
satisfy specific mission requirements, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in 
each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSNISSBN unique base 
complex per fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. 
NETC Newport cumntly berths five ships which can be absorbed at other homeports 
with a highex military value. This realignment, combined with 0 t h  recommended 
closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of 
excess capacity while increasing the average military value of the remaining Atlantic 
Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are $23.5 
million. Annual recurring savings arc $43 million with a return on investment in two 
years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $20.3 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of NETC Newport will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3.0 
percent of the local employment base in Newport County, assuming no economic 
ncovery. Therc is no known community hfiastructure impact at any receiving 
location. Realignment of NETC Newport will climbate sources of pollution and 
remove operational and future developmental constraints such as explosive safety arcs 
and elcctramagnetic radiation hazard arcas. mere arc no significant environmental 
impacts at either Naval Station Mayport or Naval Station Norfolk 

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

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

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



. . of key mission requirements and rnaxunvkd efficiency. These factors included 
availability of training airspace, outlying fields and access to overwater training. The 
inland location of NAS Memphis and lack of training airspace make it a primary 
candidate for closure. Its realignment combinad with the nxornmended closure of 
NAS Meridian, Mississippi, reduces excess capacity while allowing consolidation of 
naval air training around the two air stations with the highest military value. The 
resulting configuWon incrcasts the average military value of the remaining training 
air stations and maximizes efficiency through restructuring around the two hubs, thus 
increasing thc effectiveness of aviation training. Relocation of the Naval Air Technical 
Training Center fills excess capacity created by the closurt of the Naval Aviation 
Depot and the Naval Supply Center at NAS Peasacola. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for both the NAS 
Meridian and NAS Memphis recommendations are $274.1 million. Annual retuning 
savings for both actions are $82.2 million with a return on investment in two years. 
The net present value of costs and ,savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$481.1 millon. 

Impacts'. Tht,rcalignmcnt of NAS Memphis will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3.1 
percent of the local employment base in the Memphis Metropolitan Statistical A m  
(MSA), assuming no economic recovery. It should be noted, however, that because of 
other 1993 realignment actions into this MSA, the net decrease is 2 2  percent. 
Realignment of NAS Memphis will reduct noise impacts and hazardous wastes 
generation. It will also remove special use airspace restrictions. This reaIignment has 
no significant environmental or community impacts at either NAS Pensacola or 
Carswell AFB. 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL) 
Port Hueneme, California 

Recommendation: Close this technical center and realign necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at the Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, 
California 

Justification: This technical center is recommended for closure because its capacity is 
exctss to that required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess capacity in 
this category based on a compmhn of budgeted workload during the period 1986- 
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget displays a 
clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity 



increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The technical 
centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant excess 
capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support significantly 
higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of those 
projected if all resources arc to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and compress 
wherever possible so that the rcmahhg technical centers will have the greater military 
value to the Department of the Navy. The Department of the Navy will dispose of this 
property and any proceeds will be used to defray base closure expenses. 

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

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

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Western Enpineering Field Division 

San Bruno, California 

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

Justification: The reduction in the force structure in the DoD Force Structure Plan 
and the closure of major naval activities in the San Francisco Bay area requires the 
realignment of this activity. The activity's capacity to handle NAVFAC's considerable 
responsibilities in dealing with environmental matters arising out of the 1993 round of 
base closures will remain in the same geographic area. The activity presently has such 
capacity. Retaining it for this purpose is a more economical and efficient alternative 
than rtlocating it to San Diego and then handling on-site problems on a travel status. 



Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$0.8 million. Annual reernring savings arc $13 million with an i m m e  return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $8.0 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of this naval activity will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential ernploymat loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.01 
percent of the employment base of the San Francisco, California Metropolitan 
Statisttical assuming no economic recovery. Then is no known community 
infrastnrcnrrt impact at any receiving installation. Then are no significant 
envira-tal impacts occasioned by this realignment. Any necessary environmental 
clean-ups will continue until completed. 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA) 

Recommendation: Disestablish the following four technical centcrs and relocate 
necessary functions, ~USOMC~,  equipment, and support at the Sup-sor of 
Shipbuilding, Coavasion and Repair, San Dicgo, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and 
Newport News, Virginia: 

(PERAWV), B-n, W-@on, 
(PERA>(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 
(PERA)-(Surfacc) Pacific, San Francisco, California, 
(PERA)(Smf') (HQ), Philadelphia, Pe~sylvania 

Justification: Tbese technical centers arc recommended for disestablishment because 
their capacity is excess to that q u i d  by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is 
excess capacity in this category based on a comparhm of budgeted workload during 
the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy 
budget displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, 
the excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. 
Thc tcchnicd centers throughout the Department of the Navy cmntly have significant 
excess capcity as these technical centem were established and sizcd to sppport 
significantly higher naval force levels and quire fcsowce levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if all resources axe to be M y  employed. Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with farce and ~sowce levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the 
gnats military value to the Dqmtmcnt of the Navy. 



Return On Investment: Estimated one-time costs of disestablishing PERA (CV) are 
$6.3 million. Annual recurring savings are $0.7 million with a return on investment in 
12 years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of 0.7 million. Combined one-time costs for disestablishing the other three 
PERAs (Surface) are $8.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $2.3 million with a 
return on investment in four years. The net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $13.7 million. 

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

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

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

Public Works Center, San Francisco, California 

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

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

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

Impacts: Disestablishment of PWC San Francisco will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.3 
percent of the employment base in the Oakland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Oakland MSA to 4.9 percent. The 
disestablishment of PWC will have a positive impact on the environment as a source 
of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue 
until completed. 



Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate certain military 
and civilian p e m ~ e l  to other Naval Hospitals. 

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

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

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

Naval Supply Center, Pensacola, Florida 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola. 

Justification: NSC Pensacola's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. Ihe principal customer of NSC Pensacola, the Naval Aviation 
Depot, Pensacola is also recommended for closure. The workload of NSC Pensacola 
will move with its customer's workload to receiving bases. 

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



Impacts: The disestablishment of NSC Pensacola will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.3 
percent of the employment base in tht Pensacola Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Pensacola MSA to a net gain of 4 3  
percent. The disestablishment of NSC Pensacola will have a positive impact on the 
environment as a source of potential hazardous wastes and pollutants will be 
eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC> 
Cardcrock, Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, and relocate the necessary 
functions, personnel, equipment and support to the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC)-Cardcrock, Philadelphia Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and NSWC- 
Cardcrock, Beth* Maryland. 

Justification: This technical center is recommended for disestablishment because its 
capacity is excess to that required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted workload during the 
period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A =view of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personneL The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant 
excess capacity as thcsc technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if all resources are to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and rcsource levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the 
greater milimy value to the Department of the Navy. 

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

Impacts: The disestablishment of NSWC-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment will have 
an impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect is 0.05 percent of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical 



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

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland 

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

Justification: This action is r e c o m r n e ~  to eliminate redundancy in geographic 
coverage in Naval telecommunications. Projected reductions contained in the DoD 
Force Stntctuxe Plan support a dcacasc in telccomrnunications capacity. South- 
Atlantic VLF communications coverage is duplicated by the NRTF Annapolis and 
NCTS Puerto Rim, and the Mid-Atlantic VLF by NRTF Annapolis and NRTF Cutler, 
Maine. Since botb the Puerto Rico and the Maine facilities also are the sole coverage 
for another geographic area, and sincc NRTF Annapolis is not, it could be 
disestablished without eliminating coverage. The property on which this activity has 
been sited will. be retained by the Navy to support educational requirements at the 
Naval Academy. 

Return on Investment= Total estimated onetime costs fur this recommendation are 
$05 million. Annual recurring savings are $0.1 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $6.4 million. 

Impacts: Tbere will be no net change in employment as a result of this action. The 
current staffing is scheduled fur elimination as a result of planned force structure 
changes. There is no significant impact an the environment resulting from this closure. 

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

Recommendation: Disestablish the Sea Automated Data Systems Activity 
(SEAADSA) and relocate necessary fuactions, pexsonncl, quipment, and support at 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Indian Head, Maryland. 

Justirrcation: This technical center is recommended for disestablishment because its 
capacity is excess to that rcquircd by the DoD Force Structm Plan. There is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted worlcload during the 



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

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

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

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan 

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

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



In arriving at the mornmendation to close NAF Detroit, a specific analysis was 
conducted to ensure that them was demographic support for purposes of force 
recruiting in the areas to which the reserve a b a f t  arc being relocated. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation am 
$4.9 million. Annual recurring savings arc $10.3 million with an immediate return on 
investment The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $1032 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NAF Detroit will haw an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.05 percent of the 
employment base of the Detroit, Michigan Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovay. Therc is no significant community ~ t r u c t u r c  impact at any 
mcciving installation. 'here will be no significant environmental impacts resulting 
from this action. The closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous wastes and 
pollutants. 

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island 

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

Justif~cation: Tbc 1991 Commission Report, pages 5-19, recommended the 
elimination of the mission at NAF Midway Island and its continued operation under a 
caretaker status. Based on the DoD Farrx Structum Plan, its capacity is excess to that 
needed to support forces in its geographic area Them is no operational need for this 
air facility to remain in the inventory even in a caretaker status. Thcnforc, the Navy 
rccommcnds that NAF Midway be closed and appropriate disposal action taken. 

Return On Investment: The onetime cost of this closure is $2.1 million. The 
annuat recurring savings is $6.6 million with an immediate return on investment. The 
net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $66.1 
million. 

Impacts: Because of the light economic activity at this geographic area, there will be 
no significant impact on the local economy resulting from this recommendation. 
Closure of this facility will perpetuate the nxtrictions incident to the designation by the 
U.S. Fisb and Wddlife SCNicc of Midway Atoll as an Overlay National Wildlife 
Rehge. All environmcnl clean-up efforts will continue until complete. 



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

Recommendation: Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning 
and Procurement (SUBMEPP), New Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Ki#cry, Maine. 

JusW~cation: This technical center is recommended for disestablishment because its 
capacity is excess to that requid by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess b 

capacity in this category based on a com~arison of budgeted workload during the 
period 1986- 1995 and the FY 1995 budget workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work dcclines, tbc 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly higher naval farce levels and require rcsourcc levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if all rtsourrxs arc to be N l y  employed Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and resourcc levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the 
greater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$5.9 million. Annual recuning savings arc $2.6 million with a return on investment in 
one year. Tht net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $185 million. 

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



Naval Air Warfwe Center - Aircraf'! Division 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Close the Ahaft  Division of the Naval Air Warfaxe Center 
(NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey and relocate appropriate functions, personnel, quipmcnt 
and support to the Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahorna, Tennessee, 
and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxcnt River, Maryland. 

Justif~cation: Tbis technical center is recommended for closure because its capacity is 
excess to that required by the DoD Farcc Structure Plan. Then is excess capacity in 
tbis atcgoq based on a comparison of budgeted workload during the period 1986- 
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget displays a 
clear decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work declines, the excess capacity 
inrreares thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The technical 
centers throughout the lhpmmcnt of the Navy currently have significant excess 
capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support significantIy 
higher naval force levels and require mx levels greatly in excess of those 
projected if all resouras arc to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and murct levels, it is imperative to realign and compress 
wherever possibIe so that the mmaining technical centers will have the greater military 
value to the Department of the Navy. The closure of the Trenton Detachment 
completes a realignment of NAWCS appved by the 1991 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, with continuing raductions in forces being supported and in 
msourcc levels. Further consolidations are required so that we may have the most 
efficient and economic operation. 

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

Impacts: 'he closure of this naval technical center will impact the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.6 percent of the 
cmployrncat base of the Trenton, New Jasey Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming 
no economic xecovery. The closure of this center will haw a positive impact on the 
environment, as a source of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation 
and restoration will continue until completed. 



DOD Family Housing and 
Family Housing Off~ce 

Niagara Falls, New York 

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

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

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

Impacts: This closure will have an-impact on the local economy. The projected 
potential employment loss (both dircct and indirect) is 0.04 percent of the employment 
base of the Nigara Falls Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant community infrastructure impact resulting from this 
closure. There are no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. 
Any necessary environmental clean-ups will continue until completed. 

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

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

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



technical centers will have the greatex milikuy value to the DoD. Closure of the 
Technical Services Facility eliminates excess capacity and allows the consolidation of 
necessary functions at the new headquarters concentration for the Naval Air Systems 
Command producing economies and efficiencies in the management of assigned 
functions. This consolidation will also incorporate the Depot Operation Center and the 
Aviation Maintenance Office currently at Patuxent River. 

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

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

Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Carolina 

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

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



Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$36.7 million. Annual recurring savings arc $18.5 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $13 1 million. 

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

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston. 

Justfication: NSC Charleston's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Stname Plan. The principal customers of NSC Charleston, the Charleston 
Naval Shipyard and the Naval Station Charleston, have been recommended for closure. 
The workload of NSC Charleston will move with its customer's workload to receiving 
bases. 

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

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



Naval Surface Warfare Center, ~etachment  
Virginia Beach, Virginia 

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

Justifiition: This technical center is recommended for disestablishment because its 
capcity is exccss to that required by thc DoD Fom Structure Plan. Thae is excess 
capacity in this category bascd on a comparison of budgeted workload during the 
period 1986-1995 and the N 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the @od 1995-1999. As the work declines, the excess 
capacity incmscs thacby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Dqartmcnt of the Navy clarently have signifcant 
excess cqwity as these technical centers w a c  established and sized to support 
significantly higher naval force levels and require murcc levels greatly in excess of 
those p j d  if all resources pe to be M y  e q l o y d .  Given this exccss capacity 
and the imbalance with fonx and resource levels, it is hperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the 
greater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation arc 
$2.0 million. Annual recurring savings erc $7.0 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $47.8 million. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of the Detachment will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is O M  
pncent of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical Arca, assuming no 
economic recovery. The disestablishment of the Detachment will have a positive 
impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental 
mitigation and restoration will continue until complettd. 

Navy Radio Transmission Fadlity, Driver, V i i a  

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

Justification: This closure is recommended to eliminate redundancy in geographic 
cover~ge in Naval te1ccommunications. Projected reductions contained in the DoD 
Force S t r o c t ~ ~ ~  Plan sup- a decrease in telt~~mmunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic 



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

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$0.5 million. Annual rccuning savings arc $2.1 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $20.1 million. 

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

Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Norfolk Detachment of the Naval Undersea 
Wdarc Center, Nearport. Rhodc Island, and relocate its functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC), Newport, 
Rhode Island. 

JustiT~cation: 'Ibis technical center is ~#:ommwlded for closure because its capacity is 
excess to that required by the a p p v d  DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess 
cpppcity in this eptcgo~y baScd on a comparison of budgeted workload during the 
period 19861995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if all resources are to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and ~csomcc levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the 
grcater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$182 million. Annual recurring savings arc $6.1 million with a return on investment 
in four years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $38.4 million. 



Impacts: 'Ibc closure of NUWC, Norfolk Detachment, will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both dinct and indirect, is 
0.4 pacent of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. 'Ibc closure of NUWC Norfolk Detachment, will have a positive 
impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental 
mitigation and restoration will continue Mtil completed. 

Nationnl Capital Region (NCR) Activities 

Recommendation: Realign Navy National Capital Region activities and relocate them 
as follows: 

Naval Air 5ystcm~ Command to 
Naval Air Station 
Patuxent River, Maryland 

Naval Supply Systems Command. 
(including Food Service System Office, and 
Defense Printing Management Systems Office) to 
Ship Parts Control Center 
Mechanicsbq, Pennsylvania 

Bwcau of Naval Personnel 
(iiuding Office of Military Manpowa Mnnagemcnt) 
Naval Air Station 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Naval R d t i n g  Command to 
Naval Training Center 
Great Lakes, Illinois 

Naval Security Group Cornman&' 
(including Security Group Station, and 
Security Group Detachment, Potomac) to 
National Security Agency 
Ft. Meade, Maryland 

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



Relocate the following National Capital Region activities from leased space to 
Government-owned space in one of these locations: Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia; 
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; 
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, V i r a  or the White Oak 
facility, Silver Spring, Maryland: 

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

* Legislative Affairs 
* Program Appraisal 

comptrollu 
Inspector General 

* I n f o d o n  
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Management 
International Programs Office 
Combined Civilian P~sonnel Office 
Navy Regional Contracting Center 
Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic systems Program office 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations & Logistics), U.S. 

Maline Corps 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower & Reseme Affairs), U.S. 

Corps 
Marine Corps Systems Command (Clarendon Oflice) 

JusW~cation: Cumnt DoD policy is to consider =locating outside the NCR all 
activities whose mission does not require them to be in the NCR. Both NAVAIR and 
NAVSUP could be relocated to sites outside the NCR where they could be collocated 
with major subordinate activities. Additionally, Naval Sea Logistics Center, 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, also will consolidate, in place, at SPCC Mechanicsburg, 
thereby promoting logistics murcc  efficiencies. Further, BUPERS and the office 
responsible for the militaxy boards, as well as the Naval Manpower Analysis Center, 
Chesapeake, Virginia, with a large percentage of enlisted personnel and junior officm, 
could achieve a matcrial increase in the quality of life of their personnel by relocating 



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

All of the remaining NCR activities will be moved from their present facilities 
in leased commercial space to vacant Government-owned space in one of five 
locations: the Navy Annex; the Navy YPd, Nctmska Avenue; Quantico, Virginia; and 
White Oak, Marylland. lbcsc actions will terminate DON'S reliance on use of leased 
space in the NCR. 

Return On Investment= The total estimated one-time costs for the realignments of 
Naval Air Systems Command, Naval Aviation Depot Ojmitions Center, Naval 
Training Systems Center, Naval Aviation Maintcnanlce Office, and Naval Air Technical 
MCCS Fa~iIity to NAWC-AD, Patuxent River, Maryland are $198.0 million. Annual 
recurring savings arc $41.6 million, with a return on investmat in three years. Net 
prestnt value of the costs and savings is $169.4 million. 

Total estimated onetime costs for the realignments of the Naval Supply 
Systems Command, the Aviation Supply Office, Defense Printing Systems 
Management Office, and Food Service Systems Office to the Ship Parts Control 
Center, Mechanicsbmg, Pennsylvania, arc $88.9 million. Annual r c c d g  savings are 
$205 million, with a =turn on investment in one year. The net present value of costs 
and savings o v a  a twenty year period is a savings of $102.8 million. 

Total estimated onetime costs for the Wgnments of the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel, the MCC of Military Manpower Management, and the Naval Manpower 
Analysis Center to the Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, are $592 million. 
Annual recurring savings arc $20.2 million, with a =turn on investment in four years. 
'Zbc net present value of costs and savings o v a  a twenty year period is a savings of 
S 1 1 8 2  million. 

Totd estimated one-time costs for the rcaJi&nment of the Naval Recruiting 
Command to NTC Great Lakes are $6.8 million. Annual ncuning savings are $1.4 
million, with a return on investment in seven years. The net present value of costs and 
savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $55 million. 



Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the Naval Security Group 
Command to Fort Meade, Maryland, are $6.6 million. Annual recurring savings are 
$9.7 million, with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of costs 
and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $93.0 million. 

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the Tactical Support 
Activity from its facilities both in the Washington Navy Yard and Silver Spring, 
Maryland, to Norfolk, V i r m  the realignment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center - 
Dahlgren, White Oak Detachment, to Dahlgren, V i r w  and the realignment of the 
Naval Sea Systems Command from leased space in Arlington, Virginia, to White Oak, 
arc $74.6 million. Annual recurring savings are $223 million, with a return on 
investment in two years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $103.3 million. 

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

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

Stand-Alone Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers 

Recommendation: Close the following reserve centers: 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Billings, Montana 
Abiilene, Texas 



Naval Reserve Centers at 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, califarnia 
Macon, Georgia 
Tcare Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, M;tssachu~cm 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missoh 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Pcrth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jarnestown, New Yark 
Poughkecpsie, New York 
Altoom, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennes~ee 
Ogdcn, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkcrsburg, West V i r w  

Naval Reserve F d t y  at 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Readiness Command Districts at: 

Olathe. Kaasas (REDCOM 18) 
Scotia, New Yo& (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5) 



Justification: The DOD Force Structure Plan requires the reduction of reserve assets 
as it does active duty assets. These Reserve Centers ;s-e being closed because their 
capacity is excess to the projected N a v y m e  Corps requirements. In aniving at the 
recommendation to close the Reserve Centers, specific analysis was conducted to 
ensure that there was either an alternate location available to accommodate the affected 
reserve population (e.g., ndign with an existing reserve center), or demographic 
support for purposes of force rccruiting in the areas to which units were being 
relocated. This specific analysis, conducted through the COBRA model, supports these 
closures. 

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

Impacts: Because of the small size of these Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Centers, 
their closure will have a negligible impact on the various local economies. There is no 
h o w n  community infrastructure impact at gny receiving installation. Likewise, these 
closures will have no sigdicant environmental impacts. 

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

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

Justification: The 1 991 Commission Report, at pages 5-1 8, recommended closing the 
Hunters Point Annex and outleasing the entire property, with provisions for continued 
occupancy of space for Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair; Planning, 
Engineering, Repair, and Alterations Detachment; and a Contractor-Operated test 
facility. 

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



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

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque, New Mexico 

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

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

Impacts: Them arr: no significant economic or environmental impacts resulting from 
this recommendation, since the Navy is only leaving a small detachment in place. 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Centers 

Recommendation: Change the receiving location of the Naval Electronic Systems 
Engineering Center (NESEC) San Diego, California and the NESEC Vallejo, California 
to be Air Forct Plant #19 in San Diego vice new construction at Point Loma, San 
Diego, California. 

JusWication: 'Ihis is a change ftom the 1991 Commission action which called for 
closure of NESEC San Diego and relocation to Point Loma to form Naval Command, 
Control and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC). Air Force Plant #19 was operated 
by a contractor as an Air Force Govmnt-Owned-Contractor-Owned and NESEC 
San Diego subleased space. Now the contractor has left and Air Force offered to 
transfer Plant 19 without reimbursement. Rehabifitation can be accomplished within 
the estimates of the BRAC 91 rccomrnen&tions for both relocating NESECs and 
avoiding the saious environmental concerns attendant to new construction at Point 
h m a .  



Return on Investment: The one-time cost of this recommendation is $0.9 million. 
The annual recurring savings are $0.7 million, with an immediate return on investment. 
The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$5.9 million. 

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

Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity 
Yorktown, Virginia 

Recommendation: Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida. 

Justification: In the 1991 Commission Report, the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering 
Activity (NMWEA), Yorhown, Virginia, was recommended for closure and 
realignment to facilities under the control of the Chief of Naval Education and 
Training at Dam Neck, Virginia The realignment has been accomplished through 
organhional changes and NMWEA is now the Yorktown Detachment of the Naval 
Suxface Warfare Center-Port Hueneme. However, after BRAC 91, the needs of the 
educational and training community were such that the Dam Neck space is no longer 
available. Therefore, as part of BRAC 93 process, alternative receiving sites were 
explored. Because of the advisab'ity of consolidating activities performing similar 
functions, and since the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems 
Station, Panama City, Florida, has significant responsibilities in mine warfare R&D, 
COBRA data was requested. Because of the advantages of collocating this mine 
warfare engineahg activity with another facility having substantial responsibilities in 
the same fields, and because it is less expensive than the BRAC 91 relocation to Dam 
Neck, Virginia, the Navy recommends that the receiving site for this activity be revised 
to Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, 
Florida, in lieu of Dam Neck, Virginia 

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



Impacts: This rtcornrncndarion will have an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential employment losses (both direct and indirect) is 0.07 percent of the 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, Metropolitan Statistical Arcs, assuming no 
economic recovay. There are no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this 
recommendation. All environmental clean-ups will continue until complete. 



Department of the Air Force 

Summary of Selection Process 

Department of the Air Force Selection Process 

Tbe Air Force 1993 selection process is essentially the same as was used in 
1991. The Sccrctaxy of the Air Force appointed a Base Closure Executive Group of 
seven g e n d  officers and six comparable (Senior Executive Senice) c a m  civilians. 
Areas of cxpdse included environment; facilities and construction; finance; law; 
logistics; programs; operations; personnel and training; reserve components; and 
research, development and acquisition. The group met regularly from November 1992 
to March 1993. Additionally, an Air Staff Base Closure Working Group was formed 
to provide staff support and detailed expertise to the Executive Group. General 
officers from the Plans and Programs offices of the Major Commands (MAJCOM) met 
on several occasions with the Executive Group. They provided mission specific 
expertise and greater base-level detail where necessary. Also, potential cross-sentice 
utihation was identified by a special interservice working group. 

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

The Executive Group reviewed al l  Active and Air Reserve Component (ARC) 
installations in the United States which met or exceeded the Section 2687, Title 10 
U.S.C. threshold of 300 direct-hire civilians authorized to be employed. A 
comprehensive and detailed questionnaire was developed to gather data. The 
questionnaire was sent to each applicable base and the data was validated by each 
basc. Major Command and the Air Staff. AU data were evaluated and certified in 
accordance with the Internal Control Plan. As an additional control measure, the Air 
Force Audit Agency was rnskcd to =view the Air Force process for consistency with 
the law and DoD policy and to ensure that the data collection and validation process 
was adequate. 

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



Ibe Executive Group frequently challenged data based on their own substantial 
knowledge and experience. Additionally, more detailed, or corrected data were 
provided wherc appropriate. All data used in the preparation and submission of 
information and recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military 
installations were certified as to accuracy and completeness by appropriate officials at 
the base, MAJCOM, and Headquarters level. In addition, the Executive Group and the 
acting Secretary of the Air Force certified that all information used to support the 
rccommcndations was accnate and complete to the best of their knowledge and belief. 
The rcsults of the excess capacity analysis w m  used in conjunction with the approved 
DoD Farce Structure Plan in detcrminhg base sbucturc rquircments. Also, the 
capacity analysis was used to idenrify cost effective opportunities e beddown activities 
aad aitmft dislocated from bases recommended for closure or realignment. 

The Secretary of the Air Forre determined that further study was not needed for 
bases the Executive Group deemed mission essential or geographically key. The 
Exccutivt Group thcn placed all the remaining bases in four categories based on the 
instalhion's predominant use. Capacity was analyzed by category based on a study of 
cumnt basc capacity and the future requirements imposed by the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Some categories or subcategories were found to have no excess capacity and the 
Scatiiry of the Air Force determined that M u  study of these bases was not 
wammted. Categories or subcategories having some excess capacity but unreasonable 
cost to relocate or replicate essential continuing functions w m  also eliminated from 
further study. 

All Active Component bases in the mnaining categories were individually 
examined on the basis of the eight selection criteria established by the Secretary of 
Defense, and over 160 Air Force unique subelements which wcrt developed by the Air 
Force to provide specific data points for each criterion. 

Tbt Air Resave Component (ARC) category, comprised of Air National Guard 
(ANG) and Air F m  Reserve (AFRES) bases, warrants further explanation. Fmt, 
these bases do not readily compete against each other as ARC units enjoy a special 
relotionship with their respective states and ld communities. In fact, relocating 
Guard units across state boundaries is not a practical alternative. We must also give 
mful consideration of the recruiting needs of thcsc units. Second, the DoD Fotce 
Structure Plan does not reduce the ARC force seuctur~, so therc is no apparent excess 
base smture and this category could have been excluded from further consideration. 
Howeva. realignment of ARC units onto active installations or onto other ARC 
installations could prove cost effective. ' Ibmfor~,  the ARC category was examined 
for cost effective realignments to other bases. 



Information, base groupings, and options resulting from the Executive Group 
analyses were presented to the Secretary of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff, in 
person, by the Executive Group on a number of occasions. Based on the DoD force 
structure plan and the final criteria, with consideration given to excess capacity, 
efficiencies in base utilization and evolving concepts of basing the force, the acting 
Secretary of the Air Force, with advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff* and in 
consultation with the Base Closurt Executive Group, selected the bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. 





Department of the Air Force 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

Recommendation: Homestead AFB, Florida, is nxommended for closure. The 31st 
Fighter Wing will inactivate. All F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain 
tempomily assigned to Moody AFB, Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina, 'Zbe 
Inter--can Air Forces Academy will move to Lackland AFB, Texas. The Air 
Farce Water Survival School wiU be tcmporatily located at Tyndall AFB, Florida. 
Fume disposition of the Water Survival School is dependent upon efforts to 
consolidate its functions with the US Navy. The 301st Rescue Squadron, Air Force 
Reserve (AFRES) will move to Patrick AFB, Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wmg 
(AFRES) will move to MacDill AFB, Florida and convcrt to KC-135Rs. The NORAD 
alert activity will move to an alterwe location, The 726th Air Control Squadron will 
relocate to Shaw AFB. The Naval Security Group will consolidate with other US 
Navy units. All DoD activities and facilities including family housing, the hospital, 
commiswy, and bast exchange facilities will close. AU essential cleanup and 
restoration activities associated with Hurricane Andrew will continue until completed. 
If Homestead AFB resumes operations as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert facility 
may be rebuilt in a cantonment area 

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

All small aircraft bases wcre considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510). as 
amended, and the Deparacnt of Defense (DOD) guidance. Bases were evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Data were collected and the criteria and subelements of 



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

All six Air Force depots were considered for closure equally in a process that - 
conformed to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-510), as amended, and Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guidance. Each 
base hosting an Air Force depot was evaluated against the eight DoD selection criteria i 

and a large n u m b  of subelements specific to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. 
Extensive dm, gathered to support the evaluation of these bases under each criterion. 
was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group). 'Ile Executive 
Group is a group of seven g c n d  officers and six Senior Executive Service career 
civilians appointed by the Secretary of the Air Force (SECAF). SECAF made the 
decision to close Newark AFB with the advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff and in 
consultation with the Executive b n p .  

Return on Investment: The cost to close is estimated to be $313 million; the annual 
savings after closure arc $3.8 million; the return on investment years based on the net 
prcscnt value computations is 8 years. All dollar amounts arc in constant FY 94 
dollars. 

Impacts: The closure of Newark AFB will have an impact on the local economy. 
Thc projected potential employment loss, both direct and ind ' i t ,  is 4.6 percent of the 
employment base in the Licking County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. Newark AFB is in aa air quality non-attainment area for ozone. 
Closlrre of Newark AFB will result in generally positive environmental effects. 
Environmental restoration of Newark AFB will continue until complete. The impact 
on the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant. 



Community Preference Consideration in Closure and 
Realignment of Military Installations 

Section 2924. Public Law 101-510 

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

Community Proposal: The City of .Chicago has exercised its right under Section 
2 9 2  of PL. 101-510 to propose that the O'Harc Air Reserve Station (ARS) be closed 
and the flying units moved to a new facility to be constructed at Rockford, Illinois. 
'Ibis provision of law mandates the Department give special consideration to the 
proposal. The City desires to acquire the property for aviation-related commercial use. 

Recommendation: Close 0'- ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and 
relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford 
Airport, or another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force, provided the 
City can demonstrate that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of 
replacing facilities, moving, and environmental cleanup, without any cost whatsoever to 
the federal government and that the c l o s ~ g n m e n t  must begin by JuIy 1995 and 
be completed by July 1997. Chicago would also have to fund the full cost of 
relocating the Army Reserve activity, or lave it in place. If these conditions arc not 
met, the units should remain at 0'- Intcmational Akpor~ 

Justification: O'Harc Reserve Station is in the Northwest corner of O'Hare 
International Airport, enjoying immediate access to two runways. Two ARC units are 
based there: the 928th Airlift Group (Air Force Restrve), with C-130s; and the 126th 
Air Refueling Wing (Air National Guard), with KC-135s. An Army Reserve Center is 
located adjacent to the base. In addition, a large Defense Logistics Agency @LA) 
activity currently occupies a government owned, rccently renovated office building on 
the base; however, DLA is recommending disestablishment of this activity to other 
locations as part of the 1993 base closure process. 

In a 1991 land exchange agreement, intended to resolve all real property issues 
between the Air Force and the City of Chicago at O'Hare International Airport, the 
City spifically agreed that it would seek no more land from the O'Hare ARS. The 
Air Force has advised the City that the ARC units arc adequately housed at O'Hare, 
and there is no basis for moving them Thm arc no savings from moving; only costs. 
To justify this realignment under the DoD Base Closure Selection Criteria, all costs of 
closm/realignrnent would have to be funded entirely outside the federal government 
(For example, no DoD or FAA funds). The relocation site would have to meet all 



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

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

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

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

The Air Force analysis of the proposal p m n i n ~  Chicapo or some other non- 
Federal source Davs the full cost is as follows. The facilities at O'Hare ARS are 
adquatc, with many new or recently renovated buildings. "Ihe nauiting base, the 
Chicago metropolitan area, is outstanding. lbac arc no scrious consrraints on mission 
accomplishment, other than some air traffic control delays due to the denre commercial 
traffic. However, alert or other time-sensitive missions are not flown from O ' b  



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

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

Although the City of Chicago had previously stated that they did not expect the 
Air Force to fund relocation and facility replacement costs, the City has been unable to 
guarantee that it will pay the full cost of moving. However, in its most recent 
compndence, the City has made the following commitment, "At this time, we wish 
to commit that al l  costs associatbd with our plan will be at no cost to the Department 
of Dcfcnse and that the City of Chicago, together with the host airport, will provide 
suitable replacement facilities on either a square foot for square foot basis or with 
mare cost efficient functionally equivalent facilities. This commitment of full cost 
coverage is contingent upon securing necessary financing, which we continue to 
pursue, and the approval of our governing council body." 

Acccptance of this proposal must be based on benefits to the City of Chicago. 
'Ibe proposed move would makc some considerable space available for airport related 
activities at this intensively used air carrier airport. Therefore, if the City of Chicago 
could ckmonsmte: that it has financing in place a cover the full cost of nplacing 
facilities, moving and environmental cleanup, without any cost whatsoever to the 
fcderal g o v m n t ;  that the c l o s ~ g n m e n t  could begin by July 1995, as required 
by Section 2!W(a)(3) of the Defense Base Closure and realignment Act of 1990, and 
that the relocation could be completed by July 1997; the Air Force would not object to 
the proposal. The City would also have to fund the full cost of relocating the Army 
Rcsme activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions arc not met, the units should 
mmh at O'Harc International Airport. 



March Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: March AFB, California, is recommended for realignment. The 
22od Air Refueling Wing will inactivate. Tbe KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) 
aimaft will be relocated to Travis AFB, California. The Southwest Air Defense 
Sector will remain at A h c h  in a cantonment area pending the outcome of a NORAD 
sector consolidation study. If the sector mnains it will be transferred to the Air 
National Guard (ANG). The 445th Airlift Wing Air Forot R m e  (AFRES), 452nd 
Air Refueling Wing (AFRES), 163rd Rtcomdssamx -up (ANG) @tcomes an Air 
Refueling Group), the Air F m  Audit Agency, and the Mcdia Center (from Norton 
AFB, California) will remain and the basc will convert to a reserve base. Additionally, 
?be Army Corps of Engineers Unit, the US Customs Aviation Operation Cenm West, 
and the Drug Enforcement Agency aviation unit will remain. 

Justil~cation: There arc several factors which resulted in the above recommendation. 
Fnst, the Air Force has four more large aircraft bases than needed to support the 
number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. Also, 
when all eight DoD criteria were applied to the large aircrah bases, March AFB ranked 
low. l k  Ak Force plans to establish a large air mobility base (KC- 10. C-5 and C-14 1 
aircraft) on the west coast When basts in the region (Beale AFB, Califomk 
Fairchild AFB, Washington; March AFB, Calif- McChord AFB, Washington; 
Malmstrom AFB, M o n e  Travis AFB, California) were analyzed for this mission, 
Travis AFB ranked highest. .March AFB c-tly requires a large active duty 
component to support a relatively small active duty force structure. The conversion of 
March AFB to a reserve base 8chievcs substantial savings and the benefit of a large 
recruiting population for the Air Force Reserve is retained. 

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (PubIic Law 101-510). as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @oD) guidance. Each basc was evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements spccifj1~ to 
Air Fax bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
each base under each criterion was reviewed by tht Base Closure Executive Group 
(Extcutivc Group), a group of seven g c n d  officcrs and six Senior Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Scactnry of the Air Force. The decision to realign 
March AFB was made by the Secretary of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the Executive Group. 



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

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

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 

Recommendation: McGuire AFB, New Jersey, is recommended for realignment. The 
438th Airlift Wmg will inactivate. Most of the C-141s will transfer to Plattsburgh 
AFB, New Y ork. Fourteen C-141s will remain and transfer to the Air Force Reserve. 
The 514th Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), the 170th Air Refueling Group 
Air National Guard (ANG), and the 108th Air Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain and 
the basc will convert to a Resave base. The 913th Airlift Group (AFRES) will 
relocate from Willow Grove Naval Air Station, Pennsylvania, to M c G h  AFB. The 
Air Force Reserve will operate the basc. 

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

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



York and Platrsburgh AFB, New York. PLattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to 
support the air mobility wing due to its geographical location, attributes, and base 
loading capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parking space (for 7&80 
tanLcr/airlift aircraft), fuel hydrants and fuel supplylstorage capacity, along with present 
and futrrrt encroachment and ahpace considerations. 

When P h b u r g h  AFB was compared directly with McGuire AFB, P h b u r g h  
AFB rated be= in all of the mobility attributes. An air mobility wing at Plattsburgh 
AFB will eliminate many of the problems associated with operating at McGuire AFB, 
in the midst of the New York/New Jersey air traffic congestion. Basing the additional 
aircraft of an air mobility wing at McGuin AFB will add to that congestion. 
Pla#sburgh AFB, on the other hand, has ample airspace for present and future training 
by an air mob'ity wing. Also, the FAA has long expressed a desire for civil use of 
McGuire AFB, which will ease the congestion at other airfields and terminal facilities 
in the New York and Philadelphia metropolitan anas. For these reasons, McGuire 
AFB was recommended for realignment and conversion to an Air Force Reserve Base. 

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

The Air Force encourages conversion of the airf~eld to a civil airport. The ARC 
units will remain as tenants if McGuire AFB becomes a civil akfkld. Civil o p t i o n  
will enhance the value of the base to the community and encourage reuse of the 
facilities not needed by the reserve units, and create jobs. It will also reduce the cost 
to the Air Force of operating its units at McGuk AFB. 

All large siraan bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101 -5 10). as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @OD) guidance. Each base was evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force basts and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
each base under each criterion was nviewcd by the Base Closure Executive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Scrvice 
career civilians appointed by the Secretary of the Air Fom. The decision to realign 
McGuim AFB was madc by the Scaetary of the Air Forcc with advice of tbe Air 
Force Chief of Staff and in consultation with the Executive Group. 



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

Impacts. The Air Force will dispose of all property outside the reduced base 
boundary and consider joint use of the airfield with civil aviation or conversion to a 
civil airpoh Tht realignment of McGuire AFB will have an impact on the local 
economy. ' h e  projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3.5 
percent of the employment base in the Burlington County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic rccovcry. Tbcrc is moderate impact on community housing and 
the medid community at the new receiving base, however, this impact will be 
mitigated by Air Force constructed housing and an expansion of the base medical 
capabilities. McGuire AFB is in an air quality non-attainment area for ozone and is on 
the National Priorities List. The rcalignmtnt of McGuire AFB will result in generally 
positive environmental effects. Environmental restoration of McGuire AFB will 
continue until complete. 

G r i f f i  Air Force Base, New York 

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

'Ibe Norheast Air Defense Sector will remain at Griffss in a cantonment area 
pending the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it 
wiU be transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will remain at 
WISS AFB in its existing facilities as a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A 
minimum essential airfield will be maintained and operated by a contractor on an "as 
needed, on call" basis. The ANG will maintain and operate necessary facilities to 
support mobiity/contingency/Pdining of the 10th Infantq (Light) Division located at 
Fort Drum, New York, and operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone 
laboratory and the ANG mission will remain. 



Jl~sM~cation: The Air Force has four more Aargt aircraft bases than needed to support 
the number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
When all eight DoD criteria arc applied, Griffiss AFB ranked low compared to the 
other huge aimaft bases. Based on this analysis, the application of all eight DoD 
selection criteria, and excess capacity which results from reduced force structm, 
W i s s  AFB is rtcommcnded for realignment. 

?be Air Force plans to cstablisb a large air mobiity base in the Northeast to 
suppori the new Major Regional Contingency (MRC) s-gy. Griffiss AFB was 
evaluated rpecifiully rs the lcxation for this wing, along with other bascs that met the 
geographical criteria and werc available for this mission: McGuin AFB, New Jersey 
cLnd Plaasbmgh AFB, New York. Phsbrngh AFB ranked best in capability to support 
the air mobility wing due to its geographical location. attributes and base loading 
capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parking space (for 70-80 
tankerlairlift a h a f t ) ,  fuel hydrants and fuel supply/storage capacity, along with present 
and future cnmacbment and ahpace considerations. 

Tht Rome Laboratory has a large civilian work force and is located in adquate 
facilities that can be separated from the rest of G r i f '  AFB. It does not need to be 
closed or realigned as a result of the reductions in the rest of the base. 

All large aimaft  bases werc consider4 equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @OD) guidance. Each base was evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
cach base under cach criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to realign 
Griffiss AFB was made by the S~~ of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the Executive Group. . 

Return on Investment: The cost to realign is estimated to be $120.8 million; the 
annual savings ahtr realignment art $392 million; the return on investment years 
based on the net present value computations is 3 years. All dollar amounts arc in 
constant FY 94 dollars. 

Impacts: The Air Force will actively pursue conversion to a civil airport, and will 
dispose of all property not requid at Griffihs AFB. Thc rcalignmmt of Grass  AFB 
will have an impact on the local economy. 'Ibc projected potential employment loss, 
both direct and indirect, is 7.6 percent of the employment base in the UticaRome 



Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no simcant 
environmental impact resulting from this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and 
pollutants will be eliminated. Griffiss AFB is on the National Priorities List. 
Environmental restoration of Griffiss AFB will continue until complete. The impact on 
the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant. 

Cbange~ TO 
1988 Base Closure Commission Recommendations 

Bases identified by the 1988 Base Closure Commission as receiving bases were 
evaluated by mission category along with all other bases in the United States. As part 
of this review, the 1988 Commission's realignment recommendations were evaluated 
against recent forcc structlnt reductions, as well as, opportunities to operate more 
efficiently and efftctively. Thc Air Force ncornrnended changes result from analysis 
of changing world order, other bast c l o s m ,  the threat and force s t r u c t ~ ~ ~  plan, and 
budgetary reality. The Air Force continues to implement the closure of the five bases 
recommended by the 1988 Commission. 

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois 

Recommendation: As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, Illinois, the Air Force 
recommends consolidating its 16 Metals Technology, Non-Destructive Inspection, and 
Aircfaft Structural Maintenance training courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Memphis, Tennessee, and then move with the Navy when NAS Memphis 
closes. The 1991 Base Closure Commission recommended that these courses, along 
with 36 other courses, be t r a n d d  to Sheppard AFB, Texas. 

Justil~cation: On March 31,1992, the DoD Inspeztor General recommended that the 
Air Force consolidate and collocate its 16 metals training courses with the Navy. 
Them wiU be no Militaxy Construction (MILCON) costs associated with temporarily 
relocating the specified training courses to NAS Memphis. This is considerably less 
than the $17.5 million in MILCON cost to relocate these courses to Sheppard AFB. 
As this training is now scheduled to move when NAS Memphis closes, the Air Force 
and Navy will work to achieve a cost effective approach until a more permanent site is 
found. Collocation of these courses with the Navy will achieve efficiencies and 
savings. 

Impacts: Then is no significant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Environmental restoration of Chanute AFB will continue until complete. The impact 
on the community infrastructure at the new receiving base is not si@cant. 



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

Impacts: Thmt is no significant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Environmental restoration of Castle AFB will continue until complete. The impact on 
the community infrastructure at the new receiving base is not significant 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
MacDill as follows: The Air Force RCSCNC (AFRES) will temporarily operate the 
airfield as a reserve base, not open to civil use, until it can be converted to a civil 
airport. This will accommodate the recommended reassignment of the 482nd Hghter 
Wing (AFRES) from Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its conversion to KC-135 
tankers. The Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) will not be transferred to 
Charleston AFB, South Carolina as rccommendcd in 1991, but, instcad, wiII remain at 
MacDill AFB. 

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

Several events since 1991 have made a change to the Commission action 
appropriate. 'Ibc closure of Homestead AFB requires the relocation of the 482nd 
Hghter Wing (AFRES). The best location for this unit, when converted to KC-135s. is 
MacDill AFB. The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
aircraft element has relocated h m  Miami International Airport to MacDill AFB and 
would like to remain permanently. NOAA is prepared to pay a fair share of the cost 
of airport operations. 

'Ibc AFRES's tempomy operation of the M e l d  will have reduced operating 
hours and SCNices. The 1991 Commission noted a number of deficiencies of MacDill 
AFB as a fighter base: 'pressure on air space, -ng areas, and low level routcs...not 
located near Army units that will offer joint training oppo~tunitics ...[ and] ... ground 
encroachment." These are largely inapplicable to an AFRES tanker operation. 



Encroachment remains a problem, but the reduced number of fights and the increased 
compatibility of b t h  tanker and NOAA aircraft with the predominant types of aircraft 
using Tampa International Airport make this viable. As an interim Reserve/NOAA 
airfield, use will be modest, and it will not be open to large-scale use by other military 
units. 

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

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

Mather Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission regarding 
Mather AFB as follows: Redirect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) with its 
KC-135 M to Beale AFB, California vice McCleIlan AFB, California Because of 
the rapidly approaching closure of Mather AFB, the 940th will temporarily relocate to 
McCleIlan AFB, while awaiting permanent beddown at Beale AFB. 

Justification: Moving the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) to Beale AFB is more 
cost effective. 

The original 1991 realignment cost was $33.7 million in Military Construction 
(MILCON). Thc estimated cost for this redirect is $125 million in MILCON, for a 
projected savings of $212 million. 

Impacts The environmental impact and the impact on the receiving community 
infi'a~tructure arc minimal. Environmental restoration at Mather AFB will continue 
until complete. 

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base (ANGB), Ohio 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
Rickenbacker ANGB as follows: Thc 121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG) and the 160th 
Air Refueling Group (ANG) will move into a cantonment area on the present 
Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of the Rickenbacker Port Authority 



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

JustiTication: The 1991 Commission rccommtndtd closing Rickenbacker ANGB, and 
realigning the 121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG), the 160th Air Refueling Group 
(ANG) and the 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) to Wright-Patterson AFB. These units 
were to occ~py facilities being v d  by the 4950th Test Wing, which will move to 
Edwards AFB to consolidate test units. 

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

In a relared farce structure move, in orda to fully utilize the facilities at Wright- 
Patterson AFB, the Air Farce recommends that the 178th Fighter Group move from the 
Springfield Municipal AirporS Ohio, to Wright-Patterson AFB, about 30 miles away. 
This unit will fit into the available facilities with little construction. The move will 
save approximately $1.1 million in base operating support annually based on 
economies of consolidating some ANG functions with AFRES and active Air Force 
functions at Wright-Patterson. Since the unit moves only a short distance, retention of 
current personnel should not be a problem. 

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

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

Impacts: The environmental impact and the impact on the receiving community 
infrastructure arc minimal. 



Defense Logistics Agency 

Summary of Selection Process 

Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Selection Process 

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

A Working Group was established under the direction of the Executive Group. 
The Working Group was comprised of a core of full-time members and support staff 
from aIl pertinent DLA technical areas. The Working Group collected and analyzed 
certified data, developed and evaluated recommendations for the Executive Group's 
consideration, conducted sensitivity analyses, and compiled documentation to support 
the finat DLA recommendations. 

In an effort to evaluate DLA activities in a fair and consistent manner the 
Executive Group merged similar activities together for the purposes of analysis. 
Categories were derived h m  the general mission functions of DLA. As a result, DLA 
defined their five categories as Regional Headquarters, Defense Distribution Depots, 
Inventory Control Points, Service Support Centers and one-of-a-kind activities such as 
the Defense Clothing Factory. 

After organizing DLA activities into general categories, studies werc undertaken 
to determine the data requirements for conducting a comprehensive activity analysis 
within each category. Comprehensive data calls werc designed to support the excess 
capacity; military value; and economic, environmental, and community analyses 
nquind by DoD guidance in accordance with the selection criteria and corresponding 
DLA Measures of Merit. The data was requested from Primary Field Level Activities 
(PFLA), Principal Staff Elements @SE) within DLA Headquarters, and other 
governmental and commerciat agencies. 

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



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

An Internal Control Checklist was developed and distributed as a working 
document to achieve the objectives of the Internal Control Plan, inclllding the 
xcquhmnt for field corn-den to catify the accuracy of their data TO further 
ensure the validity of freld data, functional experts on the Working Group traveled to 
selected activities and performed on-site reviews to confinn that accmatc, quantifiable, 
and cdfiable data was provided in mponse to data calls. 

In developing the capacity analysis for each category, DLA considered 
projections for Military Service drawdowns as reflected in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan, discussed changes in basing and operations with the Military Services, and 
considered initiatives to improve DLA operational efficiencies and effectiveness. 

DLA developed a scries of objective questions for each DLA activity in order to 
dctcrmine the amount of physid space and throughput capacity currently available at 
each location. Tbc data was used to qmtQ the extent to which an existing DLA 
facility may have been constrained by physical space, throughput, span of confd, or 
production capabiity. 

DLA analyzed military value to determine the relative ranking of an activity 
with respect to otha installations in the same category, rather than to serve as a 
performance measure. Military value criteria (the first four DoD selection criteria) 
were given priority consideration in the assessment of DLA installations for 
realignment or closure. Since DLA provides support to the Militaxy Services, the 
Agency is indirectly affected by Service projected farce structure changes. Given this 
added complexity, the Executive Group agreed that more distinctive measures should 
be identEed to assess the military value of DLA activities. Accordingly, DLA 
&velopcd Measures of Merit to fully ad&css the military value of its activities. 
Dm's  four measures of merit included Mission Essentiality, Mission Suitability, 
optrational Efficiencies, and Expandability. 

The next step in the process was to identify activities with the potential to be 
realigned or closed and eliminate the remaining activities from further consideration. 
Ibe results of the excess capacity analysis and the military value review served as the 



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

Following the screening of DLA activities for excess capacity, military value, 
and elimination of certain activities from further consideration, scenarios were 
developed for closure and realignment. During the consideration of potential receiver 
sites for realignment and closure actions. opportunities for inter-Sewice/Defense 
Agency sharing were analyzed. Coordination with the Military Services and other 
Defense Agencies was vital in gathering data and developing realignment and closure 
alternatives. 

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

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



Defense Logistics Agency 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Defense Electronics Supply. Center (Gentile AFS, Ohio) 

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

Justification: DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control Points (10). It is 
currently the host at Gentile Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio. The only other tenant 
at Gentile AFS is the Defense Switching Network (DSN). Tbe base has a large 
number of warehouses (vacant sinct the depot closed in the mid-seventies) which 
require extensive renovation befm they could be used as administrative office space. 
'Ibe Agency has no plans to xe-open the Depot at this location. 

'Ibe hardware ICPs are dl similar in missions, organhitions, personnel W 
and common automated management systems. The I 8  Con+ of ftions which 
takes into account tbe DoD Force Structure Plan, indicates that consolidation of ICPs 
can reduce the cost of operations by eliminating redundant overhead operations. The 
Consumable Item Transfer will be completed in FY 94 and consolidation can begin 
after that transfer has been completed. 

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

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



Impacts: Closing DESC will have an impact on the local economy. The projected 
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 13 percent of the employment 
base in the Dayton-Springfield Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure andlor realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on the Dayton-Springfield Metropolitan Statistical Area to 12 percent. 
Potential environmental and community infrastructure impacts of consolidation of 
DESC with DCSC arc minimal. 

Defense Personnel Support Center and Defense Clothing Factory, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Defense Pcfsonnel Support Ccnter (DPSC), Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and relocate its mission to the Defense Distribution Region East, New 
Cumberland, Pennsylvania. Close the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel 
supporting the flag mission, and use existing commercial sources to procure the 
clothing factory products. 

Justification: DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activity in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. The installation also houses the Clothing Factory, the Defense Contract 

. 

Management District Midadantic, and other tenants with approximately 800 personnel. 
The decision to close the Clothing Factory is based on the premise that clothing 
requirements for the armed forces can be fulfilled cost effectively by commercial 
manufacturers, without compromising quality or delivery lead time. DPSC was not 
reviewed as part of the ICP category since it manages a much smaller number of items 
which have a significantly highex dollar value than the hardware ICPs. The activity 
has no administrative space available, but does have a small number of buildable acres. 
Environmental problems at DPSC would makc building or extensive renovations 
impossible for some time in the future. 

With the movement of DCMD Midatlantic and the Clothing Factory out of 
DPSC, the Working Group examined options to either utilize the base as a receiver or 
move DPSC to another location. Scenarios were built so that activities moved to 
locations where excess space had been identified. DISC, currently a tenant at AS0 
which is recommended for closure by the Navy, was considered for possible 
realignment to DPSC. A scenario which realigned DPSC to AS0 where DLA would 
assume responsibility for the base was anal@. Another, which split the three 
commodities at DPSC between DGSC and DCSC was also examined. 



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

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

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

The closure will ulthatcly result in a reduction in air emissions, wastewater 
discharges, and solid waste. 

Defense Dki'bution Depot Oakland, California 

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

Justification: The decision to malign DDOC was driven by the Navy's decision to 
close Oakland Navy Base and Naval Air Station Alameda. The closure of the Navy 
Supply Center at Oakland (fleet support) and the Naval Aviation Depot at Alameda 
removed the customer base from Oakland. This closure along with substandard 
facilities contributed to the decision to realign the distribution mission out of Oakland. 
DDOC rated 14 out of 29 in the military value matrix. Except for two depots, all 
depots rated lower than DDOC arc collocated with a maintenance depot. Tht other two 
dcpots cxcced Oakland's throughput capacity and storage space. 



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

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

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida 

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

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven by the Navy's decision to 
close the Naval Supply Center and Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, eliminating 
DDPF's customer base. The loss of customer base along with sufficient storage space 
in the DoD distribution system drove the disestablishment. DDPF rated 10 out of 29 
in the military value matrix. All depots rated lower than DDPF arc collocated with 
their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

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

Impacts: 'Ihe disestablishment of Dcfcnse Distribution Depot Pensacola will have an 
impact on the local economy. The p j d  potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 02 percent of the employment base in the Pensacola Metropolitan 
Staristical Area, assuming no economic rezovay. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
d g n m e n t  recommendations increase the employment base in the Pensacola 
Metropolitan Statistical Area by 4 3  percent. There will be no signifcant 
environmental or community idiastnrcturt impacts. 



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

Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois 

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

JusW~cation: Thc Defense Contract Management Districts perform operational 
suppat and management oversight of 105 Defense Contract Management Area 
operations @CMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices @PROS). Since the 
establishment of the DCMDs a number of DCMAOs and DPROs have been 
disestablished thereby reducing the span of control responsibility of the five DCMDs. 
Based on the assumptions derived from the DoD Force Structure Plan it is anticipated 
that the DCMD span of control will not increase in future years. This allows for the 
reconfiguration of the DCMDs by realigning rcspnsibiity for the operational 
activities, thereby reducing the number of headquarters facilities which perform 
aperational support and management oversight. All plant and area operations would 
continue to be under geographically aligned Districts. Thc Military Value analysis 
ftsulted in the recommendation to disestablish the midatlantic and northcentral 
activities and relocate their missions to the three remaining districts. 

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

Impacts: Disestablishment of DCMD Midatlantic will have an impact on the local 
economy. 'Ibe projected potential employmwt loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.0002 
pacent of the employment basc in the Philadelphia ~etropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. Note: Otha 1993 closure and/or realignment 
mmmcndations bring the total impact on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical 
Area to 0.8 pcrcent 

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

mere axe no significant environmental or community infrastructure impacts 
resulting Erom thest actions. 



Defense Logistics Service Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan 

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

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

JustiT~cation: With the implementation of DMRD 918, "Defense Information 
Infrasmcanc Resource Plan," the responsibility for Central Design Activity (CDA) and 
Information Processing Centers (IPC) were assigned to the Defense Information 
Technology Service Organization. As a result of the realignment the continued need of 
DLSC as a stand alone organization was evaluated. By consolidating functions at a 
DLA ICP, all support suvices can be performed by the receiving activity. Some of 
the functions currently beiig performed by DLSC NATO Codification personnel can 
be distributed among the remaining DLA hardware centers, thereby consolidating 
similar functions. This relocation also places HQ DRMS Battle Creek, Michigan, and 
Operations East, Columbus, Ohio, with a DLA Inventory Control Point to facilitate 
overall materiel management. Savings result from moving DLSC and DRMS from 
GSA-leased space. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for these actions is $33.9 
million. Annual steady state savings are $55.6 million with an immediate return on 
invcstmcnt. 

Impacts: Disestablishing DLSC and relocating DRMS will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 
2.2 percent of the employment base in the Battle Creek Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. Potential environmental and community 
infrastructure impacts of these actions are minimal. 



Defense Distribution Depot Letterkemy , Pennsylvania 

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

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven by the Anny decision to 
realign the L ~ z t ~ h ~ n y  Army Dcpot and consolidate its depot maintenance functions 
with those existing at Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA, Anniston Army Depot, AL, and 
Red River Army Depot, TX. Realignment of DDLP's primary customer and 
substandard facilities drive the decision to relocate the distribution mission to DDRT. 
DDLP rated 25 out of 29 in the militaxy value matrix. All depots rated lower than 
DDLP are collocated with their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
reammended disestablishment of the TooeIe, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and 
Mcclellan distribution depots. Combined estimated onetime costs for these 
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $312 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts= Tbe disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot Lcttdcenny will have 
an impact on the local economy. 'Ibe projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 1.1 percent of the employment base in the Franklin County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 
closure and/or realignment rccommtndations bring the total impact on the Franklin 
County Metropolitan Statistical Arta to 8.9 percent. There will be no significant 
environmental or community infrasonrcturc impacts. 

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Carolina 

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



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

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
~tcommended disestablishment of the Tooele, McClellan, Pemacola, Oakland, and 
Lmcrkcnny distribution dcpots. Comb'ied estimated one-time costs for these 
discstabl.ishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $312 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot Charleston will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 02 percent of the employment base in the Charleston Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure andfor 
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Charleston Metropolitan 
Stafistical Area to 15 pacent. There will be no significant environmental or 
community infrastructure impacts. 

Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah 

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

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDTU was driven by the Army decision to 
nalign Tootllc Amy Depot and consolidate its depot maintenance functions with those 
existing at Red River Army Depot. The realignment of DDTU's primary customer and 
the substandard facilities drive the decision to disestablish DDTU and relocate its 
functions and materiel to DDRT. DDTU rated 18 out of 29 in the military value 
matrix. With the exception of one depot (Columbus, Ohio), lower rated depots are 
co110ca1cd with their primary customer, a maintenance depot. The Columbus depot has 
almost twice the storage capacity and four times the issue throughput capacity as 
DDTU. 



Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Lcttcrkenn y, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and 
McClellan distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishrnents is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings arr: $312 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

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

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

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

JustiT~cation: The DCMD West is cumntly located in GSA-leased administrative 
space in El Segundo, CA Significant savings will result by moving the organization 
from GSA space to a building on Government property at Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
CA. A number of available DoD pro pa tie^ were considered as potential relocation 
sites. The Naval Shipyard was selected because it does not involve the payment of 
Personnel Change of Station (PCS) costs. This move may require new construction to 
provide a building to d v e  tbe DCMD W e s ~  

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

Impacts: Relocating DCMD Wcst will have no negative impact on the local economy 
since it is an intfa-area move. However, DCMD West is receiving personnel as a 
~ s d t  of the o v d  DCMC consolidation. There is no significant environmental or 
community infrastructure impact resulting from this rclocation. 



Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Impacts: Relocating DISC will have an impact on the local economy. The projected 
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.2 percent of the employment 
base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Axea, assuming no economic recovery. 
Note: Other 1993 closure and/or realignment recommendations bring the total impact 
on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area to 0.8 percent. The potential 
environmental impacts of relocating DISC to New Cumberland are minimal and there 
arc no community infrastructure impediments. 





Defense Information Systems Agency 

Summary of Selection Process 

Defense Information Systems Agency @ISA) Process 

As a first step in the consoli&tion process, the Director of the Defense 
Information Technology Services Office (DITSO) established the DoD Data Center . 

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

o Identify the candidate DPCs 

o Validate site information and apply ranking criteria 

o Determine the total data processing requirement 

o Determine the appropriate number of megacenters 

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

'Ihe methodology carcN1y considered the risks associated with both site 
selection and consolidation. The plan builds on the work done by the Services in 
support of Defense Management Report Decision 924. Site selection risk has been 
further reduced by conducting a sensitivity analysis on the site selection criteria. 

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



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

The number of megacenters required was detmnhed by totaling the processing 
workload requirements of all sites to be consolidated and distributing these 
requirements, beginning with the topranked site, until all the requirements were 
satisfied. A sensitivity analysis was performed to detefinine how much the site ranking 
order depended on the weights assigned to -each criterion and the inclusion or exclusion 
of a specific criteria 



Defense Information Systems Agency 

Recommendation and Justification 

DoD Data Center Consolidation 

Recommendation: Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation Plan that 
disestablishes 44 major data processing centers @PCs) by consolidating their 
information processing workload into fifteen standardized, automated "mcgacenters' 
located in existing DoD facilities. 

The 44 DPCs recommended for disestablishment arc located at the following 
DoD installations: 

IYuLsks 
NCTS San Diego, CA 
NSC Puget Sound, WA 
NSC Norfolk, VA 
NAWC AD Patuxat River, MD 
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Kings Bay, GA 
NAS Key West, FL 
NAS Oceans, VA 
NCMMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
NCrS New Orleans, LA 
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 

NSC Charleston, SC 
AS0 Philadelphia, PA 
NCI'S Pensacola, FL 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA 
FISC San Diego, CA 
FACSO Port Huencme, CA 
TRF Bangor, WA 
NAS Brunswick, ME 
NAS Mayport, FL 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA 
BUPERS Washington, DC 
NCTS Washington, DC 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl 

Harbor, HI 
NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX 

]Marine Cons S i te  
MCAS Cherry Point, NC RASC Camp Lejeune, NC 
RASC Camp Pendlcton, CA MCAS El Toro, CA 

Air Force Sites 
CPSC San Antonio. TX 7tb CG, Pentagon, VA - -  - - - 

llrFMPC Randolph &, TX RPC Mcclelli AFB, CA 



Pefense Logistics Agencv Sit= 
P C  Baalt Cretk, MI IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Philadelphia, PA IPC Richmond, VA. 

Jlefense Information Svstems Agencv Sites 
D m 0  In-lis IPC, IN DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 

ecommended Meeacenter Location8 

o Columbus, Ohio o Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
o O g w  Utah o Dayton, Ohio 
o San Antonio, Texas o St. Louis, Missouri 
o Rock Island, Illinois o Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
o Montgomery, Alabama o Jacksonville, Florida 
o Denver, Colorado o Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
o Warner-Robins, Georgia o Cleveland, Ohio 
o Huntsville, Alabama 

Justification: A DPC is an organizationally defined set of dedicated personnel, 
computer hardware, computer software, telecommunications, and environmentally 
conditioned facilities whose primary function is to provide computer processing 
support for customc~~. 'Ihe DPCs to be c l o d  were transfemd from the Military 
Dqwtmcnts and Defense Agencies to the Defense Infoxmation Systems Agency 
(DISA) under the guidelines of Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 918. 
Rapid consolidation of thest facilities is necessary to accommodate a significant 
portion of the DMRD 918 budget savings totaling $4.5 biion while continuing to 
support the mission and functions of DoD at the required service levels. 

. Consolidation of DPCs is one of several cost saving initiatives underway within 
DISA. Best indusv practice in the private sector has established the viability and 
desirab'ity of this approach. It will position DoD to more efficiently support common 
data processing requirements across Services by leveraging information technology and 
mourrx investments to meet multiple needs. In the long tmn, it will increase the 
Military Departments' and Defense Agencies' access to state-of-the-art ahnology 
while requiring fewer investments to support similar Service needs. 'Lhis is an 
aggressive plan that wiU ultimately position DoD to support business improvement 
initiatives, downsizing, and s-g through the efficient use and deployment of 



technology. DISA has undertaken an extensive evaluation of candidate megacenters to 
ensure thar the facilities, security, and ongoing operations will support an efficient and 
flexible Defense Information Infra-structure capable of meeting the requirements of the 
Defense community. 

During the evaluation process the IPC at McClellan Air Force Base rated high 
enough to be selected as a megacenter site. However, with the Air Force's 
recommendation to close McClellan Air Force Base the McClellan IPC was removed 
from fixrtha consideration. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for this recommendation is 
$408 million. Annual steady state savings arc $290 million with an immediate return 
on investment 

Impacts: Tbe consolidation will have minimal impact on the communities and 
environment at both the existing and target DPC sites. 





Chapter 5 

Implementation 

Introduction 

Public Law 101 -5 10, besides establishing the procedures for selecting bases to 
be closed or realigned, establishes procedures for carrying out approved closures and 
realignments. The law also describes the applicability of other public laws and Federal 
regulations to the implementation of base closures and realignments (see Appendix A). 

Requirement to Close and Realign Bases 

The Secremy of Defense must close and realign military installations 
recommended for closure and realignment by the Commission, unless the President 
does not approve the recommendations or a Congressional joint resolution of 
disapproval is enacted. 

The Secretary must initiate all the closures and realignments within two years 
and complete all the closures within six years, beginning from the date the President 
approves the recommendations. 

Implementation Procedures and Funding 

The Secretary may (in implementing the approved base closures and 
realignments) acquire land, construct replacement facilities, and plan and design for 
relocating activities. 

Public Law 101-510 establishes a special Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990, to fund costs associated with closing and realigning bases. The 
Secretary may also use the Account to provide: economic adjustment assistance to 
communities; community planning assistance; and, outplacement assistance to civilian 
employees. There is a separate base closure account for implementing the 
recommendations of the 1988 Base Closure Commission. 

The Secxetary may use the Account to provide for environmental restoration and 
mitigation at closing and realigning bases. The Secretary is required to ensure that 
environmental restoration of property made excess as a result of closing or realigning 
bases be carried out as soon as possible with funds available for such purposes. 



Property Disposal 

The Administrator of General Services is required to delegate to the Secretary of 
Defense the Administrator's property disposal authorities under public law to: utilize 
excess property; dispose of surplus property; grant approvals and make determinations; 
and, make excess or surplus property available for wildlife conservation purposes. The 
Secretary is required to follow General Services Administration property disposal 
regulations in canying 'out his authorities. 

Before the Secretary can dispose of any surplus real property or facility, he is 
required to consult with the Governor of the State and the heads of local governments 
about the local community's plans for the use of the property. For over 30 years, DoD 
has helped local communities plan for the reuse of closing bases. This program, 
managed by DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment, is discussed later in this chapter. 

The Secretary may transfer real property or facilities at a closing or realigning 
base to a Military Department or the Coast Guard, with or without reimbursement. 
This authority is important to help ensure DoD retains its best assets in cases where 
the need for transfer from one Department to another could not be identified during the 
base closure and realignment selection process. 

Applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will apply to the actions DoD 
takes in implementing approved base closures and realignments. NEPA will apply in 
disposing of property and in relocating functions from a base being closed or realigned 
to a receiving base. However, in applying NEPA to property disposal or relocasng 
functions, DoD need not consider: (1) the need for closing or realigning the base; (2) 
the need for transferring functions to a base selected as a receiving base; or (3) 
alternatives to the closing, realigning or receiving bases. 

Congressional Oversight 

DoD is required to report annually to the Defense Committees of Congress the 
following information concerning implementation of approved base closures and 
realignments: 

o A schedule of closure and realignment actions for the year, 

o The costs required and savings to be achieved, 

o An assessment of the environmentaI effects of the actions, 



o A description of actions at receiving bases, and 

o An assessment of the environmental effects at the receiving bases. 

Fmally, DoD is required to report to the Congress the funds remaining in the 
Base Closure Account after the Account has terminated. Unobligated funds which 
remain in the Account after termination will be held in the Account until transferred by 
law. 

Easing the Impact 

Closing military bases is difficult, especially for the people affected. DoD has 
for years managed programs designed to assist communities, homeowners and 
employees in adjusting to the closure of bases. We intend to improve the existing 
programs and to create new economic growth initiatives (see Appendix C). 

Economic Adjustment Assistance 

Economic adjustment assistance for communities can alleviate local impacts of 
Defense program changes. Impacts may result from major base closure or realignment 
actions that reduce local employment. Other actions may increase Defense activity and 
place new demands on communities for increased public services (sewer, water, roads, 
schools, ttc.). Changes can impact on individuals and have secondary effects on area 
businesses, local governments, and other elements of the local economy. 

The Department t a k s  the lead in efforts to alleviate these problems. An 
Economic Adjustment Program was initiated for this purpose in May 1961. Since 
1970, adjustment assistance has been enhanced through the President's Economic 
Adjustment Committee (EAC) which is composed of 23 F e d d  Departments and 
Agencies, and chaired by the Secretary of Defense. The DoD Offlu of Economic 
Adjustment (OEA) SUVCS as the pcrmauent staff for the Cornminee. 

The EAC works with local, state and Federal Agency representatives to develop 
strategies and coordinate action plans to genwtc new job opportunities and to alleviate 
social and economic impacts resulting from Defense program changes. Whenever 
possible, former military bases at converted for productive civilian uses, ir. airports, 
industrial parks, schools, hospitals, d o n a 1  areas, etc. Available Federal, state and 
local government resources arc utilized to spur private sector investments and jobs. 

DoD plans to increase significantly the scope of activities undertaken by OEA. 
O W  is responsible for leading DoD's efforts to work with communities severely 
affcctcd by base closures and other reductions in defense spending. OEA works 



closely with other federal, state, and local government organizations in order to bring 
the full range of assistance programs to bear on affected communities. DoD will 
increase OW'S budget dramatically from about $8 million in FY 1992 to nearly $30 
million in FY 1993. 

With its hacased budget, OEA will offer grants to help community 
organhtions transition h m  a planning function to an operational entity. Reviously, 
OEA funded the planning function only. OEA also plans to invite grants fiom states 
to support local community adjustment and business assistance programs; up to $2.5 
million is earmarl-Ld for this purpose. OEA will also & grants to help statcs and 
local govcmmnts develop community adjustmen: and economic diversification plans 
and establish demonstration projects in four arcas. 

Economic Growth Results 

The Office of Economic Adjustment periodically surveys the economic progress 
of nearly 100 communities affected by base closures dining the past 32 years. The 
mwey measures job replacement generation and reuses for the former bases, as 
accomplished and reported by the ~~mmtmitits themselves. The survey findings are 
conservative since they exclude secondary and off-base jobs. The 1990 survey found: 

o New jobs replace DoD civilian losses. A total of 158,000 civilian jobs 
are now located on fonncr defense facilities to replace the loss of 93,000 
former DoD civilian and contractor jobs. 

o New educational opportunities. Many four-year colleges and post- 
secondary vocational technical (vo-tech) institutes or community colleges, 
as well as high school vo-tech programs have been established at former 
bases. The muse of the former Defense facilities for new vocational 
technical education has pvided a strong jobinducement contribution to 
future community economic development programs. 

o Student c~ollrnents. Tbm arc 73,000 college and post-secondary 
students; 20,000 secondary vo-tech students; and 62,000 trainees now 
receiving education and training at 57 former Defense bases. 

o Industrial and aviation uses. Office industrial parks or plants have been 
established at 75 of the former Defense bases. Forty-two of the former 
bases arc being used as municipal or general aviation airports. 



Currently, OEA is working with 38 communities near bases recommended for 
closure by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure Commissions (see Appendix F). OEA has 
provided $10 million, over the last three years, in Community Planning Assistance 
Grants to affected locations for economic adjustment organization costs and to help 
develop local base redevelopment plans. Working through the EAC, OEA is also 
helping these communities implement their adjustment plans. With funds transferred 
from DoD, the Economic Development Administration of the Department of 
Commerce, will make 33 grants totaIling $50 million for utility infrastructure 
improvements, business loan funds, and state level adjustment planning activities. 
Similarly, with DoD funds, the Department of Labor has made 45 grants totalling $40 
million for worker adjustment assistance and retraining. 

Until the property at the closing bases is disposed of for public and private use, 
ledeveloprnent is understandably limited. Most of the bases recommended for closure 
in 1988 and 1991 have yet to close. However, scvcral communities affezted arc 
solidly on the way to economic recovery helped by DoD's willingness to temporarily 
lease portions of bases before closurc. Lockheed Aerospace has leased hangars at 
Norton AFB for aircraft overhaul and maintcnancc, creating 800 jobs. A major 
trucking company, J.B. Hunt, recently opened a truck driver training center at the 
England Industrial Air Park and Community (former England Am). At the Pease 
International Tradeport (fonmr Pease AFB) a variety of new activities have created 
mort than 1,000 jobs. Among the major tenants are the U.S. Passport and Visa 
Processing Center and the Business Express (Delta Airlines) maintenance facility. And 
at the forma Naval Air Station Chase Field in Bccville, Texas, 400 family housing 
units have been leased, and Prostar Aircraft, a manufacturer of small planes used 
primarily for agriculture and recreational purposes, began production at the base in 
March 1993. 

Ibe transition period (often 3-5 yam) from military to civilian use of a former 
bast can be difficult for many communities. Yet, the experience of communities 
afftcted by earlier base closures clearly indicates succcssfd adjustment is possible. 
Moreover, communities become more divcrs=ed and economically stable. The 
Department of Defense is committed to helping affected communities throughout 
transition. 



Environmental Restoration at Closing Bases 

DoD is obligated under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
to restore contmhted sites on military bases, whether they are closing or not. 

DoD is committed to lrcstcdng closing bases to safe condition within the 
capabilities of technology and the availabiity of funds. The Base Closure Account, 
described earlier in this chapter, is uscd to fund this environmental restoration at 
closing bases or at realigning bases where the cleanup action is driven by requirements 
of the realignment. 

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

DoD has s e v d  initiatives undcmay to expedite the environmental restoration 
process and thmtby speed local economic recovery. 

In 1990, DoD fonned an environmental response task force which, in October 
1991, npatd on ways to: improve interagency coordination of environmental 
xesponsc actions; streamline and consolidate regulations, practices and policies; and, 
improve environmental restoration at bases that were being closed under the Base 
Closure and Realignmat Act of 1988. This task force is being reconvened in fiscal 
year 1993 and will provide yearly reparb: to Congress until the base closure process is 
completed. 

DoD has established a model program which will test: expediting clean-up; 
acctlerating the contracting process; alternatives for avoiding disputes; concurrent 
regulatory re vie^ and, options far local reuse while clean-up is in progress. 

DoD, in conjunction with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the 
Military Swices,  Statc and local re- offices, and State and local 
~ ~ v e l o p m e n t  organhions, is conducting a series of base closure and 
realignment (BRAC) Interagency Acceleration Initiatives Conferences. These 
conferences, organized on an EPA regional basis, promote discussions between 
apjmopriate parties and foster the potential implementation of some 47 acceleration 
initiatives at closing installations. Tbe acceleration initiatives, in five majar categories 
of management, process, technology, contracting, and training, w a c  developed a 
promote the timely environmental restoration and fast retun of closing DoD 
installations. 



Homeowners Assistance Program 

The Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) was authorized by Congress to 
assist eligible military and federal civilian homeowners who, through no fault of their 
own, face a financial loss when selling their homes in an area where real estate values 
have declined because of a base closure or realignment. 

In general, HAP works in three ways. The Government helps eligible 
employees who cannot sell their homes within a reasonable timc by either: buying their 
homes for 75 percent of their preclosurc announcement value; or reimbursing them for 
most lost equity should the homeowners sell the house for less than the pre-closure 
announcement value. The program also provides relief for displaced employees facing 
fareclosurc. 

To be eligible for HAP benefits, the applicant must be a military member (Coast 
Guard included), federal civilian or non-appropriated fund employee assigned or 
employed at or near the installation announced for closure or realignment, and be the 
own~-occupant on the announcement date. Eligibility is also extended under certain 
conditions to personnel on overstas tours or those ordered into on-base housing within 
a specified pcriod prior to the closure or realignment announcement. 

The program is initially funded with appropriated funds; however, the fund is 
replenished with the proceeds from the sale or rental of houses purchased by the 
Govmunent under the program. 

Civilian Employee Assistace 

The DoD Priority Placement Program is another program that was established to 
help DoD civilian employees adjust to the base closures of the 1960s. 

A state-of-the-art automa!ed ttfcrral system is cumntly in operation. Over the 
years since its inception, the r e f d  system has helped more than 106,000 employees 
find new assignments. This systcm suppots the Priority Placement Program and is 
cost effective. Periodic surveys have shown that 99 percent of placements are 
considered successful by the supervisors with whom the employees have been placed. 
Ovcr two-thirds of the employees placed through the system have maintained their pay 
grades and salaries, or have advanced. Nearly the same number of placements have 
been within the commuting area of the original jobs. When that is not possible, 
relocation expenses arc paid when an employee is placed in a job outside the present 
commuting area. 7%e program has successfully placed nearly every employee willing 
to rtlocatt. 



The Office of Personnel Management's (OPMs) Interagency Placement 
Assistance Program (PAP) and Displaced Employee Program (DEP) are newer 
programs also designed to help to place employees separated or about to be separated 
from their positions by a reduction in force. OPM is in the process of combining these 
programs into one. 

DoD has also recently established the Defense Outplacement Referral System 
(DORS). DORS is a voluntary, automated referral system available to DoD employees 
and their spouses s&hg employment and to esnploycrs seeking workers. Both 
register in the DORS system. Employers identify skills they need and individuals list 
the skills they possess. ' he  system electronically provides registered employers the 
resumes of individuals who meet their skill requirements. 

Recent legislation requires the Office of Personnel Management to establish a 
Govcmment-wide vacancy list Candidates seeking Federal employment will no longer 
have to makc numropus inqubies about vacancies, but can query this one source. The 
Office of Personnel Management is also requ id  to establish procedures for non-DoD 
Agencies to give displaced DoD employees full c o n s i M o n  for vacancies filled from 
outside their A g d c s .  

The Job Training Partnership Act (J'IPA) allows the release of placement 
assistance and m r a h h g  monies to those employees who are to be involuntarily 
separated h m  their positions. In most situations, employees identified for separation 
will be eligible for these funds six months prior to separation. Employees at 
instatlations on the base realignment and closure list arc eligible for these monies 24 
months prior to tbe closure date. 

Employees who have received reduction in force separation notices will be 
allowed to stay on DoD's rolls beyond the reduction in force date if they have 
enough annual l a v e  to carry them to first retirement eligibility or to meet the 
eligibility criteria to carry Federal Ernploye Health Benefits (FEHB) into retirement 
(five years of coverage). DoD employees who are enrolled in FEHB and who are 
involuntady rcpwtcd by RIF may elect to continue FEHB enrollment (for up to 18 
months following separation) and pay only the employee portion of the cost 

A post closure hiring preference will also be afforded employees adversely 
affected by base closures. 'Ihey will be given the right of first refusal for jobs crcatcd 



by award of contracts to prepare the base for closure or to maintain the base after 
closure. Employees will be notified of skills required by the contractor and will apply 
directly to the contractor. 

Activities expecting major reductions may request Voluntary Early Retirement 
Authority (VERA) from OPM. Eligible employees (those 50 years of age with 20 
years of d c e  or those with 25 years of service at any age) may be offered this 
opportunity. Additionally, VERA may be expanded to non-downsizing organizations 
to create vacancies for other employees scheduled for separation. 

Fmally, separation pay incentives may be m o v e d  by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to be used at activities that arc downsizing or at activities that are 
not downsizing, but where vacancies could be created to place employees who would 
otherwise be separated. The incentives or bonuses are to be used for targeted surplus 
occupations, grades and locations. The incentives arc lump sum bonuses up to $25,000 
for employees who resign, or who elect early retirement or regular (optional) 
retirtment. These incentives may not be offered in the final stage of bast closure but 
may be used in earlier phases. 

Tools to Help Commanders Close Bases 

The Office of the b t a r y  of Defense has the authority to waive dual 
compensation restrictions for retired military members or civilians hired at closing 
bascs to fill critical positions. The waivers can only be granted for temporary 
appointments at bases within two years of their scheduled closure dates. 

Job swaps allow Commanders to staff critical jobs at closing bases and create 
placement opportunities for employees who would otherwise be separated. Job swaps 
an an exception to the Priority Placement Rogram. Employees at closing bases may 
swap jobs with employees at nonclosing bases who arc, or will soon be eligible for 
retirement (including discontinued SCMCC retirement). Job swaps may be authorized 
only when the position at the closing base has been specifically identified as critical 
and continuing (one year or more) and the swap has becn approved by the supervisors 
of both employees. This provision may also be used to fill vacant critical positions at 
a closing installation. 

Generally, employees at closing bases are eligible for unlimited annual leave 
accrual (elhination of the 240 hour cap). However, employees at a realigning base 
who work for an activity not impacted by the realignment are not eligible (i.e., 
employees at the realigning base whose activity will continue in the same location after 
realignment arc not eligible). 
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Appendix A 

Public Law 101-510, as amended 

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO BASE 
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(as amended through P.L. 102-590; December 31,1992) 

1. DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 
1990 AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

(nth IQCE d P L  101410, .pprord Nw. 6.1990.10 US.C. 2687 nd.) 

TTITZ XXIX-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
BEAIJGNMENTS 

PART A-DEFENSE BASE C m m  AND morwzrrr C~~~MXSSION 
8EC. =I. BBOBl' TITU AM) PuBPOsE 

(a) SHORT 'ITn.E.-l''his part may be cited as the Pefense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990". 

(b) -=.-The purpose of this part is to provide a fair 
proass that will result in the timely closure and realignment of 
military irurtallatiops inside the United States. 
SEC. SBW. THE COMMIBWON 

(a) EsTAB-.-T~~~~ is established an independent corn- 
mission to be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Cammission". 

(b) Dmms.-The Cammirsion shall carry out the duties sped- 
fied for it in this part. 

(c) AppoINTMENT.41XA) The Commission shall be composed of 
eight members appointed by the Resident, by and with the advise 
and consent of the Senate. 

(B) The Prrsident shall transmit to the Senate the nominations 
for appointment to the Cammindon- 

(i) by no kta than January 3, 1991, in the cam of mem- 
bers of the Commission whore terms will expire a t  the end of 
the first session of the 102nd Corn; 

(ii) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of mem- 
bers of the Commission whose terms will upin at the end of 
the 5rst session of the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case af man- 
bers of the Commission whose terms will expire at the end of 
the first session of the 104th Congress. 
(C) If the Pnsident does not transmit to Congress the nomina- 

tions for appointment to the Commission on or before the date 
fied for 1993 in clause (ii) of Bubparagra h (B) or for 1995 in 1 use (iii) of such subparagraph, the process y which military in- r 
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stallations may be relectsd for closure or nali tnt  under this 
part with mgpect to that year rhall be t e r m i n a r  

(2) In relectin individuals for nominations for appaintmenb to 
the t h m h i i o n ,  &e President should mnsult with- 

(A) the Speake~ of the House of Repremntativm wncun- 
ing the a pointment of two members' 

(B) % majority leader of the bemate concaning the a p  
pointment of two m- 

(C) the minority leader of the H o w  of Representatives 
amcaning the appointment of one member, and 

(D) the minority leader of the Senate con#raing the a p  
pointment of one member. 
(3) At the time the Resident nominates individuals for a p  

pointment to the Commirrion for each ression of Congnss ref& 
graph (lXB), the President AaU designate one ouch indi- 

vidua bey who shall m e  as Chairman of the Cammission. 
(dl TwMs.-41) Except d- ded in paragmph (21, each 

member of the Commbsion s stme until the a&ournment of 
Congre~~s sine die for the d o n  during which the member was ap  
pointed to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commbrion hrll .aw until the con- 
h t i o n  of a m r m .  

(el ~~ERzNGs.---(~) Thc Cornmudon meet only duriag cal- 
endar yeam 199& 1993, and 1995. 

(2XA) Each meeting of the Cornmimion, other than meetings in 
which ciasrifitd information is to be discuclsed, shall be open to the 

, i n f a t i a n ,  and deliberations of the 
request, to the f o I l e  

ranking minority party member 
of the Subcammittce on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support 
of the Committee on Armed S a h e a  of the Senate, or such 
other members of the Subcommittee designated by Neb Chair- 
man or ranking minaity party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority pnrty member 
of the Subcammittn on Milim InstaUatimr and Facilities of 
the Committee on Armed &ear of the House of Rep 
resentatives, ar such other memben, of the Subcommittee dts- 
iF"*d muchChainnanorranhgminoritypartymembtr. 

(iii) e Chairmen and ranking minority party m u n h  of 
the Subcommittees on Military Constrwtion of the Cammitteer 
on Appmpxiationr of the Senate and of 
msentatives, or such other m t m h  of the S 
ignated by much Chairmen or ranking minority 
(f) VACANCIES.-4 VPCanCy in tht 

the rame manna .s the oxiginal appointment, but the individual 
appointad to fill the vacan shall serve on1 for the unexpired por- 
tion of th temt for v d  tbe i n d i ~ d  's predecessor was a p  
pointed. 

J 
(g) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.-~IXA) Each member, other 

than the Chairman, shall be d at a rate equal to the dail 
U a r  b alent of the minimum ann rate of basic ay payable for 

of the Executive Schedule undcr section 15 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day (including travel time) during which the 
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member is engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in 
the Commission. 

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in mb 
paragraph (A) a t  a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the mini- 
mum annual rate of basic pay payable for level III of the Executive 
Schedule unda d o n  5314 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel upenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in aocordance with sections 5702 and 5703 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(h) D I R E ~ R  OF STAFF.--(I) The Commission shall, without re- 
gard to section 5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, ap int a Di- 
rector r h o  has not .wed on active duty in the h $ " ~ m s  or 
as  a avilian employee of the Department of Defense during the 
one-year period preceding the date of such appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid a t  the rate of basic pay payable 
for lwel TV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(i) STAFF.---(I) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, 

the apF of the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay 
of addition personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard 
to the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appoint 
ments in the competitive r b c e ,  and any personnel so appointed 
may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so a p  
pointed may not n a i v e  pay in exce8s of the annual rate of basic 
pay payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3XA) Not more than one-third of the onnel employed by 
or detailed to the Commisdm may be on = the Dep,- 
ment of Defense. 

(BXi) Not more than ontfifth of the professional analysts of 
the Commission staff may be pensons detailed &om the Depart- 
ment of Defense to the Commission. 

(ii) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the 
Commission may be assigned as the lead professional analyst with 
respect to a military department or defense a ency. 

tC) A person may not be detailed h m  t ! e  Department of Dc 
fen= to the Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is 
to begin, that apated pereonally and substantially in 

partment of Defense concerning the any matter mi r ; e  r 
aration of recommendations fm closures or realignments of x& 
installations. 

(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or em- 
ployee of the Department of Defense, may- 

(i) prepare any report concedn the effectiveness, fitness, 

p" f or efEciency of the armance on e staff of the Commission 
of any pcrson detai td from the Department of Defense to that 
-.. (n) review the preparation of such a report; or 

(iii) approve or disap ve such a report. 
(4) Upon request of the f? irector, the head of any Federal de- 

partment or agency may detail any of the personnel of that depart 
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mmt or agency to the Commission to assist the Commission in car- 
out its duties under this part. 

5) Tbt Com troller General of the United States shall provide 'P"9 
amsis-, ind& the detailing of emplogeu, to the Comrmtm . . on 
in d a  with an agreement entered into with the Commie- 
Sioa 

(6) The following restrictions relating b the personnel of the 
Cammirsion shall apply during 1992 and 1994: 

(A) There may not k more than 15 persons on the rtaff 
a t  an one time. (3)  he r t g m a y  &arm on~y s d  functions a, m me 
e s e - t o  pnparc for-tlit transition to new memberehip on the 
Commission m the foIlotking year. 

(C) No member of the Armed Form and no employee of 
the Department of Defense may serve on the staff. 
(j) OTBER A v T B o R ~ ~ P . ~ I )  The Commission may pnm~c by 

contract, to the d e n t  funds me available, the temporary or inter- 
mittent &ow of apcrts or wnsultpnta pursuant to d o n  3109 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Cammiamon may lsame a and a- -pal 
wcrtp to the extent funds am avrilabT 

(L) PVN~ING.--.(~) Tha 8re 8utho: -d  to be appropriated to 
the Commission NCh fun& an are necessary to carry out its duties 
under this part. Such funds &all m a i n  available until expended. 

(2) H no h d s  m a p r t e d  to the Commission by the end 
of the recond mession of e lOlst Congress, the Secretary of Dc- 
fense may trader, for W year 1991, to the Canmiasion funds 
from the Department of Defame Base Closure h u n t  establiebed 
by section 207 of Public Law 100626. Such funds r b d  remain 
available until expended. 

Q) 'I'~wNATIoN.-T~~ t hnmhion  rhsn terminate on Deam- 
ber 31,1995. 

'm) PROXEUTION R E S T R I ~ G  C ~ ~ C A T I O N S . -  
Stct~an 1034 of title 10, United States Code, rhall apply with re- 
spect b oommunications with the Cemmum . . 

on. 
SEC. WOS. PBOCEDURE PY)R m G  B E C O ~ A T I O N B  FOE BASE 

C L O S U E E S A N D B E A L I ~  
(a) F o R c E - S ~ ~ U ~  PUN.---(I) h part of the budget jus- 

tification documenb mubmitted to Chgmas in sup of tbe bud 
et for the Department of Defenw far each of the i!!2l years 199x 
1994, and 1996, the Seaetay &dl include a force-rtxucttlfe plan 
for the Armed Forces based on an as~ssment by the Secretpry of 
the probable tturata to the national recurity d the six-year pe- 
riod btgmni rith the 6sca1 year far x h i ~  n* n p v u t  is 
made and of' % t anticipatud levels of funding that be available 
for national defense purpow during ruch paiod. 

(2) Such plan &all indu.de, without any reference (directly or 
indirectly) to military installations inside the United States tbat 
may be closed m realigned under such plan- 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in para- 
kaph (1); 

(B) a description (i) of the antid ted force stmcture dur- 
o r  ing and a t  the end of each such peri for each military depart 

ment (with specifications of the number and type of unite in 
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the active and reeeme forces of each such department), and (ii) 
of the units that d need to be f m a d  based (with a jus- 
fication themof) draing and a t  the end of each sucb period; 
and 

(C) a dewription of the anticipated implementation of such 
far#stn&ure plan. 
(3) Tbe Seaekry &all . abo . transmit a copy of each such force- 

rtmcture plan to the 
(b) &ZEY?.i *tug M, by no bter 

than December 31,1990, publish in the Federal Register and tram- 
mit to the congressional defense committees the criteria proposed 
to be used by the Department of Defense in making rec- 
ommendations for the closure or realignment of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. The Secretary shall 
provide an op unity for ublic comment on the proposed criteria P" L for a period o at least 30 ye+ and sbaIl indude notice of that o p  
portuni in the publication uired under the Yng mkn=. (2K% Tbe Secretary s ~ y y  no later than eb- 15.1991, 
publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional 
defense committees the 6nol criteria to be used in making rec- 
ommendations for the dosure or reali ent of military installa- 
tions inside the United states under S p a r t a r t  ~ x c e  t as provided P in subparagraph (B), nuch aitaia shall be the h a  criteria to be 
used, along with the fonx-structure plan referred to in subsection 

in -9rch recommendations unlesa disapproved by a joint 
resolution of ngnss enacted on or before March 15, 1991. 

(B) The Secretary ma amend such criteria, but such amend- 
ment. may not become effktive until they have been published in 
the Federal Register, opened to public comment for at least 30 
days, and then transmitted fo the congressional defense commit 
tees in final farm by no later than January 15 of the year con- 
cerned. Such amended criteria shall be the 5 . d  aiteria to be used, 
along with the force-&ucture plan refund to in subsection (a), in 
making such mcommendations unless dimp roved by a joint resu- 

concerned. 
i lution of Congress enacted on or before Fe ruary 15 of the year 

(c)  DOD RECO~~W?DATIONS.~I )  The Sentary may, by no 
later than April 15, 1991, March 15, 1993, and March 15, 1995, 

ublish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional 
$cfense committees and to the Cslmission a list of UK military in- 
salations inside the United States that the Secretary recommends 
for closure or realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan 
and the hat critena referred to in subsection (bX2) that are appli- 
cable to the year concerned. 

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the List of rec- 
ommendations published and transmitted pursuant to paragraph 
(I), a summary of the dection process that resulted in the rec 
ommendation for each installation, including a justification for each 
recommendation. 

(3) In considering military installations for dosure or realign- 
ment, the Secretary shall consider all military installations inside 
the United States equally without regard to whether the installa- 
tion has been viously considered or proposed for dosure or r t  K" alignment by t e Department. 
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(4) In addition to &g all infarmation used by the Secntary 
to prepare the recornmendabom under this arboection available to 
Cangrass (includmg an cammittee or member of Congress), the 
Secnhry lhrll dB0 m 9 e  Bwh information aniLble to tbe Com- 
mimion and the Camptroller General of the United States. 

(SXA) Each person refared to in arbparagraph (B),. when rub- 
mitting informahon to the Seuetaxy of Dcfenee or the chxamhion 
conarning the do- or nalignment of a militarg installation, 
shall artify that mch intarmation is a-te and complete to the 
k t  of that ptr~on's knowledge and belief. 

(B) Sub ph (A) a lies to the fonowing m: 
(i) + R S Z t t a r i w  2'th e militaxy departments. 
(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
(iii) Each pmon who b in a position the duties of which 

nal and rubstantial mvolvement in the prepara- 
tion an rubmisdon of information and recommendations um- include r 
cerning the clocnm or reali ent of military instahtiom, as 
designated in rtgulatimu WE the Secre d Defenr shall 
d c  redations which the Scattam 7 each militam d c  
bent rhiU pnrcribc far pemonnel &thin that milita6 dc 
~artmmt.  or redations which the head of each Deferme Anen- 
& rhaU pkai6c fm personnel within that Def-e &enq:- 
(6) In the cast of my infomiation vided to the Cornmireion 

by a 7 d e s c r i i  in paragra h ( F" XB) the ~ommismon ahall 
~ubnut  that information to the &mite a h  the Houe of Rep 
resentativtu to be made available to the Members of the Home con- 
cerned in accordance with the rules of that House. The information 
shall be mbmitted to the Senate and the House of Rqmmtatives 
within 24 baurr after the d m i d o n  of the infomation to the 
Cammisuion. The Seathry of Defame rhrll pmmitte mght iom 
to ensure the compliance of the Commia6on with this paragraph. 

(dl REVIEW AND ~ ~ n 0 ~ 8  BY T ~ E  C o ~ o ~ . - - ( l )  
After d v i n  the nxommmdationr fnrm the Secntarg purmaant 
to sub~ection fe) for my year, the Cmmisdon shaIl conduct public 
hearings on the recammendatio~u. 

(2XA) The Commirdon dull, by no later than July 1 of each 
year in which the Secnhry hmmib r#x,mmendationa to it pur- 
suant to subsection (c), transmit to the Resident a report atntain- 
ing the Commisdon'r hdings and condusionu b&mi on a review 
and analysis of the reannmendationr made by the Secntary, t+ 
getha with the Commisnion'r reannmtndatiom for dolruree and 

enk of military htdlationr inside the United States. 
) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making it8 ree "r 

ommendations, the Commiamon may make changer in m y  of the 
recommendations made by the Swetarg if the Commission deter. 
mines that the Secretary deviated substantiJly fmm the farce- 
structure plan and Snal criteria r e f d  to in mbecticm (cX1) in 
maki recommendationr. (8 In the case of a change dtsuibed in subparagraph (Dl in 
the ~ccommendatiom made by the Secretmy, the Commirsion may 
make the chan e only if the Commi~don- 

(i) xu& the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force- 

structure plan and h a l  aikria referred to in subsection (cX1); 
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(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Fed- 
eral R m  not less than 30 days before transmitting its rec- 
ommendations to the Pregident pursuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the r o p e d  change. L (D) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a ge by the Commie 
don in the Secretary's recammendation6 that would- 

(i) add a mili installation to the list of military instal- 9 lations ncommend by the Secretary fur dosurc; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of militmy ins&l- 

lations recommended by the Swetary for realignment; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular 

military installation recommended by the Secretary. 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report sub- 

mitted to thc Resident pumunt  to ~ r a g r a p h  (2) any rec- 
ommendation made by the Commission t is different fmm the 
recommendations made by the Secntary pursuant to subsection (c). 
The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the con- 
gressional deferme committees on the same date on which i t  trane- 
mits its recommendations to the Resident under aragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the dmmssion trans- 
mits reco~~~mendations to the Resident unda this subsection, the 
Commission ohall promptly vide, upon request, to any Member 
of Congress infoxmation by the Commission in making its rec- 
ommendations. 

war'= 

(5) Tbe Camptso11a General of the United States shall- 
(A) assist the Commission, to the crtent requested, in the 

Commiesion's review and analysis of the recommendations 
made by the Secretary putsuant to subsection (c); and 

(B) by no later tban April 15 of each year in which the Sec- 
ntaly makes euch recommendations, transmit to the Congress 
and to tbe Commission a re containin a detailed analysis 
of the Secretary's recammen F" ations and r ef= action process. 
(el RMEw BY TBE PRESDENT.~~) The President shall, by no 

later than July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes 
recommendations under subsection (d), transmit to the Commission 
and to the Congress a repart containing the President's approval or 
disapproval of the Commi~sion's recommendations. 

(2) If the Pregident approves all the rtcommendations of the 
Commiesion, the S s i d e n t   hall transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, together with a certification of such 
approval. 

(3) If the b s i d e n t  dimapproves the recammendations of the 
Commission, in whole or in part, the President  hall transmit to 
the Commission and the Congress the reasons for that disapproval. 
The Commission shall then transmit to the Resident, by no later 
than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of rec- 
ommendations for the closure and realignment of military installa- 
tions. 

(4) If the Pnsident approves all of the d e d  rec- 
ommendations of the Commission t r a n k t t e d  to the President 
under paragraph (3), the Fhsident shall transmit a copy of such 
revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a oer- 
tification of such approval. 
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(5) If the Pnsident does not transmit ta the Congxeas an a p  
proval and artification described in paragraph (2) m (4) by Sep  
tember 1 of any year in which the Commieion has transmitted rec- 
ommendations to the President under this part, the proass by 
which military installations may be rclectad for closure m dp-  
mmt under this part with rape& to that ysar ahall be terminated. 
SEC. CIX)GUBE AND W O N M E K T  OF m A B Y  INST-. 

mom 
(a) IN -4ubjCCt to nubwctim &I, the Secretary 

ahall-- 
(1) clow nIl militaxy instdlationr recommended for dosun 

by the Commisgion in each report transmitted to the Cong~ess 
by the Resident ursuant to d o n  2903(e); 

(2) realign A militaxy bstallations reammended f m  ~b 

alignment by such Commission in each much r e e  
(3) initiate aII much d o m  and realignments no later 

than two years after the date on which the President transmits 
a repart to the Congxess pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendations for much clomxes or nalignmmh; and 

(4) ccnnplete an N& closures and realignments no later 
than the end of the six-year pexiod beginning on the date on 
which the President tnursmits the report pmmant to raction 
2903(e) containing the racommmdations far euch closure or 

$ = Z O N A L  DBAPPRWAL.~~) The Gaentyr m y  not 
cany out any closure or realigmnent reannmended by the Commie 
rion in a repart transmitted from the President urnrnnt to section 
2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in a ance with the p m  
visions of section 2908, disa 

C C A '  
6ucb recommendations of the 

chmxtlisi, before the m r l i e r E  
(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on 

which the Pnsident transmits much re- or 
(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the cession 

during which much report is transmitted. 
(2) For of paragraph (1) of this mubmection and sub- 

sections (a) anm nection 2908, the days on which eithe~ House 
of Co ss is not in session becausc of an adjournment of mon 
than days to a day certain &all be excluded in the cum- 
putation of a period. 
8EC. tsos. lm'LmamrnON 

(a) IN G-41) In closing or realigning any military in- 
rtallation under this rt, the Secntary may- 

(*) t.~r s Z a s t i o m  as may be rnet2e.y to dost or re- 
ali an military inr&llation, including the acquisition of mug the construction of much rep~orment facilities, the 
perfoxmance of oucb activities, and the conduct of such advance 
lanning and design as may be required to transfer functions L a military installation bang dosed ar rea~pned to an- 

other military installation, and may use for such purpose funds 
in the Account or funds appro riated to the Department of De- 

eration and maintenance; 
S fense for usc in planning and esign, minor construction, ar o p  

(B) provide 
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(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community 
located near a militaxy installation bung closed or rp- 
aligned, and 

(ii) community planning assistance to any community 
located near a m i l i w  installation to which functions will 
be t d e r r e d  as a r e d t  of the dosure or realignment of 
a military installation, 

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the h n a a l  re 
sources available to the communi (by grant or otherwise!) for 2 such purposes are inadequate, an may use for such purposes 
funds in the h u n t  or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for economic a*ustment aesistana or community 
planning assistaace; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental 
restoration and mitigation a t  any such indla t ion,  and shall 
use for such purposes b d s  in the h u n t ;  

(D) rovide outplacement assistance to avilian employees 
employel by the Department of Defense a t  militarg installa- 
tions bei closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose 
funds in r% e h u n t  or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employes; and 

CE) reimburse other F e d d  agencies for actions performed 
at  the request of the Secretary with respect to any such dosurc 
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. 
(2) In camyin out any closure or nalignment under this part, 

the Secntary s & ensun that environmental restoration of any 
property made excess to the needs of the Department of Defense 
as  a result of such closure or realignment be canied out as soon 
as  possible with funds available far such purpose. 

(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.-+) The Admin- 
istrator of General Serpices shall dele te to the Secretary of De- 'P fense, with respect to excess and surp us real property and facili- 
ties located a t  a military instahtion closed or realigned under this 
P- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess 
property under section 202 of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483); 

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus 
property under section 203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 

(C) the authority of the Administratar to grant ap rovals 

Property Act of 1944 (50 US.C. App. 1622(g)); and 
B and make determinations under uection 13(g) of the urplus 

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the 
availability of a a s s  or s lus real property for wildlife con- 
servation p ses in a d%a with the Act of May 19, 1948 
(16 US.C. 
QXA) Subject subpara ph (C). the Secrtt.y of Defense F' shall exercise the authority de egated to the Secretary putsuant to 

paragraph (1) in accordance with- 
(i) all regulations in &ect on the date of the enactment of 

this Act governing the utilization of excess property and the 
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disporal of uurplus property under the Federal h p e r t y  and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in e e c t  on the date of the enactment 
of this Act govaaing the wnveyance and dmpoual of 

p. 162X.g)). 
rmy under rection 13(g) of th Surplus Property Act of 944 (50 

:?.&% tary, after c o d t i n g  eth the ~dmi~is t ra tar  of 
General M a s ,  may issue regulations that are necessaxy to carxy 
out the delegation of authaity required by p n r p h  (1). 

(C) The authority rsquind to be delegated y parap  h (1) to 
the mtary by the Administrator of Omal Senices &all not 
include the authority to prescribe general policies and methods for 
utdizing excem pmperty and disposing ofd'lus property. 

(D) The Swetaxy of Defenee may a real property or fa- 
cliities located a t  a military installation to be dosed m realigned 
under this part, with or without reimbursement, to a military dc- 
paxtment or other enti (including a nonappropriated fund instru- 
mmtalit ) within the a: partment of Defense ar the Coast Guard. 

(E) Befare any action may be taken ritb to th dirpoul 
of any surplus d property or facility located at any military in- 
stallation to k c l o d  or realigned under this part, the Secretary 
of Defense ohan consult with the Governur of the State and the 
heads of the local gwtrnmenb concerned for the prupooe of condd- 
ering anyplanfarthe~~ofluchpropcrtybythelocal oommunity 
concemed. 

(c) APPIJCABILITP OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLTCY Am 
OF 1969.-41) The ' 'ons of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 ~ . r 4 3 2 1  et seq.) &all not apply to the actions 
of the Resident, the Commission, and, exapt a r  provided in para- 
graph (21, the Department of Defexme in 

(2XA) The provisions of the ~ a t i o n a l ~ n m e n t a l  Out ohcy Act 
of 1969 shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under 
this part (i) durin the of pmprrty dispod, and (ii) during f the pmcws of m ocating f w c t i m  from a militarg installation 
being c l o d  or realigned to another military installation after the 
mceivin installation has been relected but b e f a  the functions art 
rtloca 4 

(B) applying the provisiau of the National Environmental 
Poli Act of 1969 to the proames referred to in d p a r a g r a  h (A), 
the hem of D- and the secretary tb military Bepnt 
m m b  concemed shaIl not have to comidm- 

(i) the need for closing or maligning the mitary installa- 
tion which hns been reoammended fur closure or realignment 
by the Commhdon; 

(ii) the need for tramifking functions to any military in- 
utallation which bar been selected as the receiving hdnllation; 
m 

(iii) militmy imtaUationr alternative to those nc- 
ommended or uelechd. 
(3) A avii action for judiad =view, with respect to any ro- 

quinment of the National En.rrironmenta1 Poli Act of 1969 to the 
extent n r ~  M is a pliable under p a r a p  T (2). of any act or g H failure to act by the eparbnent of Defense uring the closing, re 
aligning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) 
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of paragraph (2XA), may not be brought more than 60 days aher 
the date of such act or failure to act. 

(dl W ~ R . - T h e  Secretary of Defense may dose or d g n  
military installations unda  this part without regard ta- 

(1) any provision of law nstxicting the use of funds far 
closing or realigning military installations included in any a p  
propriations or authorization Act, and 

(2) hens 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
BEC. tsog ACCOUNT 

(a) IN G e ~ n u ~ . - - ( l )  There is hereby established on the books 
of the Treagury an account to be known as the %epartment of De- 
fense Base Closure h u n t  1990" which shall be administered by 
the Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval 

in an appropriation Ad, transfer to the Account from funds a p  
propriated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, a- 
cept that such funds may be transferred only after the date on 
which the Secntary transmits written notice of, and jus- 
Scation for, ma& transfer to the congrursiod defense com- 
mittees; and 

(C) except as provided in rubsection (d), p d s  received 
from the transfer or disposal of any property a t  a military in- 
stallation dosed or naiigned under this part. 
@) USE OF FUNDS.---( 1) The Secretary may uee the funds in the 

Account only for the purposes desaibed in bcction 2905(a). 
(2) When a decision is made to urre h d s  in the Account to 

carry out a construction project under d o n  2905(a) and the cost 
of the project will a d  the maximum amount authorized by law 
for a minor military construction project, the Secretary shall notify 
in writing the congressional defense committees of the nature of, 
and justification for, the project and the amount of expenditures for 
such project. Any such constructicm pmject may be amied out 
without regard to d o n  2802(a) of title 10, United States Code. 

(c) REPORTS.---(I) NO later than 60 days af tn  the end of each 
fiscal year in which the Secretary carries out activities unda  this 
part, the Secretary ahall transmit a report to the congressional de- 
fense! committees of the amount and nature of the depotits into, 
and the expenditures from, the h u n t  during such fiscal year and 
of the amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to 
section 2905(a) during such fiscal year. 

(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the 
termination of the Commission shall be held in the h u n t  until 
transferred by law after the congressional defense committees re- 
ceive t h e n  rttransrm EO 'tted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No ter than 60 days afkr the termination of the Commis- 
sion, the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defense com- 
mittees a repat containing an accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Ac- 
count or otherwise expended under this part; and 

(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 
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(d) DISPOSAL OR TRANSFER OF COMMISSARY mRES AND PROP- 
n r r ~  PURC~ASED Wrni NONAPPROPRUTH> FUNDS.-41) If my d 
pn,m or facility acquired, comtmctd or improved (in whole or 
in part) with annmisw rtan funds or nonappropriatad funds is 
t.mdared or disposed ofin wmsction with the d m  or realign- 
ment of a military inistallation unda this part, a portion of the p m  
ceeds uf the trader or other disposal of pro- m that installa- 
tion ihall be deposited in the w e  account established under 
section 204(bX4XC) of the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Baee Closure and Realignment Act (10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The amount so deposited shall k equal to the depreciated 
value of the investment made with such funds in the acquidtion, 
construction, ar improvement of that particular real perty or fa- 3 dlity. The depreciated value of the investment s be computed 
in accardance with xegolatiom &bed by thc Serretary d Dt 
fense. 

(3) The Sentary may at amounts in the acco~nt (in nrrh an 
aggregate amount a6 b provided in advance iq. appropriation Acts) 
for the p y  of acquiring, , a n d m p m i n p  

(A d a u r y  dAz%Y- 
(B) rul propaty and hdlities for nonappropAtted fund 

instrumentalitier. 
(4) As used in this mhwtiop: 

(A) The fenn stare fundsw means funds re- 
ceived - the a d z % ? z o r  mucharge on, selling prices 
at commis mtorea Sred under d u n  2685 of title 10, Unit 
a states z e .  

(B) Tht term %onappro bd frmdr" meanm fundm re- 
aind - a nmappmpria~fhnd imtmmentality. 

(C) The tam "nonap ated h a d  inutnrmentality" 
means an instrumentality 7 the Unitad States under the 'uris- 
diction of the h t d  Forces (including tba Army and Air b- 
Edum e Sarrice, the Navy W e  and Sarrieer S F" fice, an8 the-e hpmedungts)  whichiacun uctedfor 
the comfort, pleamum, oontentment, or physical m mental im- 
provement of mankrt of the Armed Forces. 
(e) Accom Exczusm SOURCE OF FUNDS   OR ENVIRON- 

MENTAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.-Exm t for funds deposited into L the h u n t  under mhection (a), fun appropriated to the De- 
partment of Defense may not be twd k purposes d d b e d  in mtc- 
tion 2905(aXlXC). The prohibitiun in thn ~bsection shall erpin 
upon the termination of the authority of the secretary to carry out 
a closure or realignment under this pprt. 
6Ec. Sam. BEPOm 

As part of the budget uest for f i d  year 1993 and for each 

shall tramam 
7 3  fiscal year thmaRer for the epartment of Defense, the Swetary 

.t to the coqpauional defame committar of 
b k e -  

(1) a rchedule of the closure and realignment actions to be 
canied out under this part in the f i s d  year for which the re- 
quest is made and an estimate uf the total expenditures ro- 
q u i d  and amt  ravings to be achieved by each such dosure 
and realignment and of the time puiod in which these savings 
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are to be achieved in each case, together with the Secretary's 
assessment of the environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including 
those under construction and those planned for construction, to 
which functions are to be t r a n s f d  as a tesult of such clo- 
sures and realignments, together with the Secretary's assese- 
ment of the environmental effects of such transfers. 

SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDEBATlON OF COMMllSSION BFr 
PORT 

(a) TERMs OF TEE RESOLUTION.-Far urposes of section J 2904(b), the term 'joint reeolutionw means y a joint resolution 
which is introduced within the 10-day period beginning on the date 
on which the Pnident  transmits the report to the Congrcss under 
section 2903(e), and- 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as fol- 

lows: Tha t  Congress disa proves the recommendations of the 
Defense Base Closure andkeahgnment hamisdon as submit- 
ted by the Pnsident on -", the blank space being filled in 
with the ap te date; and 

e of which is as follows: "Joint resolution die- (3) t h e r  
approving the recommendations of the Defwe Base Closure 
and Realignment Commirsion.". 
(b) --A nsolution d d b e d  in subsection (a) that is 

introduced in the House of Fiqmaatatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives. A 
nsolution desaibed in &section (a) introduced in the Senate 
shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Savices of the Sen- 
ate. 

(c) DISCBARGE-If the committee to which a resolution d t  
scribed in subsection (a) is referred has not reporkd such resolu- 
tion (or an identical resolution) by the end of the 20-day rdk ginning on the date on which the President transmits e report 
to the Congress under d o n  2903(e), such committee shall be, at 
the end of such period, discharged f h m  further consideration of 
such resolution, and such resolution shall be plaad on the appr* 
priate calendar of the House involved. 

(d)  CONSIDERATION.-^^) On or a h  the third day after the 
date on whch the committee to which ruch a resolution is referred 
has reported, or has been discharged (under subsection (c)) from 
further consideration 4 much a resolution, it is in order (even 
though a previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to) 
for any Member of the respective House to move to r o o d  to the 
consideration of the resolution. A Member may m & the motion 
only on the day after the calendar day on which the Member an- 
nounas to the Horw concemed the Member's intention to make 
the motion, except that, in the case of the House of Rep 
rescntatives, the motion may be made without ma& prior an- 
nouncement if the motion is made by direction of the committee to 
which the resolution was referred. All points of order against the 
resolution (and against consideration of the resolution) are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives 
and is privileged in the Senate and is not debatable. The motion 
is not subject to amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a 



kc. 2908 1990 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT 14 

to the consideration of other business. A motion 
to refonsi to F er the vote by which th t  motion is a m  to or die- 
agreed to sball not be in order. If a motion to proceed to the consid- 
eration of the m~~ lu t i on  is agreed to, the nspective House shall 
immediately proceed to wmidaation of the joint molution without 
interpening motion, 6, or other business, and the resolution 
shall nmain the w h i s h e d  business of the respective House until 
disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the ~ ~ ~ l u t i o n ,  and on all debatable motions and 
appeals in am..ection therewith; nhan be limitad to not more than 
2 hours, which shan be divided equally between those tavoring and 
thost opposing the resolution. An amendment to the resolution ie 
not in order. A motion further to limit debate is in ordm and not 
debatable. A motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the con- 
aideration of other businem, or a motion to recommit the resolution 
is not in order. A motion b reconrider the vote by which the resolu- 
tion is agreed fo or dim&, to ir not in da. 

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a res- 
olution d d b e d  in subsection (a) and a ringle quorum can a t  the 
conclusion of the debate if requested in acarrdana with the rules 
of tbe appropriate H o w ,  fbe vote on find pasaage of the resolu- 
tion shall omxr. 

(4) Appeals fiam the dccirdanr of the Chair dating to the a p  
plication of the ruler of the Senate or the Home oi ~ e n t a t i v e s ,  
as the caw may be, to the F u r e  relating to a resolution dt- 
scribed in s u b d o n  (a) shal be decided without debate. 

(t) ~ONSIDERA~ON BY Hovs~.--(l) before thc par- 
.age by m e  House af a resolution of that House dmcribed in nub- 
section (a), that House receives &am the other House a rwolution 
despibed in subsection (a), then the following pmcdures shall 
apply: 

(A) The nrolution of the other Home shall not be r e f d  
to a committee and may not be d d d  in the House receiv- 
ing it except in the eo-b of 5 d  pammgt as provided in sub- 
parakaph (BXii). 

(B) With respect to a resolution d e u r i i  in r u b d o n  (a) 
of the House receiving the rwrolution-- 

(i) the pmcedun in that Howe rhell be the anme as 
if no resolution had been reaived h n n  the other How; 
but 

(ii) the vote on find pansage rhaU be on the resolution 
of the other Home. 

(2) Upon disposition d the resolution received fnrm the other 
House, it ahall no longer be in order to consider the nrolution that 
originated in the rsaiving Hotuc 

(f) RlXSS OF TBE AND HOUSE.-% Et&Oll h u ~ a ~ t e d  
by ~ o n g m s b  

(1) as  an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate 
and House of Rephstntatives, 'vely, and as such it M T deemed a part of the rules of each owe, respectively, but a p  
plicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in 
that Houst in the case of a resolution desaibed in subsection 
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(a), and it supersedes other rules only to the extent that it is 
inconsistent with such ndes; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either 
House to change the d e s  (so far as relating to the procedure 
of that House) a t  any time, in the same manner, and to the 
rrame extent as in the  cat^ of any other rule of that House. 

SEC. w. BESTRICX'ION ON OTHER BASE CLOSLJBE AUTHORITY 
(a) IN G-.-Except as provided in mabaection (c), during 

the period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act and 
ending on December 31, 1995, this part rhali be the exclusive au- 
thori for relec for dosure or realignment, or for carrying out 
any c 7' o m  or 'gnment of, a military installation inside the 
United States. 

3 
(b) RESTRICTION.-EXC~~~ as provided in subsection (c), none of 

tbe funds available to the De b"" ent of Defense may be used, 
other than under this part, uring the period spedfied in sub- 
section (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 

out any closure or rsalignment of a militaq in- diS2 Z e ,  ,, s,. 
(c) EltCEFTIo~.-Nothing in this part affects the authority of 

the Secretary to cany o u t  
(1) closures and realignments under title I1 of Public Law 

100626; and 
(2) closures and realignments to which eection 2687 of title 

10, United States Code, is not applicable, i n c l u h  closures 
and realignments carried out for mamns of national d t y  or 
a military emergency r e f 4  to in rubsection (c) of such sec- 
tion. 

mc 15910. DEFmmONG 
As used in this part: 

(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 1990 established by sectjon 2906(aX1). 

(2) The term 'congressional defense committees" means 
thc Committees on Armed Services and the Committees on Ap- 
propriations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The term %mmiesionw means the Commission estab- 
lished by section 2902. 

(4) The term Wtaq installation" means a bane, camp, 
post, station, yard, center, homeport fhality for any shi 
other activity under the jurisdiction of the Department 0P9g 
fcnse, including any l e a d  facility. Such trrm does not include 
any faality used primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors 
projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary 
jurisdiction or control of the Department of Defense. 

(5) The term %alignmenta includes any action which both 
reduces and relocates fundions and civilian personnel positions 
but does not include a reduction in force resulting from work- 
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load aqiustments, dud pemwmel or funding lweln, or rldll 
imbalances. 

(6) The term 3emtarf means the Sentmy of Defense. 
(7) The krm "United Statesg meane the 60 States, the Dis- 

trict of Colmnbia, the Commonwealth of Puato Rim, Guam, 
the V i i  Iulandr, Amrricim Samoa, and any other -on- 
wealth, territary, or pomssion of the United S t a k .  

8EC. tBlL C L A l E U P P I N G m m  
Section 2687(eXl) of title 10, United States Codt, is amended- 

(1) by inserting "hamepart hdlity for any ship," after @an- 
k r m - a n d  

' (2) by striking out 'under the jurisdiction of the SecrttPry 
of o military departmentw and hert in  in lieu t h d  "under 
th jurisdiction o~ tbc ~epartmtnt d b f e n r ,  including any 
leased fadlity,'. 

Part B--Other Provisions Relating to Defense 
Base Closures and Realignments 

SEC. 2921. W S U B E  OF FOBEIGN M I U U B Y  -0- 
(a) SENSE OF C ~ N G R E ~ ~ . - I ~  ir the .crue of thc Coqpss t h a t  

(1) the termination of military operations by the United 
Statea at nrili installations outaide the United States 
should be accomp 9 'shed at the discretion of the Sacntary of 
Defeme at the earliest opportuniv, 

(2) hr ding for nrcb termination, the Secretary of De 
fense sho take a p e  to snnue thnt the United States n- 
cdver, through direct payment or othuwime, consideration 
equal to the fair markst value of the improvements made by 
the United Stakr at faditiea that will be released to host 
countries; 

(3) the Sscrrtary of Defense, acting thugh the military 
component commands or the subuni5ed commands to the com- 
batant commands, chould be the lead o5cial in negotiations 
relating to determining and receiving such considemtion; and 

(4) the determination of the fhir market value of rucb im- 
provements released to host countries in whole or in part by 
the United States nhould be handled on a facility-byfacility . 
basis. 
(b)  VALVE.--(^) For each instaflatian outside the 

United S t a b  at which military operations were being d e d  out 
by the United States on October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defeme 
shall transmit, by no later than June 1, 1991, an estimate of the 
fair market value, as of January 1, 1991, of the improvements 

-de bt: the United States at facilities at eacb such installation. 
(2) or purposes of this section: 

(A) The krm Yair market d u e  of the im cments" 

on the basis of their highest uae. 
tF" means the value of improvements determined by e Seartnry 

(B) The term includes new conskuet 'on of 
faalities and all modifications, or 
renovations made property, with- 
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out regard to whether they wem carried out with appropriated 
or nonappropriated funds. 
(c) ESTABTISRMENT OF SPECIAL  ACCOUNT.+^) There is estab- 

lished on the boob of the !haswy a ~pecial acoount to be known 
as the Pepartment of Defense Overeeas Military Facility Invest 
ment Recovery Accountw. Except as proeded in rubsection (d), 
amounts paid to the United States, pursaaant to any treaty, status 
of forces agreement, or other international a pcment to which the United States is a party, for the residual va ue of real property or 
im rovements to real pro used b civilian or militaly person- "r J nefof the Department of De - s be deporited into such ac- 
count. 

(2) Monz deposited in the Department of Defense Dwrw 
Military Fa ' 'ty Investment Recovery b u n t  shall be available to 
the Secretary of Defense for payment, as provided in appropriation 
Acts, of costs incurred by the Department of Defense in connection 
with- 

(A) fa& maintenance and repair and environmental res- 
tontion at  dtary installations in the United States; and 

(B) facility maintenance and re air and annpliance with 
a pliable environmental laws at  dtaxy.instdlations outside 
tge united states that the secretary mhcipates aill am- 
pied by the Armed Forces for a long zdod (3) Funds in the Department of erne Ovemeas Facility In- 

vestment Recovery Account shall remain available until expended. 
(dl AMOUNTS CORRESPONDING TO THE VALVE OF PROPERTY 

PURCHASED WITH NONMJPROPRUTED FUNDS.---(I) In the case of a 
payment referred to in uubeection (cX1) for the nsidual value of 
real property or improvements a t  an overseas mili facility, the 
*on of the payment that is equal to the deprecia 9 value of the 
investment made with nonappropziated funds shall be deposited in 
the reseme account established under rection 204(bX4XC) of the 
Defense A u t h d t i o n  Amendments and Baae Closure and Realign- 
ment Act. The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such 
an aggregate amount as is provided in advancc by appropriation 
Acts) for the purpose of acquh+g, cm-g, or improving com- 
missary stores and nonap pnated fund instrumentakties. 

(2) AS used in this ruGctioI1: 
(A) The krm 'nonappropriated funds* means funds re- 

ceived - 
(i) the aeustment at, m mrchrgt on, selling prices at  

commissary stores h e d  under section 2685 of title 10, 
United States Code; or 

(ii ) a nonappmpriated fund instrumentality. 
(B) The term 'nonap pziated fund instrumentality' P" means an instrumentality o the United States under the juxis- 

diction of the Armed Forces (including the Army and Air Force 
Exchan e S e c t ,  the Navy Resale and Senices Su port Of- ! H fice, an the Marine Corps exchanges) which is con ucted for 
the comfort, pleasun, contentment, or physical or mental im- 

ement of members of the Armed Forces. 
e) NEGOTIATIONS POR PA~~~E~sIW--.-Before the See- r' 

retary of Defense enters into negotiations with a host wuntry re- 
garding the acceptance by the United States of any payment-in- 
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Lind in connection with the releasc to the host country of improve 
ments made by the United Statee a t  militaxy installations ra the 
host country, the Secretary shall rubmit a written notia to the 
congnssional defense cornmittas con -Y a justidcation for en- 
terin into negotiations for payments-in-b with the host country 
a d  % type* ofbencfit options tobep tmuedbyth t  Secretary in 
the negotiations. 

(f) REPORT ON STXm AND USE OF &EU& kCoUNT.-Not 
later than January 15 of each the Secretary of Defeme ahall 

year. 
(3) The amounts v d e d  kwa the aa#r9nt by each mili- 

tary department during that f i d  par. 
(0 With respect to each miktary instahtion for which 

money w a ~  deposited in the account as a result of the release 
of real property or improvements of the idallation to a hod 
country during that h c d  ywu- 

(A) the total amount of the investment of the United 
States in the installation, expmsed in turns of constant 
d o h  of that dsul ysu; 

(B) the d r t e d  value (as determind b the'& 
retaxy of a tary department under regulat~ons to be 
prescribed by the Sec3.etary of Defense) of the nal property 
and impmmaents that w a r  Awed, and 

(C) the explanation of the Secretaxy for any difference 
between the ben& received by the United States for the 
real property and improvements and the depreciated value 
(as so determined) of that real property and  improvement^. 
(5) A list idtn -2 all military instaIlatiom outside the 

Unitad States for w the Secretary proposes to make a- 

E nditures fiom the Department of Defense OPaneas Facility 
vestment Recovery Account under subsection (cX2XB) d - 

the next h l  year and specim the amount of the p r o 3  
upedi tures  for each identi4d military inetallatim. 

(6) A description of the p w for which the expendi- 
tures proposed under paragraph 5) will be made and the need 
for such expenditures. 

T 
SEC. tsm MODIFICATION OF TEE C O m  OF BUNNUAL REPOET 

OF TEE COMMISSION ON UTILLZATION OF 
MILITARY FACIIjrIES - 

(a) USES OF F ~ ~ a f i ~ ~ ~ . - - S e c t i o n  2819(b) of the National Dc- 
fenat Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 1 W 5 e  
102 Stat. 2119; 10 US.C. 2391 note) is amended- 

(1) in paragra h (21, by .triging out "minimum security fa- 
alities for nonvio ? ent p n s o a e r ~ ~  and iacrertiag in Lieu thereof 
Tederal co6nement or correctional facilities including shock 
incarceration facilitiesw; 
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(2) by striking out *andn at  the end af paragraph (3); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new 

paragraph (4): 
Y4) identi* those facilities. or uarts of fhcilities. that could 

be effectively or renovated -to meet the nee& of States 
and local jurisdictions for condnanent or comctional facilities; 
andW. 
(b) E E T E C ~ ~ ~ E  DATE.-The amendments made by subsection (a) 

shall take effect with respect to the Srst report required to be sub- 
mitted under lrectjon 2819 the National Defenw Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30,1990. 
SEZ. tsrr FUNDING FOB -0-AL -RATION AT MLI- 

TARY ~ A U k T I O N S  8CEEDULED FOB CWSLTaE INSUIE 
TEE UNITED STATES 

(a) AVTBORMTION OF APPRoPRIATIoNs.-T~~~~ is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated to the Department of Defense Base Clo- 
sure Account for fiscal year 1991, in addition to any other funds 
authorized to be appropriated to thnt account for that heal year, 
the rnnn of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account 
pursuant to the pmcedmg sentence shall be available only for ac- 
tivities for the purpone of cavironmental restoration at  military in- 
stallations closed or realigned under title I1 of Public Law 100-526, 
as  authorized under section 204(aX3) of that title. 

(b) EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUN DING.^^) 207 of Public 
Law 100-526 is amended by adding at  the end the following: 

[Amendment omitted] 
(c) TASK FORCE  REPORT.^^) Not later than 12 months aRer 

the date of the enactmat of this Act CNov. 6, 19901, the Secreta~~ 
of Defense shall uubmit to Congress a report containin the find- 

paragraph (2) concerning-- 
% ings and recommendations of the task fonx establis ed under 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within &st- 
ing laws, regulations, and administrative policies, of envimn- 
mental response actions at  military installations (or portions of 
installations) that an being dosed, or are scheduled to be 
dosed, pursuant to title I1 of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526); and 

(B) waya to consolidate and stmadine, within existing 
laws and regulations, the ctices, policies, and administra- 
tive procedures of relevant F" ederal and State agencies with re 

to eucb enviramental response actions so as to enable 
ose actions to be carried out mare eqmhtiousl r 

(2) Them is hereby established an environmendresponse task 
force to make the findings and recommendations, and to prepare 
the report, required by paragraph (1). The &sk force &all consist 
of the following (or their designees): 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who  hall be chairman of the 
task fom. 

(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administra- 

tion. 
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rn) The Admrnutra . . tor of the Environmental Protection 
Asrnd. 

(El The Chief of Engineers, Dtoartment of the Army. 
(F) A reprebcntati6 of a -Stab environmental ~ t c c t i o n  

agencg, appainted by the head of the National Governars Amo- 
datian. 

(GI A t a h  of a State atkmey general's office, 
appointed b Z e a d  of the ~ a t i o ~ .  bmciation of l ~ to rney  
Generals. 

(H) A npresentative of a pubtic-interest environmental or- 
ganization, appointed by the Speatcr of the Hotme of R e p  
neentativa. 

BEC. 2SM. COMMVNlTY PBEFEBICNCE CO~EBATION nu CLOmBE 
AND B E A L I ~ O F ~ A B Y Z N ~ ~ O N S  

In any of mlecting any milita ixustallation inside the X United States far dwurr or realignment, e Sentary of Defame 
shall take such steps a r  are necestmxy to assure that special wnsid- 
nation and emphasis is given to any offiaal rtatement from a unit 
of general local government aaacent to or within a military instal- 
lation requesting the cloatrc or Mgnmtnt of mch instaUaticm. 
SEC. -. a E C O 7 O N S  OF THE BASE -SURE COMHXSSION 

(a) NORTON h R  FORCE  BASE.-(^) ConOiSfQlt with tbe rec- 
ommendations of the Commission on Baae Fiealignment and Clo- 
sure, the Sec~ctary of the Air Faaa may not relocate, untiI .Rer 
September 30, 1995, any of the fttnctions that w a r  being auried 
out at the ballistia, missile offia at Norton Air Force B w ,  Califor- 
nia, on the date on which the Seem of Defense transmitted a 
repat to the Committar on b e d  L 'ma of thc Senate and 
House of Repxesentativea aa deraibed in d o n  202(aXl) of Public 
Law 1 W 2 6 .  

(2) This subsection s h l l  take effect as of the date on which the 
report referred to in rubsection (a) wocr kammitted to lnrcb (=am- 
mittarr. 

(b) G E m R u  D ~ . - - C o n 8 i u t e n t  with the requirements of 
section 201 of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defenm ahall 
direct each of the Secretariu of the militaxy departmerib to takt 
all actions neassary to cany out the recammendations of the (=am- 
mission on Base Realignment and Closure and 'to takt no action 
that io hamsistent with nrcb narmmendationr. 

(a) E~TA~U~BMENT OF MODEL -.-Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of thir Act CNov. 5,19901, the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall establish a model propam to improve the 
efficiency and dectivenem of the bore domure environmental rrre- 
toration program. 
6) A D ~ ~ N ~ ~ A T O R  OF PRoo~.--The Secretary rhaU des- 

ignate the Deptrty Asgistant Secntaxy of Defense for Environment 
as the Administrator of the model program r e f 4  to in mb- 
section (a). The De uty Assistant Secretary shall re to the Sec- 

quisition. 
e retary of ~ e f -  %myh the under secretary of efenee fm AC- 
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(c) A ~ ~ ~ ~ l i ~ r c s ~ . - - T h i s  section shall ap ly to environmental 
restaration activities at  installations selected y the Secretary pur- 
suant to the provisions of subsection (dX1). 

g 
(d) RZOCRAM REQUIREMENTS.-~~ carrying out the model pr+ 

gram, the Secretq of Defense shall: 
(1) Designate for the model program two installations 

under his jurisdiction that have been designated for closure 
pursuant to the Defense Authoxization Amendments and Base 
Closun and W g n m e n t  Act (Public Law 100-526) and for 
which prelimhuy assessments, site in 'ons, and Environ- T mental Im act Statements required by w or regulation have 
been compPeted. The Secretaxy shall designate only those in- 
rtailations which bave satisfied the uirements of rection z 204 of the Defense Authorization Am ents and Base Cle 
r u n  and R d i  cat Act (Public Law 100-526). 

(2) compE7a pnqualification 1i.t of ptospectin con- 
tractars for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the 
pmctdures a t  fortb in title M of the Federal Prom and Ad- 
minimtive Services Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et 
scq., as amended). Such contractaril shall -tie all ap licable 
Ntutmg and regulatory requirements. In addition, &e am- 
tractor selected for one of the two installatiom under this 
p.m r~ indemnify th. ~ e t ~ e m ~  Govrment  against K 
abilities, claims, penalties, costa, and damagen caused by (A) 
the contractor's breach of any term or provision of the contrad; 
and (B) any negligent or willful act or omission of the con- 
tractor, its employees, or ib rubcontractors in the performana 
of the contract. 

(3) Within 180 days aRer tbt date of enactment of this Act, 
solicit pro ale from qualified contractors for nspome action 
(U d t f i n r  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 &all include the following: 

(A) Roposals to perform response action. Such propos- 
als shall indude provisions for rtcdving the necessary au- 
thorizations or approvals of the respanse action by a p p  
priate Federal, State, ar local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions of- 
fered by single prime c01ltract.m to perform 911 phases of 
the response action, using perfoxmance sptcScations m tP plied by the Secretary of Dtf- and including any sa t 
guards the Secretary dcems essential to avoid conflict of 
intmet. 
(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of pria and other evaluation - 

criteria. 
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(el APPUCATION OF W O N  120 OF CERCLA--Activities of 
the model pro shall be carried out 'ect to, and in a manner "% comi*nt ri-on 1 ~ )  (=latirig to edera~ facilities) of th 
Camprehensive Environmentel Rssponre, Compensation, lad Li- 
abiIi Act d 1980 (42 US.C. 9620). 8 ~ I T E D  Aozuzbm~~.-The . . &crew 8M, with thc 
~ C C  of the Admnmtmtor of the Environmental htection 
Agency, aut~t compliance with all a plicable Federal rtatuh and 
ngulati- and, in addition, take d nuunable and appropriate 
measurea to expedite all necostmy admhidrative dajdanr, agree 
mentr, and co~lcmmnas. 

(g) REFORT.--T~~ Gecntary of Defense rhall include a dcscrip 
tion of the progrem prtading kd year in implt 
menting and of this meetion within the an- 
nual ,,=& 2706 of title 10, United 

(h) APF%I- OF -0 LAW.-Nothing in fhis d o n  
decta m modiba, in my way, the obligations or liability of any 
paron under other F e d 4  m 8hk law, including camman law. 
withnrpecttothedi6~mrsleaseofbuudournrbrtancesor 

llutants or contaminants u dehed  mrda d o n  101 of the EL prehezuive Envimuamtrl Rerpolp.e, Canpenmation, and Li- 
ability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 
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Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code 

(.I Notrithshnding m y  otbtr -on of Lw. no &on m y  k 
taken to &a or unplement- 

(1) the claurr of any miliWy instahtion at which at 1- 
800 aviiiur qrwmnel u v  authorid to k emplopad; 

(2) my t r i t b ~ t o m y m i l i t u y ~ t i ~  
r e f e d  D F m p h  a) iavo~ving r duet ion  by mom 
then 1,000, or by m- thn SO pmnt, in the number of civil- 
k n p ~ n n d a u t h d t o k r m p l  atnrchmilituyirr- 
&tian at the time tbe Secretan of f f e w  or tbe Secretan 

. . - 
ruth haallation; or 

(3) my oond-op,  or r+h.bi1.ti011 at my 
milituy tidie other thrn a mlll iustdlAtion ref- to 
i n & u . D ) o r ( 2 ) r h i c h r i l l o r m ~  u i r e d u a d t o f  
the nlocntioa civ+n pemomtl.to S%ty by nuo! of 
m y  clarure a rmbgnmat to whcb J.uw (1) or (2) appkr. 

unlcrr md until the prorririanr of rubrccrioa (b) rrc -plied with. 
(b) No action darcribsd ia subwction (8) with papoet. to the de 

sure of, or a malipneat ritb rarpacr to, m y  di mtdation 
fefemdtoiamuchsubaectjon~y h t & e n ~ * r ~ u n t i i -  

(1) the Secretary of Dtfenw or the of the militmy 
depurwnt concerned notifla tbe Cemmitteas an h d  h- 

io r o f t h e ~ t e d H r ) w o f R c ~ a ~ t i v r , u p u f o f . n  
.rind mueat for autbhtim of a w t i o n r  to sucb 
b m m i d ,  oft+ propaad cloring.or~kdgnmmt m d  sub 
mitr witb tbe aotdhtion m cvduat~on oftbe fucrl, l d  .op 
aomic, budgetary, en-ent.l, .#trategk and o p e m ~  
-coca8 ofauch clomue or r u l v t ;  md 

(2) t period of 80 legdative days or 60 calm& days, rbicb. - u long.m, following thc day oa which the notice 
d.nlwto.=toi.cl.-n)hmp..o-~ruqa 
mch cornmi- during which period no mwoable actwm 
m y  be taken to d o c t  or implament the dochim. 

(e)TbirwcLi~9rhlloota 1 y t o t b e e I ~ o f a m i l i t y J r i d -  
Ltioa, or 8 t r i~~l . .~ tur i - l l .~ , i f  
tb. ~ r i d . n ~  tb tb.1 a 

6) In th ic  wclian: 
(1) Tbe. term W t u y  inrtrllrtion" mcrru a krc, p a p ,  

pat, Nbon, y d ,  center. homeport fadlit for my 3rr , m 
other aetiviq under the jurhdict~on of tbe Lpurmeat  o r b  
fenme. includmg m y  l ead  facility, which t loutad within my 
of the wral S u t u  tbe Ihatnct of Columbia, tbe Common- 
wealth of Punto Rim, American Sun- the V W  klmdr, or 
Gum. Sucb tcrm.dosr not indude my  facility uaed primvily 
for dvn work, nwn and h u b  projccy or flood matrol . . 

tiom, but does not indude a reduction in forc1=1"~~' ri- 
worklord adjurtmenl, reduced personnel or fun- evck, 
&ill imht.ncer. or other similar a ~ .  

"1- 
(4) The term "IcQulative day" means a day on whicb either 

H o w  ofCongma u in d o e  
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Secretary of Defense Transmittal Memorandum 





THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000 

Ronorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Pursuant to Public Law 101-510 as amended, I hereby transmit, 
as an enclosure to this letter, a list of military installations 
inside the United States that I recommend for closure or 
realignment on the basis of the force structure plan and final 
criteria established under that law. Also enclosed is a summary of 
the selection process that resulted in the recommendation for each 
installation, with a justification for each recommendation. 

I am recommending the following actions: 

Major base closures 31 
Major base realignments 12 
Smaller base or activity closures, 
realignments, disestablishments, 
or relocations 

Total recommendations 
l22 
165 

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

Our overall base closure policy is an important part of this 
effort. The policy has five compelling characteristics: 

o It saves money that would otherwise go to unnecessary 
overhead. 

o It supports military effectiveness by reducing the 
competition for ever scarcer resources, 

o It is fair and objective. 

o It hits bases overseas harder than those at home. 

o It supports the investment necessary to foster economic 
growth, 



But as we implement the policy, we recognize a special 
obligation to the people -- military and civilian -- who won the 
cold war. We will meet that obligation, 

SAYING TAXPAYER DO- AND W m W I l G  =LITART mTECTTVltblESS 

Closing military bases ' worldwide saves taxpayer dollars; 
permits DoD to invest properly in the forces and bases it keeps in 
order to ensure their continued effectiveness; and frees up 
valuable defense assets (people, facilities and real estate) for .c 

productive private sector reuse. 

The defense budget will decline by more than 40 percent in 
real terms from 1985 to 1997, and military personnel in the United 
States will be reduced by 30 percent. Base closures have lagged 
behind this overall drawdown. No bases were closed until two years 
ago, following decisions made in the 1988 and 1991 rounds of base 
closures. Under those two rounds, domestic base structure was 
reduced by only nine percent, measured by plant replacement value. 

Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all 
the buildings, pavements, and utilities at a base. We measure our 
progress in terms of plant replacement value because it is a better 
measure of magnitude than simply counting large bases and small 
bases equally, 

Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and 
personnel constitutes a double hit: Resources are drained into 
bases we don8 t need, and therefore are not available to buy the 
things we do need. 

TEE PLANNED 1993 ROUND OF CfX)SVR;tS WIfLL SKVZ $3.1 B I U I O N  PER YEAR 

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

Net costs in PY 1994 through 1996 $1.7 billion 
w"= sa 7 throuah 199% 55 .7  bulion vinus in FY 199 
Net savings during implementation $4.0 billion 4 

Annual savings thereafter(SFY99) $3.1 billion 

The 1993 program, coupled with the previously approved 1988 *. 
and 1991 closures, will reduce the domestic base structure by about 



15 percent (measured by replacement value). All three rounds of 
closures together, when complete in 1999, will produce $5.6 billion 
in annual recurring savings, measured in FY 1999 dollars. 

BEING OBJZCTfVL AND tAfR 

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

This means using an objective, fair analytical process for 
closing bases that will withstand scrutiny by the Defense Base ' 

Closure and Realignment Commission, the General Accounting Office, 
Congress and the public. The process has worked well so far. 

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

I am not recommending any base for closure that would 
conceivably be kept open under a revised force structure plan. 

My recommendations are consistent with a six-year force 
structure plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administrationf s 
'base force." The legal deadline for recommendations precluded us 
from making changes based on future force reductions not yet 
decided. 

The -base forcea has twelve active Army divisions; we will 
have room to station all of them. It has twelve carriers; we will 
have room to berth all of them. It has 1098 active Air Force 
fighters; we will have room to beddown all .of them. 

Unless the force structure is increased above the abase 
forcefa we will have all the bases we need. 

I am confident, therefore, that future changes will decrease 
force structure, and will require more, not fewer, base closures 
than those I will recommend at this time. 

While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is 
important to note two additional points. First, with respect to 
maintenance depots, there was not sufficient time for the Office of 



the Secretary of Defense to review all potential interservicing 
possibilities. I suggest that the Commission examine those 
possibilities. Second, some installations host non-defense 
government activities, and it was not possible to evaluate fully 
the net impact of the recommendations on those activities. f 
suggest that the Commission devote some attention to those 
potential impacts. 

I have carefully considered the regional economic impacts of 
these necessary, yet tough, closure decisions. In looking at the 
regional impacts, I considered the cumulative economic impact of 
previously approved closures and the ones I am recommending. I am 
concerned not only about the impacts at bases on our 1993 closure 
list, but also about the effects at bases closed by earlier rounds. 

REDUCING OVERSEAS BASES WR]C 

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

DoD bas, to date, announced it will end or reduce its 
operations overseas at sites accounting for 28 percent of 
replacement value. 

Our plan is to reduce the replacement value of the overseas 
base structure by 35-405 as we complete our reduction in personnel 
stationed overseas to about 200,000. 

DOD base spending overseas will also decline dramatically, 
both because of troop reductions and because Japan and Korea are 
paying an increasing share of the costs of stationing U.S. forces 
there. 

While DoD will continue to reduce its forward deployed forces, 
those forces have played a fundamental role in regions vital to the 
national interest. Permanently stationing and periodically 
deploying forces overseas have been key to averting crises and 
preventing war. They show our commitment, lend credibility to our 

+ 

alliances, enhance regional stability, provide crisis response 
capability, and promote U.S. influence and access throughout the 
world. 



Closing domestic bases and reducing DoD8s weapons and 
equipment purchases are critical elements of a balanced defense 
drawdown -- one which will preserve a fully capable, albeit 
smaller, military, 

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any 
extraordinary problems for the economy. The economic impact of the 
planned drawdown is actually smaller than the impacts after the 
Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts are substantial in 
regions where the local economy depends heavily on defense 
Spending. 

There are three ways DoD can help support economic growth: 
investing in people, investing in industry, and investing in 
communities. 

DoD can help support economic growth through a host of 
initiatives that will ease the transition for displaced workers 
(military, civilian and private sector): 

o Military: DoD has a number of programs to ease the 
transition of military personnel into the civilian job market 
including separation bonuses, early retirement incentives, 
educational assistance, civil service employment preference and 
extended health benefits. 

o Civilian: DoD eases the transition for the civilian work 
force through a number of programs including priority placement for 
other government jobs, out-placement referral for private sector 
jobs, joint participation with individual states in retraining 
programs, post-closure hiring preference with contractors, 
voluntary early retirement authority and separation pay incentives. 

o Homeowners Assistance: DoD helps military and civilian 
homeowners who face a financial loss selling their homes when real 
estate values have declined as the result of a base closure 
decision, 

o Private Sector: employers have 
transition assistance programs for their employees who face 
layoffs. The Federal Government has a well-established role which 



complements state and local government and private employer 
efforts, including initiatives under the Economic Dislocation and 
Worker Adjustment Assistance Act, the Worker Adjustment and 
Retraining Notification Act, the Employment Services Program, the 
unemployment insurance system, and the health benefits system. The 
Department of Defense is participating in the Interagency Task 
Force on Dislocated Workers to help focus additional attention on 
this critical area. 

DoD can help support economic growth by promoting high-wage 
job growth through investment in dual-use technologies and by 
better integrating the commercial and military business sectors: 

o Dual-use Technology: About $1 billion of FY 1993 DoD funds 
are for support of dual-use technologies. 

o Industrial Base: DoD is looking to expand industry access 
to maintenance and overhaul work. 

o Energy Conservation: DoD is encouraging energy conservation 
projects and is making such investments. 

DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive 
private sector reuse of base facilities and real estate no longer 
needed by defense. 

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

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

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



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

Lastly, we will create, in coordination with other Cabinet 
agencies, a new community economic redevelopment fund to help 
communities most affected by base closures. The fund will be used 
as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, especially where 
recovery would be difficult. Funding will be provided by setting 
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures. 

I have sent identical letters, with enclosures, to the 
Chairmen of the House and Senate Armed Services and Appropriations 
Committees, and published this letter, with enclosures, in the 
Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 

Z i s t  of Enclosures and Tablu: 
- 

Enclosure: 
DoD recommendations pursuant to P.L. 101-510: List of the military 
installations inside the United States recommended for closure or 
realignment, with a summary ofthe selection process that resulted 
in the recommendation for each installation, and the justification 
for each recommendation. 

Tables: 
Table 1: 1988 and 1991 Closures and Realignments 
Table 2: Cumulative Reductions of Domestic Bases 
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DoD Policy Memoranda 

Index of Memoranda 

1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93) - Policy, Procedures, 
Authorities and Responsibilities, May 5, 1992 

1993 Bast Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93) - Redelegation of 
Authority, May 5,1992 

Base Closure Policy Memorandum One, August 4, 1992 

Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Support of Smamhm . . 
g of 

Defense Depot Maintenance Activities, December 3, 1992 

Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two, December 4, 1992 

1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 93) Recommendations, 
December 9,1992 

1993 Base Closure and Realignment Selection Criteria, December 10, 
1992 

Base Qosun Cumulative Economic Impact, December 24,1992 

Force Structure Plan for the Armed Forces for use in Base Closure and 
Realignment Process in 1993 (SECRET), January 19,1993 

Base Closure and Realignment - Additional Guidance, January 28, 1993 





THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHING1 ON. D.C. to301 

0 5 MAY 1992 

MZMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASS1 STANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
QmmL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93) 

Reducing the Department's unneeded physical plant through base 
closures and realignments is a top Defense priority. We have made 
good progress so far. I look to you, individually and collectively, 
to recommend further reductions consistent w i t h  DoD's planned force 
reductions. 

We must begin the 1993 base realignment and closure process now. 
Significant reductions in our physical plant can only be achieved . .  

after careful studies involving not only structural change, but also 
operational and organizational change. 

The attached establishes policy, procedures, authorities and 
responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment or closure under 
Public Law 101-510, as amended by Public Law 102-190. This guidance 
supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda of October 25, 1990, 
and December 10, 1990. 

* 
Donald 3. Atwood 

Attachment 



POLICY, PROQDVRtS, m T I I I S  AHD m S I B X L I T X Z S  

The guidance herein establ ishes the  policy,  procedures, 
au thor i t i e s  and respons ib i l i t i e s  for  se lec t ing  bases f o r  realignment 
or  closure under Public Law 101-Slot as amended by Public Law 
102-190. The guidance supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memoranda of October 25. 1990. and December 10, 1990. 

T i t l e  XXIX, Part A of Public L a w  101-510 established the 
txclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may pursue 
realignment or closure o f  military i n s t a l l a t i o n s  with cer ta in  
exceptions. The law established an independent Defense Bast Closure 
and Realignment Colraission t o  review the Sccretaryts  reconanendations 
i n  calendar y e u s  1991, 1993 a d  1995. 

This guidance applies t o  those base nalignmcnt. closure and 
consolidation s tudies  and r e c ~ d a t i o n s  which must, by law, k 
s-tted t o  t h e  1993 Defense Bast Closure and Realignment Cornmission 
(the 1993 Conmission) for review. 

This guidance does not  apply t o  act ions which: 

o Implement realigmmts o r  closures  under Public Law 
100-526, r e l a t ing  t o  the recosamcndations of t h e  1988 Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realigment and Closure (the 1988 
Commission) ; 

o Implement realignments or closures  under Public Law 
301-510, r e l a t ing  t o  the recoxrunendations o f  t h e  1991 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment C o d s s i o n  (the 1991 C o d s s i o n ) ;  

o Study or impl-t n a l i g ~ l e n t o  o r  closures t o  thich 
Section 2687 of T i t l e  10, United Sta tes  Code, is not applicable; 

o  Reduce force s t ruc ture  unless the reduction resu l t s  
i n  a base closure or realignment subject t o  Public &w 101-~10. 
Reductions i n  force s t ruc tu re  m y  k made under t h i s  exception even 
if t h e  u n i t s  involved were des ignatedto  relocate  t o  a receiving base 
by t h e  1908 or  the 1991 Comission; or 



o Impact any f a c i l i t i e s  used primarily fo r  c i v i l  works, 
r ivers  and harbor projects,  flood control, or other pro jec ts  not 
under the  primary jurisdiction or  control of the Department of 
Defense . 
Policv Guidance 

Base realignment, closure or consolidation s tudies  t h a t  could 
resul t  i n  a recornendation fo r  a base closure or realignment, other 
than act ions covered by an exception above, must  meet t h e  following 
requirements: 

o The s tudies  must have as t h e i r  basis  the  Force Structure 
Plan required by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510; 

o The recormendations must be based on the  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  
for  select ing bases f o r  closure and realignment required by t h a t  
Section; and 

o The s tudies  must consider a l l  mili tary ins ta l l a t ions  
inside t h e  United States  (as defined in t h e  law) on an equal footing, 
including bases recommended f o r  p a r t i a l  closure, realignment, or  
designated t o  receive uni ts  or  functions by the 1988 o r  1991 
Commissions. 

DoD Components may propose changes t o  previously approved 
designated receiving base recommendations of the  1988 and 1991 
commissions provided such changes a re  necessitated by revisions t o  
force s t ructure,  mission or organization since the  commission 
recommendation was made. Documentation f o r  such changes must involve 
c lear  mi l i ta ry  value or s ignif icant  savings, and be based on t h e  
f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  

Comprehensive studies of your base structure may begin now using 
t h e  se lec t ion  c r i t e r i a  included in t h i s  memorandum and the  force 
table  i n  the  Secretary of Defense's March 19, 1991, force s t ructure 
plan. Your s tudies  must be revalidated against the  f i n a l  selection 
c r i t e r i a  and the  f i n a l  force s t ruc ture  plan when promulgated. 

Record Xeeping 

DoD Components shal l ,  from t h e  date of t h i s  memorandum, develop 
and keep: 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
recornendations were made, including minutes of a l l  deliberative 
meetings; 

o Descriptions of how recommendations met t h e  f i n a l  
select ion c r i t e r i a  and were based on t h e  f i n a l  force s t ructure plan; 



o A l l  data, information and analyses considered in making base 
realignment and closure recommendations; and 

o Documentation for each recommendation t o  the Secretary of 
Defense t o  realign or close a military installation under t h i s  law. 

f nternal Controls 

DoD Components must develop and implement an internal control 
plan for  these base realignment, closure or consolidation studies t o  
ensure the accuracy of data collection and analyses. A t  a minianmr, 
these internal control plans should include: 

o  uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources; 

0 Systems for  verifying the accuracy of data a t  a l l  levels 
of command; 

o Documentation justifying changes made t o  data received 
from subordinate conanands; 

o Procedures t o  check the accuracy of the analyses made 
from the data; and 

o An assessment by your auditors of the adequacy of your 
internal  control plan. 

o p - i :  Tht FY 1992 Defense Authorization Act requires 
that  a l l  eight c o d s s i o n e r s  be nominated by the President no la te r  
than January 25, 1993, or  the 1993 process w i l l  be tenainated. The 
Assistant t o  the Secretary of Defense w i l l  handle a l l  matters 
relat ing t o  the Secretary's recommendations t o  the President for 
appointments t o  the 1993 Canmnission. All inquiries from individuals 
interested i n  serving on the Commission should k referred t o  the 
Assistant t o  the Secretary. 

. . 
0 ~ o m m l ~  Smorf ; :  The Under Secretary of Defense 

(Acquisition) (USD (A) 1 and the Director o f  M3ninistrati on and 
Management w i l l  coordinate the Department's support t o  the 1993 
Commission. 

t e a :  The USD(A) in coordination with the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Chairman of the ~oint 
Chiefs of Staff and such other officials  as  may be appropriate, shall 
consider whether the f ina l  selection cr i te r ia  developed i n  accordance 
with Public Law 101-510 should be amended. Proposed amendments t o  
the selection cr i te r ia  must be made in accordance with Public Law 
101-510 and approved by' the Secretary of Defense. 



o Force Structure Plan: The Chairman of the Joint  Chiefs of 
S taf f ,  i n  coordination wi th  the Under Secretary of Defense f o r  Policy 
(USD (P) ) , the USD (A) , DoD Comptroller, and such other o f f i c i a l s  as 

may be appropriate, sha l l  develop the  force s t ructure plan i n  
accordance w i t h  Public Law 101-510, as amended, and submit it t o  t h e  
Secretary of Defense fo r  approval. Pending issuance of the  force 
structure plan by the  Secretary of Defense, DoD components s h a l l  use 
t h e  force table i n  the  force s t ructure plan promulgated by the  
Secretary of Defense on March 19, 1991. 

o addi t ional  I n s t r u c t l ~ p ~ :  The USD (A) may issue such 
instruct ions as m y  be necessary: t o  implement these policies,  
procedures, authori t ies  and responsibi l i t ies ;  t o  ensure timely 
submission of work products t o  the  Secretary of Defense and t o  t h e  
1993 Cornmission; and, t o  ensure consistency i n  application of t h e  
select ion c r i t e r i a ,  methodology and reports  t o  the Secretary of 
Defense, t h e  1993 Commission and the  Congress. The authority and 
duty of t h e  Secretary of Defense t o  i ssue  regulations under T i t l e  
XXIX of Public Law 101-510 as amended are hereby delegated and 
assigned t o  the USD(A). The USD(A) should exercise t h a t  authority i n  
coordination with other DoD o f f i c i a l s  as appropriate. 

o Primarv Point of Contaa: The USD (A) shall be the  primary 
point of contact f o r  the Department of Defense with the 1993 
Commission. Each DoD camponent s h a l l  designate t o  USD(A) one or  more 
points of contact w i t h  the 1993 Corrtmission. USD(A) shal l  es tabl i sh  
procedures f o r  interact ion with the 1993 C d s s i o n  similar t o  t h e  
procedures used t o  in terac t  with t h e  1991  Commission. 

o Jnternal Contra&: The DoD Inspector General sha l l  be 
available t o  a s s i s t  the  DoD Components i n  developing, implementing 
and evaluating in terna l  control plans. 

The Secretar ies  of the Military Departments, the  Directors of the  
Defense Agencies, and the  heads of other DoD Components sha l l  
(without delegation) submit their recommendations for  base 
realignments o r  closures under t h i s  law t o  t h e  Under Secretary of 
Defense (Acquisition) f o r  appropriate processing and forwarding t o  
t h e  Secretary of Defense fo r  approval. 

The USD(A) s h a l l  issue a schedule t o  ensure submission of 
recommendations t o  the  1993 Coxunission by March 15, 1993, allowing 
adequate time f o r  action by the Secretary of Defense. 



Selection Cri ter ia  

The following selection c r i t e r i a  shal l  be used t o  begin base 
s t ructure  studies and t o  make base realignment and closure 
recommendations. Studies must  be revalidated against the  f i n a l  
select ion c r i t e r i a  approved by the Secretary of Defense i n  the  event 
t ha t  the  f i n a l  selection c r i t e r i a  d i f fer  fromthose set forth below. 

fn  select ing military ins ta l l a t ions  fo r  closure or  realignment, 
the Department of Defense, giving pr ior i ty  consideration t o  military 
value (the first four c r i t e r i a  below), w i l l  consider: 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the  
impact on operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's t o t a l  force. 

2 The availability and condition of land, f a c i l i t i e s  and 
associated airspace a t  both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

3. The abiiity t o  accommodate contingency, mobilization, 
and future t o t a l  force requirements a t  both the  
existing and potential  receiving locations. 

4 .  The cost and manpower inplications. 

turn on fnves-t 

5. The extent and timing of potential cos ts  and savings, 
including the number of years, beginning w i t h  the date 
of completion of t he  closure or realignment, fo r  the  
savings t o  exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on conrmunities. 

7. The ab i l i t y  of both the  existing and potent ia l  
receiving communit ies8 inf rast ructurc t o  support 
forces, missions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 



T H E  UNDER SECRETARY OF Of FENSE 
WASHINGTON. D C  20301 

Hay 5 ,  1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARmNTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEF&NSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEIwSE 
COrnTRoLLER 
CENEmL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRSCTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRZCTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGDENT 
DIXCTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGSNCIES 

E22.77CT: 1553  Sasc ?.eelivmo_nts c-?d Closcres (S?&C 53)  

- 
I kereby recele;~=e to the Assistanr Serrezazy tf Defense for - 

?:akc=icn end SegFs=ics all the acthoritics and rescznsiSFlities 

=cleza=c=', to zc 5y =kc Deputy Secreza--y of 3efenre li.exorcnaw of t o d a y ' s  date 

-:*- ,,-;e$, "i953 3ase 3eeligments and Closures ( B 3 C  S Z ) . "  

&/+ Don ockey 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301 6000 

August 4 ,  1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORl DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

S233ECT: 1993 Base Closure Policy Memorandum One 

Backaround 

Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of May 5 ,  1992, 
(ettached) established policy, procedures, authorities, and 
responsibilities for closing and realigning bases under Public 
Law (P.L.) 101-510, as amended by P.L. 102-190, for the 1993 base 
closure process (BRAC 9 3 ) .  The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acq~isition delegated USD(A) authorities and responsibilities to 
the Arsistznt Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
(ASD (PLL) on May 5, 1992, (also attached) . This memorandum is 
the first in a series of additional ASD(P&L) policy memoranda 
ir;.~lernenting the Deputy Secretaryls BRAC 93 guidance. ASD(P6L) 
pclicy memoranda of January 7, February 13, March 7 and March 26, 
1251, are hereby cancelled. 

Cumulative Impacts on Installations 

P.L. 101-510 stipulates that no action may be.taken to carry 
out e closure or realignment that exceeds the thresholds set 
forth in the Act, until those actions have obtained final 
approval pursuant to the Act. 

In determining whether the Act's numerical closure or 
realignment thresholds are met, independent actions that result 
in closures or realignments shall be considered separately. In 
other words, the cumulative impact of independent actions need 
not be considered when determining application of the Act. 
However, closure or realignment actions shall not be broken into 
smaller increments for the purpose of avoiding application of the 
A t .  Subject to the foregoing, closure or realignment actions 
rbcr do not exceed the numerical thresholds set forth in the Act 
ray proceed outside the established BRAC 93 process. Questions 
ubezher or not proposed actions are independent should be 
rezerred to DcD Components1 General Counscl. 



DoD Components must use a common date to determine P.L. 
101-510 applicability. For BRAC 93, the common date will be 
September 30, 1992, the last quarter of actual data available for 
use in making BRAC 93 recommendations before March 15, 1993, 
reporting deadline. 

Also, nonappropriated fund employees are not direct hire, 
permanent civilian employees of the Department of Defense, as 
defined by P.L. 101-510, and therefore should not be considered 
in determining applicability of the law. 

Activities in Leased Space 

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are 
subject to P.L. 101-510. Civilian personnel authorizations of 
crgacizations in leased space, which are part of an organization 
located on a nearby military installation or one within the same 
metropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be considered part of 
the civilian personnel authorizations of that installation. Each 
DoD Com?onent should aggregate the remaining civilian personnel 
authorizations of their organizations in leased space within a 
XSA and consider the aggregate to be a single installation for 
applying the numerical thresholds of P.L. 101-510. For the 
Nazional Capital Region (NCR), the NCR, as defined by the 
6~ziofi~l Capital Planfiing Act (40USC711, will be used as the MSA. 

Cateaories of Bases 

One c2 the first steps in evaluating the base structure for 
poteztlal closures or realignments must involve grouping 
izstallazions with like missions, capabilities, or attributes 
into categories, and when applicable, subcategories. 
Cezegorizing bases is the necessary link between the forces 
described in the Force Structure Plan and the base structure. 
Determining categories of bases is a DoD Component 
~esponsibility. 

CavacitvfMilitrrv Value Analvsep 

Another early evaluation Step is determining whether each 
category/subcategory has potential excess capacity for the end 
stete force levels contained in the Force Structure Plan. should 
no excess capacity be found in a category/subcategory, there is 
no need to continue analyzing that portion of the base structure, 
unless there is a military value or other reason to continue the 
analysis. Bases in such categories/subcategories shall remain 
available as potential receivers of missions or functions. 



Conversely, if you recommend a base for closure or 
realignmenc, your analysis must have considered all bases within 
that category/subcategory. as well as cross-category 
opportunities. If in applying the military value criteria. you 
find bases that are militarily/geographically unique or 
mission-essential (such that no other base could substitute for 
them) you may justify that fact and exclude these bases from 
further analysis. 

cr i ter ia  ~ e a ~ u * e ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '  

DoD Components must develop and use one or more 
measures/factors for applying each of the final criteria to 
structure analyses. While objective mcasures/factors are 
desirable, they will not always be possible to develop. 
Measures/factors may also vary for different categories of 
DoD Components must describe the relationship between each 
measure/factor used and the final criteria in BRAC 93 
documentation. 

base 

bases. 

Cross-~ateaorv/'ulti - Omartunities 

DoD Components should continually look for cross-category 
opportunities, and cooperate with sister Services and Defense 
Agencies to pursue multi-service asset sharing or exchange, 
throughout the BRAC 93 process. 

COBRA Cost Model 

DoD Components must use the Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(C03R.A) cost model to calculate the costs, savings and return on 
invesrrr.efi; of proposed closures and realignments. Dollar inputs 
to COBRA sill be in P Y  1994 constant dollars. The Army is 
executive agent for COBRA. Model improvements and documentation 
will be completed by October, 1992. 

Data Certification 

Section 2821 (e) (3) of P.L. 102-190 amended P.L. 101-510 and 
required specified DoD personnel to certify to the best of their 
knowledge and belief that information provided to the Secretary 
of Defense or the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(the 1993 Commission) concerning the closure or realignment of a 
military installation is accurate and complete. 

The Deputy Secretary's BRAC 93 memorandum requires DoD 
Components to establish an internal control plan to ensure the 
accuracy of data used in BRAC 93 analyses. 



In view of t h e  above, DoD components s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  
procedures  and des igna t e  app rop r i a t e  personnel  t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  
da t a  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  use  i n  BRAC 9 3  ana lyses  i s  accu ra t e  and 
complete t o  t h e  best of t h a t  person ' s  knowledge and b e l i e f .  DoD 
Componentsf c e r t i f i c a t i o n  procedures  should be  i nco rpo ra t ed  w i t h  
t h e  r e q u i r e d  i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p lan .  Both are s u b j e c t  t o  a u d i t  by 
t h e  General Accounting Off ice .  F i n a l l y ,  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  
M i l i t a r y  Departments, D i r e c t o r s  of Defense Agencies, and heads of 
o t h e r  DoD Components must c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  Sec re t a ry  of Defense 
t h a t  d a t a  used i n  making BRAC 93 recommendations t o  t h e  Sec re t a ry  
a r e  a c c u r a t e  and complete t o  t h e  best of t h e i r  knowledge and 
belief. 

Informat ion provided t o  t h e  1993 Commission pursuant  t o  a 
r eques t  a f t e r  March 15, 1993, must a l s o  be c e r t i f i e d .  However, 
ASD (PhL) involvement must be maintained,  as ASD(P&L) has  been 
des igna ted  t h e  primary po in t  of con tac t  f o r  DoD with  t h e  1993 
Commission. Also,  DoD Component c e r t i f i c a t i o n  procedures  must 
not  r e s u l t  i n  l eng thy  de lays  i n  p rov id ing  reques ted  in format ion .  
DoD Components must t h e r e f o r e  e s t a b l i s h  s p e c i a l  procedures  t o  
ensure  n c t  only t h a t  app rop r i a t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  are made by  
des igna ted  personnel ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  responses  t o  r e q u e s t s  f o r  
i n f c r m ~ t i o n  a r e  t imely ,  w h i l e  a l lowing s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  f o r  DoD 
Coaponent headqua r t e r s  and ASD(PLL) involvement. 

Force Structure Plan 

The Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs  of S t a f f  should coord ina te  
t h e  Force  S t r u c t u r e  Plan r equ i r ed  by t h e  Deputy Sec re t a ry ' s  BRAC 
93 memorandum wi th  t h e  A s s i s t a n t  Sec re t a ry  of Defense f o r  Program 
Anclysis  and Eva lua t ion ,  t h e  A s s i s t a n t  Sec re t a ry  of Defense f o r  
Reserve A f f a i r s ,  and t h e  General Counsel, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
Under S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  Po l icy ,  ASD (PLL) , and DoD 
Con;ptroller.  

Dissemination of Guidance 

DoD Components s h a l l  d isseminate  t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  
guidance,  t h i s  p o l i c y  memorandum, and subsequent p o l i c y  memoranda 
as widely as p o s s i b l e  throughout t h e i r  o rgan iza t ions .  

Artachments 

Col in  McMillan 
Assistant Sec re t a ry  of Defense 
(Production and L o g i s t i c s )  



WE DEPUTI SE:: ?&ARY OF DEFENSE 
W A b H l N u l c m .  D.C. 30301-1000 

December 3, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARIES OFTHE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OFTHE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION 

SUBJECT: Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Support of Streamlining of 
Defense Depot Maintenance Activities 

To streamline defense depot maintenance activities and increase efficiency, the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments, in coordination with the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, shall 
prepare integrated proposals, with cross-Service inputs, to  streamline defense depot 
maintenance activities, for the Secretary of Defense's consideration for submission 
t o  the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission under the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 F i e  XXIX of Public Law 101-510). Such 
proposals shall be designed to  suppon the following lead Military Department 
assignments for defense-wide depot maintenance: 

Department of the Army lead - ground weapon systems and equipment 

Department of the Navy lead - hips, other watercraft, and ship systems 

Department of the Air Force lead - fixed and rotary wing aviation and 
aviation systems. 

1 he Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition miy issue such inrtructions as may be 
necessary t o  implement this memorandum. Instructions to  the Military Depanmenu 
shall be issued through the Secretaries of the Military Depaitments. 



-OW AND 
LOCIZTlCL 

ASSIST ANT SECRr7ARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301- 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL, COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two 

Backaround 

This memorandum is the second in a series of additional 
ASD(P&L) policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and 
the Deputy Secretary's 1993 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 93) guidance of May 5, 1992. ASD (PCL) Policy Memorandum 
One was dated August 4, 1992. 

pllilitarv Treatment Facilitv (MTF) Analvsw 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments will be 
responsible  f o r  including Military Treatment Facilities (MTFs) i n  
their BRAC 93 analyses. Nominations of the Military Departments 
of MTF closures or realignments will be reviewed by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs (ASD(HA)) and returned to 
the Secretaries of the Military Departments. The final 
recommendations of the Secretaries of the Military Departments to 
the Secretary of Defense will include the views of the ASD(HA), 
if different from those of the Secretaries of the Military 
Departments. 



The Secretar ies  of t h e  Mili tary Departments and ASD(HA1, 
working together through t h e  Health Affairs  Base Closure Jo in t  
Service Working Group, may a l s o  ident i fy  MTFs a s  candidates f o r  
closure o r  reduction, such a s  when multiple DoD heal th  care 
delivery a c t i v i t i e s  c rea te  overlapping catchment areas  o r  when 
small beneficiary populations res ide  within areas where more cost  
e f fec t ive  a l t e rna t ives  should be considered. Working group 
recommendations w i l l  be forwarded t o  t h e  Secretar ies  of t h e  
Mili tary Departments f o r  inclusion i n  t h e i r  f i n a l  recommendations 
a s  appropriate. If t h e  Secretary of a Mili tary Department 
disagrees w i t h  a closure recommendation forwarded by t h e  Health 
Affa i rs  Base Closure Jo in t  Service Working Group, t h e  Secretary 
s h a l l  forward the Group's recommendation with t h e  Secretary's 
reason f o r  disagreeing, t o  t h e  Secretary of Defense. 

Peturn on Investment (ROT1 

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and 
reported with DoD Components' j u s t i f i ca t ions  f o r  each recommended 
closure or  realignment package. A l l  cos ts  and savings 
a t t r ibu tab le  over t i m e  t o  a closure o r  realignment package, 
subject  t o  t h e  below guidance, should be calculated, including 
cos t s  o r  savings a t  receiving locations. Costs o r  savings 
elements t h a t  a r e  ident i f ied,  but determined t o  be insignif icant ,  
need not be calculated. However, DoD Component records should 
indica te  t h a t  determination. 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 
ca lcu la tes  re turn  on investment. ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum One 
required t h e  Mil i tary Departments and Defense Agencies t o  use the  
current  COBRA version (4.0) ,  i n  order t o  ensure consistency i n  
methodology. Although t h e  model does not produce budget qua l i ty  
data,  it uses standard cost  f ac to r s  and algorithms t o  estimate 
cos ts  and savings over t i m e .  

W e  recognize t h a t  Mili tary Department and Defense Agency 
planning and accounting mechanisms are su f f i c i en t ly  d i f f e ren t  t o  
warrant Depart!nent/Agency specific standard cost  f ac to r s  i n  t h e  
COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must jus t i fy  the  use of 
such cost fac tors .  

Attachment 1 provides addi t ional  guidance on t h e  COBRA model 
and re turn  on investment calculations f o r  those r a r e  instances 
when it is impossible t o  use t h e  COBRA model f o r  calculations.  

Specif ic  ins t ruc t ions  follow f o r  t h e  calculat ion of heal th  
care  costs ,  unemployment costs,  Homeowners Assistance Program and 
environmental costs,  and savings f o r  input t o  t h e  COBRA model. 



o Bealth Care Costs 

oo CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can 
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments 
involving Military Treatment Facilities. 

oo Medicare Costs Medicare costs will not be included 
in DoD Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
Part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The only 
appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those portions of 
the Part B costs that exceed the monthly premiums paid by the 
members/beneficiaries. Therefore, total Medicare appropriations 
will not significantly change return on investment calculations. 

o ynem~lovment Costs The Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the 
contributions attributable to closures and realignments in their 
cost calculations. 

o Homeowners Assistance Proaram (HAPL The Secretary of the 
Army will provide each Military Department and Defense Agency 
with a list of installations that have a reasonable probability 
of having a HAP program approved, should the installation be 
selected for closure or realignment. HAjP costs will be included 
for each of the installations so identified by the Secretary of 
the Army. 

o Environmental Restoration Costs Environmental 
Restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in 
cost of closure calculations. DoD has a legal obligation for 
environmental restoration regardless of whether a base is closed 
or realigned. Where closing or realigning installations have 
unique contamination problems requiring environmental 
restoration, these will be considered as a potential limitation 
on near-term community reuse of the installation. 

o Environmental Com~liance Costs Environmental compliance 
costs can be a factor in a base closure or realignment decision. 
Costs associated with bringing existing practices into compliance 
with environmental rules and regulations can potentially be 
avoided when the base closes. Environmental compliance costs may 
be incurred at receiving locations also, and therefore will be 
estimated. 



o >and Valug Given e x i s t i n g  s t a t u t e  and p r a c t i c e  
regarding the d i sposa l  of r e a l  property,  e spec i a l l y  pub l i c  
b e n e f i t  t r a n s f e r s ,  land and f a c i l i t i e s  value may not  always be 
r ea l i z ed .  I n  cases  where some proceeds can be expected, M i l i t a r y  
Departments and Defense Agencies must e s t imate  the  amount t o  be 
received f o r  such r e a l  property.  Estimated land and f a c i l i t y  
va lue  w i l l  genera l ly  be based on t h e  an t i c ipa t ed  h ighes t  and best 
use  f o r  the land  and f a c i l i t i e s .  assuming appropr ia te  zoning, 
un l e s s  r e a d i l y  ava i l ab l e  i n f o r m ~ = i o n  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  zoning is 
l i k e l y  t o  be more r e s t r i c t i v e .  Where i n s t a l l a t i o n s  have unique 
contamination problems, a po r t i on  of t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  may have t o  
be segregated from d i sposa l  s o  t h a t  community reuse  may proceed 
on the balance. Estimated value  should be adjusted:  f o r  any 
such parce l ing ,  inc luding d iscount ing  proceeds when s a l e  of 
contaminated proper ty  i s  pos s ib l e  only after cleanup is complete; 
f o r  reduced p r i c e s  where proper ty  is l i k e l y  t o  be s o l d  f o r  
r e s t r i c t e d  uses; or ,  when s i g n i f i c a n t  public b e n e f i t  discount  
t r a n s f e r s  are an t i c ipa ted .  

o Force Structure Savinus The savings assoc ia ted  with 
f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  drawdowns s h a l l  nor be included i n  the r e t u r n  on 
investment ca lcu la t ions .  While decreased fo r ce  s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  
o f t e n  be t h e  underlying reason f o r  recommending base c losures  o r  
realignments,  t h e  savings assoc ia ted  with c lo s ing  bases should be 
founded on t h e  e l imina t ion  of base opera t ing  support (BOS), 
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and r e l a t e d  cos t s .  

o &Jxtarv Construct io . . Mil i t a ry  Departments and Defense 
Agencies w-pated const ruct ion  requirements 
(barracks  square feet, etc.) t o  implement a BRAC rccoxnmendation 
and no t  a c t u a l  p ro j ec t s .  These requirements only become p r o j e c t s  
dur ing t h e  implementation phase after t he  Commission meets and 
a f t e r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  site surveys are conducted and formal p r o j e c t  
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

o Construct ion Cost Avoidances Closing and r ea l i gn ing  
bases  can r e s u l t  i n  cons t ruct ion  cos t  avoidances. Cost 
avoidances should inc lude  FY94-99 programed m i l i t a r y  and family 
housing cons t ruc t ion  t h a t  can be avoided a t  t h e  c lo s ing  o r  
r e a l i g n i n g  base, o the r  than  new-mission const ruct ion .  



COBRA Model Assum~tions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

o Jocal Moves. Moves of less than 50 miles will not incur 
PCS moving costs. 

o Prlorxtv Place . . ment Svstem Costs. Forty-one percent of 
all employees placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program will be relocated at government expense (based 
on historical data) . 

o Students. For the purposes of return on investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
modelt s calculation of overhead costs, and as- appropriate, 
estimates of military construction requirements. 

Economic Impacts 

Attachment 2 provides guidance on the calculation of 
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving communities. 

Attachment 3 provides guidance on documenting environmental 
impact considerations at closing, realigning and receiving 
locations. 

- - 

For environmental impact considerations, there is no need to 
undertake new environmental studies. DoD Components may use all 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for what purpose it was collected. If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study must 
collect the same information from all bases in the DoD 
Component's base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in information so that all bases can be treated equally. 
Attachment 3 provides a sample of the reporting format used to 
summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 



Peceivina Bases 

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases. The COBRA model will calculate the 
costs for relocating such units or activities. DoD Components do 
not need to identify specific receiving bases for units or 
tenants with less than 100 civilian/military employees. Finding 
homes for these activities can be left to execution, However, 
DoD Components should establish a generic xa within the 
COBRA model to act as the surrogate receiving base for the 
aggregation of these smaller units or activities, in order to 
ensure completeness of cost and savings calculations. 

Beserve Enclaves 

On each base designated for closure or realignment the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision bas been made to include an enclave 
or relocate guard and reserve units, the effected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Component's 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs of fitting out an enclave for 
reserve component or guard use will be estimated. 

Military Departments and Defense Agencies must document the 
receipt of valid requests received under section 2924 of P O L ,  
101-510 and document the steps taken to give them special 
consideration. Such documentation is subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office, the Commission and the Congress. 

Release of Informatioq 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, established the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission to review the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations and to conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. Unless specifically required by law, data used 
by the DoD Components to analyze and evaluate military 
installations will not be released until the Secretary's 
recommendations have been forwarded to the Commission. 



The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special 
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Secretary's selection process. As such, the GAO 
will be provided, upon request, with as much information as 
possible without compromising the deliberative process. The 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies must keep records of 
all data provided to the GAO. 

f ic t ions  With Mult iple  I n s t a l l a t i o n  Im~actz 

This expands the policy guidance on cumulative impacts on 
installations previously provided in ASD(PCL1 Policy Memorandum 
One. 

As the DoD Components review their base structure or conduct 
functional studies with base closure or realignment impacts, a 
determination must be made as to whether a review or study 
impacting more than one installation should be considered-a 
single action under P.L. 101-510. To be considered a single 
action, the review or study must: 

(1) Result in the closure or realignment of at least one 
installation which would trigg6r the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2) Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any-one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire action. 

Attachment 4 describes the reporting formats for: (1) the 
anticipated DoD report t o  the  omission; and (2) Military 
Department and Defense Agency justifications for their March 15, 
1993, closure and realignment recommendations. 

F 

Attachments 
1. Return on Investment Calculations 
2. Economic Impact Calculations 
3. Environmental Impact Considerations 
4. Report Format 



Return on Investment Calculations (COBRA Alternati~el 

In  those  rare ins tances  when use of the  COBRA model i s  not 
poss ible ,  Return on Investment can be calcula ted as follows: 

1) Asray a11 t h e  ca lcu la ted  cos t s  and savings by 
f i s c a l  year f o r  the  c losure  o r  realignment option. w 

Costs and savings should be arrayed un inf la ted  f o r  
20 years,  

2 )  Discount each year o f t h e  ne t  cos t s  o r  savings A 

using a 10 percent discount r a t e .  

3 Determine t h e  f i s c a l  year t h e  c losure  o r  
realignment is completed. The year of t h e  closure 
is defined as the  year i n  which t h e  majori ty of 
personnel have left, and t h e  mission and funct ions  
cease t o  be performed a t  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  For 
t hese  calcula t ions ,  a closure o r  realignment can 
be considered complete even i f  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  is 
i n  caretaker s t a t u s .  

4 )  Count the number of years,  after the year of 
completion, it t akes  f o r  t h e  n e t  present  value t o  
reach zero o r  become negative. T h i s  nurnber is  t h e  
r e tu rn  on investment years. 

5 )  Sum t h e  discounted n e t  costs/savings f o r  the  20- 
year period. T h i s  sum is t h e  20-year ne t  present  
value. 

OMB Circu la r  A-94 appl ies  t o  these  calcula t ions ,  i n  general,  
by specifying a 10 percent  discount r a t e  and zero percent  
i n f l a t i o n .  

Exceptions t o  t h e  above guidance w i l l  be considered on a 
case  by case b a s i s  by ASD(PCL) i f  warranted. 

Attachment 1 



pconomic Xm~act Calculations 

Economic impact on communities will be measured by the 
direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and 
realigning bases, as well as at receiving locations. 

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) will design and 
update computer spreadsheets with the appropriate multipliers to 
measure indirect economic impacts. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies will be 
responsible for determining changes in military, civilian and 
contractor employment at each base. Only contractor personnel 
employed on the base, or in the immediate vicinity, which support 
on-base activities will be considered. This is the direct 
employment impact. The OEA spreadsheets have a place for entry 
of this data which will be a Military Department and Defense 
Agency responsibility. Once entered, the computerized 
spreadsheet will calculate the economic impact (the direct and 
indirect effect on employment) of the closure or realignment for 
each affected installation. The military and DoD civilian data 
used for calculating the economic impact must be the same as used 
in the COBRA model. 

Attachment 2 



S W Y  OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNKENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Location 

(Provide a w a r y  statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignmcnt action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes ate not meant to be a11 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened or Endangered Species 

o wetlands 

0 Historic or archeological sites 

o Pollution Control 

o Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

o Land Use and Airspace Implications 

o Programed Environmental CostslCost Avoidances 

Attachment 3 



Department of Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment 
Report to the Codssion 

Executive Surr~rrary (Volume 1) 

1. 1993 Base Closure Procedures 
2. Force Structure Summary - Unclassified 
3. Final Criteria 
4. Compilation of Recommendations 
5. fmplcmcntation 

u i. Public Law 101-510 (as amended) 
ii. Section 2687, Title 10, US Co& 

iii. DoD Policy Hemoran& 
iw. Base Structure Sumnary  
v. History of Base Closures 

a vi. Index of Affected Bases 6 Personnel -cts 

PLL 
Joint Staff 

PLL 
PCL 
PLL 

PCL 
PCL 
P LL 
PCL 
PCL 
PCL 

Force Structure Plan (classified) ( V o l ~  11) Joint Staff 

Department of the A m y  Analyses and Reco~ndations (Volume 111) w 
1. Executive Summary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service Projected Force Structure 
4. Service Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Recolnmcndations (see attached format) 
7. Budget fmpacts 
8. Classified Appendices (if required) 

Department of the Navy  Analyses and Rcconmrandations (Volume N) N a v  L -tine Corps 

Exacutive Sumnary 
Statement of Purpose 
Service Projected Force Structure 
Service Process 
Description of Analyses 
Reconunendations (see attached format) 
Budget Impacts 
Classified Appendices (if required) 

Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force 

1. Executive Sununary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service Projected Porce Structure 
4. Service Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Recormnendations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. Classified ~ppendices (if required) 

Defense ~gencies Analyses and Reconmcnd8tions (Volume V I )  Defense Agencies 

1. Executive Sumnary 
2. Statement of Purpose 

s 3. Agency Projected Force Structure 
4. Agency Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Reconmendations (see attached foxmat) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8 .  Classified Appendices (if required) 

Attachment 4 



Rrmm of Recosunandation 
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State] 

Rocommanbtioa: Describe what is to be closed and/or realigned; 
units, functions or organizations that will be eliminated or 
moved; identify the receiving installations, if applicable; and 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the 
base, if applicable. 

Joatific8tion: Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i.e., 
force structure reductions, mission transfer, consolidation or 
elimination, excess capacity,-etc., as applicable. 

Y 

*act: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the 
local community~s economy in terms of direct and indirect 

1 

employment loss. Also include an estimate of the cost of 
implementing the recommendation and expected annual savings after 
implementation. 

Attachment to Attachment 4 



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 203018000 
December 9 .  1992 

PRODUCTION AUO 
LOGISTIC. 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 93) 
Recommendations 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments and other DoD 
Components shall submit their recommendations for base 
realignments or closures under Public Law 101-510 to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) by 
8:OOam on February 22, 1993, 

ASD (PCL) will process and forward the recommendations to the 
Secretary of Defense for approval. Recommendations should be 
submitted in the format described in ASD(P&L) Base Closure Policy 
Memorandum Two, 

Colin WcWllen 



M E  DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

10 DecaPber 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
~RJDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Selection Cr i t e r i a  

The attached 1993 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 93) 
Selection Cr i t e r i a ,  required by Section 2903 (b) of P .Lo 101-510, 
form t h e  basis ,  along with t h e  force s t ruc tu re  plan, of t h e  base 
closure and realignment process, DoD components s h a l l  use these 
c r i t e r i a  i n  t h e  base s t ruc tu re  analysis  t o  nominate BRAC 93 
closure o r  realignment candidates. The c r i t e r i a  w i l l  a l s o  be 
used by t h e  1993 Defense Bast Closure and Realignment Commission 
i n  t h e i r  review of t h e  Department of Defense f i n a l  
recommendations. 

Attachment 



Department of Defense Final Criteria 
for 

Closing and Realigning 
Military Installations Inside the United States 

In selecting rniliw installations for closure or realignment, the 
Dcpment  of Defense, giving priority consideration to military value 
(the first four criteria below), wU considec 

1. The cumnt and future mission requirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's total force. 

. . 

2. The availab'ity and condition of Iand, facilities and . 
associated airspace at both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency. mobiization, 
and hturc total force requirements at both the existing 
and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower impfiattiom. 

Return on Investment 

5. 'Lhc extent and timing of potential costs and savings, 
including the number of years, beginning with the date 
of completion of the closure or realignment, for the 
savings to exceed the costs. 

- Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The ability of both the existing and potential rrceiving 
communities' i&astructun to support forces, missions 
and personnel. 

8. The environmental impan 



ASSISTANT SECRFTARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301- 

December 24, 1992 

MEMORRNDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF T)IE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOCI ST1 CS AND ENVIROmNT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAW (aSTAZWLTIONS - - - -  - 

AND ErnRONmNT) 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

(INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact 

Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two included guidance on the 
calculation of economic impact at closing, realigning or 
receiving bases during the 1993 round of base closures (BRAC 93). 
Specifically, the nilitary Departments and Defense Agencies are 
responsible for determining changes in military, civilian and 
contractor employment at each base ~ecommended for closure, 
realignment or as a receiving base, and entering this data into 
the economic impact spreadsheet supplied by the Office of 
Economic Ad justmcnt ' (OEM . 

To ensure that the impact of previous closures and 
realignments are reflected in cumulative economic impact 
considerations, data must also be entered for closed, realigned 
or gaining bases identified during BRAE 88 and B W  91. This 
information should be readily available in your BRAC 91 economic 
impact spreadsheet printouts. Any adjustments to previous B M C  
88 or BRAC 91 actions necessitated by BRAC 93 recommendations 
should also be made on the spreadsheets (i.e., personnel now 
going to Base instead of Base " X a r  etc). 

We will combine Departmcnt/Agency spreadsheets to determine 
DoD-wide cumulative economic impact within each defined 
geographic area, 

If you have m y  questions please contact Mr. Don Wiglionico 
at 697-8050. 

David J. Berteau 
Principal Deputy 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
W A S H I N G T O N .  D.C. ZOJ01-BO00 

JAN 2 8 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASS1 STANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAW (INSTALLATIONS AND 
ENVIRONMENT) . 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Base Closure and ~ealignment-Additional Guidance 

As we go through the final weeks of preparation before 
presenting a list of closure candidates to the Secretary, I want 
to review a few remaining details for your submissions which are 
due on February 22, 1993, 

o We will need 5 hard copies of your unclassified section 
and 5 copies of your classified submission (if 
required) of the final report (refer to ASD(PLL) Base 
Closure Policy Memorandum Two, attachment 4). We will 
need additional copies in March for distribution to the 
Commission, Congress, the GAO, etc. 

o Your aRecommendationa pages need not necessarily be 
limited to one page. The importance your "one-pagea 
recommendations and justifications will play in this 
process cannot be over emphasized, especially the 
recommendations, which must be complete. Therefore, 
the ability to withstand public and Commission scrutiny 
overrides the desire for brevity. Although they are 
part of your f i n a l  report, w e  w i l l  a l s o  need your 
wRecommendation" pages on a 5 1/4" or 3 1/2" floppy 
disk in Wordperfect 5.0 or 5.1. 

o We will need a copy of the COBRA Personnel Movement 
Report (refer to page 125, COBRA User's Manual) for 
each base in your closure/realignment scenarios. 



o Wewillneedaprintoutandcomputerdisk of your 
economic impact spreadsheets f o r  your BRAC 93 
recommendations. 

o We w i l l  a l s o  need t h e  number of mil i tary,  c i v i l i a n ,  and 
estimated Base Operating Support contractor unployees 
on board each of your BMC 88 and BRAC 91 closures and 
realignments a s  of June 30, 1991. This information 
w i l l  be used t o  ca lcu la te  DoD-wide cumulative impact by 
OASD (PLL) . Refer t o  ASD (PCL) memorandum of December 
24, 1992. 

o The above data and information i s  a11 due February 22, 
1993. 

Based on our review of t h e  new OMB Circular A-94 (October 
29, 1992) t h e  discount r a t e  f o r  COBRA Return on Investment 
Calculations has been changed t o  7 percent vice  10 percent. 
Please make t h i s  change t o  t h e  COB- standard fac tors  f i l e  and 
note t h e  change i n  your copy of Base Closure Policy Memorandum 
TWO, dated December 4, 1992. Also, s ince t h e  COBRA model is  
being continually refined, please de le te  any references t o  
"version 4.0" i n  t h e  memorandum. 

Finally,  I want t o  take t h i s  opportunity t o  thank you and 
your s t a f f s  f o r  a11 your support and hard work during t h i s  BMC 
93 process. 

 avid 3. Berteau 
Principal  Deputy Assistant  Secretary 

of Defense (Production and Logis t ics)  



Appendix E 

DoD Base Structure - Summary of 
Domestic and Overseas Reductions 

Table 1A - Major Domestic Closures 

U.S. Bases 
Bases BRAC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 Remaining Reduction 

Air Force 206 -5 -13 -4 1 84 11% 

Defense Agencies 2 0 0 - -2 10 17% 

Totals 495 -16 -26 -3 1 422 15% ' 

Table 1B - Major Domestic Realignments 

Bases 
BRAC 88 MuUl BRAC 93 Affected 

Nav y/USMC 1 12 5 18 

Air Force 0 2 3 5 

6 Defense Agencies A 3 3 1 

Totals 
* 



Table 1C - Summary of Domestic Plant Replacement Value (PRV) Reductions 
($Billions) 

PRV 
EEkil BRAC 88191 m&u3 Remaining Reduction 

Totals 483.0 -44.8 -29.1 409.1 15% 

Note: Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all the buildings, pavements, 
and utilities at a base. DoD mames progress in tarns of plant replacement value because it 
is a better mcasm of the magnitude of reductions in infrsrstructurc than simply counting large 
bases and small bases equally. 



Table 2A - Base Structure - Summary of Actions to End or Reduce 
Operations Overseas 

(Number of Sites) 

Announced 
FY 91 - to Date Remaining Reduction 

Europe 
-Y 847 440 407 

k 
52% 

NavytUSMC 85 24 6 1 28% 
Air Force 470 185 285 39% 

Pa@clEast Asiu 
-Y 112 18 94 16% 
NavyIUSMC 26 11 15 42% 
Air Force 79 8 71 10% 

Westcm Hemisphenl 
Misc. Locations 

Army 15 13 2 87% 
NavyIUSMC 9 3 6 33% 
Air Farce 26 2 - 24 8% 

Totals 1,669 704 965 42% 

Table 2B - Base Structure - Summary of Overseas Reductions by 
Plant Replacement Value (PRV) 

Planned 
Announced Thru Total 

l93l to Date FY 96 Reduction Reduction 

Army 53.9 17.9 6.0 23.9 44% 
R NavyWSMC 26.4 6.4 1 .O 7.4 28% 

Air Force 60.2 E!,2 3 22.2 37% 

Totals 1405 435 10.0 53.5 38% 





Appendix F 

History of Base Closures 

Background 

In the early 1960s. under the direction of President Kennedy, Secretary of 
Defense McNamara developed and subsequently implemented the most extensive base 
realignment and closure program in the history of the United States. Hundreds of base 
closures and realignments took place during this period, and more than 60 major bases 
were closed. Criteria govemhg bases selected for closure were established primarily 
within the O&ct of the Secretary of Defense, with minimal consultation with the 
Milimy Dqamnats or the Congress. 

The Congress had not anticipated the broad extent of these actions, and their 
cumdative political impact was substantial. With very few exceptions, the closure 
actions were viewed negatively by the Congms. 

Legislative History of Section 2687 

In 1965, the Congress passed legislation setting up reporting requirements 
designed to involve itself in any DoD base closure program. The legislation was 
vetoed by Resident Johnson and the confrontation between the Executive and 
Legislative branches of government grew. Despite this situation. the Department of 
Defense was able to complete base &-nk and closures routinely &roughout the 
1960s. 

During the early 1970s. the Department found it increasingly diff~cult to realign 
or close instaIla&ions due to qcatd attempts by the Congress to regulate the base 
closure pmces~ and to limit or deny base closure funding. In 1976, the Military 
Construction Authorization Bill contained a provision prohibiting any base closure or 
reduction of mare than 250 civilian employees until the Department had notified 
Congress of the proposed actions, assessed the personnel and economic impacts. 
followed the study provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and 
waited nine months. This bill was vetoed by President Ford and the Congressional 
veto ovcnide effort failed. 



In 1977, however, Resident Carter approved legislation requiring the 
Department to notify Congress that a base is a candidate for reduction or closure; 
prepare local economic, environmental, and strategic consquenct reports; and wait 60 
days for Congress' response. The legislation was mdifkd as Section 2687, Title 10, 
U.S. Code and is at Appendix B. Section 2687, coupled with the requirements of 
NEPA, effectively brought base closures to a halt. 

The Next Decade 

Far the next decade after passage of Section 2687, all attempts at closing major 
installations met with failure, and even pposed movements of small military units 
wue frustrated. 

Given that situation, M d e n t  Reagan's Adrninistra!ion began discussing with 
the Congress the development of a comphensive proposal recommending base 
closures to Congress. The Resident's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control m e  
Gnux Commission) included in its 1983 report a finding that economies could be 
made in the base stmcturc. They ~ccomrnended that a non-partisan, independent 
commission be established to study tbe base clostne issue in a less constrained process 
and submit a list of closurts. Nothing came of these early efforts. 

Thc 1988 Base Closwe Commission 

In 1988, Sarctary of Defense Carlucci recognized that the stalemate between 
the Executive Branch and Legislafive Branch had to be hrokcn. The D e f ~  budget 
by 1988 had declined for t h e  straight years from the 1985 peak of the Reagan 
Administration buildup and was predicted to decline Ma.  

On May 3, 1988, Secretary Carlpcci chartered the Defense Sccrctq's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure to ~ ~ ~ ~ m m c n d  military bases within the 
United Sta&s for Wgnmtnt and closurt. Legislation subsequently passed by the 
Congress an? enacted by the -dent (Public Law 100-526) endorsed this approach 
and provided nlief from certain statutory provisions which were impediments to the 
completion of base closures. 

Enactment of this legislation constitutes an agreement bet- the Legislative 
and the Executive Branches that improvement in tfie military basing structure could be 
a means of rcakbg savings in the defense budget, whik not impairing the ability of 
the armed forces to carry out their missions. 



The 1988 Commission's Recommendations 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission issued its report in December of 1988. It 
recommended closing 86 military installations and realigning 13 installations. An 
additional 46 installations were designated for increases as units and activities relocated 
as a result of the fecommendcd closures and realignments. A recap of the major 1988 
base closures and realignments is at Table 1 of this Appendix. 

The 1988 Commission was r t ~ a  to base its recommendations on the force 
structure anticipatai in 1988, which was stable. Even so, they recommended the 
closure of about 3 percent of the domestic base structure. 

Implementing the 1988 Commission's Recommendations 

Secretary Carlucci was required by Public Law 1W526 to accept or reject the 
1988 Commission's rccornmendarions in their entirety. In January of 1989, he 
accepted a of the ~tcommenda&ions. The law provided Congress with the same 
o p p o ~ t y  and by May of 1989, the Congressional review period expirtd without the 
enactment of a joint resolution of disapproval. Consquently, the recommendations of 
the 1988 Commission now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1988 recommendations is 
on track. The closures and dgnments  wen required to begin by January of 1990 
and must be completed by October of 1995. DoD's comprehensive financial plan for 
these closures indicates that DoD will mlize a net savings during implementation (FY 
89-95) of ova $300 million and annual savings of $700 million each year thereafter. 
These savings could be fuxtha enhanced if expected land sale proceeds of $1.1 biion 
arcrealhi. 

The January 1990 List of Candidates 

The world situation was changing fast at tht end of 1989 as DoD was preparing 
to send its revised FY 1991 Budget to the Congress. The Berlin wall had fallen, the 
Warsaw Pact was weakening, democracy was spreading throughout the region, and 
Soviet-US. relationships were improving worldwide. 

It became clear that DoD's force structure and budget could decline dramatically 
over the next several years, in response to reduced tensions and threats worldwide. 
Base closures and realignments, therefore, became a part of each Military Department's 
budget strategy for balancing their base structure with their declining force structure. 



The 1988 Commission, however, was a one-time Commission and without other 
changes to the public laws, closing bases meant using the very same Section 2687 
procedures that had stopped base closures for over a decade. 

Since it could take 1-2 years to complete the q u i d  base closure and 
enviromtel impact studies, the Senetary of Defense decided he had to get started. 
In this way, DoD could have some studies completed in time to submit to Congress 
with DoD's N 1992/1993 Budget in January of 1991. 

In January 1990, the S- announ& a list of candidates for closures and 
milignrnents which began the 1-2 year muired study proccsS. 

Public Law 101-510 

Most of the January 1990 studies w m  neva completed, for in November of 
1990 Congress passed and the Resident signed Public Law 101-510 (see Appendix A). 
Thc law required that DoD begin its review of the base structure anew, without regard 
to the January 1990 list of candidates except when the study was below the numerical 
thresholds established by Public Law 101-510. The law established independent 
Presidential Commissions in 1991,1993 and 1995 to review the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations for base closures and mligmcnts in those years. 

The 1991 Base Closure Process 

The first of the three Commissions to operate under the new law (P.L. 101-510) 
d v e d  ! k m t q  of Defense Chcncy's mcommndations far base closures and 
realignments on April 12,1991. Those mommendations were based on approved 
final selection criteria and a 6-year force stmctm plan as required by the law. By 
1991, the Warsaw Pact had disintegrated and, therefore, DoD was planning on further 
force drawdowns. 

Consequently, the ~ ~ J I N  of Defense mmmended a significant base 
structure drawdown involving 31 major base closures and 48 realignments. The 
Commission accepted approximately 90 ptrccnt of those mommendations and in its 
report to the President of July 1991, xccommcndcd the closure of 27 major bases and 
the realignment of 48 others. A recap of the major 1991 base closures and 
realignments is at Table 1 of this Appendix. 



Implementing the 1991 Commhsion's Recommendations 

The President accepted all of the Commission's recommendations on July 11, 
1991, and forwarded the Commission's report with his approval to the Congress. The 
Congressional review period established by P.L. 101 -5 10 expired without enactment of 
a joint resolution of disapproval. Consequently, the recommendations of the 1991 
Commission now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1991 recommendations 
arc on track The closures and realignments at.e required to begin by July of 1993 and 
must be completed by July of 1997. DoD's comprehensive financial plan for these 
closures indicates that DoD will rwlizc a net savings during implementation (FY 92- 
97) of over $1.4 biion and annual savings of $1.4 million each year thereafter. These 
savings could be firrther enhanced if expected land sale proceeds of $1.7 billion an 
real id .  

The 1993 Base Closure Process 

'Ibc 1993 base closure process is described in detail in the body of this report. 



Table 1 - BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECAP 
8.wlir: B u c S r r P r P r r R q a o n ( 4 9 5 - U S ~ 1 0 ~ d . . . . u y . i m )  

88 Commission 

Chrmntr.CLFB,L 
Mntha AFB, CA 
Perre AFB, NH 
C-IP AFB, CA 
Nmoo Am, CA 
Naval S t u b  Bmoklyn, NY 

Phit Naval Hasp, PA Jcffasuo Proving Gmmd, IN 
N8~8lSertiooG8lVC8tabTx -AYW~%= 
N8vJSutionhkCChsrlef,U hyMatcrinlTcchIrb.MA 
P i e s i d i o o f S a ~ * C A  -Douekr*VT 
FatSbaid~m,It Cuaaoa Strrtioa, VA 

FatBeoHmrisoll,IN 
Fat Dmns, MA 
FmOrbCA 
-ArmyDepaCCA 
Huaas-Anna,CA 
Tusrin MCAS, CA 
Chase Ficld NAS. TX 
MoffeCt NAS, CA 
~ v a l S ~ L u a g ~ C A  

~ r ~ i l l  AFB, FL NAVNR ~q a, r NJ 
BcJeAFB,CA NAVAIR Devel CU, W m ,  PA 
AVSWMIIROSCOM. MO NAVAIR Pmprl CI1. lhntm NJ 
Fat Omfie. AR NAV ORD ST& Indim HCILI, MD 
FathkU NAV AviaaiEI CU, IndinnpdiS IN 
Lumkamy Anny Dcjmt, PA NAV Cocul Syr CU, PPrrPmr City. FL 
Ro&ldmdCL1ICIYl,xL NAVoRDST&LwisviUc,KY 

Fat Holabird MD 
Fm Jkvas. MA 
F m  McPhcrsoa, GA 

GrilmnAFB.IN 
lniag m, ME 
Irrwy AFB, CO 
Myrtle Bcrch AFB, SC 

ARS* MO 
RirkeaboEka AGB, OH 
Williaans AFB, AZ 
Wlutsmitb AFB, MI 
c8stk Am* CA 

NAV Surf W p  Ctr, White Oak, MD 
NAV U W  W a r h  Eng Seq 

Keypat WA 
N A V W p r s C o ; U ~ i n a b b , ~ ~  
NAV Wpls Sup Ch, Cnme. IN 
RcMislcTstCrr.PPintMugu,CA 



Appendix G 

Areas of Commission Special Interest 

The 1991 Commission recommended that the Secretary of Defense propose for 
consideration in the FY 1992 or FY 1993 Defense Authorization Bill a fair-market 
exchange of land and facilities (at MCAS Tustin) for construction of military facilities 
at Twentynine Palms or Camp Pendleton. The Department submitted such language 
but the Congress did not pass it. The Secretary of Defense has made an additional 
recommendation for the 1993 Commission's consideration regarding MCAS Tustin. 

The 1991 Commission recommended that the Secretary of Defense distribute the 
workload from the closing Sacramento Army Depot by competition, to ensure the most 
cost-effective distribution of work. The Army took the lead in a joint-service effort to 
develop the implementation plan, selection criteria and logical groupings of the 
thousands of itcms. The Army is conducting nine workload competitions. The fmt 
competition was completed in January 1993, with the last competition expected to be 
completed in December 1993 (two and one-half years after the 1991 Commission's 
recommendation). These competitions are expected to cost DoD $15 million, not 
including increased base operating support costs, because Sacramento Army Depot 
must remain in operation longer than planned. Results of the first competition have 
confirmed the Department's original conclusion that Tobyhanna Army Depot's rates 
arc significantly lower than other depots. 

Competition is an excellent tool, used judiciously, to spur innovation and allow 
managers to apply lessons learned from competition to their steady workload. 
Competition cannot achieve efficiencies in a depot maintenance system that may have 
up to 50 pcrccnt excess capacity. 

Tbe Commission recommended that DoD confer with Congress regarding DoD 
health care policies. It is DoD policy: to operate military hospitals primarily to support 
activeduty military personnek to care for the needs of beneficiaries not served by 
military hospitals through the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
M c e s  (CHAMPUS); to close militaq hospitals if the active-duty population served 
will duct dramatically due to a bast closure. The Department worked with the 
Congress on this issue as Congress considered passing Section 722 of the DoD 



Authorization Act for FY 1993. This section establishes a joint services working 
group on the provision of military health care at basts being closed or realigned. The 
working group is required to report on alternative means for continuing to provide 
accessible health care with respect to each closure and realignment. Congress did not 
restrict DoD's ability to close mitimy hospitals. 

The Commission recommended that DoD submit its consolidation plan for the 
Defense Pinancc and Accounting Service @FAS). DFAS developed a plan for 
locating the consolidated workforce based on a site sclcctibn process d c d  
"Oppommity far Economic Growth (OEG)". Thc Secretary of Defense decided to 
reject the OEG pmcess because he was not convinced that OEG is sound public policy. 
Instead, the Secretary directed that the DFAS consolidation continue to occur, for the 
time being, at the existing five large centers. At the same time, the Secretary will be 
reviewing options for a permanent consolidation of DFAS and will make a final 
decision in the months ahead. If the review indicates any part of a consolidation plan 
would q u i r e  Base Closure Commission review, the Stcrc ta~~  will submit a 
recommendation to the 1995 Commission. 



Appendix H 

Impacts by State 
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..................................... Naval Air Facility. Detroi~ MI 87 
................................... Naval Air Facility. Midway Island 88 

.................................... Naval Air Station Alameda, CA 56 
.................................. Naval Air Station Barbers Point, HI 64 

.......................... Naval Air Station Cecil Field. Jacksonville. FL 61 
.................................... Naval Air Station Memphis. TN 79 
.................................... Naval Air Station Meridian, MS 68 

Naval Air Station. Dallas. TX ......... - ............................. 74 .................................... Naval Air Station, Glenview. IL 65 
.............................. Naval Air Station. South Weymouth. MA 69 

.................... Naval Air Technical Services Facility. Philadelphia, PA 91 
. .................. Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Trenton, NJ 90 

.................................. Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA 75 
Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, CA ................................. 57 
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacoh, FL ................................. 63 
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory Port Hueneme. CA .................... 80 
Naval E d d o n  and Training Center Newport, RI ....................... 78 
NavalElcctronicCenters ......................................... 66 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Centers ......................... 102 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Western Engineering Field Division. San 

Bruno. CA .......................................... 81 
Naval Hospital. Charleston, SC ..................................... 92 

...................................... NavalHospital.Oakland_ CA 57 ....................................... NavalH~Spi~~Orlando.  FL 84 
Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity Yoriaown, VA ................. 103 
Naval Shipyard. Charleston, SC ..................................... 72 
Naval Station Charleston, SC ...................................... 73 
Naval Station Mobile. AL ......................................... 53 
Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco. CA ........................ 58 

.................................... Naval Station, Staten Island, NY 70 
Naval Submarine Base. New London, CT .............. : ............... 75 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC ................................. 93 
Naval S u j ~ ~ l y  Center. Oakland. CA .................................. 59 
Naval Supply Center. Pensacoh, FL ................................. 84 

................ Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment White Oak, MD 77 
................. Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment Annapolis. MD 85 

.............. Naval Surface Warfare Center. Detachment Viiginia Beach, VA 94 
.................................. Naval Training Center. Orlando. FL 62 

............................... Naval Training Center, San Diego. CA 60 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment Norfok VA .................. 95 

................... Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility. Albuquerque. NM 102 



Navy Radio Transmission Facility. Annapolis. MD ....................... 86 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility. Driver. VA .......................... 94 
Newark Air Force Base. OH ...................................... 111 
O'Hare International Airport, Air Force Reserve Station. IL ................ 113 
Planning. Estimating. Repair and Alteration Centers ...................... 82 
Presidio of San Francisco. CA ..................................... - 4 7  
Public Works Center. San Francisco. CA .............................. 83 
Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base. OH ........................... 125 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL .......................................... 45 
Sea Automated Data Systems Activity. Indian Head, MD ................... 86 

..................... Stand-Alone Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers 99 
Submarine Maintenance. Engineering. Planning and Procmment, ..................................... Portsmouth, NH 89 

.......................................... TooeltArmy Depot,UT 43 
............................................ VwitHillFanns. VA 39 













DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER 8 .  BOWMAN. USN ( R W  
BEVERLY B. BYRON 

July 1, 1993 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R W  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

We are pleased to submit the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission report 
containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on a review and analysis of the 
recommendations made by the Secretary of Defense, together with the Commission's 
recommendations for closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States. 

The Commission scrutinized thousands of pages of testimony and written documentation. We held 
17 hearings across the United States, visited over 125 military activities, and met with hundreds of 
community representatives. The Commission heard from many expert witnesses, including Members 
of Congress and officials representing the Department of Defense, the General Accounting Office, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Congressional Budget Office. Our hearings, 
deliberations, and records were open to the public. 

Every installation recommended for closure or realignment enjoys a proud history of service to the 
nation. We recognize that closing a base creates economic hardship for communities that have 
offered our nation a priceless service by hosting a military facility. Nevertheless, continuing budget 
constraints mandated by Congress along with changing national security requirements compel the 
United States to reduce and realign its military forces. This report reflects the fiercely independent 
judgment of the Commission's seven members. While not one of our decisions was easy, we are 
convinced our recommendations were not only fair but will strengthen this country's ability to meet 
its domestic and international responsibilities with more limited resources. 

'J Chairman 

QAB CAPT Peter B. Bowman, USN (Ret) 

Commissioner 

Commissioner 
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Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 

Naval Education and Training Center 
Newport, Rhode Island 

Naval Station Staten Island, New York 

Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft 
Division, Trenton, New Jersey 

Defense Clothing Factory 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities 

- Naval Electronics Security 
Systems Engineering Center, 
Washington, DC 

- Bureau Navy Personnel, Arlington 
- Military Manpower Management 

Arlington 
- Naval Air Systems Command, 

Arlington 
- Naval Facilities Engineering 

Command, Alexandria 
- Naval Recruiting Command, 

Arlington 
- Naval Sea Systems Command, 

Arlington 
- Defense Printing Office, Alexandria 
- Security Group Command, 

Potomac, Washington, DC 
- Security Group Station 

and Detachment Potomac, 
Washington, DC 

- Tactical Support Office, Arlington 
Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
White Oak Detachment, Maryland 

Vint Hills Farm, Virginia 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia 

Norfolk Area, Virginia 

- Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
- Naval Undersea Warfare Center 

Norfolk 
- Naval Electronics Engineering 

Center Portsmouth 
- Naval Surface Warfare Center 

Virginia Beach 

12. Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Shipyard Charleston, South Carolina 

13. Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida 

14. Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida 
Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida 

15. Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

16. Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida 

17. Naval Station Mobile, Alabama 

18. Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas 

19. Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

20. Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Ohio 

2 1. Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 

22. Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan 

23. O'Hare International Airport Air Force 
Reserve Station Chicago, Illinois 

24. Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 

25. K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan 

26. Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

27. San Francisco Bay Area, California 
- Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo 
- Naval Air Station Alameda 
- Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
- Naval Hospital Oakland 
- Public Works Center, San Francisco 
- Naval Station Treasure Island, 

San Francisco 
28. Presidio of Monterey Annex, California 

29. Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory 
Port Hueneme, California 

30. Marine Corps Air Station 
Tustin, California 

3 1. March Air Force Base, California 

32. Naval Training Center 
San Diego, California 

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam 





On November 5 ,  1990, President George Bush 
signed Public Law 101-510, which established 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission "to provide a fair process that will 
result in the timely closure and realignment of 
military installations inside the United States." 
Public Law 101-510 (Title XXIX, as amended) 
required the Secretary of Defense to submit a 
list of proposed military base closures and 
realignments to the Commission by March 15, 
1993 (see Appendix A). The statute also 
required the Secretary of Defense to base all 
recommendations on a force-structure plan 
submitted to Congress with the Department's 
FY 1994 budget request and on selection crite- 
ria developed by the Secretary of Defense and 
approved by Congress. 

Upon the Commission's receipt of the Secretary 
of Defense's recommendations, PL 101-510 
required the Commission to hold public hear- 
ings to discuss the recommendations before it 
made any findings. To change any of the 
Secretary's recommendations, the law required 
the Commission to find substantial deviation 
from the Secretary's force-structure plan and the 
final criteria approved by Congress. 

The Commission's process was a model of 
open government. Its recommendations resulted 
from an independent review of the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations, absent political or 
partisan influence. As part of its review and 
analysis process, the Commission solicited 
information from a wide variety of sources. Most 
important, communities were given a seat at 
the table. The Commission held investigative 
hearings, conducted over 125 fact-finding visits 
to activities at each major candidate installa- 
tion, held 17 regional hearings nationwide to 
hear from affected communities, listened to hun- 
dreds of Members of Congress and responded 
to the hundreds of thousands of letters from 
concerned citizens from across the country. The 
Commission staff members maintained an 
active and ongoing dialogue with communities, 

and met throughout the process with commu- 
nity representatives at the Commission offices, 
during base visits, and during regional hearings. 

The Commission also held seven investigative 
hearings in Washington, DC, to question Mili- 
tary Department representatives directly respon- 
sible for the Secretary's recommendations. Several 
defense and base closure eyperts within the federal 
government, private sectbr, and academia pro- 
vided an independent assessment of the base- 
closure process and the potential impacts of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. All of 
the Commission's hearings and deliberations 
were held in public. Most were broadcast on 
national television (see Appendices F and G). 

Based on the Commission's review and analy- 
sis, alternatives and additions to the Secretary's 
list were considered and voted upon. On March 
29, 1993, and on May 21, 1993, the Commis- 
sion voted to add a total of 73 installations 
for further consideration as alternatives and 
additions to the 165 bases recommended for 
closure or realignment by the Secretary of 
Defense (see Appendix E). 

Communities that contributed to our country's 
national security by hosting a military facility 
for many years should rest assured their pleas 
were heard, and did not go unnoticed. The Com- 
mission would also like to reassure communi- 
ties there can be life after a base is closed. 
However, economic recovery is in large part 
dependent upon a concerted community effort 
to look towards the future. The same dedicated 
effort expended by communities over the last 
several months to save their bases should be 
redirected towards building and implementing 
a reuse plan that will revitalize the community 
and the economy. 

The Department of Defense Office of Economic 
Adjustment (OEA) was established to help com- 
munities affected by base closures, as well as 
other defense program changes. The OEA's prin- 
cipal objective is to help the communities 
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affected by base closures to maintain or restore 
economic stability. According to an OEA sur- 
vey, approximately 158,000 new jobs were 
created between 1961 and 1992 to replace nearly 
93,000 jobs lost as a result of base closures. 
The OEA has also been working with 47 com- 
munities located near bases recommended for 
closure by the 1988 and 1991 Commissions, 
and has provided $20 million in grants to help 
communities develop reuse plans. 

The commissioners selected for the 1993 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission have diverse backgrounds in public 
service, business, and the military (see Appen- 
dix H). In accordance with the base-closure 
statute, four commissioners were nominated 
in consultation with the Speaker of the U.S. 
House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate 
Majority Leader, and two commissioners with 
the advice of the House and Senate Minority 
Leaders. The remaining two nominations were 
made independently by the President, who also 
designated one of the eight commissioners to 
serve as the Chairman. 

The Commission staff included experts detailed 
from several government agencies, including the 
Department of Commerce, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration, the General Accounting Office, the 
General Services Administration as well as the 
Department of Defense (see Appendix I). Nine 
professional staff members were detailed by the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) to serve full- 
time on the Commission's Review and Analysis 
staff. All detailees fully participated in all phases 
of the review and analysis effort; they verified 
data, visited candidate bases, participated in lo- 
cal hearings, and testified before the Commis- 
sion at its public hearings. 

Based on the Commission's review-and-analysis 
and deliberative processes, the Commission rec- 
ommends to the President 130 bases be closed 
and 45 bases be realigned. These actions will 
result in FY 1994-99 net savings of approxi- 
mately $3.8 billion after one-time costs of 
approximately $7.43 billion. The savings from 
these actions will total approximately $2.33 billion 
annually. The following list summarizes the 
closure and realignment recommendations of 
the 1993 Commission: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Initial Entry Training/Branch School 
(0) Fort McClellan, AL (major) 

Commodity Oriented 
(R) Fort Monmcsuth, NJ (major) 
(C) Vint Hill Farms, VA (major) 

Depots 
(R) Anniston Army Depot, AL (minor) 
( 0 )  Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (major) 
(R) Red River Army Depot, TX (major) 
(R) Tooele Army Depot, UT (major) 

(R) Fort Belvoir, VA (major) 

Professional Schools 
(R) Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA (major) 

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 
88/91 Recommendations 
(R) Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (Systems 

Integration Management Activity - East 
remains at Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
vice Rock Island, IL) (major) 

(R) Presidio of San Francisco, CA (6th Army 
remains at the Presidio of San Francisco 
instead of moving to Fort Carson, CO) 
(major) 

(R) Rock Island Arsenal, IL (AMCCOM 
remains at Rock Island, IL instead of 
moving to Redstone Arsenal, AL) (major) 

(R) Pueblo Army Depot, CO (Redirects supply 
mission from Defense Distribution Depot 
Tooele, UT, to new location within the 
Defense Distribution Depot System.) 
(minor) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Shipyards 
(C) Charleston Naval Shipyard, SC (major) 
(C) Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA 

(major) 
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Opevational Air Stations 
(C) Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA 

(major) 
(C) Naval Air Station Barbers Point, HI 

(major) 
(C) Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL (major) 
(C) Naval Air Station Agana, GU (major) 
(C) Naval Air Facility Midway Island (minor) 

Training Air Stations 
(R) Naval Air Station Memphis, TN (major) 
( 0 )  Naval Air Station Meridian, MS (major) 

Resewe Air Stations 
(C) Naval Air Facility Detroit, MI (major) 
(C) Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, WV 

(minor) 
(C) Naval Air Station Dallas, TX (major) 
(C) Naval Air Station Glenview, IL (major) 
(0) Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA 

(major) 
(R) Joint Armed Forces Aviation Facility 

Johnstown, PA (minor) 

Naval Bases 
(Rl Naval Education and Training Center, 

Newport, RI (major) 
(C) Naval Station Charleston, SC (major) 
(C') Naval Station Mobile, AL (major) 
(C! Naval Station Staten Island, NY (major) 
(0) Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT 

(major) 
( C )  Naval Air Station Alameda, CA (major) 
(C) Naval Station Treasure Island, 

San Francisco, CA (major) 

Training Centers 
(C) Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 

(major) 
(C) Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 

(major) 

Inventory Control 
(0) Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 

(major) 

Depots 
(C) Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA 

(major) 
(C) Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA (major) 
(C) Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL 

(major) 

Naval Weapons Stations 
(R) Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA 

(minor) 

Technical Centers (SPAWAR) 
(C) Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft 

Division, Trenton, NJ (major) 
(0) Naval Air Technical Services Facility, 

Philadelphia, PA (minor) 
(C) Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, 

Port Hueneme, CA (major) 
(R) Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 

Center, St. Inigoes, MD (minor) 
(C) Naval Electronic Security Systems 

Engineering Center, Washington, DC 
(major) 

( 0 )  Naval Electronic Security Systems 
Engineering Center, Charleston, SC 
(major) 

(C) Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 
Annapolis, MD (minor) 

(C) Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 
Driver, VA (minor) 

(C) Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, Portsmouth, VA (major) 

Technical Centers (NAVSEA) 
(R) Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, 

White Oak Detachment, White Oak, MD 
(major) 

(0) Naval Surface Warfare Center-Carderock, 
Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD 
(major) 

(R) Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach 
Detachment, Virginia Beach, VA (major) 

(R) Naval Undersea Warfare Center-Norfolk 
Detachment, Norfolk, VA (major) 

(C) Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (CV), Bremerton, WA (minor) 



Executive Summary 

(C) Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, VA 
(minor) 

(C) Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (Surface) Atlantic (HQ), 
Philadelphia, PA (minor) 

(C) Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (Surface) Pacific, 
San Francisco, CA (minor) 

(C) Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, 
Indian Head, MD (minor) 

(C) Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, 
Planning, and Procurement, Portsmouth, 
NH (minor) 

Other Bases 
( 0 )  1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, 

NY (minor) 
(C) Department of Defense Family Housing 

Office, Niagara Falls, NY (minor) 
(C) Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 

Western Engineering Field Division, 
San Bruno, CA (minor) 

(C) Public Works Center San Francisco, CA 
(major) 

Reserve Activities 

NAVAL RESERVE CENTERS AT: 

supply centers (C) Gadsden, AL (minor) 

(0) Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC (C) Montgomery, AL (minor) 
(major) (C) Fayetteville, AR (minor) 

(0) Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA (major) (C) Fort Smith, AR (minor) 
(C) Naval Supply Center Pensacola, FL (C) Pacific Grove, CA (minor) 

(major) (C) Macon, GA (minor) 

Marine Corps Logistics Base 
(R) Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA 

(minor) 

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities 
(R) Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, VA 

(Including the Office of Military 
Manpower Management, Arlington, VA) 
(major) 

(R) Naval Air Systems Command, 
Arlington, VA (major) 

(R) Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Alexandria, VA (major) 

(R) Naval Recruiting Command, 
Arlington, VA (major) 

(R) Naval Sea Systems Command, 
Arlington, VA (major) 

(R) Naval Supply Systems Command, 
Arlington, VA (Including Defense 
Printing Office, Alexandria, VA and 
Food Systems Office, Arlington, VA) 
(major) 

(R) Security Group Command, Security 
Group Station, and Security Group 
Detachment, Potomac, Washington, D.C. 
(major) 

(R) Tactical Support Office, Arlington, VA 
(minor) 

(C) Terre Haute, IN (minor) 
(C) Hutchinson, KS (minor) 
(C) Monroe, LA (minor) 
(C) New Bedford, MA (minor) 

NAVAL RESERVE CENTERS AT: 

(C) Pittsfield, MA (minor) 
(C) Joplin, MO (minor) 
(C) St. Joseph, MO (minor) 
(C) Great Falls, MT (minor) 
(C) Missoula, MT (minor) 
(C) Atlantic City, NJ (minor) 
(C) Perth Amboy, NJ (minor) 
(C) Jamestown, NY (minor) 
(C) Poughkeepsie, NY (minor) 
(C) Altoona, PA (minor) 
(C) Kingsport, TN (minor) 
(C) Memphis, TN (minor) 
(C) Ogden, UT (minor) 
(C) Staunton, VA (minor) 
(C) Parkersburg, WV (minor) 
(C) Chicopee, MA (minor) 
(C) Quincy, MA (minor) 
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NAVAL RESERVE FACILITIES AT: 

(C) Alexandria, LA (minor) 
(C) Midland, TX (minor) 

NAVY/MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE CENTERS AT: 

(C) Fort Wayne, IN (minor) 
(C) Lawrence, MA (minor) 
( 0 )  Billings, MT (minor) 
(C) Abilene, TX (minor) 

READINESS COMMAND REGIONS AT: 

(C) Olathe, KN (Region 18) (minor) 
(C) Scotia, NY (Region 2) (minor) 
(C) Ravenna, OH (Region 5) (minor) 

HOSPITALS 

( 0 )  Naval Hospital Charleston, SC (major) 
(C) Naval Hospital Oakland, CA (major) 
(C) Naval Hospital Orlando, FL (major) 

CHANGES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED 
BRAC 88/91 RECOMMENDATIONS 

(R) Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 
Treasure Island, CA (Retain no facilities, 
dispose vice outlease all property) (minor) 

(R) Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
(Substitute Naval Air Station Miramar 
for Marine Corps Air Station 29 Palms 
as one receiver of Marine Corps Air 
Station Tustin's assets) (major) 

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

(R! Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity, 
Yorktown, VA (Realign to Panama City, 
FL vice Dam Neck, VA) (minor) 

(R) Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, 
Albuquerque, NM (Retain as a tenant 
of the Air Force) (minor) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AIR FORCE 

Large Aircraft 
(R) Griffiss Air Force Base, NY (major) 
(C) K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, MI (major) 
(R) March Air Force Base, CA (major) 
(C) Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY (major) 
(0) McGuire Air Force Base, NJ (major) 

Small Aircraft 
(R) Homestead Air Force Base, FL (major) 

Air Force Reserve 
(C) O'Hare International Airport Air Force 

Reserve Station, Chicago, IL (major) 

Other Air Force 
(C) Gentile Air Force Station, OH (minor) 

Air Force Depot 
(C) Newark Air Force Base, OH (major) 
(R) Ogden Air Force Logistics Center, 

Hill Air Force Base, UT (minor) 

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 
88/91 Recomrnendcrtions 
( 0 )  Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 

(Requested redirect rejected) (minor) 
(R) Carswell Air Force Base, TX (Fabrication 

function of the 436th Training Squadron 
redirected from Dyess AFB to Luke AFB, 
maintenance training function redirected 
from Dyess AFB to Hill AFB) (minor) 

(R) Castle Air Force Base, CA (B-52 Combat 
Crew Training redirected from Fairchild 
AFB to Barksdale AFB and KC-135 
Combat Crew Training from Fairchild 
AFB to Altus AFB) (major) 

(R) Chanute Air Force Base, IL (Metals 
Technology and Aircraft Structural 
Maintenance training courses from 
Chanute AFB to Sheppard AFB 
redirected to NAS Memphis) (minor) 
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( R )  MacDill Air Force Base, Florida (Airfield 
to be operated by the Department of 
Commerce or another federal agency. 
Joint Communications Support Element 
stays at MacDill vice relocating to 
Charleston AFB.) (minor) 

(R) Mather Air Force Base, CA (940th 
Air Refueling Group redirected from 
McClellan AFB to Beale AFB) (minor) 

(R) Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, 
OH (Retain 121st Air Refueling Wing 
and the 160th Air Refueling Group in 
a cantonment area at Rickenbacker 
AGB instead of Wright-Patterson AFB. 
Rickenbacker AGB does not close.) 
(major) 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Inventory Control Points 
(C) Defense Electronics Supply Center, 

Dayton, OH (major) 
( 0 )  Defense Industrial Supply Center, 

Philadelphia, PA (major) 
(C) Defense Personnel Support Center, 

Philadelphia, PA (major) 

Regional Headquarters 
(R) Defense Contract Management District 

Midatlantic, Philadelphia, PA (minor) 
(R) Defense Contract Management District 

Northcentral, Chicago, IL (minor) 
(R) Defense Contract Management District 

West, El Segundo, CA (minor) 

Defense Distribution Depots 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA 

(minor) 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL 

(minor) 
(0) Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, 

PA (minor) 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, 

SC (minor) 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT 

(minor) 

SewiceIStlpport Activities 
( 0 )  Defense Logistics Support Center, 

Battle Creek, MI (major) 
( 0 )  Defense Reutilization and Marketing 

Service, Battle Creek, MI (major) 
(C) Defense Logistics Agency Clothing 

Factory, Philadelphia, PA (major) 

Data Center Consolidation 

Navy Data Processing Centers 
(C) Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 

(minor) 
(C) Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, 

DC (minor) 
(C) Enlisted Personnel Management Center, 

New Orleans, LA (minor) 
(C) Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, 

CA (minor) 
(C) Fleet Industrial Support Center, 

San Diego, CA (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Station Key West, FL (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Station Mayport, FL (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Station Oceana, VA (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, WA 

(minor) 
(C) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 

Division, Patuxent River, MD (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 

Division, China Lake, CA (minor) 
(C) Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 

Division, Point h4ugu, CA (minor) 
(C) Naval Command Control & Ocean 

Surveillance Center, San Diego, CA 
(minor) 

(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications 
Area Master Station, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA 
(minor) 

(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications 
Area Master Station, EASTPAC, Pearl 
Harbor, HI (minor) 

( 0 )  Naval Computer & Telecommunications 
Station, San Diego, CA (minor) 
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(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications 
Station, Washington, DC (minor) 

(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications 
Station, New Orleans, LA (minor) 

(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications 
Station, Pensacola, FL (minor) 

(Cl Navy Regional Data Automation Center, 
San Francisco, CA (minor) 

(C) Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC 
(minor) 

( C )  Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, VA (minor) 
(C) Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, HI 

(minor) 

Navy Data Processing Centers 
(C) Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, WA 

(minor) 
(C) Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus 

Christi, TX (minor) 
(C) Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA 

(minor) 
(C) Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, WA (minor) 
(C) Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, GA 

(minor) 

Marine Corps Data Processing Centers 
(C) Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, 

NC (minor) 
(C) Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA 

(minor) 
(C) Regional Automated Services Center, 

Camp Lejeune, NC (minor) 
(C) Regional Automated Services Center, 

Camp Pendleton, CA (minor) 

Air Force Data Processing Centers 
(C) Air Force Military Personnel Center, 

Randolph AFB, TX (minor) 
(C) Computer Service Center, San Antonio, 

TX (minor) 
(C) 7th Communications Group, Pentagon, 

Arlington, VA (minor) 
( 0 )  Regional Processing Center, McClellan 

AFB, CA (minor) 

Defense Logistics Agency Data 
Processing Centers 
(C) Information Processing Center, Battle 

Creek, MI (minor) 
(C) Information Processing Center, Ogden, UT 

(minor) 
(C) Information Processing Center, 

Philadelphia, PA (minor) 
(C) Information Processing Center, 

Richmond, VA (minor) 

Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) Data Processing Centers - 
(C) Defense Information Technology Service 

Organization, Columbus Annex Dayton, 
OH (minor) 

(C) Defense Information Technology Service 
Organization, Indianapolis Information 
Processing Center, IN (minor) 

(C) Defense Information Technology Service 
Organization, Kansas City Information 
Processing Center, MO (minor) 

(C) Defense Information Technology Services 
Organization, Cleveland, OH (minor) 

LEGEND 
(C) = Installation recommended for closure 
(R) = Installation recommended for realignment 
(0) = Installation recommendrd to remain open 
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The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission has completed its review and analysis 
ol' the Secretary of Defense recommendations 
for base closures and realignments, as transmit- 
ted to the Commission on March 12,  1993. This 
chapter contains a summary of the Commission's 
findings and its recommendations for closures 
and realignments. 

Information on each of the Commission's base 
closure and realignment decisions is presented 
below. The paragraphs entitled "Secretary of 
Defense Recommendations" and "Secretary of 
Defense Justifications" were taken verbatim from 
the Department of Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Report dated March 1993. The para- 
graphs entitled "Community Concerns" provide 
a brief summary of arguments presented to the 
Commission by local communities; they are not 
all-inclusive. Where applicable, substantial 
deviations from the application of the force- 
structure plan and final criteria are identified. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Initial Entry Training/Branch School 

Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama 
Category: lnitial Entry Training/Branch School 
Mission: Chern~cal and Military Police Centers 

and Schools 
Onc-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: N/A 

Annual: NIA 
Payiack: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Fort McClellan has the least amount of facilities 
and smallest population of any of the Army's 
individual entry trainingIbranch school instal- 
lations and was accordingly ranked ninth in a 
category of 13  installations. Three of the 13 
installations tied for the thirteenth position and 
were later removed from further consideration 
as a result of a specific capability needed to 
support mission requirements. The tenth instal- 
lation in this category was not considered for 
closure because it controls airspace, airfields, 
and aviation facilities which represent unique 
assets to the Army. 

Collocation of the chemical, military police, and 
engineer schools provides substantial advantages 
for operational linkages among the three branches. 
These linkages enable the Army to focus on the 
doctrinal and force development of three key 
maneuver support elements. Synergistic advan- 
tages of training and professional development 
programs are: coordination, employment and 
removal of obstacles, conduct of river crossing 
operations, internal securlty/nation assistance 
operations, operations in rear areas or along main 
supply routes, and counter drug operations. The 
missions of the three branches will be more 
effectively integrated. 

Each school develops doctrine, training, leader- 
ship, organization, and material products which 
are technical in nature and proponent specific. 
The only place to achieve integration is at the 
combined arms level. Using the opportunity 
to collocate these schools will assure syner- 
gistic solutions for current, emerging, and 
future challenges. 

Close Fort McClellan. Relocate the U.S. Army 
Chemical and Military Police Schools and the 
Department of  Defense Polygraph Institute 
(DODPI) to Fort Leonard Wood, MO. Transfer 
accountability for Pelham Range and other 
required training support facilities, through 
licensing, to the Army National Guard. Retain an 
enclave for the U.S. Army Reserves. Retain the 
capability for live-agent training at Fort McClellan. 

This recommendation is a change to the recommen- 
dation made to the 1991 Commission that was 
disapproved. The 1991 Comlnission rejected this 
recommendation because i t  found the Army 
substantially deviated from criteria 1 and 2. Their 
rationale questioned the Army's decision to main- 
tain the Chemical Decontamination Training 
Facility (CDTF) in caretaker status because 
it could contribute little, if any, to chemical 
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defense preparedness and the CDTF could not 
be reactivated quickly. 

The Army's proposal to close Fort McClellan 
differs in two respects. First, the DODPI will 
relocate to Fort Leonard Wood, MO, instead of 
Fort Huachuca, AZ, and second, the Army will 
retain the capability to continue live-agent train- 
ing. Subsequent to the 1991 Commission's 
decision, the Army conducted an in-depth study 
of the value of live-agent training. The study 
affirmed its military value. The Army's nuclear, 
biological, and chemical readiness training is 
interwoven throughout all training and included 
at all levels of command. Operations in a 
potentially hostile chemical environment are an 
integral part of individual and collective skills 
training, and routinely practiced during unit field 
training exercises. By maintaining the capability 
for chemical live-agent training at Fort McClellan, 
the Army will continue to provide realistic chemi- 
cal preparedness training. A robust chemicaV 
biological defense is a vital part of a three-pronged 
effort, including arms control and conventional/ 
nuclear deterrence. The Army is the only 
service that conducts live-agent training, and it 
will continue this training. The Air Force has 
indicated its desire to collocate its disaster 
preparedness technical training with the Army's 
Chemical School at Fort Leonard Wood; the 
Army supports this initiative. 

The Army provides live-agent training not only 
for Army personnel (approximately 4000 
students per year), but also for other Services, 
the State Department, and even foreign coun- 
tries (approximately 600 students per year). This 
training usually involves two days a t  the CDTF 
while other training is conducted at other 
facilities of the Chemical School. The CDTF 
will remain part of the Chemical School, even 
though it is being operated at another location. 
Although it is feasible to replicate this facility at 
Fort Leonard Wood, maintaining the existing 
facility affords the same capability without any 
additional construction. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued separating the live-agent 
training facility from the Chemical School would 
seriously degrade the ability to test chemical 
decontamination doctrine and equipment. Com- 
munity representatives also questioned the Army's 

ability to construct a new facility at Fort Leonard 
Wood, and noted even if it could be done, it 
would require up to nine years to accomplish. 
The community also asserted new construction 
costs would be up t o  five times greater than 
Army estimates. 

The community cited the lower military value 
of other Initial Entry TrainingIBranch School 
installations and claimed the return on invest- 
ment for Fort McClellan's closure was actually 
much lower than the Army analysis showed. In 
addition, the comniunity cited numerous 
reasons for training degradation at Fort Leonard 
Wood, including the inadequacy of smoke ranges, 
the inability to develop joint-service training 
efforts begun at Fort McClellan, and the long 
period of turmoil resulting from the move. Com- 
munity represerltatives also questioned the 
DODPI's ability to conduct research missions at 
Fort Leonard Wood. 

Finally, the community argued this closure would 
produce the highest long-term economic 
impact of this round of the base closure pro- 
cess, because residual property at Fort McClellan 
would not provide offsetting commercial value 
for the community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found separating the Chemical 
School from the CDTF would negatively impact 
the nation's chemical-defense capability. There 
was no guarantee the live-agent training 
facility, the CDTF, could be moved, and the 
Commission found it imprudent to jeopardize 
the facility's existence until such assurance 
could be obtained. 

The Commission validated the military value of 
the installations in this category and found the 
DoD process considered all installations fairly 
and equitably. Fort L.eonard Wood had sufficient 
space to conduct smoke training and the other 
training functions found at Fort McClellan, 
as well as additional space to conduct joint- 
training activities. The Army's recent experience 
in relocating two other branch schools was 
significant and could enable the Chemical and 
Military Police Schools to move with minimal 
disruption. 

The Commission found economic impact was 
indeed high in the Anniston, AL area. 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 
4. Therefore, the Commission rejects the 
following recommendation of the Secretary of 
Defense: close Fort McClellan except for Pelham 
Range and other required training support 
facilities to be licensed to the Army National 
Guard, and an enclave to support the U.S. Army 
Reserves; relocate the Chemical and Military Police 
Schools to Fort Leonard Wood, MO; retain the 
capability for live-agent training at Fort McClellan. 
The Commission does recommend that if the 
Secretary of Defense wants to move the Chemical 
Defense School and Chemical Decontamination 
Training Facility in the future, the Army should 
pursue all of the required permits and certifica- 
tion for the new site prior to the 1995 Base 
Closure process. The Commission finds that this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and the final criteria. 

Commodity Oriented 

Fort Monmouth, New Jersey 
Catc:gory: Commodity Oriented 
Mission: Provides Facilities and Services 

to All Resident Activities 
One-time Cost: $ 63.6 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -27.0 million (Cost) 

Aqnual: $ 13.3 million 
Payback: 10 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Fort Monmouth. Relocate the headquar- 
ters of U.S. Army Communications Electronic 
Command (CECOM) from leased space outside 
Fort Monmouth to Rock Island Arsenal, IL, and 
transfer the Chaplain School to Fort Jackson, 
SC. Consolidate activities to maximize utiliza- 
tion of main post Fort Monmouth. Dispose of 
excess facilities and real property at Evans and 
Charles Woods subposts, as well as main post, 
Fort Monmouth. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

quarters, an administrative and logistical 
headquarters, from leased facilities located 
outside the main post of Fort Monmouth, NJ, 
to permanent facilities at Rock Island Arsenal, 
IL, allows the Army to terminate a lease of $15 
million per year with additional savings of over 
$8 million per year in locality pay differential 
for the civilian workforce. At the same time, it 
better utilizes the excess space identified at Rock 
Island. Separating the headquarters and admin- 
istrative function from the research and devel- 
opment aspect of CECOM will not have an 
operational impact. 

Rock Island Arsenal has the infrastructure to 
support and house the headquarters element of 
CECOM. Currently, Rock Island has adminis- 
trative space to accommodate approximately 
1,000 additional personnel and permanent building 
space that can be renovated to accommodate 
even more personnel. The computer-systems 
center on the arsenal is one of the Army's 
largest and can accommodate the needs of the 
headquarters. 

The Rock Island community infrastructure can 
accommodate the new residents without the need 
to construct new schools, new water and sewer 
facilities, or other public facilities. There is abun- 
dant housing at reasonable costs and excellent 
access to higher education, both at the graduate 
and undergraduate level. 

Fort Jackson trains about one half of the basic 
trainees and is the largest recruit training 
center. I t  is also the home of the Soldier Sup- 
port Center. which is relocating from Fort Ben- 
jamin Harrison. The report to the 1991 
Commission describing the proposed closure of 
Fort Benjamin Harrison stated the Army planned 
to collocate the Chaplain School with this Cen- 
ter eventually. The transfer of the Chaplain School 
to Fort Jackson benefits not only the Chaplain 
School's students, but also the large population 
of basic trainees who are beginning a new 
career in the Army, many of whom are sepa- 
rated from their families for the first time. The 
Chaplain School and its staff of chaplains will 
facilitate the trainees' transition to the Army life. 

Fort Monmouth ranks fourth out of twelve COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
installations in military value. I t  is a small The community argued the Secretary.s proposed 
installation with elements located off base in realignment of CECOM headquarters to Rock 
c O a l ~  leased space. the CECoM Head- Island Arsenal split the headquarters from [he 
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elements it supports (Project Executive Officers 
and the Research and Developn~ent Center) and 
reduced overall operational efficiency and 
effectiveness. The CECOM would best be served 
by the consolidation of CECOM elements and 
by taking advantage of recently vacated and reno- 
vated facilities by moving onto Fort Monmouth. 
In addition, the community argued it would 
take a considerable capital investment to adjust 
the proposed Rock Island Arsenal warehouse 
facility to accommodate CECOM requirements. 
Movement onto Fort Monmouth would avoid 
the expensive movement and renovation costs 
associated with the move to Rock Island Arsenal. 

Additionally, the community maintained the 
New Jersey/New York area was the east coast 
high-tech center and similar institutions and 
activities would not be available in the Rock 
lsland area. 

Lastly, the community argued locality pay should 
not be a cost consideration. They maintained 
Congress created locality pay to offset the wage 
differential between the private and public 
sectors in certain high cost areas. Therefore, they 
argued, using this factor in any consideration 
could penalize an installation when, in fact, it 
was a Congressional driven entitlement. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found there was excess ad- 
ministrative space at both Rock Island Arsenal 
and Fort Monmouth. The excess space at Fort 
Monmouth resulted from the movement of the 
513th Military Intelligence Brigade, which is not 
a base realignment action, and the Chaplain 
School. The Commission found both the 
Department of Defense proposal and the com- 
munity counter-proposal were rational approaches 
to the utilization of the excess administrative 
space. 

The Commission agreed there was a potentially 
negative impact if the technically trained work 
force at CECOM did not move to Rock Island 
Arsenal. 

The Commission noted the Department misstated 
the cost differential between two alternative 
choices. The Commission found the lower 
one-time cost of consolidating activities at Fort 

Monmouth outweighed the long-term savings 
associated with the relocation of CECOM to Rock 
Island Arsenal. The Commission further found 
the Army's consideration of savings in locality 
pay was an added bonus of the realignment of 
CECOM to Rock lsland Arsenal, but was not a 
primary consideration for the recommendation. 
The Commission found locality pay could 
penalize an installation when compared to one 
not entitled to i t .  

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 4. 
Therefore, the Commission rejects the Secretary's 
recommendation on Fort Monmouth and instead 
adopts the following recommendation: move 
CECOM Headquarters out of the leased space 
and into space at Fort Monmouth vacated by 
the 5 13th Military Intelligence Brigade and the 
Chaplain School, or other suitable space as 
appropriate; relocate the Chaplain School to Fort 
Jackson, SC; consolidate activities to maximize 
utilization of main post Fort Monmouth; and 
dispose of excess facilities and real property at 
Evans and Charles Woods subposts, as well as 
main post Fort Mo~lmouth. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 
Category: Commodity Oriented 
Mission: Research, Development, 

and Sustclinment oJ Intelligence 
and Electronic Warfare Equipment 

One-tlme Cost: $ 72.4 million 
Savings: 1994-951: $ -1 9.0 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 19.1 milllon 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance 
and repair function of the Intelligence Material 
Management Center (IMMC) to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, PA. Transfer the remaining elements of 
IMMC, the Signal Warfare Directorate, and 
the Program Executive Officer (PEO) for Intel- 
ligence and Electronic Warfare (IEW) to Fort 
Monn~outh, NJ. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Vint Hill Farms ranked low in military value 
within its category. With the departure of the 
military intelligence battalion and its consolida- 
tion at Fort Gordon, GA, Vint Hill Farms is 
underutilized. It was determined that Vint Hill 
Farms could be closed and its functions per- 
formed elsewhere. Closure of this installation 
supports the Army's basing strategy to consolidate 
similar functions and close small installations 
when feasible to do so. Moving its activities to 
Fort Monmouth enhances the synergistic 
effect of research and development for com- 
munication electronics and intelligence electronics 
warfare. Collocation at Fort Monmouth also 
facilitates the interaction between the Program 
Managers and Program Executive Officers that 
currently reside at Fort Monmouth, thereby 
creating greater military value in this category. 

Consolidating research and development will 
achieve greater efficiencies in the areas of 
mission, mission overhead, and base operations. 
This allows the Army to reduce costs, giving 
the flexibility to put scarce resources into the 
research and development arena that significantly 
contributes to overall readiness. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community asserted DoD erred in assigning 
a relatively low military value to the installation, 
contending the true value of the installation should 
be based on the missions of the tenant activities. 
Additionally, community representatives argued 
DoD's claim the post would be undemtilized 
follov~ing the move of a resident military intelli- 
gence battalion was inaccurate. 

The community further argued the realignment 
of the tenant activities could cause serious harm 
to national security. First, sensitive and, in some 
cases, highly-classified work is performed at Vint 
Hill Farms for the intelligence community, mostly 
headquartered in the National Capital Region. 
Relocating to New Jersey would disrupt this close 
working relationship. Second, the quality of the 
work performed is dependent on a superior work 
force. The community estimated approximately 
80 percent of the work force would not move, 
thereby degrading the Army's and the nation's 
intelligence capability while replacements were 
hired and trained. 

Finally, the community requested the Commis- 
sion receive classified briefings on the activities 
and missions conducted at Vint Hill Farms. It 
was stated only by receiving these briefings could 
the true value of the installation, and the 
potential harm to national security, be assessed. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found all installations in the 
category were treated fairly. It also found the 
Secretary had overstated the impact the mili- 
tary intelligence battalion's relocation would have 
on the post's capacity. The battalion occupied 
only 7 percent of the facilities on the installation, 
and its move would not cause the installation 
to be grossly underutilized. 

The Commission explored the potential impact 
of the proposed realignments on the agencies 
with whom the Vint Hill Farms activities work. 
The agencies all stated the relocation of the tenants 
would have minimal, or no, impact. The Com- 
mission agreed there was a potential impact 
if the work force did not move; however, a 
pool of technologically trained and available 
personnel does exist in the Fort Monmouth area. 
Prudent phasing of the move from Vint Hill 
Farms to Fort Monmouth could overcome any 
personnel shortfalls. 

The Commission also received classified brief- 
ings on the activities and missions conducted at 
Vint Hill Farms. During these briefings nothing 
was discovered that would preclude the imple- 
mentation of the DoD recommendation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance and 
repair function of the Intelligence Material 
Management Center (IMMC) to Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, PA. Transfer the remaining 
elements of IMMC, the Intelligence and 
Electronic Warfare Directorate (formerly the 
Signal Warfare Directorate), and the program 
executive officer (PEO) for Intelligence and Elec- 
tronic Warfare (IEW) to Fort Monmouth, NJ. 
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Amy Depots 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Category: Depots 
Mission: Depot Maintenance 
One-time Cost: $ 23.1 million" 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 42.8 million* 

Annual: $ 13.1 million 
payback: 7 years 
"These numbers reflect SIMA-E redirect savings 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) by 
reducing it to a depot activity and placing it 
under the command and control of Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, PA. Relocate the maintenance 
functions and associated workload to other 
depot-maintenance activities, including the 
private sector. Retain the conventional ammu- 
nition storage mission and the regional Test 
Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) 
mission. Change the recommendation of the 1991 
Commission regarding Letterkenny as follows: 
instead of sending Systems Integration Manage- 
ment Activity East (SIMA-E) to Rock Island 
Arsenal, Illinois, as recommended by the 1991 
Commission, retain this activity in place. 
Retain the SIMA-E and the Information Pro- 
cessing Center at Letterkenny until the Defense 
Information Systems Agency (DISA) completes 
its review of activities relocated under Defense 
Management Review Decision (DMRD) 918. The 
activities of the depot not associated with the 
remaining mission will be inactivated, transferred 
or otherwise eliminated. Missile maintenance 
workload will not consolidate at Letterkenny, 
as originally planned. However, Depot Systems 
Command will relocate to Rock Island Arsenal, 
where it will consolidate under the Industrial 
Operations Command there, as approved by the 
1991 Commission. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

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

In drawing the conclusion to downsize LEAD, 
the Army considered the following factors: 
relative military value of the depots, the future 
heavy force mix, reduced budget, workforce skills, 
excess capacity, ability of the depots to accom- 
modate new workload levels, the proximity of 
the depots to the heavy forces in the U.S., and 
the resulting savings. 

SIMA-E, which performs computer systems 
design and data management functions for a 
variety of activities, is transferring to the 
Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) in 
1993. Retention keeps this activity focused 
regionally upon the customer. SIMA-West is 
located in St. Louis and supports functions in 
the western portion of the U.S. DISA advised 
the Army there were no advantages or savings 
from a relocation to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 
Less than 25% of the work performed by SIMA-E 
is associated with the Industrial Operations 
Command at Rock Island Arsenal. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the consolidation of the 
Joint Missile Maintenance mission at Letterkenny 
Army Depot, as originally recommended by 
Defense Management Review Decision (DMRD) 
918, remains the most sensible and economical 
option available for the interservicing of missile 
workload. The community maintained realign- 
ing the missile-maintenance workload to other 
depots would not take advantage of the 
efficiencies gained by interservicing at a single 
site. Also, the community argued existing 
artillery workload should not be transferred to 
another Army depot as originally planned. The 
community cited various factors including a 
partnership arrangement with private industry 
for assembling the Paladin weapon system. 
Additionally, the community believed Depot 
Systems Command (DESCOM) should not relo- 
cate to Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as recommended 
by the 1991 Commission, but should remain 
in place at LEAD and form the Industrial 
Operations Command (IOC) from existing 
DESCOM assets thereby saving the cost of 
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personnel relocations. The community agreed 
with the Army recommendation SIMA-E should 
remain in place at LEAD until DISA determined 
the best alternative for its future. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS: 

The Commission found the Army treated all its 
depots equally. The Commission also found the 
Army's process for isolating and eliminating 
excess capacity was a consistent and prudent 
approach toward decreasing the excess capacity 
that existed in the Army's depot system. 

The Commission carefully considered inter- 
servicing of tactical-missile maintenance and 
found the eight defense depots identified by 
the Department of Defense as interservicing 
candidates in the Tactical Missile Maintenance 
Consolidation Plan for Letterkenny Army Depot, 
31 January 1992 (revised 30 April 1992) were 
performing similar work on tactical-missile guid- 
ance and control sections and in some instances 
related ground control systems. In addition to 
Letterkenny Army Depot, these eight included 
Anntston Army Depot, AL; Red River Army 
Depot, TX; Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA; Naval 
Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA; Naval 
Aviation Depot Alameda, CA; Naval Aviation 
Depot Norfolk, VA; and Ogden Air Logistics 
Center, Hill AFB, UT. 

The Commission also found the workload origi- 
nally planned for consolidation at Letterkenny 
had decreased. Some missile systems-the 
Shillelagh, Land Combat Support System, 
Chaparral, and the ANTSQ-73-were no longer 
considered viable candidates for transfer because 
they would soon be retired, and a substantial 
portion of the remaining work for potential trans- 
fer to Letterkenny was being performed by 
priva~e contractors. Despite all of these inter- 
servicing efficiency-reducing factors, a recent 
study by the Army Audit Agency concluded the 
annual recurring savings to be realized from 
tactical-missile consolidation at Letterkenny would 
still be equivalent to savings achieved from the 
proposed Letterkenny realignment, if all missile 
maintenance workload, including that which is 
currently assigned to the private sector, transi- 
tions to Letterkenny. 

While the Letterkenny facilities might possibly 
be under-utilized if the tactical-missile workload 

was consolidated at the depot, retention of the 
current artillery workload could help alleviate 
the problem. Although not Included with DOD's 
original consolidation plan, the transfer of Hawk 
ground control system maintenance from the 
Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, could fur- 
ther reduce costs and improve Letterkenny 
facility utilization rates. 

The Commission found the consolidation of 
tactical-missile maintenance at a single depot 
was a valid plan worthy of implementation in 
order to create efficiencies and reduce costs. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 
4.  Therefore, the Commission rejects the 
Secretary's recommendation on 1-etterkenny Army 
Depot, PA, and instead, adopts the following 
recommendation: Letterkenny Army Depot will 
remain open. Consolidate tactical-missile main- 
tenance at the depot as originally planned by 
the Department of Defense in the Tactical 
Missile Maintenance Consolidation Plan for 
Letterkenny Army Depot, 31 January 1992 
(revised 30 April 1992). Add tactical-missile 
maintenance workload currently being accom- 
plished by the Marine Corps Logistics Base 
Barstow, California, to the consolidation plan. 
Retain artillery workload at 1-etterkenny. Retain 
the Systems Integration Management Activity- 
East (SIMA-E) at Letterkenny Army Depot (change 
to the 1991 Commission recommendation) 
until the Defense Information Systems Agency 
completes its review of activities relocated 
under DMRD 918. Relocate Depot Systems 
Command to Rock Island Arsenal, IL, and 
consolidate with the Armament, Munitions, 
and Chemical Command into the Industrial 
Operations Command, as approved by the 
1991 Commission. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Tooele Army Depot, Utah 
Category: Depots 
Mission: Depot Maintenance 
One-time Cost: $ 73.7 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 107.2 million 

Annual: $ 51.0 million 
Payback: lmmediate 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

The Army has concluded the projected ground 
systems and equipment depot maintenance work- 
load for fiscal year 1999 is not sufficient to 
maintain all of the ground systems and equip- 
ment depots. 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

In October 1992, a nearly $150 million "state- 
of-the-market" Consolidated Maintenance Facility 
(CMF), designed to accomplish the projected 
wheeled vehicle workload for all services, opened 
at Tooele Army Depot. The community claimed 
without the interservicing workload of wheeled 
vehicles and related secondary items, the CMF 
would lose the opportunity to operate as 
designed, and the government would lose its 
investment. 

Further, the community maintained closing 
TEAD's maintenance facilities would send a 
message throughout t.he Department of Defense 
that investments in efficiencies go unrewarded 
and the least efficient facilities survive. Finally, 
the community stated realigning TEAD would 
produce severe economic impact on the surround- 
ing community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commissiorl found the Army treated all its 
depots equally. The Commission also found the 
Army's process for isolating and eliminating 
excess capacity was a consistent and prudent 
approach toward decreasing the excess capacity 
that existed in the Army's depot system. 

The Commission carefully considered inter- 
servicing of tactical wheeled-vehicle maintenance; 
however, the Commission found transferring the 
wheeled-vehicle maintenance workload from all 
Services to TEAD's CMF was not sufficient to 
bring the capacity utilization of Tooele Army 
Depot to a cost-effective level. Future mission 
requirements would also not be sufficient to 
improve the utilization rate of the CMF to an 
acceptable level. 

The Commission finds the Department of 
Defense should make every attempt to dispose 
of the CMF as an intact, complete, and usable 
facility such that the community has a better 
chance of recovering from the severe economic 
effects that may occur following the realignment 
of the installation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: realign 
Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) by reducing it to a 
depot activity and placing it under the com- 
mand and control of Red River Army Depot, 
TX. Retain conventional ammunition storage and 
the chemical demilitarization mission. The 
depot workload will move to other depot main- 
tenance activities, including the private sector. 
The activities of the depot not associated with 
the remaining rnission will be inactivated, trans- 
ferred or eliminated, as appropriate. 
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Fort Belvoir, Virginia 
Category: Command and Control 
hfission: Administrative Center for U.S. Army 

Activities Located in the National Capital Region. 
@ne-time Cost: $ 11.3 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 49.1 million 

Annual: $ 13.4 million 
Payback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the 
B~lvoir Research, Development, and Engineer- 
ing Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, VA. Relocate 
the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water 
Purification, and FueVLubricant Business Areas 
to the Tank Automotive Research, Development, 
and Engineering Center (TARDEC), Detroit 
Arsenal, MI. Transfer command and control 
of the Physical Security, Battlefield Deception, 
Electric Power, Remote Mine Detection/Neutral- 
ization, Environmental Controls, and Low Cost/ 
Low Observables Business Areas to the Night 
Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of 
the Communication and Electronics Research, 
Development, and Engineering Center (CERDEC), 
Fort Belvoir, VA. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

In July 1992, the Secretary of the Army requested 
the Army Science Board appoint a panel of mem- 
bers and consultants to conduct a review of the 
Army Material Command Research, Development, 
and Engineering Center (RDEC) business plans. 
Specifically, the Secretary requested the panel 
detcrmine which RDEC capabilities the Army 
can afford. The panel based its findings on an 
objective assessment of the missions, functions, 
buslness areas, core capabilities, customer needs, 
and major fields of technical endeavor of each 
RDEC measured against at least the following 
criteria to determine which RDEC capabilities 
are essential and affordable: 

- relevance to the Army customer 
- availability from other sources 
- R&D quality 
- in-house cost and efficiency 

The study identified technical areas to be 
emphasized, deemphasized, or eliminated. Areas 
identified for elimination are tunnel detection, 
materials, marine craft, topographic equipment, 
support equipment, and construction equipment. 
The Army Science Board panel recommended 
the closure of the Belvoir RDEC and dispersal 
of the business areas that were not recommended 
for elimination. 

The relocation of the Supply, Bridging, Counter 
Mobility, Water Purification, and FueVLubricant 
Business Areas to TARDEC is consistent with 
the conclusions of the Army Science Board Study. 
There is a synergy between these functions and 
the mission of building military vehicles. For 
example, the Bridging area requires heavy 
vehicles such as tanks and heavy mobile logis- 
tics to move across demountable bridges and 
light spans. Supply, FueV Lubricants and Counter 
Mobility also complement the mission of 
TARDEC. The relocation of the FueVLubricant 
business area as part the DoD Project Reliance 
has commenced. 

The transfer of operational control of the Physi- 
cal Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, 
Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, Environ- 
mental Controls, and Low CostILow Observables 
Business Areas from the Belvoir RDEC to the 
Night Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) 
of the Communication and Electronics Research, 
Development, and Engineering Center (CERDEC), 
also located in the same general area of Fort 
Belvoir, supports the study recommendations, 
while avoiding any additional costs. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community supported the disestablishment 
of the BRDEC and the elimination of the Tunnel 
Detection, Materials, and Support Equipment 
Business Areas. However, the community 
asserted the Marine Craft, Topographic, and 
Construction Equipment Business Areas were 
essential to maintaining the Army's capabilities 
and readiness and, therefore, should not be elimi- 
nated. Accepting this assertion would result in 
the retention of 50 personnel authorizations. 
The community also maintained the relocation 
of the business areas from Fort Belvoir to 
Detroit Arsenal was not cost effective. By trans- 
ferring command and control of these business 
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areas to TARDEC, but leaving them at Fort 
Belvoir, the costs of moving the personnel and 
associated construction costs could be avoided. 
This cost avoidance would pay for the retention 
of the personnel to staff the business areas the 
community recommended retaining. 

Additionally, the community believed the 
proposed realignment cost was $26.2 million, 
not the $11.3 million estimated by the Army. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Secretary's plan for 
the disestablishment of the BRDEC, including 
the elimination of the Marine Craft, Construc- 
tion Equipment and Topographic Equipment 
Business Areas, was reasonable and would 
eliminate duplication of efforts both within the 
Army and among the Services. The Army would 
retain its acquisition capability and would rely 
on commercial enterprises for the actual develop- 
ment of common items. 

The Commission also found the Army's long- 
term research, development, and engineering 
effort would be better served by collocation of 
similar activities at Detroit Arsenal, MI. 

The community's cost estimate appeared to 
include all new construction, which would 
dramatically increase DoD's estimate. The DoD 
plan was based on renovation of currently exist- 
ing and vacant facilities at the Detroit Arsenal. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds that the Secretary of 
Defense did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, 
the Commission recommends the following: 
realign Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the 
Belvoir Research, Development and Engineering 
Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, VA. Eliminate 
the Tunnel Detection, Materials, Marine Craft, 
Topographic Equipment, Construction Equip- 
ment and Support Equipment Business Areas. 
Relocate the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, 
Water Purification, and FueVLubricant Business 
Areas to the Tank Automotive Research, Devel- 
opment and Engineering Center (TARDEC), 
Detroit Arsenal, MI. Transfer command and 
control of the Physical Security, Battlefield 
Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine Detection/ 

Neutralization, Environmental Controls and Low 
CostLow Observables Business Areas to the Night 
Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of 
the Communication and Electronics Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC), 
Fort Belvoir. VA. 

Presidio of MontereyDresidio 
of Monterey Annex, California 

Category: Professic~nal School 
Mission: Defense 1-angtlage Institute Foreign 

Language Centcr 
One-time Cost: $ .3.4 nzillion 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 74.9 million 

Annual: $ 15.7 million 
Payback: Immediate 

ARMY RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Close the Presidio of Monterey (POM) and the 
Presidio of Monterey Annex (part of Fort Ord). 
Relocate the Defense Language Institute (DLI) 
and contract the foreign-language training with 
a public university which must be able to provide 
this training at or near Fort Huachuca, AZ. This 
recommendation is contingent upon the 
successful negotiation of a contract by October 
1994. If agreement cannot be met, DL1 will 
remain at the Presidio of Monterey. The Army 
would then reevaluate options which might lead 
to another proposal to the 1995 Commission. 

ARMY JUSTIFICATION 

The Defense Language Institute currently has a 
staff and student population of over 4000 
personnel. This institute offers training in over 
20 languages (e.g., Russian, Somali, Swahili, 
Ukrainian). However, it has a high operating 
overhead in both facilities and staff. A new 
approach to the operation of the Institute should 
be considered. 

Contracting foreign language training with an 
existing university-level institution will create 
significant savings 1n operational overhead, both 
in instructors (marly of whom may already be 
on staff at a university) and in administration. 
The high base operations cost at the Presidio of 
Monterey would be avoided. 
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Fort Huachuca is the home of the Army Intelli- 
gence school. Military intelligence has the largest 
requirement for linguists in all Services. The 
foreign language skill is most often used to 
interact with allies and better understand foreign 
military capability and intentions. Locating mili- 
tary personnel on Fort Huachuca provides 
advantages to both the soldier and the Army. 
First, it enables the Army to care for the needs 
of the soldiers during their formative training. 
It ensures "Soldierization" which is a critical 
factor in the development of all military 
personnel. Finally, i t  will enable the Army to 
integrate the students into the military intelli- 
gence concept during their training. 

Army students in the human intelligence field 
are currently assigned to Fort Huachuca at the 
end of their foreign language training. Soldiers 
can attend the Basic Non-commissioned Officer 
Course (BNCOC) and continue with advanced 
language training or attend the Advanced Non- 
commissioned Officers Course and then 
continue with intermediate language training. 
This would save travel and per diem costs. 

An agreement of this kind is not unique. For ex- 
ample, the University of Virginia at Charlottesville 
is the location of the Judge Advocate General 
School and the University of Syracuse sponsors 
the Army Comptroller graduate education program. 

The Army, as Executive Agent for the Defense 
Language Program, will ensure that the same 
high level of training currently taught at DL1 
will continue. They will continue to serve as 
the technical authority and provide qualitative 
assessment of foreign language training activi- 
ties. In addition they will also conduct research 
and evaluation on training development 
methodologies, instructional methodologies 
and techniques, computer-based training, com- 
puter assisted instruction, and establish or 
approve standards or criteria for language 
training and provide various tests and evaluation 
procedures. 

COMMUNIN CONCERNS 

The community argued movement of the Defense 
Language Institute posed a serious threat to 
national security during a tumultuous period of 
international affairs. Since the Army never 
conducted a commercial-activities study before 
recommending contract language training, the 

community argued the recommendation was 
illegal. The community argued Fort Huachuca 
had limited water resources, which were in 
litigation, insufficient housing, and other infra- 
structure problems. 

The community questioned the University of 
Arizona proposal, pointing out no work state- 
ment had been provided by the Army, and a 
competitive process had not been performed. 
The actual cost of the proposal would be much 
higher if DL1 were replicated by the University. 

The community maintained the Presidio of 
Monterey Annex was oversized. Specifically, the 
DL1 required only 803 housing units on the 
Annex, the post exchange and commissary. The 
remainder of the Annex could be excessed. 
Additionally, the community disputed the base 
operations costs for the Presidio of Monterey, 
arguing a consolidated base operations organi- 
zation between the Naval Postgraduate School 
and the Defense Language Institute would greatly 
reduce costs and ensure the retention of the 
DL1 at the Presidio of Monterey. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission confirmed the importance of 
the DL1 to the national intelligence effort. The 
DL1 has the premiere language training curricu- 
lum in the country, and the Commission 
believed a disruption caused by its movement 
would not be in the best interests of national 
security. However, the Commission found 
the actual return on investment for the recom- 
mendation depended on extraordinary base- 
operations costs, caused in large part by an 
oversized support facility at the Presidio of 
Monterey Annex (Fort Ord). It was apparent 
more efficient methods of base-operations 
support were not explored, specifically a con- 
solidation with the Naval Postgraduate School 
also located in Monterey. In addition, other 
alternatives have not been explored, such as a 
commercial-activities contract with the local 
communities for base-operations support. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force-structure 
plan and final criterion 4. Therefore, the Com- 
mission recommends the following: retain the 
Presidio of Monterey but dispose of all facilities 
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at the Presidio of Monterey Annex except the 
housing, commissary, child care facility, and post 
exchange required to support the Presidio of 
Monterey and Naval Post Graduate School. 
Consolidate base-operations support with the 
Naval Post Graduate School by interservice 
support agreement. The Department of Defense 
will evaluate whether contracted base-operations 
support will provide savings for the Presidio 
of Monterey. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 
88/91 Recommendcltions 

Presidio of San Francisco, California 
Category: Command and Control 
Mission: Coordinates and Provides Base 

Operations Support for Sixth U.S. Army 
One-time Cost: None 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -35.9 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ -6.0 million (Cost) 
Payback: Never 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Change the recommendation of the 1988 DoD 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commis- 
sion regarding the Presidio of San Francisco, as 
follows: relocate Headquarters, Sixth U.S. Army 
from Presidio San Francisco to NASA Ames, CA, 
instead of to Fort Carson, CO, as originally 
approved by the Defense Secretary's BRAC 
Commission in 1988. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 1988 DoD BRAC Commission recommended 
closing the Presidio of San Francisco. As a 
result of this closure, the Army identified Fort 
Carson, CO, as the receiver of llle 6th Army 
Headquarters. Since then, the 1991 Base 
Closure Commission recommended several 

headquarters in California is enhanced as it 
provides the best available location necessary 
to exercise the command and control mission 
over all the reserve units within its area of 
responsibility. These reasons are as follow: 

(a) Seventy-five percent of the reserve units 
within Sixth Army's area of responsibil- 
ity are located on the West Coast; 

(b) The principal ports of debarkation 
for the West Coast are Seattle, Oakland, 
and Long Beach; 

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

(d) Timeliness/location is the critical 
element t h a ~  may separate success from 
failure. 

Additionally, recent experiences with Operation 
Desert ShielcVDesert Storm, natural disasters, and 
civil disturbances have pointed out the need to 
keep the headquarters on the West Coast. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community contended moving to NASA 
Ames did not achieve any cost savings. Com- 
munity representatives argued the annual 
operating costs to locate 6th Army Headquarters 
at NASA Ames or the Presidio were similar. The 
community also stated the Sixth Army would 
have to move twice - first into temporary, then 
into permanent facilities - due to renovation 
requirements at NASA Ames. The reauirement 
of iwo moves provides additional hidden costs. 
In addition, the community asserts NASA Ames 
did not have available family housing on 
base, while family housing at the Presidio of 
San Francisco is plentiful, well built, and eco- 
nomical to maintain. 

closures and realignments in California that did 
not have the cauacitv to receive functions or COMMISSION FINDINGS 

personnel in the 1988 process. During its The Commission found the command and 
capacity analysis, the Army identified available control Sixth U,S,  Army exercises over its 
space at NASA Ames (formerly Naval Air Reserve Component forces is regional, not site 
Station Moffett) which could accept the 6th Army specific, encompasses twelve states, and has not 
Headquarters. As part of its analysis, the Army changed from the 1988 stated mission. The Com- 
determined the military value of retaining the mission found 58 percent of the Reserve units 
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and 59 percent of the Reserve personnel Sixth 
U.S. Army supervises were located in the three 
West Coast states. California contains 38 percent 
of the Reserve units and 38 percent of the 
Reserve personnel. Because of the dispersion of 
the Reserve Component units within Sixth U.S. 
Army's region, the Commission found commu- 
nication and travel capability were the foremost 
requirements in determining its location. - 

The 1988 Defense Secretary's Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure recommended 
the Sixth U.S. Army move to Fort Carson, CO, 
to place the headquarters on a multimission 
installation out of a high-cost area. The 
proposed change to the 1988 DoD BRAC 
Commission recommendation would keep 
the Sixth U.S. Army in a high cost area; 
however, the Army felt operational necessity 
outweighed the increased steady-state cost. 
The Army felt staying in California would 
enhance the Sixth Army's ability to exercise 
command and control of all Reserve units 
within its area of responsibility. 

The Commission found there was very little 
difference in the operating costs of staying at 
the Presidio of San Francisco or moving to NASA 
Ames, and cost and turbulence could be avoided 
by not moving. 

The Commission found the Secretary of the 
Interior supports the Sixth U.S. Army remain- 
ing at the Presidio of San Francisco as a tenant 
of the National Park Service. The Commission 
found the Secretary of the lnterior has stated 
the National Park Service is prepared to begin 
negoriations on the terms of a lease arrange- 
ment and common support costs. The Secretary 
of the Interior also stated the Park Service is 
prepared to reach an equitable leasing arrange- 
ment that would be competitive with other 
lessors in the area. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and 
4. Therefore, the Commission rejects the 
Secretary's recommendation on the Presidio of 
San Francisco and instead adopts the following 
recommendation: the 1988 DoD BRAC Com- 
mission recommendation will be changed to 
allow only the Sixth U.S. Army Headquarters to 

remain at the Presidio of San Francisco, CA. 
The Department of Interior and the Department 
of the Army should negotiate a lease favorable 
to both departments for the current facilities 
occupied by Sixth U.S. Army Headquarters and 
family housing at the Presidio of San Francisco 
necessary to accommodate the headquarters 
members. If agreement cannot be reached, 
the Commission expects the Army to make a 
subsequent recommendation to the 1995 Com- 
mission for the relocation of Sixth U.S. Army 
Headquarters. The Commission further recom- 
mends the Defense Commissary Agency and the 
Army and Air Force Exchange System deter- 
mine the commissary and exchange requirements 
to support Sixth U.S. Army Headquarters based 
on sound business decisions. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 
Category: Commodity Oriented 
Mission: Production 
One-time Cost: $ -44.1 million (Savings) 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 75.4 million 

Annual: $ 1.0 million 
Payback: lmmediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Change the recommendation of the 1991 
Commission regarding Rock Island Arsenal, IL, 
as follows: instead of sending the materiel 
management functions of U.S. Army Armament, 
Munitions, and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) 
to Redstone Arsenal, AL, as recommended by 
the 199 1 Base Closure Commission, reorganize 
these functions under Tank Automotive Com- 
mand (TACOM) with the functions remaining 
in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Under the Commission's recommendation in 
1991, the materiel management functions for 
AMCCOM's armament and chemical functions 
were to be transferred to Redstone Arsenal for 
merger with U.S. Army Missile Command 
(MICOM). The merger would have created a 
new commodity command to be called the 
Missile, Armament, and Chemical Command 
(MACCOM). This merger allowed one national 
inventory control point (NICP) to be eliminated. 
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In December 1992, the Commander of Army Retention of this activity at Rock Island Arsenal, 
Materiel Command (AMC) directed the com- as a subordinate element of the TACOM NICP, 
mand's Core Competency Advocates (Logistics avoids the expense of building new facilities at. 
Power Projection, Acquisition Excellence, and relocating over 1,000 employees to. Redstone 
Technology Generation) review the creation Arsenal. 
of MACCOM to see if there was a more cost- 
effective option to realign Redstone Arsenal. COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
These coGpetency advocates recommended 
the AMCCOM's materiel management functions 
should remain in place as a subset of the NICP 
at TACOM. A closer alignment exists between 
the armaments and chassis functions than 
between armaments and missiles, making the 
reorganization under TACOM more beneficial 
and cost effective for the Army: 

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

- AMCCOM receives $29 million from 
TACOM versus $0.1 million from MICOM 
for sustainment. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly produce 
all tanks, howitzers, and infantry vehicles. 
AMCCOM and MICOM do not jointly 
produce any weapon systems. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM use common 
contractors and universities. 

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

- AMCCOM and TACOM share common 
business practices. 

- Guns have their fire control sensors and 
computers in the vehicle and require 
extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM 
and TACOM do now. Missiles have their 
sensors and fire control in the missile 
and are easier to mount on a vehicle, 
as MICOM and TACOM do now. 

The Army believes the armamentlchemical 
materiel management functions can be fully 
executed from Rock Island Arsenal without 
relocating. There is precedence for geographic 
dispersion of NICP functions. The U.S. Com- 
munications-Electronic Command NICP is 
currently performed at three separate sites. 

The Huntsville, AL, community believed the 
reasons for movmg the armament and chemical 
materiel management functions from the Arma- 
ment, Munitions, and Chemical Command 
(AMCCOM) at Rock Island Arsenal, IL, and con- 
solidating them with the NICP at Redstone 
Arsenal, AL, were just as compelling today as 
they were when recommended by the 1991 
~e fense  Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission. The Huntsville community claimed the 
projected savings from the 1991 Commission 
recommendation were still valid; therefore, 
leaving the materiel management functions at 
Rock Island Arsenal would not take advantage 
of those savings. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found all commodity-oriented 
installations were treated equally. The Commis- 
sion determined the compelling argument 
for the redirect of the 1991 Commission recom- 
mendation was due to operational considerations 
and the U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
analysis that found that the materiel manage- 
ment functions were more closely aligned with 
the Tank Automotive Command (TACOM). 
The Commission found the consolidation of 
inventory control points would yield cost effi- 
ciencies for both the 1991 Commission recom- 
mendation and the 1993 Secretary of Defense 
recommendation and were, therefore, not a 
factor. However, the Commission found imple- 
menting this recommendation would avoid 
approximately $70 million in military construc- 
tion and personnel moving costs while incurring 
no additional costs. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: instead 
of sending the materiel management functions 
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of U.S. Army Armament, Munitions and Chemical 
Command (AMCCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, AI-, 
as recommended by the 1991 Base Closure Com- 
mission, reorganize these functions under Tank 
Automotive Command (TACOM) with the func- 
tions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
Shipyards 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, 
South Carolina 

Category: Naval Shipyard 
Miss~on: Repair, Maintenance, 

and Overhaul of Navy Ships 
One-time Cost: $ 125.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 348.4 million 

Annual: $ 90.9 million 
Payback: 3 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charleston. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

NSY Charleston's capacity is excess to that 
required to support the number of ships in the 
DoD Force Structure Plan. An analysis of naval 
shipyard capacity was performed with a goal of 
reducing excess capacity to the maximum 
extent possible while maintaining the overall 
military value of the remaining shipyards. The 
closure of NSY Charleston, when combined with 
the recommended closure of NSY Mare Island, 
California, results in the maximum reduction 
of excess capacity, and its workload can readily 
be absorbed by the remaining yards. The elimi- 
nation of another shipyard performing nuclear 
work would reduce this capability below 
the minimum capacity required to support this 
critical area. The closure of NSY Charleston, in 
combination with Mare Island NSY, allows the 
elimination of a greater amount of excess 
capaclty while maintaining the overall value of 
the remaining shipyards at a higher military value 
level than that of the current configuration 
of shipyards. Other options either reduced 
capacity below that required to support the 
approved force levels, eliminated specific 

capabilities needed to support mission require- 
ments or resulted in a lower military value for 
this group of activities. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community's concerns centered on Charleston 
Naval Shipyard's military value ranking by 
the Navy. I t  pointed out that Charleston 
ranked higher in military value than did NSY 
Portsmouth and NSY Pearl Harbor. Moreover, 
the community argued that the Navy underesti- 
mated NSY Charleston's military value because 
it failed to consider Charleston's ability to 
dry-dock four SSN-688 class submarines and 
its ability to perform off-site, short-duration work 
on nuclear ships. The community also criticized 
the Navy's capacity analysis. It believed the Navy's 
analysis did not accurately reflect Charleston's 
nuclear capacity. 

Furthermore, the Charleston community main- 
tained the Navy did not consistently seek to 
maximize military value and minimize excess 
capacity. For example, the community argued 
that closing Mare Island and Norfolk Naval 
Shipyards would leave military value unchanged, 
but would leave less excess capacity than 
would be left by the closures of Mare. Island 
and Charleston Naval Shipyards. In another 
scenario, the community stated that closing 
Mare Island and Portsmouth Naval Shipyards 
would yield a higher military value than that 
produced by the closures of Mare Island and 
Charleston Naval Shipyards. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission, in view of the considerable 
excess of shipyard capacity, found that reducing 
excess capacity was a primary consideration. In 
light of the subjective nature of the military 
value determination, the Commission chose to 
view the military value presented by the Navy 
as a gross, rather than a precise, discriminator. 
As such, the Commission sought to eliminate 
as much excess capacity as possible. 

The measurement of shipyard capacity is not 
an exact science, nor is it an easy task. The 
Commission reviewed a number of past shipyard 
capacity studies and determined that the capacity 
study submitted by the Navy for base closure 
was an acceptable indicator of shipyard capacity. 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criterion 1. Therefore, 
the Commission rejects the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation on Charleston and recommends 
the following: close Naval Shipyard Charleston, 
but maintain the option for the 1993 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission later 
to recommend retention of Charleston Naval 
Shipyard facilities deemed necessary to establish 
or support Naval commands that are retained, 
realigned to, or relocated to Charleston, South 
Carolina. The Commission finds this recommen- 
dation is consistent with the force-structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California 
Category: Naval Shipyard 
Mission: Repair, Maintenance, and Overhaul 

of Navy Ships 
One-time Cost: $ 397.8 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 544.3 million 

Annual: $ 206.7 million 
Payback: 4 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The capacity of the Mare Island NSY is excess 
to that required to support the reduced number 
of ships reflected in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. An analysis of naval shipyard capacity was 
performed with a goal of reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent possible while 
maintaining the overall military value of the 
remaining shipyards. Mare Island has the 
lowest military value of those shipyards 
supporting the Pacific Fleet, and its workload 
can be readily absorbed by the remaining yards 
which possess higher military value. The 
closure of Mare Island NSY, in combination 
with the Charleston NSY, allows the elimination 

of a greater amount of excess capacity while 
maintaining the overall value of the remaining 
shipyards at a higher military value level than 
that of the current configuration of shipyards. 
Other options either reduced capacity below that 
required to support the approved force levels, 
eliminated specific capabilities needed to 
support mission requirements or resulted in a 
lower military value for this group of activilies. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community claimed the Navy's military value 
calculation did not consider Mare Island's unique 
capabilities. For example, the community stated 
Mare Island had the Navy's only submarine 
construction capability and the only attack 
submarine refueling capability on the West Coast. 
The community felt the Navy's data call on 
capacity was confusing; it believed the data 
call may have overstated Mare Island's capacity 
relative to those of other shipyards. The com- 
munity also said the Navy credited the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard with a nuclear ship repair 
capability that i t  does not have. Consequently, 
the community argued Mare Island should 
have been ranked third, not seventh, in the Navy's 
shipyard category. 

The community also argued the cost and impact 
of moving Mare Island's ocean engineering 
capability was not adequately addressed by the 
Navy. I t  stated that Mare Island has unique 
nuclear cleanup costs that will only be required 
if the base is closed. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission, in view of the considerable 
excess of shipyard capacity, found that reducing 
excess capacity was a primary consideration. In 
light of the subjective nature of the military 
value determination, the Commission chose to 
view the military value presented by the Navy 
as a gross, rather than a precise, discriminator. 
As such, the Commission sought to eliminate 
as much excess capacity as possible. 

The measurement of shipyard capacity is not 
an exact science, nor is it an easy task. The 
Commission reviewed a number of past ship- 
yard capacity studies and determined that the 
capacity study submitted by the Navy for 
base closure was an acceptable indicator of 
shipyard capacity. 
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When relocating a function from a closing 
shipyard, the Navy should determine the avail- 
ability of the required capability from another 
DoD entity or the private sector prior to the 
expenditure of resources to recreate the capa- 
bility at another shipyard. 

The Department of Defense and the United States 
government bear the obligation for all environ- 
mental restoration costs, regardless of whether 
a military installation is closed and therefore, 
should not be considered as part of the costs to 
close a base. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore, 
the Commission recommends the following: close 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Relocate the 
Combat Systems Technical Schools Command 
activity to Dam Neck, Virginia. Relocate one 
submarine to the Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, 
Washington. Family housing located at Mare 
Island NSY will be retained as necessary to 
support Naval Weapons Station Concord. 

Operationul Air Stations 

Marine Corps Air Station 
El Toro, California 

Category: Operational Air Station 
Mission: Support Aviation Operations 
Ons-time Cost: $ 897.6 million 
Satings: 1994-99: $ 349.9 million 

Annual: $ 148.5 million 
Pajback: 4 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval and Marine air wings are projected to be 
reduced consistent with fleet requirements in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan, creating an 
excess in air station capacity. MCAS El Toro is 
recommended for closure since, of the jet bases 

supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest 
military value, has no expansion possibilities, is 
the subject of serious encroachment and land 
use problems, and has many of its training 
evolutions conducted over private property. 
The redistribution of aviation assets allows the 
relocation of Marine Corps fixed wing and 
helicopter assets to the NAS Miramar, in a manner 
which both eliminates excess capacity and avoids 
the construction of a new aviation facility at 
Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center, 29 
Palms, California. In an associated action the 
squadrons and related activities at NAS Miramar 
will move to NAS Lemoore in order to make 
room for the relocation of the MCAS El Toro 
squadrons. This closure results in a new con- 
figuration of Naval and Marine Corps air 
stations having an increased average military 
value when compared to the current mix of 
air stations in the Pacific Fleet. Finally the 
Department of the Navy will dispose of the land 
and facilities at MCAS El Toro and any proceeds 
will be used to defray base closure expenses. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community expressed concern the closure 
of MCAS El Toro would have a significantly 
adverse economic impact on an area already 
affected by other defense cutbacks. I t  also 
argued that the Navy's military value ranking of 
MCAS El Toro was too low and that the rank- 
ing did not reflect the quality performance 
of the units from El Tol-o. The community 
suggested alternatives to the closure of El Toro; 
it stated that NAS Miramar would be a more 
appropriate candidate for closure because 
NAS Miramar had older facilities and less 
housing than did MCAS El Toro. The com- 
munity argued that the Navy greatly overstated 
Miramar's expansion capability citing that 
Miramar had environmental constraints on any 
further development. 

The Twentynine Palms community also suggested 
that the Commission reconsider its 1991 
recommendation to close MCAS Tustin and its 
1993 recommendation to redirect rotary wing 
aircraft from Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat 
Center Twentynine Palms to NAS Miramar. The 
community maintained that those recommen- 
dations would cause overwhelming operational 
problems because they would place both rotary 
and fixed wing aircraft at NAS Miramar. 
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The Tustin community did not want the Com- 
mission to reconsider its 199 1 recommendation 
to close MCAS Tustin; it wanted the 1991 
Commission's closure decision to remain intact. 
The Tustin community had already invested 
substantially in a base reuse program. It  did 
not want to abandon its two-year investment of 
effort and money in the reuse plan. The Tustin 
community also believed better alternatives 
existed to relocate Marine Corps helicopters 
without retaining MCAS Tustin. Specifically, 
it proposed: keeping MCAS El Toro open and 
adding the MCAS Kaneohe Bay fixed wing 
mission there; closing NAS Miramar and relo- 
cating its units per the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations. It asserted this proposal would 
enhance operational readiness and still allow 
the community to pursue its reuse plan. The Tustin 
community also contended the Commission's 
decision to reconsider its 1991 recommendation 
would encourage other communities to ignore 
the finality of the Commission's actions and would 
encourage communities to resist closures long 
after the final vote of the Commission. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found air and ground encroach- 
ment at MCAS El Toro precluded future 
mission growth or force structure changes, and 
current mission requirements cause operations 
to be conducted over private property. It also 
found that force-structure reductions have 
created excess capacity at the Navy and Marine 
Corps west coast air stations. Relocation of fixed 
and rotary wing aircraft to NAS Miramar places 
these assets at a base that is relatively free 
of future encroachment, eliminates excess 
capacity, and integrated operations can be 
safely accomplished through careful base and 
flight operations planning. The Commission 
found relocation to NAS Miramar to be opera- 
tionally advantageous due to close proximity to 
the Marine division at Camp Pendleton, where 
a significant percentage of critical training is 
conducted. 

While areas expected to be affected by neces- 
sary expansion included critical habitats, 
none were located in quantities sufficient to 
preclude anticipated necessary expansion. It 
further found that acreage expected to be 
developed for the placement of KC-130s was 
constrained such that either adjustment to 
development plans or relocation to MCAS 
Yuma, Arizona, was required. 

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision 
to his original March 1993 recommendation. 
The Commission found the revised proposal had 
a higher military value and resulted in increased 
savings and should be adopted. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 2,  and 
3. Therefore, the Cornmission recommends the 
following: close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
El Toro, California. Relocate its aircraft along 
with their dedicated personnel, equipment and 
support to other naval air stations, primarily, 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar, California, 
and MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. In 
associated action, the squadrons and related 
activities at NAS Miramar will move to other 
naval air stations, primarily NAS Lemoore and 
NAS Fallon in order to make room for the 
relocation of the MCAS El Toro squadrons. 
Relocate Marine Corps Reserve Center to NAS 
Miramar. Additionally, change the recommen- 
dation of the 1991 Commission, which was to 
close MCAS Tustin and relocate its helicopter 
assets to Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center 
at Twentynine Palms, California, as follows: 
relocate MCAS Tustin helicopter assets to NAS 
North Island, NAS Miramar, or MCAS Camp 
Pendleton, California. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the 
force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Category: Operational Air Station 
Mission: S u ~ ~ o r t  Naval Aviation Operations 

The Commission also found a sufficient number One-time dost: $ 897.6 million 
of acres were available at NAS Miramar to Savings: 1994-99: $ 349.9 million 
accommodate the aircraft, personnel, and Annual: $ 148.5 million 
support equipment from MCAS Tustin in spite Payback: 4 years 
of environmental constraints on development. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The NAS Barbers Point is recommended for 
closure because its capacity is excess to that 
required to support the reduced force levels 
contained in the DoD Force Structure Plan. The 
analysis of required capacity supports only one 
naval air station in Hawaii. NAS Barbers Point 
has a lower military value than MCAS Kaneohe 
Bay and its assets can be readily redistributed 
to other existing air stations. By maintaining 
operations at the MCAS, Kaneohe Bay, we 
retained the additional capacity that air station 
provides in supporting ground forces. With the 
uncertainties posed in overseas basing MCAS 
Kaneohe Bay provides the flexibility to support 
future military operations for both Navy and 
Mnrine Corps and is of greater military value. 
In an associated move the F-18 and CH-46 
squadrons at MCAS Kaneohe Bay will move to 
NAS Miramar to facilitate the relocation of the 
NAS Barbers Point squadrons. Finally the 
Department of the Navy will dispose of the land 
and facilities at NAS Barbers Point and any 
proceeds will be used to defray base closure 
exl3enses. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The State of Hawaii supports the closure of NAS 
Barbers Point because it is interested in reusing 
the land currently occupied by the Navy. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found retention of the Naval 
Air Reserve Center, in view of force structure 
reductions, was not consistent with operational 
requirements. I t  also found these reductions 
indicate the need for only one major Naval Air 
Station in Hawaii, and that MCAS Kaneohe Bay, 
with significantly higher military value and no 
ground-encroachment problems, was clearly the 
base warranting retention. The Commission found 

that relocation of many of the Marine Corps air 
assets at Kaneohe Bay which were planned for 
relocation to other air stations, was required to 
make room for the aviation assets from NAS 
Barbers Point. 

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision 
to his original March 1993 recommendation. 
The Commission found the revised proposal had 
a higher military value and should be adopted. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force-structure 
plan and criteria 1 and 2. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: Close 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point and 
relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated 
personnel and equipment support to other 
naval air stations, including Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS), Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, and NAS 
Whidbey Island, Washington. Disestablish the 
Naval Air Reserve Center. Retain the family 
housing as needed for multi-service use. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida 
Category: Operational Air Station 
Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations 
One-time Cost: $ 312.1 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -1 89.1 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 48.9 million 
Payback: 13 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relo- 
cate its aircraft along with dedicated personnel, 
equipment and support to Marine Corps Air 
Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina; Naval Air 
Station, Oceana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Air 
Station, Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition 
of major tenants is as follows: Marine Corps 
Security Force Company relocates to MCAS 
Cherry Point; Aviation Intermediate Maintenance 
Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; 
Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment, 
Fleet Aviation Support Office Training Group 
Atlantic, and Sea Operatiorls Detachment relo- 
cate to MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana. 



Chapter I 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Carrier air wings will be reduced consistent with 
fleet requirements in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan, creating an excess in air station capacity. 
Reducing this excess capacity is complicated by 
the requirement to "bed down" different mixes 
of aircraft at various air stations. In making these 
choices, the outlook for environmental and 
land use issues was significantly important. In 
making the determination for reductions at air 
stations supporting the Atlantic Fleet, NAS Cecil 
Field was selected for closure because it repre- 
sented the greatest amount of excess capacity 
which could be eliminated with assets most 
readily redistributed to receiving air stations. 
The preponderance of aircraft to be redistributed 
from NAS Cecil Field were FIA-18s which were 
relocated to two MCAS on the East Coast, Beaufort 
and Cherry Point. These air stations both had 
a higher military value than NAS Cecil Field, 
alleviated concerns with regard to future 
environmental and land use problems and 
dovetail with the recent determination for joint 
military operations of Navy and Marine Corps 
aircraft from carrier decks. Some NAS Cecil Field 
assets are relocating to NAS Oceana, an air 
station with a lower military value, because NAS 
Oceana is the only F-14 air station supporting 
the Atlantic Fleet and had to be retained to 
support military operations of these aircraft. Its 
excess capacity was merely utilized to absorb 
the remaining aircraft from NAS Cecil Field. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community claimed the Navy's recommen- 
dation was flawed because it understated the 
military value of NAS Cecil Field and overstated 
the savings associated with closing NAS Cecil 
Field. The community argued closing NAS Cecil 
Field and relocating its aircraft to MCAS 
Beaufort, MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana 
would be more expensive than leaving NAS Cecil 
Field open. The community focused on Cecil 
Field's greater expansion capability. It stated Cecil 
Field, unlike Cherry Point, Beaufort, and Oceana, 
did not have encroachment problems; further- 
more, the community of Jacksonville adopted a 
Land-Use Comprehensive Plan which strictly 
limited the amount of development around 
Cecil Field. The community also argued MCAS 

Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point had significant 
wetlands contained within their installations 
which limited the ex-pansion of runways. It 
emphasized construction on wetlands would 
require the Navy to create new wetlands to off- 
set the loss of sensitive environmental land and 
the ratio of wetlands use was lower at NAS Cecil 
Field than at either Beaufort or Cherry Point. 

The community al.so claimed operating costs 
would be lower at NAS Cecil Field than at the 
other air stations because Cecil Field was the 
closest to its training areas. The community stated 
the Navy should have considered these factors 
when assigning its military value ranking to Cecil 
Field and had the Yavy done so, it would have 
seen that Cecil Field ranked far above Oceana, 
Beaufort and Cherry Point. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found significant excess capacity 
existed at NAS Cecil Field. The Commission 
also found current and potential future air 
encroachment at  NAS Cecil Field were over- 
stated by the Navy. The Commission also found 
other east coast air stations had higher priority 
missions, and NAS Cecil Field was not close 
enough to the Marine Corps Division at Marine 
Corps Base Camp L.ejeune, NC to support 
Marine Corps air assets. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recolnmends the following: Close 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate its 
aircraft along with dedicated personnel, equip- 
ment and support to Marine Corps Air Station, 
Cherry Point, North Carolina; Naval Air Station, 
Oceana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Air Station, 
Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition of major 
tenants is as follows: Marine Corps Security Force 
Company relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; 
Aviation Intermediate Maintenance Department 
relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air Mainte- 
nance Training Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation 
Support Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea 
Operations Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry 
Point and NAS Oceana. 
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Naval Air Station Agana, Guam 
Category: Operational Air Station 
Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations 
Onc-time Cost: $ 123.5 million 
Satings: 1994-99: $ 51 ..f milllon 

Annual: $ 21.3 million 
Pajbuck: 11 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community urged the Commission to 
recommend the closure of NAS Agana. The 
community stated that it wanted to reuse the 
facilities at NAS Agana to expand its civilian 
airport. The community asserted NAS Agana is 
very low in military value; it argued the few 
activities performed at NAS Agana could be 
moved into existing facilities at Andersen Air 
Force Base, and the cost of relocation would be 
far less than the $229 million estimated by GAO. 
The community contended the payback period 
for the closure of NAS Agana would be between 
three and ten years. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found excess land and opera- 
tions, maintenance, and administrative capacity 
existed at Andersen AFB to allow consolidation 
of the mission, personnel, aircraft, and support 
equipment of NAS Agana at Andersen AFB. 
The Commission found the consolidation was 
econc~mically feasible and due to the elimination 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure 
plan and final criteria 2 and 3. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Agana. Move aircraft, 
personnel, and associated equipment to Andersen 
AFB, Guam. Retain housing at NAS Agana 
necessary to support Navy personnel who have 
relocated to Andersen AFIS. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island 
Category: Operutional Air Station 
Mission: Support Naval Aviatlon Operations 
One-time Cost: $ 2.1 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 32.9 million 

Annual: $ 6.6 million 
Payback: 2 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Facility Midway Island. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 1991 Co~llmission Report. pages 5-19, recom- 
mended the elimination of the mission at NAF 
Midway Island and its continued operation 
under a caretaker status. Based on the DoD Force 
Structure Plan, its capacity is excess to that needed 
to support forces in its geographic area. There 
is no operational need for this air facility to 
remain in the inventory even in a caretaker 
status. Therefore, the Navy recommends that 
NAF Midway be closed and appropriate 
disposal action taken. 

of duplicate base operating and administrative 
costs. the closure would be paid back in 11 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

years. Housing at NAS supports Navy There were no formal expressions from the 
comniands throughout Guam. The Commission community. 
also found if this housing were retained at NAS 
Agann, it would not be necessary to build COMMISSION FINDINGS 
replacement bachelor or family housing in the 
area of or on Andersen AFB because the two The Commission found no operational reason 

bases are only 15 miles apart. to maintain this facility, even in a caretaker status. 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: Close 
Naval Air Facility Midway Island. 

Training Air Stations 

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

training around the two air stations with the 
highest military value. The resulting configura- 
tion increases the average military value of the 
remaining training air stations and maximizes 
efficiency through restructuring around the two 
hubs, thus increasmg the effectiveness of aviation 
training. Relocation of the Naval Air Technical 
Training Center fills excess capacity created by 
the closure of the Naval Aviation Depot and 
the Naval Supply Center at NAS Pensacola. 

Category: Training Air Station COMMUNITY CONCIERNS 
~ i s s i o n !  Aviation Maintenance and 

Operations Training 
Cost to Realign: $ 249 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -75.9 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 49.7 nzillion 
Payback: 10 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval aviator requirements are decreasing as a 
result of carrier air wing and fleet reductions 
consistent with the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
The NAS Memphis capacity is excess to that 
required to train the number of student aviators 
required to meet fleet needs. The Navy analyzed 
its training air stations with a goal of reducing 
excess capacity to the maximum extent consistent 
with the decreasing throughput of students. 
Any remaining mix of air stations needed, at a 
minimum, to maintain the overall military value 
of the remaining bases, while allowing continu- 
ance of key mission requirements and maximized 
efficiency. These factors included availability of 
training airspace, outlying fields and access to 
over-water training. The inland location of NAS 
Memphis and lack of training airspace make it 
a primary candidate for closure. Its realignment 
combined with the recommended closure of NAS 
Meridian, Mississippi, reduces excess capacity 
while allowing consolidation of naval air 

The conlrnunity stressed NAS Memphis was 
improperly evaluated as a training air station. 
The NAS Memphis primary mission is enlisted 
aviation technical training; pilot training has 
not been conducteci for over three decades. 
Moreover, NAS Memphis was evaluated using 
military-value criteria which do not address 
the installation's main training function. The 
community also stated the amount of military 
construction required to relocate the Naval Air 
Technical Training Command to Pensacola would 
be double the Navy estimate. The community 
also offered nine alternatives that would save 
money by moving additional functions to 
NAS Memphis in lieu of the recommended 
movement out of NAS Memphis. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Secretary's realign- 
ment recommendation was consistent with the 
force-structure plan. The Commission found that, 
although the decision to realign NAS Memphis 
was init.ially prernised on Memphis as a training 
air station, other factors justified the decision. 
These factors included the reduction of excess 
training capaciLy by relocating Naval Air Tech- 
nical Training Command, Memphis, to NAS 
Pensacola, the ach.ievement of economies of 
personnel and support through the consolida- 
tion of enlisted and officer aviation training at 
NAS Pensacola, and the consolidation of reserve 
air assets at Carswell Air Force Base. In addition, 
the Commissiorl found significant cost savings 
could be achieved within a reasonable payback 
period even if military construction costs proved 
to be greater than the Navy's original estimate. 

The Commlsslon Further found that consoli- 
dation of the Reserve air assets and Reserve 
Avratron Squaclrons would reallze economies 
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in management and training. By relocating these 
units to Carswell, they would be closer to 
operational areas and could capitalize on these 
in integrating training with operational units. 
In addition, the Commission found that the 
central location of Carswell would enhance 
Reserve contributory support to Navy Airlift. 

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision 
to March 1993 recommendation. The Commission 
found the revised proposal had higher military 
value and should be adopted. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

Thls Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: realign Naval Air Station, Memphis, 
by terminating the flying mission and relocating 
its reserve squadrons to Carswell, Texas. 
Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve Center, and 
relocate the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center, 
Millington, to Carswell. Relocate the Naval Air 
Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, 
Florida. The Commission finds this recommen- 
dation is consistent with the force-structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi 
Category: Training Air Station 
Mission: Jet Pilot Training 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savirlgs: 1994-99: N/A 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: N /A  

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Projected reductions contained in the Depart- 
ment of Defense Force Structure Plan require 
a substantial decrease in training air station 
capacity. When considering air space and 

facilities of all types of support aviation train- 
ing, there is about twice the capacity required 
to perform the mission. The training conducted 
at the Naval Air Station, Meridian can be consoli- 
dated with similar training at the Naval Air 
Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, 
Pensacola. This results in an economy and 
efficiency of operations which enhances the 
military value of the training and places train- 
ing aircraft in proximity to over-water air space 
and potential berthing sites for carriers being 
used in training evolutions. Currently, for 
example, pilots training in Meridian fly to the 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola in order to do carrier 
landing training. The closure of Meridian and 
the accompanying closure of the Naval Air 
Station, Memphis, resul~ in centralized aviation 
training functions at bases with a higher average 
military value than that possessed by the train- 
ing air stations before closure. Both the Naval 
Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, 
Pensacola have higher military value than the 
Naval Air Station, Meridian. The consolidation 
of the Naval Technical Training Center with its 
parent command, the Chief of Naval Education 
and Training, will provide for improvement in 
the management and efficiency of the training 
establishment and enhance its military value to 
the Navy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community claimed the Navy's military value 
ranking of NAS Meridian was too low. It argued 
Naval training requires primarily "over-ground" 
airspace, but the Navy's mllitary value matrix 
was heavily weighted for "over-water" airspace. 
Since Meridian has considerable "over-ground" 
airspace but no "over-water" airspace, its military 
value ranking was unfairly diminished. The com- 
munity also argued the Navy's training plan failed 
to provide enough capacity to accomplish needed 
strike training and NAS Meridian was essential 
to meet the requirement. The community believed 
the Navy's inclusion of bases into "complexes" 
was improper because it resulted in a failure to 
consider alternative scenarios for reducing excess 
capacity. The community believed greater cost 
savings would be achieved by closing other air 
stations with greater excess capacity and lower 
military value. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found excess capacity existed 
in Naval Pilot Training, but it did not exist in 
Naval Strike Pilot Training. The Commission 
found a second full-strike training base was 
required to accommodate the current and future 
pilot training rate (PTR). The Commission 
further found military construction for the T-45, 
the Navy's new intermediate and advanced strike 
training aircraft, which is complete at NAS 
Kingsville and has begun at NAS Meridian, is 
required at two sites to support future pilot training. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 2,  and 
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the following: Naval Air Station, Meridian 
will remain open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Reserve Air Stations 

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan 
Category: Reserve Air Station 
Mission: Support for Reserve Units 
One-time Cost: $ 1 1.6 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 44.8 million 

Annual: $ 10.3 million 
Payback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent 
with fleet reductions in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Projected force levels reflected for both 
active and reserve aviation elements leave the 
Department with significant excess capacity in 
the reserve air station category. Given the greater 

operational activity of active air stations, the 
decision to rely on reserve aviation elements in 
support of active operating forces places a high 
military value on locating reserve aviation 
elements on active operating air bases to the 
extent possible. Closure of NAF Detroit will elimi- 
nate excess capacity at the reserve air base with 
the lowest military value and allow relocation 
of most of its assets to the major P-3 active 
force base at NAS Jacksonville. In arriving at 
the recommendation to close NAF Detroit, a 
specific analysis was conducted to ensure that 
there was demographic support for purposes of 
force recruiting in the areas to which the 
reserve aircraft are being relocated. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the recession and high 
local unemployment rates compounded with the 
loss of income generated by both active duty 
and reserve personnel in the local economy 
totaled $50 million. In addition, the local 
community council integrated NAF Detroit 
personnel to such an extent that many com- 
munity youth services (i.e. youth sport leagues, 
Special Olympics) would suffer a negative impact. 
The community concern suggested that the 
relocation of the Medical and Dental Clinics 
would leave the Midwest devoid of Aviation 
Medical Assets to provide Navy Flight Physicals 
for Reserve Officer Training Programs and the 
Navy Recruiting District offices assigned to 
recruit aviation personnel in the Midwest. In 
addition, the community expressed concern 
regarding the disposition of other tenant 
commands, including the Personnel Support 
Detachment and the Personnel Support Detach- 
ment, Cleveland, Ohio. Reserve representatives 
expressed concern about the loss of qualified 
reservists with a resulting loss of readiness, and 
they projected it would take eighteen to sixty 
months to reconstitute reserve squadrons and 
restore readiness at the projected receiver sites. 

The Michigan Air National Guard, the local 
communities, and the Detroit Wayne County 
Metropolitan Airport were all opposed to joint 
use of Selfridge ANG as an air passenger 
terminal. It stated the base infrastructure and 
local heavy industry would not support a 
civilian air cargo operation. Finally, representa- 
tives questioned the accuracy of the Navy's cost 
and savings analysis. 



COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found demographics at receiver 
locations would effectively support the manning 
of the reserve squadrons and would place them 
closer to operating areas. The Commission also 
found some inconsistencies in COBRA data 
regarding $5.7  million in required military 
construction costs prior to closure. However, 
this cost did not significantly affect savings. In 
addition, tenant activities were not specifically 
addressed in the Secretary's recommendation. 
However, these activities were all below threshold, 
and parent commands could designate receiver 
sites. Finally, the Commission found closure 
of  NAF Detroit significantly reduced excess 
capacity in Reserve Naval Air Stations. This facility 
was rated lowest in military value, so consoli- 
dation of its assets at receiver sites resulted in 
an overall improvement in military value. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

Tlle Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
st]-ucture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Nxval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate 
its aircraft and associated personnel, equipment 
and support to the Naval Air Station Jacksonville, 
Florida or Naval Air Station South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts and Carswell Air Force Base, Fort 
Worth, TX. The Mt. Clemons, Michigan Marine " 
Corps Reserve Center will relocate to the Marine 
Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota. 

Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, 
West Virginia 

Cafegory: Reserve Air Station 
Mission: Support for Reserve Units 
On(:-time Cost: $27.1 million 
Satings: 1994-99: $70.2 million 

Annual: $1 3.1 million 
Paqback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community asserted that a 1986 Center 
for Naval Analysis (CNA) Study identified 
Martinsburg as one of four sites for location 
of Naval Mediurn/Heavy Airlift (C-130) Squad- 
rons (the others listed were NAS Glenview, 
NAS New Orleans, and NAS Point Magu). I t  also 
indicated that Martinsburg would be more cost 
efficient to operate both because the Navy would 
be a tenant of the Air National Guard, and 
because of the relative low cost-of-living index 
when compared with other locations. Additionally, 
it stated that current experience with reserve 
recruiting and retention in the Air National Guard 
was indicative of a rich demographic environ- 
ment that would successfully draw on the greater 
Washington-Baltimore area to supply qualified 
personnel. The community noted its central 
location in Eastern United States, its excellent 
transportation network, good infrastructure, 
and relatively uncrowded airspace were attributes 
that supported the decislon to place a C-130 
squadron in Martinsburg, West Virginia. 

Regarding economic impact, they projected at 
least 200 full-time positions and 200 reservists 
positions will be assigned to the Martinsburg 
Facility. The assignment would have a significant 
positive impact on one of the poorest sections 
of West Virginia. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the construction of this 
facility is in the planning stages only. No ground 
has been broken. COBRA runs provided by the 
Navy for Martinsburg were not useable for com- 
parison with similar existing reserve and active 
air stations. The assumption that high Air 
National Guard manning levels are predictors 
of high Naval Reserve manning levels for this 
activity presumes there are adequate numbers 
of qualified naval veterans or civilians with 
aviation background, or that members of the 
West Virginia Air National Guard currently 
awaiting billet assignments would sacrifice 
seniority to request interservice transfers. While 
the CNA study identified Martinsburg as one 
of four sites for location of a Naval Reserve 
MediumIHeavy Airlift squadron, it was conducted 
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during a defense build-up. With strategic planning 
incomplete in this era of fiscal constraints, 
construction of new facilities in a category with 
excess capacity does not appear to be a wise 
use of scarce resources. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 3, 4 and 
5 .  Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg, 
West Virginia. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas 
Category: Reserve Air Station 
Mission: Support Naval Reserve Aviation Units 
One-time Cost: $ 136.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99 $ -1 08  million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 5.2 million 
Payback: 100+ years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and 
relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Carswell Air Force 
Base, Fort Worth, Texas. The following Navy 
and Marine Corps Reserve Centers relocate to 
Carswell Air Force Base: Naval Reserve Center, 
Dallas, Marine Corp Reserve Center, Dallas, 
Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing) Dallas, 
and REDCOM 11. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent 
with the fleet reductions in the DoD Force 
Structure Plan. Projected force levels reflected 
for both active and reserve aviation elements 
leave the Navy with significant excess capacity 
in the reserve air station category. Closure of 
Naval Air Station, Dallas and reconstitution at 
Carswell Air Force Base provides the reserves 
with a significantly superior air base. The 
resulting air station, with Air Force reserve 
squadrons now as tenants, will remove the 
operational difficulties currently experienced 
at the Naval Air Station, Dallas, including flight 
conflicts with the civilian airport. This closure, 
combined with three others in this category, 

results in the maximum reduction of excess 
capacity in reserve air stations while increasing 
the average military value of the remaining bases 
in this category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community stressed the closure of NAS Dallas 
would detrimentally impact Vought Aircraft 
Company, which used the airport for 45 years 
to test aircraft under a $l/year agreement with 
the City of Dallas. It indicated the Navy's 
concern over lack of airspace was incorrect 
because the city of Dallas owned all or part 
of two nearby airports so ample airspace was 
available. Furthermore only minor transitory 
problems occasionally occurred. 

Regarding economic impact, the community 
emphasized it would be much greater than the 
Navy estimated, both in Dallas and in Grand 
Prairie. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the proposed realign- 
ment of NAS Dallas at Carswell Air Force Base 
(AFB) had merit because it would alleviate 
current air and ground encroachment restric- 
tions. The Commission also found regular 
airlift to southwestern states would increase the 
recruiting area to support current and future 
mission capability of the reserve squadrons 
assigned to NAS Dallas. In addition, the Commis- 
sion found the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) supported the proposed relocation to 
Carswell AFB because it was compatible with 
the existing and fur.ure Dallas-Forth Worth 
Metropolitan Air Traffic System Plan. The FAA 
indicated the move would result in better service 
to NAS Dallas units at its new site and would 
provide improved procedural efficiency to all 
users. The FAA stated. since current air missions 
from NAS Dallas were to the west and southwest, 
the proposed relocation to Carswell AFB would 
shorten mission length and reduce flight costs. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: Close 
the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and relocate 



Chapter I 

its aircraft and associated personnel, equipment 
~ n d  support to Carswell AFB, Fort Worth, Texas. 
'The following Navy and Marine Corps Reserve 
Centers relocate to Carswell: Naval Reserve 
Center, Dallas, Marine Corp Reserve Center, 
Ilallas, Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing) 
Dallas, and REDCOM 1 1. Carswell AFB, Texas, 
will become a Navy-operated Carswell joint 
reserve center to receive and accommodate the 
reserve units currently there and being relocated 
there by this 1993 Commission. 

Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 
Category: Reserve Air Station 
hfission: Support for Reserve Units 
One-time Cost: $ 132.1 million 
Snvings: 1994-99: $ 34.5 million 

Annual: $ 30.0 million 
P(1ybach: 6 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview and 
relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Navy Reserve, 
National Guard and other activities. Family 
housing located at NAS Glenview will be retained 
to meet existing and new requirements of 
thc nearby Naval Training Center (NTC), Great 
Laltes. The Recruiting District, Chicago will be 
relocated to NTC Great Lakes. The Marine Corps 
Reserve Center activities will relocate as appro- 
priate to Dam Neck, Virginia, Green Bay, 
Wisconsin, Stewart Army National Guard 
Facility, New Windsor, New York and NAS, 
Atlmta, Georgia. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Na~ral air forces are being reduced consistent 
with the fleet reductions in the DoD Force- 
Structure Plan. Projected force levels for both 
active and reserve aviation elements leave the 
Department with significant excess capacity in 
the reserve air station category. Closure of NAS 
Glenview eliminates excess capacity at a base 
with a very low military value whose assets can 
be I-edistributed into more economical and 
efficient operations. This closure, combined 
with three others in this category, results in 
maxlmum reduction of excess capacity while 
increasing the average military value of the 

remaining reserve air stations. In arriving at the 
recommendation to close NAS Glenview, a 
specific analysis was conducted to ensure that 
there was demographic support for purposes 
of force recruiting in the areas to which the 
reserve aircraft are being relocated. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community contended NAS Glenview demon- 
strated the ability to recruit and train key reserve 
personnel from the hlghly skilled workforce of 
the Chicago Metroplex. The community said 
distant relocations proposed for NAS Glenview 
would undoubtedly result in large losses of 
qualified reservists in these units, and they high- 
lighted the loss of joint operations. While local 
officials took a neutral position, other commu- 
nity representatives questioned the military value 
and excess capacity calculations. It also ques- 
tioned COBRA model cost and savings analysis 
and identified over $90 million in military 
construction costs to relocate the units. The com- 
munity leaders pointed out that relocation costs 
of tenant activities were not included in the 
COBRA analysis. It indicated the combined 
closures of this facility along with NAF Detroit 
and NAS Memphis would leave the heartland 
of the United States without an operational 
Naval and Marine Corps Air Reserve presence. 
Another concern of the community was that 
these closures would result in a loss of Navy 
airlift for midwestern reserve units. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found significant efforts had 
been made to upgrade NAS Glenview. However, 
serious ground and air encroachment problems, 
and the lack of adequate accident potential zones 
limited potential expansion at this Reserve Naval 
Air Station. While the Commission recognized 
the loss of reservists due to relocating the reserve 
squadrons, it found the potential for expansion 
at receiver sites would improve overall military 
value of the remaining installations. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 



Chapter I 

the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview and 
relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Navy Reserve, 
National Guard and other activities. Family 
housing located at NAS Glenview will be 
retained to meet existing and new require- 
ments of the nearby Naval Training Center 
(NTC), Great Lakes. The Recruiting District, 
Chicago will be relocated to NTC Great Lakes. 
The Marine Corps Reserve Center activities will 
relocate as appropriate to Dam Neck, Virginia; 
Green Bay, Wisconsin; Stewart Army National 
Guard Facility, New Windsor, New York; and 
NAS Atlanta, Georgia. 

Naval Air Station South Weyrnou th, 
Massachusetts 

Category: Reserve Air Station 
Mission: Support for Reserve Units 
One-time Cost: N/A 
Savings: N/A 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent 
with fleet reductions in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Projected force levels for both active and 
reserve aviation elements leave the Department 
with significant excess capacity in the reserve 
air station category. The greater operational utility 
of active air stations and the decision to rely on 
reserve aviation elements in support of active 
operating forces place a higher military value 
on locating reserve aviation elements on active 
operating air bases to the extent possible. 
Closure of NAS South Weymouth allows the 
relocation of reserve P-3's to the major P-3 
active operating base at NAS Brunswick, ME 

and distributes other assets to the active operat- 
ing base at Mayport, FL and to a reserve air 
station with a higher military value. In arriving 
at the recommendation to close NAS South 
Weymouth, a specific analysis was conducted 
to ensure that there was demographic support 
for purposes of force recruiting in the areas to 
which the reserve aircraft are being relocated. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community stated NAS South Weymouth 
was the only operational Naval Air Reserve 
Activity in the New EnglandINew York area. The 
closure would preclude active participation 
by aviation qualified Naval Reservists in the 
northeastern United States, since reservists are 
geographically connected to the area of their 
domicile and civilian occupations. The commu- 
nity further stated the Navy military value ranked 
NAS South Weymouth third of eight, well above 
NAS Dallas (proposed for realignment), NAS 
Atlanta and NAF Washington. The community 
emphasized the combined highly educated tech- 
nical workforce and large population of qualified 
veterans in the Boston area support recruitment 
for both the current mission and any expanded 
operational role. The proximity to wetlands and 
community zon.ing ordinances prevent land 
encroachment 011 air operations and furlher 
enhance NAS South Weymouth's ability to 
assume expanded missions. 

The community questioned the Navy's pro- 
grammed new construction in Martinsburg, West 
Virginia (for a C-130 MediumIHeavy Airlift 
Squadron); and Johnstown, Pennsylvania (for a 
Helicopter Squadron). These facilities would 
cost over $55 million, with an additional $50 
million in initial set:-up costs. It asserted NAS 
South Weymouth had adequate facilities and a 
trained manpower pool to assume the proposed 
missions for these sites, and indeed has facilities 
and equipment already on board for support of 
the C-1.30 aircraft. Further, it indicated NAS 
South Weymouth was closer to operating and 
potential threat areas for Anti-Submarine/ 
Anti-Surface Warfare and to carrier battle group 
operations than any other Reserve Naval Air 
Station and most operational bases. 

The colnmunity conducted its own independent 
analysis of the certified data provided to the 
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Base Structure Analysis Team and raised serious 
concerns about the validity of costs and savings 
projected by the COBRA models developed by 
the Navy. In addition, it indicated the proposed 
closures of Reserve Naval Air Stations were 
predicated on nine Reserve Maritime Patrol 
Squadrons, not the thirteen Squadrons manda- 
ted by the FY93 Defense Authorization Act. It 
questioned the wisdom of such unprecedented 
cuts in view of the fact that both Congress and 
the Department of Defense have not yet defined 
the role of the reserves. 

Regarding the cumulative economic impact, the 
community asserted New England employs only 
1396 of the Department of Defense, but had to 
absorb 33% of recent defense cuts. The com- 
munity argued the closure of additional bases, 
including NAS South Weymouth, would have a 
heavy impact on an economy already struggling 
under the burdens of coping with previous 
defense cuts. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found several inconsistencies 
between the COBRA analysis and data call 
submissions regarding personnel accounting, and 
military construction costs for receiver bases. 
These inconsistencies tended to inflate savings 
and deflate costs in favor of the Secretary's 
recommendation. Additionally, it appeared demo- 
graphics for the purposes of force recruiting at 
proposed receiver bases were not considered 
in the relocation of squadrons attached to this 
command. There was no evidence current and 
future mission impacts were considered with 
respect to the retention losses that could result 
if squadrons were relocated several hundred to 
over 3000 miles away from the reservists 
currently assigned billets in these units. Addi- 
tionally, no plan was proposed to retain incum- 
bent reservists or to expedite recruitment and 
trainlng of replacements. Similarly, impacts on 
contributory support to the active components, 
mission capability and readiness were not 
adequately considered by the Navy. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure 
plan and criteria 1, 3, 4, and 5.  Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: Naval 

Air Station, South Weymouth will remain open. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

NavaVMarine Corps Air Facility 
(Joint Aviation Facility) 
Johns town, Pennsylvania 

Category: Reserve Air Station 
Mission: Support for Reserve Units 
One-time Cost: None 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 15-20 million 

(Construction Avoidance) 
$ 20 million (Start U p  Costs Avoidance) 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community expressed concern regarding the 
proposed cessation of construction of a Naval/ 
Marine Corps air facility at the Joint Aviation 
Facility in Johnstown, PA. The community indicat- 
ed the facility had strong Congressional support. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found construction costs for 
the Navymarine Corps addition to the Joint 
Aviation Facility at Johnstown, PA, were 
projected at $15-20 million with an additional 
$20 million in one-time start-up costs. The Com- 
mission found construction of the Navy/Marine 
Corps facility was scheduled for FY 1994 with 
occupancy planned for FY 1996. The Commis- 
sion found the nearby reserve center in Ebensburg 
could house administrative units, and signifi- 
cant excess capacity exists in NavalIMarine 
Corps reserve air stations. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 4 and 5. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close (halt construction of) the NavaV 
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Marine Corps air facility (Joint Aviation Facil- 
ity) Johnstown, Pennsylvania. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Bases 

Naval Education and Training Center 
Newport, Rhode Island 

Category: Naval Base 
Mission: Support Homeported Ships 
One-time Cost: $13.8 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $7.94 million 

Annual: $ 4.26 million 
Payback: 5 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Naval Education and Training Center 
(NETC) Newport and terminate the Center's 
mission to berth ships. Relocate the ships to 
Naval Station Mayport, Florida and Naval 
Station Norfolk, Virginia. Piers, waterfront 
facilities and related property shall be retained 
by NETC Newport. The Education and Training 
Center will remain to satisfy its education and 
training mission. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The piers and maintenance activity associated 
with NETC Newport are excess to the capacity 
required to support the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station 
berthing capacity was performed with a goal 
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum 
extent possible while maintaining the overall 
military value of the remaining naval stations. 
To provide berthing to support the projected 
force structure, the resulting mix of naval 
stations was configured to satisfy specific 
mission requirements, including: 100 percent 
aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammuni- 
tion ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSNI 
SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and main- 
tenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet 
concentrations. NETC Newport currently berths 
five ships which can be absorbed at other 
homeports with a higher military value. This 
realignment, combined with other recommended 
closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, 

results in the maximum reduction of excess 
capacity while increasing the average military 
value of the remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the Navy underrated 
Newport's military value. The community also 
questioned the Navy's estimated savings associ- 
ated with this realignment, expressing belief that 
the Navy's analysis created a false sense of savings 
because it did not fully examine the costs of 
moving ships and maintaining real property. 
Moreover, the relocation of ships would not 
reduce excess capacity or operational costs 
because Newport would still retain its piers. The 
community also argued the impact on Reserve 
Training in the Northeast was significant, and 
the economic impact of the realignment was 
underestimated. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the capacity to homeport 
ships at Newport is excess to that required to 
support the Don force structure. The Commis- 
sion also found closure would account for a 
relatively small job loss in this employment area 
and would result in savings. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: realign 
the Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) 
Newport and terminate the Center's mission to 
berth ships. Relocate the ships to Naval Station 
Mayport, Florida and Naval Station Norfolk, 
Virginia. Piers, waterfront facilities and related 
property shall be retained by NETC Newport. 
The Education and Training Center will remain 
to satisfy its education and training mission. 

Naval Station Charleston, 
South Carolina 

Category: Naval Base 
Mission: Support Homeported Ships 
One-time Cost: $ 186.36 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 146.67 million 

Annual: $ 69.78 million 
Payback: 5 years 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The piers and maintenance activity at NS 
Cha1.1eston are excess to the capacity required 
to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A compre- 
hensive analysis of naval station berthing capa- 
city was performed with a goal of reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent while main- 
taining the overall military value of the remaining 
naval stations. To provide berthing to support 
projected force structure, the resulting mix of 
naval stations was configured to satisfy specific 
mission requirements, including: 100 percent 
aircrzft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammu- 
nition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one 
SSN/SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet 
concentrations as part of the solution. The berths 
at the NS Charleston are excess to Navy require- 
ments. The relocation of the 21 ships currently 
based at NS Charleston will allow the closure 
of this naval base and eliminate almost half of 
the excess berthing capacity in bases supporting 
the Atlantic Fleet. This closure, combined with 
other recommended closures and realignments 

in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum 
reduction of excess capacity while increasing 
average military value of the remaining Atlantic 
Fleet Bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community stated the Navy underrated 
Charleston's military value. It believed the haste 
of the Navy's process resulted in inaccurate and 
incomplete responses to the Navy's military value 
matrix questions. The com~nunity also believed 
the Navy underestimated the costs of relocating 
its activities to Naval Starion Kings Bay and 
Naval Stalion Ingleside. Thc community further 
asserted the ability to obtain the necessary 
environmental permits for Mine Warfare train- 
ing in the Gulf of Mexico was questionable. The 
community also stated the closure of the Naval 
Station and other facilities in Charleston would 
have a devastating economic impact on the area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the capacity to homeport 
ships and submarines in Charleston is excess to 
that required to support the DoD force structure. 
The Commission also found when combined 
with other Charleston closures, such as the closure 
of the Charleston Naval Shipyard, the closure of 
Naval Station Charleston would account for a 
significant job loss in this employment area; 
however, closure will result in substantial savings. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. 
Therefore, the Comn~ission recommends the fol- 
lowing: close Naval Station (NS), Charleston but 
maintain the option for the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission later to 
recommend the retention of Naval Station, 
Charleston facilities that are deemed necessary 
to establish or support naval commands that 
are retained at, realigned to, or relocated to 
Charleston, South Carolina. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 
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Naval Station Mobile, Alabama 
Category: Naval Base 
Mission: Support Homeported Ships 
One-time Cost: $ 4.88 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 66.83 million 

Annual: $ 8.43 million 
Payback: 2 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station, Mobile and relocate assigned 
ships to Naval Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi, 
and Ingleside, Texas, along with dedicated person- 
nel, equipment and appropriate other support. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The berths at Naval Station, Mobile are excess 
to the capacity required to support the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis 
of naval station berthing capacity was performed 
with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the 
maximum extent possible while maintaining the 
overall military value of the remaining naval 
stations. To provide berthing to support the 
projected force structure, the resulting mix of 
naval stations were configured to satisfy specific 
mission requirements, including: 100 percent 
aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammuni- 
tion ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one 
SSNISSBN unique base complex per fleet; and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet 
concentrations as part of the solution. The ships 
based at Naval Station Mobile can be relocated -.- 

to other naval bases which have a higher mili- 
tary value. This realignment, combined with other 
recommended closures and realignments in 
the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum 
reduction of excess capacity while increasing 
the average military value of the remaining 
Atlantic Fleet bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the Navy's military value 
ranking was inaccurate. The community stated 
the Navy did not give adequate consideration 
to the role Naval Station (NAVSTA) Mobile plays 
in training reserves. The community also felt 
the Navy did not correctly compare NAVSTA 
Mobile to NAVSTA Pascagoula. The community 
clalmed Mobile was superior to Pascagoula In 
the areas of navigation, safety, quality of life 

and the Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity. 
It believed the Navy greatly overestimated the 
savings associated w ~ t h  the closure of the base. 
The community also noted its strong state 
and local support for the facility and argued 
the closure of NAVSTA Mobile would have a 
serious and adverse effect on the community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commissiorl found the capacity to homeport 
ships at Mobile is excess to that required to 
support the Don force structure. The Commis- 
sion also found closure would account for a 
relatively small job loss in this employment area 
and would result in savings. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commissioll finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Naval Station, Mobile and relocate assigned ships 
to Naval Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi, and 
Ingleside, Texas, along with dedicated personnel, 
equipment and appropriate other support. 

Naval Station Staten Island, New York 
Category: Navul Base 
Mission: Support Homeported Ships 
One-time Cost: $ -1 6.15 million (Savings) 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 298.92 million 

Annual: $ 42 64 million 
Payback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its 
ships along with their dedicated personnel, equip- 
ment and support. to Naval Stations, Norfolk, 
Virginia and Mayport, Florida. Disposition of 
minor tenants is as follows: Ship Intermediate 
Maintenance Activity, New York relocates to Earle, 
New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; Recruiting 
District, New York disestablishes; Supervisor of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair (SUPSHIP), 
Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The berthing capacity of Naval Station Staten 
Island is excess to the capacity required 
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to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A compre- 
hensive analysis of naval station berthing 
capacity was performed with the goal of reducing 
excess capacity to the maximum extent possible 
while maintaining the overall military value of 
the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing 
to support projected force structure, the resulting 
mix of naval stations was configured to satisfy 
specific mission requirements, including: 100 
percent aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; 
ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; 
one SSNISSBN unique base complex per fleet; 
ancl maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego 
fleet concentrations. The ships currently berthed 
at Naval Station Staten Island can be relocated 
to bases with higher military value. This closure, 
combined with other recommended closures and 
realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the 
maximum reduction of excess capacity while 
increasing the average military value of the 
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the Navy's analytical 
process was not sound because it contained many 
procedural errors, analytical inconsistencies and 
inflated values for certain capabilities. The com- 
munity also challenged the soundness of the 
Navv's megaport concept. It believed closing 
~ a v d  Station (NAVSTA) Staten Island would 
pose operational problems because New York is 
four to five days closer to potential conflicts 
than ports in the Gulf of Mexico. The commu- 
nity claimed the closure of NAVSTA Staten Island 
would create a loss of significant training oppor- 
tunity for Naval Reservists, particularly in light 
of other planned closures in the Northeast. The 
com~nunity felt the Navy did not adequately 
consider the adverse economic impact the 
closure of NAVSTA Staten Island would have 
on the New York Harbor industrial base, especially 
private shipyards. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the capacity to homeport 
ships at Naval Station Staten Island is excess to 
that rzquired to support the DoD force structure. 
The Commission also found closure would 
account for a relatively small job loss in this 
employment area and would result in substantial 

savings. The Secretary suggested a correction or 
revision to his March 1993 recommendation. 
The Commission found that the revised proposal 
had a higher military value and should be adopted. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 .  
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close Naval Station Staten Island. 
Relocate its ships along with their dedicated 
personnel, equipment anti support to Naval 
Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, Florida. 
Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship 
Intermediate Maintenance Activity, New York 
relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk, 
Virginia; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conver- 
sion and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detach- 
ment disestablishes. Retain family housing located 
at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to sup- 
port Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New Jersey. 
The Commission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Naval Submarine Base New London, 
Connecticut 

Category: Naval Base 
Mission: Support Homeported Submarine 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New 
London by terminating its mission to homeport 
ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel, 
associated equipment and other support to the 
Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia and the Naval 
Station, Norfolk, Virginia. This relocation is to 
include a floating drydock. P~ers,  waterfront 
facilities, and related property shall be retained 
by the Navy at New London, Connecticut. The 
Nuclear Submarine Support Facility, a major 
tenant, relocates to Kings Bay, Georgia and 
Norfolk, Virginia; and another major tenant, the 
Nuclear Power Training Unit, disestablishes. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval Submarine Base, New London's capacity 
is excess to that required to support the number 
of ships reflected in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station 
berthing capacity was performed with a goal 
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum 
extent possible while maintaining the overall 
military value of the remaining naval stations. 
To provide berthing to support the projected 
force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations 
was configured to satisfy specific mission require- 
ments, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier 
berthing in each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD- 
approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base 
complex per fleet; and maintenance of the 
Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. With 
a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one 
submarine base per Fleet. In view of the capacity 
at the Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval 
Station, Norfolk, the submarines based at New 
London can be relocated to activities with a 
higher military value. The education and training 
missions being performed at the Submarine 
Base, New London will continue to be performed 
there and the Navy will retain piers, waterfront 
facilities and related property. This realignment, 
combined with other recommended closures and 
realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the 
maximum reduction of excess capacity while 
increasing the average military value of the 
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community claimed the Navy's proposal to 
realign New London did not reduce excess 
capacity. Instead, it only duplicated existing 
resources elsewhere and therefore wasted the 
taxpayers' money. The community also questioned 
the Navy's configuration analysis. The Navy's 
analysis required that (1) Norfolk be a part of 
any solution and (2) there be only one SSBN/ 
SSN unique base per fleet. The community 
claimed these rules led the Navy to exclude New 
London automatically from any solution. The 
community argued the Navy's analysis thus 
appeared to be used to justify its previous 
judgment to exclude New London. The com- 
munity questioned the strategic gain and increase 
in military value resulting from the realignment 
of New London, since military value did not 

appear to be a part of the Navy's configuration 
analysis. The commuriity proposed an alternate 
plan involving retaining submarines that would 
ostensibly save $1.2 billion. The community also 
stated the economic effect of the realignment 
would be grave because the New London area 
is heavily dependent on defense industries. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to terminate Naval Submarine 
Base (SUBBASE) New London's mission to 
homeport submarines calls for substantial mili- 
tary construction (MILCON) at SUBBASE King's 
Bay and Naval Station Norfolk to replace capa- 
bilities and facilities that exist in New London. 
The Commission further found the Navy's analysis 
was very sensitive to one-time costs due to the 
sizeable MILCON, particularly in view of what 
costs the Navy deemed appropriate to consider. 
Just prior to final deliberations, the Chairman 
of the Navy's Base Structure Evaluation Com- 
mittee reported to the Commission that the Navy 
was not likely ever to move attack submarines 
to Kings Bay. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 2,  4, 
and 5 .  Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the following: Naval Submarine Base, New London 
remains open and does not realign. The Com- 
mission finds this recommendation is consis- 
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Air Station Alameda, California 
Category: Naval Base 
Mission:Support of Aviation Activities, 

Afloat Units, and Other Activities 
One-time Cost: $ 193.69 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -72.1 7 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 41.69 million 
Payback: 10 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California 
and relocate its aircraft along with the dedi- 
cated personnel, equipment and support to NASA 
AmesIMoffett Field, California and NAS North 
Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed 



at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet 
concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget 
SoundIEverett. Disposition of major tenants is 
as follows: Navy Regional Data Automation Center, 
San Francisco realigns to NAS North Island; Ship 
Intermediate Maintenance Department disestab- 
lishes; the Naval Air Reserve Center and the 
Marine Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased 
space at NASAlAmes. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The projected carrier air wing reductions in the 
DoD Force Structure Plan require a significant 
decrease in air station and naval station capacity. 
NAS Alameda is recommended for closure as it 
has the lowest military value of those air stations 
supporting the Pacific Fleet. Given the number 
of aircraft "bedded down" at the air station, it 
has greatest amount of excess capacity. Also, 
given the need to eliminate excess ship berthing, 
its capacity is not required to meet force levels, 
since no more than five carrier berths are required 
on the West Coast; three at the fleet concentra- 
tion in San Diego and two at BangorRuget Sound/ 
Everett. Both the limited aircraft (primarily 
reserve) and ship assets at NAS Alameda can be 
readily absorbed at bases with a higher military 
value. This closure results in an increased average 
military value of both the remaining air stations 
and naval stations in the Pacific Fleet. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community believed the Navy penalized NAS 
Alameda's military value ranking because the 
Navy evaluated Alameda as a naval air station 
when its capabilities more closely resemble those 
of a naval station. The community criticized the 
Navy's plan to build at NAVSTA Everett and 
NAS North Island to replace existing capabilities 
at NAS Alameda; it said the Navy underesti- 
mated the costs of closing at Alameda and 
rebuilding elsewhere. The community also 
asserted that both Everett and North Island 
required dredging and building nuclear carrier 
piers and that the licensing and environmental 
procedures are difficult. The community argued 
that even if this costly construction were com- 
pleted, Everett would not have a contiguous 
airfield while NAS Alameda does, asserting the 
presence of a contiguous airfield creates a 
synergism among the facilities at Alameda. 
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By contrast, the absence of a contiguous airfield 
would pose potentially significant operational 
problems at Everett. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the aircraft beddown 
capacity and ship berthing at NAS Alameda is 
excess to that required to support the DoD force 
structure. The Commission also found NAS 
Alameda had the lowest military value as a 
Naval Air Station in the Pacific fleet. While its 
military value as a Naval Station is relatively 
high, its primary purpose is the homeporting of 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, and there is 
sufficient carrier berthing capacity in San Diego, 
Puget Sound, and Everett. Substantial military 
construction (MILCON) is occurring at Naval 
Station, Everett, Washington, and Naval Air 
Station North Island, California, to replace a 
portion of the nuclear aircraft carrier berthing 
capacity that exists at Alameda. These MILCON 
projects are being accomplished separate from 
the base closure process and will ultimately 
result in the Navy's ability to homeport aircraft 
carriers at a reduced cost. 

In a letter dated June 1, 1993, the Chief of Naval 
Operations advised the Commission that the 
original Secretary of Defense recommendation 
to close Naval Air Station Alameda did not fully 
distinguish between active duty aviation assets 
and tenant reserved aviation assets. That dis- 
tinction is made clear in the Commission 
recommendation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California 
and relocate its aircraft along with the dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to NAS North 
Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed 
at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet 
concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget 
Sound/Everett. Disposition of major tenants is 
as follows: Reserve aviation assets relocate to 
NASA Ames/Moffett Field, California, NAS 
Whidbey Island, and NAS Willow Grove; Navy 
Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco 



Chapter 1 

realigns to NAS North Island; Ship Intermediate 
Maintenance Department disestablishes; the Naval 
Air Reserve Center and the Marine Corps Reserve 
Center relocate to leased space at NASAlAmes. 

Naval Station Treasure Island, 
California 

Category: Naval Base 
Mission: Maintain and Operate Facilities 

and Support Tenant Activities 
One-time Cost: $ 30.95 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 123.0 million 

Annual: $ 44.48 million 
Payback: 3 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate 
personnel, as appropriate to the Naval Station, 
San Diego, California; Naval Amphibious Base, 
Little Creek, Virginia; Naval Training Center, 
Great Lakes, Illinois and various Naval Reserve 
sites in California. Major tenants are impacted 
as follows: Naval Reserve Center San Francisco 
relocates to the NavalIMarine Corps Reserve 
Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20 
relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, 
California. Naval Technical Training Center 
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego, 
Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek and 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The DoD Force Structure Plan supports a decrease 
in naval station capacity. Naval Station, Treasure 
Island has a relatively low military value and 
its capacity is not required to support Navy 
requirements. The naval bases to which its 
activities will be relocated have higher military 
value to the Navy than does this naval station. 
A comprehensive analysis of naval station berthing 
capacity was performed with a goal of reducing 
excess capacity to the maximum extent possible 
while maintaining the overall military value of 
the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing 
to support the projected force structure, the 
resulting mix of naval stations was configured 
to satisfy specific mission requirements, includ- 
ing: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in each 
fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-approved 

berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base complex 
per fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and 
San Diego fleet concentrations. This closure, com- 
bined with other recommended closures and 
realignments in the Pacific Fleet, reduces 
excess capacity while increasing the average 
military value of the remaining Pacific Fleet bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the closure of Naval 
Station (NAVSTA) Treasure Island, along with 
the other proposed Bay Area closures, would 
destroy the strategic infrastructure of the San 
Francisco area. It pointed out NAVSTA Treasure 
Island had a new fire fighting school that was 
environmentally sound and was the only one of 
its kind on the West Coast. It was also the site 
of over 1,000 family housing units and other 
support services the military retirement commun- 
ity depended upon heavily, particularly in light 
of the closure of the Presidio of San Francisco. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the capacity to homeport 
ships at Naval Station Treasure Island was excess 
to that required to support the DoD force struc- 
ture. Further, the Commission found the primary 
purposes of NAVSTA Treasure Island are to 
provide military family housing, some training 
and other support for shipboard personnel and 
dependents in the San Francisco Bay area. In 
view of the recommendations to close NAS 
Alameda, these facilities are not required. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate 
personnel, as appropriate to the Naval Station, 
San Diego, California; Naval Amphibious Base, 
Little Creek, Virginia; Naval Training Center, 
Great Lakes, Illinois and various Naval Reserve 
sites in California. Major tenants are impacted 
as follows: Naval Reserve Center San Francisco 
relocates to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve 
Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20 
relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, 
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California. Naval Technical Training Center 
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego, 
Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek and 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes. 

Naval Training Centers 

Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida 
Category: Naval Training Center 
Mlssion: Training of Officer and 

Enlisted Personnel 
One-time Cost: $ 374 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -83.5 million (cost) 

nnual: $ 75.8 million 
Pa.~back: 9 years 
(These costfigures include the cost to close NTC 

Sun Diego.) 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, 
and relocate certain personnel, equipment and 
support to NTC Great Lakes and other loca- 
tions, consistent with DoD training requirements. 
Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC 
Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the 
Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Submarine 
School at the Naval Submarine Base (NSB), 
New London; Personnel Support Detachment 
relocates to NTC Great Lakes; Service School 
Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval 
Dental Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval 
Education and Training Program Management 
Support Activity disestablishes. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 199 1 Commission rejected the recommen- 
dation to close NTC Orlando due to prohibitive 
closure costs. This recommendation encompasses 
the additional closure of NTC San Diego and 
proposes significantly reduced closure costs by 
taking advantage of facilities made available 
by the recommended realignment of NSB 
New London. Projected manpower reductions 
contained in the DoD Force Structure Plan 
require a substantial decrease in naval force 
structure. As a result of projected manpower 
levels the Navy has two to three times the capacity 
required, as measured by a variety of indicators, 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Orlando community argued the Navy's goal 
to eliminate the greatest amount of excess 
capacity while maintaining and/or improving 
overall military value did not necessarily gener- 
ate the most cost-effective option. The community 
also maintained the various COBRA alternatives 
it generated showed a net present value for 
NTC Orlando 2-4 times greater than the Navy's 
recommendation. The community claimed the 
climate affects utility costs, impacts training 
routines and student morale; however, the Navy 
did not consider climate a relevant training factor. 

The Orlando community also maintained the 
Navy's military-value questionnaire was flawed 
because it did not accurately evaluate the training 
center's capability. The community emphasized 
the questions asked were not relevant and there 
were more negative than positive responses to 
the questions. Further, the community added 
that NTC Orlando's military value was incor- 
rectly judged to be lower than NTC Great Lakes 
and utility costs and cost of operations were 
not included in the military value calculations. 

The community also stressed the Navy did not 
know the true cost of relocating or replicating 
NTC Great Lakes's engineering "hot-plant" trainers 
but still justified its decision in large part on 
the prohibitive cost of moving or rebuilding 
these trainers. As an example, the community 
mentioned training simulators could be used 
to replace "hot-plant" trainers at a fraction 
of the cost of the "hot plants". 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Secretary's closure 
recommendation was consistent with force- 
structure plan. Closure of NTC Orlando would 
contribute to the elimination of excess training 
capacity which is 2-3 times greater than the 
projected requirement. The Commission accepted 
the Navy's argument that consolidation of naval 
training at a single training site allows DoD to 
generate savings through the reduction of 
overhead expenses and the elimination of 
redundant training staff. Consolidation of naval 
training at NTC Orlando would have required 
a substantial cavital investment which the 
Commission questioned whether an acceptable 
return on investment could be realized. The Com- 
mission found relocation or replacement of NTC 
Great Lakes engineering propulsion systems 
("hot plants") at another NTC would result in 
an extended period when training could not be 
effectively conducted. In addition, the Commis- 
sion found NTC Great Lakes provides facilities 
and personnel support for numerous tenants 
and regional reserve units which could not be 
economically replaced. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and 
relocate certain personnel, equipment, and 
support to NTC Great Lakes and other loca- 
tions, consistent with DoD training requirements. 
Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC 
Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the 
Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Submarine 
School at the Naval Submarine Base (NSB), 
New London; Personnel Support Detachment 
relocates to NTC Great Lakes; Service School 
Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental 
Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Education 
and Training Program Management Support 
Activity disestablishes. 

Naval Training Center San Diego, 
California 

Category: Naval Training Center 
Mission: Training cf Officer and 

Enlisted Personnel 
One-time Cost: $ 374 nzillion 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -83.5 Million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 75.8 million 
Payback: 9 years 
(These cost figures also include the cost to close 

NTC Orlando.) 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

The community argued NTC San Diego would 
be the best option for single-site naval training 
for several reasons. First, San Diego is collocated 
with the fleet. This allows for more cost-efficient 
training because it permits quick filling of 
vacant training billets and greater interaction 
between operational training units. Furthermore, 
consolidating naval training at NTC San Diego 
would eliminate the need for large, recurring 
tr~nsportation costs, since 88% of NTC San 
Dlego's instructors come from San Diego-based 
units. Retaining naval training in a fleet- 
concentration area would also produce a higher 
quality of life for NTC personnel, since fewer 
sallors would have to be separated from their 
families. Reduced family separation increases 
retention rates which, in turn, lowers training 
costs. The community also stated NTC San Diego 
had the capacity and land space to accept 
additional naval training with minimal military 
construction. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Secretary's closure 
recommendations were consistent with projected 
force-structure reductions. Closure of NTC San 
Diego would contribute to the elimination of 
excess training capacity, which is two to three 
times greater than the projected requirement. 
The Commission accepts the Navy's argument 
consolidation of naval training at a single training 
site allows DoD to generate savings through 
the reduction of overhead expenses and the 
elimination of redundant training staff. The 
Commission found NTC San Diego possesses 
less available land to absorb training require- 
ments than the Navy's two other training centers 
and would be severely constrained during 
periods of mobilization or surge. 

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision 
to his original March 1993 recommendation. 
The Commission found the revised proposal had 
a higher military value and should be adopted. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 1 and 2. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: Close Naval Training Center (NTC), 

San Diego. Relocate certain personnel, equipment 
and support to NTC Great Lakes, and other 
locations, consistent with training requirements. 
Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC, 
Great Lakes; Branch Medical Clinic relocates to 
Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval Recruiting 
District relocates to Naval Air Station North 
Island; Service School Command (Electronic 
Warfare) relocates to Naval Training Center, Great 
Lakes; Service School Command (Surface) 
relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the remainder of 
the Service School Command relocates to NTC 
Great Lakes, Naval Air Station Pensacola, and 
the Fleet Training Center, San Diego. The co- 
generation plant and the bachelor quarters 
and adjacent non-appropriated fund activities 
(marinas) located aboard NTC San Diego property 
will be retained by the Navy to support other 
naval activities in the San Diego area. The Com- 
mission finds this recommendation is consis- 
tent with the force-stmcture plan and final criteria. 

Naval Aviation Depots 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, 
California 

Category: Naval Aviation Depot 
Mission: Aviation Depot Level Maintenance 
One-time Cost: $ 171 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 1 1 6 million 

Annual: $ 78 million 
Payback: 5 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is recommended 
for closure because its capacity is excess to that 
required to support the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Projected reductions require an almost 
50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy 
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia- 
tion depots which would achieve the maximum 
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reduction in excess capacity, the Navy deter- 
mined that there must be at least one aviation 
depot at a fleet concentration on each coast. 
The work performed at Naval Aviation Depot, 
Alameda can be performed at other aviation 
maintenance activities, including the private 
sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda will 
reduce excess capacity in this category and 
maintain or increase the average military value 
of the remaining depots. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community asserted NADEP Alameda had 
several unique capabilities and capacities, 
including significant engineering and technical 
support and extensive synergy with the aircraft 
carriers berthed at NAS Alameda. Community 
representatives stated these and other uncred- 
ited special skills and equipment should have 
given them a much higher military value than 
the one determined by the Navy. In addition, 
several of the NADEP's facilities are new and 
environmentally sound. Further, they noted 
that NADEP Alameda has an extremely diverse 
work force. 

The community feels the Navy COBRA analysis 
did not provide a sufficient estimate of the 
number or extent of real costs in closing their 
operations. I t  believed the costs to close NADEP 
Alameda were the greatest, while they asserted 
NADEP Jacksonville was the easiest and least 
expensive NADEP to close. It also noted Alameda 

very diverse workforce, a number of unique 
capabilities, and provided a valuable synergy 
with local Navy activities. The Commission also 
found NADEP Alameda had higher military value 
than credited by the Navy. Nevertheless, NADEP 
Alameda is the most expensive NADEP in terms 
of overall rates, and its operations can easily be 
absorbed by the remaining NADEPs. The 
requirement for a West Coast NADEP is more 
appropriately met by NADEP North Island 
due to its collocation with the San Diego 
Megaport and lower overall rates. 

NADEP Alameda was dependant on the contin- 
ued operation of the Naval Air Station Alameda. 
Without it, the I\;ADEP would incur the extra 
operating costs associated with the required 
airfield. Due to the Commission's recommen- 
dation to close KAS Alameda, NADEP Alameda 
will lose its tenant status and ability to operate 
cost competitively. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda and 
relocate repair capability as necessary to other 
depot maintenance activities. This relocation may 
include personnel, equipment and support. 
The depot workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities, including the private sector. 

had the Navy's largest amount of missile work. 
- 

Finally, Alameda had been selected to provide Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, 
maintenance services to a large amount of Army Virginia - 
equipment that could be placed in oakland, Category: Naval Aviation Depot 
California as part of a proposed prep0SitionIng plan. ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ~ :  ~~~~t ~~~~l Aviation Maintenance 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found excess capacity in the 
depot category indicated that three NADEPs 
should be closed. In evaluating combinations 
of open and closed NADEPs, the closure of 
Alameda resulted in less disruption, and lower 
costs. The combination of other NADEPs selected 
to remaining open provided a better overall 
savings, military value and reduction of excess 
capacity. 

The Commission found NADEP Alameda had 
many new, environmentally sound facilities, a 

One-time cost: $ 226 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 158 million 

Annual: $ 108 million 
Payback: 5 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk 
and relocate repair capability as necessary to 
other depot maintenance activities. This reloca- 
tion may include personnel, equipment and 
support. The Depot workload will move to other 
depot maintenance activities, including the 
private sector. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk is recommended 
for closure because its capacity is excess to that 
required to support the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Projected reductions require an almost 
50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy 
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia- 
tion depots which would achieve the maximum 
reduction in excess capacity, the Navy deter- 
mined that there must be at least one aviation 
depot at a fleet concentration on each coast. 
The work performed at NADEP, Norfolk can 
be performed at other aviation maintenance 
activities, including the private sector. While 
the military value of the Naval Aviation Depot, 
Norfolk was not substantially less than that of 
the Naval Aviation Depots at Cherry Point and 
Jacksonville, those NADEPs possess unique 
features and capabilities which required their 
retention. The closure of NADEP Norfolk will 
reduce excess capacity in this category and main- 
t a ~ n  or increase the average military value of 
the remaining depots. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community stressed NADEP Norfolk's 
military value score did not properly credit its 
assets and capabilities. Also, with the concen- 
tration of air and sea assets in the Norfolk area, 
the community argued having a NADEP in 
Norfolk provided a valuable synergy which 
resulted in cost and service efficiencies. The 
community claimed NADEP Norfolk had the 
lowest labor costs compared to its counterparts, 
and the very high rate used by the Navy was 
incorrect. In addition, community representa- 
tives challenged the Navy's justification that 
NADEP Norfolk was chosen instead of Cherry 
Po~nt  because NADEP Cherry Point had unique 
composite capabilities. Finally, the community 
asserted closing three NADEP's would eliminate 
too much of the Navy's in-house capacity; 
therefore, a maximum of two NADEPs should 
be closed. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found excess capacity in the 
depot category which indicated three NADEPS 
should be closed. The Commission agreed with 
the Navy's military judgement that one NADEP 

must be maintained on each coast. The Com- 
mission evaluated scenarios which corrected the 
high rates used by the Navy. 

I t  also considered the results of other manage- 
ment decisions which would have unfairly 
disadvantaged NADEP Norfolk's comparison 
to other NADEPS. Even after cost adjustments, 
an objective evaluation and, given the Navy's 
requirement for a NADEP on each coast, the Com- 
mission found the closure of NADEP Norfolk 
resulted in less disruption and lower costs. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk and 
relocate repair capability as necessary to other 
depot maintenance activities. This relocation may 
include personnel, equipment and support. The 
Depot workload will move to other depot main- 
tenance activities, including the private sector. 

Naval Aviation Depot 
Pensacola, Florida 

Category: Naval Aviation Depot 
Mission: Depot Level Aviation Maintenance 
One-time Cost: $ 214 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $71 million 

Annual: $ 51 million 
Payback: 5 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP), 
and relocate repair capability as necessary to 
other depot maintenance activities. This reloca- 
tion may include personnel, equipment and 
support. The Depot workload will move to 
other depot maintenance activities, including the 
private sector. The dynamic component and 
rotor blade repair facility will remain in place. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola is recommended 
for closure because its capacity is excess to that 
required to support the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Projected reductions require an almost 
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50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy 
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia- 
tion depots which would achieve the maximum 
reduction in excess capacity the Navy deter- 
mined that there must be at least one aviation 
depot at a fleet concentration on each coast. 
The work performed at Naval Aviation Depot, 
Pensacola can be performed at other aviation 
maintenance activities, including the private 
sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda will 
reduce excess capacity in this category and 
maintain or increase the average military value 
of the remaining depots. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community suggested the process to determine 
NADEP Pensacola's military value was flawed 
and deserved a much higher value. It noted closing 
NADEP Pensacola would be a major loss to the 
Navy. I t  has an extremely diverse workforce, 
performs a high level of interservice work, and 
has skills in the repair and maintenance of 
rotary-wing aircraft and dynamic components. 
Its current configuration is already able to handle 
the new V-22 Osprey. In addition, they asserted 
no other facility could absorb their workload 
without new construction, especially for a whirl 
tower to handle the largest helicopter's blades. 

The community proposed all of the Navy's rotary- 
wing workload be moved to Pensacola. This 
scenario, according to their estimates, would 
provide more savings for the Navy. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found NADEP Pensacola's mili- 
tary value should have been higher due to its 
high level of interservice work, special skills 
and equipment, unique capabilities for doing 
rotary wing work, and diverse workforce. 
The Commission evaluated the unique capa- 
bilities of NADEP Pensacola in a variety of 
scenarios to quantify the cost and disruption of 
closing NADEP Pensacola. The Commission 
evaluation noted the need for construction at 
the receiving facilities in order to accommodate 
Pensacola's workload and unique equipment. 
However, the construction cost was not excessive, 
and did not significantly degrade the potential 
savings derived from closing the NADEP. 

The Commission also found the cost to con- 
struct a new whirl tower and to accommodate 
Pensacola's dynamic component workload at 
NADEP Cherry Point or Corpus Christi Army 
Depot, was far less than the costs associated 
with keeping these activities at Pensacola. 
Therefore, the Commission found it was more 
economical and cost effective to close NADEP 
Pensacola completely. 

In evaluating various closure scenarios, the Com- 
mission found closing NADEP Pensacola resulted 
in less disruption and lower costs. The combi- 
nation of other NADEPs remaining open provided 
a better overall savings, military value and excess 
capacity reduction. 

The Commission found that the Navy considered 
interservicing possibilities when analyzing base 
closure costs. The Navy intended to interservice 
some of its rotary wing work from NADEP 
Pensacola to the Corpus Christi Army Depot, 
and to transfer work it was doing on Air Force 
helicopters to NADEP Cherry Point. The Com- 
mission analyzed projected rotary wing workload 
forecasts and found excess capacity existed 
at both the Corpus Christi and Cherry Point 
Depots. Accordingly, the Commission agreed with 
the Navy plan to interservice H-60 and H-1 
rotary wing workload to Corpus Christi Army 
Depot under a depot maintenance interservicing 
agreement. The Commission also agreed trans- 
ferring the H-2, H-3 and H-53 rotary wing 
workload to NADEP Cherry Point was sound 
policy. This plan would increase facility utiliza- 
tion rates and contribute to reduced overall 
hourly operating costs for both of the receiving 
depots. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 4 and 5. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close the Naval Aviation Depot at 
Pensacola, and relocate repair and maintenance 
capabilities for H-1 and H-60 helicopters to 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, and the remaining 
repair and maintenance activities to the NADEP 
at Cherry Point. This relocation will include 
the personnel and equipment needed to accom- 
modate the new work. In addition, the Com- 
mission recommends that the whirl tower and 
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dvnamic component 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. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Inventory Control Points 

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Category: Inventory Control Point 
Mission: Naval Aviation Logistical Support 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: NIA 

.4nnual: NIA 
Pavback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), Phila- 
delphia, Pennsylvania and relocate necessary 
personnel, equipment and support to the Ship 
Parts Control Center (SPCC), Mechanicsburg, 
Pennsylvania. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COhlMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Philadelphia community claimed the mili- 
tary value assessment for AS0 Philadelphia 
focused on the installation and geography 

instead of on the intellectual capacity and 
experience of the managers. In addition, the 
community maintained the ASO's management 
efficiency, which amounted to just 5 %  of material 
cost, was not considered in the service analysis. 
The community also emphasized savings were 
overstated because they did not reflect the cost 
of operating the ASO. 

The community pointed out AS0 Philadelphia 
was a model of innovation and cost-saving tech- 
niques, and movement would require years to 
train a new work force to accomplish the same 
results. The community also stated that a con- 
solidation of other activities in Philadelphia at 
the AS0 compound would save $350 million. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the savings to be realized 
by moving the Naval Aviation Supply Office were 
exaggerated since the AS0 Compound in North 
Philadelphia would remain open even after AS0 
departed, and the facility's operating costs were 
not included in the cost analysis. The Commission 
did not find a significant synergy from collocat- 
ing the AS0 with the SPCC in Mechanicsburg, 
Pennsylvania. The cumulative economic impact 
on Philadelphia was also kound to be severe, 
with no appreciable savings to the Department 
of Defense. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5 ,  6. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: the Naval Aviation Supply Office, 
Philadelphia, PA, remains open. The Commis- 
sion finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Technical Centers (SPAWAR) 

Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft 
Division, Trenton, New Jersey 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Research, Development, Testing, 

and Evaluation Support 
One-time Cost: $97.0 million 
Savings: 1994-1 999: $31.0 million 

Annual: $ 19.3 million 
Payback: 11 years 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air 
Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey, 
and relocate appropriate functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to the Arnold Engineering 
Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, and 
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River, 
Maryland. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This technical center is recommended for closure 
because its capacity is excess to that required 
by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison 
of budgeted workload during the period 1986- 
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A 
review of the Navy budget displays a clear 
decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work 
declines, the excess capacity increases thereby 
requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. 
The technical centers throughout the Depart- 
ment of the Navy currently have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were 
established and sized to support significantly 
higher naval force levels and require resource 
levels greatly in excess of those projected if all 
resources are to be fully employed. Given this 
excess capacity and the imbalance with force 
and resource levels, it is imperative to realign 
and compress wherever possible so that the 
remaining technical centers will have the greater 
military value to the Department of the Navy. 
The closure of the Trenton Detachment com- 
pletes a realignment of NAWCs approved by 
the 199 1 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, with continuing reductions in forces 
being supported and in resource levels. Further 
consolidations are required so that we may have 
the most efficient and economic operation. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued Arnold Engineering 
Development Center (AEDC) does not have the 
capacity to assume NAWC's workload. The com- 
munity questioned the ability of AEDC and 
Patuxent River to handle the increased workload 
resulting from the 1991 base closure decision 
to move work out of Trenton. The community 
also pointed to the private sector's increasing 

interest in getting out of the testing business, 
directing their work to DoD, and making it more 
difficult-for AEDC to handle the workload. The 
community also asserted AEDC receives a 
substantial subsidy from the Tennessee Valley 
Authority; should this subsidy be rescinded, the 
cost for AEDC to do business would increase 
significantly. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found that, unlike many of 
the facilities looked a t  during the process, 
the NAWC at Trenton was fully utilized. The 
Commission also found there is some risk the 
receiving facilities would not be able to handle 
the increased workload. However, private- 
sector capability offsets this potential risk. In 
sum, the Commission found receiving installa- 
tions, and the private sector, could accommodate 
the workload from NAWC, Trenton. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, 
the Commission adopts the following recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare 
Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey, and relocate 
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and 
support to the Arnold Engineering Development 
Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, and the Naval 
Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River, Maryland. 

Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Technical P~lblication Support 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

Projected reductions in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan results in a decrease in required technical 
center capacity. Budget levels and the number 
of operating forces being supported by techni- 
cal centers continue to decline. The technical 
centers throughout the Department of the Navy 
currently have significant excess capacity as these 
technical centers were established and sized to 
support significantly higher force levels and 
require resource levels greatly in excess of those 
prajected. Given this excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and resource levels, it 
is imperative to realign and consolidate wherever 
possible so that the remaining technical centers 
will have the greater military value to the DoD. 
Closure of the Technical Services Facility elimi- 
nales excess capacity and allows the consolidation 
of necessary functions at the new headquarters 
coilcentration for the Naval Air Systems Com- 
mand producing economies and efficiencies in 
the management of assigned functions. This 
consolidation will also incorporate the Depot 
Operation Center and the Aviation Maintenance 
Office currently at Patuxent River. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community noted NATSF and the Aviation 
Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, have 
developed a synergistic relationship in putting 
log~stics and technical documentation together. 
The community cited the potential for estab- 
lishing at the facility a central DoD technical 
publications organization. Such an organization 
could eliminate duplicate workload among 
the Services and, thus, save money. Further, 
the community claimed that by remaining in 
Philadelphia along with other interservice 
organizations, NATSF would maintain a high 
degree of perceived impartiality. In contrast, 
m o ~ i n g  to NAS Patuxent River would make 
NATSF appear to be a Navy organization. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found DoD had not adequately 
addressed the true costs and potential savings 
of the proposed action. The Commission found 
after segregating this action into a discreet set 
of numbers, the one-time cost of $22 million, 
coupled with a steady state savings of only $800 

thousand, made this an economically unsound 
recommendation. Additionally, the Commission 
found compelling the potcntial cost savings and 
reduction in workload arnong the Services of 
establishing a joint organization under the 
auspices of NATSF. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially frorn final criteria 1 and 
4. Therefore, the Commission adopts the following 
recommendation: the Naval Technical Services 
Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open. 
The Commission f ~ n d s  this recommendation 
is consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory 
Port Hueneme, California 

Category: Technical Center 

Mission:Facility Engineering Studies 
One-time Cost: $ 27.0 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $7.4 million 

Annual: $37.3 million 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close this technical center and realign necessary 
functions, personnel, equipment, and support 
at the Construction Battalion Center,  Port 
Hueneme, California. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL) is 
recommended for closure because its capacity 
is excess to that required by the DoD Force 
Structure Plan. There is excess capacity in this 
category based on a comparison of budgeted 
workload during the period 1986-1995 and the 
FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the 
Navy budget displays a clear decline in the 
period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, 
the excess capacity increases thereby requiring 
a reduction in facilities and personnel. The tech- 
nical centers throughout the Department of the 
Navy currently have significant excess capacity 
as these technical centers were established and 
sized to support significantly higher naval force 
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levels and require resource levels greatly in SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
excess of those projected if all resources are to RECOMMENDATION 
be fully employed." Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and resource levels, 
it is imperative to realign and compress wherever 
possible so that the remaining technical centers 
will have the greater military value to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy. The Department of the Navy 
will dispose of this property and any proceeds 
will be used to defray base closure expenses. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the required engineering 
service mission areas of NCEL can be performed 
at Construction Battalion Center (CBC) Port 
Hueneme, CA. The move achieved savings in 
facility operations costs and personnel reduc- 
tions by using common support provided by 
CBC Port Hueneme and also provides a 32-acre 
waterfront property for reuse. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore, 
the Commission recommends the following: Close 
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL), Port 
Hueneme, CA, and realign necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at the 
Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, 
California. 

Naval Electronic Centers 
Charleston, South Carolina; 
Portsmouth, Virginia; St. Inigoes, 
Maryland; and Washington, D. C . 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: In-Service Engineering 
One-time Cost: $ 44.4 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 32.3 million 

Annual: $ 11.1 million 
Payback: 11 years 

Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering 
Center (NESEC) 51. Inigoes, Maryland, disestab- 
lish NESEC Charleston, South Carolina and Naval 
Electronics Security Systems Engineering Center 
(NESSEC), Washington, DC. Consolidate the 
Centers into an East Coast NESEC at Portsmouth, 
Virginia. The ATCIA(1LS facility at St. Inigoes 
and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will 
remain in place and will be transferied to 
Naval Air Systems Command. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This recommendation was rejected by the 1991 
DoD Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 
In doing so, the Commission stated that DoD 
had failed to explore other alternative sites and 
had failed to address asserted problems at Ports- 
mouth with testing of radars and communica- 
tion equipment. Several new factors contributed 
to the renewal of this recommendation. 

The DoD Force Structure Plan shows a signifi- 
cant further decrease in force structure from 
that in 1991, giving rise to additional excess 
capacity. The facilities at St. Inigoes, Maryland, 
once NESEC St. lnigoes relocates to Portsmouth, 
would be available to support the major reloca- 
tion to the Patuxent Iiiver complex of the Naval 
Air Systems Command and several of its subor- 
dinate organizations. This move results in both 
substantial organizational efficiencies and eco- 
nomies and is a significant element of the Navy's 
compliance with the DoD policy to move 
activities out of leased space in the National 
Capital Region (NCR) DoD owned facilities. The 
Portsmouth corlsolidation includes NESSEC 
Washington, DC:, resulting in an additional 
relocation from leased space in the NCR into 
DoD owned facilities. The Portsmouth consoli- 
dation also achieves a major reduction in 
excess capacity for these activities and with this 
consolidation in Portsmouth, the Navy Manage- 
ment Support Office can be consolidated at this 
Center. Without the Portsmouth consolidation, 
the benefits resulting from the synergy of con- 
solidating the three centers would not be realized, 
and the reduction in excess capacity would be 
adversely impacted. 



Chapter 1 

The Portsmouth consolidation utilizes, as the 
magnet site for this consolidation, the installation 
with the highest military value of all activities 
in the cluster. A review of the certified data call 
responses indicates that one of the reasons for 
this military value rating is NESEC Portsmouth's 
current capability to perform a broad range of 
testing functions on a wide variety of commu- 
nications and radar systems, including the 
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocatable Over- 
the-Horizon Radar, Tactical Secure Voice, and 
the AN/SLQ-32(V) 1/2/3/4/5. At its Fleet 
Engineering Support Center is a completely 
integrated shipboard communications system 
that contains a sample of every communications 
receiver, transmitter, data link and ancillary 
terminal hardware in the LF through UHF 
frequency range. The radar systems testing 
capability is enhanced by the AN/SSQ-74(V) 
Radar and Communications Signal Simulator 
with its associated antenna farm. These capa- 
bilities, particularly when joined with those of 
the other activities in this consolidation, gives 
the Navy a most formidable technical center 
whlch, because of the consolidation, will be able 
to function more economically and efficiently 
than these activities could if separate. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

CHARLESTON 

The community contended the closure of NESEC 
Charleston and other bases in Charleston would 
have a disastrous economic impact on the com- 
munity. The Charleston area has already lost 
employment due to retrenchment at Naval Ship- 
yard Charleston and expects further losses due 
to cutbacks at the Polaris Missile Facility, 
Atlantic (POMFLANT). The community empha- 
sizecl the closure of the NESEC alone would 
result in the direct and indirect loss of 3,776 
jobs, or 1.6% of employment base. All of the 
proposed base closures in the Charleston area 
would negatively impact approximately 15% of 
the employment base. I t  argued that statewide, 
Sout l~ Carolina stood to be hit harder than 
any other state relative to its population. South 
Carolina would lose one-third of all military 
jobs and one-sixth of all the civilian positions 
in t h ~ s  round of base closures. 

PORTSMOUTH 

The community indicated electro-magnetic 
interference was not a problem. It claimed the 
NESEC needs to remain in the Norfolk area. 

ST. INIGOES 

The community contended the military value 
grade for Naval Electronics Systems Engineering 
Activity (NESEA) St. Inigoes was understated 
because of miscalculations in the technical, 
facilities, manpower and location categories. Also 
the community claimed they did not get credit 
for area quality of life capabilities and pointed 
out NESEA St. Inigoes had a unique combina- 
tion of facilities suited to its mission that would 
not be available at Portsmouth. Accordingly, they 
asserted there would be a high loss of skilled 
personnel who would not relocate, resulting in 
a significantly reduced Navy capability. It also 
stated that concerns about the consolidation 
expressed by the 1991 Commission were not 
addressed by the Navy in 1993. The commu- 
nity also expressed concern about the sharply 
increased unemployment in St. Mary's County, 
Maryland, associated with the closure of NESEA, 
St. Inigoes that would take place if the NCR 
relocation does not backfill through the transfer 
of Naval Air System Command to NAS Patuxent 
River, MD. 

WASHINGTON 

There were not formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission fully supports the Navy's effort 
to consolidate the Naval Electronics Systems 
Engineering Centers and Activities. However, 
the Commission found that while NESEC 
Portsmouth is not responsible for electro- 
magnetic interference (EMI) problems, the EM1 
situation in Portsmouth is of sufficient concern 
that it should not be the East Coast Electronics 
Center. Furthermore, the cost of renovating and 
building facilities at St. Julien's Creek was found 
to be unacceptably high. The Commission found 
the most economical solution providing a rela- 
tively EM1 free environment is the consolidation 
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of the NESECs and NESEA at Charleston, South 
Carolina. Finally the cumulative economic impact 
resulting from Commission recommendations to 
close multiple Charleston Naval facilities would 
be severe. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2,  5 
and 6. Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the following: Naval Electronics Systems Engi- 
neering Center (NESEC), Charleston remains 
open and becomes the new East Coast lead 
facility. The Commission provides for the 
retention of Charleston Naval Station and 
Naval Shipyard facilities that are deemed 
necessary to establish or support this East 
Coast NESEC. NESSEC, Washington closes and 
moves to NESEC, Charleston. NESEC, Portsmouth 
closes and moves to NESEC, Charleston, except 
for a detachment of fewer than 60 people. 
NESEA, St. Inigoes closes and moves to NESEC, 
Charleston. Module Maintenance Facility moves 
from Charleston Naval Shipyard to NESEC 
Charleston. The ATC/ACLS facility, the Aegis 
Radio Room Laboratory, Identify Friend or Foe, 
Light Airborne Multipurpose System (LAMPS), 
and special warfare joint program support 
at St. Inigoes will remain in place and will be 
transferred to Naval Air Systems Command. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consis- 
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Navy Radio Transmission Facility 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Category: Telecommunications Activity 
Mission: Naval Telecommunications 
One-time Cost: $ -0.5 million (Savings) 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 6.025 million 

Annual: $ 137 thousand 
Payback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This action is recommended to eliminate redun- 
dancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecom- 
munications. Projected reductions contained in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan support a decrease 
in telecommunications capacity. South-Atlantic 
VLF communications coverage is duplicated by 
the NRTF Annapolis and NCTS Puerto Rico, 
and the Mid-Atlantic VLF by NRTF Annapolis 
and NRTF Cutler, Maine. Since both the Puerto 
Rico and the Maine facilities also are the sole 
coverage for another geographic area, and since 
NRTF Annapolis is not, it could be disestablished 
without eliminating coverage. The property on 
which this activity has been sited will be 
retained by the Navy to support educational 
requirements at the ?Java1 Academy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the NRTF Annapolis 
signal was more dependable than NRTF Cutler, 
Maine. The community believed the work of 
NRTF Annapolis could be done with substan- 
tially fewer people than are used presently creating 
a greater cost savings. This cost savings would 
allow the Navy to maintain the radio facility. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the transmission coverage 
of NRTF Annapolis created a redundancy in 
the area covered. The primary facility, NRTF 
Cutler, Maine, was essential to the geographic 
configuration of the Naval telecommunications 
mission. The Commission found NRTF Annapolis 
could be eliminated with no loss of trans- 
mission coverage. The retained land would be 
utilized by the U.S. Naval Academy to support 
educational requirements. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: dis- 
establish the Navy Radio Transmission Facility 
Annapolis, Maryland. The Navy shall retain the 
real property on which this facility resides. 
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Navy Radio Transmission Facility 
Driver, Virginia 

Category: Telecommunications Activity 
M~ssion: Naval Telecommunications 
One-time Cost: $478 thousand 
Savings: 1994-99: $9.821 million 

Annual: $2.06 million 
Payback: lmmediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Navy Radio Transmission Facility 
(N RTF) , Driver. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This closure is recommended to eliminate redun- 
dancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecom- 
munications. Projected reductions contained in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan support a decrease 
in telecommunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic 
high frequency communications coverage is 
duplicated by NRTF Driver and NRTF Saddle 
Branch, Florida. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the coverage provided 
by NRTF Driver was redundant to the coverage 
proxided by NRTF Saddle Branch. The primary 
facility, NRTF Saddle Branch, was essential to 
the geographic configuration of the Naval 
telecommunications mission. The Commission 
found NRTF Driver could be eliminated without 
loss of transmission coverage. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

Technical Centers (NAVSEA) 

Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Dahlgren, White Oak Detachment, 
White Oak, Maryland 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Research, Development, Testing, 

and Evaluation Support 
One-time Cost: $ 74.6 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -33.2 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 21.9 million 
Payback: 9 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This technical center is recommended for closure 
because its capacity is excess to that required 
by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison 
of budgeted workload during the period 1986- 
1995 and the F Y  1995 budgeted workload. 
A review of the Navy budget displays a clear 
decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work 
declines, the excess capacity increases thereby 
requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. 
The technical centers throughout the Depart- 
ment of the Navy currently have significant excess 
capacity as these technical centers were estab- 
lished and sized to support significantly higher 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense naval force levels and require resource levels 
did not deviate substantially from the force- greatly in excess of [hose projected if all 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the are to be fully employed, Given this 
Commission recommends the following: Close excess capacity and the with force 
the Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF). and resource levels, is imperative to realign 
Driver, Virginia. and compress wherever possible so that the 

remaining technical center; will have the greater 
military value to the Department of the Navy. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the consolidation of 
personnel and functions contained in this 
recommendation makes sense from an opera- 
tional perspective. The Commission also found 
the driving factor behind this planned action is 
not predicated upon, nor dependent upon, other 
actions within the National Capital Region. 

The Secretary suggested a revision to his March 
1993 recommendation. The Commission found 
that the revised proposal had a higher military 
value and should be adopted. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds that the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure 
and final criterion 1. Therefore, the Commis- 
sion recommends the following: disestablish the 
White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC), (Dahlgren), located at 
White Oak, MD. Relocate its functions, personnel, 
equipment, and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, VA, 
NSWC-Indian Head, Indian Head, MD, and 
NSWC-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, 
Panama City, FL. The property and facilities at 
White Oak will be retained for use by the Navy 
so that it may, among other things, relocate the 
Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) Command from 
leased space in Arlington, VA. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Carderock, Annapolis Detachment, 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Research, Development, Testing, 

And Evaluation Support 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(NSWC)-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment, 
Annapohs, Maryland, and relocate the necessary 
functions, personnel, equipment and support 
to the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)- 
Carderock, Philadelphia Detachment, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and NSWC-Carderock, Bethesda, 
Maryland. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This technical center is recommended for 
disestablishment because its capacity is excess 
to that required by the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. There is excess capacity in this category 
based on a conlparison of budgeted workload 
during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 
budgeted workload. ,4 review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. 
Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity 
increases thereby requiring a reduction in 
facilities and personnel. The technical centers 
throughout the Department of the Navy cur- 
rently have significant excess capacity as these 
technical centers were established and sized to 
support significantly higher naval force levels 
and require resource levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if all resources are to be fully 
employed. Given this excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is 
imperative to realign and compress wherever 
possible so that the remaining technical centers 
will have the greater military value to the 
Department of the Navy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Annapolis community stressed in 1991 the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission found NSWC Annapolis essential to 
current and future mission requirements. The 
community noted the site facilities were acknowl- 
edged to be superior by the 1991 Commission. 
The community also highlighted the high 
retention rates among an extremely educated 
and experienced staff. It also emphasized the 
Navy's analysls of excess capacity was global 
and not specific to the work done at NSWC 
Annapol~s. The community maintained the 
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services provided by NSWC Annapolis were 
essential regardless of downsizing, and it would 
be expensive and time-consuming to replicate 
the facility's services elsewhere. The community 
also objected to the Navy's plan to implement this 
realignment proposal since it would require engi- 
neers to commute to Annapolis, Maryland, from 
then new offices in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
and Bethesda, Maryland in order to conduct 
routine on-going research and development. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the DoD recommenda- 
tion overstated the potential savings from the 
proposed action by not taking into account added 
costs and inefficiencies, resulting from having 
engineering personnel separated from their 
test facility. Additionally, one of the primary 
motives of this recommendation appears to be 
reduction in personnel. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Colnmission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 4 and 
5 and, therefore, adopts the following recom- 
mendation: the Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Annapolis, MD, remains open and is not 
disestablished. The Commission finds this 
reconlmendation is consistent with the force- 
struclure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach 
Detachment, Virginia Beach, 
Virginia 

Categrry: Technical Center 
Missiorz: Technical Supporr of Shipboard Systems 
One-time Cost: $ 2.0 million 
Savingz: 1994-99: $ 8.1 million 

Annual: $ 6.9 million 
Payba~ k: 3 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued relocating the Virginia 
Beach Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center, Port Hueneme, to the Fleet Combat Training 
Center, Dam Neck, Virginia, would destroy 
in-service engineering workload synergies 
created by the 1991 Defense Base Closure's 
realignment of the Virginia Reach Detachment 
of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port 
Hueneme, to FCDSSA Dam Neck. Further, the 
community pointed out the irrationality of moving 
the Virginia Beach Detachment of the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, away 
from a similar in-service engineering function 
to the Fleet Combat Training Center Atlantic, 
Dam Neck, Virginia, which is a training function. 

The community also contended the 1993 Defense 
Base Closure Commission's estimated savings 
reflect planned personnel reductions, not 
reductions in overhead costs. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the proposed dis- 
establishment involved a minimal physical 
relocation. The proposed move to a larger base 
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would allow the Navy to gain some operational 
efficiencies not otherwise achievable. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore 
the Commission adopts the following recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of Defense: disestablish 
the Virginia Beach Detachment of the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, and 
relocate its functions, personnel, equipment, 
and support to the Fleet Combat Training 
Center, Dam Neck, Virginia. 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center- 
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, 
Virginia 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: In-service engineering in support 

of underwater vehicles 
One-time Cost: $ 18.0 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 6.0 million 

Annual: $ 5.0 million 
Payback: 6 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Norfolk Detachment of the 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode 
Island, and relocate its functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center (NUWC), Newport, Rhode Island. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This technical center is recommended for closure 
because its capacity is excess to that required 
by the approved DoD Force Structure Plan. There 
is excess capacity in this category based on a 
comparison of budgeted workload during the 
period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted 
workload. A review of the Navy budget displays 
a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, 
as the work declines, the excess capacity 
increases thereby requiring a reduction in 
facilities and personnel. The technical centers 
throughout the Department of the Navy 
currently have significant excess capacity as 
these technical centers were established and sized 
to support significantly higher naval force levels 

and require resource levels greatly in excess of 
those projected i f  all resources are to be fully 
employed. Given this excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is 
imperative to realign and compress wherever 
posslble so that \.he remaining technical centers 
will have the greater military value to the 
Department of the Navy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community believed the Navy understated 
the Warfare Center's military value ranking by 
not fully considering the installation's wide range 
of engineering and logistics services. The com- 
munity stated in-service engineering facilities 
should be located near fleet customers to be 
responsive. By moving the Center's activities to 
Newport, Rhocle Island, the Navy would be 
moving those services farther away from the 
customers. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Navy had under- 
stated the costs associated with the proposed 
closure of NUWC Norfolk in two areas. First, 
transportation costs associated with the proposed 
relocation of activities had been underestimated. 
Second, the cost to the Navy of getting out of 
its current lease in Norfolk had not been 
adequately stated. The Commission also found the 
activities in Newport and Norfolk were organi- 
zationally linked, and increased efficiencies and 
synergy would be gained from their collo- 
cation. This increase in the operational 
functioning of the combined organization out- 
weighs the costs associated with the closure 
of the Norfolk facility, and the resulting 
relocation to Newport. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force struc- 
ture plan ancl final criteria and, therefore, the 
Commission adopts the following recommen- 
dation of the Secretary of Defense: disestablish 
the Norfolk Detachment of the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode Island, and 
relocate its functions, personnel, equipment and 
support to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Newport, Rhode Island. 
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Planning, Engineering for Repair 
and Alteration Centers (PERA) 

Category: Technical Centers 
Mission: Ship Repair Planning 
PERA (CV) 
One-time Cost: $ 6.3 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -4.46 million (Cost) 

,4nnual: $ 0.74 million 
Pa~bach:  17 years 

PE.W (All others combined) 
One-time Cost: $ 8.9 million 
Savings: $ 1.2 million 

Annual: $ 2.3 million 
Pa) back: 7 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the following four technical centers 
and relocate necessary functions, personnel, 
equipment, and support at the Supervisor of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, San Diego, 
Cahfornia, Portsmouth, Virginia and Newport 
News, Virginia: 

@ERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington, 
@ERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 
(FERA)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, 

California, 
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

These technical centers are recommended for 
disestablishment because their capacity is excess 
to that required by the DoD Force Structure 
Plan There is excess capacity in this category 
based on a comparison of budgeted workload 
during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 
budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. 
Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity 
increases thereby requiring a reduction in 
facilities and personnel. The technical centers 
throughout the Department of the Navy 
currently have significant excess capacity as 
these technical centers were established and 
sized to support significantly higher naval force 
levels and require resource levels greatly in 
excess of those projected if all resources are to 

be fully employed. Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and resource 
levels, it is imperative to realign and compress 
wherever possible so that the remaining tech- 
nical centers will have the greater military value 
to the Department of the Navy. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

(PERA Surface, Philadelphia) 

The community stated the Navy's study of PERA 
Philadelphia was fundamentally flawed because 
the community alleged the Navy did not use 
certified data. Furthermore, the community 
claimed the Navy's proposal could not realize 
real savings in either personnel or monetary terms 
because the projected elimina~ion of positions 
could not actually occur. The community also 
stated the Navy did not consider an alternative 
proposal from the community t h a ~  would save 
$16 million. 

(PERA CV, Bremerton) 

The community stated the mission of PERA (CV) 
was substantially different from both PERA 

(Surface) and Supervisor of Shipbuilding. It 
noted the move of PERA (CV) would not break- 
even for seventeen years-the longest break-even 
period of any naval activity recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

In the case of PERA (HQ) Philadelphia, the Com- 
mission found the Navy's recommendation was 
based on certified data, and the personnel 
reductions proposed by the Navy were reason- 
able. The consolidation proposed for the PERA 
centers allows for efficiencies of collocation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: dis- 
establish the following four technical centers 
and relocate necessary functions, personnel, 
equipment, and support at the Supervisor 
of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, San 
Diego, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and 
Newport News, Virginia: 
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(PERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington, 
(PER.4)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, 

Virginia, 
(PER.4)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, 

California, 
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania. 

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity 
Indian Head. Marvland 

I 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Data Automation Support 
One-time Cost: $ -0.1 million (Savings) 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 0.1 million 

Annual: $ 0.5 million 
Payback: 6 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Sea Automated Data Systems 
Activity (SEAADSA) and relocate necessary func- 
tions, personnel, equipment, and support at Naval 
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Indian Head, 
Maryland. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found there was excess capac- 
ity in the Technical Center base category. 
Considering the neecl to realign and consoli- 
date these facilities wherever possible, and 
considering the feasibility of consolidating this 
facility in particular, the Commission found it 
was in the best interests of the Navy to disestablish 
SEAADSA Indian Head, MD. The proposed 
action is primarily organizational. The one- 
time costs of the proposed action are negligible, 
and the disestablishment of SEAADSA pays 
for itself almost immediately. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission adopts the following recommen- 
dation of the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 
the Sea Automated Data Systems Activity 
(SEAADSA) and relocate necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at Naval 
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Indian Head, 
Maryland. 

Submarine Maintenance, 
Engineering, Planning and 
Procurement, Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Ship Repair Planning 
One-time Cost: $ 1.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 8.7 million 

Annual: $ 2.6 million 
Payback: 3 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engi- 
neering, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPP), 
New Hampshire, and relocate the necessary 
functions, personnel, equipment, and support 
at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COnfMUNITY CONCERNS 

The employees expressed concern that, as a part 
of the shipyard, SUBMEPP might be forced to 
raise their man-day rate, thereby decreasing their 
ability to serve the fleet. I t  also noted they are 
expected to represent the customers of the ship- 
yard, and might not be viewed as an honest 
broker if not established as a tenant command 
of the shipyard. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Navy decision was 
based on sound data. Once moved to the ship- 
yard, the former SUBMEPP would remain 
under the jurisdiction of the Naval Sea Systems 
Command, which could determine the most 
effective management organization. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: 

disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engi- 
neering, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPP), 
New Hampshire, and relocate the necessary func- 
tions, personnel, equipment, and support at 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 

Naval Supply Centers 

Fleet and Industrial Supply 
Center (Naval Supply Center) 
Charleston, South Carolina 

Category: Supply Center 
Mission: Supply Support 
One-time Cost: $ 9 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 23.2 million 

Annual: $ 10.6 million 
Pay back: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Fleet and Industrial Supply 
Center (Naval Supply Center) Charleston. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply 
Center) Charleston's capaci~y is excess to the 
requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
The principal customers of Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center) Charleston, 
the Charleston Naval Shipyard and the Naval 
Station Charleston, have been recommended for 
closure. The workload of Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center) Charleston 
will move with its customer's workload to 
receiving bases 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Charleston community asserted a large number 
of people will still be needed to support con- 
tracting throughout the Southeast as well as 
various supply functions in the Charleston area. 
The community also pointed out that the reten- 
tion of the quality jobs at FISC Charleston would 
help to mitigate the cumulative economic im- 
pact of the recommended closure of multiple 
activities in the Charleston area. The commu- 
nity further emphasized the cumulative economic 
impact on Charleston will be even greater when 
combined with the significant drawdowns that 
have already occurred since 1989. 
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The community viewed the amount of shipping SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
required to move materials to Norfolk as unrealisti- RECOMMENDATION 
d l y  low. The community also suggested that 
Cheatham Annex be closed instead of the Fleet Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 

and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply (Naval Supply Center) Oakland, including the 

Center), Charleston because it had a lower Naval Supply Depot, Point Molate, and relocate 

military value. two supply ships to the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), San Diego. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS The Office of the Military Sealift Command, 
Pacific Division, relocates to leased space in the 

The Commission found that despite the closure Oakland area. 
of Charleston's Shipyard and Naval Station, there 
still remains sufficient workload to iustifv the SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 
existence of a supply presence in the Charleston 
area, in the form of a downsized FISC to sup- 
port Navy requirements in the region now served 
by FISC Charleston. FISC Charleston has been 
the major contracting office for Navy and other 
Government agencies in the Southeastern United 
States and has an expertise In this area which 
could be retained in the downsized FISC. The 
total closure of FISC Charleston would leave 
that area, including the Weapons Station and 
the Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center, 
without contract and supply support that FISC 
did provide. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: partially disestablish Naval Supply 
Center (NSC) Charleston, South Carolina, and 
retain the facilities and personnel appropriate 
for the continued support of Navy activities 
in the Charleston, South Carolina area. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 
(Naval Supply Center) 
Oakland, California 

Category: Supply Center 
Mission: Supply Support 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: N/A 

Annual: N/A 
Payback: N/A 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center's (Naval Supply 
Center), Oakland, capacity is excess to the 
requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
The principal customers of Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Kaval Supply Center) Oakland; 
Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda; Naval Hospital, 
Oakland; Mare Island Naval Shipyard and 
Naval Station Treasure Island have also been 
recommended for closure. The workload of Fleet 
and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply 
Center) Oakland will move with its customers 
to other locations. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Oakland community argued the Fleet and 
Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), 
Oakland, is located at a major transportation 
hub on the west coast that uniquely offers access 
to air, rail, land, and sea transportation ports. 

The community added the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland, 
has legal authority 1.0 negotiate a lease with the 
Port of Oakland for the port to construct a 
new container facility on Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland, 
property. It pointed out the lease payments would 
support Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval 
Supply Center) operations and the Navy still 
has reversion rights in contingency situations, 
which are statutorily protected. 

The Oakland com~nunity argued the Oakland 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center's (Naval Supply 
Center) ma,jor customers were not local. The 
center's major customers were the ships located 
throughout the Western Pacific commands. 
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The community further argued the Fleet and 
Inclustrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), 
Oakland, also acted as a naval station and was 
the primary berthing site for ships officially 
homeported at Naval Weapons Station, Concord, 
CA. In addition, Fleet and Industrial Supply 
Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland, had 
many tenants and not all costs were identified 
to relocate these tenants. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense 
based his recommendation to close the Fleet 
and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply 
Center), Oakland on the excess capacity found 
in the overall capability at the Fleet and Indus- 
trial Supply Centers. 

The primary customers of the Center are not 
local. The ships and shore commands found in 
the Mid- and Western Pacific rely extensively 
on FISC Oakland for supply support. While many 
of the Center's local customers are being closed, 
this workload is only a small part of the 
business base, thus justifying retention of FISC 
Oakland. 

The Commission found the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland 
was ideally located on the west coast in a major 
transportation hub offering major access to air, 
rail, land, and sea transportation ports which 
grea~ly enhances it military value. 

The Commission also found that the quality, 
and often minority, jobs retained at FISC 
Oakland helped to mitigate the cumulative eco- 
nomic impacts of other Bay Area commands 
recommended for closure. 

¶ 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 3 and 
6. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, 
California, remains open. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 
(Naval Supply Center) 
Pensacola, Florida 

Category: Supply Center 
Mission: Logistics Support for. the Naval Aviation 

Depot Pensacola 
One-time Cost: $7.9 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $29.06 million 

Annual: $ 6.7 million 
Payback: 0 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) 
Pensacola. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

NSC Pensacola's capacity is excess to the 
requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
The principal customer of NSC Pensacola, the 
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, is also recom- 
mended for closure. The workload of NSC 
Pensacola will move with its customers' work- 
load to receiving bases. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community stated that personnel from the 
local commands' supply departments were trans- 
ferred to what is now Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Pensacola, 
in order to partially staff that organization. There- 
fore, savings would be substantially less than 
perceived by the Navy, even if NADEP Pensacola 
were closed because the remaining activities could 
require the logistics support of the Fleet and 
Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center). 
It was also a concern of the community if NADEP 
Pensacola remained open, all supply support 
for this activity would have to come from NADEP 
Jacksonville, which it perceives to be inadequate 
support. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center's (Naval Supply Center) primary 
customer at Pensacola is the Naval Aviation 
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Depot. The Commission found that since the 
Naval Aviation Depot is recommended by the 
Commission for closure, the workload require- 
ment would diminish significantly and excess 
capacity would result. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: dis- 
establish the Naval Supply Center (NSC), Pensacola. 

National Capital Regionul (NCR) 
Activities 

National Capital Regional (NCR) 
Activities 

Category: National Capital Region 
Mission: Personnel 
One-time Cost: $ 427 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -66 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 11 0 million 
Payback: 2-1 4 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Navy National Capital Region activities 
and relocate them as follows: 

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

Naval Supply Systems Command 
(Including Food Service System 
Office, and Defense Printing 
Management Systems Office) 
to Ship Parts Control Center 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(Including Office of Military 
Manpower Management) to 
Naval Air Station 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Naval Recruiting Command 
to Naval Training Center 
Great Lakes, Illinois 

Naval Security Group Command 
(Including Security Group Station 
and Security Group Detachment, 
Potomac) to National Security Agency 
Fort Meade, Maryland 

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

Relocate the following National Capital Reglon 
activities from leased space to Government-owned 
space within the NCR, to include the Navy An- 
nex, Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D.C. ; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Wash- 
ington, D.C.; Marine Corps Combat Develop- 
ment Command, Quantico, Virginia; or the White 
Oak facility, Silver Spring, Maryland: 

Naval Sea Systems Command 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems 

Command 
Office of the General Counsel 
Office of the Judge Advocate General 
Navy Field Support Activity 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 

Legislative Affairs 
Program Appraisal 
Comptroller 
Inspector General 
Information 

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Management 
International Programs Office 
Combined Civilian Personnel Office 
Navy Regional Contracting Center 
Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic Systems Programs Office 
Office of Naval Research 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff 

(Installations & Logistics), 
U.S. Marine Corps 

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

Marine Corps Systems Command 
(Clarendon Office) 



COMMUNIN CONCERNS 

The State of Virginia, and Arlington County in 
particular, argued they would suffer an unfair 
and disproportionate share of job losses from 
the recommended NCR actions. The commu- 
nity also challenged the COBRA cost savings 
estimated for these recommendations. I t  asserted 
the military construction (MILCON) and travel 
costs were understated at receiver locations, 
present and future lease costs for current office 
space were overstated, and the elimination of 
personnel associated with these realignments and 
relocations relied on unsubstantiated expecta- 
tions. Further, the community asserted all 
required personnel reductions could be made 
in place. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found cost savings produced 
through realigning NCR activities were substantial. 
The Commission found significant military value 
in the consolidation of NCR missions at receiver 
locations. With respect to various unsolicited 
and revocable lease and sale offers for buildings 
in Northern Virginia presently occupied by Navy 
tenants, the Commission did not have the infor- 
mation or expertise to evaluate properly whether 
the "offers" provided the best value to the govern- 
ment or if they met the Navy's requirements. 
Moreover, the Commission was not the appro- 
priate entity to accept or reject the proposals. 
If, after careful scrutiny of these or other 
proposals, the Navy wishes to seek purchase of 
these or any facilities, it can submit a recom- 
mended change concerning these NCR activities 
to the 1995 Commission. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: 

Realign Navy National Capital Region 
activities and relocate them as follows: 

Naval Air Systems Command to 
Naval Air Station 
Patuxent River, Maryland 
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Naval Supply Systems Command 
(Including Food Service System 
Office, and Defense Printing 
Management Systems Office) 
to Ship Parts Control Center 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(Including Office of Military 
Manpower Management) to 
Naval Air Station 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Naval Recruiting Command 
to Naval Training Center 
Great Lakes, Illinois 

Naval Security Group Command 
(Including Security Group Station 
and Security Group Detachment, 
Potomac) to National Security Agency 
Fort Meade, Maryland 

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

Relocate the following National Capital 
Region activities from leased space to 
Government-owned space within the 
NCR, to include the Navy Annex, 
Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy 
Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska 
Avenue, Washington, D.C. ; Marine Corps 
Combat Development Command, Quantico, 
Virginia; or the White Oak facility, Silver 
Spring, Maryland: 

Naval Sea Systems Command 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems 

Command 
Office of the General Counsel 
Office of the Judge Advocate General 
Navy Field Support Activity 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 

Legislative Affairs 
Program Appraisal 
Comptroller 
Inspector General 
Information 
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Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Management 
International Programs Office 
Combined Civilian Personnel Office 
Navy Regional Contracting Center 
Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic Systems Programs Office 
fice of Naval Research 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff 

(Installations & Logistics), 
U.S. Marine Corps 

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

Marine Corps Systems Command 
(Clarendon Office) 

0 ther Naval Bases 

1st Marine Corps District 
Garden City, New York 

Category: Administrative Activity 
Mission: Recruiting Support 
One-time Cost: $ NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: $ NIA 

Annual: $ NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the 1st Marine District, Garden City, New 
York and relocate necessary personnel, equip- 
ment and support to the Defense Distribution 
Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. 
The Defense Contract Management Area Office, 
a present tenant in the facility occupied by this 
activity as its host, will remain in place and 
assume responsibility for this facility. The Marine 
Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will relo- 
cate to Fort Hamilton, New York. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The reductions in force structure require a 
reduction of capacity in administrative activi- 
ties. Consolidation of this activity into a joint 
services organization will enhance its ability 
to discharge its mission most effectively and 
economically. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community opposed the relocation of the 
First Marine Corps District to New Cumberland, 
Pennsylvania. Citing the long history of Marine 
service in Garden City, the community asserted 
the Marines were an integral part of the com- 
munity. The Marine Corps supported relocation 
of this recruiting support activity to Pennsylvania 
to locate it more centrally within the nine-state 
area it services. However, relocation of the 
Marine Corps Reserve Activity to Fort Hamilton, 
Brooklyn, New York, would not be cost effec- 
tive since Fort Hamilton does not have adequate 
facilities. The co~nmunity suggested an alterna- 
tive to collocate with an existing reserve facility 
within a reasonable commuting distance from 
Garden City, or become a tenant of the Defense 
Contract Management Area Office. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found military construction 
would be required at Fort Hamilton, New York, 
to accommodate the relocation of the Marine 
Corps Reserve Center. The Commission found 
this additional military construction was neither 
cost effective nor necessary from a military 
perspective. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: the 1st Marine Corps District, Garden 
City, New York. will remain open. The Com- 
mission finds this recommendation is consis- 
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

DoD Family Housing and Family 
Housing Office, Niagara Falls, 
New York 

Category: Miscellaneous Other Support Activities 
Mission: To provide housing for military personnel 
One-time Cost: $ . I  million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 7.9 million 

Annual: $ 1.5 million 
Payback: Immediate 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found these 11 1 substandard 
units provide housing for about one-third of 
the military assigned independent duty in western 
New York State. This activity services 18 small 
commands in an area where affordable housing 
is available in the local economy. Repair costs 
to bring these structures up to standards would 
not be economical. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
the DoD Family Housing Office and the 11 1 
housing units it administers. 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Western Engineering Field Division 
San Bruno, California 

Category: Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Mission: Facility Engineering Support 
One-time Cost: $ .8 million 
Savings: 1994-99 $ .2 million 

Annual: $ 1.3 million 
Payback: 6 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Western Engineering Field Divi- 
sion, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(NAVFAC) , San Bruno, California. Retain in place 
necessary personnel, equipment and support 
as a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Engineering Field Activity under the manage- 
ment of the Southwestern Field Division, 
NAVFAC, San Diego, California. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The reduction in the force structure in the DoD 
Force Structure Plan and the closure of major 
naval activities in the San Francisco Bay area 
requires the realignment of this activity. The 
activity's capacity to handle NAVFAC's consider- 
able responsibilities in dealing with environmental 
matters arising out of the 1993 round of base 
closures will remain in the same geographic area. 
The activity presently has such capacity. Retain- 
ing it for this purpose is a more economical 
and efficient alternative than relocating it to San 
Diego and then handling on-site problems on a 
travel status. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Western Engineer- 
ing Field Division provides support to commands 
in the San Francisco Bay area recommended 
by the Commission for closure. Retaining a 
portion of the organization to provide environ- 
mental services during the closure process would 
facilitate the provision of these important 
services to those naval activities. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: realign 
the Western Engineering Field Division, Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC), 
San Bruno, California. Retain in place necessary 
personnel, equipment and support as a Base 
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Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Engineering 
Field Activity under the management of the 
southwestern Field Division, NAVFAC, San Diego, 
California. 

Navy Public Works Center, 
San Francisco, California 

Category: Public Works Center 
Mission: Public Works Support 
One-time Cost: $37.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99 $ 25.7 million 

Annual: $ 33.9 million 
Payback: 2 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC) 
San Francisco. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community claimed the Naval Public Works 
Center in San Francisco provided a greater 
number of family housing units than any other 
Navy location. The Navy Public Works Center 
operates over 7,000 family housing units in the 
Bay area, many of which were new. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found PWC San Francisco pro- 
vides family housing, utilities, transportation, 
maintenance, engineering, and planning services 
to Navy, Marine Corps, Army, Coast Guard, and 
DOD commands in the San Francisco Bay Area. 
Because its primary customers in the Bay area 
are being recommended for closure, PWC San 
Francisco can also be closed and the customers 
that remain can receive the necessary services, 
including family housing, from reconstituted 
public works departments. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, 

the Commission recommends the following: 
disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC) 
San Francisco. 

Reserve Activities 

NavyMarine Corps Reserve Centers 
Category: Reserve Centers 
Mission: Support Reserve Activities 
One-time Cost: $ 3.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 57.1 million 

Annual: $ 13.6 million 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the following Reserve Centers: 

NavylMarine Corps Reserve Centers at: 
Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Billings, Montana 
Abilene, Texas 

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

Naval Reserve Facility at: 
Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 
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Readiness Command Districts at: 
Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5 )  

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Various communities expressed concerns about 
these closures since no provision appeared to 
have made to allow for reservists assigned to 
continue to drill. The communities indicated 
these activities were below threshold, and 
closure would result in reservists having 
nowhere within a reasonable commuting 
distance to drill. The communities also argued 
the Navy should have explored consolidation 
possibilities at some of these sites rather than 
closures. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found that while data calls did 
not directly assess the mission of these activi- 
ties, the analysis was nevertheless consistent. 
When recurring logistics costs for reservists who 
commute outside a reasonable distance to drill 
were included in the COBRA, it produced no 
significant change in return on investment. A 
Reserve Force comprehensive facilities review 
with projected repair costs, supported the 
Secretary's recommendation; even though it did 
not address specific shortfalls in space require- 
ments for vehicles, controlled equipage, train- 
ers, and other special use spaces. A nation-wide 
scatter diagram of reserve drill population by 

activity preserved a surface reserve presence in 
all geographic locations of the nation. The pro- 
posal minimized disruption in reserve training, 
and contributory support to the active compo- 
nents, while producing cost efficiencies and 
enhancing the overall military value of remain- 
ing reserve centers. 

However, the Commission found variance in the 
case of Naval and Marine Corps Reserve 
Center, Billings, Montana. The Marine Corps 
Reserve indicated it would not be able to man 
its units if they were forced to compete for 
recruits at the Armed Forces Reserve Center in 
Helena where the Navy is consolidating its reserves. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criterion 4. Therefore, 
the Commission recommends the following: close 
the following Reserve Centers: 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 
Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Abilene, Texas 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 
Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, California 
Macon, Georgia 
Terre Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Perth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jamestown, New York 
Poughkeepsie, New York 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 
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Naval Reserve Facilities at: 
Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Readiness Command Districts at: 
Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5 )  

The Commission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

NavylMavine Corps Resewe Centers 

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve 
Center at Lawrence, Massachusetts 

Naval Reserve Center at Chicopee, 
Massachusetts and Quincy, 
Massachusetts 

Category: Reserve Centers 
Mission: Support for Reserve Activities 
One-time Cost: $ 20.7 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 19.4 million 

Annual: $ ,415 million 
Payback: 100+ years 

SECRETARY DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Commission added these military 
installations to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

All four communities involved expressed 
support for this consolidation recognizing the 
economies to be realized by combining com- 
mand and support structures at an existing base 
with messing and berthing facilities. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found upon further analysis 
consolidation of these three Reserve Centers 
would not deviate substantially from the force 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Consolidation of these activities at the existing 
facilities at Naval Air Station (NAS) South 
Weyrnouth, would preserve reserve unit manning 
levels by keeping a drill site within reasonable 
commuting distance of the reservists it supports. 
In addition, consolidation would reduce 
overhead costs for three separate facilities, 

associated messing and berthing costs for 
assigned reservists, and dispose of three older 
facilities. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commisslon finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and 
3. Therefore, the Colnmission recommends the 
following: close Navy and Marine Corps Reserve 
Center, Lawrence, Massachusetts; close Naval 
Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts; 
and close Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, 
Massachusetts; and consolidate these activities 
at existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Hospitals 

Naval Hospital 
Charleston, South Carolina 

Category: Medical Activity 
Mission: Provide Health Care 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: N/A 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Charleston community expressed great 
concern regarding health-care for eligible 
beneficiaries remaining in the Charleston area 
if the Charleston Naval Hospital closes. The com- 
munity argued that if all of the proposed Navy 
reductions and closures in Charleston were 
approved by the Commission, there would still 
be a significant number of active-duty military 
personnel in the Charleston area requiring medical 
care. The large number of eligible retirees and 
dependents would also benefit from the reten- 
tion of Naval Hospital Charleston. The commu- 
nity argued that should the Naval Hospital, 
Charleston, close, the eligible retired beneficiary 
population, including those eligible for Medi- 
care, in the greater Charleston area would 
be faced with additional and unanticipated 
medical expenses, particularly in obtaining 
prescriptions. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found that if the recommended 
closure of the Charleston Naval Station and Ship- 
yard is approved, the active-duty population 
supported by the Naval Hospital, Charleston, 
will be greatly reduced. However, the Commission 
found that DoD based their recommendation 
for the closure of the Naval Hospital, Charleston, 
on changes to mission assignment and not 
on the requirement to serve the active-duty and 
eligible beneficiary population found in the 
Charleston area. 

The Commission found that even with the 
recommended closure of the Naval Station, 
Charleston and the Naval Shipyard there will 
still be a substantial number of active duty person- 
nel and eligible beneficiaries in the Charleston 
area requiring access to health care facilities. 

Additionally, the Commission found that 
Naval Hospital, Charleston, supported eligible 
beneficiaries from the Myrtle Beach AFB, MCAS 
Beaufort, Charleston AFB, and elsewhere in the 
metropolitan Charleston area. In addition, 
Naval Hospital, Charleston, treats patients 
who return to the United States on military 
MEDEVACs flights from Europe. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 
criteria 6. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends the following: the Naval Hospital, Charles- 
ton, South Carolina, remains open. The Com- 
mission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Naval Hospital, Oakland, California 
Category: Medical Activity 
Mission: Provide Health Care 
One-time Cost: $ 57.6 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 51.6 million 

Annual: $ 41.5 million 
Payback: 3 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate 
certain military and civilian personnel to other 
Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel 
to the Naval Air Stations at Lemoore and Whidbey 
Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, North- 
west Region, will relocate to Naval Hospital, 
Bremerton, Washington. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Naval Hospitals are situated and their size deter- 
mined for location near operating forces whose 
personnel will require medical support in num- 
bers significant enough to mandate a medical 
facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive 
use of CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure 
must be predicated upon the elimination of the 
operating forces which created a demand for 
the presence of a Naval Hospital in the first 
instance. In the San Francisco Bay area, the 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, Naval Shipyard, Mare 
Island and the supporting Public Works Center 
and Supply Center are being recommended for 
closure. Given the elimination of these operating 
force activities, closure of the Naval Hospital, 
Oakland is indicated as the military personnel 
previously supported are no longer in the area. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Oakland community argued plans had been 
made for the Navy to take over Letterman Army 
Hospital at the Presidio of San Francisco, and 
this was a very low-cost way to maintain a needed 
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Navy facility. The community also argued the 
Naval Hospital Oakland would be needed to 
support Navy activities in Alameda as well as 
other DoD-eligible beneficiaries in the Bay Area. 
The community expressed great concern regarding 
health care for the eligible beneficiary popula- 
tion remaining in the Oakland area should the 
Naval Hospital close. The community also ar- 
gued they felt a replacement hospital should be 
built due to the advanced age of the current 
Navy Hospital at Oakland. The CHAMPUS-eli- 
gible beneficiaries were concerned about the 
possible increase in cost of medical care should 
they be required to use CHAMPUS or Medicare 
instead of a DoD medical treatment facility. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found since the primary military 
installations in the Bay Area were recommended 
for closure (with the exception of Naval Supply 
Center Oakland, a primarily civilian command 
activity), Naval Hospital Oakland would no longer 
be required. This finding is in keeping with the 
DoD policy of providing primary hospital care 
in support of only active duty populations. The 
Commission further found the medical needs 
of retirees could be met at the extensive num- 
ber of civilian, Veterans' Administration, or mili- 
tary medical facilities within a reasonable distance. 

Additionally, the Commission found the cur- 
rent Navy Hospital in Oakland was expensive 
to operate and maintain due to its advanced 
age. Investigation by the Commission found that 
extensive repairs would be essential to bring it 
up to seismic stabilization standards as well as 
acceptable medical standards. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate 
certain military and civilian personnel to other 
Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel 
to the Naval Air Stations at Lemoore and Whidbey 
Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, North- 
west Region, will relocate to Naval Hospital, 
Bremerton, Washington. 

Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida 
Category: Medical Activity 
Mission: Provide H~alth Care 
One-time Cost: $ 51.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -31.0 (Cost) 

Annual: $ 8.1 million 
Payback: 13 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate 
certain military and civilian personnel to other 
Naval Hospitals. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Orlando community expressed great concern 
over health care for the eligible beneficiaries 
remaining in the Orlando area should the 
Naval Hospital close. The Orlando community 
argued the Naval Hospital, Orlando served approx- 
imately 45,000 more patients annually than the 
Naval Hospital, Great Lakes and operated at a 
more efficient level. This efficiency resulted in 
an annual $8 million saving at Orlando Naval 
Hospital. The community suggested even with 
the large number of retirees who receive health 
care in the Orlando area, the Naval Hospital, 
Orlando, provided a CHAMPUS savings esti- 
mated at $51 million. 



The community also stated the Orlando Naval 
Hospital was capable of incorporating the addi- 
tional training requirements with no additional 
military construction. The Orlando community 
stressed the Naval Hospital Great Lakes was 
currently operating at 25% of capacity and 
would require significant construction if this 
capacity were to be expanded. The community 
also argued there was asbestos found through- 
out the Naval Hospital facility at Great Lakes 
that would make any expansion both difficult 
and expensive. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the active duty popula- 
tion supported by the Naval Hospital, Orlando, 
w~ l l  be greatly reduced with the recommended 
closure of the Orlando Naval Training Center. 
The Commission found acceptable the Navy's 
arsument military hospitals are intended to 
support active-duty personnel and should not 
be retained in cases when the active-duty popu- 
lation is reduced below levels necessary to 
warrant a military hospital. In addition, the 
Commission found it would be less expensive 
to provide health care to DoD eligible benefi- 
ciaries through CHAMPUS than by an active-duty 
Navy hospital due to the availability of local 
civilian health care organizations and the com- 
petitive atmosphere among health-care providers 
in the Orlando area. The transfer of Naval 
Hospital, Orlando, medical personnel to other 
military installations will increase the availability 
of medical care at those receiving locations, which 
in turn will partially offset the predicted in- 
crease in CHAMPUS costs in the Orlando area. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: close 
the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate 
certain military and civilian personnel to other 
Naval Hospitals. 
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Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 
88/91 Recommendations 

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

Category: Naval Shipyard 
Mission: Repair, Maintenance, 

and Overhaul of Navy Ships 
Cost to Redirect: NIA 
Savings: N / A  

Annual: NIA 
Payback: N/A 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 1991 Commission Report, at page 5-18, 
recommended closing the Hunters Point Annex 
and outleasing the entire property, with provi- 
sions for continued occupancy of space for 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and 
Repair; Planning Engineering for Repair, and 
Alterations Detachment; and a Contractor- 
Operated test facility. 

Force level reductions consistent with the DoD 
Force Structure Plan remove any long-term need 
to retain all of this facility for emergent require- 
ments. The recommended closure of the major 
naval installations in this geographic area 
terminates any requirement for these facilities. 
The limitation of disposal authority to outleasing 
unnecessarily restricts the Navy's ability to 
dispose of this property in a timely and lawful 
manner. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS wing mission there; closing NAS Miramar and 
relocating its units per the Secretary of Defense's 

The Commission found the Navy's 1991 request,  recommendation,^. The community asserted this 
and the 1991 subsequent proposal enhance operational readiness 
mendation to outlease Hunters Point Annex and still allow the community to pursue its 
unnecessarily inhibits the Navy's ability to reuse plan, The community also contended the 
dispose of this property. Commission's decision to reconsider its 1991 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
recommendation would encourage other com- 
munities to ignore the finality of the Commission's 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense actions and-would encourage communities to 
did not deviate from the force- resist closures long after the final vote of the 
structure ~ l a n  and final criteria. Therefore, the Commission. 
Commission recommends the following: permit 
the Navy to dispose of Hunters Point Annex to COMMISSION FINDINGS 
Naval ~ i a t i o n  ~ i e a s u r e  Island, California, in any -,-he Commission found a sufficient number 
lawful manner, including outleasing. of acres were available at NAS Miramar to 

Marine Corps Air Station 
Tustin, California 

Category: Operational Air Station 
Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations 
One-time Cost: $ 897.6 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 349.9 million 

Annual: $ 148.5 million 
Payback: 4 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

accommodate the aircraft, personnel, and support 
equipment from MCAS Tustin in spite of envi- 
ronmental constraints on development. While 
areas expected to 'be affected by necessary 
expansion inclutrled critical habitats, none were 
located in quantities sufficient to preclude 
anticipated necessary expansion. The Commis- 
sion also found relocation to NAS Miramar 
to be operationally advantageous due to close 
proximity to the Marine division at Camp 
Pendleton, where a significant percentage of criti- 
cal training is conducted. 

None. The Commission added this military instal- 
lation to the list of installations recommended COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

for closure or realignment. MCAS Tustin was See Marine Corps Air Station El Toro. 
recommended for &sure in 199 1, with its avia- 
tion assets to relocate to MCAGCC Twentynine Naval Electronic Systems Engineering .-- - 

Palms or Camp Pendleton or both. In 1993 MCAS Center (NESEC) 
Tustin's aviation assets were recommended by 
the Secretary of Defense for redirection to NAS 

San Diego, California and 
Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton. NESEC Vallejo, California 
- - 

COMMUNI'N CONCERNS 

The community did not want the Commission 
to reconsider its 1991 recommendation to close 
MCAS Tustin; it wanted the 1991 Commission's 
closure decision to remain intact. The commu- 
nity had already invested substantially in a base 
reuse uroeram. I t  did not want to abandon its 

Category: Naval Technical Center 
Mission: Electronic In-Service Engineering - 
One-time Cost: S; 914 thousand 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 2.5 million 

Annual: $ 0.65 million 
Payback: 3 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

I " 
two-year investment of effort and money in the 
reuse plan. The community also believed better Change the receiving location of the Naval Elec- 

alternatives existed to relocate Marine Corps tronic Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) 

helicopters without retaining MCAS Tustin. San Diego, California and the NESEC Vallejo, 

Specifically, it proposed: keeping MCAS El Toro California to be Air Force Plant #19 in San Diego 

open and adding the MCAS Kaneohe Bay fixed vice new construction at Point Loma, San Diego, 
California. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

This is a change from the 1991 Commission 
action which called for closure of NESEC San 
Diego and relocation to Point Loma to form 
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveil- 
lance Center (NCCOSC). Air Force Plant #19 
was operated by a contractor as an Air Force 
Government-Owned-Contractor-Owned and 
KESEC San Diego subleased space. Now the 
contractor has left and Air Force offered to transfer 
Plant 19 without reimbursement. Rehabilitation 
can be accomplished within the estimates 
of the BRAC 91 recommendations for both 
relocating NESECs and avoiding the serious 
environmental concerns attendant to new con- 
struction at Point Loma. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Vallejo community contended the Navy's 
estimates to refurbish Air Force Plant #19 are 
understated. Specifically, the community argued 
the Navy's military construction estimates do 
not include the cost of building or refurbishing 
a remote facility to conduct radiological work, 
the cost of disassembling and reassembling the 
extensive computer systems, and the cost of hiring 
and training employees to replace those who 
are not willing to relocate. In addition, the 
co~nmunity stated the anticipated savings were 
being extracted from a larger personnel elimi- 
nation than was advertised by the Navy in 199 1. 
The community provided documentation 
supporting their claim that cost to execute the 
DoD redirect would exceed Navy estimates. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Navy's cost estimate 
to refurbish Air Force Plant #19 was reasonable 
and closely reflected the cost to execute DoD's 
recommendation. In addition, the Commission 
found the Navy should realize operation 
efficiencies through the consolidation of both 
NESEC San Diego and NESEC Vallejo at AFP #19. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Conlmission recommends the following: change 
the receiving location of the Naval Electronic 

Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) San Diego, 
California, and the NESEC Vallejo, California 
to be Air Force Plant #19 in San Diego vice 
new construction at Point Loma, San Diego, 
California. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center - 
Pt. Hueneme, Virgina Beach, Virgina 

(Naval Mine Warfare Engineering 
Activity, Yorktown, Virginia) 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Support Mint. Warfare In-Service 

Engineering 
One-time Cost: $7.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $3.2 million 

Annual: $1 .1  million 
Payback: 9 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering 
Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Port Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) to the 
Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal 
Systems Station, Panama City, Florida. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

In the 1991 Commission Report, the Naval Mine 
Warfare Engineering Activity (NMWEA), 
Yorktown, Virginia, was recommended for clo- 
sure and realignment to facilities under the control 
of the Chief of Naval Education and Training at 
Dam Neck, Virginia. The realignment has been 
accomplished through organizational changes and 
NMWEA is now the Yorktown Detachment of 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port Hueneme. 
However, after BRAC 91, the needs of the edu- 
cational and training community were such that 
the Dam Neck space is no longer available. There- 
fore, as part of BRAC 93  process, alternative 
receiving sites were explored. Because of the 
advisability of consolidating activities per- 
forming similar functions, and since the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems 
Station, Panama City, Florida, has significant 
responsibilities in mine warfare R&D, COBRA 
data was requested. Because of the advantages 
of collocating this mine warfare engineering 
activity with another facility having substantial 
responsibilities in the same fields, and because 
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it is less expensive than the BRAC 91 relocation 
to Dam Neck, Virginia, the Navy recommends 
that the receiving site for this activity be revised 
to Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, 
Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida, 
in lieu of Dam Neck, Virginia. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The east coast mine warfare community could 
be consolidated in the Yorktown, Dam Neck, 
Little Creek area. The community pointed out 
the Panama City, Florida, facility consists of many, 
small buildings instead of the single facility where 
employees currently work in the Yorktown area. 
The community also noted there were few mine 
warfare experts in the Panama City area. The 
potential loss of these experts could be devastat- 
ing to the programs, especially in light of the 
increasing mine warfare role in low-intensity 
conflict scenarios. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found that space planned for 
use at Dam Neck by Naval Mine Warfare Engi- 
neering Activity was no longer available. The 
projected potential savings and synergy of col- 
locating like missions in the newly proposed 
receiver site at Panama City, Florida, outweigh 
the potential loss of expert personnel. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc- 
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com- 
mission recommends the following: relocate the 
Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port Hueneme, 
Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Sta- 
tion, Panama City, Florida. 

Navy Weapons Evaluation Facility, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Category: Technical Center 
Mission: Coordinate with Sandia Laboratory, 

Department Of Energy 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Secretary's recommendation to close Naval 
Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque 
reduces unnecessary infrastructure, however 
there is a continuing need for a detachment to 
provide liaison with Sandia Laboratory and other 
agencies involved in nuclear programs in that 
geographical area. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: permit 
a small detachment of the Weapons Division to 
remain after the closure of the Naval Weapons 
Evaluation Facility (NWEF), Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, in order to provide liaison with the 
Sandia Laboratory of the Department of Energy. 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
THE AIR FORCE 

Large Aircraft 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
Ccl tegory: Large Aircraft 
Mission: BomberlTanker 
One-time Cost: $120.8 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $61.8 million 

Annual: $39.2 million 
Payback: 6 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for 
realignment. The 416th Bomb Wing will inacti- 
vate. The B-52H aircraft will transfer to Minot 
AFB, North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. 
The KC-135 aircraft from Griffiss AFB will transfer 
to Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota. The 485th 
Engineering Installation Group at Griffiss AFB 
will relocate to Hill AFB, Utah. 

The Northeast Air Defense Sector will remain at 
Griffiss in a cantonment area pending the out- 
come of a NORAD sector consolidation study. 
If the sector remains it will be transferred to 
the Air National Guard (ANG). Rome Labora- 
tory will remain at Griffiss AFB in its existing 
facilities as a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. 
A minimum essential airfield will be maintained 
and operated by a contractor on an "as needed, 
on call" basis. The ANG will maintain and 
operate necessary facilities to support mobility/ 
contingencykraining of the 10th Infantry (Light) 
Divlsion located at Fort Drum, New York, and 
operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone 
laboratory and the ANG mission will remain. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The Air Force has four more large aircraft bases 
than needed to support the number of bombers, 
tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force 
Structure Plan. When all eight DoD criteria are 
applied, Griffiss AFB ranked low compared to 
the other large aircraft bases. Based on this analy- 
sis, the application of all eight DoD selection 
criteria, and excess capacity which results from 
reduced force structure, Griffiss AFB is recom- 
mended for realignment. 

The Air Force plans to establish a large air mo- 
bility base in the Northeast to support the new 
Major Regional Contingency (MRC) strategy. 
Griffiss AFB was evaluated specifically as the 
location for this wing, along with other bases 
that met the geographical criteria and were avail- 
able for this mission: McGuire AFB, New Jersey 
and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB 
ranked best in capability to support the air 
mobility wing due to its geographical location, 
attributes and base loading capacity. Principal 
mobility attributes include aircraft parking space 
(for 70-80 tankedairlift aircraft), fuel hydrants 
and fuel supply/storage capacity, along with 
present and future encroachment and airspace 
considerations. 

The Rome Laboratory has a large civilian work 
force and is located in adequate facilities that 
can be separated from the rest of Griffiss AFB. 
It does not need to be closed or realigned as a 
result of the reductions in the rest of the base. 

All large aircraft bases were considered equally 
in a process that conformed to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-510), as amended, and the Depart- 
ment of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was 
evaluated against the eight DoD selection crite- 
ria and a large number of subelements specific 
to Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, 
gathered to support the evaluation of each base 
under each criterion was reviewed by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a 
group of seven general officers and six Senior 
Executive Service career civilians appointed by 
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to 
realign Griffiss AFB was made by the Secretary 
of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the 
Executive Group. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Griffiss AFB community believed the Air 
Force should have selected Griffiss AFB as the 
East Coast Mobility Base rather than Plattsburgh 
AFB. The community believed some of the 
information the Air Force used in selecting the 
East Coast Mobility Base was erroneous, and if 
the Air Force knew the facts, it would have 
selected Griffiss AFB. Community officials 
addressed parking capacity; petroleum, oils, and 
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lubricants storage; numbers and types of 
hydrants; and airfield infrastructure at Griffiss 
AFB. Also addressed were ground and air 
encroachment problems at Plattsburgh AFB. The 
community presented information asserting it 
would be less expensive to establish Griffiss AFB 
than to establish Plattsburgh AFB as the East 
Coast Mobility Base. 

The community was also very concerned that 
in realigning Griffiss AFB at this time, DoD could 
be positioning itself to close one of its tenants, 
the Rome Laboratory, in the near future. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

As a B-52 bomber base, the Commission found 
even though Griffiss AFB rated high in criteria 
1 ,  2, and 3, other bomber bases rated higher in 
overall military value. The Commission found 
Barksdale AFB rated very high as a B-52 base, 
and the Air Force had selected Barksdale AFB 
to be the B-52 combat crew training base. Minot 
AFB, which the Commission rated high as a 
B-52 bomber base, also had additional military 
value as a missile field. The Commission rated 
Griffiss AFB very high as a tanker base in crite- 
ria 1, 2, and 3, but other installations, includ- 
ing Fairchild AFB and Grand Forks AFB, had 
higher overall military value. The Air Force 
announced the selection of Fairchild AFB and 
Grand Forks AFB as major receiver sites for 
tankers. Fairchild AFB had increased overall 
military value because it hosts the Air Force 
Survival School and Grand Forks AFB had the 
additional military value of a missile field. 

The Commission requested that the Air Force 
comment on the community concern that in 
realigning Griffiss AFB at this time, DoD 
appears to be positioning itself to close the Rome 
Laboratory in the near future. In a May 7, 1993 
letter to the Commission, Mr. James Boatright, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Installations, stated "the Air Force has no plans 
to close or relocate the Rome Laboratory within 
the next five years." 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: Griffiss 

AFB, New York, is recommended for realign- 
ment. The 416th Bomb Wing will inactivate. 
The B-52H aircraft will transfer to Minot AFB, 
North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. 
The KC-135 aircraft from Griffiss AFB will transfer 
to Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota. The 485th 
Engineering Installation Group at Griffiss AFB 
will relocate to Hill AFB, Utah. The Northeast 
Air Defense Sector will remain at Griffiss AFB 
in a cantonment area pending the outcome of 
a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector 
remains i t  will be transferred to the Air 
National Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will 
remain at Griffiss AFB in its existing facilities as 
a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A minimum 
essential airfield will be maintained and oper- 
ated by a contractor on an "as needed, on call" 
basis. The ANG will maintain and operate nece- 
ssary facilities to support mobility/contingency/ 
training of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division 
located at Fort Drum, New York, and operate 
them when needed. Only the stand-alone labora- 
tory and the ANG mission will remain. 

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan 
Category: Large Aircraft 
Mission: Bomber 
One-time Cost: $1  43.6 million 
Savings: 1994-99 $1 67.3 million 

Annual: $62.4 million 
Payback: 4 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

There are several factors which resulted in the 
above recommendation. The Air Force has four 
more large aircraft bases than are needed to 
support the number of bombers, tankers, and 
airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
The Air Force must maintain Minuteman I11 
basing flexibility due to uncertainty with 
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respect to START 11. This requires the retention 
of the ballistic missile fields at Malmstrom AFB, 
Grand Forks AFB, Minot AFB, and F.E. Warren 
AFB. It is more economical to retain a bomber/ 
missile base that must remain open for missiles 
than to maintain a bomber-only base. There- 
fore, based on the facts that K.I. Sawyer AFB 
does not support ballistic missile operations, that 
when all eight DoD criteria are applied K.I. Sawyer 
AFB ranks low, and that there is excess large 
aircraft base capacity, K.I .  Sawyer AFB is recom- 
mended for closure. 

All large aircraft bases were considered equally 
in a process that conformed to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-510), as amended, and the Depart- 
ment of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was 
ex-aluated against the eight DoD selection crite- 
ria and a large number of subelements specific 
to Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data 
gathered to support the evaluation of each base 
under each criterion was reviewed by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a 
group of seven general officers and six Senior 
Executive Service career civilians appointed by 
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to 
close K.I.  Sawyer AFB was made by the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force with advice of the Air 
Force Chief of Staff and in consultation with 
the Executive Group. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the Air Force did not 
compare large and small aircraft bases. If it had, 
thc Air Force would have realized K.I. Sawyer 
AFB would make an outstanding base for the 
future because access to airspace in the Upper 
Peninsula region is unencumbered, and the base 
is strategically located for deployment to poten- 
tial trouble spots around the globe. The com- 
munity also challenged the Air Force decision 
to keep bomber bases with missile fields open 
instead of bomber-only bases such as K.I. 
Sawyer AFB. The community said this decision 
potentially hurts the survivability of two legs of 
the triad, and K.I.  Sawyer AFB should remain 
open as a bomber base to increase the targeting 
problem of a potential adversary. 

The community was also very concerned about 
the potential unemployment in the region if K.I. 
Sawyer AFB closed. The unemployment figures 
in the community were projected to be approxi- 
mately 24%, which could devastate the local 
economy. Also, the community argued the 
Secretary of Defense did not consider the 
cumulative economic impact to the region, 
including the closure of Wurtsmith AFB, 
Michigan, in the 1991 round of base closures, 
and Kincheloe AFB, Michigan, in an earlier round 
of base closures. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found K.I. Sawyer AFB did 
not rate as high in criteria 1, 2, and 3 as other 
8-52 bases. The Commission found Barksdale 
AFB rated very high as a B-52 base, and the 
Secretary of the Air Force selected Barksdale 
AFB to be the B-52 combat crew training base. 
Minot AFB, which the Commission rated rela- 
tively high as a B-52 base, also had the addi- 
tional military value of a missile field. As a small 
aircraft base, the Comm~ssion evaluated K.I. 
Sawyer AFB in criteria 1, 2,  and 3 and found it 
had a rating lower than all other small-aircraft 
bases. As a tanker base, the Commission rated 
K.I. Sawyer AFB moderately high in Criteria 1, 
2, and 3, but other installations, including 
Fairchild AFB and Grand Forks AFB, had higher 
overall military value. Fairchild AFB had the 
Air Force Survival School and a higher one- 
time cost to close and Grand Forks AFB had 
the additional military value of a missile field. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: K.I. 
Sawyer AFB, Michigan, is recommended for 
closure. The 410th Wing will inactivate. B-52H 
aircraft will transfer to Barksdale AFB, Louisi- 
ana. The Air Force will retlre its B-52G aircraft 
instead of implementing the previous Base 
Closure Commission recommendation to trans- 
fer those aircraft from Castle AFB, California, 
to K.I. Sawyer AFB. 
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March Air Force Base, California 
Category: Large Aircraft 
Mission: Tanker 
One-time Cost: $134.8 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $53.8 mil lion 

Annual: $46.9 million 
Payback: 2 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

March AFB, California, is recommended for 
realignment. The 22nd Air Refueling Wing will 
inactivate. The KC-10 (Active and Associate 
Reserve) aircraft will be relocated to Travis AFB, 
California. The Southwest Air Defense Sector 
will remain at March in a cantonment area 
pending the outcome of a NORAD sector con- 
solidation study. If the sector remains it will be 
transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). 
The 4 4 5 t h  Airlift Wing Air Force  Reserve 
(AFRES) , 452nd Air Refueling Wing (AFRES) , 
163rd Reconnaissance Group (ANG) (becomes 
an Air Refueling Group), the Air Force Audit 
Agency, and the Media Center (from Norton 
AFB, California) will remain and the base will 
convert to a reserve base. Additionally, the Army 
Corps of Engineers Unit, the US Customs 
Aviation Operation Center West, and the Drug 
Enforcement Agency aviation unit will remain. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

There are several factors which resulted in the 
above recommendation. First, the Air Force has 
four more large aircraft bases than needed to 
support the number of bombers, tankers, and 
airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
Also, when all eight DoD criteria were applied 
to the large aircraft bases, March AFB ranked 
low. The Air Force plans to establish a large air 
mobility base (KC-10, C-5 and C-141 aircraft) 
on the west coast. When bases in the region 
(Beale AFB, California; Fairchild AFB, Wash- 
ington; March AFB, California; McChord AFB, 
Washington; Malmstrom AFB, Montana; Travis 

the benefit of a large recruiting population for 
the Air Force Reserve is retained. 

A11 large aircraft bases were considered equally 
in a process that conformed to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-510), as amended, and the Depart- 
ment of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was 
evaluated against [.he eight DoD selection criteria 
and a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, 
gathered to support the evaluation of each base 
under each criterion was reviewed by the Base 
Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a 
group of seven general officers and six Senior 
Executive Service career civilians appointed by 
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to 
realign March AFB was made by the Secretary 
of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the 
Executive Group. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued March AFB should 
remain an active-duty base because of its strategic 
location and its importance to the defense of 
the U.S. Further, the community maintained the 
base was a vital onload point for US Marines in 
support of Operation Just Cause, Operation Desert 
ShieldDesert Storm, and Operation Restore Hope. 
The community also argued future Marine Corps 
rapid deployment requirements would not be 
met with only a reserve capability at March AFB. 
Further, the community pointed out there has 
been approximately $200M in construction at 
the base in the past few years. The community 
also noted the Air Force incorrectly graded 
numerous subelements that were used in evalu- 
ating the large aircraft bases. The community 
noted further that the base has a modern, state- 
of-the-art hydrant refueling system. The com- 
munity also took i.ssue with the CHAMPUS 
savings in the COBRA model, maintaining there 
were higher costs, not savings, which reduced 
the overall savings anticipated by the realignment. 

AFB, ~ajifornia) were analyzed for this mission, 
Travis AFB ranked highest. March AFB currently 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

requires a large active duty component to The Commission found March AFB, California, 
support a relatively small active duty force ranked low in military value due to its location 
structure. The conversion of March AFB to a in a highly congested airspace environment. While 
reserve base achieves substantial savings and the base has been used as the onload point for 
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U.S. Marine deployments, the realignment of SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
active-duty resources would not restrict future RECOMMENDATION 
use of the base for airlift of the Marine forces. 
The majority of military construction (MILCON) 
funds expended at March AFB recently has been 
for the Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard 
facilities which will continue to be needed. In 
addition, other MILCON funds have been 
expended for organizational realignments from 
the 1988 base closure actions. (These organiza- 
tions would also be remaining at March AFB.) 
The Commission found no significant disparity 
in the CHAMPUS documentation. While the 
Commission agrees some grading errors may have 
been made in the Air Force report, the adjust- 
ments to those color grades did not materially 
change the overall rating of March AFB. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: March 
AFB, California, is recommended for realignment. 
The 22nd Air Refueling Wing will inactivate. 
The KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) air- 
craft will be relocated to Travis AFB, California. 
The Southwest Air Defense Sector will remain 
at M ~ r c h  in a cantonment area pending the out- 
come of a NORAD sector consolidation study. 
If the sector remains it will be transferred to 
the .9ir National Guard (ANG). The 445th 
Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), 452nd 
Air Refueling Wing (AFRES), 163rd Reconnais- 
sancr Group (ANG) (becomes an Air Refueling 
Group), the Air Force Audit Agency, and the 
Media Center (from Norton AFB, California) will 
remain and the base will convert to a reserve 
base. Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers 
Unit, the US Customs Aviation Operation 
Center West, and the Drug Enforcement Agency 
aviation unit will remain at March. 

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 
Category: Large Aircraft 
Missiot~: Airlft 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Paybat k: NIA 

Realign McGuire AFB, NJ. The 438th Airlift Wing 
will inactivate. Most of the C-141s will transfer 
to Plattsburgh AFB, NY. Fourteen C-141s will 
remain and transfer to the Air Force Reserve. 
The 514th Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve 
(AFRES), the 170th Air Refueling Group Air 
National Guard (ANG), and the 108th Air 
Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain and the base 
will convert to a Reserve base. The 913th Airlift 
Group (AFRES) will relocate from Willow Grove 
Naval Air Station, PA, to McGuire AFB. The Air 
Force Reserve will operate the base. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The Air Force has four more large aircraft bases 
than are needed to support the number of bombers, 
tankers, and airlift assets in the DOD force struc- 
ture plan. McGuire ranked low when compared 
to other bases in its category and when it was 
compared specifically with other airlift bases. 

The Air Force plans to establish a large mobility 
wing base in the Northeast United States to support 
the new Major Regional Contingency (MRC) 
strategy. McGuire AFB, Griffiss AFB, New York 
and Plattsburgh AFB, New York were evaluated 
specifically as possible locations for this wing 
since all met the geographical criteria. Plattsburgh 
AFB ranked best in capability to support the air 
mobility wing due to its location, attributes, and 
base loading capacity. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued McGuire AFB's capability 
to support the mobility wing was better than 
that of Plattsburgh AFB, and McGuire AFB proved 
its capability during Operation Desert Shield1 
Desert Storm. The community also argued 
McGuire was strategically located to reach 
Europe with fully loaded C-141s without 
refueling. They also asserted Plattsburgh AFB 
could not support the fuel requirements gener- 
ated by Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm 
or a similar contingency operation because of 
the limited capability for fuel resupply during 
the winter months. The community noted 
McGuire could accommodate the mobility wing 
assets for less cost than Plattsburgh AFB. 
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Further, the community argued McGuire AFB 
was incorrectly downgraded for ground and 
airspace encroachment, and training was not 
encumbered as indicated by the Air Force. Other 
concerns raised by the community included 
encroachment of the accident potential zone 
at Plattsburgh AFB. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found McGuire AFB's training 
limitations were successfully managed. A new 
air mobility wing would be able to meet its 
total mission requirements based at McGuire 
AFB. DoD did not adequately consider the military 
value of McGuire AFB in its assessment of the 
extent of the impact of airspace problems and 
the base's contribution during Operation Desert 
ShieldIDesert Storm or potential similar contin- 
gency operations. Further, the cost to realign 
McGuire was understated in the Air Force report. 
While an increase in civil aviation is very likely 
to occur, the increased mission activit; could 
be accommodated with continued airspace 
management by the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration. Also, although there were sufficient 
alternatives for providing fuel to Plattsburgh AFB 
in the wintertime, the fuel delivery costs were 
approximately 5.6 times more expensive annu- 
ally at Plattsburgh AFB than at McGuire AFB. 
This increased cost of fuel delivery at Plattsburgh 
AFB, not originally considered in cost compu- 
tations, makes the base a more attractive 
closure option than realigning McGuire. In 
addition, McGuire AFB is closer to customers 
of the military airlift system, prospective con- 
tingency onload points, and is in the heart of 
the northeast surface transportation systems. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 ,  2,  3,  
and 4. Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the following: retain McGuire AFB as an active 
installation. The 438th and 514th Airlift Wings, 
the 170th Air Refueling Group (ANG) and the 
108th Air Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain at 
McGuire AFB. Move the 19 KC-10 aircraft from 
Barksdale AFB to McGuire AFB. Move the requisite 
number of KC-135 aircraft to establish the east 

coast mobility base at McGuire AFB. The C-130 
9 13th Airlift Group (AFRES) remains at Willow 
Grove NAS, PA. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York 
Category: Large Aircraft 
Mission: Tanker 
One-time Cost: $1.31.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $137.1 million 

Annual: $56.6 million 
Payback: 3 yeurs 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Conlmission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The opposing community argued that McGuire 
AFB had the capability to support the mobility 
wing better than Plattsburgh and McGuire AFB 
had proven its capability during Operation Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm. McGuire is strategically 
located to reach Europe with fully loaded C- 
141s without refueling. Opposing communities 
also argued Plattsburgh AFB could not support 
the fuel requirements generated by Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm or a similar contin- 
gency operation because of the limited capabil- 
ity for fuel resupply during the winter months. 
The McGuire community also noted McGuire 
AFB could accommodate the mobility wing 
assets for less cost than it would take at 
Plattsburgh AFB. The opposing communities also 
pointed out the Air Force had failed to properly 
recognize significant ground encroachment at 
Plattsburgh AFR. The Plattsburgh community 
disputed the relative importance of the fuel 
resupply issue, arguing the base could be 
refueled anytime, although there had been no 
previous requirement to do so. Additionally, 
the Plattsburgh community disputed the relative 
importance of ground encroachment and argued 
Plattsburgh was being judged on a double stan- 
dard regarding the encroachment. The Plattsburgh 
community stressed the importance of their 
superior ramp space and superb quality of life. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found Plattsburgh AFB had a 
relatively small active duty force structure 
supported by a large installation and support 
organization. Also, the base can be closed with 
relatively low costs with high returns for a short 
payback period. Plattsburgh AFB is located some 
distance from normal airlift customers and onload 
points, increasing the cost of annual operations. 
Further, annual fuel resupply to Plattsburgh AFB 
to support the proposed east coast mobility wing 
were estimated at $11.8M, approximately 460% 
higher than at McGuire AFB. The Air Force's 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 
program, a voluntary program for communi- 
ties, provides guidelines for land development 
near Air Force installations for public safety. 
There was concern with the continued com- 
mercial development in the North Accident 
Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11). Though the Air Force 
has a very good accident record, a large airlift/ 
tanker aircraft accident in this area could be 
catastrophic. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and 
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close Plattsburgh AFB and redistribute 
assers as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 
Category: Small Aircraft 
Mission: Power Projection, F-16  
One-time Cost: $42.1 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $357.5 million 

Annual: $71 .O million 
Payback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Homestead AFB, Florida, is recommended for 
closure. The 31st Fighter Wing will inactivate. 
All F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain 
temporarily assigned to Moody AFB, Georgia, 
and Shaw AFB, South Carolina. The Inter- 
American Air Forces Academy will move to 

Lackland AFB, Texas. The Air Force Water 
Survival School will be temporarily located at 
Tyndall AFB, Florida. Future disposition of the 
Water Survival School is dependent upon 
efforts to consolidate its functions with the US 
Navy. The 3 0 1 s  Rescue Squadron, Air Force 
Reserve (AFRES) will move to Patrick AFB, 
Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) will 
move to MacDill AFB, Florida and convert to 
KC-135Rs. The NORAD alert activity will move 
to an alternate location. The 726th Air Control 
Squadron will relocate to Shaw AFB. The Naval 
Security Group will consolidate with other US 
Navy units. All DoD act~vities and facilities 
including family housing, the hospital, commis- 
sary, and base exchange facilities will close. 
All essential cleanup and restoration activities 
associated with Hurricane Andrew will continue 
until completed. If Homestead AFB resumes 
operations as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert 
facility may be rebuilt in a cantonment area. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

All small aircraft bases were considered equally 
in a process that conformed to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-5101, as amended, and the Department 
of Defense (DOD) guidance. Bases were evalu- 
ated against the eight DoD selection criteria and 
a large number of subelements specific to Air 
Force bases and missions. Data were collected 
and the criteria and subelements of the criteria 
applied by the Base Closure Executive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general 
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officers and six Senior Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Secretary of 
the Air Force. The decision to close Homestead 
AFB was made by the Secretary of the Air Force 
with advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff and 
in consultation with the Executive Group. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community highlighted the military value 
of Homestead's proximity to Cuba, both as a 
deterrent to possible aggression and for staging 
combat and contingency operations in the 
southern region and against Cuba. The com- 
munity described the situation where Hurricane 
Andrew effectively closed Homestead in August 
1992, when base personnel evacuated and did 
not return. Damage caused by Hurricane 
Andrew denied the local region time to adjust 
to normal base closure actions during a time of 
severe economic devastation. The community 
disagreed with the Department of Defense 
assessment of 1% economic impact on the area. 
The community believed the Air Force under- 
stated costs for moving the 482d Fighter Wing 
to MacDill as part of Homestead's cost to close. 
The community agreed the cost to fully restore 
Homestead was excessive, but supplemental 
appropriations for rebuilding the base would 
adequately cover the cost of building a reserve 
cantonment area, allowing the return of both 
reserve units, the Water Survival School, and 
the alert facility. These funds were held in 
abeyance by the Air Force pending the 1993 
base-closure decisions and were not considered 
in Homestead's scenario cost comparisons. The 
community also argued that base-operating costs 
associated with reopening MacDill Air Force Base, 
Florida, operated by the 482d Fighter Wing, 
were not factored in Homestead's cost to close 
and would exceed operating costs of a canton- 
ment area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the military value of 
Homestead AFB's location was indeed high, due 
to its strategic location, but this did not justify 
rebuilding the base to its previous capabilities. 
The Commission found the community erred 
in its cost-saving analysis by mixing operations 
and maintenance funds with military construc- 

tion funds, the supplemental allocation funds 
combined with savings from not moving the 
units were sufficient to rebuild facilities for the 
Air Force Reserve's 482d Fighter Wing, the North 
American Air Defense alert detachment, and the 
Water Survival School. When combined with 
savings from military construction cost avoid- 
ance for rebuilding the 31st Fighter Wing facil- 
ities at Homestead, the 3Olst Rescue Squadron 
facilities could also be rebuilt. The Commission's 
cost analysis showed more savings for rebuild- 
ing facilities to house F-16 aircraft, not KC- 
135R aircraft, because support facilities for 
KC-135Rs would be approximately $29,600,000 
more than rebuilding facilities for F-16s. 

The Commission found rebuilding the Water 
Survival School facilities at Homestead AFB was 
affordable, but reestablishing that unit would 
necessitate reopening Homestead as an active 
duty air force base with attendant increased 
requirements for facilities to house and support 
active-duty military personnel, actions which were 
not cost effective. 

The Commission found rebuilding the 301st 
Rescue Squadron facilities was affordable, and 
the Air Force could enhance combat mission 
integration and effectiveness by collocating these 
two synergistic reserve component combat units. 
The Commission found the Space Shuttle sup- 
port mission the unit currently performs is 
secondary to its primary tasking, and current 
Space Shuttle mission requirements for the unit 
could be supported from Homestead AFB. 

The Commission found the Air Force did not 
include operating costs for opening MacDill AFB 
in its closing-cost analysis and thus over- 
estimated savings from closing Homestead AFB. 
The Commission also found, although the 
projected employment loss was only 1% of the 
Miami-Hialeah Metropolitan Statistical Area, the 
actual economic impact was concentrated in the 
less densely populated South Dade County where 
damage from Hurricane Andrew was more con- 
centrated and where Homestead AFB is located. 
The economic impact from this closure to South 
Dade County was 6.5%. 

Finally, the Commission found that it would be 
more economical for Dade County to operate 
Homestead AFR as a civil airport with the Air 
Force Reserve units as tenants on the base. 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 3, 4 
and 6 .  Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the following: realign Homestead AFB with the 
following actions. Inactivate the 31st Fighter 
Wlng; all F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing 
will remain temporarily assigned to Moody AFB, 
Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina; move 
the Inter-American Air Forces Academy to 
Lackland AFB, Texas; temporarily relocate the 
Air Force Water Survival School to Tyndall AFB, 
Florida. Future disposition of the Water 
Survival School is dependent upon efforts to 
consolidate its functions with the Navy. Relo- 
cate the 726th Air Control Squadron to Shaw 
AFR. Consolidate the Naval Security Group with 
other US Navy units. Close all DoD activities 
and facilities, including family housing, the 
hospital, commissary, and base-exchange facili- 
ties All essential cleanup and restoration 
activities associated with Hurricane Andrew 
will be completed. The 482d F-16 Fighter 
Wing (AFRES) and the 301st Rescue Squadron 
(AFRES) and the North American Air Defense 
alert activity will remain in cantonment areas. 
The Commission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Air Force Reserve 

O'Hare International Airport Air 
Force Reserve Station, Illinois 

Category: Large Aircraft 
Mission: AirliJt and Tanker 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: N/A 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close O'Hare ARS as proposed by the City of 
Chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve 
Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford 
Airport, or another location acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Air Force, provided the City 
can demonstrate that it has the financing in place 
to cover the full cost of replacing facilities, mov- 
ing, and environmental cleanup, without any 

cost whatsoever to the federal government and 
that the closure/realignment must begin by July 
1995 and be completed by July 1997. Chicago 
would also have to fund the full cost of relocat- 
ing the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in 
place. If these conditions are not met, the units 
should remain at O'Hare International Airport. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

O'Hare Reserve Station is in the Northwest 
corner of O'Hare International Airport, enjoy- 
ing immediate access to two runways. Two ARC 
units are based there: the 928th Airlift Group 
(Air Force Reserve), with C-130s; and the 126th 
Air Refueling Wing (Air National Guard), with 
KC-135s. An Army Reserve Center is located 
adjacent to the base. In addition, a large 
Defense Logistics Agency (Dl-A) activity currently 
occupies a government owned, recently reno- 
vated office building on the base; however, DLA 
is recommending disestablishment of this activ- 
ity to other locations as part of the 1993 base 
closure process. 

In a 1991 land exchange agreement, intended 
to resolve all real property issues between the 
Air Force and the City of Chicago at O'Hare 
International Airport, the City specifically agreed 
that it would seek no more land from the O'Hare 
ARS. The Air Force has advised the City that 
the ARC units are adequately housed at O'Hare, 
and there is no basis for moving them. There 
are no savings from moving; only costs. To 
justify this realignment under the DoD Base 
Closure Selection Criteria, all costs of closure/ 
realignment would have to be funded entirely 
outside the federal government. (For example, 
no DoD or FAA funds). The relocation site would 
have to meet all operating requirements, such 
as runway length and freedom from noise- 
related operating limitations, and be close enough 
to Chicago that the units would not suffer 
major loss of personnel. The day-to-day operat- 
ing costs at the relocation site would have to 
compare favorably with those at O'Hare Inter- 
national Airport. 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Some community groups supported the realign- 
ment of O'Hare ARS, while others opposed it; 
however, all involved wanted the units to stay 
in Illinois. The opposition groups claimed the 
unit combat effectiveness would be adversely 
impacted by loss of personnel and a diminished 
recruiting population base outside the Chicago 
metropolitan area. The opposition groups 
argued the City of Chicago had no financial 
plan and had not determined costs to rebuild 
replacement facilities for the reserve units. 
Furthermore, assurances were initially made to 
avoid costs to DoD, but not to the federal 
government. The opposition also argued costs 
to relocate were excessive because there were 
no other runways in Illinois long enough to 
handle the KC-135 aircraft and the proposed 
site at the Greater Rockford Airport currently 
had no unit facilities. 

The groups supporting the O'Hare ARS realign- 
ment believed other sites would provide adequate 
populations for recruiting. The groups also 
claimed moving the units to a less-congested 
location would increase training opportunities 
and allow for future unit expansion. The cur- 
rent use of the airport land as a military instal- 
lation is inefficient, and the realignment of the 
base would allow economic development, in- 
crease the number of jobs, and improve airport 
efficiency. The City of Chicago asserted the time 
constraints were unrealistic and the Secretary 
of Defense recommendation should be changed 
to allow completion of the move by 1999 as the 
statute allows. The supporting organizations 
claimed no Department of Defense funds would 
be spent for unit relocations, but federal funds 
could be spent for normal civil aviation improve- 
ments to facilitate the transfer. In addition, the 
groups claimed federal policy promoting con- 
version of military bases to civil aviation was 
relevant in this situation. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found although the units were 
adequately housed at O'Hare Air Reserve Station, 
the community's desire to move the units 
undermines the typical community-base support 
relationship found at other bases, and could be 
detrimental to future mission accomplishments. 
The Commission agreed with the Secretary of 
Defense that the relocation must be at no cost 
to the federal government and that financial plans 
must include the receiving community's contri- 
butions toward this relocation. The Commis- 
sion found flying operations were impeded during 
adverse weather clue to basing on the world's 
busiest airport. Additionally, local visual flight 
training was conducted at remote fields due to 
traffic congestion at Chicago O'Hare. The Com- 
mission found all military construction was halted 
at O'Hare ARS in response to closure actions 
thus affecting maintenance of the base and 
potentially affecting flying operations, if the Air 
Force subsequently rejects relocation sites. The 
Commission found there would be a smaller 
population base from which to recruit, likely 
impacting unit manning. These additional costs 
to replace personnel would not be recoverable 
from the City of Chicago, but should not 
significantly impact unit combat capability. 

The Commission found the City of Chicago did 
not plan for moving the Army Reserve activity 
adjacent to the base, but must include that unit 
in future expansion proposals. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commissio~~ finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substa~~tially from final criteria 2 and 
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close O'Hare ARS as proposed by the 
City of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air 
Reserve Component (ARC) units to the Greater 
Rockford Airport, or another location accept- 
able to the Secretary of the Air Force (in con- 
sultation and agreement with the receiving 
location), provided the City of Chicago can 
demonstrate that it has the financing in place 
to cover the full cost of replacing facilities 
(except for FAA grants for airport planning and 
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development that would otherwise be eligible 
for federal financial assistance to serve the needs 
of civil aviation at the receiving location), envi- 
ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any 
added costs of environmental cleanup resulting 
from higher standards or a faster schedule than 
DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did 
not close, without any cost whatsoever to the 
federal government, and further provided that 
the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 
and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would 
also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army 
Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these 
conditions are not met, the units should remain 
at O'Hare International Airport. The Commis- 
sion finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Other Air Force Bases 

Gentile Air Force Station 
Dayton, Ohio 

Category: Air Force Station 
Mission:Principal and host organization is the 

Defense Electronics Supply Center. In addition 
there are over 20 tenant activities. 

Onc-Time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community was primarily interested in 
retaining the Defense Electronics Supply 
Cen~er  (DESC) as the host on Gentile AFS. It 
argued keeping DESC at Gentile AFS was more 
cost effective than relocating the mission to 
Columbus, Ohio, as recommended by DoD. 

COhIMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found closing the Defense 
Electronics Supply Center and relocating it at 
the Defense Construction Supply Center, along 

with most of the other Gentile Air Force Station 
tenants, streamlined operations and cut cost. 
However, the Defense Switching Network will 
remain as the sole tenant of Gentile Air Force 
Station, with the possibility of being phased out 
within three to four years. The Commission did 
not ascertain costs associated with closure of 
Gentile AFS. The closure would be relatively 
inexpensive because Gentile is a small installa- 
tion, owned by the Air Force (Wright Patterson 
AFB), which would be vacant except for the 
automatic switching center. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: close Gentile Air Force Station, 
Dayton, Ohio, except for space required to 
operate the Defense Switching Network. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Air Force Depots 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
Category: Depot 
Mission: Aerospace Guidance and 

Metrology Center 
One-time Cost: $ 31.3 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $-17.1 million (cost) 

Annual: $ 3.8 million 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Due to significant reductions in force structure, 
the Air Force has an excess depot maintenance 
capacity of at least 8.7 million Direct Product 
Actual Hours (DPAH). When all eight criteria 
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are applied to the bases in the depot subcat- 
egory, Newark AFB ranked low in comparison 
to the other five depot bases. The long-term 
military value of the base is low because it does 
not have an airfield and it is not a traditional 
Air Force base in any respect. Instead, it is a 
stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant 
that is operated predominantly by a civilian work 
force. As a result, it is conducive to conversion 
to the private sector. The closure of Newark 
AFB will reduce the Air Force excess depot 
capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent 
with OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity, 
economize depot management, and increase 
competition and privatization in DoD. 

All six Air Force depots were considered for 
closure equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guid- 
ance. Each base hosting an Air Force depot was 
evaluated against the eight DoD selection crite- 
ria and a large number of subelements specific 
to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. Exten- 
sive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
these bases under each criterion, was reviewed 
by the Base Closure Executive Group (Execu- 
tive Group). The Executive Group is a group of 
seven general officers and six Senior Executive 
Service career civilians appointed by the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force (SECAF). SECAF made the 
decision to close Newark AFB with the advice 
of the Air Force Chief of Staff and in consulta- 
tion with the Executive Group. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the facilities at Newark 
AFB were unique, and replication of the work- 
load elsewhere was not cost-effective. The com- 
munity believed the facility was the single center 
for repair of strategic-missile guidance systems 
and certain aircraft inertial navigation systems 
and, therefore, should remain open. The com- 
munity also maintained the seismic stability of 
the facility was critical to both repair functions, 
and Newark AFB was the only center available 
to meet these requirements. 

Additionally, the community believed privati- 
zation could not be accomplished without 
significant cost to the USAF, and was not eco- 
nomically feasible. The community also believed 
the base was unfairly penalized for absence of a 
runway. Community officials argued a runway 
was not needed for the Aerospace Guidance and 
Metrology Center mission; in fact, it would jeop- 
ardize seismic stability. Additionally, cross- 
utilization of personnel capable of repairing 
both inertial-navigation and inertial-guidance 
systems was critical during crises as proven during 
the base's support of Operation Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm. The community also argued it 
was inconsistent to retain Minuteman 111 bases, 
yet privatize the only guidance system repair 
capability for this weapon system. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the workload at Newark 
AFB is not unique. Contractor facilities pres- 
ently have the repair capability and have been 
doing it for years. The workload can either be 
contracted out to one or more of several exist- 
ing manufacturers or privatized in place. I t  
appears industry interest in privatization in 
place is limited. Thus, if privatization is not a 
viable option, the Air Force can contract the 
required workload incrementally as the work- 
load at Newark declines. Additionally, in 
response to the community's question regard- 
ing being penalized for lack of a runway, the 
Commission found Newark AFB did not receive 
a negative rating for lack of a runway, thus there 
was no negative impact to the base's overall 
performance rating. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not de\~iate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: Newark 
AFB, Ohio is recommended for closure. The 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
(AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload 
will move to other depot maintenance activities 
including the private sector. 



Chapter I 

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 
88/91 Recommendations 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas 
Category: Air Force Reserve 
Mission: Power Projection 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

.4nnual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com- 
mission regarding Bergstrom AFB as follows: The 
704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 
aircraft and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) 
support units will move to Carswell AFB, Texas 
and the cantonment area at Bergstrom AFB will 
close. The Regional Corrosion Control Facility 
at Bergstrom AFB will be closed by September 
30, 1994, unless a civilian air port authority 
elects to assume the responsibility for operating 
and maintaining the facility before that date. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 199 1 Commission recommended the closure 
of Bergstrom AFB. The AFRES was to remain in 
a cantonment area. In reviewing AFRES plans 
for Bergstrom AFB, the Air Force found that 
considerable savings could be realized by realign- 
ing the Bergstrom AFRES units and aircraft to 
the Carswell AFB cantonment area. This realign- 
ment will result in savings in Military Construc- 
tion (MILCON) funds, reduced manpower costs, 
and will not significantly impact unit readiness. 
The original 199 1 realignment recommendation 
cost $12.5 million in MILCON to construct a 
cantonment area at Bergstrom AFB. Based on 
the best estimates available at this time, the cost 
of this change is $5.8 million in MILCON, for a 
projected savings of $6.7 million. This action 
will also result in net manpower savings. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community believed the F- 16 reserve squad- 
ron and its support units should remain in a 
cantonment area on Bergstrom AFB which will 

be operated by the city of Austin as a municipal 
airport. Austin city officials pointed out the 1991 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Report clearly states: "the Air Force Reserves 
units shall remain in the Bergstrom cantonment 
area if the base is converted to a civilian 
airport, and if no decision is made by June 1993, 
the Reserve units will be redistributed." On May 
1, 1993, the citizens of Austin overwhelmingly 
approved a $400 million bond referendum to 
relocate the municipal airport to Bergstrom AFB; 
therefore, the city argued, the Air Force is com- 
mitted to leaving the reserve units at Bergstrom. 

In a report dated May 26, 1993, the commu- 
nity also suggested that a more sensible deci- 
sion would be to not only retain the reserve 
units at Bergstrom, but to move the Air Force 
reserve units from Carswell AFB to Bergstrom. 
The community contended this decision would 
improve operational readiness, result in signifi- 
cant MILCON savings ($57 million), provide 
vastly superior facilities with expansion room, 
and alleviate air-space congestion in the Dallas- 
Fort Worth area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the Air Force was resolute 
in its recommendation to move the 704th Fighter 
Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 aircraft and 
the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units 
to Carswell AFB, Texas and to close the Bergstrom 
cantonment area despite any commitments it 
may have made in 199 1. The Air Force believes 
current circumstances have overtaken the 1991 
plan to leave these AFRES units at Bergstrom. 

The Commission also found that the City Council 
of Austin has formally adopted five resolutions 
since July 1990 indicating the city's commit- 
ment to reuse Bergstrom AFB as its municipal 
airport. On May 1,  1993 the citizens of Austin 
voted for a bond proposition in the amount of 
$400 million to finance moving its municipal 
airport. The Air Force does not appear to have 
considered the Austin community's long-term 
commitment to move its municipal airport to 
Bergstrom AFB. 

The Commission found the Air Force learned 
the details of the Navy's proposal to move a 
large number of reserve aircraft to Carswell 
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after it decided to recommend that the Bergstrom SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
reserve units move to Carswell. The Commis- RECOMMENDATION 
sion was concerned the Air Force failed to 
consider the recruiting problems that may exist 
by moving approximately ten thousand reserv- 
ists to the Fort Worth area. Competition among 
the services to recruit qualified technicians will 
no doubt have an adverse affect on the readi- 
ness of these units. Training plans require three 
to five years for a new affiliate to meet the mili- 
tary services and FAA performance standards. 
The Commission also had concerns with locat- 
ing 186 aircraft in an area that has ground- 
encroachment problems and is in a high density 
aircraft traffic pattern. 

Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com- 
mission regarding Carswell AFB as follows: Trans- 
fer the fabrication function of the 436th Training 
Squadron (formerly 436th Strategic Training 
Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the main- 
tenance training function to Hill AFB, Utah. The 
remaining functions of the 436th Training Squad- 
ron will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. Final 
disposition of the base exchange and commis- 
sary will depend on the outcome of the Con- 
gressionally mandated base exchange and 
commissary test program. 

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 
recommendation concerning thk Regional 
Corrosion Control Facility (RCCF) was consis- 
tent with the selection criteria. If closure is 
required because the civilian airport authority 
does not elect to assume responsibility for 
operating and maintaining the RCCF, the 
Department of Defense should insure that all 
reusable equipment and resources from that 
facility are relocated to the extent economical 
and practicable. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force-structure 
plan and final criteria 1, 2 ,  and 4. Therefore, 
the Commission recommends the following: 
Bergstrom cantonment area will remain open 
and the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with 
its F-16 aircraft and the 924th Fighter Group 
(AFRES) support units remain at the Bergstrom 
cantonment area until at least the end of 1996. 
Close or relocate the Regional Corrosion Con- 
trol Facility at Bergstrom by September 30, 1994, 
unless a civilian airport authority assumes the 
responsibility for operating and maintaining the 
facility before that date. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas 
Category: Air Force Reserve 
Mission: Power Projection 
One-time Cost: $ 0.3 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 1.8 million 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

The 1991 Commission recommended that the 
436th Training Squadron be relocated to Dyess 
AFB as a whole. The proposed action will result 
in more streamlined and efficient training oper- 
ations. Transferring the fabrication function to 
Luke AFB will avoicl duplicating this function 
within Air Combat Command. The Hill AFB 
move will ensure that maintenance training is 
provided in a more efficient manner. 

The original 1991 realignment cost was $1.8 
million in Military Construction (MILCON). The 
cost for this redirect is $0.3 million MILCON, 
for a projected savings of $1.5 million MILCON. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community viewed the Secretary of Defense's 
1993 recommendation to establish Carswell as 
a joint, master reserve/guard base as a win-win 
situation that would complement its redevelop- 
ment-authority efforts. The community stated 
the proposed expansion of the cantonment area 
would not be a problem, since most of the devel- 
opment being considered by the community is 
south of the expanded cantonment area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the proposed actions 
involving Dyess, Luke and Hill AFB would result 
in more streamlined and efficient DoD training 
operations and avoid duplication of training. 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
dld not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: transfer 
the fabrication function of the 436th Training 
Squadron (formerly 436th Strategic Training 
Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the main- 
tenance training function to Hill AFB, Utah. The 
remaining functions of the 436th Training Squad- 
ron will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. 
Final disposition of the base exchange and com- 
missary will depend on the outcome of the 
Congressionally mandated base exchange and 
commissary test program. 

Castle AFB, California 
Category: 1991 Closure 
Mission: NIA 
One-time Cost: $59.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $78.7 million 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The force structure upon which the 1991 Com- 
mission based its recommendations has changed 
and B-52 force structure is being reduced. The 
Air Force currently plans to base a large num- 
ber of B-52s at two locations, with Barksdale 
AFB serving as the hub for B-52 operations and 
training. Similarly, training for mobility opera- 
tions is being centralized at Altus AFB. This 
redirect will reduce the number of training sites 
and improve efficiency of operations. 

The original 1991 realignment recommendation 
cost $78.7 million in Military Construction 
(MILCON). The estimated cost for this redirect 
to Barksdale and Altus AFBs is $59.5 million in 
MILCON, for a projected savings of $19.2 million. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the recommended 
force-structure changes would result in a large 
number of B-52s at Barksdale AFB. Addition- 
ally, Air Mobility Training, to include KC-135s, 
is being consolidated at Altus AFB. This action 
would improve efficiency of training and mili- 
tary operations. 

The original 199 1 realignment recommendation 
cost was $78.7M in MILCON. The estimated 
cost for this 1993 recomlnendation is $59.5M 
in MILCON for a projected savings of $19.2M. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: redirect 
the B-52 and KC-135 Combat Crew Training 
mission from Fairchild AFB, Washington to 
Barksdale AFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Altus AFB, 
Oklahoma (KC-135). 

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois 
Category: 1988 Closure 
Mission: NIA 
One-time Cost: $1 6.4 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $1 7.5 million 

Payback: N/A 

SECRETARYOFDEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, Illinois, 
the Air Force recommends consolidating its 16 
Metals Technology, Non-Destructive Inspection, 
and Aircraft Structural Maintenance training 
courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Memphis, Tennessee, and then move with the 
Navy when NAS Memphis closes. The 1991 Base 
Closure Commission recommended that these 
courses, along with 36 other courses, be trans- 
ferred to Sheppard AFB, Texas. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

On March 31, 1992, the DoD Inspector General 
recommended that the Air Force consolidate and 
collocate its 16 metals training courses with the 
Navy. There will be no Military Construction 
(MILCON) costs associated with temporarily 
relocating the specified training courses to NAS 
Memphis. This is considerably less than the $17.5 
million in MILCON cost to relocate these courses 
to Sheppard AFB. As this training is now sched- 
uled to move when NAS Memphis closes, the 
Air Force and Navy will work to achieve a cost 
effective approach until a more permanent site 
is found. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

No formal community concerns were expressed. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found there were no MILCON 
costs associated with temporarily relocating the 
specified training courses to NAS Memphis. The 
Commission did find, however, the Navy had 
initially indicated a cost of $16.4 million to 
relocate this training to NAS Pensacola, Florida. 
The Commission found the training was origi- 
nally scheduled to move when NAS Memphis 
closes and, therefore, the Air Force and Navy 
could work to achieve a more cost-effective 
approach to insure the efficiencies involved in 
Joint Service training are realized. Collocation 
of these courses with the Navy would achieve 
efficiencies and savings. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure 
plan and final criterion 4. Therefore, the Com- 
mission recommends the following: as part of 
the closure of Chanute AFB, Illinois, consoli- 
date the Air Force's 16 Metals Technology, Non- 
Destructive Inspection, and Aircraft Structural 
Maintenance training courses with the Navy at 
Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis, Tennessee, 
and then move them with the Navy to NAS 
Pensacola, Florida. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 
Category: Major Headquarters 
Mission: Headquarters USSOCOM 

and USCENTCOM 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: $25.6 million 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: Immediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com- 
mission regarding MacDill AFB as follows: The 
Air Force Reserve (AFRES) will temporarily 
operate the airfield as a reserve base, not open 
to civil use, until it can be converted to a civil 
airport. This will acconlmodate the recommended 
reassignment of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) 
from Homestead AFR to MacDill AFB and its 
conversion to KC-135 tankers. The Joint Com- 
munications Suppol-t Element (TCSE) will 
not be transferred to Charleston AFB, South 
Carolina as recommended in 199 1, but, instead, 
will remain at MacDill AFB. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 199 1 Commission recommended a realign- 
ment and partial closure of MacDill AFB. Its 
F-16 training mission has been relocated to Luke 
AFB, Arizona, and the JCSE was to be relocated 
to Charleston AFB. Two unified commands, 
Headquarters Central Command and Head- 
quarters Special Operations Command, were left 
in place. The airfield was to close. 

Several events since 1991 have made a change 
to the Commission action appropriate. The closure 
of Homestead AFB requires the relocation 
of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES). The best 
location for this unit., when converted to KC- 
135s, is MacDill AFB. The National Oceano- 
graphic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
aircraft element has relocated from Miami Inter- 
national Airport to MacDill AFB and would like 
to remain permanently. NOAA is prepared to 
pay a fair share of the cost of airport operations. 

The AFRES's temporary operation of the airfield 
will have reduced operating hours and services. 
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The 1991 Commission noted a number of defi- 
ciencies of MacDill AFB as a fighter base: "pressure 
on air space, training areas, and low level 
routes ... not located near Army units that will 
offer joint training opportunities.. . [and] . . . ground 
encroachment." These are largely inapplicable 
to an AFRES tanker operation. 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the requirement for 
United States Central Command and United States 
Special Operations Command to have access to 
an operational runway would not be met if the 
482nd Fighter Wing was returned to Home- 
stead Air Force Base, Florida. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the cost to move the 
Jomt Communication Support Element UCSE) 
to Charleston AFB, SC, is $25.6 million. 
Retaining the unit at MacDill avoids this cost. 
MacDill AFB is host to several tenant units that 
require the use of an operational airfield, 
including the JCSE, United States Special 
Operations Command, United States Central 
Command, and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. The City of Tampa 
has stated it has no need for the excess prop- 
erty at MacDill and, therefore, has no plans to 
assume its operation. The Department of Com- 
merce (DOC), specifically the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, has requested 
a no-cost transfer of the MacDill airfield to DOC 
control. The Secretary of Defense has indicated 
approval of the request, and it has been re- 
viewed by the Office of Management and Budget. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from criteria 1,  3 ,  and 
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: retain the Joint Communication 
Support Element at MacDill as long as the 
airfield is non-DoD operated. Operation of the 
airfield at MacDill will be taken over by the 
Department of Commerce or another Federal 
agency. The Commission finds this recornmen- 
dation is consistent with the force-structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Mather Air Force Base, California 
Category: 1988 closure 
Mission: N / A  
One-time Cost: $12.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $33.7 million 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: lmmediate 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Change the recommendation of the 1991 
Commission regarding Mather AFB as follows: 
Redirect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) 
with its KC-135 aircraft to Beale AFB, California 
vice McClellan AFB, California. Because of the 
rapidly approaching closure of Mather AFB, the 
940th will temporarily relocate to McClellan AFB, 
while awaiting permanent beddown at Beale AFB. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Moving the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) 
to Beale AFB is more cost effective. 

The original 1991 realignment cost was $33.7 
million in Military Construction (MILCON). 
The estimated cost for this redirect is $12.5 
million in MILCON, for a projected savings of 
$21.2 million. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The 1988 Department of Defense Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission recommended 
the closure of the 323rd Flying Training Wing 
Hospital and the retention of the 940th Air 
Refueling Group at Mather AFB, CA. The 1991 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission recommended the realignment of the 
940th Air Refueling Group from Mather AFB to 
McClellan AFB, California, and recommended 
the 323rd Flying Training Wing Hospital 
remain open as an annex to McClellan AFB, 
CA. The 1993 Secretary of Defense recommen- 
dation changed the realignment location for the 
940th from McClellan AFB, California, to Beale 
AFB, California. The proposal to redirect the 
940th ARG to Beale AFB, California would save 
$21.2M in MILCON. Even with the temporary 
facilities construction costs ( $ l . l M )  and termi- 
nation costs ($3M) at McClellan, the savings 
are substantial enough to support the Secretary's 
recommendation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: redi- 
rect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) 
with its KC-135 aircraft to Beale AFB, California 
vice McClellan AFB, California. Because of the 
rapidly approaching closure of Mather AFB, the 
940th will temporarily relocate to McClellan AFB, 
while awaiting permanent beddown at Beale AFB. 

Rickenbacker Air National 
Guard Base, Ohio 

Category: 1991 Closure 
Mission: Tanker 
One-time Cost: $.8 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $1 8.2 million 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com- 
mission regarding Rickenbacker ANGB as 
follows: The 121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG) 

and the 160th Air Refueling Group (ANG) will 
move into a cantonment area on the present 
Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of 
the Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA) on RPA's 
airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) 
will realign to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio as 
originally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing 
will still move to Edwards AFB, California. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The 199 1 Commission recommended closing 
Rickenbacker ANGB, and realigning the 12 1st 
Air Refueling Wing (ANG), the 160th Air Refu- 
eling Group (ANG) and the 907th Airlift Group 
(AFRES) to Wright-Patterson AFB. These units 
were to occupy facilities being vacated by the 
4950th Test Wing, which will move to Edwards 
AFB to consolidate test units. 

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

In a related force structure move, in order to 
fully utilize the facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB, 
the Air Force recommends that the 178th Fighter 
Group move from the Springfield Municipal 
Airport, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson AFB, about 
30 miles away. This unit will fit into the avail- 
able facilities with little construction. The move 
will save approximately $1.1 million in base 
operating support annually based on economies 
of consolidating some ANG functions with AFRES 
and active Air Force functions at Wright- 
Patterson. Since the unit moves only a short 
distance, retention of current personnel should 
not be a problem. 
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The 4950th will still move to Edwards AFB, 
California from Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, to 
take advantage of the enhanced military value 
through the efficiency of consolidating test assets. 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Rickenbacker airfield, no longer a military 
responsibility, was transferred by long-term lease 
to the Rickenbacker Port Authority in 1992. The 
State of Ohio showed cost savings by leaving 
the ANG tanker units in a cantonment area at 
Rickenbacker ANGB instead of moving them to 
wright-Patterson AFB. The community argued 
the move of the 178th from Springfield to WPAFB 
was not cost-effective and jeopardized unit mili- 
taly value. In addition to the cost savings realized 
bj- not moving to WPAFB, the community 
asserted significant impacts on recruitment and 
retention were avoided. By moving to WPAFB, 
which already has a National Guard recruiting 
shortfall, the community believed the move would 
result in personnel problems. The community 
also argued moving the ANG units from 
Rickenbacker to Wright-Patterson would impact 
military readiness because the facilities could 
not accommodate the units properly. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found moving the ANG units 
from Rickenbacker ANGB to Wright-Patterson 
AFB was no longer cost effective. The Secretary 
of Defense recommendation in 1991 to realign 
Rickenbacker units to Wright-Patterson AFB was 
estlmated to cost $49.6 million. This figure 
included $21 million in one-time moving costs. 
In contrast, the total cost to remain at 
Rickenbacker in a cantonment area, as recom- 
mended by the Secretary of Defense in 1993, is 
estimated at $32.2 million. When compared to 
the cost of realignment, a $17.4 million savings 
could be realized by retaining the Air National 
Guard at Rickenbacker. 

Additionally, in a related move suggested by 
the Secretary of Defense, analysis showed it 
was not cost effective to move the units at 

Springfield to Wright-Patterson AFB or to move 
the 178th from Springfield to WPAFB. The USAF 
performed a detailed site survey in April 1993, 
and, on May 4, 1993, provided the preliminary 
results. The site survey showed the USAF 
MILCON projections for construction of facili- 
ties at WPAFB for the 178th FG were signifi- 
cantly erroneous. Initially, in the March 1993 
recommendations to the Commission, DoD 
estimated the cost to move and beddown the 
178th Fighter Group from Springfield ANGB to 
WPAFB was $3 million. The updated estimate 
revealed a $35 million cost to beddown the 178th 
at WPAFB. Overall, the data showed a cost of 
$26.61M to move the 178th in contrast to an 
earlier stated savings of $14.39M which made 
such a related move uneconomical. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: the l2lst  
Air Refueling Wing (ANG) and the 160th Air 
Refueling Group (ANG) will move into a 
cantonment area on the present Rickenbacker 
ANGB, and operate as a tenant of the 
Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA) on RPA's 
airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) will 
realign to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio as origi- 
nally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing will 
still move to Edwards AFB, California. There is 
no recommendation by the Secretary of Defense 
or the Commission to move the 178th Fighter 
Group; it will stay at Springfield Municipal 
Airport, Ohio. 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

Inventory Control Points 

Defense Electronics Supply Center 
Gentile AFS, Ohio 

Category: Inventory Control Point 
Mission: Provide wholesale support of 

military services with electronic type items 
One-time Cost: $ 101.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -47.6 million (cost) 

Annual: $ 23.8 million 
Payback: 10 years 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Defense Electronics Supply Center 
(DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and relo- 
cate its mission to the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control 
Points (ICPs). It is currently the host at Gentile 
Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio. The only 
other tenant at Gentile AFS is the Defense Switch- 
ing Network (DSN). The base has a large num- 
ber of warehouses (vacant since the depot closed 
in the mid-seventies) which require extensive 
renovation before they could be used as admin- 
istrative office space. The Agency has no plans 
to re-open the Depot at this location. 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community contended Gentile Air Force 
Station should remain open and DESC should 
not move to Columbus, Ohio. The community 
asserted they had empty warehouses which could 
be converted into administrative use. Rather than 
construct a new building at Columbus which 
would cost $89M, the hardware center at 
Columbus could be moved to Gentile, utilizing 
existing space and combining two activities. 
The community argued such a move could be 
accomplished at a lower cost than the DoD 
and DLA proposal to move DESC to DCSC at 
Columbus, Ohio. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found the consolidation of In- 
ventory Control Points was a rational approach 
to increase management efficiencies. Further, the 
Commission found moving DESC to DCSC 
allowed for both the closing of Gentile Air 
Force Station anti future expansion at DCSC if 
required. In addition, the Commission found 
the cost data supports the Secretary's proposal 
to merge DESC with the DCSC in Columbus, 
Ohio. Although the costs used by the Secretary 
varied and were debatable, the estimates did 
not affect the validity of the recommendations. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, 
that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
close the Defense Electronics Supply Center 
(DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and relocate 
its mission to the Defense Construction Supply 
Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 

Defense Industrial Supply Center 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Category: Inventory Control Point 
Mission: Provide wholesale support of 

military services with industrial type items 
One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Relocate the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(IIISC), a hardware Inventory Control Point (ICP), 
located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to New 
Cumberland, Pennsylvania. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

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

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

Locating DISC at Defense Distribution Region 
East, a DLA activity located at New Cumberland, 
Pennsylvania, and the presence of three ICPs 
ancl major DLA facilities in the area will create 
significant opportunities for savings and effi- 
ciencies in the future. The relocation of DISC 
to New Cumberland provides the best payback 
for DoD. The relocation allows the Navy to close 
and dispose of ASO. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued moving DISC, the De- 
fense Personnel Support Center (DPSC), and AS0 
out of Philadelphia, and closing the Defense 
Clo~hing  Factory could impact more than 9,000 
jobs and would be economically devastating to 
the community. The community contended DISC 
and AS0  should remain together and DPSC 

should be moved to the AS0 facility, resulting 
in the closure of the DPSC installation. This 
scenario, they asserted, would also provide more 
cost savings and would be less disruptive than 
moving DPSC and DISC to New Cumberland, 
as proposed by DoD and DLA. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found moving DISC from Phila- 
delphia would create a negative cumulative eco- 
nomic impact on Philadelphia. The Commission 
also found the Secretary's recommendation did 
not yield the greatest savings commensurate with 
no mission degradation. Further, the Commis- 
sion found the most cost-effective option was 
for DISC to remain in place. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5 ,  
and 6. Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the following: the Defense Industrial Supply 
Center remains open and located within the 
Aviation Supply Office compound in Philadel- 
phia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Defense Personnel Support Center 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Category: Inventory Control Point 
Mission: Provide food, clothing and textiles, 

medicines, and medical equipment to 
military personnel and their eligible 
dependents worldwide 

Cost to close: $ 45.9 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 6.5 million 

Annual: $ 26.1 million 
Payback: 7 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Defense Person~lel Support Center 
(DPSC), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and relocate 
its mission to the Defense Distribution Region 
East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. Close the 
Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel 
supporting the flag mission, and use existing 
commercial sources to procure the Clothing 
Factory products. 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued moving DPSC out of 
south Philadelphia would severely impact the 
livelihood of the south Philadelphia merchants, 
who rely on DPSC personnel for their business. 
The community also contended moving the 
Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), the 
Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) and 
the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) out of Phila- 
delphia and closing the Defense Clothing 
Factory could impact more than 9,000 jobs and 
would be economically devastating to the com- 
munity. The comnlunity believed DISC and AS0 
should remain together and DPSC should be 
moved to the AS0 facility, resulting in the 
closure of the DPSC installation. This scenario, 
they argued, would also provide more cost savings 
and would be less dis-ruptive than moving DPSC 
and DISC to New Cumberland, as proposed by 
DoD and DLA. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The commission found relocating DPSC out of 
Philadelphia would result in a significant loss 
of trained workers who would be difficult to 
replace. The Commission also found this move 
would have an adverse economic impact on 
Philadelphia. The Commission found the 
Secretary's recommendation did not yield the 
greatest savings commensurate with no mission 
degradation. The Commission also found the 
AS0 installation had enough excess capacity to 
accommodate the present tenants, AS0 and DISC, 
as well as DPSC. The Commission found this to 
be the most cost effective option. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds that the Secretary of De- 
fense deviated substantially from final criteria 
4, 5 ,  and 6. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends the following: relocate the Defense Per- 
sonnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
to the Axriation Supply Office compound in North 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 
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SewiceSupport Activities 

Defense Clothing Factory 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Category: ServicelSupport Activity 
Mission: Surge capacity to support 

~nobilization requirements, production 
(?f small lots and special sizes requirements, 
~ n d  production of hand-embroidered Jlags 

One-time Cost: $ 19.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 75.3 million 

Annual: $ 15.5 million 
Pajiback: 2 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close the Defense Personnel Support Center 
(DPSC), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and 
relocate its mission to the Defense Distribution 
Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. 
Close the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the 
personnel supporting the flag mission, and use 
existing commercial sources to procure the Cloth- 
ing Factory products. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activ- 
ity In Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The installa- 
tion also houses the Clothing Factory, the Defense 
Contract Management District Mid-Atlantic 
(DCMDM), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and other 
tenants with approximately 800 personnel. The 
decision to close the Clothing Factory is based 
on the premise that clothing requirements for 
the armed forces can be fulfilled cost effectively 
by commercial manufacturers, without compro- 
mising quality or delivery lead time. DPSC was 
not reviewed as part of the Inventory Control 
Point (ICP) category because it manages a much 
smaller number of items which have a signifi- 
cantly higher dollar value than the hardware 
ICPs. The activity has no administrative space 
available, but does have a small number of build- 
able acres. Environmental problems at DPSC 

With the movement of DCMD Mid-Atlantic and 
the Clothing Factory out of DPSC, the Working 
Group examined options to either utilize the 
base as a receiver or move DPSC to another 
location. Scenarios were built so that activities 
were moved to locations where excess space had 
been identified. The Defense Industrial Supply 
Center (DISC), currently a tenant at the Avia- 
tion Supply Office (ASO), which is recommended 
for closure by the Navy, was considered for 
possible realignment to DPSC. A scenario which 
realigned DPSC to ASO, in which DL4 would 
assume responsibility for the base, was analyzed. 
Another option, which split the three commodities 
at DPSC between the befense General Supply 
Center (DGSC), Richmond, Virginia, and the 
Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), 
Columbus, Ohio, was also examined. 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community noted the clothing factory 
employees represented approximately 10 per- 
cent of the people employed in the apparel trade 
in the eight-county Philadelphia metropolitan 
statistical area. It pointed out the employees are 
primarily minorities and many have worked for 
years in the Clothing Factory. It argued it would 
be difficult for the Factory employees to find 
jobs in their trade if the Factory closes. It also 
argued the Clothing Factory has taken on a new 
mission as an evaluation and demonstration site 
for new apparel technologies. 

would make building or exiensive renovations 
impossible for some time in the future. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 

Although the Commission considered whether 
the Clothing Factory could remain as a stand- 
alone activity at the Defense Personnel Support 
Center, the Commission found the Clothing 
Factory's mission could be accommodated 
far more economically by commercial manu- 
facturers without compromising quality or 
delivery. The cost data supported the Secretary's 
recommendation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds that the Secretary of 
Defense did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and final criteria, and, there- 
fore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Close the Defense Clothing Factory, Philadel- 
phia, Pennsylvania, relocate the personnel sup- 
porting the flag mission, and use existing 
commercial sources to procure the Clothing 
Factory products. 

Defense Logistics Services Center 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing 

Service Battle Creek, Michigan 
Category : ServicelSupport Activity 
Mission: DLSC - Manages and operates 

the federal catalog system. 
DRMS - Responsible for DoD's excess 

personal property program 
One-time Cost: N/A 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: N/A 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Defense Logistics Services Cen- 
ter (DLSC), Battle Creek, Michigan, and collo- 
cate its mission with the Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 

Relocate the Defense Reutilization and Market- 
ing Service (DRMS), Battle Creek, Michigan, to 
the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), 
Columbus, Ohio. DCSC will provide all neces- 
sary support services for the relocated person- 
nel. Two separate functional areas, Logistics 

Information Management and Logistics Infor- 
mation Distribution, will be assigned to the D M  
Inventory Control Point (ICP) to accommodate 
the operational mission areas now performed 
by DLSC. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

With the implementation of DMRD 918, "Defense 
Information Infrastruc-ture Resource Plan," the 
responsibility for Cenl-ral Design Activity (CDA) 
and Information Processing Centers (IPC) were 
assigned to the Defense Information Technology " 
Service Organization. As a result of the realign- 
ment the continued need of DLSC as a stand 
alone organization was evaluated. By consoli- 
dating functions at a DLA ICP, all support ser- 
vices can be performed by the receiving activity. 
Some of the functions currently being performed 
by DLSC NATO Codification personnel can be 
distributed among the remaining DLA hardware 
centers, thereby consolidating similar functions. 
This relocation also places HQ DRMS Battle 
Creek, Michigan, anti Operations East, Colum- 
bus, Ohio, with a DL.A Inventory Control Point 
to facilitate overall materiel management. Sav- 
ings result from moving DLSC and DRMS from 
GSA-leased space. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the DLA cost savings 
were substantially overstated primarily because 
most of the personnel the Defense Logistics 
Agency claimed would be eliminated by relo- 
cating DRMS and disestablishing DLSC could 
actually be eliminated even if the activities 
remained where they were. The community 
realized the c o s ~  of the GSA lease for the DLSC/ 
DRMS facility would be saved if the two orga- 
nizations were relocated. However, they con- 
tended the government would continue to incur 
part of the lease cost because the General Ser- 
vices Administration would be required to main- 
tain the empty office space in the Battle Creek 
Federal building if t.he activities moved. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found DLSC and DRMS were 
independent activities with little synergism to 
be gained from being located with DCSC. In 
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addition the Commission found economic hard- 
ships could occur in Battle Creek, Michigan, by 
relocating DLSC and DRMS. Further, the Com- 
mission found the value of existing personnel 
efficiencies could not be measured. Also, the 
cost efficiencies were negligible when the over- 
all cost to the taxpayer was considered. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 4. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol- 
lowing: the Defense Logistics Services Center 
and Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Service remain open and located in Battle 
Creek, Michigan. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Regional Headquarters 

Defense Contract Management 
District Midatlantic, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and 

Defense Contract Management 
District Northcentral, 
Chicago, Illinois 

Category: Regional 
Mission:Perform contract administration 

services for DUD organizations and 
other U.S. Government agencies 

One-time Cost: $ 16.1 million 
Saviiigs: 1994-99: $ 74.1 million 

Annual: $ 17.5 million 
Payback: 2 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The Defense Contract Management Districts per- 
form operational support and management over- 
sight of 105 Defense Contract Management Area 

Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Rep- 
resentative Offices (DPROs). Since the estab- 
lishment of the DCMDs a number of DCMAOs 
and DPROs have been disestablished, thereby 
reducing the span of control responsibility of 
the five DCMDs. Based on the assumptions 
derived from the DoD Force Structure Plan, it 
is anticipated the DCMD span of control will 
not increase in future years. This allows for the 
reconfiguration of the DCMDs by realigning 
responsibility for the operational activities, thereby 
reducing the number of headquarters facilities 
which perform operational support and man- 
agement oversight. All plant and area opera- 
tions would continue to be under geographically 
aligned Districts. The Military Value analysis 
resulted in the recommendation to disestablish 
the Midatlantic and Northcentral activities and 
relocate their missions to the three remaining 
districts. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Philadelphia commurlity argued DCMD 
Midatlantic should not be closed because the 
facility was the most cost-effective and efficient 
of the five district offices. The Chicago commu- 
nity argued the Defense Logistics Agency was 
spending $12 million to rehabilitate the build- 
ing occupied by the Northcentral District office 
at the same time it was recommending closing 
its district office. Both organizations believed 
their work force was superior to those of the 
other districts. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found consolidating the DCMDs 
from five to three was a reasonable approach to 
increasing management efficiencies. The Com- 
mission also found the quantity and complexity 
of the assigned workloads, geographical loca- 
tion, and other factors analyzed supported the 
Secretary's recommendation. Once the consoli- 
dation is completed, DLA will realize a $17.5 
million per year steady-state savings with no 
mission degradation. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 



Chapter I 

Commission recommends the following: 
disestablish Defense Contract Management 
District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defense 
Contract Management District Northcentral 
(DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD 
Northeast, DCMD South, and DCMD West. 

Defense Contract Management 
District West 
El Segundo, California 

Category: Regional 
Mission: Perform contract administration 

services for DUD organizations and 
other U.S. Government agencies 

One-time Cost: $ 12.5 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -5.1 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 4.4 million 
Payback: 9 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Relocate the Defense Contract Management District 
West (DCMD West), El Segundo, California, to 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, CA. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found it was cost effective for 
DCMD West to move from leased spaced to 
DoD-owned property. Further, DoD was con- 
sidering new construction at the Long Beach 

Naval Shipyard for DCMD West and the Com- 
mission found it questionable to construct new 
facilities given the apparent abundance of avail- 
able buildings on DoD installations or other fed- 
erally owned buildings. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 2. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol- 
lowing: relocate the Defense Contract Manage- 
ment 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 Author- 
ity/City of Long Beac:h. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Defme Distribution Depots 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Charleston, South Carolina 

Category: Distribution depots 
Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale 

and retail (service owned) material in 
support of the Armed Forces 

One-time Cost: $ 12.6 million 
Savings: 1994-1999: $ -9.4 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 1.1 million 
Payback: 26 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Charles- 
ton, South Carolina (DDCS), and relocate the 
mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jackson- 
ville, Florida (DDJF). Slow moving and/or inac- 
tive material remaining at DDCS at the time of 
the realignment will be relocated to available 
storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The decision to realign DDCS was driven by 
the Navy's decision to close several naval activi- 
ties in Charleston, SC, eliminating DDCS's 
customer base. The loss of customer base along 
with sufficient storage space in the DoD distri- 
bution system drove the disestablishment. DDCS 
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rated 6 out of 29 in the military value matrix. 
All depots rated lower than DDCS are collo- 
cated with their primary customer, a mainte- 
nance depot. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission recommended the partial 
disestablishment of the Naval Supply Center and 
the closure of Naval Station Charleston, South 
Carolina. The Commission found these naval 
installations to be the principal customers of 
the Defense Distribution Depot Charleston. With 
no major customers, the need for the distribu- 
tion depot will be eliminated. Further, the Com- 
mission found closing this depot would reduce 
thc overall excess capacity in  the defense distri- 
bution depot system. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
dicl not deviate substantially from the force struc- 
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com- 
mission recommends the following: disestablish 
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC 
(DDCS), and relocate the mission to Defense 
Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow 
moving and/or inactive material remaining at 
DDCS at the time of the realignment will be 
relocated to available storage space within the 
Doll Distribution System. 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Le tterkenny, Pennsylvania 

Catc,gory: Distribution depots 
Mis.sion:Receive, store, and issue wholesale 

avtd retail (service owned) material in 
support of the Armed Forces 

One-time Cost: NIA 
Savings: 1994-99: NIA 

Annual: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFlCATION 

The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven 
by the Army decision to realign the Letterkenny 
Army Depot and consolidate its depot mainte- 
nance functions with those existing at Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, Pennsylvania, Anniston Army 
Depot, Alabama, and Red River Army Depot, 
Texas. Realignment of DDLP's primary customer 
and substandard facilities drive the decision to 
relocate the distribution mission to DDRT. DDLP 
rated 25 out of 29 in the military value matrix. 
All depots rated lower than DDLP are collo- 
cated with their primary customer, a mainte- 
nance depot. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no  formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission recommended Letterkenny 
Army Depot not be realigned and its mainte- 
nance function be retained. Accordingly, the 
Commission found the Defense Distribution 
Depot Letterkenny, which provides principal 
support to the Letterkenny Army Depot, is 
required. 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense There were no formal expressions from the 
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. community. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: the Defense Distribution Depot COMMISSION FINDINGS 
Letterkenny, Chambersburg, Pennsylvania, 

The Commission recommended closing Naval 
remains open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation to be consistent with the Air Station Alamecla, California, Naval Aviation 

Depot Alameda, California, and Naval Station force structure plan and final criteria. 
Treasure Island, California. The Commission 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Oakland, California 

Category: Distribution depot 
Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale 

and retail (service owned) material in 
support of the Armed Forces 

One-time Cost: $ 15.0 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 1 7.3 million 

Annual: $ 10.0 million 
Payback: 5 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, 
California (DDOC), and relocate the primary 
mission to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, 
CA (DDTC), Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, 
CA (DDSC), and Defense Distribution Depot San 
Diego, CA (DDDC). Slow moving or inactive 
materiel remaining at DDOC at the time of 
closure will be relocated to other available 
storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The decision to realign DDOC was driven by 
the Navy's decision to close Oakland Navy Base 
and Naval Air Station Alameda, CA. The closure 
of the Navy Supply Center at Oakland (fleet 
support) and the Naval Aviation Depot at Alameda 
removed the customer base from Oakland. This 
closure along with substandard facilities con- 
tributed to the decision to realign the distribu- 
tion mission out of Oakland. DDOC rated 14 
out of 29 in the military value matrix. Except 
for two depots, all depots rated lower than DDOC 
are collocated with a maintenance depot. The 
other two depots exceed Oakland's throughput 
capacity and storage space. 

found these naval installations to be the princi- 
pal customers of the Defense Distribution 
Depot Oakland. Because of the loss of the prin- 
cipal customers, the need for the distribution 
depot was eliminated. Further, the Commission 
found closing this depot would reduce the overall 
excess capacily in the Defense Distribution 
Depot system. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the 
Commission recommends the following: 
disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, 
CA (DDOC), and relocate the primary mission 
to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, CA (DDTC), 
Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, CA (DDSC), 
and Defense Distribution Depot San Diego, CA 
(DDDC). Slow moving or inactive materiel 
remaining at DDOC at the time of closure will 
be relocated to other available storage space within 
the DoD Distribution System. 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Pensacola, Florida 

Category: Distrib~ction depots 
Mission:Receive, store, and issue wholesale 

and retail (service owned) material in 
support of the Armed Forces 

One-time Cost: $ 2.2 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 3.1 million 

Annual: $ 1 . 5  million 
Payback: 5 years 
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot 
Pensacola, Florida (DDPF), and relocate  he mis- 
sion to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, 
FL (DDJF). Slow moving andlor inactive material 
remaining at DDPF at the time of the disestab- 
lishment will be relocated to available storage 
space within the DoD Distribution System. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven 
by the Navy's decision to close the Naval Sup- 
ply Center and Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, 
FL. These closures eliminated DDPF's customer 
base. The loss of customer base along with suf- 
ficient storage space in the DoD distribution 
system drove the disestablishment. DDPF rated 
10 out of 29 in the military value matrix. All 
depots rated lower than DDPF are collocated 
with their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission recommended closing the 
Naval Supply Center and Naval Aviation Depot 
at Pensacola. The Commission found these 
installations to be the principal customers of 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola. Because 
of the loss of the principal customers, the need 
for the distribution depot was eliminated. The 
Commission also found closing this distribution 
depot was consistent with efficient management 
and would reduce the overall excess capacity in 
the Defense Distribution Depot system. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force struc- 
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com- 
mission recommends the following: disestablish 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL (DDPF), 
and relocate the mission to Defense Distribution 
Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow moving and/ 

or inactive material remaining at DDPF at the 
time of the disestablishment will be relocated 
to available storage space within the DoD Dis- 
tribution System. 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Tooele, Utah 

Category: Distribution depots 
Mission:Receive, store, and issue wholesale 

and retail (service owned) material in 
support of the Armed Forces 

One-time Cost: $ 39.7 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ -1 9.2 million (Cost) 

Annual: $ 5.6 million 
Payback: I1 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, 
Utah (DDTU). Relocate the depot's functions/ 
materiel to Defense Distribution Depot Red River, 
Texas (DDRT). Any remaining material will be 
placed in available space in the DoD Distribu- 
tion System. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

There were no formal expressions from the 
community. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission recommended realigning the 
Tooele Army Depot and consolidating its main- 
tenance functions with those at Red River Army 
Depot. Because the Tooele Army Depot was the 
principal customer of Defense Distribution 
Depot Tooele, the distribution depot is no longer 
required. Also, the Commission found closing 
this Distribution Depot would reduce the over- 
all excess capacity in the Defense Distribution 
Depot system. Further, the Commission found 
the 1988 Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission recommended the relocation of the 
Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado supply mission 
to Tooele Army Depot, Utah. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criterion 2. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol- 
lowing: disestablish Defense Distribution Depot 
Tooele, Utah (DDTU). Relocate the depot's func- 
tionslmateriel to Defense Distribution Depot Red 
River, Texas (DDRT). Any remaining material 
will be placed in available space in the DoD 
Distribution System. Change the recommenda- 
tion of the 1988 Commission regarding Pueblo 
Army Depot, CO, as follows: instead of sending 
the supply mission to Tooele Army Depot, UT, 
as recommended by the 1988 Commission, 
relocate the mission to a location to be deter- 
mined by the Defense Logistics Agency. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
AGENCY (DISA) 
Category: Defense lnformation Systems 

Agency (DISA) 
Mission: Non-combat Data Processing 
One-time Cost: $ 31 6 million 
Savings: 1994-99: $ 401 million 

Annual: $ 212 million 
Payback: 5 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation 
Plan that disestablishes 44 major data process- 
ing centers (DPCs) by consolidating their infor- 
mation processing workload into fifteen 
standardized, automated "megacenters" located 
in existing DoD facilities. 

The 44 DPCs recommended for disestablishment 
are located at the following DoD installations: 

Navy Sites 

NCTS San Diego, CA 
NSC Puget Sound, WA 
NSC Norfolk, VA 
NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Kings Bay, GA 

NAS Key West, FL. 
NAS Oceana, VA 
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
NCTS New Orleans, LA 
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 
NSC Charleston, SC 
AS0 Philadelphia, PA 
NCTS Pensacola, FL 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA 
FISC San Diego, CA 
FACSO Port Hueneme, CA 
TRF Bangor, WA 
NAS Brunswick, ME 
NAS Mayport, FL 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA 
BUPERS Washington, DC 
NCTS Washington, DC 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX 
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Marine Corps Sites 

MCAS Cherry Point, NC 
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA 
RASC Camp Lejeune, NC 
MCAS El Toro, CA 

Air Force Sites 

CPSC San Antonio, TX 
FMPC Randolph AFB, TX 
7th CG, Pentagon, VA 
RPC McClellan AFB, CA 

Defense Logistics Agency Sites 
IPC Battle Creek, MI 
IPC Philadelphia, PA 
IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Richmond, VA 

Defense lnformation Systems Agency Sites 
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 
DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO 

Recommended Megacenter Locations 
Columbus, Ohio 
Ogden, Utah 
San Antonio, Texas 
Rock Island, Illinois 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Denver, Colorado 
Warner-Robins, Georgia 
Huntsville, Alabama 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
Dayton, Ohio 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Jacksonville, Florida 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
Cleveland. Ohio 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

A DPC is an organizationally defined set of dedi- 
cated personnel, computer hardware, computer 
software, telecommunications, and environmen- 
tally conditioned facilities the primary function 
of which is to provide computer processing sup- 
port for customers. The DPCs to be closed were 
transferred from the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies to the Defense Information 
Systems Agency (DISA) under the guidelines of 
Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 
918. Rapid consolidation of these facilities 
is necessary to accommodate a significant 
portion of the DMRD 918 budget savings total- 
ing $4.5 billion while continuing to support 
the mission and functions of DoD at the 
required service levels. 

Consolidation of DPCs is one of several cost 
saving initiatives underway within DISA. Best 
industry practice in the private sector has 
established the viability and desirability of 
this approach. I t  will position DoD to more 
efficiently support common data processing 
requirements across Services by leveraging 
information technology and resource investments 
to meet multiple needs. In the long term, it will 
increase the Military Departments' and Defense 
Agencies' access to state-of-the-art technology 
while requiring fewer investments to support 
similar Service needs. This is an aggressive plan 
that will ultimately position DoD to support 
business improvement initiatives, downsizing, 
and streamlining through the efficient use and 
deployment of technology. DISA has undertaken 
an extensive evaluation of candidate megacenters 
to ensure the facilities, security, and ongoing 
operations will support an efficient and flexible 
Defense Information Infrastructure capable 
of meeting the requirements of the Defense 
community. 

During the evaluation process the IPC at 
McClellan Air Force Base rated high enough to 
be selected as a megacenter site. However, with 
the Air Force's recommendation to close 
McClellan Air Force Base the McClellan IPC was 
removed from further consideration. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Communities questioned DoD's selection process 
and the accuracy of collected data. Specifically, 
they questioned the requirement that a 
megacenter candidate have raised floors of at 
least 18 inches and the reason DoD did not 
take into account a facility's efficiency. Several 
communities contended erroneous data misrep- 
resented their facilities' physical condition, floor 
space, security arrangement, communication 
bandwidth, or regional operations cost. Com- 
munities also questioned the statistical method- 
ology used to rate the data on each site. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found errors and inconsisten- 
cies among the data on the 35 sites, which 
affected the relative ranking of the megacenters. 
Corrections in the total power capacity of 
Resource Management Business Activity, Cleve- 
land, Ohio, changed its rank to below the thresh- 
old for becoming a megacenter. 

The Commission also found the security of 
future megacenter sites to be a central issue. 
Security was a key concern of the Secretary of 
Defense, and the communities questioned the 
security rating of individual sites and scoring 
methodology. Analysis showed the initial secu- 
rity ratings of a few megacenter candidates were 
inaccurate. Corrections were made, but these 
changes did not impact the final megacenter 
selection list. 

The Commission agreed with the Secretary that 
the 18 inch floor requirement for conditioned 
space was a valid criterion for megacenter 
candidates, as it ensures space for potential 
growth. The Commission used a statistically 
robust methodology to determine the overall 
ranking of the various sites. These efforts led to 
Multifunction Information Processing Activity San 
Diego, California, being added to the list of 
recommended megacenter sites. 

DoD's initial analysis ranked Regional Process- 
ing Center, McClellan Air Force Base, high enough 
to be considered a megacenter candidate. How- 
ever, RPC McClellan was excluded from the DoD 
recommended megacenter sites because DISA 

assumed DoD would recommend closing 
McClellan Air Force Base, the RPC's host. But 
neither DoD nor the Commission recommended 
closing McClellan AFB. Therefore, RPC McClellan 
should remain open. 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and 
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
following: disestablish the 43 DISA information 
processing centers listed below: 

Navy Sites 

NSC Charleston, SC 
NSC Puget Sound, WA 
NSC Norfolk, \'A 
NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Kings Bay, GA 
NAS Key West, FL 
NAS Oceana, VA 
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
NCTS New Orleans, LA 
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 
AS0 Philadelphia, PA 
NCTS Pensacola, FL 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA 
FISC San Diego, CA 
FACSO Port Hueneme, CA 
TRF Bangor, WA 
NAS Brunswick, ME 
NAS Mayport, FL 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA 
BUPERS Washington, DC 
NCTS Washington, DC 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX 
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Marine Corps Sites 
MCAS Cherry Point, NC 
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA 
RASC Camp Lejeune, NC 
MCAS El Toro, CA 

Air Force Sites 
CPSC San Antonio, TX 
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX 
7th CG, Pentagon, VA 

Defense Logistics Agency Sites 
IPC Battle Creek, MI 
IPC Philadelphia, PA 
IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Richmond, VA 

Defense Information Systems Agency Sites 
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 
RMBA Cleveland, OH 
DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO 

Consolidate the information processing center 
workload at  the following 16 rnegacenters: 

Recommended Megacenter Locations 
Columbus, Ohio 
Ogden, Utah 
San Antonio, Texas 
Rock Island, Illinois 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Denver, Colorado 
Warner-Robins, Georgia 
Huntsville, Alabama 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
Dayton, Ohio 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Jacksonville, Florida 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
San Diego, California 
Sacramento,California 

The Commission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 





Several issues which surfaced during the 
Commission's review and analysis process were 
particularly noteworthy. While the Commission 
is specifically charged with transmitting its rec- 
oinmendations for military base closures and 
realignments to the President, the Commission 
believes it can offer valuable insight and guid- 
ance regarding the base closure process based 
upon its intimate involvement and first-hand 
experience. The Commission believes it would 
be remiss if it were to forego the opportunity to 
share its concerns. 

of the base closure process. The Commission 
strongly supports a joint organization respon- 
sible for assigning workloads to the DoD's main- 
tenance depots. Joint oversight could mandate 
cost effective interservicing actions circumvent- 
ing Services' parochial interests. DoD must 
create strong incentives for the Services to pur- 
sue interservicing. Additionally, any future con- 
sideration of interservicing must include a 
comprehensive review of private-sector capability. 

Depot Capacity 

Interservicing 
The Department of Defense has been attempting 
for approximately 20 years without significant 
success to interservice depot maintenance 
workload. In his testimony before the Commis- 
sion in March, 1993, the Secretary of Defense 
stated DoD did not have adequate time to 
address the interservicing issue or to compile 
the necessary data to submit recommendations 
to the 1993 Commission. However, the Secre- 
tary indicated he would welcome any Commis- 
sion actions which would result in increased 
interservicing of DoD commodities. 

Committed to streamlining depot maintenance 
workload to achieve maximum efficiencies, the 
Commission determined the following five com- 
modities should be reviewed for interservicing 
potential: wheeled vehicles, rotary-wing aircraft, 
tactical missiles, and ground communications; 
the fifth, fixed-wing aircraft, was ultimately 
deferred from further analysis due to a lack of 
reliable or comparable cost and capacity data. 
The results of the Commission's review are 
presented in Chapter One of this Report. 

The Commission's recommendations to consoli- 
date depot maintenance workload through 
interservicing represent only an initial attempt 
at achieving cost savings. The efficiencies to 
be realized from interservicing dictate POD 
conduct an exhaustive review and present its 
recommendations/actions during the 1995 round 

Although the Commission took actions to make 
recommendations regarding the reduction of 
unnecessary depot activities and capabilities, the 
Commission fully recognizes there clearly 
remains excess capacity within the DoD depot 
system. lnterservicing, as addressed in a separate 
issue within this chapter, and consolidation can 
go a long way in reducing excess depot capacity 
while realizing certain synergies and cost- 
effectiveness relating economies of scale generally 
attendant to consolidation. Historically, each 
Service has preferred to remain in control of its 
own depot systems; however, the shrinking 
defense budget and attendant downsizing of the 
Department simply will not allow this scheme 
to continue. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends the Secretary of Defense consider during 
his bottom-up review of the Department, a single 
defense depot system with a joint responsibil- 
ity. All DoD maintenance depots should come 
under the direct command and control of a single 
joint Services organization. The organization 
should have the authority to assign workloads 
between depots or private sector as appropriate 
and implement uniform procedures for measuring 
and evaluating depot performance. Accordingly, 
the Commission further recommends the Sec- 
retary impose a moratorium on further depot 
expansion relative to the purchase of new prop- 
erties and the construction of new facilities 
until such time as the bottom-up review can 
determine the overall capacity requirements 
within the DoD depot system. 
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Private Sector Capability 
The Secretary of Defense, in his recommenda- 
tions to the 1993 Commission, did not address 
the issue of domestic private-sector capability 
to "rightsize" the overall DoD depot infra- 
structure. However, the issue of private-sector 
capability was a recurring theme during the 
Commission's deliberations. The Commission felt 
the domestic private sector could provide a 
potentially cost-effective option to DoD's in-house 
capability for repairing and maintaining its equip- 
ment, which should be exploited for potential 
economies. A shift to the private sector for main- 
tenance services may also have a positive 
impact on maintaining the nation's industrial 
base. By downsizing DoD's in-house maintenance 
capability to the minimum necessary, operational 
requirements may be met in the most cost- 
effective manner through a different mix of public 
and private industrial support. Therefore, the 
Commission strongly recommends the Secretary 
of Defense address the private-sector capability, 
within the context of an integrated national 
industrial philosophy, in his recommendations 
for the 1995 round of base closures. In so 
doing, the Secretary must recognize he will meet 
an understandable bias of the various service 
depots against private sector contracting because 
of their own need to maintain volume as their 
workload shrinks. 

Implementation of the 
Commission's Recommendations 
The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) in 
the Department of Defense assists local com- 
munities' economic transition following military 
base closures and realignments. Despite statis- 
tics showing local communities often thrive 
after base closures with OEA assistance, envi- 
ronmental study and cleanup requirements have 
resulted in a slowdown in the disposal process, 
causing local communities to report severe 
delays in land reuse. A delay in beginning the 
reuse process leads to deteriorating facilities, 
loss of community benefits, waning fiscal and 
human resources, and may be the largest single 
impediment to affected communities success- 
fully transitioning their local economies. 

During the 1993 investigative hearings, the 
Commission heard testimony from affected 

communities and several reuse groups regard- 
ing recommendations on improving the property- 
disposal process. I'he groups offered a 
comprehensive array of integrated recommen- 
dations to expedite the disposal and conversion 
process. These included strengthening and 
coordinating the federal role through a single 
DoD "reuse czar" to oversee the property- 
disposal implementation authority and respon- 
sibility vested in the Military Departments. 
Additionally, these groups recommended DoD 
foster a truly community-oriented disposal 
attitude with "community-friendly" policies 
relative to creative real estate marketing techniques, 
credit sales, interim civilian use through leases, 
and parcelization of uncontaminated lands. These 
proposals can ensure an early transfer to and 
use by affected communities. The Commission 
endorses such recommendations and, in 
particular, believes an accountable Assistant 
Secretary of Defense-level "reuse czar" with control 
of departmental reuse funds would entice 
communities to initiate reuse planning and 
implementation. 

Another related issue involves the Air Force Base 
Disposal Agency and the coordination between 
the Agency, the OEA, and the local communi- 
ties. The Air Force Base Disposal Agency was 
established in 1991 to serve as the Air Force's 
federal real-property-disposal agent. They pro- 
vide integrated management for Air Force bases - 
scheduled for closure and serve as a liaison 
between reuse planners and local communities 
prior to a closure. After the base-closure pro- 
cess, the Agency works with state and local 
reuse commissions to develop viable reuse plans 
that minimize the economic impact of base 
closures. However, the Agency's work is inde- 
pendent of the OEA. In fact, the former Director 
of the Agency, Colonel David M. Cannan, in 
testimony before the Commission, urged that a 
"'formal liaison' between the Agency, the OEA, 
and the local conlmunity planners begin imme- 
diately upon approval of a base closure." 

The Commission encourages DoD and Congres- 
sional oversight committees to solicit comments 
from impacted co~nmunities on regulatory 
changes to facilitate base disposal. Congressional 
committees with statutory jurisdiction should 
hold hearings and streamline the disposal 
process, through legislation if necessary. 
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The Commission also believes Colonel Cannan's 
recommendations should be implemented to help 
reduce costs and improve service to affected 
communities. The Army and Navy should also 
look to replicate the Air Force system to facili- 
tate and expedite base disposal to fully assist 
community recovery efforts. The wvrk of the 
Service's disposal agencies should be function- 
ally supervised by the DoD "reuse czar" so as to 
assure process coordination. 

Leases 
The Commission's review of Department of 
Defense leases shows a significant amount of 
operation and maintenance funds spent annu- 
ally for leased office space. With the downsizing 
of the Military Services, excess capacity in 
administrative space is being created on mili- 
tary bases, often in close proximity to the leased 
space. For example, the Army currently leases 
office space in San Antonio, TX, while excess 
capacity exists in government-owned adminis- 
trative space at San Antonio's Fort Sam Hous- 
ton. The Commission suggests DoD direct the 
Services to include a separate category for leased 
facilities during the 1995 process to ensure a 
bottom-up review of all leased space. 

The Commission believes DoD should review 
its current leases to determine whether or not 
excess government-owned administrative space 
could be used instead of leased office space. A 
revlew of leased facilities must cross service 
boundaries to ensure leases are minimized and 
use of space on military installations is maxi- 
mized. The Commission endorses efforts like 
the Army's public-private development plans for 
the Fort Belvoir Engineer Proving Ground (EPG). 
This initiative, authorized by Congress in 1989, 
permits the Army to trade development rights 
on the EPG in return for sufficient adminis- 
trative space also on the EPG at no capital 
construction cost to the government. 

The Commission further recommends the 
Department of Defense, in its bottom-up review 
of this area, examine all options surrounding 
the ownership-versus-lease issue as it relates to 
DoD facilities. Conventional wisdom appears to 
suggest ownership of facilities by the Depart- 
ment of Defense is more economical and ben- 
eficial to military readiness than leasing due to 

potentially significant savings in operations and 
maintenance funds. However, ownership does 
not come without attendant costs, and there 
may be instances where leased space is a better 
option, especially for short-term requirements. 
Modern business practice recognizes there should 
be a capital usage charge for facilities that are 
"owned" to avoid a bias against leasing, which 
often provides greater future flexibility. 

Finally, during its review and analysis the Com- 
mission discovered what appeared to be DoD's 
leasing of space from GSA at premium rates 
above the going commercial rates for like areas. 
The Commission thinks there may be fertile 
ground to pursue potential anomalies in lease 
rates as indicated in the Foregoing, along with 
anomalies in the overall accounting systems of 
lease-versus-own space comparisons that could 
help avoid using flawed data. 

Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service (DFAS) 
The 1991 Defense Base (:losure and Realign- 
ment Commission recommended DoD submit a 
consolidation plan of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to the 1993 Com- 
mission. DFAS developed a plan for locating a 
consolidated work force based on a site selec- 
tion process known as the "Opportunity for 
Economic Growth" (OEG). The OEG solicited 
proposals from communities which addressed 
specific mandatory and preferred requirements 
in the following major categories: cost to the 
Department of Defense, site and office charac- 
teristics, and community characteristics. In 
December, 1992, DoD announced that it had 
chosen the top 20 contenders in the competi- 
tion to select new locations for further consoli- 
dated finance-and-accounting centers. The 
selected communities were among 112 sites from 
33 states which submitted 216 proposals. The 
final winners of the competition were to be 
announced in the Secretary of Defense's base 
closure and realignment recommendations 
submitted to the Commission on or before 
March 15, 1993. 

The DFAS consolidation was not forwarded to 
the Commission as part of the Secretary's 1993 
recommendations because the Secretary of 
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Defense did not believe the OEG was sound 
public policy. On March 30, 1993, the Com- 
mission formally requested DoD provide the 
OEG study, the process used to determine the 
winners, and the results of the competition by 
April 9,  1993. The Secretary responded to the 
Commission's request in a June 7,  1993, letter, 
but by that time, the Commission was statutorily 
precluded from considering the DFAS consoli- 
dation plan. (The Commission is required to 
publish in the Federal Register proposed addi- 
tions to the Secretary's list 30 days before i t  
submits its Report to the President.) In his June 
7, 1993, letter, the Secretary of Defense stated 
his reasons for rejecting the original DFAS site- 
selection process. The Secretary further stated 
he had directed a new site-selection process and 
if this new process required recommending 
installation closures or realignments, the 
Department would submit them to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
during the 1995 round of base closures. While 
the 1993 Commission accepts the Secretary's new 
direction, we recommend he take into consid- 
eration the significant investment of time and 
resources the top 20 contenders have already 
made to this DFAS proposal. 

Medical Treatment Facilities 
The 199 1 Commission recommended DoD confer 
with Congress regarding health-care policies and 
report in time for the 1993 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to consider the issue 
of hospital closures. Section 722 of the DoD 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1993 requires DoD to report on alterna- 
tive means of continuing to provide accessible 
health care with respect to each closure and 
realignment. It was not readily apparent DoD 
met this requirement in its recommendations to 
the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

During an April 5 ,  1993, Commission hearing, 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs stated military hospitals were 
operating at only one-half of normal in-patient 
loads, and there was sufficient capacity to meet 
any readiness requirement as defined in the 
Defense Planning Guidance. If this excess 
capacity of in-patient loads truly exists, DoD 

has the opportunity and the responsibility to 
improve health care operations and cost effec- 
tiveness by aggressively taking necessary actions 
to restructure them into a truly joint-service medi- 
cal team and system. The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Health Affairs should continue to 
increase emphasis and focus efforts to improve 
health care operations and cost effectiveness by: 

(1) Examining the consolidation of 
resources, specified geographic areas 
and regions across military departments. 

(2) Closing medical treatment facilities 
operating at less than cost-effective 
levels, given the patient load and 
the cost of medical care in the 
catchment area. 

(3) Moving assets across Military 
Departments and into other Service 
facilities as necessary to increase the 
capability and usage of existing 
facilities and operating beds. 

(4) Creating health care programs that 
operate on a competitive cost basis 
to support all beneficiaries. 

( 5 )  Upgrading substandard facilities 
that are still required. 

The Commission again urges DUD to review its 
policy of closing military hospitals when bases 
with active-duty populations served by those 
hospitals are closed. DoD has the obligation to 
ensure medical benefits are provided to all 
eligible beneficiaries, and it should do so at the 
lowest cost to taxpayers. 

During the 1993 base closure and realignment 
process, it was discovered that considerable fund- 
ing had been identified for extensive renova- 
tion and improvement of an existing medical 
center. This may be inappropriate at a time 
when excess operating beds are available in the 
milit~ry health-care system. The Assistant Sec- 
retary of Defense for Health Affairs needs to 
take a strong, active role in identifying possible 
military medical facility consolidations and/or 
closures prior to any capital expenditures. 

Innovative concepts should also be considered 
in other areas, such as formalized agreements 
with Veterans Administration hospitals (which 
will be increasingly under-utilized) or private- 
sector hospitals. An example of this concept is 
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a "hospital without walls," where military doc- Although DoD provided reasons for creating this 
tors practice at Veterans Administration and/or standard, the Commission believed, and the 
private sector hospitals, and do not require a General Accounting Office (GAO) concurred in 
military medical facility. its Aoril 15 reoort. that this standard was 

In meeting its obligation to provide health 
care services to both active duty and retiree popu- 
lations, DoD should pursue the lowest-cost 
option to the taxpayer (i.e., not necessarily the 
lest-cost-option to DoD). This may include the 
closure and consolidation of facilities on active 
Service installations. The Commission under- 
stands DoD policy is to maintain hospitals and 
clinics to support active-duty populations. The 
Commission feels i t  is incumbent upon the 
Department of Defense to plan in concert with 
the appropriate government agencies, including 
the Veterans Administration, as well as private- 
sector health-care providers, to ensure availability 
of necessary health care for veterans and their 
dependents, keeping in mind the Administration's 
expected new medical program. 

Cumulative Economic Impact 
The Department of Defense measured commu- 
nity economic impact by reviewing the direct 
and indirect effect on employment at closing, 
realigning, and receiving locations. In addition, 
DoD also calculated the cumulative economic 
impact if more than one base was affected with- 
in a given area. Additionally, effects of commis- 
sion decisions from 1988 and 1991 base closures 
were factored into this cumulative economic 
analysis. The economic area was defined by 
DoV as the area where most installation 
employees lived and where most of the eco- 
nomic (or employment) impacts would occur. 
The economic area was either the county where 
the installation was located, a Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA). 

The cumulative economic impact estimates 
led to the establishment by DoD of threshold 
criteria to justify removing a base from the pro- 
posed closure list. For example, the Secretary 
of Defense reversed an Air Force recommenda- 
tion to close McClellan Air Force Base, CA 
because the economic impact, for this and 
other actions, was five percent or greater, and 
the employment population of the impacted 
community was 500,000 or more. 

I '  

arbitrary and discriminatory. The Commission 
was unable to validate why these exact figures 
of five percent and 500,000 were chosen as 
discriminators. Additionally, economic impact 
was just one of the eight criteria. The first four 
military-value criteria were required to be given 
priority consideration. To remove a base as a 
closure or realignment candidate based solely 
on cumulative economic impact in isolation of 
the military value criteria could be inconsistent 
with DoD's and the Comn~ission's mandate. 

Therefore, in future base-closure recommenda- 
tions, the Commission recommends the Secre- 
tary of Defense make clear that cumulative 
economic impact alone is insufficient cause for 
removing a base with inadequate military value 
from consideration for closure or realignment. 
Economic impact should be given weight only 
when analyzing candidate bases with compa- 
rable, sufficient military value. The Commis- 
sion recommends, in assessing cumulative impact, 
clarifying and standardizing geographic areas of 
measurement. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
In 199 1,  the Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission recommended the realignment 
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, eliminating 
a number of division and district management 
headquarters. The Commission's 1991 Report 
recommended the realignment to begin in July, 
1992 and to conform to the 1991 Corps of Engi- 
neers Reorganization Study, unless Congress passed 
an alternative plan before that date. 

However, Congress believed the Commission had 
not given appropriate consideration to the Corps' 
realignment proposal. Therefore, in the fall of 
1991, Congress retroactively removed the Corps 
from the Commission's jurisdiction. Although the 
Corps of Engineers announced in November, 
1992, the approval of the Secretary of the Army's 
reorganization plan for its headquarters and field 
structures, the Secretary of Defense placed the 
reorganization on hold. 
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The Commission is concerned sufficient emphasis 
is not being placed on the Corps of Engineers 
reorganization as a result of Congressional 
pressure and resistance. Both the 1991 and 
1992 reorganization proposals were estimated 
to result in significant savings to the Depart- 
ment of Defense; however, these reorganizations 
and savings have not been realized. 

The Commission encourages the Secretary of 
Defense to act promptly to approve a reorgani- 
zation plan so significant savings can be realized 
and unnecessary facilities can be closed. 

Classified Programs 
Several bases recommended for closure or 
realignment by the Secretary of Defense in both 
1991 and 1993 conducted classified missions 
or activities. While the merits of such programs 
were not issues for the Commission's consider- 
ation, the Commission had to be made aware of 
the existence of such activities in order to fully 
assess closure and realignment implications. 

Therefore, the Commission believes the Depart- 
ment of Defense should maintain an audit trail 
of the discussions conducted during its recom- 
mendation process regarding classified missions. 
While it may not be necessary to provide to the 
Commission the minutes of these discussions, 
the Commission must be assured appropriate 
agencies participated in the decision-making 
process, e.g., service intelligence agencies and 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Command, Control, ~ommunia t ions ,  and 
Intelligence. Furthermore, if a DoD agency 
provides classified support to a non-DoD 
organization, it is imperative DoD coordinate 
with that agency prior to making its final rec- 
ommendation. The responsible Service and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense should 
enhance oversight in this area. 

Measures of Merit 
During its review and analysis of depot issues, 
the Commission discovered the measures of merit 
tended toward facility results which perhaps 
were not always the best measures for such ac- 
tivities. Results can be a snapshot measurement 
of a constantly moving target affected by any 
number of factors. The Commission suggests the 

measure of facility capacity would be a better 
representation of overall excess capacity within 
the DoD depot syslem. 

Additionally, the C:ommission noted during its 
analysis the Department measured productiv- 
ity, generally speaking, in man-day rates, which 
some argue is an improper measure due to 
regional variations in man-day costs. The Com- 
mission suggests perhaps the cost of performance, 
and reliable measurements thereof, is a leveling, 
more reflective measure of merit for productiv- 
ity. Therefore, the Commission suggests DoD 
pursue this or a like approach for reason- 
ableness and appropriateness during future 
base-closure exercises 

The Commission noted several instances 
during the Services' data-call process where 
information that was passed from installation- 
level to Service and Secretariat-level seemed 
to become less reliable. It is easy to see how 
unwitting human errors of omission, commis- 
sion, and display differences can occur as infor- 
mation is passed through channels. To avoid 
this during future rounds, the Commission sug- 
gests base commanders and field respondents 
providing raw data and information to higher 
headquarters be allowed to review the overall 
input in its final format before it is sent by the 
respective Service to the Commission. 

Community Preference 
Consideration 
In the base closure and realignment process, it 
is a rare occasion when a local community 
actively petitions the Department of Defense to 
consider a military installation for closure or 
realignment. For this reason, Section 2924 of 
Public Law 101-510 directs the Secretary of 
Defense to "...take such steps as are necessary 
to assure that special consideration and empha- 
sis is given to a i y  official statement from a- nit 
of general local government adjacent to or within 
a military installation requesting the closure or 
realignment of such installation." 

The clear intent of Congress is for the Secretary 
of Defense to provide added emphasis to any 
request by a local government for the closure 
or realignment of a Department of Defense 
installation. However, the decision to close or 
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realign a military installation must be based 
on the force-structure plan and the final criteria 
established by the Department of Defense. Due 
to the nature of the military and its national 
mission, the force-structure plan and military 
operational missions may not allow the Depart- 
ment of Defense to accommodate a local 
government's request for closure or realignment. 

The Borough of Marcus Hook, PA, petitioned 
both the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commissions to close the 
Marcus Hook U.S. Army Reserve Center because 
the Army and local community have been 
unable to reach any agreement, and the com- 
munity would like to obtain the property for 
development. 

Because of this example, the Commission is 
concerned the Secretary of Defense may not be 
placing sufficient emphasis on a local 
government's request for closure or realignment 
of ;in installation. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the Secretary of Defense place 
special emphasis on all local government 
requests for closure or realignment of installations. 

With regard to the Borough of Marcus Hook 
request, the Commission urges the Department 
of Army to negotiate in good faith with the 
Department of Navy and the Borough the possible 
transfer of the Marcus Hook activities to the 
Phi1,idelphia Naval Shipyard to accommodate 
this below-threshold request. 

Environmental Cleanup Cost 
DoD's guidance to the Services provides direc- 
tion on the use of environmental costs in the 
BRAC process. This guidance states that the 
Servlces are not to consider environmental 
restoration (cleanup) costs in the cost of closure, 
since DoD is obligated to clean up bases 
regardless of whether they close or remain open. 
While it is true that all bases will be cleaned 
up, I L  doesn't follow that the restoration costs 
at a given base will remain the same if that base 
closes. Subsequent to the 1991 Commission, 
there have been new laws passed, intended to 
facilitate reuse of closing bases that impose unique 
environmental requirements on closing bases. 
These laws require the acceleration of investi- 
gatory work, and documentation on the 
presence of uncontaminated land at closing 

bases. As a result of these requirements, resto- 
ration costs can be incurred at closing bases 
that are not incurred at active bases. Addition- 
ally, it is possible that a given base's cleanup 
may need to be more extensive if that base closes, 
given possible changes in land uses. This can 
result in significant increased cleanup costs at 
closing bases. Because of the potential for 
increased environmental restoration costs at 
closing bases, it is requested the Secretary of 
Defense consider incremental environmental 
restoration costs at closing bases in his recom- 
mendations to the 1995 Commission. 

Unexploded Ordnance at Fort 
Monroe, Virginia 
The Commission has concerns with the Army's 
approach in considering ui~exploded ordnance 
at Fort Monroe, Virginia, and by implication at 
all Army facilities. Unexploded ordnance at Fort 
Monroe was raised as an impediment to closure 
of this facility due to potentially high cleanup 
costs when the base is turned over to the State 
of Virginia. An implication was made that the 
base is safe for military personnel and their fami- 
lies but would not be safe if civilians took over 
ownership of the base. In the Commission's opin- 
ion, there is an uncertainty over Fort Monroe 
due to an inadequate assessment of the extent 
and threat of unexploded ordnance. The Com- 
mission recommends the Army comprehensively 
investigate the extent of unexploded ordnance 
and ensure public health and the environment 
are protected from current and potential future 
exposure to unexploded ordnance at Fort 
Monroe and other Army facilities containing 
unexploded ordnance. The Commission requests 
the Secretary of Defense provide information 
on the status of this request to the 1995 
Commission. 

Rightsizing DoD - Service 
Initiatives 
Although the legislative history of base closure 
seems replete with statutes limiting just what 
the Department of Defense can do without 
Congressional approval, the Services do have 
some latitude to independently downsize by 
closing down relatively small installations. Since 
the first base-closure process of 1988, the 
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Services have, upon their own initiatives, taken 
a number of these smaller actions that do not 
break the threshold of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act. 

At present the Army has underway 22 separate 
initiatives to close, realign, or transfer facilities 
which when implemented will result in per- 
annum savings of approximately $67 million. 
Since 1988 the Navy has disposed of 14 
domestic and 29 overseas activities and instal- 
lations with a very conservative estimate of 
over $70 million. Just since the 1991 base- 
closure round, the Air Force has begun, and 
in some cases completed, the inactivation and 
consolidation of 12 major commands into 8. 
Additionally, 12 air divisions and 5 communi- 
cations divisions were inactivated, and 25 wings 
were eliminated. 

The Commission applauds these independent 
efforts and charges the Secretary of Defense to 
continue to encourage the Services in their 
ongoing efforts in this area. 



HISTORY OF BASE CLOSURE 
Many military installations were closed to 
reduce military overhead in the early 1960's, 
and hundreds were closed in the early 1970's 
after the end of the Vietnam War. Members of 
Congress, eager to protect the interests of their 
constituents, enacted Section 2687 of Title 10, 
United States Code. This statute required the 
Department of Defense to notify Congress 
if an installation became a closure or realign- 
ment candidate. This law also subjected 
proposed closure actions to time-consuming 
environmental evaluations which effectively 
halted base closures. 

As a result, in the late 1980's, as the force- 
structure steadily declined, the base structure 
became bloated. Readiness was threatened as 
the Services struggled to pay the operating costs 
of unneeded bases. The Secretary of Defense, in 
close cooperation with Congress, proposed a 
base closure law to close obsolete military bases 
and bring the base structure in line with the 
declining force structure. 

The 1988 Commission 

Congress protested the Secretary's proposals 
were politically influenced. To overcome the 
potential stalemate'and to ensure a fair process, 
Congress created an independent five-year 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission with the passage of Public Law 
(PL) 101-510 under Title XXIX. 

The Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
Congress created the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission "to provide a fair 
process that will result in the timely closure and 
realignment of military installations inside the 
United States". Lawmakers intended this Com- 
mission to be a model of open government. Unlike 
the 1988 DoD Commission, PL 101-510 required 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to conduct public hearings on the 
Secretary of Defense's list of closures and 
realignments and on any proposed changes to 
those recommendations. In addition, its records 
were open to public scrutiny. 

Procedurally, the 1988 DoD Commission and 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Public Law 100-526, enacted in October 1988, Commission differ substantially. The 1988 Com- 
mission, working for the Secretary of Defense, created the Secretary of Defense's Commission 
generated its list of recommended closures on Base Realignment and Closure. The law 

charged the Commission with recommending and realignments. Under the new law, the 

installations for closure or realignment based Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 

on an independent study of the domestic mili- mission independently reviews and analyzes the 

tary base structure. The 1988 Commission Secretary of Defense's recommendations and 

recommended the closure of 86 military and submits its findings directly to the President. 

the realignment of 59 others with an estimated To insure an independent process, the law 

savings of $693.6 million annually. requires the General Accounting Office (GAO) 
to provide a detailed analysis of the Secretary 

Despite the accomplishments of the 1988 DoD of befense's recommendations and selection 
Commission, additional base closures were process to the Commission. The GAO also 
necessary with the declining force-structure assists the Commission in its analysis of the 
brought on by the end of the Cold War. Since Secretary's recommendations. 
the 1988 Commission charter expired by this 

pL 101-510, as amended. provides for the time, the Executive Branch attempted to pro- 
pose further reductions on its own. In 1990, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 

Secretary of Defense Cheney announced mission to meet in 1991, 1993, and 1995. In 

additional base closures and realignments. 199 1, the Commission recommended 34 base 
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closures and 48 realignments, with estimated 
FY 1992-97 net savings of $2.3 billion and 
recurring savings of $1.5 billion annually after 
one-time costs of $4.1 billion. 

Using lessons learned from the 1991 round 
of base closures, Congress amended the 
Commission's statute in 1992 to provide a more 
deliberate, auditable, and accountable process 
for future base-closure rounds. The legislative 
changes are annotated in italics in Public Law 
101-5 10, as amended, contained in Appendix A. 

Composition of the 1993 Defenre Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission 
The Commissioners chosen to serve in the 1993 
round of the Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission have diverse backgrounds 
in public sewice, business, and the military. 
In accordance with the enacting statute, four 
commissioners were nominated in consultation 
with the U.S. House of Representatives and the 
U.S. Senate Majority Leader, and two with the 
advice of the House and Senate Minority Lead- 
ers. The two remaining nominations were made 
independently by the President. 

The Commission staff was drawn from diver- 
gent backgrounds encompassing government, law, 
academia, and the military. In addition to those 
hired directly by the Commission, other staff 
were detailed from the Department of Defense, 
the General Accounting Office, the Department 
of Commerce, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Federal Aviation Administration, 
and the General Services Administration. The 
expertise provided by the detailees from these 
diverse government agencies contributed signifi- 
cantly to the Commission's independent review 
and analysis effort. 

The Commission's review and analysis staff was 
divided into four teams - Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Interagency Issues. A direct-hire civilian 
managed each of the teams in accordance with 
the amended law which also limits the number 
of Department of Defense detailees on each 
team to two. 

THE 1993 BASE CLOSURE 
PROCESS 
Key Provisions of the Law 
Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of 
Defense to submit a list of proposed military 
base closures and realignments to the Com- 
mission by March 15, 1993. (see Appendix A) 
In accordance with the statute, these recom- 
mendations must be based upon a force- 
structure plan submitted to Congress with the 
Department of Defense budget request for 
Fiscal Year 1994, and upon final criteria 
developed by the Secretary of Defense and 
approved by Congress. For the 1993 Commis- 
sion process, the Secretary of Defense announced 
in December, 1992, that the final criteria would 
be identical to those used during the 1991 base 
closure round. 

The Secretary of Defense based the force- 
structure plan on an assessment of the probable 
threats to national security during the six-year 
period beginning, in this case, 1994, as well as 
the anticipated levels of funding that would be 
available for national defense (see Appendix B). 

The final criteria cover a broad range of 
military, fiscal, and environmental considerations. 
The first four criteria, which relate to military 
value, were given priority consideration. The 
remaining four criteria which address infrastruc- 
ture, environmental, and economic impacts, are 
important factors that may mitigate against the 
military value criteria (see Appendix C). 

The law requires t.he Commission to hold 
public hearings on the Secretary of Defense's 
base closure and realignment recommenda- 
tions and on any changes proposed by the 
Commission to those recommendations. The 
Commission must report its findings to the 
President by July 1,  1993, based on its review 
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations. To change any of the 
Secretary's recommendations, the Commission 
must find that the Secretary deviated substan- 
tially from the force-structure plan and final 
selection criteria. 
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Once the President receives the Commission's 
final report, he has until July 15 to approve or 
disapprove the recommendations. If approved, 
the report is sent to the Congress which then 
has 45 legislative days to reject the report by a 
joint resolution of disapproval or the report be- 
comes law. If the President disapproves the 
Commission's recommendations in whole or in 
part, he must transmit to the Commission and 
the Congress his reasons for disapproval. The 
Commission then has until August 15 to sub- 
mlt a revised list of recommendations to the 
President. At that point, the President either 
forwards the revised list to Congress by Sep- 
tember 1, or the 1993 base closure process is 
terminated with no action taken to close or 
realign bases. The law prohibits Congress from 
making any amendments to the recommenda- 
tions, thereby requiring an "all-or-nothing" 
acceptance of the recommendations. 

The Ofice of the Secretary of Defme 
(OSD) Guidcznce to the Military 
Departments and D e w e  ~ ~ & c i e s  
The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
provided policy guidance to the Services and 
Defense Agencies specifying procedures to en- 
sure compliance with the base-closure law. The 
OSD issued several memoranda establishing 
policy, procedures, authorities, and responsi- 
billties for the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies in the selection of bases 
for realignment and closure, including the 
following requirements: studies must be based 
on the January, 1994, force-structure plan and 
the same eight final criteria used in 1991; all 
installations must be considered equally; com- 
prehensive record-keeping, internal-control, and 
certification policies and systems for data 
requirements and sources definition, justifica- 
tion of data changes, and verification of 
accuracy must be implemented; installations 
must be grouped into appropriate categories 
and subcategories based on missions, capabili- 
ties, or affiliates; excess capacity must be deter- 
mined; and, the "Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions" (COBRA) model must be used to cal- 
culate costs, savings, and return on investment 
of proposed closures and realignments. 

Criteria 1 - 4: Military Department 
and Defense Agency Assessments 

THE ARMY PROCESS 

The Army established the Total Army Basing 
Study (TABS) Group of 10 full-time Army Staff 
members to make recommendations for poten- 
tial base closures and realignments to the Army 
Chief of Staff and the Secretary of the Army. 

TABS employed a two-phased process to make 
recommendations on base closures and realign- 
ments. First, the TABS Group arranged installa- 
tions into 11 categories based on the primary 
mission, and then analyzed the military 
value of each installation within its category. 
Military value was based on five measures 
of merit - mission essentiality, mission suit- 
ability, operational efficiency, quality of life, 
and expandability. 

From this analysis, the TABS Group identified 
its candidates for further study. Next, the TABS 
Group developed closure and realignment 
alternatives which they subjected to a cycle of 
analysis based on feasibility, affordability, 
socioeconomic impacts, environmental impacts, 
and the subjective pros and cons of each alter- 
native. Finally, the TABS Group used these 
assessments to determine its recommendations 
which were ultimately delivered to the Acting 
Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief 
of Staff who forwarded the recommendations 
to the Secretary of Defense. 

THE NAVY PROCESS 

The Navy established an eight-member Base 
Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) to for- 
mulate closure and realignment recommenda- 
tions, with the Base Structure Analysis Team 
(BSAT) providing support to the Committee. 

The analysis process began by categorizing 
installations according to the support they 
provided to Navy and Marine Corps opera- 
tional forces: personnel, weapon systems and 
material support, and shore support. These three 
categories were further divided into subcate- 
gories and subelements. The analysis began 
with numerous data calls to installations to 



Chapter 3 

determine excess capacity and military value. 
Military value was based on the assessment 
criteria of readiness, facilities, mobilization 
capability, and cost and manpower implications. 

The BSEC then developed closure and realign- 
ment scenarios using a computer model designed 
to achieve the maximum reduction of excess 
capacity and, to the maximum extent practi- 
cable, achieve an average military value equal 
to or greater than all installations currently in 
that subcategory. Finally, the BSEC applied mili- 
tary judgment to the results achieved with the 
computer model to develop a final scenario. 

Once the BSEC developed candidate bases for 
closure or realignment, they evaluated them 
against final criteria five through eight. The 
final Navy recommendations were submitted 
to the Chief of Naval Operations, who, in his 
capacity as Acting Secretary of the Navy and 
with the advice of the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, nominated bases to the Secretary 
of Defense for closure or realignment. 

THE AIR FORCE PROCESS 

The Air Force appointed a Base Closure Execu- 
tive Group (BCEG) comprised of seven general 
officers and six Senior Executive Service-level 
civilian personnel to implement the base- 
closure law and the OSD guidance regarding 
base closures and realignments. 

Based on data received from questionnaires, the 
Air Force performed capacity analyses on 99 
bases and on-site surveys at 48 installations to 
evaluate the ability of each base to accommo- 
date increased force-structure. 

Next, the Air Force categorized bases according 
to their mission followed with an excess- 
capacity analysis to identify beddown opportu- 
nities for activities and aircraft that would 
relocate. Next, the BCEG developed a color- 
coded rating scale for approximately 160 
subelements in order to examine specific data 
points related to the eight final selection crite- 
ria; "green" indicated a base was more desirable 
for retention, "red" was least desirable, and 
"yellow" was between the two. 

For each category under consideration, the BCEG 
discussed the options and voted by secret 

ballot on closure and realignment recommen- 
dations. The BCEG then briefed the Acting 
Secretary of the Air Force who nominated the 
selected bases to the Secretary of Defense. 

THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (DLA) 
PROCESS 

The Director of the Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA) established a Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) E,xecutive Group comprised of 
both executive-l.eve1 civilian and military 
personnel and a BRA(: Working Group of full- 
time members and support staff from specific 
DLA technical areas. The BRAC Working Group 
collected data that had been analyzed and certi- 
fied, developed and evaluated recommendations 
for Executive Group consideration, conducted 
sensitivity analyses, and compiled documenta- 
tion to support the final DLA recommendations. 
The Working Group categorized activities based 
on general DLA missions and functions, in four 
categories: regional headquarters, distribution 
depots, inventory control points, and service1 
support activities. Excess capacity was evalu- 
ated through a series of questions to determine 
the physical space and throughput capacity 
available and used at each location. Their 
evaluation also corisidered projections for 
drawdowns in the force-structure plan, changes 
in basing and effectiveness, and initiatives 
expected to improve DLA operational efficiency 
and effectiveness. 

The Executive Group next analyzed military value 
to determine the relative ranking of an activity 
compared to other installations in the same 
category, and then developed weighted measures 
of merit - mission essentiality, mission suit- 
ability, operational efficiencies, and expandability 
- to complete their analysis of military value. 

Using the excess capacity and military value evalu- 
ations, the Executive Group identified potential 
candidates for closure or realignment. From these 
candidates, scenarios and alternative options were 
evaluated against the force-structure plan, as well 
as the COBRA model, to assess costs, savings, 
and return on investment. After the Executive 
Group considered the impacts of the scenarios, 
recommendations were made to the Director of 
the DLA for realignment or closure. 



THE DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS In accordance with PL 101-510, all of the 
AGENCY (DISA) PROCESS information used by the Secretary of Defense 

The Director of the Defense Information Tech- 
nology Services Office (DITSO) established the 
Defense Data Center Consolidation (DDCC) team 
to begin the consolidation of data processing 
centers under the base closure and realignment 
process. The DDCC team used the significant 
amount of work already performed by the 
Services to consolidate Service/Agency data 
processing centers into larger, more efficient 
"megacenters." The DDCC team developed a site 
selection process to identify existing sites with 
the greatest potential to serve as megacenters. 

The DDCC team, with the assistance of experts 
from various Defense Agencies and the Services, 
judged the relative merits of megacenter candi- 
dates using the criteria categories of facilities, 
security, and operations, and through data 
obtained from questionnaires and site visits to 
megacenter candidates. Of the 36 megacenter 
candidates scored, 15 were recommended in rank 
order as megacenter sites. The number of sites 
required wacdetermined by first calculating the 
total processing workload requirements of those 
sites being consolidated, and then distributing 
the requirements beginning with the top-ranked 
site, until all the requirements were satisfied. 
An analysis was performed to determine how 
much the site ranking order depended on the 
weights assigned to each criterion and the 
inclusion or exclusion of a specific criterion. 

Criteriu 1 - 4: Commission Review 

The Commission set up four teams within its 
Department of Review and Analysis - one team 
to review each respective Service application of 
the military value criteria to the base closure 
process, and an Interagency team which reviewed 
the Defense Agencies' application of the mili- 
tary value criteria to the base closure process. 
The Interagency team also reviewed criteria five 
through eight for all of the Services and 
Defense Agencies. Each team analyzed its Service's 
methodology to ensure general compliance with 
the law, to confirm accuracy of data, and to 
determine if base-specific recommendations were 
properly offered by the Secretary of Defense. 

to prepare recomm~ndations must be sent to 
Congress, the Commission, and the Comptrol- 
ler General. Within the Commission, each team 
began its review and analysis with an examina- 
tion of the documents provided by the Services. 
First they determined whether the recommen- 
dations were based on the force-structure plan 
and eight criteria, and whether all bases were 
considered equally. Next, the teams considered 
if categories, subcategories and base exclusions 
were reasonable. 

Each of the teams reviewed the process the 
Service used to assess military value, as well as 
the reasonableness of the data they used. Each 
team examined the capacity analyses performed 
by the Service and highlighted installation 
categories that required additional scrutiny. 
Specific data analyses included a review of the 
COBRA input data and military construction cost 
estimates, as well as the capacity of receiver 
installations to accept missions. 

Throughout the review and analysis process, the 
Commission staff maintained an active and 
ongoing dialogue with the communities who 
made significant contributions to the entire 
process. Staff members also accompanied Com- 
missioners on base visits, attended regional 
hearings, and visited closure and realignment 
candidates and receiving installations. 

UNIQUE CHALLENGES CONSIDERED BY 
THE COMMISSION 

The Commission addressed several unique 
challenges presented by each of the Services' 
implementation of the base closure and realign- 
ment process. 

Based mainly on a comparative review of 
facility requirements and available assets, the 
Commission believed the Army may not 
have taken a sufficiently close look at excess 
capacity within its infrastructure. Therefore, 
the Commissioners voted to study additional 
bases for further consideration as closure or 
realignment candidates. 
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NAVY 

The Commission shared the concerns of the 
General Accounting Office that the Navy's 
process could result in the closure of bases 
with higher military value scores than those 
recommended to remain open. Therefore, the 
Commissioners voted to study additional bases 
for further consideration as closure or realign- 
ment candidates in part because the computer 
model used to assess alternative scenarios was 
designed to maximize the reduction of excess 
capacity, and then to evaluate average military 
value. The Commission performed a thorough 
and exhaustive review to ensure the evaluation 
process used to determine whether the bases 
recommended for closure or realignment 
conformed to the force-structure plan and 
selection criteria. 

AIR FORCE 

Because a lack of documentation made it diffi- 
cult to verify the Base Closure Executive Group's 
(BCEG) rationale for closure and realignment 
decisions, the Commission's Air Force team 
conducted an independent analysis of criteria 
1, 2 ,  and 3. The study was performed to 
validate Air Force base operational groupings, 
and to analyze a base's ability to support other 
missions that were not rated by the BCEG. 

The Commission staff reviewed the Air Force 
questionnaires to determine which questions were 
relevant to operational military value within each 
mission area. Questions chosen for inclusion in 
the staff's independent analysis focused on 
operational areas for generating training sorties 
(e.g. fuel, ramp space, and weather) as well as 
the training airspace and ranges to support train- 
ing once airborne. Next, the staff scored and 
analyzed the bases in four mission areas: airlift, 
bomber, fighter, and tanker. The staff then 
determined score values and a point score for 
each question response. The scoring and analy- 
sis of questionnaire data for operational aspects 
provided relative values among bases across a 
wide spectrum of mission aspects, rating more 
question responses than the BCEG. The staff 
then performed a base-by-base comparative analy- 
sis and scored all bases claiming a mission 
capability for the mission areas in question. 
This analysis provided Commissioners with 
alternatives to the Air Force's more subjective 

and less quantifiable ranking methodology. 
The analysis was provided to supplement, not 
replace, the Air Force methodology. The analy- 
sis was not a stand-alone or sole determinant 
in the Commission's closure and realignment 
decisions. 

DEFENSE MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

In the past, the Military Departments developed 
depot maintenance capabilities to suit their own 
mission needs. Recently, a Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(JCS) Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study 
determined defense depots collectively have 25 
to 50 percent more capacity than necessary. The 
estimated depot excess capacity would be even 
higher if certain private sector capabilities were 
included in the analysis. 

The Departments' attempts to eliminate dupli- 
cative depot operations in Service-controlled 
depots have been largely unsuccessful. The 
Commission found that similar work was 
conducted at multiple locations primarily as a 
result of the Services' parochial interests. For 
example, the Commission found: (1) tactical mis- 
sile maintenance activities were performed at 
nine locations; (2) wheeled vehicle maintenance 
was performed at three locations; (3) rotary wing 
maintenance activities at three locations; and 
(4) ground communications maintenance at four 
sites. These inefficiencies could be avoided 
through interservicing of like commodities. 

The total cost of depot-level repair programs 
exceeds $13 billion, but only two percent of 
the total is expended through interservicing 
arrangements. The JCS study estimated DoD could 
save between $2 billion and $9 billion over the 
next 10 years if unneeded depots were closed 
and similar workloads were consolidated. 

In December, 1992, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense directed the Services to develop inte- 
grated base closure and realignment recommen- 
dations, taking full advantage of all possible 
interservicing options. According to OSD offi- 
cials, the Services decided there was insufficient 
time to consider all possible interservicing 
options and, instead, attempted to eliminate 
excess depot capacity within Service boundaries. 
Consequently, the Secretary of Defense suggested 
the Commission examine the interservicing 
possibilities. 
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The Commission analyzed and evaluated the 
potential for increased interservicing of rotary- 
wing aircraft, wheeled vehicles, tactical missiles, 
and ground-communications and electronics 
systems workloads. Private sector capability was 
not assessed. The interservicing categories were 
selected from a matrix of duplicate repair func- 
tions included in the JCS study, from potential 
savings estimated by the Defense Depot Main- 
tenance Council, and from suggestions made to 
the Commissioners during initial site visits. 

The Commission analyzed depot capacity within 
the Navy and Air Force fixed-wing depot struc- 
ture. However, no attempt was made by the 
Commission to analyze fixed-wing interservicing 
due to a wide range of problems and a lack of 
reliable comparative information. 

Potential interservicing arrangements for the 
rotary-wing aircraft, wheeled vehicles, tactical 
missiles, and ground communications and 
electronics-system commodities were analyzed 
by analyzing comparative information and 
visiting potentially-impacted depots. Addition- 
ally, information was analyzed regarding: unique 
depot maintenance functions, related military 
value, investment in depot plant and equip- 
ment, depot capacity, projected workload 
and utilization rates, operating costs per hour, 
and cost per unit. 

AIRSPACE 

In evaluating airspace, the Commission received 
expert analysis support from a full-time Federal 
Aviation Administration detailee who reviewed 
criterion 2 which specifically addressed the 
availability and condition of associated airspace 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

The FAA detailee provided valuable assistance 
by obtaining and reviewing data and informa- 
tion including current air traffic control services, 
aeronautical charts and publications, growth trend 
statistics, information on civil airports near mili- 
tary airfields, information on civil and military 
facilities and equipment, and planned or 
proposed airspace expansions. 

Additionally, airport and airspace data sub- 
mitted by the Services relative to recommenda- 
tions regarding a military airfield were reviewed, 
verified, and validated. Data prepared by the 
Commission such as aeronautical charts depict- 
ing military and civil airports, special military 
use airspace, training areas/routes, and the 
structure of the national airspace/route system 
were discussed and reviewed for accuracy 
and completeness. 

The detailee and members of the Interagency 
Issues, Air Force, and Navy teams prepared 
and reviewed detailed and consistent airspace 
briefing maps for each base. These maps were 
developed to clearly depict ground encroach- 
ment, the airspace structure around military 
and civil airports, and the availability and 
accessibility of military special use airspace and 
training areas. Examples of the maps prepared 
are on the following pages and show ground 
encroachment at Plattsburgh AFB, the airspace 
structure around militarylcivil airports in Southern 
California, and the availability and accessibility 
to military special use airspace and training 
areas on the East Coast from Virginia to Florida. 

The detailee served as the liaison for the 
Commission with the FAA Washington head- 
quarters, regional offices, and field facilities. 
Specific matters addressed included air traffic 
control operational, procedural, and equipment 
issues; military and civil airspace; and, airport 
and air and ground encroachment. 
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Criteriu 5 - 8: Military Department, 
Defense Agency and Commission Review 
While the first four selection criteria assessed 
military value and were given priority consider- 
ation, the remaining criteria were also applied 
in base closure and realignment evaluations. 
Because these criteria were not driven by 
military considerations specific to a Service, the 
Commission's Interagency Issues team evaluated 
criteria application across all Services to ensure 
process uniformity and compliance with the 
legal requirement to evaluate recommendations 
based on the final selection criteria. 

CRITERION 5: RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

As prescribed by OSD policy guidance, the Cost 
of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model was 
used by the Services and Defense Agencies to 
calculate costs, savings, net present value, and 
return on investment for base closure and 
realignment actions. Return on investment was 
the expected payback period in years for each 
proposed base closure or realignment. COBRA 
input data consisted of standard factors, which 
generally remained constant, and base/scenario 
factors which were unique. Standard factor 
examples included civilian pay, national median 
home price, discount rates, and costs per mile 
of moving personnel and equipment. Examples 
of base/scenario factors included the number 
of authorized personnel at a base, the size of 
the base, the number of personnel moving, 
and construction costs required by the move. 
The output data was used by each of the 
Services and Defense Agencies in their decision- 
making process. 

All of the COBRA runs used by the Services 
and Defense Agencies in formulating their 
recommendations were provided to the Com- 
mission with the Secretary's list. Other 
COBRA runs were submitted by the Services 
and Defense Agencies by request from the 
Commission. Review of the data by the Com- 
mission continued throughout the Commission's 
evaluation process. 

CRITERION 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT 

OSD policy guidance instructed Services to mea- 
sure community economic impact including 
the direct and indirect effect on employment 
at closing, realigning, and receiving locations. 

To estimate indirect job losses in the communi- 
ties (the economic area), indirect employment 
multipliers developed by the DoD Office of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA) were used in 
conjunction with direct job loss. Based on the 
size of the community affected and the type of 
personnel located at the installation, the multi- 
pliers were conservatively developed to reflect 
the worst-case scenario, and were affirmed 
by the Department of Commerce Bureau of 
Economic Analysis. Indirect employment 
losses resulted from base contracts to local busi- 
nesses, as well as spending by DoD personnel 
in the local community for housing, utilities, 
and services. 

Each of the Services provided direct-employment 
figures which included proposed personnel 
changes for military and civilians (including 
contractor personnel employed on the base or 
in the immediate vicinity) and military trainees 
at each base. Manpower changes directly asso- 
ciated with changes in the force structure were 
excluded from the economic analysis. 

If more than one closing or realigning base was 
located in the same economic area, regardless 
of Service, OSD calculated the cumulative 
impact of all the proposed actions on a com- 
munity. Employment impacts resulting from 
the 1988 and 1991 base-closure process were 
also included in the cumulative-impact calcula- 
tions by including personnel losses scheduled 
to occur in the future as a result of past 
base-closure actions. The July 1992 Bureau of 
Labor Statistics employment data captured job 
losses which had already occurred due to 
previous base closures. 

The Commission's Review and Analysis 
Interagency Issues team, with the assistance of 
Department of Commerce economists, validated 
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the methodology used by the Services. The 
Services generally complied with the OSD 
guidance to estimate economic impact. Verifi- 
cation of the data and methodology was 
accomplished by confirming DOD personnel 
impacts, documenting indirect employment 
multipliers, reviewing the process used to 
select impacted communities (economic area), 
validating employment levels within the com- 
munity, and documenting calculations used to 
estimate installation and cumulative economic 
impacts. The Commission also made indepen- 
dent employment impact assessments, with the 
assistance of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency (FEMA), and collected additional 
economic data for the 31 major bases included 
in the Secretary's recommendations. 

CRITERION 7: COMMUNITY 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Absent specific policy guidance from OSD 
regarding criterion seven, "the ability of both 
the existing and potential receiving communi- 
ties' infrastructure to support forces, missions, 
and personnel", the Services took varied 
approaches in their evaluations. 

Common community infrastructure factors evalu- 
ated included housing, health care, education, 
transportation, and recreation. The Army and 
Defense Logistics Agency compiled military value 
assessments, which included community infra- 
structure components for each installation 
eligible for closure and realignment. The Navy 
and Air Force collected data pursuant to this 
criterion in community infrastructure data calls 
for each installation eligible for closure and 
realignment. Neither the Air Force nor DLA 
specifically addressed community infrastructure 
in their analyses of impacts from specific 
recommendations. 

The Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) 
activities are generally small tenants on larger 
military installations. Therefore, DISA concluded 
its consolidation would not have significant 
community infrastructure impact since an 
entire base community would not be affected 
by a small tenant's dislocation. 

In conclusion, while little direction was given 
to the Services by OSD, the Services did evalu- 
ate community infrastructure in their decision- 
making process in compliance with this criterion. 

CRITERION 8: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

OSD guidance required a summary statement 
and status for each of the services' recom- 
mendations which addressed: threatened or 
endangered species, wetlands, historical and 
archeological sites, pollution control, hazard- 
ous materials/wastes, land use and airspace 
implications, and programmed environmental 
costs/cost avoidances. Each Service had a 
different perspectlve when they considered the 
relationship between closure and realignment 
actions and the seven environmental attributes. 

Although each Service and the Defense Logistics 
Agency, provided environmental summaries 
for eligible installations, the Army and the Air 
Force did not address programmed costs/cost 
avoidances. The Army's recommendation report 
and installation summaries provided incon- 
sistent information regarding this attribute. 
In response to questions from the Commission, 
the Army stated they did not use this attribute 
in return on investment calculations. The Air 
Force was unable to document that these costs 
were considered. 

OSD's guidance was sufficiently general to 
allow the Services to apply varied perspectives 
to the environmental attributes. The documen- 
tation provided by the Navy and DLA addressed 
all seven environmental attributes found in the 
OSD policy guidance. While the Army and 
the Air Force base closure decisions did not 
consider programmed environmental costs/cost 
avoidance, each fully addressed the remaining 
six attributes. It is reasonable to believe that 
a more complete evaluation of this attribute 
would generally not have altered their 
recommendations. 

The Commission did not agree with the Army's 
position that the high cost of environmental 
cleanup precluded their recommending the 
closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia. The Commis- 
sion does not support the implication that Fort 



Monroe real estate is environmentally safe enough 
for Army soldiers but will not be safe enough 
for the Commonwealth of Virginia if the 
installation was returned to the state. 

ADDlTIONS TO THE SECRETARY'S LIST 
FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

During the Commission's review and analysis 
process, several concurrent activities provided 
information to the Commission. First, the 
Commission thoroughly analyzed all of the 
information used by the Secretary of Defense to 
prepare the recommendations. The Commission 
also held seven investigative hearings in 
Washington, DC, where Military Department 
representatives directly responsible for the 
Secretary's recommendations testified to the 
Commission. Several defense and base closure 
experts within the federal government, private 
sector, and academia testified about the specif- 
ics of the base-closure process and the poten- 
tial impacts of the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations. The Commissioners and 
starf members also conducted over 125 fact- 
finding visits to activities at each major installa- 
tion recommended by the Secretary of Defense 
and considered by the Commission for closure 
or realignment, held 17 regional hearings to hear 
directly from communities nationwide, heard 
from hundreds of Members of Congress who 
testified before the Commission, and received 
over a quarter of a million letters from con- 
cerned citizens across the country. Addition- 
ally, the Commission received input from the 
General Accounting Office, as required by the 
base-closure statute, which included a report 
containing its evaluation of DoD's selection 
process. 

Based on the information gathered and the 
analyses performed, alternatives and further 
additions to the Secretary's list were considered. 
To perform a thorough analysis and consider 
all reasonable options, the Commissioners voted 
on March 29 and on May 21 to add a total of 
73 installations for further consideration as 
alternatives and additions to the 165 bases 
recommended for closure or realignment by 
the Secretary of Defense (see Appendix E). 
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As required by law, the Commission published 
the required notice in the Federal Register 
to inform communities that their bases were 
under consideration by the Commission for pos- 
sible closure or realignment. Public hearings were 
held for each of the installations the Commis- 
sion added for consideration and each major 
base was visited by at least one Commissioner. 

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE (GAO) 

Under Public Law 101-510, as amended, GAO 
evaluated DoD's selection process, provided the 
Commission and Congress a report containing 
their detailed analysis of the process, and 
assisted the Commission in its review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

Nine professional staff members were detailed 
by the GAO to serve full-time on the 
Commission's Review and Analysis teams. The 
GAO detailees participated fully in each phase 
of the review and analysis effort. They verified 
data, visited candidate bases, participated in 
local hearings, and testified before the Com- 
mission at its public hearings. Additionally, GAO 
field personnel visited bases to gather infor- 
mation first-hand and verify data solicited by 
the Commission. 

GAO reported to Congress and the Commis- 
sion that the Services' selection process was 
reasonable, and the Secretary of Defense's rec- 
ommendations appropriate, even though some 
were singled out for additional review. GAO 
was concerned the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) did not exercise strong leader- 
ship in providing oversight of the military 
Services and Defense Agencies during the pro- 
cess, and had generally ignored government- 
wide cost implications. 

The GAO reported that the Army's methodol- 
ogy and decision-making process used to evaluate 
and recommend installations for closure or 
realignment complied with legislation, was 
well documented, and generally supported by 
accurate data and appeared reasonable. 
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While the GAO report agreed with the Army's 
selection methodology, the GAO took excep- 
tion with the Army's decision to retain Fort 
Monroe, Virginia. The GAO report also noted 
the Secretary of Defense's action to remove the 
Army's recommendation to close the Presidio 
of Monterey, California, because intelligence 
community concerns generated conflicting points 
of view within DoD on this issue. The GAO 
also questioned the cost and savings projections 
raised questions of this recommendation. 

The GAO concluded the Navy process was 
well documented. However, GAO noted senior 
military and civilian officials' judgements 
and assumptions were part of the decision- 
making process, and several reasonable ques- 
tions could be raised about some of the final 
recommendations. 

Although the Air Force process appeared rea- 
sonable and the data used generally accurate, 
the GAO found the process difficult to verify 
and noted some judgements which were not 
clearly documented. In some cases, Air Force 
decisions could not be verified using existing 
documentation. 

The GAO certified the accuracy and complete- 
ness of data and found the Defense Logistics 
Agency's selection process complied with statu- 
tory requirements, although some estimated cost 
savings appeared questionable. 

Finally, GAO reported the Defense Information 
Systems Agency (DISA) process and implemen- 
tation was generally sound. The GAO concluded 
the approach DISA used to select megacenter 
sites were reasonable. 



What follows is a copy of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101- 
510). In italics are the subsequent changes made by Congress in the Fiscal Years 1992/1993 Depart- 
ment of Defense Authorization Bill (P.L. 102-311) and the Fiscal Year 1993 Department of Defense 
Authorization Bill (P.L. 102-484). 

TITLE XXIX - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 
Defense Base PART A-Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Closure and 
Realignment SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 
Act of 1990. 
10 USC 2687 (a) Short Title. - This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure 
note. and Realignment Act of 1990". 

(b) Purpose. - The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will result 
in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION 
note. (a) Establishment. - There is established an independent commission to be known 

as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission". 
(b) Duties. - The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in this 

part. 
( c )  Appointment. - (1)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight members 

appointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of the Senate. 
President. (B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for appointment to 

the Commission - 
(i) by no later than January 3, 1991, in the case of members of the Commission 

whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 102nd Congress; 
(ii) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of members of the Commis- 

sion whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 103rd Con- 
gress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members of the Commis- 
sion whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 104th Con- 
gress. 

"(C) I f  the President does not transmit to Congress the nominationsfor appointment to the 
Commission on or before the date specijiedfor 1993 in clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) or for 
1995 in clause (iii) of such subparagraph, the process by which military installations may be 
selected for closure or realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be termi- 
nated". 

(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 majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of two members; 
(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning the appoint- 

ment of one member; and 
(D) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of one member. 
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(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the Com- 
mission for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (l)(B), the President 
shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission. 

(d) Terms. - (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the Com- 
mission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during 
which the member was appointed to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the confirmation of a suc- 
cessor. 

(e) Meetings. - (1) The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 1991, 
1993, and 1995. 

Public (2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which classified 
Information. information is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. 

(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission shall be 
open, upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommit- 
tee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the Committee on Armed Ser- 
vices of the Senate, or such other members of the Subcommittee designated by 
such Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommit- 
tee on Military Installations and Facilities of the Committee on Armed Services of 
the House of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommittee desig- 
nated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the Subcommit- 
tees on Military Construction of the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and of the House of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommit- 
tees designated by such Chairmen or ranking minority party members. 

(f) Vacancies. - A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same manner 
as the original appointment, but the individual appointed to fill the vacancy shall 
serve only for the unexpired portion of the term for which the individual's predeces- 
sor was appointed. 

(g) Pay and Travel Expenses. - (l)(A) Each member, other than the Chairman, 
shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of 
basic pay payable for level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5 ,  
United States Code, for each day (including travel time) during which the member is 
engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in the (,ommission. 

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a 
rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay payable for 
level I11 of the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5 ,  United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsis- 
tence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5 ,  United States Code. 

(h) Director of Staff. - (1) The Commission shall, without regard to section 
5311(b) of title 5 ,  United States Code, appoint a Director who has not served on 
active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the Department of 
Defense during the one-year period preceding the date of such appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5 ,  United States Code. 

(i) Staff. - (1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the approval of 
the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of additional personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the provisions of 
title 5 ,  United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and 
any personnel so appointed may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter 111 of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so appointed may not receive pay in 
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excess of the annual rate of basic pay payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 
(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to the 

Commission rray be on detail from the Department of Defense. 
"(B)(i) Not more than one-fijth of the professional analysts of the Commission staff may 

be persons detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission. 
"(ii) No per:;on detailed from the Dejartment of Defense to the Commission may be 

assigned as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military department or defense 
agency. 

"(C) A person may not be detailedfrom the Department of Defense to the Commission if, 
within 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person participated personally and 
substantially in # m y  matter within the Department of Defense concerning the preparation of 
recommendations for closures or realignments of military installations. 

"(Dl No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the Department of 
Defense, may -- 

"(i) prepare m y  report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or efficiency of the perfor- 
mance on the s tqf  of the Commission of any person detailed from the bepartment of Defense 
to that staff; 

"(ii) review t f  e preparation o j  such a report; or 
"(iii) approve or disapprove such a report."; and 
( 4 )  Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal department or agency 

may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the Commission to 
assist the Comnlission in carrying out its duties under this part. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, includ- 
ing the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an agreement 
entered into with the Commission. 
"(6) The following restrictions relating to the personnel of the Commission shall apply 

during 1992 and 1994: 
"(A) There mcry not be more than 15 persons on the staff at any one time. 
"(Bl The staj-  may perform only such functions as are necessary to prepare for the 

transition to new membership on the Commission in the following year. 
"(C] No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the Department of Defense may 

serve on the staff. ". 
(j) Other ~ u t h o r i t ~ .  - (1) The Commission may procure by contract, to the extent 

funds are availa~le, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants 
pursuant to sectlon 3109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Com~nission may lease space and acquire personal property to the extent 
funds are available. 

(k) Funding. - (1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commission 
such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such funds shall 
remain available until expended. 

(2) If no funds are appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second 
session of the 10lst  Congress, the Secretary of Defense may transfer, for fiscal year 
1991, to the Commission funds from the Department of Defense Base Closure Ac- 
count established by section 207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shall remain 
available until expended. 

(1) Termination. - The Commission shall terminate on December 31, 1995. 
"(m) Prohibition Against Restricting Communications. - Section 1034 of title 10, 

United States Cod,:, shall apply with respect to communications with the Commission.". 

10 LSC 2687 SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE 
note. CL(3SURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) Force-Strilcture Plan. - (1) As part of the budget justification documents 
submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the Department of Defense for 
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Federal 
Register, 
publication. 

Federal 
Register, 
publication. 

Federal 
Register, 
publication. 

each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 1996, the Secretary shall include a force- 
structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the Secretary of the 
probable threats to the national security during the six-year period beginning with 
the fiscal year for which the budget request is made and of the anticipated levels of 
funding that will be available for national defense purposes during such period. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to mili- 
tary installations inside the United States that may be closed or realigned under such 
plan - 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph (1); 
(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the end of 

such period for each military department (with specific:ations of the number and 
type of units in the active and reserve forces of each such department), and (ii) 
of the units that will need to be forward based (with a justification thereof) 
during and at the end of each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force-structure 
plan. 

(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force-structure plan to the 
Commission. 

(b) Selection Criteria. -(1) The Secretary shall, by no later than December 31, 1990, 
publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees 
the criteria proposed to be used by the Department of Defense in making recommen- 
dations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United States 
under this part. The Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public comment on 
the proposed criteria for a period of at least 30 days and shall include notice of that 
opportunity in the publication required under the preceding sentence. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15, 1991, publish in the Federal 
Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees the final criteria to be 
used in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, making such recommendations 
unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before March 15, 
1991. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not become 
effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, opened to public 
comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense 
committees in final form by no later than "January 15" of the year concerned. Such 
amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with the force-structure 
plan referred to in subsection (a), in making such recon~mendations unless disap- 
proved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before "February 15" of the 
year concerned. 

( c )  DoD Recommendations. - (1) The Secretary may, by no later than April 15, 1991, 
"March 15, 1993 and March 15, 1995," publish in the Federal Register and transmit 
to the congressional defense committees and to the Commission a list of the military 
installations inside the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or 
realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan and the final criteria referred to in 
subsection (b)(2) that are applicable to 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 re- 
sulted in the recommendation for each installation, including a justification for each 
recommendation. 

(3) In considering military installations for closure or realignment, the Secretary 
shall consider all military installations inside the United States equally without regard 
to whether the installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure or 
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realignment bj, the Department. 
"(4) In addition to making all information used by the Secretary to prepare the recom- 

mendations under this subsection available to Congress (including any committee or member 
of Congress), the Secretary shall also make such information available to the Commission 
and the Comptroller General of the United States. "; and 

"(5)(A) Each person referred to in subparagraph (B), when submitting information to the 
Secretary of De,'ense or the Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a military 
installation, shall certiJy that such information is accurate and complete to the best of that 
person's knowlellge and belief. 

"(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to the following persons: 
"(i) The Secrztaries of the military departments. 
-(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
"(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include personal and substantial 

involvement in ,:he preparation and submission of information and recommendations con- 
cerning the closure or realignment of military installations, as designated in  regulations 
which the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe, regulations which the Secretary of each 
military department shall prescribefor personnel within that military department, or regula- 
tions which the head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that De- 
fense Agency. 

"(6) In the ccrse of any information provided to the Commission by a person described in 
paragraph (5)(B,), the Commission shall submit that information to the Senate and the House 
of Representatives to be made available to the Members of the House concerned in accor- 
dance with the rlnles of that House. The information shall be submitted to the Senate and the 
House of Representatives within 24 hours after the submission of the information to the 
Commission. Thc Secretary of Defense shall prescribe regulations to ensure the compliance of 
the Commission with this paragraph". 

Public (d) Review imd Recommendations by the Commission. - ( I )  After receiving the 
information. recommendations from the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) for any year, the 

Commission s h ~ l l  conduct public hearings on the recommendations. 
Reports. (2)(A) The (:ommission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year in which the 

Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), transmit to the 
President a report containing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on a 
review and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with the 
Commission's recommendations for closures and realignments of military installa- 
tions inside the United States. 

(B) "Subject t t ,  subparagraph (Cl, in  making" its recommendations, the Commission 
may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the 
Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force-struc- 
ture plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l) in making recommenda- 
tions. 

"(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the recommendations made 
by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change only if the Commission - 

"(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
"(ii) determints that the change is consistent with the force-structure plan and final 

criteria referred to in subsection (c)( l ) ;  
"(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal Register not less than 30 

days before transmitting its recommendations to the President pursuunt to paragraph (2); 
and 

"(iv) conducts aublic hearings on the proposed change. 
"(Dl Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change by the Commission in the Secretary's 

recommendations that would - 
"(i) add a mil~tary installation to the list of military installations recommended by the 



Appendix A 

Secretary for closure; 
"(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended by the 

Secretary for realignment; or 
"(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation recom- 

mended by the Secretary. ". 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the Presi- 

dent pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation made by the Commission that is 
different from the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection 
(c). The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressional defense 
committees on the same date on which i t  transmits its recommendations to the 
President under paragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Commission transmits recommendations 
to the President under this subsection, the Commission shall promptly provide, upon 
request, to any Member of Congress information used by the Commission in making 
its recommendations. 

Reports. ( 5 )  The Comptroller General of the United States shall - 
(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission's re- 

view and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to 
subsection (C); and 

(B) by no later than April I5  of each year in which the Secretary makes such 
recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a report 
containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection 
process. 

Reports. (e) Review by the President. - (1) The President shall, by no later than July 15 of 
each year in which the Commission makes recommendations under subsection (d), 
transmit to the Commission and to the Congress a report containing the President's 
approval or disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the 
President shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, together 
with a certification of such approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in whole 
or in part, the President shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress the 
reasons for that disapproval. The Commission shall then transmit to the President, by 
no later than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of recommendations for 
the closure and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of the Commis- 
sion transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President shall transmit a 
copy of such revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a certification 
of such approval. 

( 5 )  I f  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 Commis- 
sion has transmitted recommendations to the President under this part, the process 
by which military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this 
part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 
note. (a) In General. - Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary shall - 

(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the Commis- 
sion in each report transmitted to the Congress by the President pursuant to 
section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment by such 
Commission in each such report; 

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than two years after the 
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date on which the President transmits a report to the Congress pursuant to section 
2903(e) cmtaining the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) co~nplete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of the 
six-year period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the 
report pursuant to section 2903(e) containing the recommendations for such 
closures clr realignments. 

(b) Congressional Disapproval. - (1) The Secretary may not carry out any closure 
or realignmenl recommended by the Commission in a report transmitted from the 
President pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance 
with the provi:,ions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of the Com- 
mission before the earlier of - 

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the Presi- 
dent transmits such report; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which such 
report is transmitted. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and (c) of 
section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session because of 
adjournment clf more than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the 
computation 01' a period. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2905. IbIPLEMENTATION 
note. (a) In General. - (1) In closing or realigning any military installation under this 

part, the Secretary may - 
(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any military 

installation, including the acquisition of such land, the construction of such 
replaceme-~t facilities, the performance of such activities, and the conduct of 
such advance planning and design as may be required to transfer functions from 
a military installation being closed or realigned to another military installation, 
and may use for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for use in planning and design, minor construction, or 
operation :and maintenance; 

Community (B) provide - 
actlon programs. (i) economic adjustment assistance to any community located near a mili- 

tary installation being closed or realigned, and 
(ii) zommunity planning assistance to any community located near a rnili- 

tary installation to which functions will be transferred as a result of the 
closure or realignment of a military installation, 

if the SE cretary of Defense determines that the financial resources available to 
the comm~~nity  (by grant or otherwise) for such purposes are inadequate, and 
may use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for economic adjustment assistance or community plan- 
ning assistance; 

Environmental (C) car~,y out activities for the purposes of environmental restoration and 
protection. mitigation at any such installation, and "shall" use for such purposes funds in the 

Account or. funds appropriated to the Department of Defense. The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(D) pro7iide outplacement assistance to civilian employees employed by the 
Department of Defense at military installations being closed or realigned, and 
may use fcr such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the 
Departmenc of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at the request of 
the Secretary with respect to any such closure or realignment, and may use for 
such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of 
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Defense and available for such purpose. 
Environmental (2) In carrying out any closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary shall 
protection. ensure that environmental restoration of any property made excess to the needs of the 

Department of Defense as a result of such closure or realignment be carried out as 
soon as possible with funds available for such purpose. 

(b) Management and Disposal of Property. - (1) The Administrator of General 
Services shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, with respect to excess and surplus 
real property and facilities located at a military installation closed or realigned under 
this part - 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess property under section 202 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 USC 483); 

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus property under 
section 203 of that Act (40 USC 484); 

(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and make determi- 
nations under section 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 USC App. 
1622(g)); and 

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the availability of excess 
or surplus real property for wildlife conservation purposes in accordance with 
the Act of May 19, 1948 (16 USC 66713). 

(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secretary of Defense shall exercise the 
authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant to paragraph (1) in accordance with - 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act governing 
the utilization of excess property and the disposal of surplus property under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act governing 
the conveyance and disposal of property under section 13(g) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 (50 USC App. 1622(g)). 

(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the Administrator of General Services, may 
issue regulations that are necessary to carry 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 include 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 facilities located at a 

military installation to be closed or realigned under this part, with or without reim- 
bursement, to a military department or other entity (including a nonappropriated 
fund instrumentality) within the Department of Defense or the Coast Guard. 

(E) Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any surplus real 
property or facility located at any military installation 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 con~munity concerned. 

(c) Applicability of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. - (1) The 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.) 
shall not apply to the actions of the President, the Commission, and, except as 
provided in paragraph (2), the Department of Defense in carrying out this part. 

(2)(A) 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 mili- 
tary installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after the 
receiving installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated. 

(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to 
the processes referred to in subparagraph (A), the Secretary of Defense and the Secre- 
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tary of the m-litary departments concerned shall not have to consider - 
(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation which has been 

recommended for closure or realignment by the Commission; 
(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military installation which has 

been selected as the receiving installation; or 
(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended or selected. 

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any requirement of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent such Act is applicable under 
paragraph (21, of any act or failure to act by the Department of Defense during the 
closing, realigning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of 
paragraph (2)(A), may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such act or 
failure to act. 

(d) Waiver. - The Secretary of Defense may close or realign military installations 
under this part without regard to - 

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing or realigning 
military installations included in any appropriations or authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 

113 USC 2687 SEC. 2906. P,CCOUNT 
note. (a) In General. - (1) There is hereby established on the books of the Treasury an 

account to be known as the "Department of Defense Base Closure Account 1990" 
which shall be administered by the Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account - 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval in an appropriation 

Act, transfer to the Account from funds appropriated to the Department of 
Defense jor any purpose, except that such funds may be transferred only after 
the date on which the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for, 
such transfer to the congressional defense committees; and 

(C) p1,oceeds received from the transfer or disposal of any property at a 
military installation closed or realigned under this part. 

(b) Use of Funds. - (1) The Secretary may use the funds in the Account only for 
the purposes described in section 2905(a). 

(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to carry out a construc- 
tion project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the project will exceed the maxi- 
mum amount authorized by law for a minor military construction project, the Secre- 
tary shall notifi in writing the congressional defense committees of the nature of, and 
justification fcr, the project and the amount of expenditures for such project. Any 
such construc~.ion project may be carried out without regard to section 2802(a) of 
title 10, United States Code. 

( c )  Reports. - (1) No later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal year in which 
the Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary shall transmit a report 
to the congre:sional defense committees of the amount and nature of the deposits 
into, and the expenditures from, the Account during such fiscal year and of the 
amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to section 2905(a) during 
such fiscal year. 

"(d) Acc0ufi.t Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental Restoration Projects. - 
Except for fund; deposited into the Account under subsection (a), funds appropriated to the 
Department of llefense may not be usedfor purposes described in section 2905(a)(l)(C). The 
prohibition in tk.is subsection shall expire upon the termination of the authority of the Secre- 
tary to carry out a closure or realignment under this part.". 

( 2 )  Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the termination of the 
Commission shall be held in the Account until transferred by law after the congres- 



Appendix A 

sional defense committees receive the report transmitted under paragraph (3). 
(3) No later than 60 days after the termination of the Commission, the Secretary 

shall transmit to the congressional defense committees a report containing an ac- 
counting of - 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Account or otherwise 
expended under this part; and 

(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2907. REPORTS 
note. As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each fiscal year thereafter 

for the Department of Defense, the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional 
defense committees of Congress - 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried out under 
this part in the fiscal year for which the request is made and an estimate of the 
total expenditures required and cost savings to be achieved by each such closure 
and realignment and of the time period in which these savings are to be achieved 
in each case, together with the Secretary's assessment of the environmental ef- 
fects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under construc- 
tion and those planned for construction, to which functions are to be transferred 
as a result of such closures and realignments, together with the Secretary's as- 
sessment of the environmental effects of such transfers. 

"Report on Environmental Restoration Costsfor Insttzllations to be Closed Under 1990 
Base Closure Law. - (1) Each year, at the same time the President submits to Congress the 
budget for a fiscal year (pursuant to section 1105 o f  title 31, United States Code), the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report on thefunding neededfor thefiscal 
yearfor which the budget is submitted, and for each of the followingfourfiscal years, for 
environmental restoration activities at each military installation described in paragraph 
(2), set forth separately by fiscal year for each military installation. 

(2) The report required under paragraph (1) shall cover each military installation 
which is to be closed pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (part A of title X X I X  of Public Law 101 -51 0). 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION REPORT 
note. (a) Terms of the Resolution. - For purposes of section 2904(b), the term "joint 

resolution" means only a joint resolution which is introduced within the 10-day 
period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report to the 
Congress under section 2903(e), and - 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: "That Congress 

disapproves the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission as submitted by the President on ---", the blank space being filled 
in with the appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapproving the recom- 
mendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission.". 

(b) Referral. - A resolution described in subsection (a) that is introduced in the 
House of Representatives shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
House of Representatives. A resolution described in subsection (a) introduced in the 
Senate shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate. 

(c) Discharge. - If the committee to which a resolution described in subsection (a) 
is referred has not reported such a resolution (or an identical resolution) by the end 
of the 20-day period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the 
report to the Congress under section 2903(e), such committee shall be, at the end of 
such period, discharged from further consideration of such resolution, and such 
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resolution shall be placed on the appropriate calendar of the House involved. 
(d) Consideration. - (1) On or after the third day after the date on which the 

committee to which such a resolution is referred has reported, or has been discharged 
(under subsec.tion (c)) from further consideration of, such a resolution, it is in order 
(even though a previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to) for any 
Member of the respective House to move to proceed to the consideration of 

"the resolut'on. A member may make the motion only on the day after the calendar day 
on which the h'ember announces to the House concerned the Member's intention to nzahe the 
motion, except that, in the case of the House of Representatives, the motion may be made 
without such prior announcement ij the motion is made by direction of the committee to 
which the resolution was referred. ". 

The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives and is privileged 
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 motion is agreed to or disagreed to 
shall not be irl order. If a motion to proceed to the consideration of the resolution is 
agreed to, the respective House shall immediately proceed to consideration of the 
joint resolution without intervening motion, order, or other business, and the resolu- 
tion shall remain the unfinished business of the respective House until disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and appeals in connec- 
tion therewith, shall be limited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be divided 
equally between those favoring and those opposing the resolution. An amendment to 
the resolution is not in order. A motion further to limit debate is in order and not 
debatable. A nlotion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the consideration of other 
business, or a motion to recommit the resolution is not in order. A motion to recon- 
sider 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 resolution described 
in subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the debate if requested 
in accordance with the rules of the appropriate House, the vote on final passage of the 
resolution shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to a resolution described in subsection (a) shall be decided without debate. 

( e )  Consideration by Other House. - (1) If, before the passage by one House of a 
resolution of that House described in subsection (a), that House received from the 
other House a resolution described in subsection (a), then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

(A) Ths resolution of the other House shall not be referred to a committee 
and may not be considered in the House receiving it except in the case of final 
passage as provided in subparagraph (B)(ii). 

(B) With respect to a resolution described in subsection (a) of the House 
receiving 1.he resolution- 

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the same as if no resolution had 
been received from the other House; but 

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution of the other House. 
(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other House, it shall no 

longer be in order to consider the resolution that originated in the receiving House. 
(f) Rules of the Senate and House. - This section is enacted by Congress - 
(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and House of Representa- 

tives, respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, b ~ i t  applicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in that 
House in the case of a resolution described in subsection (a), and it supersedes other 
rules only to the extent that it its inconsistent with such rules; and 
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(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of eit.her 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. RESTRICTION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY 
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) Restriction. - 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 
consideration for closure or realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a military installation inside the 
United States. 

( c )  Exception. - Nothing in this part affects the authority of the Secretary to carry 
out - 

(1) closures and realignments under title I1 of Public Law 100-526; and 
(2) closures and realignments to which section 2687 of title 10, United States 

Code, is not applicable, including closures and realignments carried out for 
reasons of national security or a military emergency referred to in subsection (c) 
of such section. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS 
note. As used in this part: 

(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense Base Closure Ac- 
count 1990 established by section 2906(a)(l). 

(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means the Committees on 
Armed Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives. 

(3) The term "Commission" means the Commission established by section 2902. 
(4) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, station, yard, 

center, homeport facility for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Defense, including any leased facility. 

"Such term does not include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and 
harbors projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary jurisdiction or 
control of the Department of Defense. ". 

The amendment made by paragraph (4) shall take effect as of November 5, 1990, 
and shall apply as ij it had been included in section 2910(4) of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 on that date. ". 

(5) The term "realignment" includes any action which both reduces and relo- 
cates functions and civilian personnel positions but does not include a reduction 
in force resulting from workload 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 States, the District of Columbia, 

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, 
and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United States. 

SEC. 291 1.  CLARIFYING AMENDMENT 
Section 2687(e)(1) of title 10, United States Code, is amended - 
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( I )  b;i inserting "homeport facility for any ship," after "center,"; and 
(2) b.4 striking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military de- 

partrneLtm and inserting in lieu thereof "under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Defense, including any leased facility,". 

PART B-Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base Closures and Realignments 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 
note. (a) Sense of Congress. - I t  is the sense of the Congress that - 

( I )  tl-e termination of military operations by the United States at military 
installati~~ns outside the United States should be accomplished at the discretion 
of the Secretary of Defense at the earliest opportunity; 

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense should take 
steps to ensure that the United States receives, through direct payment or other- 
wise, cor~sideration equal to the fair market value of the improvements made by 
the United States at facilities that will be released to host countries; 

( 3 )  the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military component com- 
mands or the sub-unified commands to the combatant commands, should be the 
lead official in negotiations relating to determining and receiving such consider- 
ation; anti 

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such improvements released 
to host countries in whole or in part by the United States should be handled on 
a facility-by-facility basis. 

(b) Residual Value. - (1) For each installation outside the United States at which 
military opera:ions were being carried out by the United States on October 1, 1990, 
the Secretary of Defense shall transmit, by no later than June 1 ,  1991, an estimate of 
the fair markel value, as of January 1 ,  1991, of the improvements made by the United 
States at facilities at each such installation. 

(2) Foi purposes of this section: 
(A: The term "fair market value of the improvements" means the value of 

improvements determined by the Secretary on the basis of their highest use. 
(B) The term "improvements" includes new construction of facilities and 

all additions, improvements, modifications, or renovations made to existing 
facilities or to real property, without regard to whether they were carried out 
with appropriated or nonappropriated funds. 

(c) Establishment of Special Account. - (1) 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, pursuant to any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other international agree- 
ment to which the United States is a party, for the residual value of real property or 
improvements to real property used by civilian or military personnel of the Depart- 
ment of Defense shall be deposited into such account. 

(2) Money cieposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility In- 
vestment 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 
military installations in the United States. Funds in the Account shall remain available 
until expended 

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL REPORT OF 
THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE UTILIZATION OF MILI- 
TARY FACILITIES 

(a) Uses of Facilities. - Section 2819(b) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 2119; 10 USC 2391 note) is 
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amended - 
(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "minimum security facilities for nonvio- 

lent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof "Federal confinement or correctional 
facilities including shock incarceration facilities"; 

(2) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (3); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph (4): 
"(4) identify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be effectively 

utilized or renovated to meet the needs of States and local jurisdictions for 
confinement or correctional facilities; and". 

10 USC 2391 (b) Effective Date. - The amendments made by subsection (a) shall take effect 
note. with respect to the first report required to be submitted under section 2819 the 

National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30, 1990. 

SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE THE UNITED 
STATES 

(a) Authorization of Appropriations. - There is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal year 1991, in 
addition to any other funds authorized to be appropriated to that account for that 
fiscal year, the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account pursuant 
to the preceding sentence shall be available only lor activities for the purpose of 
environmental restoration at military installations closed or realigned under title I1 of 
Public Law 100-526, as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title. 

10 USC 2687 (b) Exclusive Source of Funding. - (1) Section 207 of Public Law 100-526 is amended 
note. by adding at the end the following: 

"(b) Base Closure Account to be Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental 
Restoration Projects. - No funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may be 
used for purposes described in section 204(a)(3) except funds that have been autho- 
rized for and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preceding 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 to the 
availability of funds appropriated before the date of the enactment of this Act. 

10 USC 2687 ( c )  Task Force Report. - (1) No later than 12 months after the date of the enactment 
note. of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containing the 

findings and recommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2) 
concerning - 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing laws, regula- 
tions, and administrative policies, of environmental response actions at military 
installations (or portions of installations) 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 100-526); and 

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and regulations, 
the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant Federal and 
State agencies with respect to such environmental response actions so as to 
enable those actions to be carried out more expeditiously. 

(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to make the 
findings and recommendations, and to prepare the report, required by paragraph (1). 
The task force shall consist of the following (or their designees): 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the task force. 
(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administration. 
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(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed by 

the head of the National Governors Association. 
(G)  A representative of a State Attorney general's office, appointed by the 

head of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, appointed 

by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN 
note. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

In any process of selecting any military installation inside the United States for 
closure or reakgnment, the Secretary of Defense shall take such steps as are necessary 
to assure that special consideration 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 installation. 

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
(a) Norton Air Force Base. - (1) Consistent with the recommendations of the 

Commission or1 Base Realignment and Closure, the Secretary of the Air Force may not 
relocate, until after September 30, 1995, any of the functions that were being carried 
out at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force Base, California, on the date on 
which the Sec1,etary of Defense transmitted a report to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives as described in section 202(a)(l) 
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 Committees. 

(b) General Directive. - Consistent with the requirements of section 201 of Public 
Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct each of the Secretaries of the 
military depart~nents to take all actions necessary to carry out the recommendations 
of the Commis:;ion on Base Realignment and Closure and to take no action that is 
inconsistent with such recommendations. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2926. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL 
nots. R1:STORATION ACTIVITIES 

(a) Establishment of Model Program. - Not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall establish a model program to 
improve the effiziency and effectiveness of the base closure environmental restoration 
program. 

(b) Adminis1:rator of Program. - The Secretary shall designate the Deputy Assis- 
tant Secretary of Defense for Environment as the Administrator of the model program 
referred to in subsection (a). The 

Reports. Deputy Assistan1 Secretary shall report to the Secretary of Defense through the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. 

(c) Applicability. - This section shall apply to environmental restoration activities 
at installations selected by the Secretary pursuant to the provisions of subsection 
(d)(l). 

(d) Program Requirements. - In carrying out the model program, the Secretary of 
Defense shall: 

(1) Designate for the model program two installations under his jurisdiction 
that have been designated for closure pursuant to the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and 
for which preliminary assessments, site inspections, and Environmental Impact 
Statements --equired by law or regulation have been completed. The Secretary 
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shall designate only those installations which have satisfied the requirements of 
section 204 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526). 

(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective contractors for solicitation 
and negotiation in accordance with the procedures set forth in title IX of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 USC 
541 et seq., as amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory 
and regulatory requirements. In addition, the contractor selected 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 
contractor's breach of any term or provision of the contract; and (B) any negli- 
gent or willful act or omission of the contractor, its employees, or its subcontrac- 
tors in the performance of the contract. 

( 3 )  Within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, solicit proposals 
from qualified contractors for response action (as defined under section 101 of 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 USC 9601)) at the installations designated under paragraph (1). Such 
solicitations and proposals shall include the following: 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals shall include 
provisions for receiving the necessary authorizations or approvals of the 
response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions offered by single prime 
contractors to perform all phases of the response action, using performance 
specifications supplied by the Secretary of Defense and including any safe- 
guards the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest. 

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation criteria. 
( 5 )  Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated funds to the 

Department of Defense, make contract awards for response action within 120 
days after the solicitation of proposals pursuant to paragraph (3) for the response 
action, or within 120 days after receipt of the necessary authorizations or ap- 
provals of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies, 
whichever is later. 

(e) Application of Section 120 of CERCLA. - Activities of the model program 
shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner consistent with, section 120 (relating 
to Federal facilities) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC 9620). 

(0 Expedited Agreements. - The Secretary shall, with the concurrence of the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, assure compliance with all 
applicable Federal statutes and regulations and, in addition, take all reasonable and 
appropriate measures to expedite all necessary administrative decisions, agreements, 
and concurrences. 

(g) Report. - The Secretary of Defense shall include a description of the progress 
made during the preceding fiscal year in implementing and accomplishing the goals 
of this section within the annual report to Congress required by section 2706 of title 
10, United States Code. 

(h) Applicability of Existing Law. - Nothing in this section affects or modifies, in 
any way, the obligations or liability of any person under other Federal or State law, 
including common law, with respect to the disposal or release of hazardous sub- 
stances or pollutants or contaminants as defined under section 101 of the Compre- 
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC 
9601). 



This appendix is taken verbatim from Depart- 
ment of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Report, March 1993. 

Background 
Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of 
Defense to submit to the Corgress and to the 
Commission a force structure p a n  for fiscal years 
1994 through 1999. The Secretary submitted 
the plan to Congress and to th~: Commission on 
March 12, 1993. 

The force structure plan which follows incor- 
porates an assessment by the Secretary of 
the probable threats to the national security 
during the fiscal year 1994 through 1999 
period, and takes into accoun: the anticipated 
levels of funding for this period. The plan 
comprises three sections: 

The military threat assessnient, 
The need for overseas basing, and 
The force structure, including the 
implementation plan. 

The force structure plan is classified SECRET. 
What follows is the UNCLA5SIFIED version 
of the plan. 

Section I: Military Threat 
Assessment 
The vital interests of the United States will be 
threatened by regional crises between historic 
antagonists, such as North and South Korea, 
India and Pakistan, and the Middle East/Persian 
Gulf states. Also, the collapse of political order 
as a result of ethnic enmities in areas such as 
Somalia and the former Yugoslavia will prompt 
inter-national efforts to contain vjolence, halt the 
loss of life and the destruction cf property, and 
re-establish civil society. The future world mili- 
tary situation will be characterized by regional 
actors with modern destructive weaponry, 
including chemical and biological weapons, 
modern ballistic missiles, and, in some cases, 
nuclear weapons. The accelerat.on of regional 

strife caused by frustrated ethnic and national- 
istic aspirations will increase the pressure on 
the United States to contribute military forces 
to international peacekeeping/enforcement and 
humanitarian relief efforts. 

The United States faces three types of conflict 
in the coming years: deliberate attacks on 
U.S. allies or vital interests; the escalation of 
regional conflicts that eventually threaten 
U.S. allies or vital interests; and conflicts that 
do not directly threaten vital interests, but whose 
costs in lives of innocents demand an interna- 
tional response in which the United States will 
play a leading role. 

Across the Atlantic 

The Balkans and parts of the former Soviet Union 
will be a source of major crises in the coming 
years, as political-ethnic-religious antagonism 
weaken fragile post-Cold War institutions. These 
countries may resort to arms to protect narrow 
political-ethnic interests or maximize their power 
vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast stores 
of conventional weapons and ammunition greatly 
increases the potential for these local conflicts 
to spread. Meanwhile, European NATO allies 
will continue to grapple with shaping an evolv- 
ing regional security framework capable of 
crisis management and conflict prevention, 
as well as responding to out-of-area conting- 
encies. These countries will develop closer 
relations with the central East European 
countries of Poland, the Czech and Slovak 
Republics, and Hungary, but they will be reluc- 
tant to admit the republics of the former Soviet 
Union into a formal collective defense arrange- 
ment. Attempts by these former Soviet repub- 
lics to transform into democratic states with 
market economies and stable national bound- 
aries may prove too difficult or too costly and 
could result in a reassertion of authoritarianism, 
economic collapse, and civil war. Unsettled civil- 
military relations, unstable relations between 
Russia and Ukraine, and retention of significant 
numbers of nuclear weapons even after the 



Appendix B 

implementation of START 11, the continuation 
of other strategic programs, and relatively in- 
discriminate arms sales will remain troubling 
aspects of the Commonwealth of Independent 
States. 

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

The major threat of military aggression or sub- 
version in the Persian Gulf region may well 
emanate from Iran. Iran will find its principal 
leverage in subversion and propaganda, and in 
threats and military posturing below the threshold 
that would precipitate U.S. intervention. 

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

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

Across the Pacific 
The security environment in most of Asia risks 
becoming unstable as nations reorient their 
defense policies to adapt to the end of the 
Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet empire, 
the breakup of the former Soviet Union, and 
the lessons of the Persian Gulf War. Political 
and economic pressures upon Communist or 
authoritarian regimes may lead to greater insta- 
bility and violence. Virtually every nation will 
base its strategic calculations on the premise 

of a declining U.S. military presence. The lesser 
nations of Asia will become increasingly 
concerned about security in areas characterized 
by national rivalries. 

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

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

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

In South Asia, the principal threat to U.S. 
security will remain the potential of renewed 
conflict between India and Pakistan. While the 
conventional capabilil-ies of both countries prob- 
ably will be eroded by severe budget pressures, 
internal security obligations, and the loss of 
Superpower benefactors, India and Pakistan 
will still have nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. 

The Rest of the World 
This broad characterization covers regions not 
addressed above and is not intended to either 
diminish or denigrate the importance of U.S. 
interests, friends, and allies in areas beyond 
Europe and the Pacific. 

In Latin America, democratic foundations 
remain unstable and the democratization pro- 
cess will remain vulnerable to a wide variety 
of influences and factors that could easily derail 
it. Virtually every country in the region will be 
victimized by drug-associated violence and crime. 
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Over the next few years, t l e  capabilities of 
almost all of the militaries In the region will 
remain static or decline despite planned or 
ongoing measures to upgrade or modernize 
existing inventories or restructure. A single excep- 
tion may be Chile, which may see some force 
structure improvements throu:;h the mid-1990s. 

In Africa, chronic instability. insurgency, and 
civil war will continue throughout the conti- 
nent. Two major kinds of security issues will 
dominate U.S. relations with the region: non- 
combatant evacuation and conflict resolution. 
Operations most likely to draw the U.S. mili- 
tary into the continent include disaster relief, 
humanitarian assistance, inte:rnational peace- 
keeping, and logistic support for allied military 
operations. Further, conflict resolution efforts 
will test the growing reputatim of the United 
States for negotiation and meciiation. 

Direct threats to U.S. allies 3r vital interests 
that would require a significant military response 
in the near future are those posed by North 
Korea, Iran, and Iraq. More numerous, how- 
ever, are those regional conflicts that would 
qulckly escalate to threaten vital U.S. interests 
in Southeastern Europe, Asia, the Middle East, 
Africa, and Latin America. These conflicts would 
not require military responses on the order of 
DESERT STORM, but they would pose unique 
demands on the ability of U.S. Armed Forces to 
maintain stability and-provide the environment 
for political solutions. Finally, there will be 
a large number of contingencies in which the 
sheer magnitude of human sufjering and moral 
outrage demands a U.S. response, probably in 
concert with the United Nations. The current 
number of international crise:; is unlikely to 
diminish before the end of .his decade, as 
many regions of the world continue to suffer 
the ravages of failed economic: programs and 
nationalistic violence. 

Section 11: Justification for 
Overseas Basing 
As we reduce forward-presence forces globally, 
we nevertheless will continue to emphasize 
the fundamental roles of for ward-presence 
forces essential to deterring aggression, foster- 
ing alliance relationships, bolstering regional 

stability, and protecting U.S. interests abroad. 
Forward-presence activities such as forward 
basing, rotational and periodic deployments, 
exercises and port visits, military-to-military 
contacts, security assistance, combatting terror- 
ism, combatting narcotrafficking, and protect- 
ing American citizens in crisis areas will remain 
central to our stability and U.S. influence will 
be promoted through emerging forward- 
presence operations. These include roles for the 
military in the war on drugs and in providing 
humanitarian assistance. 

Over the past 45 years, the day-to-day presence 
of U.S. forces in regions vital to U.S. national 
interest has been key to averting crises and 
preventing war. Our forces throughout the 
world show our commitment, lend credibility 
to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and 
provide crisis-response capability while promoting 
U.S. influence and access. Although the num- 
bers of U.S. forces stationed overseas will 
be reduced, the credibility of our capability 
and intent to respond to crisis will continue to 
depend on judicious forward presence. Forward 
presence is also vital to the maintenance of the 
system of collective defense by which the United 
States works with its friends and allies to pro- 
tect our security interests, while reducing the 
burdens of defense spendlng and unnecessary 
arms competition. 

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

The end of the Cold War has significantly 
reduced the requirement to station U.S. forces 
in Europe. Yet, the security of the United States 
remains linked to that of Europe, and our 
continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is 
crucial. Our stake in long-term European secu- 
rity and stability, as well as enduring economic, 
cultural, and geopolitical interests require a con- 
tinued commitment of U.S. military strength. 
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Our forward presence forces in Europe must be 
sized, designed, and postured to preserve an 
active and influential role in the Atlantic Alli- 
ance and in the future security framework on 
the continent. The remaining force of 1 Army 
Corps with 2 divisions and 3(+) Air Force Fighter 
Wing Equivalents (FWE) is a direct response 
to the uncertainty and instability that remains 
in this region. In addition, maritime forces 
committed to Europe will be one Carrier Battle 
Group (CVBG) and one Amphibious Ready Group 
(ARG/MEU(SOC)). These forward-deployed forces 
provide an explicit commitment to the security 
and stability of Europe, and pre-positioned 
equipment provides an infrastructure for 
CONUS-based forces should the need arise in 
Europe or elsewhere. 

The U.S. response to the Iraqi invasion of 
Kuwait was built on the foundation of pre- 
vious U.S. presence in the region. Air, ground, 
and maritime deployments, coupled with 
pre-position, combined exercises, security 
assistance, and infrastructure, as well as Euro- 
pean and regional enroute strategic airlift 
infrastructure, enhanced the crisis-response 
force buildup. Future presence in Southwest 
Asia will be defined by ongoing bilateral nego- 
tiations with the governments of the Gulf 
Cooperative Council. Our commitment will be 
reinforced by pre-positioned equipment, access 
agreements, bilateral planning, periodic deploy- 
ments and exercises, visits by senior officials 
and security assistance. 

Pacific Forces 
U.S. interests in the Pacific, including South- 
east Asia and the Indian Ocean, require a 
continuing commitment. Because the forces 
of potential adversaries in the Pacific are differ- 
ent than the Atlantic, and due to the maritime 
character of the area, U.S. military forces in this 
vast region of major importance differ from those 
in the Atlantic arena. As Asia continues its 
economic and political development, U.S. 
forward presence will continue to serve as a 
stabilizing influence and a restraint to potential 
regional aggression and rearmament. 

Forward presence forces will be principally 
maritime, with half of the projected carrier and 
amphibious force oriented toward this area 

including one CVBG, ,4RG, and Marine Expedi- 
tionary Force forward-based in this region. 
The improving military capability of South 
Korea has enabled our Army forces to be trimmed 
to less than a division. One Air Force FWE 
in South Korea and I(+) FWE in Japan are 
to be forward-based in this region. In addition, 
presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will be 
maintained. 

Ekewhere in the World 
In the less-predictable yet increasingly impor- 
tant other regions of the globe, the United States 
seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets 
and resources, mediate the traumas of economic 
and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and 
promote the regional stability necessary for 
progress and prosperity. From Latin America to 
sub-Saharan Africa to the far-flung islands of 
the world's oceans, American military men and 
women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of 
nation-building, security assistance, and quiet 
diplomacy that protect and extend our political 
goodwill and access to foreign markets. Such 
access becomes increasingly critical in an era 
of reduced forward presence, when forces 
deploying from the United States are more 
than ever dependent on enroute and host- 
nation support to ensure timely response to 
distant crises. In the future, maintaining 
forward presence through combined planning 
and exercises, pre-positioning and service agree- 
ments, and combined warfighting doctrine and 
interoperability could spell the difference 
between success or failure in defending vital 
regional interests. 

Contingency Forces 
The U.S strategy for the come-as-you-are 
arena of spontaneous, often unpredictable 
crises requires fully trained, highly ready forces 
that are rapidly deliverable and initially self- 
sufficient. Therefore, such forces must be drawn 
primarily from the active force structure and 
tailored into highly effective joint task forces 
that capitalize on the unique capabilities of each 
Service and the special operations forces. In this 
regard, the CINC must have the opportunity 
to select from a broad spectrum of capabilities 
such as: airborne, air assault, light infantry, and 
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rapidly deliverable heavy forces from the Army; 
the entire range of fighter, fishter-bomber, and 
long range conventional bomber forces provided 
by the Air Force; carrier-based naval air power, 
the striking capability of s~.rface combatants, 
and the covert capabilities of attack submarines 
from the Navy; the amphibious combat power 
of the Marine Corps, particdarly when access 
ashore is contested, which i~lcludes on-station 
hIEU(S0C) and Maritime Pre-.positioning Ships; 
and the unique capabilities of the special 
operations forces. Additionally, certain reserve 
units must be maintained ;it high readiness 
to assist and augment respording active units. 
Reserve forces perform much of the lift and other 
vital missions from the o u t s ~ t  of any contin- 
gency operation. In regions where no U.S. for- 
ward presence exists, these contingency forces 
are the tip of the spear, first into action, and 
followed as required by heavier forces and long- 
term sustainment. 

Section 111: The Force Structure 
and Implementation Plan 

FY 92 

ARMY DIVISIONS 
Active 14 
Reserve(Cadre) 10(0) 

MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS 
Active 3 
Reserve 1 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 13 

TRAINING CARRIER 1 

CARRIER AIR WINGS 
Active 12 
Reserve 2 

BATTLE FORCE SHIPS 466 

AIR FORCE FIGHTERS 
Active 1,248 
Reserve 816 

AIR FORCE BOMBERS 242 

DoD Personnel 
(End Strength in thousands) 

FY 92 

ACTIVE DUTY 
Army 610 
Navy 542 
Marine Corps 185 
Air Force 470 

TOTAL 1,807 

RESERVES 1,114 

CIVILIANS 1,006 





Military Value Return on Investment 
(given priority consideration) 5 .  The extent and timing of potential costs 

1. The current and future m.ssion require- and savings, including the number of 

ments and the impact on operational years, beginning with the date of com- 

readiness of the Department of Defense's pletion of the closure or realignment, 

total force. for the savings to exceed the costs. 

2. The availability and condition of land, 
facilities, and associated airspace at 

Impacts 
both the existing and potential 6. The economic impact on communities. 
receiving locations. 

7. The ability of both the existing and 
3. The ability to accommodate contingency, potential receiving communities' 

mobilization, and future total force infrastructure to support forces, 
requirements at both the existing missions and personnel. 
and potential receiving locations. 

8. The environmental impact. 
4. The cost and manpower irnplications. 





DEPARTMENT OF TllE ARMY 

Initial Entry Training/Branch School 
Fort McClellan, AL 

Commodity Oriented 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Vint Hill Farms, VA 

A m y  Depots 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Tooele Army Depot, UT 

Comrnand/ControZ 
Fort Belvoir, VA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Shipyards 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, SC: 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA 

Operational Air Stations 

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, HI 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, IYL 
Naval Air Station, Midway Island 

Training Air Stations 
Naval Air Station Meridian, M,'; 
Naval Air Station Memphis, TPJ 

East Coast Naval Bases 
Naval Education and Training Center, 

Newport, RI 
Naval Station Charleston, SC 
Naval Station Mobile, AL 
Naval Station Staten Island, NI' 
Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT 

West Coast Naval Bases 
Naval Air Station Alameda, CA 
Naval Station Treasure Island, 

San Francisco. CA 

Training Centers 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 

Navy Depots 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL 

Inventory Control 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 

Technical Centers (SPAWAR) 
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, 

Port Hueneme, CA 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility, 

Philadelphia, PA 
Naval  A ir  W a r f a r e  C e n t e r  - Aircraf t  Div i s ion ,  

Trenton, NJ 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, 

Charleston, SC 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, 

St. Inigoes, MD 
Naval Electronic Security Systems 

Engineering Center, Washington, D.C. 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 

Annapolis, MD 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, VA 

Technical Centers (NAVSEA) 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, 

Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Dahlgren, 

White Oak Detachment, White Oak, MD 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - 

Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach 
Detachment, Virginia Beach, VA 
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Naval Undersea Warfare Center - 
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, VA 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (CV), Bremerton, WA 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, VA 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations 
(Surface) Atlantic (HQ), Philadelphia, PA 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations 
(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, CA 

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, 
Indian Head, MD 

Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, 
Planning, and Procurement, 
Portsmouth, NH 

Reserve Air Stations 
Naval Air Facility Detroit, MI 
Naval Air Station Dallas, TX 
Naval Air Station Glenview, IL 
Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA 

Supply Centers 
Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA 
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, FL 

NCR Activities 
Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, VA 

(Including the Office of Military Manpower 
Management, Arlington, VA) 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 

Alexandria, VA 
Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, VA 
Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, 

VA (Including Defenseprinting Office, 
Alexandria, VA and Food Systems Office, 
Arlington, VA) 

Security Group Command, Security Group 
Station, and Security Group Detachment, 
Potomac, Washington, D.C. 

Tactical Support Office, Arlington, VA 

Othev Bases 
1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY 
Department of Defense Family Housing Office, 

Niagara Falls, NY 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Western Engineering Field Division, 
San Bruno, CA 

Public Works Center San Francisco, CA 

Reserve Activities 
Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, AL 
Montgomery, AL 
Fayetteville, AK 
Fort Smith, AK 
Pacific Grove, CA 
Macon, GA 
Terre Haute, IN 
Hutchinson, KN 
Monroe, LA 
New Bedford, MA 
Pittsfield, MA 
Joplin, MS 
St. Joseph, MO 
Great Falls, MT 
Missoula, MT 
Atlantic City, NJ 
Perth Amboy, NJ 
Jamestown, NY 
Poughkeepsie, NY 
Altoona, PA 
Kingsport, TN 
Memphis, TN 
Ogden, UT 
Staunton, VA 
Parkersburg, WV 

Naval Reserve Facilities at: 

Alexandria, LA 
Midland, TX 

NavyIMarine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, IN 
Billings, MT 
Abilene, TX 

Readiness Command Regions at: 

Olathe, KN (Region 18) 
Scotia, NY (Region 2) 
Ravenna, OH (Region 5 )  

Hospitals 
Naval Hospital Charleston, SC 
Naval Hospital Oakland, CA 
Naval Hospital Orlando, FL 



DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AIR FORCE 
Large Aircraft 
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, IhI 
March Air Force Base, CA 
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ 

Small Aircraft 
Homestead Air Force Base, FL 

Air Force Reserve 
O'Hare International Airport Air Force 

Reserve Station, Chicago, IL 

Air Force Depots 
Newark Air Force Base, OH 

Defense Logis tics Agency 

Inventory Control Points 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, 

Dayton, OH 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, 

Philadelphia PA 
Defense Personnel Support C'snter, 

Philadelphia, PA 

SmicdSuppovt Activities 
Defense Logistics Agency Clo~.hing Factory, 

Philadelphia, PA 
Defense Logistics Service Center, 

Battle Creek, MI 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service, 

Battle Creek, MI 

Regional Headquurters 
Defense Contract Management District 

Midatlantic, Philadelphia, I'A 
Defense Contract Managemenr District 

Northcentral, Chicago, IL 
Defense Contract Managemen. District West, 

El Segundo, CA 

Defense Distribution Depclts 
Defense Distribution Depot Cllarleston, SC 
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA 

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL 
Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT 

Defense Information 
Systems Agency 

Navy Data Processing Centers 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 
Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, DC 
Enlisted Personnel Management Center, 

New Orleans, LA 
Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, CA 
Fleet Industrial Support Center, 

San Diego, CA 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, MN 
Naval Air Station, Key West, FL 
Naval Air Station, Mayport, FL 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, WA 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 

Patuxent River, MD 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, 

China Lake, CA 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, 

Point Mugu, CA 
Naval Command Control & Ocean 

Surveillance Center, San Diego, CA 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications 

Area Master Station, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area 

Master Station, EASTPAC, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications 

Station, San Diego, CA 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications 

Station, New Orleans, LA 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications 

Station, Pensacola, FL 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications 

Station, Washington, DC 
Navy Data Automation Facility, 

Corpus Christi, TX 
Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, 

San Francisco, CA 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, WA 
Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, WA 
Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, GA 
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Marine Corps Data Processing Centers 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, NC 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA 
Regional Automated Services Center, 

Camp Lejeune, NC 
Regional Automated Services Center, 

Camp Pendleton, CA 

Air Force Data Processing Centers 
Air Force Military Personnel Center, 

Randolph AFB, TX 
Computer Service Center, San Antonio, TX 
Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, CA 
7th Communications Group, Pentagon, 

Arlington, VA 

Defense Logistics Agency Data 
Processing Cen tevs 
Information Processing Center, Battle Creek, MI 
Information Processing Center, Ogden, UT 
Information Processing Center, 

Philadelphia, PA 
Information Processing Center, Richmond, VA 

Defolse Infomtion Systems Agency 
(DISA) Data Processing Centers 
Defense Information Technology Service 

Organization, Columbus Annex Dayton, OH 
Defense Information Technology Service 

Organization, Indianapolis Information 
Processing Center, IN 

Defense Information Technology Service 
Organization, Kansas City Information 
Processing Center, MO 

Changes to Previously Approved 
BRAC 8819 1 Recommendations 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX (704th Fighter 

Squadron and 924th Fighter Group 
redirected from Bergstrom AFB to 
Carswell AFB cantonment area) 

Carswell Air Force Base, TX (Fabrication 
function of the 436th Training Squadron 
redirected from Dyess AFB to Luke AFB, 
maintenance training function redirected 
from Dyess AFB to Hill AFB) 

Castle Air Force Base, CA (B-52 Combat Crew 
Training redirected from Fairchild AFB to 
Barksdale AFB and KC-135 Combat Crew 
Training from Fairchild AFB to Altus AFB) 

Chanute Air Force Base, IL (Metals Technol- 
ogy and Aircraft Structural Maintenance 
training courses from Chanute AFB to 
Sheppard AFB redirected to NAS Memphis) 

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure 
Island, CA (Retain no facilities, dispose vice 
outlease all property) 

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (Systems Integra- 
tion Management Activity - East remains at 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA vice Rock 
Island, IL) 

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

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

Mather Air Force Base, CA (940th Air 
Refueling Group redirectedfrom McClellan 
AFB to Beale AFB) 

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

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

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, 
Albuquerque, NM (Retain as a tenant 
of the Air Force) 

Presidio of San Francisco, CA (6th Army 
relocates to NASA Ames, CA vice Fort 
Carson, CO) 

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH 
(Retain 12 1st Air Refueling Wing and the 
160th Air Refueling Group in a cantonment 
area at Rickenbacker AGB instead of 
Wright- Patterson AFB. Rickenbacker 
AGB does not close) 

Rock Island Arsenal, 1L (AMCCOM remains 
at Rock Island, IL instead of moving to 
Redstone Arsenal, AL) 



FOR 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
Anniston Army Depot, AL 
Red River Army Depot, TX 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA 
Army Information Processing Center 

Chambersburg, PA 
Army Information Processing Center 

Huntsville, AL 
Defense Distribution Depot Red. River, TX 
Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, AL 
Fort Gillem, GA 
Fort Lee, VA 
Fort McPherson, GA 
Fort Monroe, VA 
Marcus Hook U.S. Army Reserve Center, PA 
Presidio of Monterey & Annex, CA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
Defense Distribution Depot Albany, GA 
Derense Distribution Depot Ba--stow, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, NC 
Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL 
Deiense Distribution Depot Ncrfolk, VA 
Defense Distribution Depot Sari Diego, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Beaurort, SC 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, GA 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Bz.rstow, CA 
Naval Air Facility Johnstown, I'A 
Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, WV 
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam 
Naval Air Station Corpus Chrkti,  TX 
Naval Air Station Memphis, TPJ 
Naval Air Station Miramar, CA 
Naval Air Station Oceana, VA 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point, NC 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville, FL 
Naval Aviation Depot North Is;and, CA 
Naval Electronics Systems Engineering 

Center Portsmouth, VA 

Naval Hospital Beaufort, SC 
Naval Hospital Corpus Christi, TX 
Naval Hospital Great Lakes, IL 
Naval Hospital Millington, TN 
Naval Ordnance Station Louisville, KY 
NavaVMarine Corps Reserve Center 

Lawrence, MA 
Naval Reserve Center Chicopee, MA 
Naval Reserve Center Quincy, MA 
Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA 
Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA 
Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME/NH 
Naval Station Everett, WA 
Naval Station Ingleside, TX 
Naval Station Pascagoula, MS 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes, IL 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA 
Ships Parts Control Center 

Mechanicsburg, PA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AIR FORCE 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY 
Fairchild Air Force Base, WA 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND 
Tinker Air Force Base, OK 
McClellan Air Force Base, CA 
Kelly Air Force Base, TX 
Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA 
Gentile Air Force Station, OH 
Ogden Air Logistics Center 

Hill Air Force Rase, UT 
Defense Distribution Depot 

McClellan Air Force Base, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot 

Oklahoma City, OK 
Defense Distribution Depot 

San Antonio, TX 
Defense Distribution Depot 

Warner-Robins, GA 
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Regional Processing Center 
Kelly Air Force Base, TX 

Regional Processing Center 
Tinker Air Force Base, OK 

Regional Processing Center 
Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
Defense Contract Management District 

Northeast, MA 
Defense Construction Supply Center 

Columbus, OH 

DEFENSE INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS AGENCY 
Defense Information Technology Services 

Organization Cleveland Information 
Processing Center, OH 

Defense Information Technology Services 
Organization Columbus Information 
Processing Center, OH 

Defense Information Technology Services 
Organization Denver Information 
Processing Center, CO 



Washington, D.C. Hearings 
March 15, 1993 
Presentation of the Secretary':. 

Recommendations 
2 118 Rayburn House Office building 

March 16, 1993 
Policy and Methodology in the 

Secretary's Recommendations 
22 12 Rayburn House Office Building 

March 22, 1993 
Environmental Issues, Methoc ology, 

and Policy 
334 Cannon House Office Building 

March 29, 1993 
Base Closure Account and Exc cution, 

Budget Impact and Public I'olicy 
G5O Dirksen Senate Office Budding 

June 14-16, 1993 
Congressional Testimony on Military 

Facility Closures and Realignments 
216 Hart Senate Office Building 

June 17-18, 1993 
Commission Deliberations 
325 Russell Senate Office Building 
216 Hart Senate Office Building 

June 23-27, 1993 
Commission Final Deliberations 
216 Hart Senate Office Building 
2167 Rayburn House Office Building 
G50 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

Regional Hearings 
April 20-21, 1993 

Mid-Atlantic Regional Hearing 
Gunston Arts Center 

April 5,  1993 April 25-26, 1993 
Strategic Defense/Chemical Issues, Oakland, CA Regional Hearing 

Military FamilyIRetiree Issues Henry J .  Kaiser Convention Center 
1100 Longworth House Office Building 

April 27, 1993 
April 12, 1993 San Diego, CA Regional Hearing 
Economic Issues Holiday Inn on the Bay 
1100 Longworth House Office Building 

May 1-2, 1993 
April 19, 1993 Charleston, SC Regional Hearing 
Presentation of GAO's Analysi:, of the Gaillard Municipal Auditorium 

Secretary's Recommendatiorls and Selection 
Process for Closures and Realignments 

G50 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
May 3, 1993 
Orlando, FL Regional Hearing 
Orlando Expo Center 

May 21, 1993 
Commission DeliberationsNott: on May 4, 1993 

-4dditions to the Secretary's List Birmingham, AL Regional Hearing 
for Further Consideration Boutwell Municipal Auditorium 

1100 Longworth House Office Building 
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May 9-10, 1993 
Newark, NJ Regional Hearing 
Symphony Hall 

May 11, 1993 
Boston, MA Regional Hearing 
Gardner Auditorium 

May 12, 1993 
Detroit, MI Regional Hearing 
McGregor Memorial Conference Center 

June 1,  1993 
Columbus, OH Regional Hearing 
Whitehall Civic Center 

June 2, 1993 
Grand Forks, ND Regional Hearing 
University of North Dakota 

June 3, 1993 
San Diego, CA Regional Hearing 
Holiday Inn on the Bay 

June 4, 1993 
Spokane, WA Regional Hearing 
City Council Chambers 

June 6 ,  1993 
Corpus Christi, TX Regional Hearing 
Bayfront Plaza Convention Center 

June 8-9, 1993 
Atlanta, GA Regional Hearing 
Russell Federal Building 

June 11, 1993 
Norfolk, VA Regional Hearing 
Chrysler Hall 

June 12, 1993 
Boston, MA Regional Hearing 
Gardner Auditorium 



ARMY 
Anniston Army Depot, AL 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Red River Army Depot, TX 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA 
Tooele Army Depot, UT 
Fort Gillem, GA 
Fort Huachuca, AZ 
Fort Lee, VA 
Fort Leonard Wood, MD 
Fort McClellan, AL 
Fort McPherson, GA 
Fort Monroe, VA 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Vint Hill Farms, VA 
Marcus Hook U.S. Army Rese r~e  Center, PA 
Presidio of Monterey Annex 
Presidio of Monterey AnnedFcrt Ord,  CA 
Un~versity of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 

NAVY 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 

Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA 
Marine Corps Air-Ground Conibat Center, 

29 Palms, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort, SC 
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, GA 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA 
Naval Air Station Alameda, CA 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL 
Naval Air Station Corpus Chris:i, TX 
Naval Air Station Dallas, TX 
Naval Air Station Glenview, IL 
Naval Air Station Memphis, TN 
Naval Air Station Meridian, MS 
Naval Air Station Miramar, CA 
Naval Air Station Oceana, VA 
Naval Air Station South Weymcmth, MA 
Naval Air Facility Detroit, MI 
Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, WV 
Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft Division, 

Patuxent River. MD 

Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft Division, 
Trenton, NJ 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point, NC 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville, FL 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA 
Naval Aviation Depot North Island, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL 
Naval Education and Training Center, 

Newport, RI 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 

Portsmouth, VA 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 

St. Inigoes, MD 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center 

San Diego, CA 
Naval Hospital Beaufort, SC 
Naval Hospital Corpus Christi, TX 
Naval Hospital Great Lakes, IL 
Naval Hospital Millington, TN 
Naval Hospital Oakland, CA 
Naval Hospital Orlando, FI- 
Naval Post Graduate School, Monterey, CA 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 

Annapolis, MD 
Naval Shipyard Charleston, SC 
Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA 
Naval Shipyard Mare Island, Vallejo, CA 
Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA 
Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME/NH 
Naval Station Charleston, SC 
Naval Station Ingleside, TX 
Naval Station Everett, WA 
Naval Station Mayport, FL 
Naval Station Mobile, AL 
Naval Station Pascagoula, MS 
Naval Station Treasure Island 

San Francisco, CA 
Naval Station Staten Island, NY 
Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA 
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, FL 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dahlgren) 

White Oak Detachment, White Oak, MD 
Naval Surface Warfare Center-Carderock, 

Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes, IL 
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Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, RI 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk 

Detachment, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA 
Planning, Engineering for Repair and 

Alterations (Surface) Pacific 
San Francisco, CA 

Public Works Center San Francisco, CA 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, WA 
Ships Parts Control Center 

Mechanicsburg, PA 
Submarine Base New London, CT 
Submarine Base Kings Bay, GA 

AIR FORCE 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Fairchild Air Force Base, WA 
Gentile Air Force Station, OH 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND 
Greater Rockford Airport, Rockford, IL 
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY 
Homestead Air Force Base, FL 
Kelly Air Force Base, TX 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, MI 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
March Air Force Base, CA 
McClellan Air Force Base, CA 
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ 
Newark Air Force Base, OH 
Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill 

Air Force Base, UT 
O'Hare International Airport Air Force 

Reserve Station, Chicago, IL 
Tinker Air Force Base, OK 
Travis Air Force Base, CA 
Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
Defense Construction Supply Center 

Columbus, OH 
Defense Contract Management District 

Northeast, Boston, MA 
Defense Distribution Depot Albany, GA 
Defense Distribution Depot Barstow, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, NC 
Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL 

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA 
Defense Distribution Depot McClellan 

Air Force Base, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Norfolk, VA 
Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, OK 
Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX 
Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio, TX 
Defense Distribution Depot San Diego, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Warner-Robins, GA 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, OH 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, PA 
Defense Logistics Service Center 

Battle Creek, MI 
Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory 

Philadelphia, PA 
Defense Personnel Support Center 

Philadelphia, PA 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service 

Battle Creek, MI 

DEFENSE INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS AGENCY 
Army Information Processing Center 

Chambersburg, PA 
Computer Services Center, San Antonio, TX 
Defense Information Technology Services 

Organization, Columbus Information 
Processing Center, OH 

Defense Information Technology Services 
Organization, Cleveland Information 
Processing Center, OH 

Regional Processing Center 
Kelly Air Force Base, TX 

Regional Processing Center 
Tinker Air Force Base, OK 

Regional Processing Center 
Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA 

Seventh Communications Group 
Pentagon, Washington, DC 
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Base Closure and Realignment Commission since Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarma- 
1991. Prior to that, he represented the 12th ment and served from 1980 until 1987 on the 
district of New Jersey in the U.S. House of U.S. Air Force Academy Board of Visitors. 
Representatives from -1979 until 199 1. While 
in Congress, Congressman Courter chaired the 
House Military Reform Caucus and served on 
the following subcommittees of the House Armed 
Services Committee: Military Installations and 
Facilities, Procurement and Military Nuclear 
Systems, and Research and Development. In 1987, 
he was appointed to the join. select committee 
charged with investigating the diversion of funds 
to the Nicaraguan democratic opposition in 
the "Iran-Contra Affair." Chairman Courter is 
senior partner of the law firm he founded, 
Courter, Kobert, Laufer, Pu~.cell, and Cohen, 
in Hackettstown, New Jersey. 

Peter B. Bowman is Vice President for Quality 
Assurance for Gould, Inc., a diversified manu- 
facturing company in Newbui-yport, Massachu- 
setts. A career naval officer, Mr. Bowman 
attended the U.S. Naval Nuclear Power School 
and the Naval Submarine S~hool .  He served 
aboard three separate nuclear submarines and 
l a~er  at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. After tours 
at the Naval Sea Systems Cornmand and Mare 
Island Naval Shipyard and 30 years service, he 
retired in 1990 as the Shipyard Commander at 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. Mr. Bowman was 
an instructor for the Center for Naval Analysis 
at the Naval Postgraduate S(:hool from 1990 
through 199 1. 

Beverly B. Byron was a member of the U.S. 
House of Representatives representing the 
6th District of Maryland f-om 1979 until 
January 1993. While in Congr?ss, she served as 
Chairman of the Military Personnel and Com- 
pensation Subcommittee of tlie House Armed 
Services Committee. In this capacity, Congress- 
woman Byron directed Congressional oversight 
for 42 percent of the U.S. defense budget and 
played a key role in overseeing the drawdown 
of U.S. forces overseas. She also served on the 
Research and Development Subcommittee. From 

Rebecca G. Cox is Vice President for Govern- 
ment Affairs for Continental Airlines. Mrs. Cox 
formerly served as Assistant to the President 
and Director of the Office of Public Liaison for 
President Ronald Reagan. Concurrently, she 
served as Chairman of the Interagency Com- 
mittee for Women's Business Enterprise. Prior 
to her service in The White House, Mrs. Cox 
was Assistant Secretary for Government Affairs 
at the Department of Transportation. She had 
previously served at the Department of Trans- 
portation as Counselor to the Secretary. Mrs. 
Cox began her career in the U.S. Senate, where 
she was Chief of Staff to Senator Ted Stevens. 

General Hansford T. Johnson, U.S. Air Force 
(Retired) served in the Air Force for 33 years 
and was Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Trans- 
portation Command and of the Air Mobility 
Command, leading these commands in Opera- 
tion Desert Shield/Desert Storm. During his 
career, he served in South Vietnam, commanded 
the 22nd Bombardment Wing, was Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Operations of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand, Vice Commander-in-Chief of Pacific Air 
Forces, Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the 
U.S. Central Command and Director of the Joint 
Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. General Johnson 
is now Chief of Staff of the United Services 
Automobile Association. 

Harry C. McPherson, Jr., is a partner in the 
law firm of Verner, Liipfert, Bemhard, McPherson 
and Hand in Washington, D.C. He served as 
Deputy Under Secretary of the Army for Inter- 
national Affairs and later as Assistant Secretary 
of State for Educational and Cultural Affairs. 
He then served as Special Counsel to President 
Lyndon B. Johnson. Mr. McPherson served in 
the U.S. Air Force and was President of the 
Federal City Council. He was General Counsel 
for the John F. Kennedy Center for the 
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Performing Arts from 1977 until 1991 and is 
currently Vice Chairman of the U.S. Interna- 
tional Trade and Cultural Center Commission. 

Robert D. Stuart, Jr., was U.S. Ambassador to 
Norway from 1984 to 1989 after serving as Presi- 
dent, Chief Executive Officer, and Chairman of 
The Quaker Oats Company. Ambassador Stuart 
is President of Conway Farms, a real estate 
development company. He is also a Director of 
the Atlantic Council, the Washington Center and 
the Center for Strategic and International Stud- 
ies. Previously, he was President of the Council 
of American Ambassadors and Vice Chairman 
of the Illinois Commission on the Future of Public 
Service. He served in the U.S. Army in Europe 
during World War 11. He also served as a Com- 
missioner on the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in 199 1. 
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