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The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

On behalf of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, we 
are pleased to submit a report containing both a review of the Defense 
Secretary's April 12 list and our recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of U.S. military installations, 

In preparing this report, the commission reviewed thousands of pages 
of oral testimony and written documentation. All of our work was subject: 
to public scrutiny. We held 28 hearings across the United States, 
visited 47 military installations and met face-to-face with hundreds of 
representatives in surrounding communities. Among the many people who 
presented expert testimony were members of Congress and officials 
representing the Pentagon, the General Accounting Office and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Ultimately, this report reflects the independent judgment of the 
Commissionls seven members. Not one of our decisions was easy. Each-of 
the installations recommended for closure enjoys a proud history of 

+ service to the United States. Moreover, we recognize that base closure 
creates economic hardship that only time and initiative can overcome. 
Nevertheless, budget constraints, coupled with changing national security 
requirements, compel the United States to reduce its military overhead 
costs. I am convinced that our recommendations will strengthen this 
country's ability to meet its international responsibilities. 

A 

,&&J 
Arthur Levitt, Jr. H.oward H. Call 
Commissioner Commissioner 
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CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

1. Naval Station Puget Sound 24. Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, 
(Sand Point), Washington Missouri 

2. Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho 25. ASCA'roop Support Command, Missouri 

3. Beale Air Force Base, California 26. Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 

4. Mather Air Force Base, Calfornia 27. Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michigan 

5. Sacramento Army Depot, California 28. Grissom Air Force Base, Indiana 

6. Naval Station Treasure Island 29. Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana 
(Hunters Point Annex), California 

30. Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, Ohio 
7. Naval Air Station Moffett Field, 

California 31. Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

8. Castle Air Force Base, California 32. Philadelphia Naval Station, 
Pennsylvania 

9. Fort Ord, California 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, 

10. Naval Station Long Beach, California ~en&~lvan ia  

11. Naval Air Facility Midway Island, 33. Loring Air Force Base, Maine 
Midway 

34. Fort Devens, Massachusetts 
12. Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, 

California 35. Construction Battalion Center 
Davisville, Rhode Island 

13. March Air Force Base, California 
36. Fort Dix, New Jersey 

14. Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 
37. Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, 

15. Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado South Carolina 

16. Goodfellow Air Force Base, Texas 38. MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

17. Carswell Air Force Base, Texas NOT PICTURED ON MAP 
18. Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas - 17 Realignments and 7 Closures of 

19. Naval Air Station Chase Field, Texas Naval Research, Development, 
Testing & Engineering, 

20. Fort Polk, Louisiana ~ n ~ i n e i r i n ~  & ~ l e e t  ~ G r t  
Activities 

21. England Air Force Base, Louisiana - Realignment of Combat Materiel 
22. Fort Chaffee, Arkansas Research Lab and Medical Lab 21 

23. Eaker Air Force Base, Arkansas - Realignment of the Army Corps of 
Engineers 

iii 



Executive Summary 

Executive 
Summary 

O n  November 5, 1990, President George 
Bush signed Public Law 101-510, Title XXIX 
(the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
A d  of 1990), establishing the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission to 
ensure a timely, independent, and fair process 
for closing and realigning U.S. military 
installations. 

This statute required the Secretary of 
Defense to submit a list of proposed military 
base closures and real ignments  t o  t h e  
Commission by April 15,1991. In accordance 
with the statute, these recommendations were 
to be based upon a force-structure plan 
submitted to Congress with the Department of 
Defense (DoD) budget request for fiscal year 
(FY) 1992 a n d  eight  selection c r i te r ia  
developed by DoD with public comment. 
Anticipated levels of defense funding in the N 
1992-97 period and a reassessment of t he  
probable threats to the United States drove the 
force-structure p l a n .  T h e  p r e s e n t  
Administration viewed the changing world 
order a s  a n  opportunity t o  implement  
measured defense reductions. However, 
Congress has seized upon the reduced threat to 
our national security and mandated a sharp 
decline in defense funding. The graph on the 
next page showing DoD's budget authority 
depicts this dramatic decline in funding since 
the mid-1980s. 

The Commission's purpose was to ensure 
that the proposals submitted by DoD did not 
deviate substantially from the force-structure 
plan and the eight selection criteria. Where it 
identified such deviations, the Commission 
was authorized to add or delete bases. ' The 
Commission's founding legislation calls for 
this process to be repeated in 1993 and 1995. 

The end of the Cold War, evidenced by the 
fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the formal 
dissolution of the  Warsaw Pact i n  1991, 
fundamentally altered the military threa t  
posed by the Soviet Union and its allies. These 
events had dramatic impacts on U.S. military 
requirements. In addition, the growing U.S. 
budget deficit provided an  impetus to cut U.S. 
military spending. Therefore, DoD is planning 
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to decrease the U.S. military by approximately 
25 percent over the next five years. 

Clearly, fewer forces require fewer bases. 
By eliminating unnecessary facilities, limited 
dollars can go to vi tal  military needs. 
Balancing the base structure with the new 
force-structure plan will make DoD more 
efficient, streamline t h e  defense infra-  
structure, and enhance national security. 

This Commission differs from previous 
base-closure efforts; its purpose was to make 
independent  recommendations t o  t h e  
Resident based on its review of the Secretary 
of Defense's April 1991 proposal to close 
43 bases and realign 29. The 1988 DoD 
Commission, on the other hand, developed its 
own l i s t  of proposed closures, which it 
presented to the Secretary of Defense and 
Congress. 

The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) 
was involved closely in the process. It acquired 
data from DoD and prepared a review of DoD's 
proposals, which was forwarded to Congress 
and the Commission on May 16,1991. It also 
assisted the Commission in its own review of 
data by detailing staffers to the Commission 
and providing assistance from field staff. '. 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and  
Realignment Commission's recommendations 
emerged from a uniquely open process, i n  
which testimony and viewpoints were heard 
from community and congressional leaders. 
This process insulated the Commission from 
partisan politics. All meetings were open to 
the public. Transcripts of hearings and data 
received by the Commission were available for 
public review. Furthermore, every major site 
proposed for closure was visited by at least one 
commissioner. These visits enabled the 
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commissioners to gain a firsthand look at the 
installations. Commissioners also heard from 
members of the public about the effect that  
closure would have on local communities. 

The Commission also received public 
testimony in Washington, D.C., from members 
of Congress, DoD officials, and other expert 
witnesses. Public hearings, providing 
community leaders a n  opportunity t o  
comment, were held a t  1 4  other locations 
across the country. 

The Commission recognizes tha t  some 
communities depend great ly  on these  
installations. It  notes, however, i n  the long 
te rm,  a n d  with effort and i n i t i a t i v e ,  
communities can overcome the hardships 
caused by base closures. In fact, history has 
shown many post-closure economies a r e  
stronger and more stable. 

According to a survey by DoD's Office of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA), between 
1961 and 1990 approximately 158,000 new jobs 
had been created to replace nearly 93,000 jobs 
lost as a result of base closures. The OEA has 
also been working with 21 communities 
located near bases recommended for closure by 
the 1988 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission and has provided $1.6 million in 
grants to help develop reuse plans. 

Since the Commission wanted to devote its 
entire effort to considering the bases under 
study for closure or realignment, an  after- 
action report will be prepared and forwarded to 
the Resident and Congress. The report will 
offer the Commission's guidance for improving 
the base-closing process. 

Based on the Commission's review-and- 
analysis and deliberations process, it is 
recommending to the Resident that 34 bases 
be closed and 48 bases be realigned. These 
actions will result in FY 1992-97 net savings of 
$2.3 billion after one-time costs of $4.1 billion. 
The savings from these actions will total  
$1.5 billion annually. The following list  
summarizes closure and realignment actions of 
the 1991 Commission. 

RECOMMENDED FOR 
CLOSURE 

Department of the Army 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Harry Diamond Lab Woodbridge 

Research Facility, VA 

Department of the Navy 
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, RI 
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 

Treasure Island, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Naval Air Station Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Puget Sound, Sand Point, WA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
7 RDT & E Engineering and Fleet Support 

Activities 

Department of the 
Air Force 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Grismm Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, ME 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO 
Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 

vii 
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RECOMMENDED 
FOR REALIGNMENT 

Department of  the Army 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Aviation Systems Comrnandmoop Support 

Command, St. Louis, MO 
Fort Chaffee, AR 
Fort Dix, NJ 
Fort Polk, LA 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
10 RDT&E Laboratories 
7 Medical Laboratories 

Department of the Navy 
Midway Island Naval Air Facility 
17 RDT&E Engineering and Fleet Support 

Activities 

Department of  the 
Air Force 

RECOMMENDED w4 

TO STAY OPEN 

Department of the Army 
Fort McClellan, AL 

Department of the Navy 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, WA 

Department of the 
Air Force 
Moody Air Force Base, GA 

Beale Air Force Base, CA 
Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
March Air Force Base, CA 
Mather Air Force Base, CA 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID 

viii 



Contents 

CONTENTS 

Page 

ii ................................................... Frontispiece 

iii ..................................... Closures and Realignments 

...................................... EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

..................... Chapter 1. HISTORY OF BASE CLOSURES 

1988 Commission ....................................... 
1990 DoD Proposals ..................................... 

........... 1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Chapter 2. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROCEDURES 
............... TO DEVELOP RECOMMENDED LIST 

Department of the Army ................................. 
Department of the Navy ................................. 

.............................. Department of the Air Force 

Chapter 3. THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE ............................................ 

............................ Assistance to the Commission 
........................................ The GAO Report 

Chapter 4. THE WORK OF THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION ................ 

Chapter 5. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION ....... 

Department of the Army ................................. 
Department of the Navy ................................. 

.............................. Department of the Air Force 

................. Chapter 6. COMMUNITIES AND BASE*REUSE 

Mobilizing for Reuse ..................................... 
......................... Economic Adjustment Assistance 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Appendix 

CONTENTS (Continued) 

A. Public Law 101-510, Title XXM, 
Nov. 5,1990, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 

Appendix B. Force Structure Summary 

Appendix C . Selection Criteria 

Appendix D. Department of Defense's Closure 
and Realignment Recommendations 

Appendix E. Commissioners' Biographies 

Appendix F. Commission Staff 

Appendix G. Hearings 

Appendix H. Military Installations Visited 

Appendix I. Menu of Options 

Editors Note: 
In this second printing, 
we have incorporated 

the errata into the text. 



History of Base Closures 

Chapter 1 

History 

Base 
Closures 

I n  the early 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  then-Secretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara closed many 
bases to reduce military overhead. Secretary 
McNamara created within DoD the Office of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA) to ease the  
economic impacts of closures on affected 
communities and to allow the reuse of former 
bases. In the early 1970s, and in response to 
the end of the Vietnam War, hundreds of 
military facilities across the country closed. 

In  the 1960s and again i n  the 19709, 
accusations were widespread t h a t  base 
closures were being used by the executive 
branch to punish uncooperative legislators. 
This sentiment prompted Congress in 1977 to 
pass Section 2687 of Title 10, United States 
Code, which required DoD to notify Congress if 
an installation became a closure candidate, 
and i t  also applied the National Environ- 
menta l  Policy Act  t o  base-c losure  
recommendations. These s t ipulat ions,  
combined with Congress' reluctance to close 
military bases, effectively prevented DoD from 
closing any major military installation. 

The 1980s saw a rapid military expansion 
as a result of a dramatic increase in defense 
spending. In 1985, Senator Barry Goldwater 
recognized the need for DoD to rid itself of 
excess base capacity. He asked Secretary of 
Defense Caspar Weinberger to  submit a n  
"illustrative" list of military bases for closure. 
A hearing was held to discuss the 22 bases on 
Secretary Weinberger's list, but no further 
action was taken. 

1988 COMMISSION 
By 1988, while the structure of the U.S. 

armed forces had changed, the base structure 
r e m a i n e d  u n a l t e r e d .  Therefore ,  on  
May 3, 1988,  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense 
F r a n k  Carlucci char te red  t h e  Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure, ordering it t o  conduct a n  
independent study of the domestic military 
base sixuctwe and to recommend installations 
for realignment and closure. In October 1988, 
Congress passed and Resident Reagan signed 
Public Law 100-526,  t h e  Defense 
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Authorization Amendments and Base Closure 
and Realignment Act. 

The 1988 Commission, chaired by former 
Senator Abraham Ribicoff and former 
Congressman Jack Edwards, recommended 
that 86 bases be closed fully and 59 others be 
closed partially or realigned. These changes 
would, according to Commission estimates, 
generate an annual savings of $693.6 million. 

1990 DoD PROPOSALS 
In an effort to reshape and reduce the 

military infrastructure, Secretary of Defense 
Cheney in January 1990 proposed closing 
36 bases i n  the  United Sta tes .  The 
congressional response was reminiscent of the 
base-closing rounds of the 1960s and 1970s. 
Congressional critics claimed that the list 
unfairly targeted districts represented by 
Democrats. Others charged that Congress 
again was institutionally incapable of m a k i i  
decisions that were good for the country but 
painful for some congressional districts. 

The list was not acted upon by Congress, 
but the groundwork was laid for a second base- 
closing commission. 

1991 BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (see Appendix A) 
intends, as the law says, "to provide a fair 
process that will result in the timely closure 
and realignment of military installations 
inside the United States." 

The process was built around the following 
standards.. 

The force-structure plan submitted to 
Congress with the DoD budget request 
for Fiscal Year 1992 (see Appendix B) 

Eight selection criteria finalized by 
DoD after public comment (see 
Appendix C) 

Of the eight criteria, the first four 
concerned military value and were to receive 
preference. 

Current  and fu tu re  mission 
requirements 

Availability and condition of land, 
facilities, and air space 

Contingency and  mobilization 
requirements 

Cost and manpower implications 

The remaining criteria were 

Return on investment 

Local economic impact 

Impact on community infrastructure 

Environmental impact 

The Commission received DoD's proposed 
list of closures and realignments after the 
following process: First, the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force analyzed their own base structures, 
comparing them against the force-structure 
plan and the selection criteria. The services 
then submitted their proposals to Secretary 
Cheney, who on April 12, 1991, sent DoD's 
recommendations to the Commission. The 
Commission was required to send its 
recommendations to the  President by 
July 1,1991. 

The statutory test to be applied by the 
Commission in justifying modifications to 
DoD's recommended list involves "substantial 
deviation" from the force-structure plan and 
selection criteria. The Commission could 
recommend changes for those bases where a 
substantial deviation was established. 
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Approval by the 
President and Congress 

The law requires the President to approve 
or disapprove the Commission's recommen- 
dations by July 15,1991. An approved report 
will be sent to Congress. If the President 
rejects the report, it will be returned to'the 
Commission for revision. The Commission 
must submit to the President by August 15 a 
revised report. The President then has 15 days 
to approve or disapprove the revised report. 
The President must send an approved report to 
Congress by September 1,1991. If he does not 
approve the report, the closure process for 1991 
comes to an end with no action. 

Once the Commission's recommendations 
are approved by the President, Congress has 
45 legislative days, or until it adjourns for the 
session, to consider them. Changes to the 
approved recommendations are not allowed. 
Unless Congress enacts a joint resolution 
disapproving the Commission's proposals, the 
Secretary must begin to close or realign those 
installations listed i n  the report within 
two years and complete the action within 
six years. 

Differences Between 
the 1988 and 1991 
Commissions 

Both Commissions were set up to overcome 
the political paralysis that had prevented the 
closure of bases during the previous decade. 
The recommendations of the 1988 Commission 
were driven largely by the need to  size a 
bloated base infrastructure to a reduced threat 
and force structure. The 1991 Commission was 
driven by further reductions in DoD budgets 
and dramatic changes in Eastern Europe. 

established by law from the outset. I t s  
members were appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate. 

Other differences between these two 
Commissions resulted primarily from the 
lessons learned in the congressional debate 
tha t  followed the 1988 base closure and 
realignment recommendations. 

After publication of the 1988 list, affected 
members of Congress leveled three major 
charges against the Commission process. 
First, they contended the process had been 
secretive. I .  fact, hearings had been closed 
and information on the ranking of facilities 
and transcripts of Commission meetings were 
hard to obtain. Second, Congress noted many 
of the affected facilities had not been visited by 
commissioners. Such visits, believed the 
legislators,  migh t  have helped t h e  
commissioners verify information included in 
the staff reports. Finally, they complained 
that faulty data had been used to reach the 
final closure recommendations. Congress 
believed the General Accounting Office (GAO) 
or another independent organization should 
have reviewed the information and data for 
accuracy. 

Commission members and legislators also 
said that the panel's mandate to recover the 
cost within six years was too restrictive and 
had prevented the closing of several obsolete 
installations. 

Congress, through Title XXIX of Public 
Law 101-510, established the 1991 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission to 
redress these issues. The process is open, 
commissioners have visited all major affected 
bases, and GAO has been an integral part of 
the process. 

Structurally, the differences between these Composition of the 1991 
two Commissions are significant. The 1988 Commission 
Commission was chartered by and reported to 
the Secretary of Defense. Congress codified The commissioners were chosen for their 
the authority of that  Commission when it distinguished legislative, business, military, 
passed Public Law 100-526. The 1991 and diplomatic backgrounds. Six were 
Commission, on t h e  o ther  h a n d ,  was  appointed by President Bush  - four in  
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consultation with House and Senate majority 
leaders and two with the advice of House and 
Senate  minori ty  leaders .  The  o t h e r  
appointments were made independently by the 
Resident. 

The staff was drawn from backgrounds 
encompassing government, law, journalism, 
academia, and the military. Some were hired 
directly by the Commission, while others were 
detailed from DoD, GAO, the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. Under the 
Commission's founding legislation, no more 
than one-third of the staff could be detailed 
Erom DoD. Divisional directors (including the 
staff director) were civilians hired directly by 
the Commission. The Commission also hired 
independent consultants from the Logistics 
Management Institute, who helped design and 
then participated in the review and analysis of 
the services' recommendations. 
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.- Chapter 2 
O n  April 12, 1991, Secretary of Defense 

Dick Cheney presented to Congress and the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission a list of military installations 
proposed for realignment or closure. The list 
recommended 43 base closures and 29 realign- 
ments and was the product of an extensive DoD 
review of military bases. 

Department DoD began i t s  review of bases  on 
December 10, 1990, by establishing policy 
guidance for all services to follow. A DoD 
steering committee developed the final eight 
base-evaluation criteria and issued several 
implementing memoranda. Within th i s  
general framework, each service was allowed 
the flexibility to design a n  analysis plan 
around its unique missions and structure. 

of Defense 
Procedures 
to Develop Four additional memoranda were issued to 

clarify the DoD review process. 

Recom- 
mended List DEPARTMENT OF THE 

ARMY 
In November 1990, the Secretary of the 

Army established the Total Army Basing 
Study and  tasked th i s  s tudy group to  
recommend po ten t i a l  c losures  a n d  
realignments. 

The Army divided its installations into 
seven main categories and analyzed each 
category quantitatively using five existing 
measures of merit, which were then defined in 
terms of DoD's selection criteria 1-4 (military 
value) and criterion 7 (community infra- 
structure). Each measure was weighted to 
reflect the Army's view of its importance. The 
measures of merit and attributes were used to 
de termine  t h e  m i l i t a r y  va lue  of t h e  
installations. These rankings served as a point 
of departure from which the analysts applied 
their military judgments to recommend 
closures and realignments. 

The Army appl ied t h e  r e tu rn -on -  
investment and impact criteria to bases that 
ranked low in military value. 
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Senior & m y  staff reviewed the Army's 
final proposals and recommended the list for 
approval. The Secretary of the Army and the 
Army Chief of Staff approved this list. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
NAVY 

The Secretary of the Navy established a 
six-member Base Structure Committee in 
December 1990 to determine the  Navy's 
closure and realignment candidates. 

The Base Structure Committee grouped all 
of its installations into categories a n d  
determined which categories contained excess 
capacity; there, it searched for closure and 
realignment options. 

The Base Structure Committee used 
information as the VCNO (Vice Chief of Naval 
Operations) study. It was later called the 
OpNav Study because it was initiated in  
February 1990 by the Office of the Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

The Base Structure Committee had 
intended to use the study prepared by the 
OpNav group, but the committee members 
were not satisfied with the total utility of the 
data or weights used in the OpNav Study. The 
Base Structure Committee used the data from 
the OpNav Study as a starting point and began 
a series of hearings, in which senior Navy 
officials briefed t h e  committee on their  
respective activities. 

The committee members combined their 
professional military judgment with the data 
gleaned from these interviews and existing 
data from the OpNav Study to  arrive at their 
baseclosure recommendations. As a result, 
these judgments sometimes differed from the 
assessments one might make using the raw 
empirical data. 

codes were assigned to a base by assuming that 
it could be closed and assessing what impact its Ld 
closure would have on the Navy's mission. 
Like t h e  Army, t h e  Navy considered 
community support (criterion 7 )  in  its analysis 
of the military value of bases. 

Once the Base Structure Committee had 
selected bases for  possible closure o r  
realignment, it evaluated criteria 5, 6, and 
8 for these proposals. 

The Base Structure Committee presented 
its nominations to the Secretary of the Navy, 
who recommended to the Secretary of Defense 
naval installations for closure or realignment. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AIR FORCE 

The Secretary ofthe Air Force appointed a 
Base Closure Executive Group of five general 
officers and five senior-executive-service 
officials. 

The Air  Force collected d a t a  b y  'LJ 
distributing s tandard ques t ionnai res  - 
general, environmental, and air space - to 
each Air Force base. The executive group 
sorted the Air Force bases into five categories 
and ten subcategories, and examined each to 
identify excess capacity. 

Unlike the Army and Navy, the Air Force 
analyzed all bases according to a l l  eight 
selection criteria. The executive group 
developed up to 83 subelements per category to 
provide specific data points. 

The Air Force prepared color ratings for 
the subelements and used these ratings to rank 
and group bases. The Secretary of the Air 
Force selected bases for closure from the  
options developed by the executive group. 

The Navy assigned color codes to bases in 
the categories with excess capacity. The color 
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Chapter 3 

The Role 
of the 
General 
Accounting 
Office 

The General Accounting Office did not 
become involved in the 1988 process until after 
that Commission published its report. Then 
Congress called upon GAO to examine the 
Commission's methodology, findings, and 
recommendations. 

GAO's recommendations addressed ways 
to ensure data accuracy, which cost factors and 
economic impacts should be considered, how to 
develop specific criteria, and how to measure 
employment impacts. 

To ensure GAO's role during the 1991 
Commission's analysis, Congress gave GAO a 
clear role in the 1991 process. 

Under Section 2903 (d)(5) of Title XXIX, 
Public Law 101-510, Congress called on the 
Comptroller General to do two things: assist 
the Commission in its review of the Secretary 
of Defense's recommendations and transmit an 
independent report to  Congress and  the  
Commission containing GAO's analysis of 
DoD's proposals and processes. 

ASSISTANCE TO THE 
COMMISSION 

At least one GAO professional served on 
each of the Commission's &my, Navy, and Air 
Force review-and-analysis teams. These 
individuals were fully integrated into all 
review-and-analysis efforts. 

GAO also helped t h e  Commission's 
researchers verify t h e  da t a  used by the  
services. GAO field personnel visited some 
39 bases to gather fmthand information and 
verify data selected by the Commission. 

THE GAO REPORT 
GAO released i t s  r epo r t ,  t i t l e d  

Observations on the Analyses Supporting 
Proposed Closures a n d  Realignments, on 
May 16, 1991. The Assistant Comptroller 
General testified before the Commission on 
May 17. GAO's findings paralleled much of 
the Commission staff's work up to that time, 
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but provided detail - especially on costs and 
savings. 

GAO found that the Army and Air Force 
could document their use of the force-structure 
plan and the military-value criteria. While 
there were differences in the way the services 
developed military-value rankings, these 
differences were insignificant. Therefore, 
GAO concluded in its report, the recommen- 
dations by the Army and Air Force were 
"adequately supported." 

However, GAO concluded that the Navy 
did not offer enough documentation to prove 
whether or not its process followed the force 
structure and the selection criteria, preventing 
GAO from eva lua t ing  specific Navy 
recommendations. GAO analyzed the Navy's 
ship-berthing capacity to decide how many 
naval stations the Navy needs to support its 
fleet. If only the recommended bases a re  
closed, concluded GAO, the Navy would still 
have significant excess shipberthing capacity. 

GAO did not evaluate the Navy's methodology 
for air stations, shipyards, or labs. 

GAO conducted a "sensitivity check" on 
DoD's estimation of the number of years it 
would take to recover closing costs. This 
entailed projecting 50 percent and 100 percent 
increases in one-time costs. While the payback 
periods for many of DoD's recommendations 
changed little, there were some closure or 
realignment proposals where a 50 percent 
increase in one-time costs would increase the 
number of years for payback from 4 to  
100 years. 

GAO also discovered inconsistencies i n  
service costs, savings estimates, and payback 
calculations. Despite DoD guidance to the 
contrary, the Army, Navy, and Air Force used 
budget data for other than 1991 dollars as their 
baselines. The results of these inconsistencies 
were overstatements of estimated annual 
savings and a shortening of the payback period 
for several closures. 
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Chapter 4 

The Work 
of the 
Defense 
Base Closure 
and 
Realignment 

The Commission was empowered to ensure 
that the DoD recommendations did not deviate 
substantially from Title XXIX of Public Law 
101-510. The  law also requi red  t h e  
Commission to conduct i t s  proceedings in  
public and open its records and deliberations to 
public scrutiny. 

Four concurrent activities provided the 
Commission with information. First, the 
Commission held 15 hearings in Washington, 
D.C., to  receive information from DoD, 
legislators, and other experts. Second, the 
Commission encouraged public comments by 
holding 14 regional and site hearings, where it 
received testimony on bases being considered 
for closure or realignment. Third, the  
commissioners visited the  major facilities 
proposed for closure. Finally, the Commis- 
sion's research staff reviewed the services' 
processes and data to help commissioners 
arrive at their recommendations and to ensure 
tha t  they had adhered to  t h e  s tatutory 
standards. 

The inputs from communities potentially 
affected by base closures were tremendous. 
Community and elected leaders were tireless 
advocates for their military installations. In 
the two-and-a-half months the Commission 
conducted its business, it received more than 
143,000 letters and more than 100 phone calls 
a day. This level of input uncovered for 
commissioners every possible argument that 
could be proffered on behalf of potentially 
impacted bases. 

The Commission se t  up r e ~ i e w ~ a n d -  
analysis teams - Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Special - to evaluate the services' processes. 
The Commission's teams focused on the process 
each service used to adhere to legislative 
requirements. 

The Army team's review paralleled the 
Army's process. The team determined whether 
the h y  considered all bases and whether its 
categorization of bases and use of attributes 
were sound. The Commission did this  by 
comparing the major activities on Army bases 
with the "measures of merit" and attributes 
developed by the Army to ensure that all eight 
criteria were addressed. The Commission then 
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looked at the Army's proposals in terms of the 
capacity needed to house its forces in 1995 as 
envisioned by the force-structure plan. 

The Navy presented a special challenge to 
the Commission. Its selection process was 
more subjective and less documented than that 
of either the Army or the Air Force. To 
determine whether the Navy complied with 
the law, the Commission's staff held a series of 
meetings with members of the Navy's Base 
Structure Committee and other high-ranking 
naval officers - including the heads of naval 
aviation, surface warfare and personnel, and 
training. These individuals responded to 
questions and supplied information to the 
Commission. The Commission studied these 
d a t a  to  determine whether t he  Navy's 
compliance with selection criteria and the 
force-structure plan was adequate. 

The Navy provided additional explanation 
for its decisions. The Commission, with GAO's 
help, obtained and analyzed several hundred 
items of data from some 29 naval installations 
across the country. Moreover, the Commission 
examined the Navy's berthing capacity in  
detail. 

its facilities by identifying all Air Force bases 
and checking updated manpower documents. u- 
Second, the team examined the categories and 
subcategories used by the Air Force to compare 
bases. Third, the team checked the Air Force's 
analysis of capacity within categories and for 
individual facilities. The team also reviewed 
decisions to exclude certain categories from 
further consideration due to a lack of excess 
capacity. Then, the team checked the Air 
Force application of the eight criteria to the 
remaining bases. In this step, the team fust 
examined the individual bases tha t  were 
excluded a s  "militarily or geographically 
unique or mission essential." Finally, the 
team considered the application of the eight 
selection criteria to the remaining 72 bases. 

These activities provided the Commission 
with the information it needed to  arrive a t  its 
recommendations in  accordance with the 
standards mandated in  t h e  law. The 
commissioners used it to develop a "menu of 
options" - potent ia l  add i t i ons  a n d  
substitutions to t he  DoD proposals (see 
Appendix H). The Commission's f inal  
recommendations are presented in Chapter 5. 

w 
The Commission's Air Force team first 

checked to see that the Air Force had studied 
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Chapter 5 

Closure and 
Realignment 
Recommen- 
dations 
of the 
Lommission 

The  Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission has completed its review 
and analysis of the Department of Defense 
recommendations for base closures and 
real ignments ,  a s  t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  t h e  
Commission on April  12, 1991, by t h e  
Secretary of Defense. This chapter contains 
t he  recommendat ions made  by t h i s  
Commission. 

In recommending to the services where to 
move their units, missions, or forces, the 
Commission recognizes that the military must 
retain some flexibility. The force-structure 
plan itself is not a rigid document because it 
reflects a world that is changing rapidly. 

Aside from recommendations on the status 
of particular bases, the Commission also made 
two general recommendations. 

First, the Commission observed, it is DoD 
policy to operate military hospitals primarily 
to support active-duty military personnel. 
Congress established the Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services 
(CHAMPUS) to care for the medical needs of 
non-active-duty beneficiaries. Closures of 
military hospitals normally follow closures of 
bases with active-duty populations served by 
those hospitals, with CHAMPUS covering the 
beneficiaries i n  that area. In  addition, 
assignments of active-duty heal th-care 
specialists are tied directly to support of active- 
duty forces. The Commission recommends 
that DoD confer with Congress regarding these 
policies and report to the Commission in time 
for the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider the issue of hospital 
closures. 

Second, with the closure of bases bearing 
the  names of American heroes such a s  
President Benjamin Harrison; General Ira C. 
Eaker; astronaut Virgil "Gus" Grissom; and 
World War I pilot, Eddie Rickenbacker, the 
Commission urges the President to fmd some 
other means to honor the contributions of these 
great Americans. 

Detailed information on  each of t h e  
Commission's base-closure-and-realignment 
decisions is presented below, including the 
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rationale for each recommendation. 
Substantial deviations from the application of 
the force-structure plan and the final criteria 
have been identified where applicable. 

DEPARTMENT 
OF THE ARMY 

U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers 
Category: Corps of Engineers 
Mission: Military and Civil Works 
Cost to Close: $266 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $238 million; 

Annual: $112 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Consider reorganization of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers under legislation separate 
from that  which established the  Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission (Public 
Law 101-510). The Corps of Engineers 
conducted a reorganization study and 
submitted it as a part of the Department of the 
Army's recommendation t o  DoD. The 
Secretary of Defense removed the Corps of 
Engineers from his submission to the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The comqnunities argued that the study 

had not been properly reviewed by 
congressional committees charged with 
oversight of the Corps of Engineers. They also 
argued that reducing the number of divisions 
from ten to six had no rational foundation and 
that the boundaries that describe these new 
divisions and districts were not determined in 
a consistent manner. The communities stated 
that the great distances between these new 
divisions and district headquarters and their 

respective field offices would create 
inefficiencies. 

Finally, the communities argued that the 
proposed realignment would have a significant 
impact on the local economies and regions. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the Corps of 

Engineers reorganization plan is based on a 
business-like approach. It combines like 
functions at  the division level where area 
coverage can be provided, thus relieving the 
districts of some of their administrative 
functions. The number of divisions selected 
was based on four options. Each option 
considered command-and-control factors and 
balanced the workload. The boundaries for the 
new divisions were based on watershed 
locations and optimizing customer support. 
The selection of division headquarters was 
based solely on the ranking of existing 
headquarters. The number of districts and 
their headquarters were based primarily on 
their military ranking and their civil works 
rankings. In some cases, selections did not 
follow the rankings to account for needed 
geographic dispersion and unique capabilities. 

The Commission found t h a t  t h e  
unemployment impacts would increase by no 
more than two percentage points in any one 
area; however, these rates are independent of 
any other action that may be occurring in the 
respective areas. The implementation costs 
may be overstated because it is not known 
exactly how many personnel will elect to &tire 
or quit as opposed to relocating. 

The Commission a lso  found t h a t  
6,600 authorized positions would be 
transferred and an additional 2,600 authorized 
positions would be eliminated. This represents 
approximately 22 percent of the Corps of 
Engineers total work force and 47 percent of 
the work force available for reorganization. 

These transfers and eliminations occur at  
the district and division levels. Four division 
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and  fourteen district  headquarters a r e  
eliminated to reduce the span of control and 
increase operational efficiencies. However, 
project and construction offices in support of 
t h e  dis t r ic ts  a r e  not affected by t h e  
reorganization. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission recommends t h e  

realignment of the Army Corps of Engineers. 
We find t h a t  t h e  Secre ta ry  devia ted  
substantially from criterion 1 (current and 
future mission requirements) and criterion 4 
(cost and manpower implications). Such 
realignment will be accomplished primarily 
through the elimination of a number of Corps 
of Engineers division and district management 
headquarters located in  the United States. 
The realignment will not be initiated until 
J u l y  1, 1992, a n d  wil l  conform t o  t h e  
1991 Corps of Engineers Reorganization Study 
unless legislation is enacted by Congress 
providing a n  alternative realignment by 
July 1,1992, in which event the Secretary will 
initiate the realignment as determined by the 
legislation. 

Aviation Systems 
Command and Troop 

- 

Support Command, 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Logistics Support 
Costs to Realign: $6.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $33.5 million; 

Annual: $22.5 million 
Payback: Immediate 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

the Defense Management Report Decision to 
consolidate the inventory control point. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
There were no formal expressions from the 

community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found the consolidation of 

inventory control points and  r e s u l t a n t  
elimination of an  inventory control point were 
ra t iona l  approaches t o  managemen t  
efficiencies. The cost efficiencies of merging 
AVSCOM and TROSCOM support the DoD 
proposal. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  t h e  DoD 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. The Commission recom- 
mends the  merge r  of AVSCOM w i t h  
TROSCOM as proposed. Also, the Commission 
recommends tha t  the Army evaluate t he  
relocation of those activities from leased space 
to government-owned facilities and provide 
appropriate  recommendations t o  t h e  
1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commis- 
sion. 

Merge Aviation Systems Command 
(AVSCOM) and Troop Support Command 
(TROSCOM) in St. Louis, Missouri, as part of 
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Fort Benjamin Harrison, 
Indiana 
Category: Initial Entry TrainiWBranch 

School 
Mission: A m y  Soldier Support Center; 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
Cost to Close: $206 million 
Swings: 1992-97: -$123.8 million; 

Annual: $36.9 million 
Payback: 4 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Fort Benjamin Hanison and realign 
the Soldier Support Center  from For t  
Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, to Fort Jackson, 
South Carolina, to initiate the Soldier Support 
Warfighting Center. Relocate U.S. Army 
Recruiting Command from Fort Sheridan to 
Fort Knox ra ther  t han  For t  Benjamin 
Harrison. This part  of the proposal i s  a 
revision to the  1988 Defense Secretary's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
recommendations. Retain Building 1 for the 
continued use by the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) and retain part of 
Fort Benjamin Harrison for the Army reserves. 

Fort Benjamin Harrison was rated lowest 
in its category. It  has limited expansion 
capability, high operating costs, and high real- 
property-maintenance costs. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  the Army 

Soldier Support Warfighting Center would be 
more suitable a t  Fort Benjamin Harrison. 
Moving the two branch schools from Fort 
Jackson to Fort Benjamin Harrison would be 
easier than sending six schools from Fort 
Benjamin Harrison to Fort Jackson. The 
community also claimed tha t  closing Fort 
Benjamin Harrison would cause signifacant job 
loss. Fort Benjamin Harrison has been a major 
source of employment for the handicapped and 
minorities and serves thousands of retirees. 
The community also argued that Building 1 is 
currently underused, thus DoD should relocate 

functions currently i n  leased space to 
Building 1. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that Fort Jackson 

is a more economical location for the Army 
Soldier Support Warfighting Center than Fort 
Benjamin Harrison. It found that the missions 
a t  Fort Benjamin Harrison do not require 
extensive facilities and thus can be easily 
realigned a t  minimal costs. 

The Commission found that Building 1 is 
underused. Building 1 is the current home of 
the branch of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service that is responsible for the 
Department of the Army finances. The 
Commission is aware of an  ongoing Defense 
Management Review initiative to consolidate 
and streamline DoD's Finance and Accounting 
Services. DoD should look closely at using 
adequate excess government-owned facilities 
when eva lua t ing  i t s  overa l l  fac i l i ty  
requirements. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
w' 

The Commission recommends t o  t he  
President t he  closure of Fort  Benjamin 
Harrison; the realignment of the Soldier 
Support Center to  Fort Jackson, South 
Carolina; and the retention of the Department 
of Defense Finance and Accounting Service, 
Indianapolis Center. We also recommend the 
revision of t h e  Defense Secretary 's  
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
1988 recommendation relocating the  U.S. 
Army Recruiting Command (USAREC) from 
Fort Sheridan to Fort Knox rather than Fort 
Benjamin Harrison. The Commission also 
recommends a n  adjustment i n  t h e  DoD 
recommendation. We find that the Secretary 
deviated substantially from criterion 2, the 
availability and condition of land and facilities 
a t  both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. Because of this, the Commission 
recommends to  the President the closure of 
Building 1. 
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The Commission further recommends that 
DoD submit i t s  consolidation plan of the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service to the 
1993 Base Closure a n d  Real ignment  
Commission. 

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 
Category: Major Training Areas 
Mission: Major Maneu wr and Training 
Cost to Close: Fort ChaffedFort Polk 

$303 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$34.2 million; 

Annuul: $22.9 million 
Payback: 5 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort Chaffee, retaining the facilities 
and training area to  support the Reserve 
Component. Station the current Active 
Component tenant ,  t h e  Joint  Readiness 
Training Center (JRTC), permanently a t  Fort 
Polk, Louisiana (out l ined  i n  DoD's 
recommendation for Fort Polk). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  economic 

impacts will extend further than DoD stated. 

Additionally, the community claimed that 
Fort Chaffee provides a more challenging, 
versatile training environment than Fort Polk 
and that Fort Polk was never considered as  a 
candidate for the JRTC. The local citizens also 

' 

argued that DoD overstated costs for facilities 
to support the JRTC. For example, a hospital 
and housing are available in the community 
and need not be constructed. Finally, the 
community argued that World War I1 facilities 
can be rehabilitated to meet the needs of JRTC 
a t  a cost of $79million rather than the DoD 
estimate of $224 million. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

sites for the JRTC. The selection of Fort Polk 
as the site for the JRTC is the result of an 
Army stationing s tudy t h a t  evaluated 
alternative locations. 

The  Commission also found t h a t  
unemployment wil l  increase  by four  
percentage points. The counties of Sebastian, 
Crawford, and  F r a n k l i n ,  which a r e  
immediately adjacent to Fort Chaffee, will 
incur 90 percent of the  increase. The 
Commission also finds there are no permanent 
facilities at  Fort Chaffee and the Army would 
incur substantial military construction costs in 
preparing Fort Chaffee to be the permanent 
home of the JRTC. 

The Commission found that Fort Chaffee 
currently has an Active Component gamson 
and that the garrison will continue to exist a t  
Fort Chaffee after JRTC is moved to Fort Polk 
and Fort  Chaffee rever t s  t o  pr imari ly  
supporting Reserve Component training. This 
has been confirmed with DoD. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD's recommen- 

dation did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the selection criteria. 
The Commission, therefore, recommends that 
Fort Chaffee be returned to i ts semiactive 
status with an  Active Component garrison to 
be used in support of Reserve Component 
training and that a permanent Joint Readiness 
Training Center be established a t  Fort Polk, 
Louisiana. 

The Commission found that both Forts 
Chaffee and Polk were evaluated as  potential 
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Fort Devens, 
Massachusetts 
Category: Command and Control 
Mission: 10th Special Forces Group 
Cost to Close: $160.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $30.8 million; 

Annual: $55.2 million 
Pay back: 0 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort Devens, retaining only those 
facilities t o  support Reserve Component 
training. Create a small Reserve enclave on 
F o r t  Devens's m a i n  post  a n d  r e t a i n  
approximately 3,000 acres for use as a regional 
training center. Retain the Headquarters, 
Information Systems Command (ISC) and 
supporting elements a t  Fort Huachuca, 
Arizona, and Fort Monmouth, New Jersey; and 
relocate selected ISC elements from Fort 
Belvoir, Viginia, to Fort Ritchie, Maryland, or 
another location i n  the  National Capital 
Region (a change  t o  t h e  1988 Base 
Real ignment  and Closure Commission 
recommendations). Relocate the 10th Special 
Forces Group (SFG) from Fort Devens to Fort 
Carson, Colorado. 

The Army will soon need fewer command- 
and-control installations. Fort Devens ranked 
ninth out of eleven installations in its category 
and is not critical to either the midterm 
management of the Army's build down or the 
long-term strategic requirements of t h e  
Army's command-and-control installation 
structure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation violates the law because it 
changes t h e  1988 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission's recommendation, which 
never was enacted. I t  also claimed that the 
Army would be better served by having the 
Headquarters, ISC, located nearer to a "center 
of high technology." The community argued 
that closing Fort Devens will remove the active 

Army presence i n  New England. The 
community also claimed that  the training W 
ranges were adequate to support the 10th SFG. 
Finally, the  community argued t h a t  t h e  
proposed closure will have a significant impact 
on the local economy and tha t  the Army 
overstated the expected land value of the 
properties to  be sold. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  a l l  

installations in this category were treated 
fairly. It also found that the change to the 
1988 Base Real ignment  a n d  C losu re  
Commission's recommendation to leave the 
ISC a t  Fort Huachuca, Fort Monmouth, and 
the National Capital Region does not violate 
the law. Additionally, a 1989 GAO report 
revised the 1988 Commission's findings 
regarding recurring savings from $21 million 
to $8.1 million and the payback periods from 
Oyears to a range of 43 to 200 years. The 
Commission also found tha t  because the  
Headquarters ,  ISC, had not  le f t  F o r t  
Huachuca, the mission may best be continued 
there ,  avoiding construct ion cos ts  of 
approximately $74 million at Fort Devens. - 

The Commission found that the training 
area a t  Fort Devens could not adequately 
support the 10th SFG training. I t  has  
insufficient maneuver space, a small drop zone, 
limits on demolition training, and limits on 
weapon firing. The proximity to  a civilian 
airport also affects high-altitude, low-opening 
operations. Army presence will remain in  New 
England for Reserve Component support, 
recruiting, and other activities. 

The Commission also found that the Army 
will retain 4,600, not 3,000 acres for Reserve 
Component training. This has been confirmed 
with the Department of the  Army. The 
Commission found that Fort Devens has newly 
constructed facilities and tha t  DoD should 
make maximum use of these facilities in future 
stationing decisions. The Commission 
estimates civilian unemployment would 
increase by two percentage points. The 
Commission did not include any proposed land 
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sale in its calculations and found that this did 
U not change the Army's decision. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f i n d s  t h a t  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. The Commission, therefore, 
recommends the closure of Fort Devens and the 
retention of 4,600 acres and those facilities 
essential to support Reserve Component 
Training requirements; and realignment of the 
10th SFG to Fort Carson. Instead of moving 
Headquarters, ISC, and supporting elements to 
Fort Devens from Forts Huachuca, Monmouth, 
and Belvoir and leased space in the National 
Capital Region a s  recommended by the 
1988 Base Real ignment  and  Closure 
Commission, retain Headquarters, ISC, a t  Fort 
Huachuca and support elements a t  Fort 
Monmouth, and relocate selected ISC elements 
from Fort Belvoir to Fort Ritchie or another 
location in the National Capital Region. 

u Fort Dix, New Jersey 
Category: Fighting (Major Training Areas) 
Mission: Reserve Component Training 
Cost to Close: $30.2 miUion 
Savings: 1992-97: $60.5 million; 

Annul :  $25.3 million 
Payback: 0 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort  Dix, r e loca t ing  ac t ive  
organizations that do not directly support the 
Reserve Component (except those that cannot 
be relocated elsewhere). Retain only those 
facilities and training areas necessary to 
support Reserve Component training. This 
proposal changes the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission's recommendation to 
maintain Fort Dix in a semiactive status. It is 
driven by a desire to reduce base operations 
and  real-property-maintenance costs by 
eliminating excess facilities and relocating 

tenants tha t  do not support the Reserve 
Component. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the land value 

included in  DoD's recommendat ion  
($82.6 million) w a s  overs ta ted .  The  
community also argued that Fort Dix could be 
used for many alternative purposes, including 
t h e  U.S. Army Reserve Command 
headquarters, a Reserve Center of Excellence 
for training, or the site of other DoD activities 
t h a t  a r e  now i n  leased space i n  t h e  
Washington, D.C., area. 

The community a s se r t ed  t h a t  t h e  
unemployment impact would be large and that 
the word "close" in DoD's recommendation was 
not clear. The community was concerned that 
the word "closure" would preclude Fort Dix 
from being available as  a potential receiver of 
other Reserve Component training missions or 
as a potential receiver of other DoD activities. 
The community further argued that Fort Disc, 
while ranking second in its category based on 
military-value calculations, was selected for 
closure because of potential savings. 

The community asserted that Fort Dix was 
not given full credit for i t s  quality-of-life 
attributes, such as family housing. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD did not 

treat all installations in this category equally. 
Four other lower-ranked bases were deferred 
from fur ther  consideration because of 
uncertainty in the Reserve Component force 
structure and because the results of a study 
addressing the Reserve Component training 
strategies and management of major training 
areas were not known. 

The Commission found that, while the land 
value may have been overstated, it had no 
impact on the final decision. 
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Moving certain active missions off Fort Dix 
to better align its role as a Reserve Component 
training center is reasonable, but the Army 
should not declare facilities excess without 
determining what role Fort Dix will play in the 
future Reserve Component force structure. 

The Commission further encourages DoD 
to study the benefits of the collocation of Fort 
Dix and  McGuire Air  Force Base for  
mobilization. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The  Commission f inds  DoD's 

recommendation ' deviates substantially from 
the force-structure plan by not allowing for the 
uncertainties in the future reorganization of 
Reserve Component division forces. The 
recommendation also deviates substantially 
from selection criterion 1. 

The Commission recommends that Fort 
Dix be realigned to support the Reserve 
Component force structure through retention 
of a n  Adive Component garrison and essential 
facilities (which include essential portions of 
Walson Army Hospital and housing facilities), 
ranges, and training areas to support Reserve 
and Active Component t ra ining.  The 
Commission also recommends that the Defense 
Medical Facilities Office (DMFO) determine 
the medical facilities requirement to support 
the Fort Dix and McGuire Air Force Base areas 
and ensure implementation of the most 
effective solution. 

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Category: Initial Entry TraininglBranch 

School 
Mission: Army Military Police School; 

Army Chemical School; and Defense 
Polygraph Institute 

Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: 1992-97: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort McClellan and realign chemical 
and military police schools to Fort Leonard 
Wood, Missouri, to create the Maneuver 
Support Warfighting Center. Move the 
Defense Polygraph School from Fort McClellan 
to Fort Huachuca, Arizona, to be collocated 
with the Intelligence School. 

Retain the Pelham Range for use by the 
Alabama National Guard. Retain the Special 
Operations Test Site and a reserve enclave. 
Put the Chemical Decontamination Training 
Facility (CDTF) in caretaker status. 

Fort McClellan was recommended for 
closure because it is the home of the smallest 
Army training center and most of its missions 
and faci l i ty  requi rements  can  be  met 
elsewhere. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The local community contended that DoD 

did not accurately assess the military value of 
live-agent training a t  Fort McClellan. The 
decision to place the CDTF in caretaker status 
was not predicated upon military value, but 
rather on budgetary constraints. The loss of 
use of the CDTF could be detrimental to the 
services' chemical readiness and national 
security. The CDTF is the only known live- 
agent training facility in the free world. 

Local officials claimed that environmental 
impediments and resulting costs will prevent 
the CDTF from being replicated a t  another 
installation. 

Finally, closure of Fort McClellan could 
result in a CHAMPUS cost of $278 million by 
the year 2007. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission questioned maintaining 

the CDTF in caretaker status because it could 
contribute little if any to chemical defense 
preparedness. The CDTF could not be 
reactivated quickly. Moreover, the Army 
would have to obtain environmental permits 
for reactivation if the facility is shut down for 
more than one year, and start-up costs could 
r ange  from $4 mi l l ion  t o  $7 million. 
Fur thermore ,  depending  upon t h e  
environmental and regulatory standards, the 
permitting process is currently estimated to 
require three to five years. 

The Commission basically agreed with 
experts in the chemical field that the CDTF 
has high military value. The Commission also 
agreed that if a new CDTF cannot be built a t  
the receiving base, t hen  relocating the  
chemical school should not be implemented. 

The Commission has not received any 
indication that another CDTF can be dupli- 
cated a t  any other installation. Duplicating 
the CDTF would require compliance with 
stringent environmental laws. 

The Commission recognized the value of 
live-agent training in chemical defense. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission found a substant ial  

deviation from criterion 1 (the current and 
future mission requirements and the impact of 
operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's total force) and criterion 2 (the 
availability and condition of land, facilities, 
and associated air space) a t  both the existing 
and potential receiving locations. Thus, the 
Commission recommends that Fort McClellan 
remain open. 

Fort Ord, California 
Category: Fighting (Maneuver) 
Mission: 7th Infantry Division 
Cost to Close: $1 50.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$38.8 million; 

Annwl: $70.4 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort  Ord  a n d  r e loca t e  t h e  
7th Infantry Division (Light) from Fort Ord to 
Fort Lewis, Washington. 

The Army currently can house 13 divisions 
in the United States, but in 1995 will have 
12 divisions. Fort Ord ranks relatively low in 
its category. Moving the 7th Infantry Diiision 
from Fort Ord to Fort Lewis reduces excess 
capacity, maintains flexibility, and capitalizes 
on the operational deployability and security 
attributes a t  Fort Lewis. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community asserted that Fort Ord was 

penalized in the Army's ranking for being 
small, but that it is perfectly suited to train a 
light division. The community argued that the 
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Army could build (or enhance) an  airfield a t  
Fort Ord for approximately $60 million- 
$120 million. The community stated tha t  
closing Fort Ord would increase unemploy- 
ment by 25percent. The community also 
argued that the land value included in DoD's 
recommendation was overstated. Finally, the 
community asserted that  adequate family 
housing existed a t  Fort Ord for all  of the 
soldiers assigned to the installation. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  a l l  

installations in this category were treated 
fairly. I t  also found tha t  moving t h e  
7th Infantry Division from Fort Ord to Fort 
Lewis optimizes the use of Fort Lewis. The 

closure of Fort Ord, California, and the  
movement of the 7th Infantry Division from 
Fort Ord to Fort Lewis, Washington. This 
recommendation does not impact on the status 
of Fort Hunter-Liggett. Fort Hunter-Liggett 
therefore remains open and is still recognized 
as a valuable asset to the Army and DoD. 

Fort Polk, Louisiana 
Category: Fighting (Maneuver) 
Mission: 5th Infantry Division (5 MX) 
Cost to Close: ~ o r t  ~ o l k l ~ o r t  Chaffee 

$303 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$34.2 million; 

Annual: $22.9 million 
Payback: 5 years 

~ommis&on also found that there will be an  
excess capacity of two installations in  the 
category a t  the end of 1995. The Commission DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
finds tha t  the community assertion for RECOMMENDATION 
deployability has  some merit; however, 
stationing the division a t  Fort Lewis does 
enable the division to use nearby McChord Air 
Force Base for its deployment. Currently, the 
7th Infantry Division uses a civilian airport or 
travels 150miles to Travis Air Force Base. 
The Commission found tha t  building a n  
a s i e l d  a t  Fort Ord (or enhancing the existing 

Realign 5 t h  In fan t ry  Divis ion 
(Mechanized) to Fort Hood, Texas, from Fort 
Polk, Louisiana; move the Joint Readiness 
Training Center (JRTC) from Fort Chaffee, 
Arkansas, to Fort Polk; realign the 199th 
Separate Motorized Brigade (SMB) from Fort 
Lewis, Washington, to Fort Polk. 

airfield) will cost approximately $97 million; 
however, environmental concerns may prevent This realignment allows the Army to 
the construction. station the JRTC a t  the installation best suited 

to its reauirements (Fort Polk) and to house 

The Commission agreed tha t  the land 
value was overstated, but the issue was not a 
factor in the Army's recommendation. The 
Commission found tha t  family housing is 
limited and expensive. There are currently 
1,365 families inadequately housed a t  Fort 
Ord. The Commission also found that training 
for the division, while readily available, is split 
among three different installations - Fort Ord 
proper, Fort Hunter-Liggett, and  Camp 
Roberts. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission fmds DoD's recommenda- 

tion did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the selection criteria. 
The Commission, therefore, recommends the 

two divisions a t  its finest fighting installation 
(Fort Hood). Realignment of the 199th SMB 
from Fort Lewis to Fort Polk to serve as the 
opposing force for units training a t  the JRTC 
enhances the JRTC capabilities and opens 
space a t  Fort Lewis for the 7th Infantry 
Division (Light). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  the DoD 

recommendation would create excess capacity 
a t  Fort Polk. It  also stated that unemployment 
would increase six to eight percentage points 
as a result of the combination of the Fort Polk 
recommendation and the Air Force's proposal 
to close England Air Force Base. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  excess 

capacity will  exist  a t  Fort  Polk a f te r  
completion of the recommended realignment. 
However, it also found that the Army will 
likely use this excess capacity to house forces 
that may return from overseas or to station 
other Army or DoD activities. Additionally, 
the Commission finds that Fort Polk does not 
have enough training facilities or maneuver 
acreage to support both a division and the 
JRTC a t  Fort Polk. The Commission estimates 
that the unemployment impact will be severe. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the DoD7s 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the selection 
criteria. The Commission, therefore,  
recommends t h e  r ea l ignmen t  of t h e  
5th Infantry Division (Mechanized) from Fort 
Polk to Fort Hood, the JRTC from Fort Chaffee 
to Fort Polk, and the 199th SMB from Fort 
Lewis to Fort Polk. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania 
Category: Industrial Depot 
Mission: Depot Maintenance 
Costs to Realign: $36.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $27.0 million; 

Annual: $1 7.7 million 
Payback: Immediate 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign the Headquarters, Depot Systems 
Command, including the Systems Integration 
Management  Act iv i ty  (SIMA), f rom 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, to 
Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, and merge it 
with the Armaments, Munitions and Chemical 
Command to form the Industrial Operations 
Command. Realign the Materiel Readiness 
Support Activity from Lexington-Blue Grass 
Army Depot, Kentucky, and the Logistics 

Control Activity from the Presidio of San 
Francisco, California, to Redstone Arsenal, 
Alabama. The latter proposal is a revision to 
the recommendations of t he  1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission, which 
relocated the Materiel Readiness Support 
Activity to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Depot 

Systems Command need not be relocated in 
order to form the Industrial  Operations 
Command. The new command could operate 
effectively i n  a sp l i t  conf igura t ion .  
Additionally, the community believed that the 
SIMA was a separate entity that supported a 
variety of customers. Relocating that activity 
would result in an  unwarranted up-front cost 
and an  additional operational cost to support 
the entire customer base. The community was 
also concerned that the realignments would 
degrade the mission because experienced 
personnel would not move. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the depots 

were treated equally. The formation of the 
Industrial Operations Command and resultant 
reduction of t he  number of subordinate 
commands were rational approaches t o  
management efficiencies. 

The Commission did consider alternative 
ways to form the  Industr ia l  Operations 
Command and to realign each of the activities 
designated for relocation. The Commission 
determined t h a t  t h e  formation of t h e  
Industrial Operations Command in a single 
location was operationally more effective. The 
realignments of Depot Systems Command, the 
Materiel Readiness Support Activity, and the 
Logistics Control Agency were also determined 
to be economical. The relocation of SIMA was 
operationally expedient in the long term and 
beneficial to the economy at the receiving 
location (Rock Island Arsenal), which is losing 
a large number of employees because of other 
base realignment and closure actions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f i n d s  t h e  DoD 

recommendations did not deviate substantially 
from t h e  force-structure p lan  and final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends that DoD realign Depot Systems 
Command with the Systems Integration 
Management Activity to Rock Island and form 
t h e  Indus t r i a l  Opera t ions  Command.  
Additionally, it recommends that the Materiel 
Readiness Support Activity and the Logistics 
Control Agency be realigned at Redstone 
Arsenal a s  proposed. This proposal is a 
revision to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base Closure Commission, which directed the 
Materiel Readiness Support Activity to 
relocate from Lexington-Blue Grass Army 
Depot to Letterkenny. 

Realign Army 
Laboratories 
(Lab 21 Study), Adelphi 
and A berdeen, Maryland 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Research, Development and Testing 
Cost to Realign: $281.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$106.0 million; 

Annual: $44.7 million 
Payback: 4 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Establish the Combat Materiel Research 
Laboratory (CMRL) a t  Adelphi, Maryland. 
The Army Materiel Technology Laboratory 
(AMTL), now in Watertown, Massachusetts, 
should not be split among Detroit Arsenal, 
Michigan; Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; and 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Instead, realign the 
AMTL to Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), 
Maryland. Collocate the Structures Element 
a t  NASA-Langley Research Center, Hampton, 
Virginia. This proposal is a revision to the 

recommendations of the 1988 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission. - 
COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

The community argued the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission should wait for 
the recommendations on laboratory realign- 
ments from the Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories. The 
latter Commission is a n  advisory group 
established by law to provide recommenda- 
tions to the Secretary of Defense on how to 
effectively reorganize the research and 
development structure. The community also 
argued portions of the realignment were not 
cost-effective and would adversely impact 
readiness. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found the industrial- 

commodity oriented installations were treated 
equally. The Commission found that the DoD 
studies and Defense Management Report 
Decision regarding laboratory realignments u 
were credible and  rational. The Army 
reviewed ten scenarios for the realignment of 
the laboratories and this proposal was cost- 
effective. The realignment of the Army 
Materiel Technology Laboratory functions to a 
single site was determined to have operational 
and cost advantages over the triple-site option 
recommended by the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD's recommen- 

dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the criteria. The 
Commission recommends the closure of Harry 
Diamond Laboratory in Woodbridge, Virginia, 
and realignment of t h e  laboratories t o  
establish the Combat Materiel Technology 
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Laboratory a t  Adelphi and APG. The 
following specific realignments are included: 

They will form the Army Propulsion 
Directorate. 

Move the Army Research Institute Move the Harry Diamond Laboratories 
MANPRINT funct ion from Woodbridge Research Facility Element 
Alexandria, Virginia, to APG. to CMRL in Adelphi and close/dispose 

of the Woodbridge, Virginia, facility. 

Move the  6.1 and  6.2 mater iels  
elements from the Belvoir Research 
and Development Center, Virginia, to 
APG. 

Move the  AMTL (less Structures 
Element)  f rom Water town,  
Massachusetts, to APG (change to the 
recommendations of the 1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commis- 
sion). 

Move the AMTL Structures Element to 
the Army Aviation Aerostructures 
Directorate collocated at NASA- 
Langley Research Center and expand 
the mission a t  tha t  site to form a n  
Army Structures Directorate (change 
to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base Real ignment  a n d  Closure 

'LJ Commission). 

Move the  Fuze Development and 
Production Mission ( a rmamen t -  
related)  from H a r r y  Diamond 
Laboratories in Adelphi to Picatinny 
Arsenal. 

Move the  Fuze Development and 
Production Mission (missile-related) 
from Harry Diamond Laboratories in  
Adelphi to  Redstone Arsena l ,  
Alabama. 

The Secretary of Defense must  defer 
implementation until January 1, 1992, i n  
order to consider the recommendations and 
findings of the Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories and 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees thereon. 

Move the Directed Enerw and Sensors 
Basic and Applied ~ e s e & h  Element of 
the Center for Night Vision and  

Rock Island Arsenal, -- - . 
Electro-Optics f r o m - ~ o r t  Belvoir to lll~nozs 
Adelphi. 

Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Move the Electronic Technology Device Installations 

Laboratory h m  Fort Monmouth, New Mission: Production 

Jersey, to Adelphi. Cost to Realign: $65.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$18.2 million; 

Annuul: $38.8 million 
Move the  Battlefield Environment Payback: 1 year 
Effects Element of the Atmospheric 
Science Laboratory from White Sands 
Missile Range,  New Mexico, t o  
Adel~hi. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

RECOMMENDATION 
Collocate t h e  Ground Vehicle Realign the Armament, Munitions, and 
Propulsion Basic and Applied Research Chemical Command from Rock Island Arsenal, 
Activity from Warren, Michigan, with Illinois, to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as part 
t h e  Army Avia t ion  Propuls ion  of t h e  Defense Management  Review's 
Directorate a t  t h e  NASA-Lewis inventory control point consolidations. 
Research Center in Cleveland, Ohio. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  the Army 

miscategorized Rock Island Arsenal a s  a 
production installation. The community also 
noted that Rock Island Arsenal had excess 
administrative space and consolidation could 
occur a t  Rock Island instead of Redstone 
Arsenal. The community also noted that the 
workforce a t  Rock Island had a higher skill- 
level base and private-sector pay rates were 
lower. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the industrial- 

commodity oriented installations were treated 
equally.  The Commission found t h e  
consolidation of inventory control points would 
yield cost efficiencies that support the DoD 
realignment proposal. 

The Commission found categorization of 
Rock Island Arsenal was debatable but did not 
affect the proposed realignment. Rock Island 
Arsenal does have excess capacity, but it is 
inefficient to consolidate the inventory control 
point at Rock Island. Redstone Arsenal has a 
slightly higher skill-level base and lower 
government pay rate. 

The Commission did consider alternatives 
such as splitting the inventory control point or 
separating the inventory control point h m  its 
parent command. However, it determined the 
DoD realignment to be more operationally 
sound and cost-effective. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 

Sacramento Army Depot, 
California 
Categoly: Industrial Depot 
Mission: Logistics Support 
Cost to Close: $84.9 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $33.4 million; 

Annuul: $55.8 million 
Payback: Immediate 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Sacramento Army Depot. Transfer 
the ground communications electronic mainte- 
nance workload &om Sacramento Army Depot, 
California, to Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania; Anniston Army Depot,  
Alabama; Red River Army Depot, Texas; 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania; and 
Corpus Christi &my Depot, Texas. Retain 
50 acres for Reserve Component use. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community agreed with the closure of 

Sacramento Army Depot but disagreed with 
the transfer of a l l  workload outside the 
Sacramento area. The community argued 
about the personnel disruption following 
closure and said that the DoD proposal did not 
contain a sufficient degree of DoD-wide 
interservice consolidation. It proposed an  
alternative plan that consolidated all ground 
communications electronics in two centers: 
Tobyhanna Army Depot on the East Coast and 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center at McClellan 
Air Force Base, Sacramento, California, on the 
West Coast. 

from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection c r i te r ia .  T h e  Commission 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
recommends t h a t  t h e  Army realign the The Commission found that all industrial 
Armaments,  Munitions,  and Chemical depots were treated equally. There was excess 
Command a s  proposed and form a single maintenance capac i ty  for  ground 
inventory control point a t  Redstone Arsenal. communications electronics, and Sacramento 
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Army Depot ranked the  lowest of t h e  
v installations with communications electronics 

maintenance capability. 

DoD did consider the alternative proposal 
of consolidation of the ground communications 
electronics a t  Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
McClellan Air Force Base. The Commission 
found tha t  the DoD decision not to use 
McClellan Air Force Base was due to the high 
man-hour rates that resulted in higher costs 
for depot-level maintenance work. 

The Commission found that both the DoD 
proposal and the community counterproposal 
were rational approaches to the distribution of 
the  ground communications electronics 
maintenance workload after closure of the 
Sacramento Army Depot. The Commission 
also developed modifications of the community 
plan. The DoD approach provided the larger 
savings, and the Commission's modification of 
the community proposal required fewer people 
to relocate. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
w The Commission finds that DoD deviated 

substantially from criterion 5. Therefore the 
Commission recommends the closure of 
Sacramento Army Depot and the realignment 
of its workload by competition to ensure the 
most cost-effective distribution of work. The 
Secretary of Defense will develop statements of 
work and a plan to conduct a public-public 
competition. This competition will determine 
how best to distribute the workload currently 
performed a t  Sacramento Army Depot, among 
those depots in the DoD plan (Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, Anniston Army Depot, Corpus 
Christi Army Depot, Red River Army Depot, 
Letterkenny Army Depot) and the Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center a t  McClellan Air Force 
Base. The implementation plan will include 
the logical groups of items to be competed, a 
time-phased schedule, and source selection 
criteria. The competition will begin as soon as 
possible. The Communications Systems Test 
Activity from Sacramento Army Depot will be 
realigned to Fort Lewis, Washington. As much 
a s  50 acres of Sacramento Army Depot may be 
retained for Reserve Component use. The 

residual supply mission a t  Sacramento Army 
Depot will be transferred to the Defense Depot 
West a t  Sharpe Depot or Tracy Depot. 

Tri-Service Project 
Reliance Study, Various 
Locations 
Category: Commodity-Oriented Installation 
Mission: Research, Development and Testing 
Costs to Realign: $24.3 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $71.0 million; 

Annul :  $6.9 million 
Payback: Less than I year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Execute the Tri-Service Project Reliance 
medical research study by reducing the  
number of Army medical research labs from 
nine to six. 

Disestablish the Letterman Army Institute 
of Research (LAIR), Presidio of San Francisco, 
California (change to the 1988 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission recommen- 
dation); disestablish the U.S. Army Institute of 
Dental Research, Washington, D.C.; and 
disestablish t h e  U.S. Army Biomedical 
Research Development Laboratory, Fort  
Detrick, Maryland. Consolidate the Army's 
trauma-research and  medical-materiel-  
development with existing Army medical 
research, development, test and evaluation 
facilities. The proposal also recommends the 
collocation of seven Tri-Service medical 
research programs a t  existing Army, Navy, 
and Air Force medical laboratories as follows: 
the Army blood research with the Navy; the 
Army combat dentistry with the Navy; Army 
directed energy (laser a n d  microwave) 
bioeffeds with the Air Force; elements of the 
Army and Navy biodynamics with the Air 
Force; Navy a n d  Army toxicology 
(environmental quality and occupational 
heal th)  with the  Air 'Force; and  Navy 
infectious disease research and Air Force 
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environmental medicine (heat physiology) 
with the Army. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The various communities argued that the 

Commission should wait to recommend 
laboratory realignments until the Federal 
Advisory Commission on the Consolidation 
and Conversion of Defense Research and 
Development Laboratories has finished its 
study. The latter Commission is an advisory 
group established by law to recommend to the 
Secretary of Defense how to reorganize the 
research and development structure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h e  

disestablishment of LAIR and realignment of 
its residual functions offers more operational 
and  cost advantages t h a n  t h e  opt ion 
recommended by the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. 

The Commission determined tha t  its 
jurisdiction did inc lude  au thor i ty  to  
recommend realignment and closure of 
laboratories without the input of the Federal 
Advisory Commission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD's recommen- 

dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. The Commission recommends the 
disestabl ishment  of t h e  LAIR a n d  
realignment, as explained under "Department 
of Defense Recommendations," of t h e  
associated medical functions to the locations 
specified below. Specific actions and  
realignments are as follows: 

Disestablish LAIR as part of the closure of 
the Presidio of San Francisco. Cancel the 
design and construction of the replacement 
laboratory at Fort Detrick, Margland. Realign 
LAIR'S research programs in the following 
manner (change to recommendations of the 

1988 Base Real ignment  a n d  Closure 
Commission): d 

Move trauma research to the U.S. 
Army Institute of Surgical Research, 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 

Collocate blood research with the 
Naval Medical Research Institute 
(NMRI), Bethesda, Maryland. 

Collocate laser bioeffects research with 
the Armstrong Laboratory, Brooks Air 
Force Base, Texas. 

Disestablish the U.S. Army Biomedical 
Research Development Laboratory a t  Fort 
Detrick and transfer medical materiel research 
to the U.S. Army Medical Materiel and 
Development Activity a t  Fort  Detrick. 
Collocate environmental and occupational 
toxicology research with the  Armstrong 
Laboratory a t  Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base, Ohio. 

Disestablish the U.S. Army Institute of 
Dental Research, Washington, D.C., and 
collocate combat dentistry research with the LJ 
Naval Dental Research Institute a t  Great 
Lakes Naval Base, Illinois. 

Move microwave bioeffects research from 
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research 
(WRAIR), Washington, D.C., and collocate i t  
with the Armstrong Laboratory, Brooks Air 
Force Base. 

Collocate infectious disease researdh a t  
NMRI with WRAJR. 

Move biodynarnics research from the U.S. 
Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory, Fort 
Rucker, Alabama, and collocate it with the 
Armstrong Laboratory a t  Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. 

Move heat physiology research from the 
United States Aiu Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAFSAM) [now called Armstrong 
Laboratory at Brooks Air Force Base] and 
collocate i t  with the U.S. Army Research 
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Institute of Environmental Medicine, Natick, 
LN' Massachusetts. 

DEPARTMENT OF 
THE NAVY 

Construction Battalion 
Center Davisville, R hode 
Island 
Category: Construction Battalion Center 
Mission: Mobilization and Logistics Support 

to Reserve Seabees 
Cost to Close: $36.6 million 
Savings: 1992- 97: -$12.8 million; 

Annual: $5.5 million 
Payback: 10 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Davisville and relocate three sets of 
equipment and tools for Reserve Naval Mobile 

w Construction Battalions (RNMCB) and other 
pre-positioned war reserve material stock to 
the other Construction Battalion Centers at 
Gulfport, Mississippi, and Port Hueneme, 
California. 

The projected reduction of RNMCBs and 
the ability of the other construction battalion 
centers t o  provide required mobilization 
support enable reduction in  t h e  Naval  
Construction Force support infrastructure. 
The personnel support facilities at Davisville 
are deteriorated and the facility will no longer 
be designated a s  a site for mobilizing Reserve 
personnel. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that Davisville had 

historically been critical for support of the  
Seabees and that the support is still needed, 
particularly for storage space and equipment 
repair. The community questioned the need to 
build new warehouse space when existing 

Davisville buildings could continue to be used. 
The community also was concerned about the 
loss ofjobs in  an  economically depressed area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that many of the 

facilities a t  Davisville are deteriorated and 
unusable. The ability of the  other two 
construction battalion centers to support the 
major Naval Construction Force effort during 
Desert Shield/Storm demonstrated the ability 
of these bases to provide required support 
without Davisville. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds t h a t  the  DoD 

recommendation on Construction Battalion 
Center Davisville did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Construction 
Battalion Center Davisville. 

Hunters Point Annex 
to Naval Station 
Treasure Island, 
San Francisco, 
California 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Tenant Activities 
Cost to Close: 0 
Savings: 1992-97: $325,000; 

Annual: $319,000 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Hunters Point Annex. Outlease the 
entire property, with provisions for continued 
occupancy of space by the Supervisor of Ship  
building, Conversion, and Repair; Planning, 
Engineering, Repair, and Alterations 
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Detachment; and a contractor-operated test 
facility. This is a change to the 1988 Base Marine Corps Air 
Realignment and Closure Commission 
recommendation. 

Station 
Tustin, California 

Hunters Point Annex has low military Category: Marine Corps Air Station 
value because of signif~cant encroachment that Mission: Support Marine Corps Aviation 
will result from congressionally mandated Cost to Close: $590.4 million 
outleasing to the city of San Francisco. The Savings: 1992-97: $56.8 million; 
infrastructure a t  the  base is deficient. Annual: $0.4 million 
Moreover, this closure will have little impact Payback: 100 years 
on the economy or environment of the San 
Francisco area. Implementation costs will be 
minimal. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA TIONS 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
Tustin, retaining family housing and related 

The communitg is to gain use of personnel facilities to support MCAS El Toro, the land that Hunters Point occupies and thus 
did not argue against closure. California. Combine Marine Aircraft Group 

(MAG) 16 with MAG 39 from Camp Pendleton 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that  few tenants 

use the facilities and that the piers are not in 
use. Closure removes 15,900 feet of excess 
berthing capacity. The outlease obligation 
renders the large Dry Dock 4 unusable for 
emergent repairs. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds the DoD proposal 

did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, t h e  Commission recommends 
closing the Hunters Point Annex to Naval 
Station Treasure Island. Outlease the entire 
property, with provisions for continued 
occupancy of space by the Supervisor of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion, a n d  Repair;  
P lanning ,  Engineer ing ,  Repai r ,  a n d  
Alterations Detachment; and a contractor- 
operated test facility. This is a change to the 
1988 Base Real ignment  a n d  Closure  
Commission recommendation. 

and transfer the combined MAG, along with 
the Tustin's headquarters components and 
related units, to a new air station to be built at  
the Marine corps Air Ground Combat Center 
a t  Twentynine Palms, California. 

Before relocation, MAG 16 and MAG 39 a t  u' 
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California, will be 
combined. Projected requirements necessitate 
restructuring aviation support to complement 
combi i -a rms  training. Only MCAS Yuma, 
Arizona, which has a unique mission, ranked 
lower than Tustin in military value. The air 
station and its air space are being encroached. 
The aging facilities have many deficiencies. 
Moving helicopter support to Twentynine 
Palms integrates it more closely with training 
for Camp Pendleton ground forces. Helicopter 
facilities at Camp Pendleton are located too far 
from training areas at Twentynine Palms to 
permit MAG-39 to play an integral role in  
ground-force training. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community supports closure of MCAS 

Tustin so the property can be commercially 
developed, thereby increasing the community 
tax  base. The community also supports 
eliminating helicopter noise pollution. There 
is a minor economic impact of 0.1 percent to 
0.3 percent. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that there was not 

a significant force-structure reduction 
dictating the closure of an  MCAS; however, 
MCAS Tustin has only a slight excess capacity. 
There is significant community encroachment 
and there are increasing limitations on air 
space used by low-flying helicopters. The same 
factors that  limit the base's military value 
provide MCAS Tustin with an unusually high 
redevelopment value. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation on MCAS Tustin deviated 
substantially from criterion 2 (availability and 
condition of land and facilities a t  receiving 
locations) and criterion 4 (cost implications). 

Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the closure of MCAS Tustin and the retention 
of the family housing and related personnel 
support facilities in support of MCAS El Toro. 
I t  further recommends MAG 16 be composited 
with MAG 39 and relocated to Marine Air 
Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms or 
Camp Pendleton or both and with MAG 39 
continued tenancy a t  Marine Corps Air Station 
Camp Pendleton. 

Further, the Secretary of Defense shall 
propose for consideration in the Fiscal Year 
1992 or 1993 Defense Authorization Bill a fair- 
market exchange of land and facilities for 
construct ion of m i l i t a r y  f ac i l i t i e s  a t  
'hentynine Palms or Camp Pendleton. If a 
fair exchange is not authorized in Fiscal Year 
1992 or 1993, then the Secretary of Defense 
should proceed wi th  t h e  relocation to  

Twentynine Palms or Camp Pendleton or both, 
utilizing the Defense Base Closure Account. 

Naval Air Facility 
Midway Island 
Category: Naval Air StationJOther - Unique 
Mission: Logistic Support 
Cost to Close: $7.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $33.8 million; 

Annual: $6.9 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign Naval Air Facility Midway Island. 
Eliminate the mission. Retain caretaker 
presence to support intermittent joint special 
operations. 

Naval Air Facility Midway Island was a 
likely candidate for realignment because the 
site-specific mission requirements  a r e  
reducing and the degradations to joint 
operations are acceptable. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The Naval Air Facility Midway Island's 

civilian population comprises 230 contract 
personnel. The community expressed no 
concerns with regard to the realignment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND ' 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission fmds that the Semetary's 
recommendation did not deviate from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
cr i ter ia .  Therefore, t h e  Commission 
recommends realigning Naval Air Facility 
Midway Island. Eliminate the mission and 
operate under a caretaker status. 



Defense Base Cbsure and Realignment Commission . 

Naval Air Station Chase 
Field, Beeville, Texas 
Catego y: Naval Air Station 
Mission: Naval Aviation Training 
Cost to Close: $47.7 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$7.5 million; 

Annwl: $24.7 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Air Station Chase Field, 
retain the capability to be operated as  an 
outlying field (OLF), and retain the air  
operations personnel necessary to operate it. 
Disestablish air training squadrons and all 
other tenants. Expand air training squadrons 
at Naval Air Station Kingsville, Texas, and 
Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi, to 
handle any increased student output. Improve 
Kingsville runways for safety and efficiency 
with additional flight operations. 

Projected reductions of carrier and air wing 
force structure reduce the annual strike pilot 
training rate (PTR) requirement, creating an 
excess of approximately one base. Chase Field 
graded lower in military value because of 
infrastructure deficiencies identified as facility 
construction required for the introduction of 
the T-45 trainer. Chase Field was determined 
to more readily function as an OLF than Naval 
Air Station Kingsville and Naval Air Station 
Meridian. Finally, realignment of Chase Field 
is more easily reversible should force structure 
increase to the point where base reconstitution 
may become required. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community principally argued that 

the Navy plan was excessively wasteful, 
inflicted economic and environmental damage, 
ignored real savings, and was predicated on 
false information, doubtful data,  and  
improbable projections. The community 
asserted that Naval Air Station Chase Field 
was the most productive strike training base, 
suggesting that Naval Air Station Meridian 

was the most logical choice for closure due to 
its lower productivity and greater savings 
achieved by consolidation of training in South 
Texas. The community also made issue of 
superior air space and zoning ordinances that 
insured long-term freedom from both land and 
air space encroachment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoIYs closure 

recommendation was consistent with projected 
force-structure reductions with the exception 
that the requirement for an outlying field is 
not fully supported by projected PTR 
requirements. The surge requirement for 600 
PTR was revised to 450 by the Vice Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

The Commission assessed that issues of 
relative productivity, airfield design, air space, 
encroachment, and weather were not  
significant enough to be a basis for a closure 
recommendation. The relevant issues were 
determined to be relative cost and military 
value. 

The Commission found t h a t  DoD 
LJ 

underestimated the costs to relocate the T-45 
from Naval Air Station Kingsville to Naval 
Air Station Chase Field. 

Naval Air Station Kingsville was 
considered too expensive to relocate. Naval 
Air Station Meridian and Naval Air Station 
Chase Field became the potential candidates 
for closure. Geographical diversity and cost 
were predominant factors in retainii Naval 
Air Station Meridian. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission agrees with the DoD 

recommendation to close Naval Air Station 
Chase Field. However, the Commission finds 
that, in recommending the retention of an  
OW, the DoD substantiilly deviated from the 
force-structure plan. Rqeded reductions of 
carrier and air wing force structure reduce 
Navy-wide pilot training rate requirements to 
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a level that does not require retention of the 
u Chase Field as an OLF. 

The Commission also found that the DoD 
substantially deviated from criterion 6 in that 
realignment to retain a n  OLF imposes 
~ i g ~ c a n t l y  greater adverse economic impact 
on the local community than closure of the 
entire air station. 

The Commission therefore recommends 
the complete closure of Naval Air Station 
Chase Field, including the OLF. 

Naval Air Station 
Moffett Field, California 
Category: Naval Air Statiodhfaritime Patrol 

Aircraft 
Mission: Maritime Patrol Aircraft Support 
Cost to Close: $1 12 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $104.8 million; 

Annual: $72.4 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

L/ DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Moffett Field, decommission three 
active-duty maritime patrol squadrons, and 
redistribute the remaining squadrons among 
Naval Air Stations Jacksonville, Florida; 
Barbers Point, Hawaii; and B m w i c k ,  Maine. 
Consolidate the  P-3 Fleet Replacement 
Squadron operations at Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, Florida. 

Moffett Field ranked low among all naval 
air stations and lowest among the four bases in 
the maritime patrol aircraft subcategory. The 
base suffers fkom severe ground and air space 
encroachment. There is no potential for 
increased aircraft operations. Moffett Field is 
located in a high-cost area. Finally, a force- 
structure reduction of 25 percent results in an 
excess of one base in this subcategory. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the benefits 

afforded by Moffett Field are essential to the 
San Francisco Bay Area economy and to the 
nation. The long-term coexistence between 
businesses and the  naval a i r  s ta t ion i s  
profitable to the federal government. If the 
naval air station were to close, the base should 
remain federally operated and maintained so 
that defense contractors can continue to use 
the air facilities. While Moffett Field may no 
longer meet national military needs, i t  
remains a crucial part of the high-technology 
and aerospace industries. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD's closure 

recommendations were consis tent  w i th  
projected force-structure reductions. They 
were also consistent wi th  t h e  aircraf t -  
relocation plan proposed by DoD and with 
recent military construction tha t  supports 
them. Under that plan, the maritime patrol 
force will move from its traditional 50-50 split 
between fleets to a new deployment strategy 
with 40 percent of the force in  the Pacific Fleet 
and 60 percent in the Atlantic Fleet. The 
Commission found that ground and air space 
encroachment at Naval Air Station Moffett 
Field and quality of life problems for Navy 
personnel in  the San Francisco Bay Area are 
signif~cant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendations on Naval Air Station Moffett 
Field did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends closing Naval Air Station Moffett Field; 
transferring assigned P-3 aircraft to Naval Air 
Stations Jacksonville, Brunswick, and Barbers 
Point; and consolidating P-3 Fleet Replace- 
ment Squadron operations a t  Naval Air 
Station Jacksonville. Additionally, the 
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Commission suggests that the base remain in 
federal custody in support of non-DoD agencies 
and industry. The Secretary should consult 
with NASA on possible use. 

Naval Air Station 
Whidbey Island, 
Washington 
Category: Camer Aiming Suppod 
Mission: A-6Attack and EA-6B Electronic 

Warfare Aircraft 
Cost to Close: N/A 
Savings: N/A 
Payback: N/A 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Whidbey Island and the supporting 
Naval Hospital Oak Harbor. Transfer aviation 
activities to Naval Air Station Lemoore, 
California. Retain the ranges in Navy custody. 

Force-structure reductions in  aircraft 
carriers and carr ier  a i rwings  and t h e  
imminent departure of the A-6 Intruder 
medium-attack aircraft from the Navy's 
inventory argued for the closure of Whidbey 
Island. Lemoore, where the Navy wants to 
consolidate all West Coast attack squadrons, 
has available capacity. Whidbey's single- 
runway configuration limits operational 
flexibility and future growth. Whidbey's 
outlying field is encroached. 

The economic consequences will be the  
most severe of any proposed closure, a 
58.3 percent loss in jobs. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the economic 

impact would be devastating - almost 84 
percent unemployment after closure. The 
community argued that the base's mission is 
not diminishing since the A-6E is being 
rewinged. 

Whidbey actually has two runways, 
optimized for variable winds, and the base 
offers flexible training with its outlying field. 

Moreover, the EA-6B will be unable to 
perform its electronic warfare mission a t  
Lemoore, which lacks the ranges. The air 
space a t  Lemoore is too limited for receipt of all 
Whidbey's aircraft. Further, DoD under- 
estimated the construction costs a move to 
Lemoore would entail. 

Finally, the closure of Whidbey Island 
would leave a demographic void with regard to 
the Naval Reserves. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the A-6 force 

structure reduces a t  a rate no greater than that 
associated with projected carrier-air-wing 
force-structure reductions. While the  A-6 
aircraft is reaching the end of its operating 
service life, major aircraft modifications are 
being incorporated that extend its wing life 
until 2005, when a replacement aircraft should 
become available. 

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island operates 
from two runways with only one being 
operational a t  a time. This affects operational 
flexibility and growth in that i t  limits the 
ability to conduct field carrier landing practice. 
The functional wing commander conducts this 
training through use of the Outlying Field 
Coupeville. While this optimizes training and 
enhances the single runway operations, noted 
in the DoD recommendation, it exacerbates the 
encroachment a t  the outlying field. The 
encroachment issue a t  Outlying Field 
Coupeville is significant. The A-6 and EA-6B 
aircraft are two of the loudest aircraft in the 
Navy inventory. The local community has not 
passed any zoning ordinances that preclude 
development near the airfield. The community 
has organized a n  aggressive campaign 
focusing on aba t ing  t h e  noise. The 
Commission found t h a t  t h e  noise and 
encroachment issues are moderate relative to 
other Navy bases. Expansion of the base is 
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possible. With the exception of Naval Air 
U Station Lemoore, all carrier support naval air 

stations rate worse than Naval Air Station 
Whidbey Island with respect to encroachment 
on air installation compatible use zone 
management. This issue can be resolved 
without closing the base. 

The Spectrum Aviation Division of the 
Federal Aviation Administration documented 
projected impacts to operating and training the 
EA-6B aircraft in California. The interference 
to national air space system will degrade air 
safety and efficiency. 

The Commission found that while excess 
capacity exists a t  training ranges in California 
and Nevada, no coordination was conducted 
with DoD, other federal agencies, and local 
governments toward facilitating the  100 
percent growth in  tactical aircraft in  the 
Central California operating areas. The need 
to perform this coordination was recommended 
in the Navy analysis, An Analysis of Naval 
Airspace Utilization and Requirements (Project 
Blue Air Update), of November 2, 1987. The 
report documented the traffic-flow problems 
through choke-point corridors between the - California and Nevada operating areas. The 
congestion imposes severe limits on the 
number of aircraft that can be handled as well 
a s  significant traffic-flow management  
problems for t h e  Fede ra l  Avia t ion  
Administration. 

The Commission found excess capacity a t  
Naval Air Station Lemoore, the relocating 
base for the Whidbey Island aviation tenants. 
However, not enough capacity exists to  
preclude DoD's es t imate  of more t h a n  
$300 million in  military construction to  
accommodate the aircraft from Whidbey 
Island. Based on varying accounts of the 
construction r equ i r emen t s  by Navy 
organizations, the Commission found the 
estimate could well grow. The Commission 
found the return on investment to be high. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that DoD deviated 

substantially from the force-structure plan and 

from criteria 1 and 3 by not accurately focusing 
on the current and future mission require- 
ments of the carrier medium-attack mission; it 
also inaccurately assessed the availability of 
land, facilities, and air space a t  the current 
location and the full impacts on facilities and 
a i r  space at Naval Air Station Lemoore. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends that  
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island and the 
supporting Naval Hospital Oak Harbor remain 
open. 

Naval Station 
Long Beach, California 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Homeported Ships 

and Shipyard 
Cost to Close: $1 18.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $201.8 million; 

Annul :  $85.2 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station Long Beach and the 
supporting Naval Hospital Long Beach. 
Transfer ship-support functions and a parcel of 
land to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
Reassign ships  to o ther  Pacific F l e e t  
homeports. 

The Navy has considerable excess pier 
capacity on the West Coast and will be able to 
accommodate its 1997 force structure a t  the 
more essential ports of San Diego and Everett. 
Long Beach rated low i n  military value 
because its facilities are deficient and require 
mi l i ta ry  construction, t h e  location i s  
expensive, and, unlike San Diego, it lacks 
capacity to homeport all Southern California 
ships. Finally, the closure would produce 
significant savings. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Navy's 

Base Structure Committee overturned an 
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earlier recommendation by the  OpNav 
working group not to close Long Beach. The 
community claimed the Base Structure 
Committee was intent on protecting new 
strategic homeports, specifically Naval Station 
Everett, Washington, currently under 
construction. The community maintained that 
a draft GAO report on strategic homeports, 
now released, advocated deleting Everett and 
keeping Long Beach open. The community 
claimed that the Navy overstated excess 
berthing capacity. 

The community also asserted that the 
station supports a large regional reserve 
presence, has excellent access to open sea and 
Southern California training areas, can 
homeport a nuclear-powered carrier, and 
provides critical support for the shipyard. 

The community stated that the economic 
impact of closure would be high, claiming that 
Navy ships constitute 97 percent of local 
private repair work. Finally, the community 
believed the Navy underestimated the military 
construction required at  receiving locations, 
thus understating the actual payback period. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the OpNav 

group recommendation was not definitive, the 
Navy did in fact evaluate its homeports, and 
the GAO report did not compare the homeports 
against other naval stations as the community 
alleged. Halting construction at  Everett would 
remove too little of the Navy's excess berthing 
capacity. 

The declining force structure enables San 
Diego and Everett to provide all the West 
Coast naval station berthing required in 1997. 
The declining number of Naval Reserve ships 
enables the Navy to relinquish the support 
provided by Long Beach. 

inadequate until funds become available to 
meet its stated requirement to replace them. L/ 

While most piers are  classified as  
substandard, only $17 million would be 
required to make them adequate. Currently, 
Long Beach piers do not serve a nuclear 
carrier. Upgrading one of its pier's to 
homeport a nuclear carrier would cost 
$75 million. 

The Commission found that the potential 
savings from closure are high. The Navy 
should expand the San Diego homeport area to 
include private repair facilities now in the 
Long Beach area in order to ameliorate local 
job loss, which is projected to be only 
two-tenths of one percentage point. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds t h e  DoD 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the fmal 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Naval Station Long 
Beach and the supporting Naval Hospital Long 
Beach. Ship support functions and a parcel of 
land will be transferred to the naval shipyard. 
Ships assigned to the naval station will be 
reassigned to  other Pacific Fleet homeports. 
Alternative .use of the hospital facilities should 
be explored with the Department of Veterans 
Mairs, Public Health Service, state and local 
governments and the community. 

The Commission found that closing Long 
Beach would eliminate more than two-thirds of 
the Navy's excess berthing capacity on the 
West Coast. However, the Navy will have to 
continue to use San Diego piers classified as 
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Naval Station 
Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Shipyard and Assigned 

Ships 
Cost to Close: $53.5 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $55.9 million; 

Annual: $40.4 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Naval  Stat ion Phi lade lphia .  
Reassign ships to other At lan t ic  Fleet 
homeports, close the naval base, and move the 
Naval Damage Control Training Center to the 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois. 
Transfer remaining tenants to other bases or 
retain them in leased space. Retain the 
regional brig. 

Naval Station Philadelphia was graded 
W low in military value because of significant 

facility deficiencies t h a t  would require 
construction to correct, its high-cost location, 
and the elimination of the requirement to 
support the naval shipyard, which DoD is also 
recommending for closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The Philadelphia community believes the 

naval shipyard should remain open, and 
therefore the naval station must also remain 
open to support it. The community further 
believes that the Navy failed to consider costs 
a t  receiving bases ,  t h e  h i g h  cost  of 
environmental cleanup after closure, and the 
ability of assigned Naval Reserve ships to tap 
the large local Reserve pool. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The naval station has no piers. Assigned 

ships are berthed a t  the shipyard, which the 
station supports. Closing the shipyard will 

remove the  station's pr imary mission. 
Assigned ships must steam a relatively long 
distance to reach the open ocean, which can 
lengthen Reserve drill weekends and affect 
retention. Closure will account for a relatively 
small fraction of the overall local job loss 
resulting from closing the  entire naval 
complex. Closure will produce significant 
savings. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds  t h a t  DoD7s 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Naval Station 
Philadelphia. 

Ships assigned to the Naval Station will be 
reassigned to other Atlantic Fleet homeports. 
The office of Commander, Naval  Base 
Philadelphia will close. The Naval Damage 
Control Training Center, a major tenant, will 
move to the Naval Training Center at  Great 
Lakes, Illinois. Other tenants will transfer to 
other bases or remain in leased space. The 
regional brig will remain. 

Naval Station Puget 
Sound (Sand Point), 
Washington 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Staff and Tenant Activities 
Cost to Close: $28.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$22.9 million; 

Annual: $1.6 million 
Pay back: 100 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand 
Point). Relocate most functions and activities 
to Everett, Washington. Retain the regional 
brig and a small surrounding parcel of land. 
Dispose of the rest of the property. This 
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changes the 1988 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission's recommendation to 
partially close this base. 

Sand Point received a low grade for 
military value because previous functions and 
missions had been reduced, culminating in the 
loss of almost one-half of the  property. 
Commander, Naval Base Seattle, the Navy's 
Pacific Northwest regional coordinator, will 
move to Submarine Base Bangor, consistent 
with his concurrent responsibilities a s  
Commander Submarine Group Nine. 
Commanding Officer, Naval Station Puget 
Sound, will move to Naval Station Everett 
when construction there is completed. Since 
most existing Sand Point billets will remain in 
the area and since new billets will be added at 
Everett, economic impacts will be slight. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community did not argue against the 

closure of Sand Point. The local government 
plans to use the land for park expansion and 
has proposed additional community uses. The 
main community concerns were expeditious 
cleanup of the site and the incompatibility of 
the remaining Navy brig with planned park 
use. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
Naval Station Sand Point has no mission, 

its facilities are poor, and it cannot contribute 
~ i ~ c a n t l y  to meeting surge requirements. 
The major tenants are relocating. The current 
small overhead explains the long payback 
period. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds t h a t  DoDys 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Puget Sound Naval 
Station (Sand Point). A majority of the 
functions will be relocated to Everett,  
Washington. The regional brig and a small 
surrounding parcel of land may be retained by 

the Secretary after study. The Navy will 
dispose of the remainder of the property. This 
is a change to the 1988 Base Closure 
Commission recommendation to  partially close 
the installation. 

Naval Training Center 
Orlando, Florida 
Categoy: Training 
Mission: Recruit Training; Service School 

Command; Nuclear Power Schools 
Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Training Center (NTC) 
Orlando and the supporting Naval Hospital 
Orlando. The recruit training will be absorbed 
by NTC Great Lakes, Illinois, and NTC San 
Diego, California. The nuclear training 
function and all "A" schools will be relocated. 

Force-structure reductions decrease 
requirements for basic recruit and follow-on 
training. As a result, slightly over two Recruit 
Training Commands (RTCs) can accommodate 
future requirements, leaving an excess 
capacity of approximately one RTC. Major 
savings can only be realized by closure of a 
complete Nn=. 

NTC Orlando was graded lowest in 
military value for the following key reasons: 
First, the Navy wants to retain the NTC in San 
Diego because of its collocation with major 
fleet concentrations. Second, significant 
capital is invested in complex, sophisticated, 
and expensive training devices, systems, and 
buildings at NTC Great Lakes. Third, NTC 
Great Lakes has expansion and surge 
capability; NTC Orlando does not. And 
fmlly,  Naval Hospital Orlando was identified 
for closure as a "follower" because of its 
reduced support to the active-duty population 
in the area. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
'Li 

The community claimed that the Navy 
improperly rated NTC Orlando lowest i n  
expansion capability. The community also 
argued that one of the reasons for excluding 
NTC Great Lakes from consideration for 
closure was the estimated cost to relocate its 
extensive training devices but  t h a t  the  
training devices are not recruit related. 

The community argued that the major 
reason for not proposing the closure of San 
Diego was its collocation with the fleet, which 
is not recruit related. Also, the Navy omitted 
the infrastructure costs a t  Great Lakes to 
accommodate the Orlando move. The 
community also noted t h a t  ex tens ive  
pharmacy costs had been omitted from the 
hospital COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions) computations. And finally, the 
community claimed that failure to consider 
Orlando's mobilization capacity adversely 
affected its overall ranking. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD based its 

closure recommendation of NTC Orlando on 
the basis of excess capacity in the recruit 
training assets. The Commission found that 
although NTC Orlando has excess capacity in 
recruit training, this excess does not carry over 
to the other training schools. The Commission 
also found t h a t  DoD based i t s  closure 
recommendation of Orlando on an overall low 
military rating and tha t  this  rating was 
~ i g ~ c a n t l y  influenced by a low rating for 
criterion 3. Further, the Commission found 
that NTC Orlando had more surge capacity 
than NTC San Diego which received a high 
rating for criterion 3. The Commission also 
found that Orlando has much more land than 
NTC San Diego, on which to develop additional 
facilities i n  t h e  event  of mobilization 
requirements. 

The Commission found tha t  the Navy's 
analysis was very sensitive to one-time costs 
due to the sizable military construction 
(MILCON) required to relocate the Orlando 
schools to NTC Great Lakes. The original 
COBRA submitted by the Navy yielded a 

12-year payback and a $57.1 million annual 
savings. A .  updated COBRA submitted by the 
Navy indicates a 20-year payback and a 
$35.5 million annual savings after six years. 
The Commission's COBRA r u n  on NTC 
Orlando yielded a cost to close of $423.2 million 
and a payback period of 100 years. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that with regard to 

the  DoD recommendation to  close NTC 
Orlando, the Secretary deviated substantially 
from criteria 3 and 5 by not considering the 
significant surge capacity a s  required for 
mobilization and by overestimating return on 
investment. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends that the Naval Training Center 
and the Naval Hospital Orlando remain open. 

Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, Pennsylvania 
Category: Naval Shipyard 
Mission: Repair, Maintenance, and Overhaul 

of Navy Ships 
Cost to Close: $102 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $38.1 million; 

Annual: $36 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and 
preserve for emergent requirements. Retain 
the propeller facility (shops and foundry), 
Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, 
and Naval Ship System Engineering Station in 
active status on shipyard property. 

Changes in the force structure will reduce 
shiprepair requirements and terminate the 
carrier service l ife extension program 
(CV-SLEP). Closure of a naval shipyard is 
necessary to balance the Navy's industrial 
infrastructure with this reduced workload. 
Maintaining the shipyard in mothball status 
will allow its use for unplanned requirements 
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or its reconstitution if future needs are greater 
than now anticipated. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that Philadelphia 

provides the skilled workforce and facilities 
that the Navy will need to repair its large 
conventional ships in the future. It believes 
that the shipyard is particularly well suited to 
repair Aegis-equipped ships because of 
specialized public and private industrial 
facilities in the area. The community also 
claimed that Philadelphia is the most cost- 
effective and efficient public shipyard, with the 
lowest man-day rate and highest productive 
ratio. This, along with its facilities for 
repairing large ships, justifies keeping the 
facility open during the 1990s, even a t  a 
reduced workload level, until the conventional 
ship workload increases. 

The community pointed to the recent 
congressional decision to require the aircraft 
carrier John F. Kennedy to undergo a CV- 
SLEP in Philadelphia, as a reason not to 
consider the shipyard for closure - the  
planned schedule runs too close to the end of 
the required closure milestone date. 

The impact on the city of Philadelphia 
would be severe, particularly when added to 
proposed closures of other Philadelphia-area 
bases. The community believes that this is too 
large an impact for any single region to bear. 
If Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is closed and 
mothballed, the community stated that  i t  
would vigorously pursue legislative relief to 
force reversion or outleasing of shipyard 
property to the city. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the overall 

public shipyard workload i s  fa l l ing  
~ i ~ c a n t l y  because of force reductions and 
budget limitations. The projected workload in 
nuclear shipyards during the 1990s was found 
to limit the potential for closing any nuclear 
shipyard until the late 1990s. 

The largest portion of Philadelphia's recent 
workload has been CV-SLEP, which the Navy 
desires to terminate. However, Congress has 
passed legislation that requires a CV- SLEP at  
Philadelphia. The Commission found that this 
CV-SLEP should be completed in mid-1996, 
about a year before the requited closure date. 

Workload is  available tha t  could be 
diverted from public and private East Coast 
shipyards to Philadelphia to bring its activity 
up to levels tha t  justify keeping it open. 
However, this would limit the Navy's ability to 
meet its target of putting 30 percent of its 
repair work in private yards. It may increase 
costs a t  public shipyards, such as Norfolk, 
which would lose workload. The Commission 
found that retaining Philadelphia active at a 
low employment level,  such a s  t h e  
1,200-person option considered by the Navy, 
would increase the cost for work performed at 
Philadelphia over the cost for the same work 
performed a t  a public shipyard with a 
traditional staffing level. 

The Commission found t h a t  t h e  
combination of carrier-capable drydocks at  
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Newport News 
Shipbuilding, and the mothballed drydocks at  
Philadelphia provide capacity for unplanned 
requirements. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure and preservation of 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard for emergent 
requirements. The propeller facility, Naval 
Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, and 
Naval Ship System Engineering Station will 
remain in active status on shipyard property. 
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Navy Research, 
Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Engineering, 
and Fleet Support 
Activities 
Category: Research, Development, Testing, 

and Evaluation 
Mission: Research and Engineering Facilities 
Cost to Consolidate: $51 3 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$I19 million; 

Annual: $1 07 million 
Payback: BlOyears (varies by wa#are 

center) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close 10 and rea l ign  16 Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E), 
Engineering and Fleet Support Facilities a s  
part of a facility consolidation plan. Create 
four centers: Naval Air Warfare Center; Naval 
Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance 
Center, Naval Surface Warfare Center; and 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The communities argued tha t  imple- 

menting the consolidation plan would disrupt 
the RDT&E, engineering, and fleet-support 
functions these activities perform. Much of 
this disruption, they claimed, would result 
from the loss of key scientists and engineers 
who would be unwilling to relocate. 

Communities expressed concern tha t  the 
Navy underestimated the  costs of t h e  
consolidation, that i t  failed to evaluate all 
alternatives, and that the new warfare centers 
would no t  emphasize research  a n d  
development sufficiently. The communities 
requested the Commission to wait for the  
completion of the DoD Advisory Commission 
on Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories study 
before making any recommendations. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the DoD did 

not adequately examine the availability of 
alternative facilities for the location of the 
Eas t  Coast In-Service Eng inee r ing  
Directorate, which the DoD proposed to be 
located in Portsmouth, Virginia. Existing 
facilities may be available i n  Charleston, 
South Carolina, elsewhere in  the Norfolk 
metropolitan area, or a t  other locations. 
Additionally, t he  Committee found t h a t  
development in the Portsmouth area could 
affect the Navy's ability to conduct tests on 
radars and communications equipment. While 
the Commission found inaccuracies in the DoD 
cost and savings estimates, these errors were 
insignificant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that ,  with one 

exception, the Secretary's proposal for closure 
and realignment of RDT&E, Engineering, and 
Fleet Support Activities did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and 
the selection criteria. 

In i ts  recommended establishment of 
Naval  Command, Cont ro l  a n d  Ocean 
Surveillance Center's East Coast In-Service 
Engineering Directorate in  Portsmouth, the 
Commission finds that the Secretary deviated 
substantially from criteria 2 and 4 by not 
examining filly all available alternatives for 
location of the Directorate. 

The Commission recommends.. t h e  
following closures and realignments. 

Closures 
Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility, 

San Diego, CA 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, San Diego, CA 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, 
'Vallejo, CA 
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Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity, Trident Command and Control Systems 
Yorktown, VA Maintenance Activity, Newport, RI 

Naval Space Systems Activity, 
Los Angeles, CA 

Naval Sea Combat Systems Engineering 
Station, Norfolk, VA 

Naval Ocean Systems Center Detachment, Fleet Combat Direction Systems Support 
Kaneohe, HI Activity, San Diego, CA 

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, 
Albuquerque, NM 

Realignments 
David Taylor Research Center Detachment, 

Annapolis, MD 

Naval Air Development Center, 
Warminster, PA 

Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, NJ 

Naval Air Propulsion Center, Trenton, NJ 

Naval Avionics Center, Indianapolis, IN 

Naval Coastal Systems Center, 
Panama City, FL 

Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, MD 

Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, KY 

Naval Surface Weapons Center Detachment, 
White Oak, MD 

Naval Underwater Systems Center 
Detachment, New London, CT 

Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station, 
Keyport, WA 

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, CA 

Naval Weapons Support Center, Crane, IN 

Additionally, the Commission recommends 
to the President tha t  the Secretary defer 
implementation of this consolidation plan until 
January 1,1992, in  order to give the Secretary 
t ime to  consider  t h e  f ind ings  a n d  
recommendations of the  DoD Advisory 
Commission on Consolidation and Conversion 
of Defense Research and Development 
Laboratories and  to  consult  w i th  t h e  
appropriate committees of Congress. 

The Commission also believes there is a 
clear role for the Advisory Commission to 
advise the Secretary of how best to implement 
this consolidation plan so as to minimize the 
impact of the turbulence i t  could create, 
including the loss of key personnel. Clearly, 
t h e  challenge of unde r t ak ing  such  a 
comprehensive reorganization will require the 
careful development and execution of 

id' 

personnel management plans to minimize the 
disruption of critical research and development 
activities in the Navy laboratory system. 

Pacific Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, CA 
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i i  DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Beale Air Force Base, 
California 
Category: nying/Strategic 
Mission: Strategic Reconnaissance 

and Air Refueling, U-2, TR-1, and KC-135 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Undergraduate Navigator 
Training and the 323rd Flying Training Wing 
from Mather Air Force Base, California, to 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, instead of 
realigning to Beale Air Force Base a s  
recommended by the 1988 Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
\w The economic impact will harm an already 

depressed area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds tha t  the DoD 
recommendation on realignment of Beale Air 
Force Base did not deviate substantially from 
the force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. The economic impact will not be 
severe. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends as part of the closure of Mather Air 
Force Base, the realignment of these activities 
to Randolph Air Force Base. 

Bergstrom Air Force 
Base, Texas 
Category: FlyinglTactical 
Mission: Tactical Reconnaissance, RF-4 
Cost to Close: $39.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $128 million; 

Annual: $36.3 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Bergstrom and retire the assigned 
RF-4 aircraft .  The 67th Tactical  
Reconnaissance Wing will be inactivated. 
Maintain the existing Air Force Reserve units 
in an enclosed area if the base is converted to a 
civil airport. Relocate the 12th Air Force 
Headquarters, 12th Tactical Intelligence 
Squadron, and 602nd Tactical Air Control 
Center Squadron to Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base, Arizona. The 41st Electronic Combat 
Squadron will remain in place a t  Davis- 
Monthan Aii Force Base rather than move to  
Bergstrom Air Force Base as recommended by 
the 1988 Commission. Finally, move the 712th 
Air Support Operations Center Squadron to 
Fort Hood, Texas. 

-. Bergstrom ranked relatively low in the 
flying/tactical category based on its long-term 
military value compared with other bases in 
the category. The base suffers from ground 
and regional air space encroachment. The 
regional air space is increasingly stressed by 
growth in air -c. There are insufficient 
suitable air-to-ground or electronic combat 
ranges nearby for flight training. Finally, the 
capacity of on-base family housing is below 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

average compared with that a t  other bases in 
the category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that  Bergstrom 

simply needs a new mission. It declared that 
the base is strategically located to support Fort 
Hood, Texas, with close air support operations 
and air l i f t  for operational o r  exercise 
deployments. The community also was 
concerned that the closure recommendation 
was based upon the impression that the base 
would definitely be converted to a commercial 
airport. The community minimized the 
severity of ground and air space encroachment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD's closure 

recommendation was not tied to the conversion 
of the airfield to a civil airport. However, there 
is an  option to maintain the Air Force Reserve 
unit if the airfield is converted to commercial 
use. The lack of adequate ranges and 
increasing encroachment limit the base's 
overall military value. Other tactical units 
such as the 149th Tactical Fighter Group a t  
Kelly Air Force Base, Texas, can adequately 
support Fort Hood. Finally, Fort Hood uses its 
own Grey Army Airfield for airlift operations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation on Bergstrom Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially &om the force- 
structure plan and the f d  selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends that 
Bergstrom Air Force Base close and that the 
ass igned  RF-4  a i r c r a f t  r e t i r e .  T h e  
67th Tactical Reconnaissance Wing will be 
inactivated. The Regional Corrosion Control 
Facility will remain if i t  continues to be 
economical for the Air Force to operate it there. 
The Air Force Reserve units shall remain in a 
cantonment area if the base is converted to a 
civilian airport. If no decision on a civilian 
airport is reached by June 1993, the Reserve 
units will be redistributed. If the Reserve 
un i t s  s tay  b u t  the  a i r p o r t  is not  a n  

economically viable entity by the end of 1996, 
these units would also be redistributed. The 
12th Air Force Headquarters 12 th  TAC 
Intelligence Squadron and the 602nd Tactical 
Air Control Center Squadron will relocate to 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona. The 
712th Air  Support Operat ions Center  
Squadron will relocate to Fort Hood, Texas. 
The 41st Electronic Combat Squadron will 
remain in place a t  Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base. 

Carswell Air Force Base, 
Texas 
Category: FlyingYStmtegic 
Mission: Stmtegic Bom bardment and Air 

Refueling, B-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $45.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $156 million; 

Annual: $45.5 miUion 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Carswell Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned B-52H aircraft to Barksdale AFB, 
Louisiana. The assigned KC-135 aircraft will 
be transferred to the Air Reserve Component, 
and the  7th Bombardment Wing will be 
inactivated. The 436th Strategic Training 
Squadron will be relocated to Dyess AFB, 
Texas. Maintain the existing Air Force 
Reserve units in a cantonment area. 

Carswell AFB ranked low based on i t s  
long-term military value compared with other 
bases i n  its category. The base is poorly 
located for wart ime bomber or  t a n k e r  
employment. The base has the worst ground 
and regional air space encroachment in its 
category. The regional air space will continue 
to be stressed by aggressive aviation growth in 
the area. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
'd 

The community claimed t h a t  many 
subelement scores were incorrect and that the 
"corrected" scores would change the overall 
rating for the base. The community minimized 
t h e  impact a n d  severity of a i r  space 
encroachment, citing excellent procedures and 
equipment used to control aircraft in  the 
DallasJFort Worth Airport area. Similarly, it 
declared t h a t  t h e  ex i s t i ng  ground 
encroachment in both the clear and accident 
zones will decrease. The community was also 
concerned about the disposition of the base 
hospital. The hospital serves the active-duty 
military members and their dependents as well 
a s  many retirees. The community was also 
concerned about the economic impact on a 
region already hard hit by other cuts in the 
defense industry. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found very few errors in 

the subelement scores, and the full Air Force 
process was validated by the GAO. Carswell 
AFB is in an area of continued aviation growth 

u and strong pressure on regional air  space. 
Additionally, there  is commercial and  
residential encroachment in  the protected 
zones off either end of the runway. The poor 
location for wartime employment and ground 
and air space encroachment limit the base's 
future military value. 

Much of the on-base housing is unusable 
because it is under renovation and the  
contractor has defaulted. The Air Force 
projects this housing to be unusable for the 
extended future. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary7s 

recommendation on Carswell Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Carswell AFB and the transfer of the 
assigned B-52 aircraft to Barksdale AFB, 
Louisiana. The assigned KC-135 aircraft 
should transfer to the Air Reserve Component. 

The 436th Strategic Training Squadron will 
relocate to Dyess AFB. The existing Air Force 
Reserve units will remain in  a cantonment 
area. 

Castle Air Force Base, 
California 
Catego~y: FlyinglStrategic 
Mission: Strategic Bombardment, 

Air Refueling, and Combat Crew Training 
School; B-52 and KC-135 

Cost to Close: $99.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $63.0 million; 

Annual: $52.7 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Castle Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned B-52G conventional aircraft to 
K.I. Sawyer AFB, Michigan. Transfer the 
assigned KC-135 aircraft to other Active or 
Reserve Component units. Transfer the B-52 
and KC-135 Combat Crew Training mission to 
Fairchild AFB, Washington. The  93rd 
Bombardment Wing will be inactivated. 

Castle AFB ranked relatively low based on 
its long-term military value compared with 
other bases in the category. The base is in a 
relatively poor location for wartime bomber 
employment. Its ranking also suffered because 
of its relatively poor location for wartime and 
peacetime air-refueling operations. The: base 
endures local ground and regional a ir  space 
encroachment. The regional air space is being 
increasingly stressed by growth in air trafic. 
Finally, the condition of the facilities at Castle 
AFB is below the average of other bases in the 
same category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that Castle AFB 

was incorrectly categorized as a flying/ 
strategic base when, in its opinion, the primary 
mission of the base is initial training of B-52 
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and KC- 135 aircrews. It  declared Castle AFB 
has unique attributes to perform this training 
mission, including its many aircrew-training 
devices, access to numerous airfields, and 
transient student quarters. Finally, it believes 
that moving the training mission would be 
short-sighted because the longevity of the B-52 
is in question. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the base was 

properly categorized along with other  
flyinglstrategic bases. It  is in a poor location 
for wartime bomber and tanker employment. 
Regional air space and local ground encroach- 
ment also degrade its overall military value. 
The DoD force-structure plan includes the 

Reserve Component units. Retire the assigned 
B-52G Air Launched Cruise Missile aircraft. 
The 97th Bombardment Wing wil l  be 
inactivated. 

Eaker AFB ranked relatively low in the 
flyinglstrategic category based on its long-term 
military value compared with other bases in  
the category. The base is in a relatively poor 
location t o  suppor t  war t ime  bomber 
employment. Its ranking also suffered because 
of the limited opportunity for peacetime use of 
tanker assets and access to bombing ranges. 
The base experiences some current restrictions 
on access to bombing ranges and expects future 
restrictions a s  well. Finally, the capacity of 
the facilities is below the average of other 
bases in the same category. 

B-52 aircraft until past the turn of the century. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

RECOMMENDATION The community claimed that Eaker AFB is 

The Commission finds that the Secretary's 
recommendation on Castle Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the f u l  selection criteria. 
Therefore, t he  Commission recommends 
closing Castle AFB and transferring the  
assigned B-52 aircraft to K.I. Sawyer AFB. 
Transfer the assigned KC-135 aircraft to other 
Active or Reserve Component units. Transfer 
the B-52 and KC-135 Combat Crew Training 
missions to Fairchild AFB, Washington. 

Eaker Air Force Base, 
Arkansas 
Category: Flying/Stmtegic 
Mission: Stmtegic Bombardment curd Air 

Refueling, 3-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $18.5 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $221.0 million; 
Annual: $52.9 million 

Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Eaker Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned KC-135 aircraft to other Active or 

close to  many air-refueling t racks and  
removing assigned KC-135s will exacerbate a 
regional peacetime air-refueling tanker  
shortfall. It also stated that Eaker AFB has 
better weather than many northern strategic 
bases. The community was especially 
concerned with the economic impact of the 
closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that, although 

Eaker AFB is close to many designated air  
refueling tracks, it is still relatively distant 
from a n  a rea  of h igh  a i r - r e fue l ing  
requirements. Eaker AFB is in a relatively 
poor location for wartime bomber and tanker 
employment. The cost to close Eaker AFB is 
low, and the payback is achieved in less than 
one year. The economic impact on the  
community from the closing of Eaker AFB will 
be among the most signif~cant in the Air Force. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendations on Eaker Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
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Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
w closure of Eake r  AFB. The assigned 

B-52aircraft will be retired, and the assigned 
KC-135 aircraft will be transferred to other 
Active or Reseme Component units. 

England Air Force Base, 
Louisiana 
Category: Flying/Tactical 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, A-1 0 
Cost to Close: $40.3 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $1 76 million; 

Annual: $47.2 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close England Air Force Base (AFB) and 
retire or redistribute all aircraft among 
remaining Active and Reserve Component 
units. Inactivate the 23rd Tactical Fighter 
Wing. Realign one AfOA-10 squadron to Eglin 
AFB, Florida, and one to McChord AFB, 
Washington. 

England AFB ranked relatively low in the 
flyingltactical category. The long-term 
military value of England AFB is limited by 
available airspace for training and by weather, 
for which England AFB ranked lowest in its 
category. The Air Force acknowledged the 
advantage of England AFB's proximity to Fort 
Polk, but stated that other bases could support 
the Army. Also, the cost to close is low while 
the savings are high. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that  England 

AFB's mix of weather was good for training. I t  
stated that the local air space, low-altitude 
military operating areas, and availability of 
higher altitude air space were not adequately 
considered. It questioned whether the Air 
Force could meet the Army's needs a t  Fort Polk 
if England AFB was closed. The community 
also stated that DoD understated the combined 

economic impact of England AFB's closure and 
Fort Polk's realignment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the air space 

and weather can impact the military value of 
the base. With its surrounding a i r  space 
England AFB can meet current mission 
requirements but will not be able to support 
future missions. Concerns that the current 
mission degraded the base rankings were 
unfounded. Air Force proposals to provide 
support to the Army were reasonable and 
formally endorsed by the Army. Finally, the 
combined economic impact of t h e  two 
adjustments was substantially higher than for 
a single base. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds t h a t  t he  DoD 

recommendation on England Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the  selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of England AFB and the redistribution 
of one squadron to Eglin AFB, one squadron to 
McChord AFB, and the retirement of other 
remaining assigned aircraft, including the 
23rd Tactical Fighter Wing. 

Goodfellow Air Force 
Base, Texas 
Category: Tmining 
Mission: Technical Tmining 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

As part of the closure of Chanute Air Force 
Base, Illinois, realign the fuels training to 
Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas, and realign 
the technical training fue course to Goodfellow 
Air Force Base unless a satisfactory and cost- 
effective contract can be arranged. The 1988 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
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recommended that  both of these courses be 
realigned to Goodfellow AFB. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Co'mmission finds tha t  the DoD 
recommendation on realignment of Goodfellow 
Air Force Base did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the realignment of the fuels 
training from Goodfellow AFB to Sheppard 
AFB and the realignment of the technical 
training fire course to Goodfellow AFB unless 
a satisfactory and cost-effective contract can be 
arranged. 

Grissom Air Force Base, 
Indiana 
Category: FlyinglStrategic 
~ i s s i o n :  strategic ~ i r  ~efuel ing,  KC-135 
Cost to Close: $24.9 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $157 million; 

Annul: $48.3 million 
Payback: 1 year 

expansion capability is unlimited around the 
base. The community also highlighted that, 
because of its distance to the coast, the base's 
survivability is enhanced due to i ts mid- 
western location. Also, the existing ramp can 
accommodate additional aircraft and the  
quality of life a t  Grissom AFB is better than a t  
several bases not recommended for closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the base was 

properly graded. The base has no flying 
restrictions and can expand. However, the 
distance to air-refueling receivers and primary 
ranges diminishes the base's military value. 
Grissom AFB is the fourth lowest cost to close 
in the category and offers a signscant annual 
savings. Closing the base will have a negative 
economic impact on the local community. 
Finally, the condition of facilities a t  Grissom 
AFB graded lower than the category average. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation on Grissom Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE closure of Grissom AFB, the retirement of 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
assigned EC-135 aircraft, the inactivation of 
the 305th Air Refueling Wing, and the transfer 

Close Grissom Air Force Base and transfer of KC-135 aircraft  to t h e  Air Reserve 
the assigned KC-135 aircraft t o  the  Air  Component. 
Reserve Component. The EC-135 aircraft will 
be retired and the 305th Air Refueling Wing 
will be inactivated. Grissom AFB ranked 
below average in the flying/strategic category 
based on its long-term overall military value 
compared with other bases in the category. 
The base's locat ion provides l imi t ed  
opportunity for peacetime use of tankers and 
access to bombing ranges. Finally, Grissom 
AFB costs the fourth least to close in the 
category and  the  savings generated after 
closure are substantial. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that Grissom AFB 

has no a i r  space restrictions a n d  t h a t  



Closure and Realignment Recommendutions of the Commission 

u Loring Air Force Base, 
Maine 
Category: Fly ing/Strategic 
Mission: Conventional Bombardment and Air 

Refueling, B-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $46.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $182 million; 

Annual: $61.8 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOIMMENDATIONS 

Close Loring Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned B-52 aircraft to K.I. Sawyer AFB 
and disperse KC-135 aircraft to Active and 
Reserve Component units. 

Loring AFB ranked relatively low in the 
flyindstrategic category based on its long-term 
military value compared with other bases in  
the category. The base's location provides 
limited opportunity for peacetime use of 
tankers and access to bombing ranges. The 
condition of base facilities is below the average 

u of other bases in the category. The cost to close 
Loring AFB is low and the savings are among 
the highest of the bases in this subcategory. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

advantage is relative when the total mission is 
considered. Loring AFB is rated lower in  
military va lue  because of t he  l imited 
opportunity for peacetime use of tankers and 
access to bombing ranges. The condition of the 
facilities is below the command's average and 
the cost of required upgrades to meet the 
current and future missions is high. Loring 
AFB has only one fully operational runway 
and one prelaunch survivability runway. The 
annual savings will be one of the highest of the 
bases closed in the flyingfstrategic category. 
The economic -impact on the Loring AFB 
community will be severe. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation on Loring Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the  force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Loring AFB, the transfer of the 
assigned B-52 aircraft to K.I. Sawyer AFB, and 
the dispersal of the KC-135 aircraft to Active 
and Air Reserve Component units. 

Lowry Air Force Base, 
Colorado 
Category: Training 
Mission: Technical Training Center 

The community claimed that Loring AFB Cost to Close: $222.5 millioi 
is the closest base to conventional and strategic Savings: 1992-97: -$44.5 million; 
targets east of the United States. It also Annual: $42.2 million 
pointed out that Loring AFB has two fully Payback: 5 years 
operational runways. Further, it stated that 
the base is near air-refueling routes, base 
facilities are adequate to meet current mission 
requirements, not enough credit was given for 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
im~rovemen t s  to facilities. distance t o  RECOMMENDATIONS 
bo&bing ranges is not a si-&nt factor, and 
the Air Force did not adequately consider the 
economic impact. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that,  although 

Loring AFB is the closest base to potential 
targets ea s t  of t h e  United S ta tes ,  t h e  

~w 

Close Lowry Ai r  Force B a s e  a n d  
redistribute all technical training t o  the 
remaining technical training centers. The 
lOOlst Space Systems Squadron Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service and Air Force 
Reserve Personnel Center remain at Lowry. 
The Lowry Technical Training Center will be 
inactivated. 
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Lowry's long-term military value was low 
compared with other bases in its category. Its 
ranking suffered because base facilities ranked 
below the category average and the lack of a 
runway limits its ability to accept additional 
missions. Additionally, it is the second-least- 
expensive base to close in this category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that Lowry was 

penalized too severely for the lack of a runway 
and that the DoD criteria placed too much 
emphasis on runway  operations.  The 
community also noted that the base has a 
favorable cost-per-student-trained ratio when 
compared with the other technical training 
centers. I t  also argued that the closure of 
Lowry would reduce too much infrastructure in 
light of the Fiscal Year 1988 decision to close 
Chanute Air Force Base. The elimination of 
two large training centers does not allow 
enough infrastructure to handle a quick surge 
in training that might be required. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that all training 

bases were treated fairly and Lowry did rank 
low in its category. The lack of a runway was 
considered correctly since i t  does limit future 
mission capabilities. However, the lack of a 
runway did not  penalize Lowry when 
evaluated for supporting the current mission. 
Three training bases lacking active mnway 
operations were all downgraded equally with 
regard to future mission capabilities. Lowry's 
base facilities rated lower than the category 
average. The Commission found that the cost 
of training per student is a function of the type 
of training conducted a t  Lowry and not a 
function of the physical properties of Lowry Air 
Force Base. Concerning the  remaining 
technical training capacity, the closure of 
Chanute and Lowry removes 33 percent of the 
training infrastructure. The Air Force's 
projected accessions are 50 percent of what 
they were in the 1980s when there were six 
training centers. Therefore, the one-third 
reduction i n  facilities allows for surge 
capability if and when it is required. The 
Department of Defense should look closely a t  

using the excess facilities created by this 
closure when evaluating the Department's 
overall facility requirements such a s  the 
consolidation of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds t h a t  t he  DoD 

recommendation on Lowry Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the  force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Lowry Air Force Base and that all 
technical training be redistributed to the 
remaining technical t ra ining centers or 
relocated to other locations. The l O O l s t  Space 
Systems Squadron, Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service, and the Air Force Reserve 
Personnel Center remain open, in cantonment 
areas as  proposed by the Secretary of Defense. 

MacDill Air Force Base, 
Florida 
Category: Fly ing/Tactical 
Mission: Tactical Fighter Training and Joint 

Headquarters, F-16 
Cost to Realign: $31.0 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $53 million; 

Annwl: $20.4 million 
Pay back: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign and partially close MacDill Air 
Force Base. The aircraft realign to Luke AFB, 
Arizona; the Joint Communications Support 
Element moves to Charleston AFB, South 
Carolina, the airfield closes; and the remainder 
of MacDill AFB becomes an  administrative 
base. 

The long-tenn military value of MacDill 
AFB is limited by pressure on a i r  space, 
training areas, and low-level routes. MacDill 
AFB is not located near Army units that would 
offer joint-training opportunities. MacDill 
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AFB also has ground encroachment .  found wanting. The Commission also noted 
Drawdown in the force structure results in the the high cost of total closure and the low cost 
need for one less F-16 training wing. DoD did and reasonable savings of realignment. 
not recommend full closure because of the high 
cost to relocate two large joint headquarters. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the reduction 

in  the base's hospital staff associated with the 
population drawdown will reduce support to a 
large re t i red  population and  increase 
CHAMPUS costs. While it acknowledged air 
space congestion, the community argued that 
air space problems and accident potential in 
the Phoenix area are significantly worse. Loss 
of the airfield was also presented as degrading 
the ability of the joint headquarters to fulfill 
their missions. In particular, the community 
argued that a classified mission a t  MacDill 
AFB required a dedicated airfield. The 
community also expressed the concern that 
realignment was the fvst step toward closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that MacDill AFB 

was located in  a n  area with increasing 
pressure on air space and therefore restricted 
t r a in ing  capabili t ies.  The increased  
CHAMPUS costs associated with base closures 
were factored into the Air Force analysis. The 
CHAMPUS program was developed to address 
medical needs of a l l  nonact ive du ty  
beneficiaries since DoD policy precludes 
manning a hospital solely to meet the needs of 
a retired population. In this case the increased 
cost was due to the large number of retirees. 

The Commission examined the  broad 
comparisons between Phoecix and Tampa 
raised by the community. Detailed review 
revealed that  resulting force structure was 
below historic highs and tha t  a i r  traffic 
procedures were workable. The Commission 
also noted that Luke AFB has exceptional 
training air space to the south, which i s  
connected to Luke AFB by established routing. 

Arguments that the missions DoD plans to 
retain (both unclassified and classified) a t  
MacDill AFB require a military airfield were 

The Commission finds that the Secretary's 
recommendations on MacDill Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan or the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
realignment and partial closure of MacDill 
AFB; the realignment of the aircraft to Luke 
AFB, Arizona; t h e  movement  of t h e  
Communications Suppor t  E lemen t  t o  
Charleston AFB, South Carolina; and the 
closure of the airfield. The remainder of 
MacDill AF'B becomes an administrative base. 

March Air Force Base, 
California 
Category: Flyinglstrategic 
Mission: Air Refueling, KC-1 0 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign 45 Air  Force Audit Agency 
manpower authorizations from Norton Air 
Force Base, California, to the National Capital 
Region instead of March Air Force Base as 
recommended by the 1988 Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure. The remaining 
139 manpower au tho r i za t ions  wi l l  be 
transferred to March Air Force Base as 
directed by the 1988 Commission. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds t h a t  t he  DoD 
recommendation on realignment of these 
limited manpower authorizations did not 
deviate substantially from the force-structure 
p l a n  and  t h e  f ina l  selection c r i t e r i a .  
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
realignment of the 45 Air Force Audit Agency 
manpower authorizations from Norton AFB to 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

the National Capital Region and the transfer 
of 139 manpower authorizations from Norton 
AFB to March AFB. 

Mather Air Force Base, 
California 
Category: Flying Training 
Mission: Navigator Training, T-43 and T-37 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign the 940th Air Refueling Group 
from Mather Air Force Base to McClellan Air 
Force Base. Leave the 323rd Flying Training 
Wing Hospital open as an annex to McClellan 
Air Force Base instead of leaving the 940th Air 
Refueling Group at Mather Air Force Base and 
closing the 323rd Flying Training Wing 
Hospital ,  a s  recommended by t h e  
1988 Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds t h a t  the  DoD 
recommendations did not deviate substantially 
from t h e  force-structure plan and  f inal  
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the realignment of the 940th Air 
Refueling Group from Mather Air Force Base 
to McClellan Air Force Base and the retention 
of the 323rd Flying Training Wing Hospital as 
a n  annex to McClellan Air Force Base. 

Moody Air Force Base, 
Georgia 
Category: FlyinglTactical 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, F-16 
Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Moody Air  Force  Base  a n d  
redistribute all aircraft to modernize other 
Active and Reserve Component units. The 
347th Tactical F ighter  Wing wi l l  be 
inactivated. 

Moody AFB's long-term military value 
compared unfavorably with other bases in its 
category. Its ranking suffered because of 
weather and its location in  a region where 
special-use a i r  space is being stressed 
increasingly by growth i n  air traffic. 
Additionally, it is the least costly base in its 
category to close. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that Moody AFB 

was incorrectly downgraded for air space and 
that the weather does not downgrade the base's 
ability to meet its mission. The community 
also noted that the base was recently identified 
as  the best in the Air Force and has growth 
potential for a composite wing, potential that 
was not considered by the Air Force. It also 
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argued that the closure of Moody AFB was a n  
u example of the Air Force's failure to consider 

support to the Army. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that Moody AFB's 

minor training limitations are successfully 
managed and the wing can meet its training 
needs. While a n  increase in commercial 
aviation is evident, the routing around Moody 
AFB's air space and repeated examples of the 
Federal Aviation Administration providing 
additional air space to Moody AFB argue 
against training capability decreasing in the 
future. Sorties have been lost to weather, but 
the Air Force has successfully overcome this 
problem in the past and should be able to do so 
in the future. The closure of Moody AFB 
provides only small savings, and that justifies 
leaving open what has been recognized as one 
of t he  best bases in  the Air Force for  
installation excellence. 

RECOMMENDATION 
F The Commission f inds t h a t  DoD 

substantially deviated from selection criteria 
1, 2, and 3 in recommending the closure of 
Moody Air Force Base. Specifically, DoD did 
not adequately consider the military value of 
Moody AFB in its assessment of the extent of 
the impact of weather and air space problems. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends 
Moody AFB remain open. 

main ta in  the  41st  Electronic Combat  
Squadron at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, 
Arizona; realign the EF-111 aircraft assigned 
from Mountain Home Air Force Base to  
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. 
Establish a composite wing at Mountain Home 
AFB. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds tha t  the DoD 
recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the following: Realign t h e  
remaining F-4G aircraft to the Idaho and 
Nevada Air National Guard; inactivate the 
35th Tactical Training Wing; maintain the 
41st Electronic Combat Squadron a t  Davis- 
Monthan AFB, Arizona; realign the EF-111 
aircraft assigned from Mountain Home AFB to 
Cannon AFB, New Mexico. Establish a 
composite wing a t  Mountain Home AFB. 

Myrtle Beach Air Force 
Base, South Carolina 
Category: FZyinglTactical 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, A-1 0 
Cost to Close: $54.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $76.0 million; 

Annual: $30.2 million 
Payback: 2 years 

Mountain Home DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Air Force Base, Idaho 
Category: FlyinglTactical 
Mission: Tactical Fighter and Electronic 

Warf&re,F-111andEF-111 , 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign the remaining F-4G aircraft to the 
Idaho and Nevada Air National Guard; 
inactivate the 35th Tactical Training Wing; 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Close Myrtle Beach Air Force Base and 

redistribute all aircraft to modernize other 
Active and Reserve Component un i t s .  
Inactivate the 354th Tactical Fighter Wing. 
The DoD recommendation also states t h a t  
there be one active squadron each a t  Shaw 
AFB and Pope AFB. 

Myrtle Beach AFB's long-term military 
value was low compared with other bases in its 
category. Its ranking suffered because of 
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weather, ground encroachment, and its 
location in a region where special use air space 
is being stressed increasingly by growth in air 
traffic. Additionally, the cost to close is low 
while the savings are high. 

I COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that Myrtle Beach 

AFB was incorrectly downgraded for ground 
encroachment and that the weather does not 
downgrade the  base's ability to meet i t s  
mission. The community also noted that the 
base was recently identified as one of the best 
in the Air Force and has the potential to house 
a composite wing, which was not considered by 
the Air Force. It also argued that the closure of 
Myrtle Beach AFB was an  example of the Air 
Force's failure to consider providing close-air 
support to the Army. 

I COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  a l l  

flyingJtactica1 bases were treated fairly and 
Myrtle Beach AFB did rank low in its category. 
It does have  t r a in ing  l imitat ions a n d  
projections indicate increasing pressure on air 
space. Weather and air space do degrade 
Myrtle Beach AFB's military value and justify 
its low ranking. The base has low closure cost 
and favorable savings. 

Regarding support to t he  Army, t he  
Commission found that  Shaw AFB, North 
Carolina, provides the needed support to Army 
units in the area. 

I RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation on Myrtle Beach Air Force 
Base did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
cr i ter ia .  Therefore,  t h e  Commission 
recommends the closure of Myrtle Beach AFB 
and the redistribution of all assigned aircraft 
to other Active and Resene Component units, 
and that one active A/OA-10 squadron be 
realigned to Shaw AFB and Pope AFB. 

Richards-Gebaur Air u 
Reserve Station, 
Missouri 
Category: Air Reserve Component Base 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, A-I0 
Cost to Close: $47.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$4 million; 

Annual: $12.9 million 
Payback: 5 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Richards-Gebaur Air  Reserve 
Station and transfer the 442nd Tactical 
Fighter Wing to Whiteman Air Force Base, 
Missouri. The 36th Aeromedical Evacuation 
Squadron and the 77th and 78th Aerial Port 
Squadrons will transfer to Peterson AFB, 
Colorado. 

Since the joint-use plan with the Kansas 
City Department of Aviation, which was 
envisioned 12 years ago, has not materialized, 
the Air Force Reserve has borne a substantial LJ 
portion of the operating costs of this asield.  
The economically viable airport that the Air 
Force anticipated and the expected reduction 
in  costs have not materialized. Therefore, 
relocating the Reserve activities to an Active 
Air Force base would achieve significant cost 
savings. Consideration was given to the 
recruiting needs of these units to ensure that 
the realignment meets military requirements 
and is cost-effective. The long-term effect on 
training is minimal since Whiteman AFB has 
similar access to training ranges, low-level 
routes, and Army exercise areas. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that the units would 

not be able to use current training ranges and 
could not support Fort Riley and Fort Sill. I t  
also stated tha t  the move would adversely 
affect recruitment, retention, and training 
because of the reduced population available for 
recruitment. In  addition, it stated that the cost 
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to move was understated because the missile 
w wing would not move as  soon as anticipated. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the Air Force 

and community's cost estimates for relocating 
to Whiteman AFB were incorrect. There will 
be some additional rehabilitation costs for 
temporary facilities, but the relocation costs 
would not be as much as envisioned for new 
construction. The Air Force's payback period 
would be seven years, not five years. The 
recruitment area and the travel distance 
required is within the Air Force guidance. The 
move will enable the unit to use additional 
training ranges and support Fort Leonard 
Wood, Missouri. Fort Riley, Kansas, and Fort 
Sill, Oklahoma, will get their support from 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan or the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 

k-4' recommends the closure of Richards-Gebaur 
Air Reserve Station, the transfer of the  
442nd Tactical Fighter Wing to Whiteman 
AF'B, and the transfer of the 36th Aeromedical 
Evacuation Squadron and the 77th and 78th 
Aerial Port Squadrons to Peterson AFB. 

Rickenbacker Air Guard 
Base, Ohio 
Category: Air Reserve Component Base 
Mission: Tactical Fighters and Air R&ling, 

A-7, and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $106.1 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$I6 million; 

Annual: $22.7 million 
Payback: 5years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Rickenbacker Air Guard Base and 
transfer the 160th Air Refueling Group and 

the 907th Tactical Airlift Group to Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. The 4950th 
Test Wing will consolidate with the Air Force 
Flight Test Center a t  Edwards Air Force Base, 
California. 

Since the Air Reserve Component units 
located a t  Rickenbacker Air Guard Base are 
the predominant users of the airfield, the 
support costs for these activities are high and 
the relocation of the units could bring about 
significant savings. Transferring the units to 
Wright-Patterson AFB keeps the Air National 
Guard units in Ohio and reduces the costs to 
move since the 4950th would vacate usable 
facilities. Also, moving the Guard and Reserve 
units to Dayton would increase the overall 
recruiting area population. In addition, 
collocation with Active forces will improve 
operations. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community questioned the costing 

methodology and claimed that the costs to 
move the Air Reserve Component units were 
understated. I t  also said that the eight criteria 
were not consistently applied. In addition, it 
claimed that moving three more flying units to 
Dayton would cause air space congestion. I t  
also claimed that because Dayton's population 
is one-half the size of the population of 
Columbus, recruiting will be hurt. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t ,  t h e  

communityys cost estimate was for building all 
new facilities a t  Wright-Patterson AFB. The 
community did not recognize tha t  the Air 
Force was going to use vacated facilities. 
Small additional increases in  air -c will be 
manageable. Using the Air Force's recruiting 
guidelines, locating the units in Dayton does 
not degrade the recruiting base. The Air Force 
modified its selection criteria for Air Reserve 
Component bases first by determining if there 
was a significant cost savings and then by 
applying the eight criteria. An underlying 
concern was the moving of Air National Guard 
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units across state lines. This did not adversely incorrectly rated its facilities. The community 
affect the selection process. believed that DoD placed too much emphasis tii.d 

on air space without recognizing adjustments 

RECOMMENDATIONS made in the region to alleviate encroachment 
problems. In addition, the community claimed 

The Commission finds that the Secretary's the closure and movement of the Aircrew 
recommendation on Rickenbacker Air Guard Training Research Facility will be too costly. 
Base did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends the closure of Rickenbacker Air Guard 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
Base, the transfer of the 160th Air Refueling The Commission found t h a t  a l l  
Group and the 907th Tactical Airlift Group to flyingttraining bases were treated fairly and 
Wright-Patterson AFB, and the consolidation Williams AFB ranked lowest in its category. It  
of t he  4950th Test Wing from Wright- has the most severe air  space problems - a 
Patterson AFT3 with the Air Force Flight Test situation that is projected only to worsen. 
Center at Edwards AFB. Projected air traffic growth of 65 percent by 

2005, civilian trait cutting into instrument 
training, and the potential of a new regional 

Williams Air Force Base, airport are a few of the problems. 

A ri20na The Air Force did consider a recent 
agreement  with t h e  Federal  Aviat ion 

Category: Flying/Training Administration to improve the utility of one of 
Mission: Flying/Training, T-37 and T-38 Williams AFBYs Military Operating Areas. 
Cost to Close: $26.7 million However, this adjustment fails to address the 
Savings: 1992-97: $222 million; more pressing problem of minimum air space. 

Annwl: $54.1 million Williams AFB has the minimum air space per 
Payback: 1 year sortie considered safe and the least of any L-J 

flyingttraining base. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE Williams AFB did ra te  highest i n  the 
RECOMMENDATIONS category for weather. However, even with 

added emphasis, t h i s  r a t i n g  could not 
Close Williams Air Force Base and retire overcome deficiencies in other areas. 

or redistribute all  aircraft. Inactivate the 
82nd F l y i n m i n i n g  Wing. Move the Aircrew 
Training Research Facility to  Orlando, 
Florida. 

Williams AFB ranked low in the flying1 
training category and lowest for a ir  space 
encroachment - a problem that is expected to 
worsen. The condition of i ts facilities also 
ranked lowest. Williams AFBYs closure will 
have the least severe impact on i ts  local 
community of any of the bases in its category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued principally that 

the Air Force did not give Williams AFB 

Finally, Orlando, in addition to being the 
least expensive alternative for the relocation of 
the lab, also provides synergism by collocating 
Air Force and Navy elements working in the 
same area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Williams Air Force 
Base, the transfer of the Aircrew Training 
Research Facility to Orlando, Florida, and the 

enough credit for its excellent weather and 
Lu 
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deactivation of the 82nd Flying/Training 
u Wing. 

Wurtsmith Air Force 
Base, Michigan 
Category: FlyinglStrategic 
Mission: Strategic Bombardment and Air 

Refueling, B-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $29.1 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $256 million; 

Annual: $63.3 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Wurtsmith Air Force Base and 
transfer the assigned KC-135 aircraft to the 
Air Reserve Component. The B-52G Air 
Launched Cruise Missile aircraft will be 
retired, and the 379th Bombardment Wing will 
be inactivated. 

Wurtsmith AFB ranked below average in 
the flyinglstrategic category based on its long- 

-w term overall military value compared with 
other bases in the category. The low ranging 
results from the base's distance to primary low- 
altitude training routes and peacetime air- 
refueling training requirements. Finally, 
Wurtsmith AFB costs the third least to close in 
the category and the savings generated after 
closure are high. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The cornmunits claimed that Wurtsmith 

AFB has no air space restrictions and that all 

operational requirements for the assigned 
aircraft can be met without interference. The 
community also stated that closing Wurtsmith 
AFB would have a significant negative 
economic impact on northern Michigan. I t  
directly chaIlenged individual ratings of the 
Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. In 
addition, i t  argued for keeping Wurtsmith 
AFB open and closing K.I. Sawyer AFB, 
Michigan. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the base was 

properly graded. The base has no flying 
restrictions and can perform all operations 
required to sustain the mission. However, the 
distance to scored training routes is significant 
and lowers the efficiency of the missions at 
Wurtsmith AFB. Also, tankers must travel a 
significant distance to air-refueling receivers. 
Wurtsmith AFB costs the third least to close in 
the category and offers the highest annual 
savings of any Air Force base closure. Closing 
the base will have a severe economic impact on 
the local community. Finally, K.I. Sawyer 
AF'B graded higher overall in military value 
than Wurtsmith AFB. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  the  DoD 

recommendation on Wurtsmith Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Wurtsmith AFB, the transfer of 
KC-135 aircraft to the Air R J ~ s ~ N ~  Component, 
and the retirement of the assigned B-52G 
aircraft and the inactivation of the  379th 
Bombardment Wing. 
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Chapter 6 

Communities 
and 
Base 
Reuse 

Communities will have a wide range of 
experiences in developing reuse proposals. 
Even as the Commission conducted its review, 
a few communities were already developing 
plans for reusing base facilities. While short- 
term economic impacts from base closures are 
unavoidable, communities can take steps to 
mitigate these impacts and use the former base 
to stimulate new economic growth. 

Full economic recovery from base closure is 
dependent upon timely disposition of the  
facilities and land vacated by the services. The 
Secretary of Defense should do everything in 
his power to ensure a timely transfer of these 
valuable assets to the local communities. 

MOBILIZING 
FOR REUSE 

Reusing former military base property 
offers communities the best opportunities to 
rebuild their economies. The buildings and 
facilities can fill residential, commercial, and 
industrial needs and thus can replace jobs and 
lost income. Airfields a r e  especially 
marketable because of the national shortage of 
available hangar space. Several communities 
that lost bases as a result of the 1988 Base 
Closure Commission have taken advantage of 
t h i s  opportunity for a quick economic 
turnaround. 

Attracting permanent tenants for the  
property, once disposal occurs, is an integral 
part of a community's strategy for economic 
recovery. 

Successes can result fiom two things: early 
creation of a n  organization t o  plan and  
implement a suitable base reuse strategy, and 
aggressive marketing of base assets and  
available facilities. 

DoDYs Office of Economic Adjustment 
(OEA) surveyed reuse of closed mil i tary 
installations between 1961 and 1990 and 
concluded that 158,000 new jobs had been 
created to replace 93,000 jobs lost as a result of 
base closures. 
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Communities can take six steps in  
preparing a strategy for reusing a closed 
installation: 

Form a reuse committee 

Work with federal and s t a t e  
representatives 

Maintain close relations with DoD 

Be active in the planning process 

Use federal and state programs 

Hire experts to fill any gaps in their 
professional staffs. 

Each community will have unique 
opportunities and constraints. The successfiil 
implementation of any base-reuse strategy 
hinges upon harnessing the energy and 
creativity present in a community. 

ECONOMIC 
ADJUSTMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

DoD created the Economic Adjustment 
Program for this purpose in May 1961. Since 
1970, DoD has rendered adjustment assistance 
through the President's Economic Adjustment 
Committee (EAC), which is composed of 
18 federal departments and agencies and 
chaired by the Secretary of Defense. 

EAC works with representatives of local, 
state and federal agencies to develop strategies 
and coordinate action plans that will generate 
new job opportunities and to alleviate the 
social and economic impacts resulting from 
DoD program changes. To assist communities, 
the Secretary of Defense can make grants to 
qualified local government entities for 
development of community-adjustment plans. 

The transition period (often three to 
five years) in securing new civilian uses can be 
dm~cult  for many communities. But the 

experience of communities affected by earlier 
base closures clearly indicates communities a4" 
can adjust successfully. 

More recently, OEA has been working with 
21 communities t h a t  a r e  near bases 
recommended for closure by the 1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. OEA 
has provided $1.6 million in grants to the 
affected communities to help develop reuse 
plans and is working through the EAC to help 
these communities implement their reuse 
plans. 

Environmental 
Restoration at Closing 
Bases 

DoD is obligated under the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act to restore 
contaminated sites on military bases. 

Within the capabilities of technolorn and 
the availability of funds, DoD is committed to W 
restoring closing bases to safe condition. The 
Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 can be used to fund th is  
environmental restoration. 

DoD also has several initiatives under way 
to expedite the environmental restoration 
process and thereby speed local economic 
recovery. 

DoD has convened a task force to report 
on ways to improve interagency coordi- 
nation of environmental-response 
actions; streamline and consolidate 
practices and policies; and improve 
environmental restoration a t  closing 
bases. 

DoD has established a model program 
that will test ways of expediting 
cleanup and accelerat ing the  
contracting process. The program will 
also probe alternatives that will help 
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avoid disputes, provide concurrent 
regulatory review, and offer options for 
local reuse while cleanup i s  in  
progress. 

DoD is reemphasizing ongoing efforts, 
including expanded use of interagency 
agreements that detail restorations a t  
National Priority List  s i tes  and  
memorandums of agreement between 
DoD and states for resolving technical 
disputes a t  National Priority List sites. 

Homeowners Assistance 
Program 

The Homeowners Assistance Program, in 
operation since 1966, assists DoD military and 
civilian employees who are forced to move as a 
result of a base closure. 

The government helps eligible employees 
who cannot sell  t he i r  homes within a 
reasonable amount of time by either buying 
their homes for 75 percent of the preclosure- 
announcement value or reimbursing them for 
most of the lost equity should the homeowners 
sell the house for less than the value before the 
closure was announced. The program also 
provides relief for displaced employees facing 
foreclosure. 

The program is initially funded with 
appropriated funds, however, proceeds from 

the sale or rental of government-purchased 
houses replenish the fund. 

Civilian Employee 
Assistance 

The DoD Priority Placement Program is 
another  program t h a t  was  or ig ina l ly  
established to help DoD civilian employees 
adjust to the base closures of the 1960s. 

A state-of-the-art automated referral is 
currently in operation. In the years since its 
inception, the referral system has helped more 
than 98,000 employees find new assignments. 
This cost-effective system supports the Priority 
Placement Program. 

The Displaced Employee Rogram provides 
for priority placement referral of separated 
employees to other federal agencies. In  
addition, DoD and the Office of Personnel 
Management have initiated a project to link 
data systems. Upon completion, the linked 
systems will support a significantly expanded 
Defense Referral System. 

The communities that will lose bases as  a 
result of the 1991 closure and realignment 
process face a n  uncertain future. Local 
leaders, with the assistance of federal and state 
agencies, can steer a path from economic 
dislocation to economic growth. 
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President. 

Public 
information. 

ii 

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 

!a) SHORT TITLE.-This part may be cited as the "Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990". 

(b) P u ~ ~ o s ~ . - T h e  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 commis- 
sion to be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission". 

(b) Du~r~s.-The Commission shall carry out the duties specified 
for i t  in this part. 

(c) APPOINTMENT.-(HA) The Commission shall be composed of 
eight members appointed by the President, by and with the advise 
and consent of the Senate. 
(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for 

appointment to the Commission- 
(i) by no later than January 3,1991, in the case of members of 

the Commission whose terms will expire a t  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 nil1 expire a t  the end of the 
first session of the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members 
of the Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the 
first session of the 104th Congress. 

(2) In selecting individuals for n.ominations for appointments to 
the Commission, the President should consult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning 
the appointment of two members; 
(B) the msjority leader of the Senate concerning the appoint- 

ment of two members; 
(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives 

concerning the appointment of one member; and 
(Dl the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appoint- 

ment of one member. 
(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appoint- 

ment to the Commission 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. 

(dl TERMS.--41) Except as provided in paragraph (21, each member 
of the Commission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress 
sine die for the session during which the member was appointed to - - - 
the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the con- 
firmation of a successor. 

(el MEETINGS.--(1) The Commission shall meet only during cal- 
endar 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. 
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(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the 
Commission shall be open, upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of 
the Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of 
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate, or such other 
members of the Subcommittee designated by such Chairman or 
ranking minority party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of 
the Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives, 
or such other members of the Subcon~mittee designated by such 
Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of 
the Subcommittees on Military Construction of the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of Represent- 
atives, or such other members of the Subcommittees designated 
by such Chairmen or ranking minority party members. 

(0 VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commission shall be fdled in the 
same manner as the original appointment, but the individual ap  
pointed to fill the vacancy shall serve only for the unexpired portion 
of the term for which the individual's predecessor was appointed. 

PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.-(1)(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 N of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, 
for each day (including travel time) during which the member is 
engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in the Commis- 
sion. 
(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in 

subparagraph (A) a t  a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the 
minimum annual rate of basic pay payable for level 111 of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem i ~ -  
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 appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for 
level N of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(i) STAFF.--41) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (31, the Director, with 
the approval of the Commission, may appoint and fus the pay of 
additional personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appoint- 
ments in the competitive service, and any personnel so appointed 
may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter It1 of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so a p  
pointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic pay 
payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or 
detailed to the Commission may be on detail from the Department 
of Defense. 
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(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal depart- 
ment or agency may detail any of the personnel of that department 
or agency to the 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. 

(j) OTHER AUTHORITY.-(1) The Commission may procure by con- 
tract, to the extent funds are available, the temporary or intermit- 
tent services of experts or consultants pursuant to section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal prop- 
erty to the extent funds are available. 
(k) FU?JDING.-(1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

Commission such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties 
under this part. Such funds shall remain available until expended. 

(2) If no funds ars  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. 

(1) TERMINATION.-T~~ Commission shall terminate on December 
31, 1995. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE 
note. CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) FORCE-STRUCTURE PLAN.-(1) AS part of the budget justification u documents submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the 
Department of Defensg 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- 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph 
(1); 
(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during 

and a t  the end of each such period for each military department 
(with specifications of the number and type of units in the 
active and reserve forces of each such department), and (ii) of 
the units that will need to be forward based (with a justification 
thereof) during and 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. 
Federal 
Register, 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.-(1) The Secretary shall, by no later than 
publication. December 31, 1990, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to 

the congressional defense committees the criteria proposed to be 
used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for 
the closure or realignment of military installations inside the 

v United States under this part. The Secretary shall provide an 
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opportunity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a period 
of a t  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, Federal 
publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional  on. 
defense committees the final criteria to be used in making rec- 
ommendations for the closure or realignment of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, 
along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolu- 
tion of Congress enacted on or before March 15,1991. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments 
may not become effective until they have been published in the 
Federal Register, opened to public comment for a t  least 30 days, and 
then transmitted to the congressional defense committees in final 
form by no later than February 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 Con- 
gress enacted on or before March 15 of the year concerned. 

(c) DOD RECOMMENDATIONS.-(1) The Secretary may, by no later Federal 
than April 15, 1991, April 15, 1993, and April 15, 1995, publish in the  ion. 
Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees and to the Commission a list of the military installations inside 
the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or 
realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan and the final 
criteria referred to in subsection (b)(2) that are applicable tc the 
year concerned. U- 

(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. 

(3) In considering military installations for closure or realign- 
ment, the Secretary shall consider all military installations inside 
the United States equally without regard to whether the installation 
has been previously considered or proposed for closure or realign- 
ment by the Department. 

(4) The Secretary shall make available to the Commission and the 
Comptroller General of the United States all information used by 
the Department in making its recommendations to the Commission 
for closures and realignments. 

(d) REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE COMMISSION.-(1) After Public 
receiving the recommendations from the Secretary pursuant to information. 
subsection (c) for any year, the Commission shall conduct public 
hearings on the recommendations. 

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year Re~orts. 
in which the Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to 
subsection (c), transmit to the President a report containing the 
Commission's findings and conclusions based on a review and analy- 
sis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with 
the Commission's recommendations for closures and realignments of 
military installations inside the United States. 

(B) In making its recommendations, the Commission may make 
changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the 
Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially '-J 
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Reports. 

Reports. 

4 from the force-structure plan and fins1 criteria referred to in subsec- 
tion (c)(l) in making recommendations. 

(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submit- 
ted to the President pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation 
made by the Commission that is different from the recommenda- 
tions made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c). The Commis- 
sion shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressional 
defense 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 rec- 
ommendations. 

(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 hy the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c); and 
(B) by no later than May 15 of each year in which the 

Secretary makss such recommendations, transmit to the Con- 
gress and to the Commission a report containing a detailed 
analysis of the Secretary's recomn~endations and selection 
process. 

(el REVIEW BY THE PRES~DENT.-(1) The President shall, by no later 
than July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes rec- 
ommendations under subsection (d), transmit to the Commission and 
to the Congress a report containing the President's approval or 

u disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. 
(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the 

Commission, the President shall transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, together with a certification of such 
approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recoinmendations of the 
Commission, in whole or in part, the President shall transmit to the 
Commission and the Congress the reasons for that disapproval. The 
Commission shall then transmit to the President, by no later than 
August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of recommendations 
for the closure and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of 
the Commission transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), 
the President shall transmit a copy of such revised recommenda- 
tions to the Congress, together with a certification of such approval. 

(51 If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval 
and certification described in paragraph (2) or (4) by September 1 of 
any year in which the Commission has transmitted recommenda- 
tions to the President under this part, the process by which military 
installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this 
part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT DF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 
note. 

(a> IN G E N E R A L . - - ~ u ~ ~ ~ c ~  to subsection (b), the Secretary shall- 
(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by 

the Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress by 
the President pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realign- 
ment by such Commission in each such report; 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

PUBLIC LAW 101-510-NOV. 5,1990 104 STAT. 1813 

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than 
two years after the date on which the President transmits a 
report to the Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than 
the end of the six-year period beginning on the date on which 
the President transmits the report pursuant to section 2903(e) 
containing the recommendations for such closures or 
realignments. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL.-{l) The Secretary may not 
carry out any closure or realignment recommended by the Commis- 
sion in a report transmitted from the President pursuant to section 
2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of 
the Commission before the earlier of- 

(A) the end of the 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 an adjournment of more than 
three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the computation of a 
period. 

SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION 10 USC 2687 
note. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) In closing or realigning any military installa- 
tion under this part, the Secretary may- 

(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign 
any military installation, including the acquisition of such land, 
the construction of such replacement facilities, the performance 
of such activities, and the conduct of such advance planning and 
design as may be required to transfer functions from a military 
installation being closed or realigned to another military 
installation, and may use for such purpose funds in the Account 
or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for use in 
planning and design, minor construction, or operation and 
maintenance; 
(B) provide-- Community 

(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community programs- 
located near a military installation being closed or re- 
aligned, and 

(ii) community planning assistance to any community 
located near a military installation to which functions will 
be transferred as a result of the closure or realignment of a 
military installation, 

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial re- 
sources available to the community (by grant or otherwise) for 
such purposes are inadequate, and may use for such purposes 
funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for economic adjustment assistance or community 
planning assistance; 
(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental Environmental 

restoration and mitigation at any such installation, and may prOtecti~n. 
use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for environmental res- 
toration and mitigation; 
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c (D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees 

employed by the Department of Defense a t  military installa- 
tions being closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose 
funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at 
the request of the Secretary with respect to any such closure or 
realignment, and may use for such purpose funds in the Ac- 
count or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense and 
available for such purpose. 

Environmental (2) In carrying out any closure or realignment under this part, the 
protection. Secretary shall ensure that environmental restoration of any prop 

erty made excess to the needs of the Department of Defense as a 
result of such closure or realignment be carried out as soon as 
possible with funds available for such purpose. 
(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.-(1) The Adminis- 

trator of General Services shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, 
with respect to excess and surplus real property and facilities 
located a t  a military installation closed or realigned under this 
part- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess prop 
erty under section 202 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483); 
(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus 

property under section 203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 
(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and 

make determinations under section 13(g) of the Surplus Prop  
erty Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)); and 

b (Dl the authority of the Administrator to determine the avail- 
ability of excess or surplus real property for wildlife conserva- 
tion purposes in accordance with the Act of May 19, 1948 (16 
U.S.C. 667b). 

(2)(A: Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secretary of Defense shall 
exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant to para- 
graph (1) in accordance with- 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act governing the utilization of excess property and the disposal 
of surplus property under the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act governing the conveyance and disposal of property 
under section 13(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 (1) to the 
Secretary by the Administrator of General Services shall not in- 
clude the authority to prescribe general policies and methods for 
utilizing excess property and disposing of surplus property. 

(Dl The Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facili- 
ties 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 nonappropriated fund instrumentality) 
within the Department of Defense or the Coast Guard. 
(El Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of 

L any surplus real property or facility located at any military installa- 
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tion to be closed or realigned under this part, the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the Governor of the State and the heads 
of the local governments concerned for the purpose of considering 
any plan for the use of such property by the local community 
concerned. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 
1969.-(1) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et  seq.) shall not apply to the actions of the 
President, the Commission, and, except as provided in paragraph (Z), 
the Department of Defense in carrying out this part. 

(2)(A) The provisions of the National En'vironmental 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 fundions from a military installation being 
closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiv- 
ing installation has been selected but before the functions are 
relocated. 
(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 to the processes referred to in subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the military depart- 
ments concerned shall not have to consider- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation 
which has been recommended for closure or realignment by the 
Commission; 

(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military 
installation which has been selected as the receiving installa- 
tion; or 

(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended 
or selected. 

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any require- 
ment of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent 
such Act is applicable under paragraph (21, of any act or failure to 
act by the Department of Defense during the closing, realigning, or 
relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph 
(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 mili- 
tary 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 appropria- 
tions or authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 10 USC 2687 -- - - - - - -  - 

note. 
(a) IN  GENERAL.^^) There is hereby established on the books of 

the Treasury an account to be known as the "Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 1990'' which shall be administered by the 
Secretary as. a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account- 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval in 

an appropriation Act, transfer to the Account from funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, except 
that such funds may be transferred only after the date on which 
the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for, 
such transfer to the congressional defense committees; and 
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(C) proceeds received from the transfer or disposal of any 
property a t  a military installation closed or realigned under this 
part. 

(b) USE OF FuNDs.-(~) The Secretary may use the funds in the 
Account only for the purposes described in section 2905(a). 

(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to carry 
out a construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the 
project will exceed the maximum amount authorized by law for a 
minor military construction project, the Secretary shall notify in 
writing the congressional defense committees of the nature of, and 
justification for, the project and the amount of expenditures for such 
project. Any such construction project may be carried out without 
regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United States Code. 

(c) REPORTS.-(1) NO later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year in which the Secretary carries out activities under this part, 
the Secretary shall transmit a report to the congressional defense 
committees of the amount and nature of the deposits into, and the 
expenditures from, the Account during such fscal 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 Account until 
transferred by law after the congressional defense committees re- 
ceive the report transmitted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No later than 60 days after the termination of the Commission, 
the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees a report containing an accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Ac- 
count or otherwise expended under this part; and 
(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2907. REPORTS 
note. 

As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each 
fiscal year thereafter for the Department of Defense, the Secre- 
tary shall transmit to the congressional defense committees of 
Congress- 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be 
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. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION REPORT 
note. 

(a) TERMS OF THE RESOLUTION.-FO~ purposes of section 2904(b), 
the term ''joint resolution" means only a joint resolution which is 
introduced within the loday period beginning.on the date on which 
the President transmits the report to the Congress under section 
2903(e), and- 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
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(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: 
"That Congress disapproves the recommendations of the De- 
fense Base Closure and Realignment commission as submitted 
by the President on --- ", the blank space being filled in with 
the appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapprov- 
ing the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission.". 

(b) REFERRAL.-A resolution described in subsection (a) that is 
introduced in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives. A 
resolution described in subsection (a) introduced in the Senate shall 
be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate. 

(c) DISCHARGE.-If the committee to which a resolution described 
in subsection (a) is referred has not reported such resolution (or an 
identical resolution) by the end of the 20-day period beginning on 
the date on which the President transmits the report to the Con- 
gress under section 2903(e), such committee shall be, at the end of 
such period, discharged from further consideration of such resolu- 
tion, and such resolution shall be placed on the appropriate calendar 
of the House involved. 

(d) CONSIDEBATION.-(1) On or after the third day after the date on 
which the committee to which such a resolution is referred has 
reported, or has .been discharged (under subsection (c)) from further 
consideration of, such a resolution, it is in order (even though a 
previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to) for any 
Member of the respective House to move to proceed to the consider- 
ation of the resolution (but only on the day after the calendar day on 
which such Member announces to the House concerned the Mem- 
ber's intention to do so). All points of order against the resolution 
(and against consideration of the resolution) are waived. The motion 
is highly privileged in the House of Representatives and is privi- 
leged in the Senate and is not debatable. The motion is not subject to 
amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a motion to proceed to 
the consideration of other business. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consideration of the resolution is 
agreed to, the respective House shall immediately proceed to consid- 
eration of the joint resolution without intervening motion, order, or 
other business, and the resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the respective House until disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith, shall be limited to not more than 2 
hours, which shall be divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the resolution is 
not in order. A motion 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 resolu- 
tion is not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution is agreed to or disagreed to is not in order. 

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a resolu- 
tion described in subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the 
conclusion of the debate if requested in accordance with the rules of 
the appropriate House, the vote on fmal passage of the resolution 
shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the applica- 
tion of the rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as 
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the case may be, to the procedure relating to a resolution described 
in subsection (a) shall be decided without debate. 

(e) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.-(1) If, before the passage by 
one House of a resolution of that House described in subsection (a), 
that House receives from the other House a resolution described in 
subsection (a), then the following procedures shall apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be referred to 
a committee and may not be considered in the House receiving 
it except in the case of final passage as provided in subpara- 
graph (B)(ii). 

(B) With 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. 

(0 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 is inconsistent 
with such rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either 
House to change the rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) a t  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.-EXC~~~ as provided in subsection (c), during the 
period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act and 
ending on December 31, 1995, this part shall be the exclusive 
authority for selecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying 
out any closure or realignment of, a military installation inside the 
United States. 

Cb) R~s~R~cno~. -Except  as provided in subsection (c), none of the 
funds available to the Department of Defense may be used, other 
than under this part, during the period specified in subsection (a)- 

(1) to identify, through any transmittal to the Congress or 
through any other public announcement or. notification, any 
military installation inside the United States as an installation 
to be closed or realigned or as an installation under consider- 
ation for closure or realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a military 
installation inside the United States. 

(c) 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, 
U United States Code, is not applicable, including closures and 
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realignments carried out for reasons of national security or a 
military emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such section. 

SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS 10 USC 2687 

As used in this part: note. 

(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 1990 established by section 2906(a)(l). 

(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means the 
Committees on Armed Services and the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The term "Commission" means the Commission estab- 
lished by section 2902. 

(4) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, 
station, yard, center, homeport facility for any ship, or other 
activity under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, 
including any leased facility. 

(5) The term "realignment" includes any action which both 
reduces and relocates functions and civilian personnel positions 
but does not include a reduction in force resulting from work- 
load adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, or skill 
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. 2911. CLARIFYING AMENDMENT 

Section 2687(e)(l) of title 10, United States Code, is amended- 
6 I 

(1) by inserting "homeport facility for any ship," after 
center,"; and 
(2) by striking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a 

military department" and inserting in lieu thereof "under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including any leased 
facility,". 

Part B-Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base 
Closures .and Realignments 

SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 10 USC 2687 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of the Congress that- note. 

(1) the termination of military operations by the Uoited 
States a t  military installations outside the United States should 
be accomplished at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense a t  
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 a t  facilities that will be released to host countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military 
component commands or the sub-unified commands to the 
combatant commands, should be the lead official in negotiations 
relating to determining and receiving such consideration; m d  

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such 
improvements released to host countries in whole or in part by 
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Ld 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 operations were being carried out by the 
United States on October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defense shall 
transmit, by no later than June 1, 1991, an estimate of the fair 
market value, as of January 1, 1991, of the improvements made by 
the United States 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. 

(B) The term "improvements" includes new construction of 
facilities and all additions, improvements, modifications, or ren- 
ovations made to existing facilities or to real property, without 
regard to whether they were carried out with appropriated or 
nonappropriated funds. 

(c) 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, pursu- 
ant to any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other international 
agreement to which the United States is a party, for the residual 
value of real property or improvements to real property used by 
civilian or military personnel of the Department of Defense shall be 
deposited into such account. 

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Mili- 
tary Facility Investment Recovery Account shall be available to the 
Secretary of Defense for payment, as provided in appropriation Acts, 
of costs incurred by the Department of Defense in connection with 
facility maintenance and repair and environmental restoration 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.-&C~~O~ 2819(b) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 
2119; 10 U.S.C. 2391 note) is arnended- 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "minimum security facili- 
ties 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 para- 

graph (4): 
"(4) identify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be 

effectively utilized or renovated to meet the needs of States and 
local jurisdictions for confinement or correctional facilities; 
and". 

10 USC 2391 (b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-T~~ amendments made by subsection (a) 
note. shall take effect with respect to the first report required to be 

submitted under section 2819 the National Defense Authorization 
L Act, Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30,1990. 
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SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE' INSIDE THE 
Uh'ITED STATES 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-T~~~~ is hereby au- 
thorized 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 a t  military 
installations closed or realigned under title I1 of Public Law 100-526, 
as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title. 

(6) EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDING.-(1) Section 207 of Public Law 
100-526 is amended by adding a t  the end the following: 10 USC 2687 

"(b) BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT TO BE EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDS note. 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.-NO funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense may be used for purposes 
described in section 204(a)(3) except funds that have been authorized 
for and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preced- 
ing sentence expires upon the termination of the authority of the 
Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment under this title.". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with 
respect to the availability of fun& appropriated before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) TASK FORCE REPORT.-(1) Not later than 12 months after the 10 Use 2687 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall note. 
submit to Congress a report containing the findings and rec- 
ommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2) 
concerning- 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing 
laws, regulations, and administrative policies, of environmental 
response actions a t  military installations (or portions of installa- 
tions) that are being closed, or are scheduled to be closed, 
pursuant to title I1 of the Defense Authorization Amendments 
and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526); 
and 

(B) ways to cctnsolidate 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 Adrninistra- 

tion. 
(Dl 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. 
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(G) A representative of a State attorney general's office, 
appointed by the head of the National Association of Attorney 
Generals. 

(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental 
organization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep 
resentatives. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN CLOSURE AND 
note. REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

In any process of selecting any military installation inside the 
United States for closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense 
shall take such steps as are necessary to assure that special consid- 
eration and emphasis is given to any official statement from a unit 
of general local government adjacent to or within a military 
installation requesting the closure or realignment of such installa- 
tion. 
SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

(a) NORTON AIR FORCE BASE.-(1) Consistent with the rec- 
ommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, 
the Secretary of the Air Force may not relocate, until after 
September 30,1995, any of the functions that were being carried out 
at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force Base, California, 
on the date on which the Secretary of Defense transmitted a report 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives as described in section 202(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 Commit- 
tees. 

Cb) GENERAL D I R E C T I V E . - ~ O ~ S ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  with the requirements of sec- 
tion 201 of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct 
each of the Secretaries of the military departments to take all 
actions necessary to carry out the recommendations of the Commis- 
sion on Base Realignment and Closure and to take no action that is 
inconsistent with such recommendations. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2926. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
note. ACTIVITIES 

Reports. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF MODEL PROGRAM.-Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense 
shall establish a model program to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the base closure environmental restoration program. 
(b) ADMINISTRATOR OF PROGRAM.-T~~ 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.-This section shall apply to environmental res- 
toration activities at installations selected by the Secretary pursu- 
ant to the provisions of subsection (d)(l). 

(d) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-111 carrying out the model program, 
the Secretary of Defense shall: 

(1) Designate for the model program two installations under 
his jurisdiction that have been designated for closure pursuant 
to the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure 
and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and for which 
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preliminary assessments, site inspections, and Environmental 
Impact Statements required by law or regulation have been 
completed. The Secretary shall designate only those installa- 
tions which have satisfied the requirements of section 204 of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Act (Public Law 100-526). 

(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective contractors 
for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the proce- 
dures set forth in title IX of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et seq., as 
amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory 
and regulatory requirements. In addition, the contractor se- 
lected for one of the two installations under this program shall 
indemnify the Federal Government against all liabilities, 
claims, penalties, costs, and damages caused by (A) the contrac- 
tor's breach of any term or provision of the contract; and (B) any 
negligent or willful act or omission of the contractor, its employ- 
ees, or its subcontractors in the performance of the contract, 

(3) Within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
solicit proposals from qualified contractors for response action 
(as defined under section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601)) at the installations designated under paragraph 
(I). Such solicitations and proposals shall include the following: 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals 
shall include provisions for receiving the necessary 
authorizations or approvals of the response action by appro- 
priate Federal, State, or local agencies. 
(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions offered 

by single prime contractors to perform all phases of the 
response action, using performance specifications supplied 
by the Secretary of Defense and including any safeguards 
the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest. 

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation 
criteria. 

(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated 
funds to the Department of Defense, make contract awards for 
response action within 120 days after the solicitation of propos- 
als pursuant to paragraph (3) for the response action, or within 
120 days after receipt of the necessary authorizations or approv- 
als of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local 
agencies, whichever is later. 

(el APPLICA~ON OF SECTION 120 OF CERCLA.-Activities of the 
model program shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner 
consistent with, section 120 (relating to Federal facilities) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil- 
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620). 
(0 EXPEDITED AGREEMENTS.-T~~ Secretary shall, with the concur- 

rence of the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, 
assure compliance with all applicable Federal statutes and regula- 
tions and, in addition, take all reasonable and appropriate measures 
to expedite all necessary administrative decisions, agreements, and 
concurrences. 
(g) REPORT.-T~~ Secretary of Defense shall include a description 

of the progress made during the preceding fiscal year in implement- 
ing and accomplishing the goals of this section within the annual 
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report to Congress required by section 2706 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF EXISTING LAW.-Nothing in this section af- 
fects or modifies, in any way, the obligations or liability of any 
person under other Federal or State law, including common law, 
with respect to the disposal or release of hazardous substances or 
pollutants or contaminants as defined under section 101 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil- 
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 



Appendix B 

Force 
Structure 
Summary* 

BACKGROUND 
Public Law 101-510 required the Secretary 

of Defense to submit to the Congress and to the 
Commission a force structure plan for fiscal 
years (M) 1992 through 1997. The Secretary 
submitted t h e  p l an  t o  Congress  on 
March 19,1991, and to the Commission on 
March 23,1991. 

The force-structure plan incorporates a n  
assessment by the Secretary of the probable 
threats to the national security during the 
FY92-97 period and takes account of the 
anticipated levels of funding for this period. 
The plan comprises three sections: 

The military threat assessment, 

The need for overseas basing, and 

The force structure, including the 
implementation plan. 

The force-structure plan i s  classified 
SECRET. What follows is an  unclassified 
summary of the plan. 

MILlTARY THREAT 
ASSESSMENT 

For 40 years, the Soviet Union and its 
surrogates posed the principal threat to U.S. 
interests and objectives. However, America's 
security agenda is being rewritten because of 
the collapse of East European communism, the 
demise of the Warsaw Pact, ongoing changes 
within the Soviet Union, the reshaping of the 
U.S.-Soviet relationship, and a reduction in  
Soviet conventional military power. This 
redefinition of our threat perception has been 
accelerated by t h e  emergence  a n d  
intensification of both new and historical 
regional quarrels; one of which has already 

*This appendix is taken verbatim from 
Department of Defense Base Closure and  
Realignment Report, April 1991. 
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brought the United States into armed conflict 
in the Persian Gulf. Threats to U.S. interests 
range from the enmity of nations like North 
Korea and Cuba, to pressures from friend and 
foe alike to reduce U.S. presence around the 
world. I n  addition, our efforts to promote 
regional stability and to enhance the spread of 
democracy will continue to be challenged by 
insurgencies and terrorism. 

THREATS 
Even with the promise of a greatly reduced 

Soviet force posture in Eastern Europe, certain 
crucial constants endure in our long-term 
assessment of Soviet military capability and 
global threats. 

The Nuclear Threat .  The  most 
enduring concern for U.S. leadership is 
that the Soviet Union remains the one 
country i n  the  world capable of 
destroying the United States with a 
single, devastating attack. However, 
the rationale for such a n  attack is 
difficult to construe. Nevertheless, 
until and unless the Soviet strategic 
nuclear arsenal is vastly modifled, the 
cornerstone of U.S. military strategy 
must continue to be a modem, credible, 
flexible, and survivable nuclear 
deterrent force. 

The Conventional Threat. Even 
though Soviet military power i s  
reducing and changing in form and 
purpose, the Soviet state still will have 
millions of well armed men in uniform 
and will remain the strongest military 
force on the Eurasian landmass. As 
leader of the Free World, the United 
States must maintain, in conjunction 
with our allies, t he  conventional 
capability to counterbalance the might 
of t h e  Soviet  Union's huge 
conventional forces. 

Across the Atlantic 
Looking eastward from our Atlantic shore, 

the focus of U.S. security concern has s h W  

from Western Europe to the defense of both 
Europe and the Persian Gulf. With respect to L-2 
Europe, the demise of the Warsaw Pact, Soviet 
retrenchment within its borders, German 
unification, and the prospect of economic 
integration embody the success of collective 
defense, as well as the imperatives for new 
approaches to collective security. Although 
the prospect of a concerted military threat to 
Western Europe from the east has faded 
dramatically, continuing political a n d  
economic instability in Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union presents new concerns.  
Consequently, we and our North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) partners a r e  
conducting a thorough review of alliance 
strategy. The broad outlines of a new force 
posture are already emerging and include 
highly mobile units, some of which will be 
restructured into multinational formations. 
The number of active units will be scaled back, 
and increasing reliance will be placed on 
mobilization and reconstitution. 

Looking across the Mediterranean to the 
Middle East and Persian Gulf, regional threats 
to U.S. vital interests and enduring obligations 
will place continuing demands on our Armed 
Forces. Escort operations in the Persian Gulf, W- 
conducted for over two years, established the 
precedent of U.S. military intervention to 
protect the free flow of oil. Then, just as  the 
Soviets and the Iran-Iraq war receded a s  
threats to regional stability, Iraq emerged 
from eight years of war with a fanatic zeal, a 
large arsenal, a shattered economy, over- 
whelming foreign debts, and a trumped-up 
quarrel with Kuwait. Even though Iraq has 
been ejected from Kuwait by the United 
Nations-sponsored and U.S.-led international 
coalition, the region still faces an  uncertain 
future. We will maintain our commitment and 
expect to significantly reduce, but not entirely 
eliminate, our forces in this region. 

Immediate security concerns for many 
nations in  Southwest Asia will be 
lessened because of the resounding 
defeat of the Iraqi military during 
Operation Desert Storm. Over the  
longer term, however, a number of 
problems including the prospect of 
Iraqi rearmament, the Arab-Israeli 

'Ll 
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peace process, and subsequent 
reconfiguration of regional security 
arrangement, and relationships will 
complicate defense planning and shape 
strategic choices for all parties in the 
region. 

While Iraq will require perhaps a 
decade to rebuild i t s  mil i tary 
capabilities to prehostilities levels, 
Baghdad wil l  l ikely remain  a 
disruptive political force in the region. 
The calculus of regional security will 
shift as Western coalition forces draw 
down and political leaders a r e  
challenged to construct a more stable 
and pr&ictable regional environment. 
The prospect of regional instability will 
likely remain the chief cause of concern 
among most political and military 
decision makers for at  least the next 
two or three years. 

Across the Pacific 
The divided Korean peninsula stands in 

stark contrast to the dissipating Cold War in 
Europe. However, the U.S. security burden is , 
being eased by the  continuing surge of 
democracy, economic growth, and military 
capacity in South Korea. Our reassessment of 
regional security concerns concluded that the 
United States could undertake a prudent 
phased series of steps to reduce its force 
presence in Korea modestly - as well as Japan 
and elsewhere in the Pacific - and could 
initiate a gradual transition toward a 
partnership in which Republic of Korea armed 
forces assume the leading role. Should 
deterrence fail, however, in-place and 
reinforcing U.S. forces would still be required. 
For the region as a whole, a modest level of 
U.S. military presence - principally 
maritime -will be essential to preserve 
stability, encourage democracy, and deter 
aggression. 

The Rest of  the World 
This broad characterization is not intended 

to either diminish or denigrate the importance 

of U.S. interests, friends, and allies in regions 
beyond Europe, the Middle East, and the 
Pacific. Rather, the nature and urgency of 
threats beyond those especially compelling 
locales are such that the threats can be dealt 
with by a judicious mix of active forces 
adequate to protect the most vital U.S. 
interests and by units with specialized 
capabilities and mobility for crises at the lower 
end of the conflict spectrum. The more 
important point is that many regional disputes 
are becoming increasingly lethal with the 
proliferation of advancing technological 
weapons. 

THE NEED 
FOR OVERSEAS  
BASING 

In August 1990, the President, while 
speaking of our changing defense strategy, 
said: "Our new strategy must provide the 
framework to guide our deliberate reductions 
to no more forces than we need to guard our 
enduring interests--the forces to exercise 
forward presence in key areas, to respond 
effectively to crises, to retain the national 
capacity to rebuild our forces should this be 
needed . . . and to . . . maintain an effective 
deterrent." This s trategy necessitates 
maintaining a balance between Continental 
United States (CONUS) basing and overseas 
basing. To provide the foundation for any 
national military strategy, the military must 
maintain facilities in CONUS for active and 
reserve forces for such purposes as strategic 
offense, tactical warning and assessment of an 
attack on the United States, training, research 
and development, mobilization, maintenance 
and supply, homeporting, counterdrug 
operations, contingency planning, and day-to- 
day management of the various components of 
the military. 

Balancing the need for CONUS facilities is 
the continuing need for robust, though 
reduced, forward presence. Overseas basing 
remains important to the execution of 
peacetime forward presence and to regional 
contingency operations during crises. Foreign 
bases enhance deterrence, contribute to 
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regional stability, and facilitate rapid response 
by U.S. forces in meeting threats. 

In both Europe and Asia, a continuing 
forward-deployed presence will be maintained 
in sufficient strength to deter aggression and 
fulfill mutual security treaty obligations. 
However, the rapidly changing security 
environment has  dictated changes to the 
overseas deployments of American forces. 

Europe 
These changes will be most noticeable in 

Europe where a dramatic reduction in U.S. 
forward-based forces will occur. The United 
S ta t e s  will  cont inue  t o  m a i n t a i n  a n  
appropriate mix of conventional and nuclear 
forces, modernized where necessary, to serve as  
the keystone to deterrence. The continuing 
U.S. presence there s i d l e s  our commitment 
to deter aggression and is vital to regional 
stability in  a n  uncertain era of shifting 
military balances and political relationships. 
Similarly, our ability to reinforce Europe in a 
crisis and maintain the necessary and scaled- 
back but ready reception and basing facilities 
there becomes increasingly important as our 
forward presence is reduced. 

Middle East 
and Persian Gulf 

In the Middle East and Persian Gulf, the 
United States and its allies will be best served 
by a continued, modest military presence 
within the region. We have a n  enduring 
commitment to this region requiring us to 
restare and preserve regional stability. It has 
become increasingly clear that the traditional 
terms of American presence in the Gulf region 
have been forever transformed, and future 
events in this region will shape the nature of 
U.S. presence. 

Asia 
I n  Asia, where poten t ia l  regional  

aggressors have long presented a more likely 

threat to stability than has superpower 
competition, some reductions will occur. A 
10 to 12 percent reduction by the end of 1992 in 

u 
the 135,000 personnel currently forward- 
deployed in Asia is already underway. The 
U.S. presence a t  bases in Japan, Korea, and 
the Philippines has historically been accepted 
and generally welcomed a s  a significant 
contribution to regional stability. Even if the 
U.S. basing structure in the region experiences 
changes in the years to come, continuing U.S. 
presence and access to the region will remain 
important to preserve strategic interests and 
regional stability. 

THE FORCE 
STRUCTURE 

Reflecting the reduced chance of global 
conflicts, the Resident's FY 1992-1993 budget 
[and its accompanying Future Years Defense 
Program (FYDP)] includes reductions in the 
U.S. force structure that continues a prudently 
phased plan for reaching the force targets 
established for the new strategy and threat 
projections. By the end of 1995, U.S. forces will 
approximate those targets and be well below 
FY 1990 levels. The FY 1995 force will also be 
substantially restructured so as to support the 
new strategy most effectively and efficiently. 

Strategic forces are programmed to  be 
scaled back in accordance with expectations 
regarding arms reductions agreements and to 
enable the Department of Defense to maintain 
credible strategic deterrence a t  the least cost. 
Retirement of the MINUTEMEN I1 force will 
begin in  1992. Retirements of submarines 
wi th  t h e  POSEIDON miss i le  wi l l  be  
accelerated. During the 1990s, the current mix 
of 34 POSEIDON and TRIDENT submarines 
will be reduced to a force of 18 TRIDENT 
submarines. Air Force strategic bombers will 
decrease from 268 in 1990 to 181 in 1995. 

Conventional forces will be restructured to 
include significant a i r l i f t  a n d  sea l i f t  
capabilities, substantial and highly effective 
mari t ime and  amphib ious  forces,  a 
sophisticated array of combat aircraft, special 
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operations forces, Marine Corps divisions, and divisions; the Navy will have 94 fewer battle 
U heavy and light Army divisions. force ships, 1 less aircraft carrier and 2 fewer 

carrier air wings; and the Air Force will have 
Compared to 1990 force levels, by the end 10 fewer tactical fighter wings. 

of FY 1995 the Army will have 6 fewer active 
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Selection Criteria 

Appendix C 

Selection 
Criteria 

MILITARY VALUE 
(given priority consideration) 

1. Current and future mission requirements 
and the impact of operational readiness of the 
Department of Defense's total force. 

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

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force require- 
ments a t  both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

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

IMPACTS 
6. The economic impact on local communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 
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Appendix D 

Department of 
Defense's 
Closure 
and 
Realignment 
Recommen- 
dations 

RECOMMENDED 
CLOSURES 

Department of the Army 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Chaffee, AR 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Dix, NJ 
Fort McClellan, AL 
Fort Ord, CA 
Harry Diamond Lab Woodbridge 

Research Facility, VA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 

Department of the Navy 
Chase Field Naval Air Station, TX 
Davisville Construction Battalion 

Center, RI 
Hunters Point Annex, CA 
Long Beach Naval Station, CA 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station, CA 
Orlando Naval lkaining Center, FL 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
Philadelphia Navd Station, PA 
10 RDT&E, Engineering and Fleet 

Support Activities 
Sand Point (Puget Sound) Naval 

Station, WA 
Tustin Marine Corps Air Station, CA 
Whidbey Island Naval Air Station, WA 

Department of the 
Air  Force 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, ME 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
Moody Air Force Base, GA 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO 
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Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 

RECOMMENDED 
REALIGNMENTS 

Department of the Army 
Army Research Institute, Alexandria, VA 
Aviation Systems CommancbTroop 

Support Command, St. Louis, MO 
Fort Belvoir, VA 
Fort Detrick, MD 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Fort Polk, LA 
Harry Diamond Laboratories, MD 

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
White Sands Missile Range, NM 

Department of the Navy 
Midway Island Naval Air Facility, 

Midway 
16 RDT&E Engineering and Fleet 

Support Activities 

Department of the 
Air Force 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
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Appendix E 

sioners' 
Biographies 

Jim Courter, chairman, represented 
the 12th district of New Jersey in the U.S. 
House of Representatives from 1978 unt i l  
1990. While in Congress, he 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  a n d  
Development. In  1983 he wrote  a n d  
shepherded through Congress a law tha t  
created the Office of Defense Test a n d  
Evaluation, an  ombudsman and advisory office 
that ensures weapons are properly field-tested 
before they are mass-produced. Mr. Courter is 
today senior partner of the law f i rm he 
founded, Courter, Kobert, Laufer, Purcell and 
Cohen, in Hackettstown, New Jersey. 

William L. Ball I11 has been Secretary 
of the Navy, assistant to the President for 
legislative affairs,  and adminis t ra t ive  
assistant to Senator John Tower. He has  
served on t h e  Senate  Armed Services  
Committee staff and in the U.S. Navy. Today, 
Mr. Ball is president of the National Soft Drink 
Association in Washington, D.C. 

Howard H. (Bo) Callaway was a 
Member of Congress from Georgia prior to 
serving as  Secretary of the Amy. He was the 
manager of President Gerald Ford's 1976 
campaign, and he is now chairman of GOPAC 
in Washington, D.C. He is also the  chief 
executive officer and principal owner of the 
Crested Butte Mountain Resort. He served in 
the U.S. Army in Korea. 

General Duane H. Cassidy,' U.S. 
Air Force (Retired) was commander-in- 
chief of the U.S. Transportation Command and 
of the Military Airlift Command. He served in 
the Air Force for more than 30 years. During 
this time, he served in Vietnam, commanded 
the Military Airlift Command's 21st Air Force, 
and was deputy chief of staff for manpower and 
personnel. General Cassidy is now vice 
president for logistics technology a t  CSX 
Corporation in Richmond, Virginia. 
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Arthur Levitt, Jr., is chairman of the 
board a t  Levitt Media Company. He founded 
the American Business Conference, was a 
director of the President's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control, chairman of the 
1980 White House Small Business Conference, 
and chairman and chief executive officer of the 
American Stock Exchange. Mr. Levitt served 
i n  the U.S. Air Force and is on the board of the 
Rockefeller Foundation. 

James C. Smith 11, P.E., was a 
member of the Secretary of Defense's 1988 
Commission on Base Realignment and  
Closure. For many years he was a staff 
member of the U.S. Senate Armed Services 
Committee. Dr. Smith is an engineer by 

training and served in the U.S. Army, time 
that included two tours in Vietnam. Today, he i.=+J 
is a vice president of Brown & Root U.S.A., 
Inc., an engineering and construction company 
located in Houston, Texas. 

Robert D. Stuart, Jr., was U.S. 
ambassador to Norway from 1984 to 1989, 
after serving as  president, chief executive 
officer, and then chairman of the board of The 
Quaker Oats Company. Ambassador Stuart is 
president  of t h e  Council of American 
Ambassadors, vice chairman of the Illinois 
Commission on the Future of Public Service, 
and president of North Star Investments. He 
served in the U.S. Army in Europe during 
World War 11. 
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Appendix F 
Matthew P. Behrmann, Director of Staff 
Paul J .  Hirsch, Director of Review and Analysis 
Benton L. Borden, Deputy Director of Review 

and Analysis 
Cary Walker, Director of Communications 

and Public Affairs 
Caroline Cimons, Director of Administration 
Robert J. Moore, General Counsel 
Col. Wayne Purser, USAF, Senior Military 
Executive1 

Staff PROFESSIONAL AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
STAFF 
David Anderson 
Rodell Anderson2 
Follin Armfield 
Jill Bates 
Jacqueline Nguyen Bossart 
Steven A. Bowers 
Roderick M. Bricksinl 
LtCol. Randle K. Bunner, USAFl 
LtCol. Michael Burchett, USA1 
Marvin Casterlinen 
Elizabeth Combs 
Robert L. Crosslin3 
Michael T. Damgard 
Capt. Tim Fletcher, USAFl 
Glenn E. Flood1 
Kenlyn Foster 
Kim Fuller 
James P. Gallagher 
James S. Grichafi 
David Hadwiger 
Cdr. John Hart, USNl 
LtCol. John Hertel, USMCl 
William James3 
Patricia Keller 
Kevin Kenneth Kirk 
Steven N. Kleimanl 
Col. Warren Lamont, USAFl 
Jill kedricks Lehtonen 
Stacey Lukens 
Margaret McCarthy 
Erin McElroy 
Grant W. McGuire 
Tobias G. Messitt 
Stephen R. Moffitt 
William B. Moore3 
Clay Nettles 
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Trevor L. Neve3 
John J. Patrick 
Suzanne J. Petrie 
Wendi Lou Petsinger 
James K. Phillips 
Kristina E. Potts 
J. Robert Reale 
Bany D. Rhoads 
Alonzo Robertson 
Timothy R. Rupli 
Robert W. Salthouses 
Lynn M. Schmidt 

Paul Sheridan 
Maj. Thomas L. Snyder, USA1 
Beverly A. Spaggs 
Maj. Glenn F. Spears, USAFl 
Jacob Sprousez 
Priscilla W. Stegenga 
Alexandra B. Stephenson 
Richard A. Tendler 
Capt. Jerry Vernon, CEC, USNl 
S. Alexander Yellin 
David Yentzerl 
Vic Zanglaz 

1Detailee from Department of Defense. 
2Detailee from General Accounting Wice. 
Wonsultant from Logistics Management Institute. 
4Detailee from Federal Emergency Management Agency. 
5 Detailee from Environmental Protection Agency. 
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Hearings 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 
HEARINGS 
15 April 1991 
Presentation of Department of Defense 

Recommendations 
1100 Longworth House Office Building 

26 April 1991 
Presentation of Force Structure Plan and 

Department of Defense Methodology 
1100 Longworth House mce Building 

10 May 1991 
Presentation on Land Value, Environment, and 

Economic Impact 
1100 Longworth House Wice Building 

17 May 1991 
Presentation of GAO Report on the Department 

of Defense Analyses Supporting Proposed 
Closures and Realignments 

1100 Longworth House Building 

21-22 May 1991 
Congressional Testimony on Military Facility 

Closures and Realignments 
215 Dirksen Senate House m i c e  Building 

5 June 1991 
Testimony on the A m y  Corps of Engineers 
2167 Rayburn House Office Building 

6-7 June 1991 
Commission Deliberations 
Office of Thrift Supervision 
Washington, D.C. 

13-14 June 1991 
Commission Deliberations 
General Services Administration BuiIding 
Washington, D.C. 

27,28,30 June 1991 
Commission Deliberations 
2167 Rayburn House Office Building 
1100 Longworth House mce Building 
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REGIONAL HEARINGS 
6-7 May 1991 
Sun Francisco Regional Hearing 
California Palace of the Legion of Honor 

8 May 1991 
Los Angeles Regional Hearing 
California Museum of Science and History, 

Kinsey Auditorium 

13 May 1991 
Denver Regional Hearing 
Denver Auditorium 

14 May 1991 
Fort Worth, Texas, Regional Hearing 
Will Rogers Memorial Center 

23 May 1991 
JacksonviUe, Florida, Regional Hearing 
Prime F. Osborn Convention Center 

24 May 1991 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Regional Hearing 
Philadelphia Civic Center 

28 May 1991 
Boston, Massachusetts, Regional Hearing 
State House, Gardner Auditorium 

30 May 1991 
Indianapolis Regional Hearing 
Indianapolis Convention Center 

17 June 1991 
Regional Hearing, Marine Corps Recruit Depot 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego 

17 June 1991 
Regional Hearing, Washington, D.C. 
334 Cannon House Office Building 

18 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Goodfellow Air Force Base 
San Angelo Civic Auditorium 

20 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Plattsburgh Air Force 

Base 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York 

21 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Naval Air Station 

Meridian 
Temple Theatre, Meridian, Mississippi 

21 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Naval Air Station 

Kingsville 
Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX 
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Military 
Installations 
Visited 

ARMY 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Chaffee, AR 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Dix, NJ 
Fort McClellan, AL 
Fort Ord, CA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA 

NAVY 
Hunters Point Annex, CA 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, CA 
Naval Air Development Center, 

Warminster, PA 
Naval Air Station Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Kingsville, TX 
Naval Air Station Lemoore, CA 
Naval Air Station Meridian, MS 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, WA 
Naval Electronic Systems 

Engineering Center, Charleston, SC 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Sand Point, WA 
Naval Station Staten Island, NY 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, 

New London, CT 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 

AIR FORCE 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX 
Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, ME 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
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Moody Air Force Base, GA Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC Sacramento Air Logistics Center, CA 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 
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Menu of Options 

Study for 

CloseLRealign 
Close 
Close 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
CloseBealign 
CloseBealign 

Close 
CloselRealign 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Realign 
Realign 

Realign 
Realign 

Realign 
Realign 
Close 
Close 
Close 

Base 

ARMY 
Army Corps of Engineers* 
Fort Richardson, AK 
Fort Drum, NY 
Fort McCoy, WI* 
Fort Pickett,VA* 
Fort A.P. Hill, VA* 
Fort Indiantown Gap, PA* 
Fort Buchanan, PR* 
Fort Hamilton, NY * 
Fort Totten, NY* 

NAVY 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA* 
NAVSTA Treasure Island, CA* 
NAVSTA Staten Island, NY* 
NAVSTA Pascagoula, MS 
NAVSTA Mobile, AL 
NAVSTA Everett, WA 
NAVSTA Ingleside, TX 
Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, CA 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 

Center, San Diego, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, FL 
U.S. Marine Corps Logistics Base, 

Albany, GA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, FL 
NAS Meridian, MS* 
NAS Kingsville, TX* 
NAS Agana, Guam 

Category 

Fightinflaneuver 
Fightinflmeuver 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Command and Control 
Command and Control 

Shipyard 
Naval Station 
Homeport 
Homeport 
Homeport 
Homeport 
Homeport 
IndustriallDepot 
IndustriallDepot 

Industrial/Depot 
Industrial/Depot 

IndustriallDepot 
Industrial/Depot 
Naval Air Station 
Naval Air Station 
Naval Air Station 
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I Base I Category I study f o r  1 

AIR FORCE 
Goodfellow, TX* 
Plattsburgh, NY* 
Griffiss, NY 
Homestead, FL 
Mountain Home, ID 
MacDill, FL* 

NAVY (Continued) 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes, IL 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA* 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, 

San Diego, CA* 

1 , Training 
i FlyingBtrategic 

FlyingIStrategic 
Flyinflactical 
FlyingPTactical 
FlyingPTactical 

I Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 

Training Center 
Training Center 
Training Center 

* Indicates Cornmiasion continued to consider base for closure or realignment after June 7. 

Close/Realign 
CloseRealign 
CloseRealign 
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Preface 

This information has been assembled to support the 1993 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 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission and to 
the Congress in March 1993. The recommendations were also published in the ,Federal 
Register. 

Chapter Four of this report contains the statutory recommendations, justifications 
and process summaries the Secretary of Defense transmitted to the Commission, the 
Congress, and the Federal Register pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as amended. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

This report describes the Department of Defense recommendations for base 
closures and realignments to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (the Commission). The recommendations were submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense to the Commission in March of 1993, as authorized by the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 101-510, as 
amended). The recommendations were also transmitted to the Congress and fded with 
the Federal Reeister, as required by the Act. 

The list of military installations inside the United States for closure or 
realignment is based on the force structure plan and the final criteria, as required 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 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. 

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



Saving Taxpayer Dollars and Maintaining Military Effectiveness LJ 
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 
productive private sector reuse. 

The defense budget will decline by more than 40 percent in mtl 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. DoD measures its 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 not needed, and, therefore, 
resources are not available to buy the things DoD does need. 

u 
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 FY 1994 through 1996 $1.7 billion 
Net savings in FY 1997 through 1999 $5.7 billion 
Net savings during implementation $4.0 billion 

Annual savings thereafter ($FY99) $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 Objective and Fair 

u 
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 which has worked 
well so far, is described in Chapter One of this report. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies made their recommendations to 
the Secretary of Defense on February 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. 

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

The Secretary's recommendations are consistent with a six-year force structure 

Ld' 
plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administration's "base force." The legal 
deadline for recommendations precluded DoD from making changes based on future 
force reductions not yet decided. 

The "base force" has twelve active Anny divisions; DoD will have room to 
station all of them. It has twelve carriers; DoD will have room to berth all of them. It 
has 1,098 active Air Force fighters; DoD wiU have room to beddown aIl of them. 

Unless the force structure is increased above the "base force," DoD has all the 
bases it needs. 

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



While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is important to note 
two additional points. 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. The Secretary suggested that the Commission examine 
those possibilities. Second, some installations host nondefense government activities, 
and it was 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. 

Considering Regional Impacts Carefully 

The Secretav of Defense carefully considered the regional economic impacts of 
these 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 Secretary 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 operations overseas at sites 
accounting for 28 percent of replacement value. 

DoD's plan is to reduce the replacement value of the overseas base structure by 
35-4096 as we complete our reduction in personnel stationed overseas to about 
200,oOO. 

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. 



Supporting the Reinvestment Necessary 
to Restore Economic Growth 

w 
Closing domestic bass 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, militay. 

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any extmordinq 
problems for the economy. The economic impact of the phn.ned 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. 

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 closure process proceed smoothly. Early development of a 
viable reuse plan speeds the process immensely and benefits everyone--economic 
recovery is expedited and DoD savings are realized sooner. The Department is 
committed to the close cooperation needed to make this happen. Chapter Five of this 
report describes the base closure implementation process and the Department's 
programs to ease the impact. 

In particular, DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive 
'u 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 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 
wiU: close bases more quickly, thereby making them available for reuse more quickly; 
promote reuse opportunities, in concert with local community efforts; and, refocus 
DoD internally to consider, for the fmt time, the trade-offs between DoD needs and 
local community needs. The law gives the Secretary of Defense considerable authority 
to decide whether the land is sold or given away, and to whom it should go. 

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



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

Lastly, DoD will work to create, in coordination with other Cabinet agencies, a 
new community economic redevelopment fund to help communities most affected by 
base closures. 'Ibc 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 txw closures. 

, 

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 major corporations are. Just as they are 
eliminating overhead and closing unneeded plants, so we are inactivating forces, 
eliminating overhead and closing military bases worldwide. By downsizing this way, 
DoD makes resources 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 Pracess 

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. 

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

1993 DoD Base Closure Actions 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. The 
Act requires that the Secretary's recommendations for closure or realignment be based 
on this force structure plan. The unclassified version of the 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 requid to publish proposed criteria in the Federal Reeister 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 Federal 
Register 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 ~ d e r a l  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. This 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 military 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. 

The selection process was not only based upon the force structure plan and the 
final criteria, but also upon policy guidance issued by the Department of Defense to 
the Military Departments and Defense Agencies regarding the 1993 base closure and 
realignment analysis process. These guidance memoranda are 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 President with the advice and 
consent of the United States Senate. 

The Commission is required to conduct public hearings on the 
recornmen&tions. 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 Secretary's recommendations 
if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force 
structure plan and the final criteria in making recommendations. The Commission is 



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

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

The Role of the General Accounting Office 

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

The GAO is required to provide the Commission and the Congress with a 
detailed analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations and selection process. 
The GAO report, due by April 15, 1993, is also intended to describe how the DoD 
selection process was conducted and whether it met the 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 

The President has an important role in establishing the Commission. The 
President nominates the eight commissioners and designates the Chairman of the 
Commission. 

u 
Public Law 101-510 specifies that the President is to receive the Commission's 

recommended closures and realignments by July 1, 1993. The President then approves 
or disapproves the Commission's recommendations by July 15, 1993. If the President 
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 informs the Commission and the Congress of the reasons for that disapproval. 
Should the President disapprove the Commission's recommendations, the Commission 
has until August 15, 1993, to revise their recommendations and resubmit them to the 
President. 

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



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

The Role of the Congress 

The Congress of the United States plays a number of important roles regarding 
defense base closures and realignments. Fit, Congress passed and amended Public 
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 procedures, the Congress' purpose 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 President in Public Law 101-510 to consult with the 
Congressional leadership on his nominations of individuals to serve on the 
Commission. In addition, the United States Senate is required to confirm those 
nominations. 

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

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

o Receipt of the Secretary of Defense's force structure plan, 

o Receipt of the Secretary's recommended closures and realignments, and 
other information submitted to the Commission, 

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

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

Fourth, Congress has provided itself an opportunity to accept or reject the 
Commission's recommendations in their entirety by enactment of a law under 
expedited legislative procedures. Congressional disapproval of the Commission's 
recomrnendations must be accomplished through a joint resolution of disapproval. The 
Congress established a 45-day period for its review, as computed under the law. The 
period begins on the date the President transmits his approval of the Commission's 
recommendations. 



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 base closures or 
realignments inside the United States. 

Applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act 

In establishing the new base closure and realignment procedures in Public Law 
101-510, the Congress waived certain procedural elements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This streamlined the environmental impact 
analysis process associated with closure and realignment decisions, while p r e s e ~ n g  all 
responsibilities for cleanup and compliance with other applicable laws and regulations. 

Specifically, Public Law 101-5 10 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 recommendations (see Appendix A). 

DoD, in carrying out its responsibilities under Public Law 101-510, included 
environmental impact as one of the final criteria for selecting bases for closure or 
realignment (see Chapter 3). Consequently, while environmental impact analyses will 
not be accomplished under the provisions of NEPA for DoD's 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 (see Chapter 5). 

Overseas Basing 

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

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



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

The Department of Defense has established an ongoing process to announce 
reductions or cessations of operations overseas. To date, DoD has announced it will 
end or reduce its operations 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 are anticipated which would bring the 
total drawdown of overseas sites to 35-40 percent of the overseas base structure. 

Basing overseas is often different than basing in the United States. In the 
United States, the areas which make up a base (operations and maintenance areas, 
training areas, offices, barracks, family housing areas, recreation areas, shopping areas, 
etc.) are usually contiguous. Overseas, each area is often distinct, separate and 
intermingled with local towns, farms and industrial areas. These distinct sites are often 
grouped administratively into combinations which if contiguous would resemble U.S. 
bases. 

DoD's Worldwide Base Structure 

Appendix E provides a summary of DoD's worldwide base structure and a 
summary of domestic and overseas base reductions since 1988. LJ 



Chapter 2 
'u 

Force Structure Plan 

Background 

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

The force structure plan which follows incorporates an assessment by the 
Secretary of the probable threats to the national security during the fiscal year 1994 
through 1999 period, and takes into account the anticipated levels of funding for this 
period. The plan comprises three sections: 

o The military threat assessment, 

o The need for overseas basing, and 

o The force structure, including the implementation plan. 

v 
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 EastPersian 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 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 w 
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 

'Ibe 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- 
ethic interests or maximize their power vis-a-vis their rivals. Ibe 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 evolving regional security framework capable of crisis 
management and conflict prevention, as well as responding to out-of-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 republics of the former Soviet Union into a formal 
collective 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 reassertion of 
authoritarianism, economic collapse, and civil war. Unsettled civil-military relations, U' 
unstable relations between Russia and Ukraine, and retention of significant numbers of 
nuclear weapons even after the implementation of START 11, the continuation of other 
strategic programs, and relatively indiscriminate anns sales will remain troubling 
aspects of the Commonwealth of Independent States. 

In the Middle East, competition for political influence and natural resources 
(i.e., water and oil), along with weak economies, Islamic fundamentalism, 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 subversion 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 con- for the region and the world. By the 
+ 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 capab'ities to threaten other Gulf Arab states will grow. These states will 

. nevertheless continue a depend largely on the U.S. deterrent to forestall a renewed 
Iraqi drive for regional dominance. 

A prolonged stalemate in the Middle East peam process may lead to further 
violencc and threats to U.S. allies and intgests, 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 cconomic pressures upon Communist or authoritarian regimes 
may lead to greater instability and violence. Virtually every nation will base its 
strategic calculations on the premise of a declining U.S. military presence. The lesser 
nations of Asia will become increasingly concerned about security in areas 
characterized by national rivalries. 

ice/ 
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 concems 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 modem combat aircraft, including the Su- 
27/FLANKER. China will also have aerial refueling and airborne waming 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 concems 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 capabilities of 
both countries probably 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 process will nmain vulnerable to a wide variety of influences and 
factors that could easily derail it. V i a l l y  every country in the mgion wiU be 
victimized by drug-associated violence and crime. Over 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 see some force structure 
improvements 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. 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 signiiicant 
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 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 suffering and moral outrage demands a U.S. response, probably in concert with 
the United Nations. The current number of international crises is unlikely to diminish 
before the end of this decade, as many regions of the world continue to suffer the 
ravages of failed economic programs and nationalistic violence. 



Section 11: Justif~cation for Overseas Basing 
'* - As we reduce forward-presence forces 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 narcotmf5cking, and protectkg 
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 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 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 protect our security interests, while reducing the burdens of defense spending 
and unnecessary anns competition. 

'w 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 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 
preserve an active and influential role in the Atlantic Alliance and in the future security 
framework on the continent. The remaining force of 1 Army Corps with 2 divisions 
and 3(+) Air Force Fighter Wig 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 

LdJ 

commitment to the security and stability of Europe, and ppositioned equipment 
provides an h t r u c t u r e  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 previous U.S. presence in the region. Air, ground, and maritime deployments, 
coupled with pre-position, combined exercises, security assistance, and infhstructure, 
as well as European and regional enroute strategic airlift idhstruchne, enhanced the 
crisis-response force buildup. Future presence in Southwest Asia will be defined by 
ongoing bilateral negotiations with the governments of the Gulf Cooperative Council. 
Our commitment will be reinforced by pre-positioned equipment, access agreements, 
bilateral planning, periodic deployments and exercises, visits by senior officials and 
security assistance. 

Pacific Forces 

U.S. interests in the Pacific, including Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean, 
require a continuing commitment. Because the forces of potential adversaries 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 importance differ from those in the u 
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, ARG, and 
Marine Expeditionary Force forward-based in this region. The improving military 
capability of South Korea has enabled our Army forces to be W e d  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. 

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, 

.u 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 fiom the United States are more than ever 
dependent on enroute and host- tio on support to ensure timely response to distant 
crises. In the future, maintaining forward presence through comb'med planning and 
exercises, pre-positioning and service agreements, and combined warfighting doctrine 
and interoperability could spell the difference betwecn 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 rapidly deliverable heavy 
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, 

w 
the striking capability 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 Pre-positioning Ships; and the unique capabilities of the 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. In regions 
where no U.S. forward 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 III: The Force Structure and Implementation Plan 

El22 Eus - FY 97 w 
ARMY DIVISIONS 

Active 14 12 12 
Reserve(Cadre) 10(0) 6(2) 6(2) 

MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS 
Active 3 
Reserve 1 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 13 12 12 

TRAINING CARRIER 1 1 1 

CARRIER AIR WINGS 
Active 
Reserve 

B A T n E  FORCE SHIPS 

AIR FORCE FIGHTERS 
Active 
Reserve 

AIR FORCE BOMBERS 242 176 

ACTIVE DUTY 
Army 
Navy 
Marine Corps 
Air Force 

TOTAL 

DoD Personnel 
(End Strength in thousands) 

RESERVES 1,114 91 1 



Chapter 3 

Final Criteria 

Introduction 

Public Law 101-510 required the Secretary of Defense to develop the final 
criteria to be used 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 Federal Register and solicit public comments. 

Proposed Criteria 

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

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

The proposed DoD selection criteria differed in two ways from the 1988 criteria. 
The 1988 Base Closure Commission stated that in their analysis of the DoD base 
structure, they gave priority to military value. DoD agreed and changed the proposed 
criteria accordingly. The 1988 Commission also recommended that "payback" not be 
limited to six years. DoD agreed and changed the proposed criteria accordingly. 

Final Criteria 

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



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: 

Ldf' 

Military Value 

1. The cunent 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, mobit ion,  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. 

u 
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. 

1993 Criteria 

On December 15, 1992, DoD published a notice in the Federal Register (57 FR 
59334) that DoD would not change the final criteria approved in 1991, and would use 
the same 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, permits the Secretary of Defense to publish in the Federal Register and 
transmit to the Congressional Defense Committees and the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission a list of military installations inside the United States that 
the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of a six-year force 
structure plan and final (selection) criteria. 

The Secretary is required by the law to include with the list of recomrnendations 
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 

L 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. The 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 
Directors of the Defense Agencies the responsibility for submitting base closure and 
realignment recommendations; required that the recomrnendations 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 Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics was given the 
responsibility to oversee the 1993 process, and the authority to issue additional 
instructions. 



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

The 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. 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments and Directors of the Defense 
Agencies submitted their base closure and realignment recomme.ndations to the 
Secretary of Defense. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
organized the Office of the Secretary of Defense review of the recommendations and 
provided a copy of the reports 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 armed services. The 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff supported the recommendations without 
objection. 

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

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

After careful review of the submissions, and after careful review of comments 
received from other offices within the Office 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 cumulative economic impact of the recommendations, 
factoring in the economic impact of previously approved 1988 and 1991 closures and 
realignments. 



The Secretary approved the recommendations of the Military Departments and 1 4 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. First, with respect to maintenance depots, there was not 
sufficient time for the Office of the Secretary of Defense to review all potential 
intersemicing possibilities. The Secretary suggested that the Commission should 
examine those possibilities. Second, some installations host non-defense government 
activities, and it was also not possible to evaluate fully the net impact of the 
recommendations on those activities. The Secretary suggested that the Commission 
devote some attention to those potential impacts. 

The list of military installations inside the United States approved by the 
Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment follows. Summaries of the Military 
Department and Defense Agency selection processes, 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 
response to these Commission recommendations is in Appendix G. 

'kt--' 
Lastly, at Appendix H, are the preliminary military and civilian personnel 

impacts by State for the 1993 base closure and realignment recommendations. 



1993 List of Military Installations 
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, Vallejo, California 
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California 
Naval Air Station Alarneda, California 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, California 
Naval Hospital Oakland, California 
Naval Station Treasure Island, San Fhncisco, California 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, California 
Naval Training Center San Diego, California 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida 
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. Inigoes, Maryland 
Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi 
Naval Air Station South Weymouth, Massachusetts 
Naval Station Staten Island, New York 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, South Carolina 
Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia 



Air Force 

v 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, IUinois 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Part ZZ: Major Base Realignments 

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

u 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dahlgren) White Oak Detachment, White Oak, 

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

Air Force 

March Air Force Base, California 
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 



Part ZII: Smaller Base or Activify Closures, Realignments, 
Disestablishments or Relocahbons 

A m y  
None 

Navy 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme, California 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field 

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

San Francisco, California 
Public Works Center San Francisco, California 
Naval Electronic Security Sys. Engineering Ctr., Washington, D.C. 
Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida 
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, Florida 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Annapolis Detachment, 

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

Portsmouth, New Hampshire 
Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey 
DoD Family Housing Office, Niagara Falls, New York 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlantic 0, 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Hospital Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carorma 
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach Detachment, 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, Virginia 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (CV), Bremerton, Washington 



Navv National Ca~ital Reeion MCR) Activities 

w Security Group Command, Security Group Station, and Security Group Detachment, 
Potomac, Washington, DC 

Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, Virginia (including the Office of Military 
Manpower Management, Arlington, Virginia) 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria, Virginia 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia (including Defense Printing 

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

NavvIMarine Reserve Activities 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, California 

w Macon, Georgia 

Terre Haute, Indiana 
Hu tchinson, 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 
King sport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 



Naval Reserve Facilities at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Billings, Montana 
Abilene, Texas 

Readiness Command Regions at: 

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

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, California 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida 
Defense Contract Management District Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois 
Defense Logistics Service Center, Battle Creek, Michigan 
Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defense Distribution Depot btterkemy, Pennsylvania 
Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Carolina 
Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah 
Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, Pennsylvania 

DoD Data Center Consolidation 

Army Data Processing Centers 

None 
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Navy Data Processing Centers 

w Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, 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, California 
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, M t  Division, Patuxent River, Maryland 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

u Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, Atlantic, 

Norfolk, Virginia 
Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus Christi, Texas 
Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia 
Naval Air Station, 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 Pendleton, California 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina 
Regional Automated Services Center, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 



Air Force Data Processing Centers 

Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, California 
Air Force Military Personnel Center, Randolph AFB, Texas 
Computer Service 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, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Information Processing Center, Ogden, Utah 
Information Processing Center, Richmond, Virginia. 

Defense Information Systems Agency Data Processing Centers 

Defense Infortnation Technology Service Organization, Indianapolis Information 
Processing Center, Indiana 

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Kansas City Information 
Processing Center, Missouri 

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Columbus 
Annex (Dayton), Ohio 

Part XV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 88/91 
Recommen&ations 

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

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

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



Navy 

u 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 outlease 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 

u Fairchild AFB to Altus AFB). 

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

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida does not close. 482nd Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) is reassigned from Homestead AFB and operates the field. 
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 AFl3 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 Am. Rickenbacker AGB does not close.) 



Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas (704th Fighter Squadron and 924th Fighter Group U' 
redirected from Bergstrom 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 
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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 Army 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 (TAE3S) group. In Phase 11, the Army used analytical tools to identify 
and develop alternatives which result in the approved Department of the Army 

u recommendations to the Seaem of Defense. Phase III provides support to the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

The first 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, capabilities, 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 d e f d  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 Army's base structure--they did not produce a decision on 
which bases should be closed or realigned. 

The next part of the analysis idenflied study candidates. The DoD Force 
Structure, Army basing strategy, MACOM reshaping proposals, military value 
assessments, approved Defense Management Review Decisions, and other studies were 
used to formulate a set of possible candidates. The list of study candidates was 
approved by the Under Secretary of the Army and Vice Chief of Staff of the Army. 

Next, the study candidates were examined to identifv specific alternatives. Each 
alternative was developed, analyzed, refined, and documented based on feasibility, 
affordabiity, socioeconomic impacts, and environmental impacts. The Army analyzed 
each alternative using the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model, the 
DoD Office of Economic Adjustment impact model, and internal feasibility and 
affordabiity 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 Secretariat, and the Acting Secretary of the 
Army for review and approval of the recommendations. 

The Acting Secretary of the Army, with the advice of the Chief of Staff of the 
u 

Army, nominated bases to the Secretsuy of Defense for closure or realignment based 
on the DoD Force Structure Plan and the final criteria established under Public Law 
101-510, as amended. 



Department of the Army 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama 

Recommendation: Close Fort McCleUan. Relocate the U.S. Army Chemical and 
Military 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. 

Justification: Fort McClellan has the least amount of facilities and smallest 
population of any of the Army's individual entry trainingfbranch school installations 
and was accordingly ranked ninth in a category of thirteen installations. Three of the 
thirteen 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 installation in this category was not considered for closure 
because it controls airspace, S ~ e l d s ,  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 advantages of training and professional 
development programs are: coordination, employment, and removal of obstacles; 
conduct of river crossing operations; internal securitylnation 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, leadership, 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 synergistic solutions for current, emerging, and future 
challenges. 



This recommendation is a change to the recommen&tion made to the 1991 
Commission that was disapproved. The 1991 Commission rejected this U 
recommendation because they found the Army substantially deviated from criterion 1 
and criterion 2. Their rationale questioned the Army's decision to maintain the 
Chemical Decontamination 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 Anny's proposal to close Fort McClellan differs in two respects. Fit, the 
DODPI will relocate to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, instead of Fort Huachuca, 
Arizona, and second, the Amy will retain the capability to continue live-agent training. 
Subsequent to the 1991 Commission's decision, the Army conducted an indepth study 
of the value of live-agent training. The study aff- 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 chemical preparedness training. A robust cliernical/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 W 
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 countries (approximately 600 students per year). This 
training usually involves two days at 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. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are 
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. 
Pelham Range, the site of most of the contamination, will be retained. Environmental 
restoration will continue until complete. There are no known obstacles in the ability of 
the receiving community's infhstructure to support this recommendation. 

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 

Recommendation: Close Vint HiU 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. 

Justification: Vint Hill Farms ranked low in military value within its category. With 
the departure of the military inteUigence battalion and its consolidation at Fort Gordon, 
GA, Vint Hill Farms is underutilized. It was determined that Vint Hill Farms could be 
closed and its functions performed 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 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 
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 sirn~cantly 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. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 13 percent of the 
employment base in the Fauquier County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 



economic recovery. There are no known environmental impediments from this closure. 
Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There are no known obstacles Is 
in the ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to support this 
recornmendation. 

Fort Monmouth, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Monmouth. Relocate the headquarters of U.S. Army 
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 u-on of main post 
Fort Monmouth. Dispose of excess facilities and real property at Evans and Charles 
Woods sub posts, as well as main post, Fort Monmouth. 

Justification: Fort Monmouth ranks fourth out of twelve installations in military 
value. It is a small installation with elements located off base in costly leased space. 
Relocating the CECOM Headquarters, an administrative and logistical headquarters, 
from leased facilities located outside the main post of Fort Monrnouth, New Jersey to 
permanent facilities at Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 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 'LJ 
administrative function from the research and development 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 administrative space to accommodate 
approximately 1,000 additional personnel and permanent building space that can be 
renovated to accommodate even more personnel. The computer system center on the 
arsenal is one of the Amy'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 abundant 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. It is also the home of the Soldier Support Center, which is relocating 
from Fort Benjamin Harrison. The report to the 1991 Commission describing 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 are 
approximately $93 million. Annual steady state savings arc 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 recovery. This potential job loss is partially offset by the 
proposed movement of personnel to Fort Monrnouth from Vint Hill Farms. There are 
no known environmental impediments from this realignment. Environmental 
restoration will continue until complete. mere are no known obstacles in the ability of 
the receiving community's infrastructure to support this recommendation. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
. . 

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 
ammunition 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 Management 
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 
Processing 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. 



Justification: Tbe 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. Tbe study identified a significant amount of excess 
depot capacity and duplication among the M c e s .  

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 LEAD, 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. 

SIMA-E performs computer systems design and data management functions for 
a variety of activities. This organization 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 that 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. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are 
approximately $106 million. Annual steady state savings are about $30 million, with 
an immediate return on investment. 

Impacts: The realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 7 
percent of the employment base in the Franklin County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. There are no significant environmental impediments 
from this realignment. Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There 
are no known obstacles in the ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to 
support this recommendation. 



Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

b Recommendation: Realign T m e  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. 

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 
De-nt of Defense. As part of this review, the Chairman charter& the Depot 
Maintenance Consolidation Study. The study idenW1e.d 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 dl 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; ability of the depots to 
accommodate new workload levels; the proximity of the depots to the heavy forces in 

w the U.S.; and the resulting savings. 

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

Impacts: The realignment of Tooele Army Depot will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 28 
percent of the employment base in the Tooele County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. There are no significant environmental impediments 
from this realignment. Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There 
are no known obstacles in the ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to 
support this recommendation. 



Fort Belvoir, Virginia 
t9 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the Belvoir Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia Relocate the 
Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobiity, Water Purification, and FueVLubricant Business 
Areas to the Tank Automotive Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(TARDEC), Detroit Arsenal, Michigan. Transfer command and control of the Physical 
Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine DetectionfNeutralization, 
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, Virginia 

Justif~cation: In July 1992, the Secretary of the Army requested that the Army 
Science Board appoint a panel of members and consultants to conduct a review of the 
Army Materiel Command Research, Development and Engineering Center ('EC) 
business plans. Specifically, the Secretary requested the panel determine which RDEC 
capabilities the Army can afford. The panel based its findings on an objective 
assessment of the missions, functions, business 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 FurXcation, 
and FueWubricant 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 logistics to move across demountable bridges 
and lijght spans. Supply, Fuel/ Lubricants and Counter Mobility also complement the 
mission of TARDEC. The relocation of the Fuel/Lubricant 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/Low Observables Business Areas from the Belvoir RDEC to 
the Night Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication and 
Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC), also located in 
the same generl area of Fort Belvoir supports the study recommendations, while 
avoiding any additional costs. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this action are 
approximately $11 million. Annual steady state savings are 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 recovery. There are no known obstacles in the 
ability of the receiving community's inf'rastructure to support this recommendation. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 

Recommendation: Change the recommen&tion of the 199 1 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, 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 there 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 MCP 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 fm 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 that the annamentlchemical 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. Communications- 
Electronic Command MCP is currently performed at three separate sites. 

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

Return on Investment: Implementing this recommendation will avoid approximately 
$44 million while incurring no costs. Annual steady state savings of about $1 million 
are anticipated from efficiencies gained from additional reductions in personnel. 

Impacts: There are no environmental or community infrastructure impediments from 
this recommendation. 



Presidio of San Francisco, California 

LJ' 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 Ams,  CA, instead of Ft Carson, CO, as originally 
approved by the Defense hxe&uy'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. 
During 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 military value of retaining this 
headquarters within California is significantly enhanced as it provides the best 
available location necessary to exercise command and control of all the reserve units 
within its area of responsibility. These reasons are as follows: 

(a) Seventy-five percent of the reserve units within Sixth Army's area of 
responsibility are located on the West Coast; 

w (b) The principle ports of debarkation for the West Coast are Seattle, Oaldand, 
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 enforcement missions are taking place; 

(d) Tirneliness/location 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 for this relocation are 
approximately $9 million. This relocation will avoid the expenditure of $36 million at W 
Fort Carson. 

Impacts: There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this relocation. 
Enviro~nental restoration will continue until complete. There are no known obstacles 
in the ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to support this 
recommendation. 



Department of the Navy 

Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

By 1997, the Navy will have 12 aircraft caniers and 11 active carrier air wings 
- one fewer aircraft 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. Tfiese 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 
reserve ships, and carrier air wings. The Marine Corps basing structure is focused 
primarily on support of the Marine Expeditionary Forces. The base structure also 
provides the requisite training, logistics, depot maintenance, housing and related 
support. Forward deployment operations, supported by a few overseas bases, and the 
domestic base structure allow Navy and Marine Corps forces to respond to the full 
spectrum of international 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. The Committee was tasked to develop categories of installations; 
determine whether excess capacity exists, and develop methodologies to reduce it. The 
Committee was responsible for evaluating return 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 Base. 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 served as a technical advisor to the Committee, validating 



the procedures used to build the database and auditing data to determine the method of 
collection, its accuracy, and the level of compliance throughout the chain of command. 
The I n t e d  Control Plan also established the procedures necessary to create an audit 

w 
trail to document the Navy process. One of the most significant controls was the 
requirement to keep minutes of each deliberative meeting of the Committee. 

In accordance with PL 101-510, as amended, the Navy employed a "bottom to 
top" data certification policy. That meant that the individual initially generating the 
data in response to a data call, executed the initial statutory certification and, thereafter, 
the data was mmified 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 
Service and its General Counsel ens& compliance. 

The Committee detmnined that installations fell into three categories: (1) 
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). Within these three categories, activities were 
grouped into a variety of subcategories. Several of these subcategories were divided 
into further sub-elements for purposes of analysis. Within these subcategories are the 
individual Navy or Marine Corps installations reviewed by the Committee. 

At least two data calls were sent to each installation; one for data relating to 
capacity and the other for data relating to military value. These data calls were d 
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, were entered into the database and formed the sole basis for 
the Committee's recommendations. 

The next step was to determine 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 other hand, a subcategory had sufficient excess capacity, the 
Committee evaluated the military value of each installation in the subcategory. 

The capacity analysis used the certified data call responses to develop 
throughputs as the basic indicator of capacity. For example, the key indicator for 
training centers was the average number of students on board. Similarly, for 
operational air stations, the basic throughput indicator was the number of squadrons 
that could be hosted in terms of apron space, hangers and runways. A comparison was 
made between the maximum available throughput and that required by the DoD Force 
Structure Plan. When the available throughput exceeded the force structure 



requirement, the Committee determined there 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, mob ' i 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 military value analyses for each installation in the 
subcategories within that category. 

The Analysis Team prepared a series of questions or statements which the 
Committee placed in one of three scoring bands depending on their level of 
importance. Each question or statement was then given a 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 from each installation within that subcategory. If the response contained 
data which affmtively answered the subject matter, that installation received the 
weighted point total for that question. The total point score for each. installation was 
determined 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 arid, 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 limited 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 eliminated excess capacity but which bore little resemblance to 
operational realities. Therefore, the model was given some rules, which, in the case of 
naval bases for example, included the rule that ships were to be split between the 
Atlantic and Pacific Fleets in the ratios reflected in the Fiscal Year 1994-1 995 



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

The computer model resulted in finding that mix of installations which resulted 
in the maximum reduction of excess capacity without regard to the installation's 
military value. If that mix resulted in an average military value which was less than 
that for the current list of instauations, the computer was asked to search for an 
alternative mix which raised the average military value with the minimum decrease in 
the reduction of excess capacity, 

The computer models were the starting point for the application of military 
judgment in the analysis of potential closun or realignment scenarios. For example, in 
the configuration analysis for naval bases, the model satisfied its requirement to reduce 
capacity by identifying as excess the capacity at both of the Naval Station and the 
Submarine Base at Pearl Harbor. The Committee determined that, as a matter of naval 
presence in the Pacific theater, it was more important for military value to retain the 
forward capability in the Pacific than to achieve an absolute maximum reduction in 
excess capacity. 

Sometimes the configuration analysis was not helpful. In the case of the two 
Marine Corps training bases, the two logistics bases, and the two recruit depots there is w' 
insufficient capacity in any one of those facilities to handle the requirements flowing 
from the DoD Force Structure Plan should the other be closed. In those instances, the 
Committee determined that further analysis was unwarranted. 

Finally, the Committee evaluated the potential costs and savings, economic 
impact, community infrastructure and environmental impact on closure and realignment 
candidates (and any potential receiving locations) before making its nominations to the 
Acting Secretary of the Navy. 

The Chief of Naval Operations, in his capacity as Acting Secretary of the Navy, 
with the advice of the Commandant of the Marine Corps, nominated bases to the 
Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment based on the force structure plan and 
the final criteria established under Public Law 101 -5 10, 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, 
equipment and appropriate other support. 

Justification: The berths at Naval Station, Mobile are excess to the capacity required 
to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station 
berthing capacity was performed with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the 
maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall military value of the remaining 
naval stations. To provide berthing a 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; ammunition 
ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSNJSSBN 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 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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
M.4 million. Annual recurring savings are $15.8 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $182.8 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this naval station will have an impact on the local economy. 
The 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. 
There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this closure. Generation of 
hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. Environmental 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 retained as necessary to support Naval 
Weapons Station Concord. 

- 

JustifScation: 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 activities. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are $279.9 
million. Annual rrzuning 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 
sav-ngs of $1,112 million. 

Impacts: The closure of Mare Island NSY will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 11.7 percent of 
the employment base of the Vallejo-Fawield-Napa Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA), assuming no economic recovery. Additionally, 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 eliminated, providing air emission "credits". This closure will 
eliminate the need to operate the industrial waste water treatment plant and for annual 
maintenance dredging. 



Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California 

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

Jusmcation: 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 meet, 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 Mirarnar, 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 configuration 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. 

w Return On Investment: This recommendation was considered as part of a package 
that included Pacific operational air stations. The COBRA data below applies to the 
operational air stations on the West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers 
Point, MCAS Kaneohe Bay, MCAS El Toro and NAS Mirarnar. The total estimated 
one-time costs for the recommendations are $898.5 million. Annual recurring savings 
are $173.9 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $1,374.2 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 
recommendation to close MCAS Tustin. 

Impacts: The 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 recovery. There is no siflicant community infrastructure impact at any 
receiving installation. This closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous waste 
and pollutants and will remove special air space restrictions (such as military operating 
areas), and reduce noise levels and air emissions. Environmental cleanup efforts will 
continue until completed. 



Naval Air Station Alameda, California 
w 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alarneda, California and relocate 
its aircraft alow with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support to NASA 
AmesfMoffett 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 Bangorhget SoundlEverett. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco 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 NASAIArnes. 

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 
concentration in San Diego and two at Bangorhget SoundfEverett. Both the limited 
aircraft (primarily reserve) and ship assets at NAS Alameda can be readiIy absorbed at 
bases with a higher military value. This closure results in increase average military 
value of both the remaining air stations and naval stations in the Pacific meet. 

u 
Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation 
are $? 93.7 million. Annual recurring savings are $41.7 million with a return on 
inve. :.nent in four years. The net present value of the costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $197.1 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NAS Alameda will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss both direct and indirect is 2.9 percent of the 
employment base in the Oakland, California Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
assuming no economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on Oakland, California MSA to 4.9 percent. 
There is no significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. 
There will be no significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. 
Hazardous waste generation and pollutants will be eliminated. This closure will 
remove special air space restrictions (such as military operating areas), and reduce 
noise levels and air emissions. The indoor and outdoor hazardous waste storage 
facilities at NAS Alarneda will be closed in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations. Annual maintenance dredging and the dredging of the turning basin and 
entrance channel will be eliminated. Environmental cleanup efforts will continue until 
complete. 



Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, California 

U Recommendation: 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. 

Jusmcation: 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 determuun . . 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 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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$126.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $78.3 million with an immediate return 
on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $538.9 million. 

w Impacts: The closure of NADEP Alameda wilI have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.8 percent of the employment 
base of the Oakland, California, Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no 
economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on this MSA, assuming no economic recovery, to 4.9 percent. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no signifcant 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 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 Lemoore 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 
operating forces whose personnel will require medical support in numbers si@icant 
enough to mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive use of 

ts' 

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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$575 million. Annual recurring savings are $41.5 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $286.4 million. 

Impacts: The closure of Naval Hospital, Oakland will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of the employment base in the Oakland, California, 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 Treasure Island, San Francisco, California 

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 Nava4Marine 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. 

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 

u configured to satisfy specific mission requirements, 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. This closure, combined with other recommended closures 
and realignments in the Pacific Fieet, reduces excess capacity while increasing the 
average military 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 wiIl eliminate various air emissions, thus providing potential air emission 

w "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 Oab=Iand 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 recurring savings are $45.4 million with an immediate return 
on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $259.9 million. . ,  

Impacts: The closure of NSC Oakland will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.5 percent of the 
employment base in the Oakland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no 
economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on the Oakland MSA to 4.9 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 0, San Diego and relocate 
ceaain 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 Fleet Training Center, San Diego. 

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 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. 

w 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 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 Diego, California Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
assuming no economic recovery. However, because of other closures or realignments 
into this MSA, there will be a net 1.2 percent increase in employment. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Hazardous waste and 
pollutants will be eliminated, as will air emissions, which will generate air emission 
"credits". 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate 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 Cheny Point; Aviation 

w Intermediate 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 Oceana. 

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 represented the greatest amount of excess capacity which could 
be eliminated with assets most readily redistributed to receiving air stations. The 
preponderance of aircraft to be redistributed 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 
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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$312.3 million. Annual recurring savings for both are $56.7 million, with a return on 
investment in six years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year 
period is a savings of $200.9 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NAS Cecil Field will have an impact on the local economy. 
The 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 Cheny 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. Hazardous waste and pollutant generation will be eliminated. 
Similarly, this closure will remove special use air space restrictions (such as military 
operating areas) and reduce noise levels and air emissions. Environmental cleanup will 
continue until completed. 

Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and relocate 
certain personnel, equipment and support to NTC Great Lakes and other locations, 
consistent with DoD training quirements. 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 Dentd Clinic 
relocates to Great Lakes; 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. 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 

L/ 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 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 data 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 recommendation are $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. 
The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 2.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Orlando, Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no simcant community infrastructure impact at any receiving 
installation. There will be no significant environmental impacts resulting from this 

LJ 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 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. The dynamic 
component and rotor blade repair facility will remain in place. 

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola is recommended for closure because 
its capacity is 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. The closure of NADEP Alameda will reduce L a #  

excess capacity in this category and maintain or increase the average military value of 
the remaining depots. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$165.4 million. Annual recurring savings are $51.1 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 $341.2 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this NADEP Pensacola will have an impact on the local 
economy. ?be projected potential loss @oth direct and indirect) is 6.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Pensacola, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. However, because of other closures and realignments into this 
area, there wiU be a net 4.3 percent increase in employment. There is no significant 
community inbstructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no 
significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. The NADEP depot is 
located on the property of Naval Air Station Pensacola, which is on EPA's National 
Priorities List. The closure of this depot will require that a l l  hazardous industrial 
materials and waste be removed. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will 
be eliminated, as will air emissions, which will result in air emission "credits". 

u 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point and relocate its 
aircraft along with their dedicated personnel and equipment 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. 

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 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 Miramar to facilitate the relocation of the NAS Barbers Point squadrons. 
Fmally 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 expenses. 

Return On Investment: Tbis recommendation was considered as part of a package 
that included Pacific operational air stations. The COBRA data below applies to the 
operational air stations on the West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers 
Point, MCAS Kaneohe Bay, MCAS El Toro and NAS Miramar. The total estimated 
one-time costs for the recommendations are $898.5 million. Annual recurring savings 
are $173.9 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over a twenty year 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 
recommendation to close MCAS Tush.  

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. There is no signficant community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. There will be no significant environmental 
impacts resulting &om 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. 
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. 

Justification: Naval 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 redistributed into more economical U 
and efficient operations. This closure, combined with three others in this category, 
results 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 
aircraft m being relocated. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$14.1 million. Annual recurring savings are $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 $313.4 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NAS Glenview 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 Chicago Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant community inffashructure impact at any receiving 
installation. There will be no si@icant environmental impacts resulting from this 
action. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. In addition, 
this closure will remove special use air space restrictions such as military operations 
areas and military training areas, and reduce noise levels and air emissions. 

u 

Naval Electronic Centers 

Recommendation: Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) St. 
Inigoes, Maryland, disestablish 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 
ATCIACLS facility at St. Inigoes and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain 
in place and will be transferred to Naval Air Systems Command. 

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 
Portsmouth with testing of radars and communication equipment. Several new factors 
contributed to the renewal of this recommendation. 

The DoD Force Structure Plan shows a significant further decrease in force 
structure from 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 docation to the Patuxent River complex of the Naval 

tzi 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. The 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 realized, 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 cedied 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 communications system that contains a sample of 
every communications receiver, transmitter, data link and ancillary terminal hardware 

kJ 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 capabilities, 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 
$147.3 million. Annual recurring savings are $32.3 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 $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 
employment losses (both direct and indirect) 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 



decrease in employment; 0.03 percent of the employment base of the Washington, DC, 
MSA, assuming no economic recovery; and 0.2 percent of the employment base of the 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, V'iginia, MSA assuming no economic 
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recovery. ??he consolidation at NESSEC, Portsmouth 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 Station Meridian, Mississippi 

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. 

J u ~ ~ c a t i o n :  Projected reductions contained in the Department 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 training, there is 
about twice the capacity required to perform 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 efficiency of operations which enhances the military value of the training 
and places training aircraft in proximity to over-water air space and potential berthing 
sites for carriers being used in training evolutions. Currently, for example, pilots w 
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, result in centralized 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 improvement in the management and 
efficiency of the training establishment 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 are $274.1 million. Annual recurring 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 $481.1 million. 

Impacts: m e  closure of NAS Meridian will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 12.8 percent of 
the local employment base in Lauderdale 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 

u 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 

Reconunendation: 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 

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 

b 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 operating 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. 

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

Impacts: The closure of NAS South Weyrnouth 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 infr-astructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no L/ 
significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Generation of hazardous 
wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. 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 along with 
their dedicated personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Virginia 
and Mayport, Florida. Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate 
Maintenance Activity, New Yo* relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; 
Recruiting District, New York disestablishes; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion 
and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Justification: The berthing capacity of Naval Station Staten Island is excess to the 
capacity required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive 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 
structme, the resulting mix of naval stations was configured to satisfy specific mission U 
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. 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 rnilitary value of the remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time savings for this closure exceed one- 
time costs by $1.7 million. Annual recurring savings are $58.5 million with an 
immediate return on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $660.9 million. 

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



generation of hazardous wastes and the requirement to eliminate the hazardous material 
conforming storage facility. Ongoing environmental cleanup will continue as part of 
the closure process. There are no signxicant 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 personnel, equipment and support to the Ship 
Parts Control Center (SPCC), Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. 

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 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 Service Systems Office. Total estimated one-time costs for the 
recommendation are $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 year period is a savings of $102.8 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this inventory control point will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.2 
percent of the employment base of the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant community 
infrastructure 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, CharIeston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charleston. 
w 

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 elimination of 
another shipyard performing nuclear work would reduce this capabiity 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 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 activities. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are $246.7 
million. Annual recurring savings are $66.2 million with a return on investment in one 
year. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty-year period is a savings W 
of $385.3 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NSY Charleston will have an impact on the local economy. 
The 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 on the Charleston MSA to 15 percent. There 
is no significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving location resulting 
from this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. 
Currently, programmed environmental projects will be completed ss 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 

v Recommendation: Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston and relocate 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 and 
Alterations (PERA) relocates to Portsmouth, Virginia; the Naval Investigative Service 
Regional Office disestablishes; Ship Intermediate Maintenance Activity, Charleston 
disestablishes, and the Naval Reserve Center and REDCOM 7 relocate to leased space 
in the Charleston area; Fleet and Mine Warfare Training Center relocates to Naval 
Station Ingleside, Fleet Training Center Mayport, and Fleet Training Center Norfolk 
Submarine Training Facility Charleston disestablishes. Family housing located within 
the Charleston Navy complex will be retained as necessary to support the nearby Naval 
Weapons Station Charleston. 

Justification: The piers and maintenance activity at NS Charleston 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 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 

b 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 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 Fleet, 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. 
'Ihe projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 7.0 percent of the employment 
base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no economic 
recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the total impact 



on this MSA, assuming no economic recovery, to 15 percent. There is no known 
community infrastructure 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, Dallas, Texas 

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. 

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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$24.0 million. Annual recurring savings are $5.2 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 
projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.5 percent of the 
employment base of the Dallas, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. There is no known community infrastructure impact at the 
receiving installation. There will be no ~ i ~ c a n t  environmental impacts as a result of 
this action. Generation of hazardous waste and pollutants will be eliminated. The 
hazardous waste storage facility operated by NAS Dallas will have to be closed in 
accordance with the requirements of the Part B permit. In addition, this closure will 
remove special use air space restrictions (such as military operating areas), and reduce 
noise levels and air emissions. 



Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia 

L 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 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 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 maintain or increase the average military value of the remaining depots. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$172.5 million. Annual recurring savings are $108.2 million with an immediate return 
on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 

ic/ a savings of $748.5 million. 

Impacts: The closure of the NADEP Norfolk will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 1.9 percent of the 
employment base of the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-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: 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. Piers, warerfront 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. 

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 structme, 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 flee; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. 
With a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one submarine base per Heet. 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 4 
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are $260 
million. Annual recurring savings are $74.6 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $502.7 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of Naval Submarine Base, New London will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct 
and indirect) in the New London, CT-Norwich, m-Rhode Island Metropolitan 
Statistical Area is 7.4 percent of the employment base, assuming no economic 
recovery. Potential community infrastructure impact was identified at Submarine Base, 
Kings Bay, Georgia, relating primarily to schools and roads. Costs of remediating 
these impacts were 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. There will be no other significant 
environmental impacts from this closure. 



Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
White Oak, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC) (Dahlpn), 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. 

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 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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$74 million. Annual recurring savings are $22.3 million with a return on investment in 
two years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $103.3 million. This includes the relocation of NAVSEA. 

Impacts: The closure of NSWC-Dahlgren, 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. 



1st Marine Corps District 
Garden City, New York 

Recommendation: Close the 1st Marine District, Garden City, New York and relocate 
necessary personnel, equipment 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 relocate to Fort Hamilton, New York. 

Jusmcation: The reductions in force 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 are 
$6.3 million. Annual recurring savings are $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 $2.8 million. 

Impacts: The closure and relocation of this activity will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.01 
percent of the employment base of the Nassau-Suffolk, Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. There is no known community infrastructure impact 
at any receiving installation. There are no environmental impacts occasioned by this 
closure and realignment. Any necessary environmental clean-ups will continue until 
competed. 

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island 

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. 

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; ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSNISSBN unique base 
complex per fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. 
NETC Newport currently berths five ships which can be absorbed at other homeports 
with a higher military value. This realignment, combined with other recommended 
closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of 
excess capacity while inmasing 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 are $4.3 million with a return on investment in two 
years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $20.3 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of NETC Newport will have an 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 
recovery. There is no known community infrastructure impact at any receiving 
location. Realignment of NETC Newport will eliminate sources of pollution and 
remove operational and future developmental constraints such as explosive safety arcs 
and electromagnetic radiation hazard areas. There are 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 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 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 maximized 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 W 
candidate for closure. Its realignment combined with the recommended 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 configuration increases the average military value of the remaining training 
air stations and maximizes efficiency through restructuring around the two hubs, thus 
increasing 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. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for both the NAS 
Meridian and NAS Memphis recommendations are $274.1 million. Annual recurring 
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 
$48 1.1 millon. 

Impacts: The realignment 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 Area 
(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 reduce noise impacts and hazardous wastes v 
generation. It will also remove special use airspace restrictions. This realignment has 
no significant environmental or community impacts at either NAS Pensacola or 
Carswell AFB. 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL) 
Port Hueneme, 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 
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 quire 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 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 recurring 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 closure will have a positive impact on the environment as a source of 
pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue 
until completed. 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Western Engineering Field Division 

San Bruno, California 

Recommendation: 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 Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Engineering Field Activity under the management of the Southwestern Field Division, 
NAVFAC, San Diego, California 

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 relocating 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 recurring savings are $1.3 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 

Ljd 

savings of $8.0 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of this naval activity will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and i n h t )  is 0.01 
percent of the employment base of the San Francisco, California Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no known community 
infrastructure impact at any feceiving installation. There are no significant 
environmental impacts occasioned by this redignment. Any necessary environmental 
clean-ups will continue until completed. 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA) 

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, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and 
Newport News, Virginia: 

(PERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington, 
@ERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 
@ERA)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, California, 
@ERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Justitication: 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 J?Y 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 al l  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. 



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 

u 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 Norfok-Virginia Beach-Newport News MSA 
0.09 percent in the Vallejo-FMield-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 

w 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 
u 

and civilian personnel to other Naval Hospitals. 

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

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$51.3 -on. 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: The 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 base in the Orlando, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, t4 
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. 

Justif~cation: NSC Pensacola's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. The principal customer of NSC Pensacola, the Naval Aviation 
Depot, 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. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $62.8 million. 



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

b percent of the employment base in the Pensacola Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Pensacola MSA 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)- 
Cardmock, Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, 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. 

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 EY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget 

u 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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$24.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $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. The disestablishment of NSWC-Carderock will 
have a positive impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. 
Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed. W 

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland 

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

Justif~cation: This action is recommended to eliminate redundancy in geographic 
coverage in Naval telecommunications. Projected ductions 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 Puem 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 
Naval Academy. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$0.5 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 d 
savings of $6.4 million. 

Impacts: There will be no net change in employment as a result of this action. The 
c m n t  staffing is scheduled for elimination as a result of planned force structure 
changes. There is no s i ~ i c a n t  impact on 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 functions, personnel, equipment, and support at 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Indian Head, 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 budget workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the 

w 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. 

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. 

Impacl: 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. 

Lu/  

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft 
and associated personnel, equipment and support to the Naval 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 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 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 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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$4.9 million. Annual recurring savings are $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 $103.2 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NAF Detroit 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 of the Detroit, Michigan Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. There is no significant community infrastructure impact at any 
receiving installation. There will be no signif~cant 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. 

Justification: The 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 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 
recofnmends that NAF Midway be closed and appropriate disposal action taken. 

Return On Investment: The one-time cost of this closure is $2.1 million. The 
annual 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 sigdicant impact on the local economy resulting from this recommendation. 
Closure of this facility will perpetuate the restrictions incident to the designation by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of Midway Atoll as an Overlay National Wildlife 
Refuge. All environmental clean-up efforts will continue until complete. 



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

Recommendation: Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning 
and Procurement (SUBMEPP), New Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 

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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
u $5.9 million. Annual recurring savings are $2.6 million with a return on investment in 

one year. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $1 8.5 million. 

Impacts: The closure of SUBMEPP 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 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 Warfare Center - Aircraft Division 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Close the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center 
(NAWC!) Trenton, New Jcrscy and relocate appropriate functions, personnh, equipment 
and support to the Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, 
and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River, Maryland. 

Jus~cation: 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 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. The closure of the Trenton Detachment 
completes a realignment of NAWCS approved by the 1991 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 4 

efficient and economic operation. 

Return On Investment: TotaI estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$50.1 million. Annual recurring 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: The 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 
employment base of the Trenton, New Jersey Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming 
no economic recovery. The closure of this center will have 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 Of'fice 

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 qu i re  reduction 
of support activities as well. This activity administers housing units which are old and 
substandard and expensive to maintain. These housing units are occupied by military 
personnel performing recruiting duties in the local area. The 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 $1.5 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $15.5 million. 

Impacts: This closure 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 of the Niagara Falls Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant community infrastructure impact resulting fiom this 
closure. There are no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. 
Any necessary environmental clean-ups will continue until completed. 

Naval Air Technical Semces 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 greater military value to the DoD. Closure of the 
Technical Services Facility eliminates excess capacity and allows the consolidation of u 
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 realignments 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 three years. The net present value of the costs and savings is a savings 
of $169.4 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this naval technical center will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.02 
percent of the employment base of the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, New Jersey 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no si@~cant 
community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no 
significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Any necessary 'd 
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 determined for location near 
operating forces whose personnel will require medical support in numbers significant 
enough to mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive use of 
CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure must be predicated upon the elimination of the 
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 longer in the area to be supported. Closure of the Naval Hospital follows the 
closure of these activities supporting these operating forces. 



Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$36.7 million. Annual recurring savings are $18.5 million with an immediate return on 

u 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 
percent of the employment base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. The 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. 

Justification: NSC Charleston's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. The principal customers af NSC CharIeston, 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. 

u Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$13.6 million. Annual recuning savings are $16.0 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $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. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Charleston MSA to 15 percent. The 
disestablishment of NSC Charleston will have a positive impact on the environment as 
hazardous wastes and pollutants will no longer be generated. Environmental mitigation 
and restoration will continue until completed. 



Naval Surface Warfare Center, Detachment 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 

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

JusW~cation: 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 i n w s  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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$2.0 million. Annual recurring savings are $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 indiit, is 0.03 
percent of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical Area, 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 completed. 

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, Virginia 

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

Justification: This closure is recommended to eliminate redundancy in geographic 
coverage in Naval te1ecomrnunications. Projected reductions contained in the DoD 
Force Structure Plan support a decrease in telecommunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic 



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

L 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$0.5 million. Annual retuning savings are $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: The closure of this transmission facility will have no impact on the local 
cconomy since current staffjig is scheduled for elimination as a result 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 
Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode Island, and relocate its functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to the Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC), Newport, 
Rhode Island. 

w 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 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. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$18.2 million. Annual recurring savings are $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: The closure of NUWC, Norfolk Detachment, 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 this Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 

u- 
economic recovery. The 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 until completed. 

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities 

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 R d t i n g  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 
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; 

Ld Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; 
h'Iarine 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 h t a r y  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 

u Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic Systems Programs Office 
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) 

Justification: Current DoD policy is to consider relocating 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 resource efficiencies. Further, BWERS and the office 
responsible for the military boards, as well as the Naval Manpower Analysis Center, 
Chesapeake, Virginia, with a large percentage of enlisted personnel and junior officers, 
could achieve a material 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 
egress. The Recruiting Command is being collocated with the Navy's recruit training 
center at Great Lakes, Illinois. The Security Group command and activities are being 
collocated at Fort Meade, Maryland, with the National Security Agency, the principal 
agency with whom they deal on a daily basis. Finally, the Tactical Support Activity is 
being collocated in Norfolk, Virginia, with one of its major customers, 
CINcLfwlFLT. 

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 Yard; Nebraska Avenue; Quantico, Virginia; and 
White Oak, Maryland. These 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 Operations Center, Naval 
Training Systems Center, Naval Aviation Maintenance Office, and Naval Air Technical 
Services Facility to NAWC-AD, Patuxent River, Maryland are $198.0 million. Annual 
recurring savings are $41.6 million, with a retum on investment in three years. Net 
present value of the costs and savings is $169.4 million. 

Total estimated one-time 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, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, are $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 year period is a savings of $102.8 million. 

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignments of the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel, the Office of Military Manpower Management, and the Naval Manpower 
Analysis Center to the Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, are $59.2 million. 
Annual recurring savings are $20.2 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 
$1 1 8.2 million. 

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the Naval Recruiting 
Command to NTC Great Lakes are $6.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $1.4 
millio~, 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 $5.5 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, Virginia; the realignment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center - 
Dahlgren, White Oak Detachment, to Dahlgren, Virginia; and the realignment of the 
Naval Sea Systems Command from leased space in Arlington, Virginia, to White Oak, 
arc $74.6 million. Annual retuning savings are $22.3 million, with a return on 
investment in two years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $103.3 million. 

The costs i n c d  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. The 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 Virginia portion 
of that area. There is no significant impact at any receiving location. There are no 
significant environmental impacts resulting from these closures and realignments. Any 
necessary environmental remediation will continue until 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 
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 
M o m ,  Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St, Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Perth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jarnestown, New York 
Poughkeepsie, New York 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 

Naval Reserve Facility at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Readiness Command Districts at: 

Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravema, Ohio (REDCOM 5) 



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 
nserve population (e.g., realign with an existing 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. 

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 retum 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 
known community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. Likewise, these 
closures will have no significant environmental impacts. 

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

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

Justification: The 1991 Commission Report, at pages 5-18, recommended closing the 
Hunters Point Annex and outIeasing 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 
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. 



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

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Recommendation: 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. 

Justification: 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 and other agencies involved in nuclear 
programs in that geographic area. The detachment would remain as a tenant of 
Kirtland Air Force Base. 

Impacts: There are 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 Force Plant #19 in San Diego vice new construction at Point Loma, San 
Diego, California. 

Justification: This is a change from the 1991 Commission action which called for 
closure of NESEC San Diego and relocation to Point Lorna to form Naval Command, 
Control and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC). Air Force Plant #19 was operated 
by a contractor as an Air Force Government-Owned-Contractor-Owned and NESEC 
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 construction at Point 
Lorna. 



Return on Investment: The one-time cost of this recommendation is $0.9 million. 
The annual recunring savings are $0.7 million, with an immediate return on investment. 

ii The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$5.9 million. 

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

Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity 
Yorktown, Virginia 

Recommendation: Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now the 
Naval Surface 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), Yorktown, 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 
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 
educational and training community were such that the Dam Neck space is no longer 

w available. Therefore, as part of BRAC 93 process, alternative receiving sites were 
explored. Because of the advisability of consolidating activities performing similar 
functions, and since the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems 
Station, Panama City, Florida, has significant responsibilities in mine warfare R&D, 
COBRA data was requested. Because of the advantages of collocating this mine 
warfare engineering activity with another facility having substantial responsibilities in 
the same fields, and because it is less expensive than the 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. The net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $13.5 million. 



Impacts: This nxornmendation 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 Area, assuming no U 
economic recovery. There are no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this 
recommendation. All environmental clean-ups will continue until complete. 
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Summary of Selection Process 

Department of the Air Force Selection Process 

The Air Force 1993 sdection process is essentially the same as was used in 
1991. The k t a r y  of the Air Force appointed a Base Closure Executive Group of 
seven general officers and six comparable (Senior Executive Service) career civilians. 
Areas of expertise 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-service 
utilization was identified by a special interservice working group. 

The Executive Group developed a base closure Internal Control Plan which was 
'w approved by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) and the 

DoD Inspector General. This plan provides structure and guidance for all participants 
in the base closure process, including procedures for data gathering and certification. 

The Executive Group reviewed all Active and Air Reserve Component (ARC) 
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 
base, Major Command and the Air Staff. All data were evaluated and certified in 
accordance with the Internal Control Plan. As an additional control measure, the Air 
Force Audit Agency was tasked to 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 capacity analysis was also performed, including actual on-site surveys at 48 
bases which evaluated the capability of a base to accommodate additional force 
structure and other activities (excess capacity) beyond what was programmed to be 
stationed at the base. 



The Executive Group frequently challenged data based on their own substantial 
knowledge and experience. Additionally, more detailed, or corrected data were 
provided where appropriate. All data used in the preparation and submission of 
M o d o n  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 
recommendations was accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge and belief. 
The results of the excess capacity analysis were used in conjunction with the approved 
DoD Force Structure Plan in determining base structure requirements. Also, the 
capacity analysis was used to identify cost effective opportunities to beddown activities 
and aircraft dislocated from bases recommended for closure or realignment. 

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

All Active Component bases in the remaining 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 were developed by the Air 
Force to provide specific data points for each criterion. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) category, comprised of Air National Guard 
(ANG) and Air Force Reserve (AFRES) 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 communities. In fact, relocating 
Guard units across state boundaries is not a practical alternative. We must also give 
careful consideration of the recruiting needs of these units. Second, the DoD Force 
Structure Plan does not reduce the ARC force structure, so there is no apparent excess 
base structure and this category could have been excluded from further consideration. 
However, realignment of ARC units onto active installations or onto other ARC 
installations could prove cost effective. Therefore, 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 km%uy of rhc 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 utiiization and evolving concepts of basing the force, the acting 
Secretary of the Air Force, with advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff, and in 
consultation with the Base Closure Executive Group, selected the bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. 
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Recommendations and Justifications 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

Recommendation: Homestead AFB, Florida, is recommended for closure. The 3 1st 
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 301st Rescue Squadron, Air Force 
Reserve (AFRES) will move to Patrick AFB, Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) will move to MacDi.1 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 activities and facilities including family housing, the hospital, 
commissary, and base exchange facilities will close. All essential cleanup and 
restoration activities associated with Hurricane Andrew will continue until completed. 

b If Homestead AFB resumes operations as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert facility 
may be rebuilt in a cantonment area. 

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 
evaIuated 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 
required 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-tern 
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 101-5 lo), as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @OD) guidance. Bases were evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subdements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Data were collected and the criteria and subelements of 



the criteria applied by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a group 
of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Service career civilians appointed by 
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to close Homestead AFB was made by w 
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 close is estimated to be $75.1 million; the annual 
savings after closure are $75.4 million; the return on investment years based on the net 
present value computations is 0 years. All dollar amounts are in constant FY 94 
dollars. 

Impacts: The Air Force will dispose of all property at Homestead AFB except a 
small parcel that may be needed for a NORAD alert facility. The closure of 
Homestead AFB will have an impact on the local economy. The projected potential 
employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 1.0 percent of the employment base in the 
Miami-Hialeah Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. The 
impact on the city of Homestead, Florida will be much more severe. Homestead AFB 
is in an air quality non-attainment area for ozone, and has si-cant soil 
contamination from fuels, lead, and pesticides. Homestead AFB is on the National 
Priorities List. Closure of Homestead AFB will result in generally positive 
environmental effects. Environmental restoration of Homestead AFB will continue 
until complete. The impact on the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not 
significant. u 

KI. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan 

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 transfer those aircraft from Castle AFB, 
California, to K.I. Sawyer AFB. 

. 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 III basing flexibility due to uncertainty with 
respect to START 11. This requires the retention of the ballistic missile fields at 
Malrnstrom AFB, Grand Forks AFB, Minot AFB, and F.E. Warren AFB. It is more 
economical to retain a bomber/missiie base that must remain open for missiles than to 
maintain a bomber-only base. Therefore, 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 

b capacity, ICI. Sawyer AFB is recommended for closure. 

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @OD) guidance. Each base was evaluated 
against the eight 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 close K.I. 
Sawyer 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 close is estimated to be $143.7 million; the 
annual savings after closure are $62.4 million; the return on investment years based on 
the net present value computations is 1 year. All dollar amounts are in constant FY 94 
dollars. 

Impacts: The closure of K.I. Sawyer AFB will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 14 percent of the 
employment base in the Marquette County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 

w economic recovery. Closure of K.I. Sawyer will result in generally positive 
environmental effects. There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this 
closure. Environmental restoration of K.1. Sawyer AFB will continue until complete. 
The impact on the community infrastructute at receiving bases is not significant. 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 

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

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 are applied to the bases in the depot subcategory, 
Newark AFB ranked low in comparison to the other five depot bases. The long-term 
military value of the base is low because it does not have an 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 Mvatization 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-SO), 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 
and a large number of subelements specific to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. 
Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of these bases under each criterion, 
was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group). The Executive 
Group is a group of seven general 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 Group. 

Return on Investment: The cost to close is estimated to be $31.3 million; the annual 
savings after closure are $3.8 million; the return on investment years based on the net 
present value computations is 8 years. All dollar amounts are in constant FY 94 
dollars. 

Impacts: The closure of Newark AFB will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 4.6 percent of the 
employment base in the Licking County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. Newark AFB is in an air quality non-attainment area for ozone. 
Closure of Newark AFB will result in generally positive environmental effects. 
Environmental restoration of Newark AFB will continue until complete. The impact 
on the community 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 
2924 of PL, 101-510 to propose that the O'Hare Air Reserve Station (ARS) be closed 
and the flying units moved to a new facility to be constructed at Rockford, Illinois. 
This provision of law mandates the Department give special consideration to the 
proposal. The City desires to acquire the property for aviation-related commercial use. 

Recommendation: Close O'Hare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and 
relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford 
Airport, or another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force, provided the 
City can demonstrate that it has the f i i c i n g  in pIace to cover the full cost of 
replacing facilities, moving, 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 
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. 

w Justification: 0'Ha.e Reserve Station is in the Northwest comer of O'Hare 
International Airport, enjoying 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 @LA) 
activity cmently occupies a government owned, recently 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 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/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 
operating limitations, and be close enough to Chicago that the units would not suffer 
major loss of personnel. The day-today operating costs at the relocation site would 
have to compare favorably with those at O'Hare International Airport. 

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

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

The proceeds from disposal of the real property, which might offset some of the 
cost, are difficult to estimate. If the airport property were sold at fair market value, the 
estimated proceeds would be about $33 million. The buildings may or may not be of 
use to a buyer. While some are new and al l  are usable for their current military use, 
their value to a commercial or civil aviation user are questionable. Demolition and 
disposal are estimated by the City's consultant to cost $25 million, which would be an 
offset to the land value. However, most of the O'Hare ARS qualifies as aviation- 
related property, 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 D M  is severable from the Reserve 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 are no savings in operational or other costs, the 
payback period is inf'imity. 

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



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 

w 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. 

The military value of an ARC base at Rockford, fully built up with all the 
necessary facilities, still does not exceed that of O'Hare. For retention of the mostly 
part-time ARC personnel it is not as good, due to the distance from the homes of 
currently assigned personnel. Some personnel losses and retraining must be 
anticipated, effecting unit readiness and adding to the cost. It is not clear that the 
Rockford area alone can provide a steady strearn 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 
correspondence, the City has made the following commitment, "At this time, we wish 
to commit that all costs associated with our plan will be at no cost to the Department 
of Defense 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 
more cost efficient functionally equivalent facilities. This commitment of full cost 
coverage is contingent upon securing necessary financing, which we continue to 

'U pursue, and the approval of our governing council body." 

Acceptance of this proposal must be based on benefits to the City of Chicago. 
The proposed move would make some considerable space available for airport related 
activities at this intensively used air carrier airport. Therefore, if the City of Chicago 
could demonstrate: that it has financing in place to cover the full cost of replacing 
facilities, moving and environmental cleanup, without any cost whatsoever to the 
federal government; that the closure~ealignment could begin by July 1995, as required 
by Section 2904(a)(3) of the Defense Base Closure and realignment Act of 1990, and 
that the relocation could be completed by July 1997; the Air Force would not object to 
the proposal. The City would also have to fund the full cost of relocating the Army 
Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not met, the units should 
remain at O'Hare International Airport. 



March Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: March AFB, California, is recommended for realignment. The 
22nd Air Refueling Wing will inactivate. The KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) 
airrraft 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 consolidation study. If the sector remains it will be transferred to the Air 
National G w d  (ANG). The 445th 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 wiU remain. 

Justification: There are several factors which resulted in the above recommendation. 
Fmt, 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, Washington; March AFB, California; McChord AFB, Washington; 
Malmstrom AFB, Montana; Travis AFB, California) were analyzed for this mission, 
Travis AFB ranked highest. March AFB currently requires a large active duty 
component to support a relatively small active duty force structure. The conversion of 
March AFB to a reserve base achieves 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 (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 
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. 



Return on Investment: The cost to realign is estimated to be $134.8 million; the 
annual savings after realignment are $46.9 million; the return on investment years 
based on the net present value computations is 2 years. All dollar amounts are in 
constant N 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 *eld 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 employment base in the Riverside County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. The realignment of 
March AFB will result in generally positive environmental effects. March AFB is in 
an air quality non-attainment area for ozone, carbon-monoxide, nitric-oxide, and 
particulates. Threatened and endangered species and critical habitat are present on- 
base. March AFB is on the National Priorities List. Environmental restoration of 
Mawh 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 Wing will inactivate. Most of the C-141s will transfer to Plattsburgh 
AFB, New York. Fourteen C-141 s 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, Pennsylvania, to McGuire AFB. The 
Air Force Reserve will operate the base. 

Justification: There are several factors which result in the above recommendation. 
First 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, McGuire AFB ranked low when compared 
to the other bases in its category. Also, when McGuire AFB was compared 
specifically with other airlift bases, it still ranked low. 

The 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 



Yo* and Plattsburgh AFB, New Yo*. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to 
support the air mobility wing due to its geographical location, attributes, and base 'c14 
loading capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parking space (for 70-80 
tanker/airlift aircraft), fuel hydrants and fuel supply/storage capacity, along with present 
and future encroachment and airspace considerations. 

When Plattsburgh AFB was compared directly with McGuire AFB, Plattsburgh 
AFB rated better 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 Wit congestion. Basing the additional 
aircraft of an air mobility wing at McGuire AFB will add to that congestion. 
Plattsburgh AFB, on the other hand, has ample airspace for present and future training 
by an air mobiity wing. Also, the FAA has long expressed a desire for civil use of 
McGuire AFB, which will ease the congestion at other and terminal facilities 
in the New Yo& and Philadelphia metropolitan areas. For these reasons, McGuire 
AFB was recommended for realignment and conversion to an Air Force Reserve Base. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) forces at McGuire AFB represent a 
signif5cant portion of the air refueling and airlift forces stationed there and they are 
well located for recruiting. By keeping the 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. w' 

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

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-5 lo), 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 
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 
McGuire 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 realign is estimated to be $197.5 million; the 
annual savings after realignment are $47.5 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 aideld with civil aviation or conversion to a 
civil airport. The realignment of McGuire AFB will have an impact on the local 
economy. The 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 recovery. There is moderate impact on community housing and 
the medical community at the new receiving base; however, this impact will be 
mitigated by Air Force constructed housing and an expansion of the base medical 
capabilities. McGuire AFB is in an air quality non-attainment area for ozone and is on 
the National Priorities List. The realignment of McGuire AFB will result in generally 
positive environmental effects. Environmental restoration of McGuire AFB will 
continue until complete. 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 

Recommendation: Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for realignment. 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 in a cantonment area 
pending the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it 
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 operated by a contractor on an "as 
needed, on call" basis. The ANG will maintain and operate necessary facilities to 
support mobility/contingency/training of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division located at 
Fort Drum, New York, and operate them when needed. OnIy the stand-alone 
laboratory and the ANG mission will remain. 



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 

u 
other large aircraft bases. Based on this analysis, the application of all eight DoD 
selection criteria, and excess capacity which results from reduced force structure, 
M i s s  AFB is recommended for realignment. 

The Air Force plans to establish a large air mobiity base in the Northeast to 
support the new Major Regional Contingency (MRC) strategy. -ss 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: McGuire AFB, New Jersey 
and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to support 
the air mobiity wing due to its geographical location, attributes and base loading 
capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parking space (for 70-80 
tankerlairlift 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 u 
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 
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. 

Return on Investment: The cost to realign is estimated to be $120.8 million; the 
annual savings after realignment are $392 million; the return on investment years 
based on the net present value computations is 3 years. All dollar amounts are in 
constant FY 94 dollars. 

Impacts The Air Force will actively pursue conversion to a civil airport, and will 
dispose of all property not required at Griffiss AFB. The realignment of Griffiss AFB 
will have an impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, 
both direct and indirect, is 7.6 percent of the employment base in the Utica-Rome 



Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant 
environmental impact resulting fiom this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and 

w pollutants will be eliminated. Griffiss AFB is on the NationaI Priorities List. 
Environmental restoration of Griffiss AFB will continue until complete. The impact on 
the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant. 

Changes To 
1988 Base Closure Commission 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 force structure reductions, as well as, opportunities to operate more 
efficiently and effectively. The Air Force recommended changes result from analysis 
of changing world order, other base closures, the threat and force structure 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 
v 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 transferred to Sheppard AFB, Texas. 

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 scheduled to move when NAS Memphis closes, the Air Force 
and Navy will work to achieve a cost effective approach until a more permanent site is 
found. Collocation of these courses with the Navy will achieve efficiencies and 
savings. 

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



Changes To 
1991 Base Closure Commission Recommendations 

Bases identified by the 1991 Base Closure Commission as realignment receivers 
were evaluated by mission category along with all other bases in the United States. As 
part of this review, the 1991 Commission's realignment recommendations were 
evaluated against recent force structure reductions, as well as opportunities to operate 
more efficiently and effectively. The Air Force recommended changes result from 
analysis of changing world order, other base closures, threat and force structure plan, 
and budgetary reality. The Air Force continues to implement the closure and 
realignment of the bases recommended by the 1991 Commission. 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission 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 airport authority elects to assume the responsibility for operating and 
maintaining the facility before that date. 

Justification: The 1991 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 
realigning the Bergstrom AFRES units and aircraft to the Carswell AFB cantonment 
area. This realignment will result in savings in Military Construction (MILCON) 
funds, reduced manpower costs, and will not si@icantly 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. 

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



Carswell Air Force Base, Texas 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
Carswell AFB as follows: Transfer the fabrication function of the 436th Training 
Squadron (formerly 436th Strategic Training Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the 
maintenance training function to Hill AFB, Utah. The remaining functions of the 
436th Training Squadron will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. Fmal disposition of 
the base exchange and commissary will depend on the outcome of the Congressionally 
mandated base exchange and commissary test program. 

Justification: 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 operations. Transferring the fabrication function to 
Luke AFB will avoid 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 W o n  in Military Construction 
(MILCON). The cost for this redirect is $0.3 million MILCON, for a projected 
savings of $1.5 million MILCON. 

Impacts: There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Environmental restoration of Carswell AFB will continue until complete. The impact 
on the community infrastructure at the new receiving bases is not significant. 

Castle Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
Castle AFB as follows: 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). 

Justification: The force structure upon which the 1991 Commission based its 
recommendations has changed and B-52 force structure is being reduced. The Air 
Force currently plans to base a large number of B-52s at two locations, with Barksdale 
AFB serving as the hub for B-52 operations and training. Similarly, training for 
mobility operations is being centraIized 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. u 

Impacts: There 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. 

MacDiIl Air Force Base, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
MacDill 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 accommodate the recommended reassignment of the 482nd Fighter 
Wing (AFRES) from Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its conversion to KC-135 
tankers. The Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) will not be transferred to 
Charleston AFB, South Carolina as recommended in 1991, but, instead, will remain at 
MacDiU AFB. 

Justification: The 1991 Commission recommended a realignment 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 Headquarters Special Operations Command, were 

u 
left in place. The 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 Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
aircraft element has relocated from 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. 

The AFRES's temporary operation of the airfield will have reduced operating 
hours and s e ~ c e s .  The 1991 Commission noted a number of deficiencies 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 
compatibility of both tanker and NOAA aircraft with the predominant types of aircraft 

L using Tampa International Airport make this viable. As an interim ReserveNOAA 
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. 

Impacts: The Air Force will continue to encourage transition of the to a civil 
&port, and, if successful, DoD units could remain as cost sharing tenants. The 
environmental impact and the impact on the community infrastructure is not 
signZcant. 

Mather Air Force Base, California 

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. 

w 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. 

Impacts: The environmental impact and the impact on the receiving community 
infrastructure are 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: 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, M o m i a .  

w 

Justification: The 1991 Commission recommended closing Rickenbacker ANGB, and 
realigning the 121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG), the 160th Air Refueling Group 
(ANG) and the 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) to Wright-Patterson AFB. These units 
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 operating 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 w 
Springfield Municipal Airport, 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 annuaIly 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 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. 

Impacts: The environmental impact and the impact on the receiving community 
infrastructure are minimal. 



Defense Logistics Agency 
ici 

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 Director'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 all 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 final DLA recommendations. 

b 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 from 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 were undertaken 
to determine the data requirements for conducting a comprehensive activity analysis 
within each category. Comprehensive data calls were designed to support the excess 
capacity; military value; and economic, environmental, and community analyses 
required 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 (PSE) within DLA Headquarters, and other 
governmental and commercial agencies. 

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



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

An Internal Control Checklist was developed and distributed as a working 
document to achieve the objectives of the I n t d  Control Plan, including the 

* 

requirement for field commanders to certify the accuracy of their data. To further 
ensue the validity of field data, functional experts on the Working Group traveled to 
selected activities and performed on-site reviews to confirm that accurate, quantifiable, 
and cenifhble data was provided in response 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 series of objective questions for each DLA activity in order to 
determine the amount of physical space and throughput capacity currently available at 
each location. The data was used to quantify the extent to which an existing DLA 
facility may have been constrained by physical space, throughput, span of control, or 
production capability. 

DLA analyzed military value to determine the relative ranking of an activity u 
with respect to other 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 Military Services, the 
Agency is indirectly affected by Service projected force structure changes. Given this 
added complexity, the Executive Group agreed that more distinctive measures should 
be identified to assess the military value of DLA activities. Accordingly, DLA 
developed Measures of Merit to fully address the military value of its activities. 
DLA's four measures of merit included Mission Essentiality, Mission Suitability, 
Operational 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. 
The results of the excess capacity analysis and the military value review served as the . 



basis for Executive Group decisions. Based on the analyses presented and the 
8ccumulate.d exprrience 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 fkom further consideration, scenarios were 
developed for closure and realignment During the consideration of potential receiver 
sites for realignment and dosun actions, opportunities for inter-ServicelDefensc 
Agency sharing were analyzed. Coordination with the Military Services and other 
Defense Agencies was vital in gathering &ta and developing realignment and closure 
alternatives. 

The Working Group evaluated potential realignment scenarios using the 
COBRA model. The model assessed the relative economic value of realignment and 
closure alternatives in terms of costs, savings and return on investment. The Executive 
Group considered community, infrastructure, 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 (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 

Justification: DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control Points (ICY). 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). The base has a large 
number of warehouses (vacant since the depot closed in the mid-seventies) which 
require extensive renovation before they could be used as administrative office space. 
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 u 
can reduce the cost of operations by eliminating redundant overhead operations. The 
Consumable Item Transfer will be completed in EY 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 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. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time 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 and/or realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on the Dayton-Springfield Metropolitan Statistical Area to 12 percent. 
Potential environmental and community Mastructure impacts of consolidation of 
DESC with DCSC are minimal. 

Defense Personnel Support Center and Defense Clothing Factory, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

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 
ctothing factory products. 

Jusacation: DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activity in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. The installation also houses the Clothing Factory, the Defense Contract 
Management District Midatlantic, 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 higher dollar value than the hardware ICPs. The activity 
has no administrative space available, but does have a small number of buildable acres. 
Environmental problems at DPSC would make building or extensive renovations 
impossible for some time in the future. 

With the movement of DCMD Midatlantic and the Clothing Factory out of 
DPSC, the Working Group examined options to either utilize the base as a receiver or 
move DPSC to another location. Scenarios were built so that activities moved to 
locations where excess space had been identified. DISC, 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 dispose of it in accordance 
with existing policy and procedure. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for these closures is $173.0 
million. Annual steady state savings 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. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of the employment base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical 
Area to 0.8 percent. 

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

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, California d 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA @DOC), 
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. 

Justification: The decision to realign DDOC was driven by the Navy's decision to 
close Oakland Navy Base and Naval Air Station Alameda. The closure of the Navy 
Supply 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, a l l  B 

depots rated lower than DDOC are collocated with a maintenance depot. The other two 
depots exceed Oakland's throughput capacity and storage space. 



Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, McClellan, Charleston, Pensacola, and 

u Letterkenny disaibution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with 
a return on 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 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
realignment 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 materiel remaining at DDPF at the time of the disestablishment 
will be relocated to available storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven by the Navy's decision to 
w 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 are collocated with 
their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, McClellan, Charleston, Oakland, and 
Letterkemy distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishrnents is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola 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 Pensacola Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure andlor 
realignment recommendations increase the employment base in the Pensacola 
Metropolitan Statistical Area by 4.2 percent. There will be no significant 
environmental or community infrastructure impacts. 



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

Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois 

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

Justification: The Defense Contract Management Districts perfonn operational 
support and management oversight of 105 Defense Contract Management Area 
Operations (DCMAOs) 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 &om 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 responsibility for the operational 
activities, thereby reducing the number of headquarters facilities which perform 
operational support and management oversight. All plant and area operations 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. 

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

Impacts: Disestablishment of DCMD Midatlantic will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.0002 
percent of the employment base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
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 disestablishment of DCMD Northcentral will have a similar negligible 
impact on the local economy in the Chicago Metropolitan Statistical Area. The 
projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.0002 percent of the 
employment base in the Chicago Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. 

There are no significant environmental or community infrastructure impacts 
resulting from these actions. 



Defense Logistics Service Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan 

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

r- 1 

Relocate the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service, Battle Creek, 
Michigan, to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), 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 
accommodate the operational mission areas now performed by DLSC. 

Justification: With the implementation of DMRD 918, "Defense Information 
Infrastructure 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 services 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, and 

u 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 
investment. 

Impacts: DisestabLishing DLSC and relocating DRMS will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 
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 Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 

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

Justification: Ibc decision to disestablish DDLP was driven by the Army decision to 
realign the ktterkemy Army Depot and consolidate its depot maintenance functions 
with those existing at Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA, Anniston Army Depot, AL, and 
Red River Army Depot, TX. Realignment of DDLP's primary customer and 
substandard facilities drive the decision to relocate the distribution mission to DDRT. 
DDLP rated 25 out of 29 in the military value matrix. All depots rated lower than 
DDLP are collocated with their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and 
McClellan distribution depots. Combimed 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 Letterkenny will have 
an impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 1.1 percent of the employment base in the Franklin County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 
closure and/or realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Franklin 
County Metropolitan Statistical Area to 8.9 percent. There will be no significant 
environmental or community infrastructure 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 @Dm.  Slow 
moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDCS at the time of the realignment will 
be relocated to available storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 



Justification: The decision to realign DDCS was driven by the Navy's decision to 
close several naval activities in Charleston, SC, ehninating DDCS's customer base. 

u 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 rnilitaq value 
matrix. All depots rated lower than DDCS are collocated with their primary customer, 
a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, McCIellan, Pensacola, Oakland, and 
Letterkenny 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 Charleston 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 Charleston Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Charleston Metropolitan 
Statistical Area to 15 percent. There will be no significant environmental or 
community infrastructure impacts. 

Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah 
b 

Recommendation: Disestablish 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 
realign Tooele Army 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 
collocated 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 Letterkenny, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and W 
McClellan 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 Tooele will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 3.4 percent of the employment base in the Tooele County Metropolitan 
Statistical &ea, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure andlor 
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Tooele County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area to 34.1 m n t .  There will be no significant 
environmental or community infrastructure impacts. 

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California 

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

Justif~cation: 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, Is' 
CA. A number of available DoD properties 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. 

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

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



Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

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

Justification: DISC is a tenant of the Navy's Aviation Supply Office (ASO) located 
in PUadelphia. 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 
w 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 ditect and indirect, is 0.2 percent of the employment 
base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area, 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 
are no community infrastructure impediments. 



Defense Information Systems Agency 
w 

Summary of Selection Process 

Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) Process 

As a first step in the consolidation process, the Director of the Defense 
Information Technology Services Office @ITSO) established the DoD Data Center ' 

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

w 
o Develop a technical plan for migration of DoD data processing workload 

fiom the existing DPCs to the megacenters 

The methodology carefully 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. 
First, 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 &&a, 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 score for each 
potential megacenter site. 



'Ihirty--six mgaccnter candidates w a t  scored against the criteria to establish a 
candidate ranking. Site visits were made to validate the Service-supplied data. 

-!C - 2  hx' 
T6c numb of megacenters rcqnirod was &teambed by totaling the processing 

workload raq-ts of all sites to be collsolidated and distributing these 
req*ts,-kginning with the topranked site, until all the requirements were 
satisfied. A sensitivity 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 cri& 

3 1; - 
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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 
infomation processing workload into fifteen standardized, automated "megacentem" 
located in existing DoD facilities. 

The 44 DPCs recommended for disestablishment are located at the following 
DoD installations: 

Naw Sita  
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, FZ 
NAS Oceans, VA 
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
NCTS New Orleans, LA 
CRUlTCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 

NSC Charleston, SC 
AS0 Philadelphia, PA 
NCTS Pensacoh, FL 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA 
HSC 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 
NCI'AMS EASTPAC Pearl 

Harbor, HI 
NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX 

Marine Corns Sit= 
MCAS Cherry Point, NC RASC Camp Lejeune, NC 
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA MCAS El Toro, CA 

Air Force Site$ 
CPSC San Antonio, TX 7th CG, Pentagon, VA 
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX RPC McClellan AFB, CA 



Defense Loeistics Aeencv S i t ~  
Ogden, U'I' 

IPC Richmond, VA. 

Pefense Information Svstems ASDCV Sit= 
D m 0  Indhapolis IPC, IN D m 0  Kansas City IPC, MO 
DI'ISO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 

r b! 

ecommended Mgggcenter beations 

o Columbus, Ohio o Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
o Ogdcn, Utah o Dayton, Ohio 
o San Antonio, Texas o St. Louis, Missouri 
o Rock Island, Illinois o Oklahoma City, Okfahoma 
o Montgomery, Alabama o Jacksonville, Florida 
o Denver, Colorado o Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
o Warner-Robins, Georgia o Cleveland, Ohio 
0 Hunts*, Alabama 

JusWication: A DPC is an organizationally &fined set of dedicated personnel, 
computer hardware, computer software, telecommunications, and environmentally 
conditioned facilities whose primary function is to provide computer processing 
support for customers. The DPCs to be ciosed W ~ I B  t r a n s f d  from the Military w 
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 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 s e v d  cost saving initiatives underway within 
DISA. Best industry 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 
resource investments to meet multiple a&, In the long term, it will increase the 
Military Departments' and Defense Agencies' access to state-of-the-art technology 
wMe requiring fewer investments to support similar Service needs. This is an 
a~gressive plan that will ultimately position DoD to support business improvement 
initiatives, downsizing, and saeamIining through the efficient use and deployment of 



technology. DISA has undertaken an extensive evaluation of candidate megacenters to 
ensure that the facilities, security, and ongoing operations will support an efficient and 

u flexible Defense Information hka-structure capable of meeting the requirements of the 
Defense community. 

During the evaluation process the IPC at McCleIlan Air Fortc Base rated high . +  z d q  - 
enough D 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. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for this recommendation is 
$408 million. Annual steady state savings are $290 million with an immediate return 
on investment. 

Impacts: The consolidation will have minimal impact on the communities and 
environment at both the existing and target DPC sites. 





Chapter 5 
u 

Implementation 

Introduction 

Public Law 101-510, 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 Secretary of Defense must close and realign j@ 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 

b 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 Secretary may use the Account to provide for environmental restoration and 
mitigation at closing and realigning bases. The Secretary is required to ensure that 
environmental restoration of property made excess as a result of closing or realigning 
bases be carried out as soon as possible with funds available for such purposes. 



Property Disposal 
Ld 

The Administrator of General Sew't.~s 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 deteminations; 
and, make excess or surplus property available for wildlife consentation purposes. The 
Secretary is required to follow General Sewices Administration property disposal 
regulations in carrying out his authorities. 

Before the Sembuy 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 Semetary 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 PoIicy Act 
id' 

The National Environmental PoIicy 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 relocating 
functions, DoD need not consider: (1) the need for closing or realigning the base; (2) 
the need for transferring functions to a base selected as a receiving base; or (3) 
alternatives to the closing, realigning or receiving bases. 

Congressional Oversight 

DoD is required to report annually to the Defense Committees of Congress the 
following information concerning implementation of approved base closures and 
realignments: 

o A schedule of closure and realignment actions for the year, 

o The costs required and savings to be achieved, 

o An assessment of the environmental effects of the actions, 



o A description of actions at m i v i n g  bases, and 

u o An assessment of the environmental effects at the receiving bases. 

Finally, DoD is required to report to the Congress the funds remaining in the 
Base Closure Account after the Account has terminated. Unobligated funds which 
remain in the Account after termination will be held in the Account until transferred by 
law. 

Easing the Impact 

Closing military bases is difficult, especially for the people affected. DoD has 
for years managed programs designed to assist communities, homeowners and 
employees in adjusting to the closure of bases. We intend to improve the existing 
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 i n d  public services (sewer, water, roads, 
schools, etc.). Changes can impact on individuals and have secondary effects on area 

,U businesses, local governments, and other elements of the local economy. 

'X'he Department takes 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 @AC) which is composed of 23 Federal Departments and 
Agencies, and chaired by the Secretary of Defense. The DoD Office of Economic 
Adjustment (OEA) serves as the permanent staff for the Committee. 

The EAC works with local, state and Federal Agency representatives to develop 
strategies and coordinate action plans to generate new job opportunities and to alleviate 
social and economic impacts resulting from Defense program changes. Whenever 
possible, former military bases are converted for productive civilian uses, i.e. airports, 
industrial parks, schools, hospitals, recreational areas, etc. Available Federal, state and 
local government resources are utilized to spur private sector investments and jobs. 

DoD plans to increase significantly the scope of activities undertaken by OEA. 
OEA is responsible for leading DoD's efforts to work with communities severely 
affected 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 OEA's budget dramatically from about $8 million in FY 1992 to nearly $30 13? 
million in F Y  1993. 

With its incnascd budget, OEA will offer grants to help community 
organitations transition from a planning function to an operational entity. Previously, 
OEA fundad the planning function only. OEA also plans to invite grants from states 
to support local community adjustment and business assistance programs; up to $2.5 
million is earmarked for this purpose. OEA will also make grants to help states and 
local governments develop community adjustment and economic diversification plans 
and establish demonstration projects in four anm. 

Economic Growth Results 

The Office of Economic Adjustment periodically surveys the economic progress 
of nearly 100 communities affected by base closures during the past 32 years. The 
survey measures job replacement generation and reuses for the former bases, as 
accomplished and reported by the communities themselves. The survey findings are 
cowmative since they exclude secondary and off-base jobs. Tht 1990 m y  found: 

o New jobs replace DoD civilian losses. A total of 158,000 civilian jobs 
ate now located on former defense facilities to replace the loss of 93,000 
former DoD civilian and contractor jobs. Is' 

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 reuse of the former Defense facilities for new vocational 
technical cdacation has provided a strong job-inducement contribution to 
future community economic development programs. 

o Student enrollments. There 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 fonner Defense bases. Forty-two of the former 
bases are Wing used as municipal or general aviation airports. 



Currently, OEA is working with 38 communities near bases recommended for 
b closure by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure Commissions (scc 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 adjwirnea plans. With funds transferred 
from DoD, the Economic Development ~dministratioi of the Department of 
Commerce, will makc 33 grants totalling $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, 
redevelopment is understandably limited. Most of the bases recommended for closurc 
in 1988 and 1991 have yet to close. However, several communities affected are 
solidly on the way to economic recovery helped by DoD's willingness to t e m p o d y  
lease portions of bases before closure. Lockheed Aerospace has leased hangars at 
Norton AFB for aircraft overhaul and maintenance, 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 (former Pease AFB) a variety of new activities have created 
more than 1,000 jobs. Among the major tenants are the US. Passport and Visa 

-W 
Processing Center and the Business Express (Delta Airlines) maintenance facility. And 
at the former Naval Air Station Chase Field in Beeville, Texas, 400 family housing 
units have been leased, and Prostar Aircraft, a manufacturer of small planes used 
primarily for agriculture and mxeational purposes, began production at the base in 
March 1993. 

Tbc transition period (often 3-5 years) from military to civilian use of a former 
base can be difficult for many communities. Yet, the experience of communities 
affected by earlier base closures clearly indicates successful adjustment is possible. 
Moreover, communities become more diversified and economically stabIe. The 
Department of Defense is committed to helping affected communities throughout 
transition. 



Environmental Restoration at Closing Bases 

I>oD is obligated unda the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liabiity Act (CERCLA) 
to nsm contamhted sites on military bases, whether they are closing or not. 

DoD is committed to mstoring closing bases to safe condition within the 
capbiities of &chnology and the availabiity of funds. The Base Closure Account, 
described earlier in this chapter, is used to fund this cnvironmenl restaration at 
closing basa or at realigning bases where the cleanup action is driven by requirements 
of the xdgnrnent. 

DoD wants to ensure, whcreva 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 will need help from Congress and 
the Environmental Protection Agency to streamtine the process. 

DoD has several initiatives undesway to expedite tht environmental restoration 
process and thereby speed local economic recovery. 

In 1990, DoD fonned an environmental response task farce which, in October 
1991, reported on ways to: improve interagency coordination of environmental 
repme actions; streamtine and consolidate regulations, practices and policies; and, 
improve environmental restoration at bases that wen  being closed under the Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1988. This task force is being reconvened in fiscal 
year 1993 and will provide yearly reports to Congress until the base closure process is 
completed. 

DoD has established a model program which will test: expediting clean-up; 
accelerating the contracting process; alternatives for avoiding disputes; concurrent 
regulatory review; and, options for local nusc while clean-up is in progress. 

DoD, in conjunction with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the 
Military Services, State and local regulatory offices, and State and local 
mse/mievelopment organizations, is conducting a series of base closure and 
realignment (BRAC) Interagency Acceleration Initiatives Conferences. These 
conferences, organized on an EPA regional basis, promote discussions between 
appropriate parties and foster the potential implementation of some 47 acceleration 
initiatives at closing installations. The acceleration initiatives, in five major categories 
of management, process, technology, contracting, and training, were developed to 
promote the timely environmental restoration and fast return of closing DoD 
installations. 



Homeowners Assistance Program 

Thc 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 time by either: buying their 
homes for 75 percent of their pre-closure 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 
foreclosure. 

To be eligible far 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. 

The program is initially funded with appropriated funds; however, the fund is 
replenished with the proceeds from the sale or rental of houses purchased by the 
Government under the program 

Civilian Employee Assistance 

The DoD Priority Placement hgram is another program that was established to 
help DoD civilian employees adjust to the base closures of the 1960s. 

A state-of-the-art automat& referral system is currently in operation. Over the 
years since its inception, the referral system has helped more than 106,000 employees 
find new assignments. This system supports the Priority Placement Program and is 
cost effective. Periodic surveys have shown that 99 percent of placements are 
considered successful by the supe~sors  with whom the employees have been placed. 
Over two-thirds of the employees pr;iced 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 are paid when an employee is placed in a job outside the present 
commuting area. The program has successfully placed nearly every employee willing 
to relocate. 



Tbe Office of Personnel Management's (OPMs) Interagency Placement 
Assistance Program (PAP) and Displaced Employee Program (DEP) are newer 
programs also des'lgned to he@ to place employees separated or about to be separated w 
from their positions by r reduction in force. OPM is in the process of combining these 
programs into one. 3 - - 

I DoD has also recently established t& Defense Outplacement Referral System 
@Om). DORS is a voluntary, &tomated refaral system available to DoD employees 
and their spouses saekin anployment and to employers seeking workers. Both d register in the DORS s tend Employers idenw skills they need and individuals list 
thc skills they possess. Th system elcctronicaUy pmvidcs registered employers the 
resumes of individuals who meet their skill requirements. 

Recent legislation r c q u b  the Office of Personnel Management to establish a 
Government-wide vacancy list. Candidates secEing Ftderat employment will no longer 
have to makc numerous inquiries about vacancies, but can query this one source. The 
Office of Personnel Management is also required to establish procedures for non-DoD 
Agencies to give displaced DoD employees full consideration for vacaucies filled from 
outside their Agencies. . 

nie Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) allows the release of placement 
assistance and retraining"m0nies to those employees who are to be involuntarily 
separated from the'i positions. In most situations, employees identified for separation 
will be eligible for these funds six months prior to separation. Employees at L4' 

installations on the base realignment and closure list are eligible for these monies 24 
months prior to the closure date. 

f 

Employees who have received reduction in force separation notices will be 
allowed to stay on DoD's mils beyond the reduction in force (RIF) date if they have 
enough annual leave to cany them to first retirement eligibility or to meet the 
eligibility criteria to carry Federal Employee Health Benefits (FEHB) into retirement 
(five years of coverage). DoD employees who are enrolled in FEHB and who are 
involuntarily separated 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 ~ ~ ~ T P : ~ I C C  will atso be afforded employees adversely 
affected by base closures. Thty will be given the right of first refusal for jobs created 



by award of contracts to p r e p  the base for closure or to maintain the base after 
closurc. Employtts wiU 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 &CC 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. 

Finally, separation pay incentives may be approved by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to be used at activities that are downsizing or at activities that are 
not downsizing, but where vacancies could be created to place employees who would 
otherwise be separated. The incentives or bonuses are to be used for targeted surplus 
occupations, grades and locations. The incentives are lump sum bonuses up to $25,000 
for employees who resign, or who elect early retirement or regular (optional) 
retirement. These incentives may not be offered in the final stage of base closure but 
may be used in earlier phases. 

Tools to HeIp Commanders Close Bases 

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 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 
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 (including discontinued service retirement). Job swaps may be authorized 
only when the position at the closing base has been specifically identified as critical 
and continuing (one year or more) and the swap has been approved by the supervisors 
of both employees. This provision may also be used to fill vacant critical positions at 
a closing installation. 

Generally, employees at closing bases are eligible for unlimited annual leave 
accrual (elimination 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 are not eligible). 
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Appendix A 
u 

Public Law 101-510, as amended 

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO BASE 
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(as amended through P.L. 102590; December 31,1992) 

1. DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND ?tEALIGNMENT ACT OF 
1990 AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

CPitlt Mrm of PJI 101-610, .pprovd Nw. 6,1990,lO U.S.C. 2687 note) 

TITUE XXIX-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
RmuGNMENTS 

PART A-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE~~IGNMENT ~IWXSSION 

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 
(a) SHORT -.-This part may be cited as the "Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Act of 1990". 
(b) -s~.-The purpose of this part is to pnmide a fair 

process that will result in the timely closure and realignment of 
military installations inside the United States. 
SEC. 2902 THE COMMISSION 

(a) EsTABLXsHMENT.-There is established an independent com- 
mission to be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission". 

(b) Dvm~.-The Commission shall carry out the duties speci- 
fied for it  in this part. ' . . . ' , 

(c) APPOINTMENT.--.(~)(A) The Commission shall be composed of 
eight members appointed by the President, by and with the advise 
and consent of the Senate. 

(B) The Resident shall transmit to the Senate the nominations 
for appointment to the Commission- 

(i) b no later than January 3, 1991, in the case of mem- 
bers of t K e Commission whose terms will expire a t  the end of 
the first session of the 102nd Congress; 

(ii) b no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of mem- 
bers of tze Commission whose tams  will expire at the end of 
the first session of the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of mem- 
bers of the Commission whose terms will expire at the end of 
the first session of the 104th Congress. 
(C) If the President does not transmit to Congress the nomina- 

tions for appointment to the Commission on or before the date 
8 cified for 1993 in clause (ii) of subparagra h (B) or for 1995 in E $use (iii) of such subparagraph, the process y which military in- 
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stallatione may be eeleded for closure or nali ent under this 
pa* with nspst to that year be temimteF 

(2) In selectin individuals for nominations for appointments to 
the Cinnmission, t% e President should consult with-- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of bpresentatives concern- 
ing the a pointment of two members* 

(8) %e majority leader of the &mate c o n d g  the ap 
pointment of two mem-, 

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives 
concerning the appomtment of one member, and 

@) the minority leader of the Senate concedng the a p  
tment of one member. 

3) At the time the President nominates individuals for a p  I- 
pointment to the Commission for each session of Congress r e f 4  
to in ragraph (IXB), the Resident shall designate one such indi- 
vidua P who shall serve as Chakman of the Commission. 

(d) T E R M S . ~ ~ )  Except a r v i d e d  in paragraph (2), each 
member of the Commission s serve until the a&ournment of 
Congress sine die for the session during which the member was a p  
pointed to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the con- 
Grmation of a successor. 

(el M E E T I N G S . ~ ~ )  The Commission shall meet only during cal- 
endar s 1991,1993, and 1995. 

~ z E ~ a c b  meeting of the commission, other than meeting. in 
which - - classified infomation is to be discussed, shd be open to the 

ation, and deliberations of the 
st, to the following: 

ranldng minority party member 
of the Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support 
of the Committee on Armed Serrrices of the Senate, or such 
other members of the Subcommittee designated by such Chair- 
man or ranking minority party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranging minority party member 
of the Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of 
the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Rep 
resentatives, or such other mezabers of the Subcommittee des- 
ignated b such * or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) &e -d -king minority party members of 
the Subcommittees on Military Construction of the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or such other membere of the Subcommittees des- 
i ated by d Chairmen or ranking minority arty members. ! ( ~ V A C A N C I E S . ~  vacancy in the Commission 8 all be filled in 

the same manner as the original appointment, but the individual 
appointed to a 1  the vacan shall serve on1 for the unexpired por- 

pointed. 
?' tion of the term for w h i z  the individua 's predecessor was a p  

(g) PAY AND Ruvn EXPENSES.+~XA) Each member, other 
than the Chairman, shall be aid a t  a rate equal to the dail e uiv- J t I ?  alent of the minimum ann rate of basic ay payable for eve IV 
of the Executive Schedule under section 315 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 perfonn8nce of duties vested in 
the Commission. 

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in sub- 
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 under d o n  5314 of title 6, 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) D m m ~  OF STAFF.---(I) The Commission shall, without re- 
gard to section 5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, ap int a Di- 
rector who has not served on active duty in the Arm 3 Forces or 
as  a civilian employee of the Department of Defense during the 
one-year period precedi the date of such appointment. 

(2) The Director B ~ I  be paid a t  the rate of basic pay payable 
for level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 
5, United States W e .  

(i) STAFF.-41) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (31, the Director, 
with the ap roval of the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay 9 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 service, and any personnel so appointed 
may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so a p  
pointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic 
pay payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3XA) Not more than one-third of the rsonnel employed by 
or detailed to the Commission may be on d"= etail from the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

(BXi) Not more than onefifth of the professional analysts of 
the Commission staff may be aersons dehiled from the &part- 
ment of Defense to the G m i s d o n .  

(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. f (C) A person may not be detailed from t e Department of De- 
fense to the Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is 
to begin, that rson articipated personally and substantially in 
any matter w i g n  the%epartment of Defense concerning the r e p  
aration of recommendations for closures or realignments of miftary 
installations. 

(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or em- 
ployee of the Department of Defense, ma+ 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, 
or ac iency of the rformance on the staff of the Commission 

s w ,  
r= of any person detai ed from the Department of Defense to that 

(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or 
(iii) approve or disapprove such a report. 

(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal de- 
partment or agency may detail any of the personnel of that depart- 
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ment or agency to the Cammission to aesist the Cammidon in car- 
xyin out its duties under this part. 

76) The Com troller General of the United States shall provide 
assistance, ind& the detailing of w p l o ~ ,  to the Cammission 
in accotdance with tm agreement entered into with the Cammis- - 
sion. 

(6) The following reptn;ctions relating to the personnel of the 
Cammission shall apply during 1992 and 1994: 

(A) There may not be more than 16 pereons on the staB 
at an one time. 6) ~ b a  e m  may perform ody functions u are ns- 
essary to prepare for the transition to new membership on the 
Commission in the following year. 

(C) No member of the Anntd Forces and no employee of 
the Department of Defense may serve on the staff. 
(j) OTRER AuTHoRTTY.+I) The Commission may pmcum by 

contract, to the extent funds are available, the temporaxy or inter- 
mittent Beroices of experts or consultants pursuant to section 3109 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease ace and acquire personal 
property to the extent funds are availage. 

(Is) FUNDWG.-~I) There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Commission such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties 
under this part. Such tun& shall remain available until urpezlded. 

(2) If no h d s  are ap ropriated to the Commission by the end 
of the second rsdm of %e 1Old Congress, the Secretary of De- 
fense 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. 

(1)  ATI ION.^^ &Inmission shan terminate on Dectm- 
ber 31, 1995. 

(m) PROHIBITION AWST RESTRICTIWG C ~ ~ C A T I O N S . -  
Section 1034 of title 10, United States Code, shall apply with z - e  
spect to communications with the Commission. 
SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOB -G B B C O m A T I O N S  FOB BASE 

CLOSUBES AND WGNMENIS 

the probable threats to the national security duri 
riod beginning with the fiscal year for which 
made and of the anticipated levels of funding 
for national defense purposes dluiag such period. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or 
indirectly) to xnilitaq installations inside the United States that 
may be closed or realigned under such plan-- 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in para- 
m p h  (1); 

(B) a description (i) of the antiu ted force structure dur- 
o r  ing and at the end of each such pen for each military depart 

ment (with specifications of the number and type of units in 
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the active and reserve forces of each such department), and (ii) 
of the units that will need to be forward based (with a jus- 
tification thereof) during and at the end of each such period; 
and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such 
forcestmcture plan. 
(3) The Secretary Bhall ale0 transmit a copy of each such force- 

stwcture plan to the Commission. 
(b) SELECTION CFUTERU-41) The Secretary shall, by no later 

than December 31,1990, publish in the Federal Register and trans- 
mit to the congressional defense committees the criteria proposed 
to be used by the Department of Defense in making rec- 
ommendations for the closure or realignment of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. The Secretary shall 
provide an opportunity for ublic comment on the proposed criteria 
for a period of at  least 30 &tys and sboU include notice of that o p  
portuni in the publication uired under the receding sentence. % (2K% Tbe Secretary say no later than ebruaxy 15,1991, 
ublish in the Feded  Register and transmit to the co ssional 

sefense committees the final &taris to be used in m s  rec- 
ommendations for the closure or reali ent of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under e P a r t .  Exce t as provided P in subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the fina criteria to be 
used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection 
(a), in makin such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint 
resolution of Lngress enacted on or before March 15, 1991. 

(B) The Secretary ma amend such criteria, but sud; amend- AY ments may not become e ective until they have been published in 
the Federal Register, opened to public comment for a t  least 30 
days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense commit. 
tees in final form by no later than January 15 of the year con- 
cerned. 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 &sap roved by a joint reso- i lution of-Congress enacted on or before Fe ruary 15 of the year 
concerned. 

(c) DOD ~ o ~ A T I o N s . - . ( ~ )  The Secretary 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 
Befenst  committee^ and to the Commission a list of the military in- 
stallations inside the United States that the Secretary recommends 
for closure or realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan 
and the find critena referred to in eubsection (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 eelection process that resulted in the rec- 
ommendation for each installation, including a justification for each 
recommendation. 

(3) In considering military installations for closure or realign- 
ment, the Secretary shall consider all military installations inside 
the United States equally without regard to whether the installa- 
tion has been previously considered or proposed for closure or re- 
alignment by the Department. 
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(4) In addition to m a b g  all information used by the Secntarp 
to ppare the recommendat~ons under this subnedaon available to 
Congress (including an committee or member of Congress), the 
Secretary shall also & e such information available to the Com- 
mission and the Comptro11er General of the United Stabs. 

(SXA) Each person r e f d  to in dparagraph (B), when s+ 
mitting informabon to the Geaetary of Defense or the Camrmsslon 
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 belid. 

ph (A) ap lies to the f o n w  puwons: 
??#iZE-etarie. Z t h  e 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 mvolvement in the prejwa- 
tion and submission of information and recommendations con- 
cerning the dosun or reali ent of military installations, as 
designated in regulations w fr' 'ch the Sscn of Defense shall 
prescribe, regulations which the Secretaxy %" each military de- 
partment shall prescribe for personnel within that military de- 
partment, or regulations which the head of each Defense Agen- 
cy shall prescribe for personnel within that Defense Agency. 
(6) In the case of any information provided to the Commission 

by a person described in paragra b (SXB), the 'on shall 
submit that information to the %.nate and t h E o f  F&p 
resentatives to be made available to the Members of the House con- 
cerned in accordance with the rules of that House. The inf'tion 
shall be submitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives 
within 24 hours after the submission of the infoxmation to the 
Commission. The Secretary of Defense shall p r d b e  regulations 
to ensure the compliance of the Commission with this paragraph. 

(d) m?EW AND RECO~XMENDATION'S BY TIE &MMJSSION.-41) 
After recei.iin the rec-endations from the Secretary pmuant  
to subsection tc) for any year, tb. commission s~ conduct public 
hearings on the recommendations. 

(2XA) The Commission shall, by no later than J d y  1 of each 
year in which the Secretary transmits recommendations to it pur- 
suant to subsection (c), transmit to the President a report contain- 
ing the Commission's findings and conclusions based on a review 
and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, te 
gether with the Commission'rr recommendations for closures and 
reali ente of military installations inside the United States. 

(&?Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its nc- 
ommendations, the Commission may make changes in any of the 
recommendations made by the Secretary if the Commission deter- 
mines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force- 
structure plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (cX1) in 
makin recommendations. 

(c! In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in 
the recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may 
make the chan only if the Commission- 

(i) m a g s  the detexmination required by subparagaph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force- 

structure plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (cX1); 
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(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Fed- 
eral Register not less than 30 days before transmitting its rec- 
ommendations to the M d e n t  pausuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the roposed change. 
(Dl Subparagraph (Q .hall apply to a &mge by the Commit+ 

sion in the Secretarfs recommendations that would- 
(i) add a mili installation to the List of military instal- 

lations recammend 3 by the Seaetary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of militarg ins&l- 

lations 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 erpIain and justify in its report s u b  

mitted to the President pursuant to ragraph (2) any rec- 
ommendation made b the Commission at  is different from the d' tr 
recommendations ma e by the Smtary pursuant to subsection (c). 
The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the con- 
gressional defense committees on the same dab on which it trans- 
mits its recommendations to the President under aragraph (2). & (4) After July 1 of each year in which the mminsion trans- 
mits recommendations to the President under this subsection, the 
Cammission shall promptly tovide, upon request, to any Member 
of Congress information d b Y  the Commission in making its rec- 
ommendations. - - - -  - - ~  - 

(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 Sec- 
retary makes such recommendations, transmit to the Congress 
and to the Commission a re rt containin a detailed analysis 8" f of the Secretary's recornmen ations and s ection process. 
(e) RMEW BY TBE PJUSXDENT.---(~) 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 (=ommisaion*s recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the 
Commission, the President shall transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, together with a 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 rec- 
ommendations for the closure and realignment of military installa- 
tions. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised rec- 
ommendations of the Commission transmitted to the President 
under paragraph (3), the President shall transmit a copy of such 
revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a cer- 
tification of such approval. 
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(5) If the Resident does not transmit to the Congnss an ap 
proval and erkification described in paragraph (2) or (4) by Sep 
tember 1 of any year in which the Commission hae transmitted rec- 
ommendations to the Resident under thie 

rnstallations may be wlected or closure or realign- 
mili% 

p.'t 'h -ss by 
ment under part with respect to that yea. shall be terminated. 
SEC. tBDd CLOSUBE AND BEALIGNMENT OF m A B Y  INsl'AttA- 

mom 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), the h t a r y  

shall- 
(1) dose all militq installations reammended for closure 

by the Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress 
by the President ursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign f; militarg installations recommended for ra- 
alignment by such Commiesion in each such report; 

(3) initiate all such clomms and realignments no later 
than two years after the date on which the Resident transmits 
a report to the Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendations for such closures or rwhpnents; 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 

~ ~ G ~ J O N A L  D r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o v u . 4 1 )  The Secmtary may not 
carry out any closure or reali ent recommended by the Commis- 
sion in a report transmitted r m the President ureuant to section 
2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in a m & a  with the pro- 
visions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of the 
Commission before the earlier of- 

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on 
which the President transmits such re- 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 sub- 

sections (a) and (c) of section 2908, the days on which either House 
of Congress is not in session because of an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the com- 
putation of a period. 
SEC. 3905. I M P ~ A T I O N  

(a) IN  GENERAL.^^) In closing or realigning any military in- 
stallation under this art, the Secretary may- 

(A) take s u z  actions as may be neceuaxy to dose or re- 
ali an military installation, including the acquisition of 
su!flang the mnstmction of such replacement facilities, the 
performance of such activities, and the conduct of such advance 
lanning and design as may be required to transfm functions 

&m a military installation being closed or realigned to an- 
other military installation, and may use for such purpose funds 
in the Account or funds appro riated to the Department of De- 
fense for use in planning and esign, minor construction, or op 
eration and maintenance; 

B 
(B) provide-- 
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(i) economic a 'ustrnent assistance to any community 
located near a mi 'tary i d l a t i o n  being closed or re- 
aligned, and 

2 
(ii) community planning assistantx 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 h n c i a l  re 
sources available to the communi (by grant rn otherwise) for 
such purposes are inadequate, an 2 may use for such purposes 
funds in the h11.11t or funds appropriated fo the Department 
of Defense for tconomic adjustment assistance or community 
planning assistance; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental 
restoration and mitigation a t  any such installation, and shall 
use for such purposes tuads in the Account; 

(Dl gmride outplacement assistance to civilian employees 
employe by the Department of Defense a t  military installa- 
tions bein closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose 

t% funds in e Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 

(El reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed 
a t  the request of the Secretary with respect to any such c l o m  
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 carryin out any closure or realignment under this part, f the Secretary sh 1 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 d e d  out as soon 
as possible with b d s  available for such purpose. 

(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF ~ O P E R T Y . - ( ~ )  The Admin- 
istrator of General Services shall dele ate to the Secretary of De- 
fense, with respect to -ss and s !us real property and facili- 

P- 
"P ties located a t  a military installation c osed or realigned under this 

(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 Administrator to grant ap rovals 

Property Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)); and 
H and make determinations under section 13(g) of the urplus 

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the 
availability of excess or s lus real property for wildlife con- 

(16 U.S.C. %) 3' servation p ses in acco ance with the Act of May 19, 1948 

(2)(A) Subject td subpara pb (C), the Secretary of Defense 7- shall exercise the authority de egated to the Secretary pursuant to 
paragraph (1) in accordance with- 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act governing the utilization of excess property and the 
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disposal of &plus property d e r  the Federal Roperty and 
Administrative h c e s  Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in d e c t  on the date of tbe enactment 
of this Act governing the conveyance and dispoeal of perty 
under .srion la@) of the Surplu8 RoperQ M of &% (SO 
U.S.C. A p. 1622(g)). 
(B) The %scntyr d*r oodt ing  wi& the *strator of 

General Services, may issue regulations that are necessary to carry 
out the delegation af authority required by para ph (1). f? (C) The authority requid to be delegated y paragra h (1) to 
the Secretary by the Administrator of G e n d  Services %U not 
include the autharity to prescribe general policies and methods far 
utilizing excess proparty and disposing o f ~ l u 8  propee. 
0) The Secretary of Defense may er d property or fa- 

cilities located at  a military installation to be closed or realigned 
under this part, with or without reimbursement, to a military de- 
partment or other enti (including a nonappropriated fuad instru- 
mentalit ) within the a: partmmt of Defense or the Coast Guard. 

CE) &ore any action may be taken with mqm& to the disposal 
of any surpl~c real property or facility located a t  any military in- 
stallation to w 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 concerped for the purpoee of consid- 
ering any plan for the use of such property by the local community 
concerned. 

(c) APPLICABIUTY OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 
OF 1969.41) The vieions of the National Environmental Policy 
M of 1969 (4!4 u.E. 4321 et q.) shall not apply to the actions 
of the President, the Commission, and, except ae provided in pana- 
graph (2), the Department of Defense in . ,'ltta*P (2XA) The provisions of the ~ a t i o n a 1 ~ x a m e n t . l  oh& Act 
of 1969 shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under 
this part (i) durin the process of property disposal, and (ii) during f the process of re ocating functions from a military installation 
being closed or realigned to another military installation after the 
receivin installation has been selected but before the functions are 
reloca d 

(B) in applying the providon~ of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 to the processes referred to in subparagra h (A), 
the Secretmy of Defense and the Secretary of the military &tart 
ments concerned shall not have to considex- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installa- 
tion which has been recommended for closure or realignment 
by the Commission; 

(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military in- 
stallation which has been selected as the receiving installation; 
ar 

(iii) military installations alternative to those rec- 
ommended or selected. 
(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any re- 

quirement of the National Environmental Poli Act of 1969 to the 
extent such Act is a pliable under paragra? (2), of any a d  m 5 d failure to act by the epartment of Defense uring the closing, re- 
aligning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (3) 
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of paragraph (2XA), may not be brought more than 60 days after 
the date of such act or failme to act. 

(d) W m ~ . - T h e  Secretary of Defense may close or realign 
military installations under this part without regad tc+ 

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for 
closing or realigning military installations included in any ap- 
propriations or authorization Act, and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 2006. ACCOUNT 

(a) IN  GENERAL.--(^) There is hereby established on the books 
af the Treasury an account to be known as the Tkpartment of De- 
fense Base Closure Account 1990" which shall be ad- 
the Secretary as a single account. 

4 by 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account- 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the h u n t ;  
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval 

in an appropriation Act, transfer to the Account from funds ap- 
propriated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, er- 
cept that such funds may be transferred only after the date on 
which the Secretary transmits written notice of, and jus- 
tification for, such transfer to the congressional defense com- 
mittees; and 

(C) except as provided in subsection (d), proceeds received 
from the transfer or disposal of any property at a military in- 
stallation closed or realigned under this part. 
Ib) USE OF FUNDs.-41) The Secretary may use the funds in the 

Account only for the purposes described in section 2905(a). 
(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to 

carry out a construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost 
of the project will exceed the maximum amount authorized by law 
for a minor military constxuction project, the Secretary shall noti@ 
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 28021a) of title 10, United States Code. 

(c) REPORTS.--.(~) NO later than 60 days after the end of each 
fiscal year in which the Secretary cames out activities under this 
part, the Secretary ehall transmit a report to the congressional de- 
fense 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 
eection 2905(a) durin such 5-1 year. 

(2) Unobligated L d s  which remain in the Account after the 
termination of the Commission ehall be held in the h u n t  until 
transferred by law after the congressional defense committees re- 
ceive the re rt transmitted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No gkr than 60 days after the termination of the Commis- 
sion, the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defense com- 
mittees a report containing an accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the Ac- 
count or otherwise expended under this part; and 

(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 
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(dl DImBAL OR  SEER OF Co-Y STORES AND PROP- 
~ T Y  P~~CEASED W m  NOWUIPROPRUTED PCUNDS.-(l) If any real 
~ p e r t y  or tacility aquired, constnrcted, or improved (in whole or 
m part) with commissary stme funds or nonappropriated funds is . 
t m n d d  or disposed ofin connection with the closure or d g n -  
m a t  of a military installation under this part, a portion of the pro- 
ceeds of the trda ar other disposal of property on that installa- 
tion shall be de sited in the m e m e  account established under 
eection 20l(b~4$) of the Defense Authorization Amendmente and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The amount so depo~ited shall be equal to the depteciated 
value of the investment made with mch funds in the acquisition, 
construction, or improvement of that particular reel xatY"f.. 
dlity. The depreciated value of the investment e be computed 
in accordance with regulations prescribe$ by the Secretary of De- 
fense. 

(3) The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such an 
aggregate amount as is provided in advance in appro@ation Acts) 

se of acquiring, wnetructing, and improvmg- 
commissary s-, and the p(r 

(B) real property and facilities for nonapprophted fund 
instrumentalities. 
(4) As used in this subsectiop: 

(A) The term store funds" means b d s  re- 
ceived * tht a i s S t ? o r  s-e on, 4- prices 

stores fixed under section 2685 of title 10, Unit %i;:&. 
(B) The term "nonappro ted funds" means funds re- 

ceived frwn a nonappropria d- fund instrumentality. 
(C) The term 'honap priated fund instrumentalitf' 

means an instmmentdity f i e  United States under the 'udr 
diaion of the Armed Forces (including the Army and Air borce 
Exchan e Service, the Navy b a l e  and SerPices Su port Of- 
fice, an$ the ~ o r p s  exchanges) which i. srmActad for 
the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental im- 
provement of members of the Armed Forces. 
(e) ACCOUNT EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR -ON- 

MENTAL RESTORATION pRo~~m.-Exce t fix fiands deposited into 
the Account under s u b d o n  (a), fun& appropriated to the De- 
partment of Defense may not be uaed for purposes described in sec- 
tion 2905(aXlXC). The prohibition in tb subsection shall expire 
upon the t e e t i o n  of the authority of the Secretary to carry out 
a closure or realignment under this part. 
SEC. 2907. REPORTS 

As part of the budget uest for decal year 1993 and for each =% fiscal year thereafter for the epartment of Defense, the Secretaxy 
shall transmit to the congressional defense committees of 
Congress- 

(1) a echedule of the closure and realignment actions to be 
carried out under this part in the fiscal year for which the r e  
quest is made and an estimate of the total expenditures re- 
quired and cost savings to be achieved by each such closure 
and realignment and of the time period 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 transferred as a result of such clo- 
sures and realignments, together with the Secrews assess- 
ment of the enmnmenta l  effects of such transfers. 

SEC. -8. CONGBEGSIONAL, CONSIDE-ON OF COMMZsSION RE- 
PORT 

(a) TERMS OF TRE RESOLVTION.-For urposes of eection 
2904(b), the term ?joint resolution" means o 8 y a joint resolution 
which is introduced within the 10-day period beginning on the date 
on which the Ptesident transmits the report to the C o n p s s  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: T h a t  Congress disa ves the recommendations of the 
Defense Base Closure and a g n m e n t  Cammission as  submit 
ted by the Resident on -", the blank space being filled in 
with the appro riate date; and 

(3) the ti& of which is as follows: "Joint resolution dis- 
approving the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission.". 
(b) REFERRAL.-A resolution described in  subsection (a) that is 

introduced in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives. A 
resolution described in subsection (a) introduced in the Senate 
shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the Sen- 
ate. 

(c) DISCBARGE.-If the committee to which a resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) is referred has not reported such resolu- 
tion (or an identical resolution) by the end of the 20-day riod be- 
ginning on the date on which the President transmits r e  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 appro- 
priate calendar of the House involved. 

(d) CONSIDERATION.--41) On or after the third day after the 
date on which the committee to which such a resolution is referred 
has reported, or has been discharged (under subsection (c)) from 
further consideration of, euch a resolution, it is in order (even 
though a revious motion to the same effect bas been disagreed to) 
for any hP ember of the respective House to mwe to roceed to the 
consideration of the resolution. A Member may ma f e the motion 
only on the day aher the calendar day on which the Member an- 
nounces to the House concerned the Member's intention to make 
the motion, except that, in the case of the House of Rep 
resentatives, the motion may be made without mch 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 
i s  not subject to amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a 
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to Broceed to the consideration of other buginess. A motion 
to reconsi er the vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis- 
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion to proceed to the consid- 
eration of the msolution is agreed to, the respective House shall 
immediately procad to consideration of the joint resolution without 
intemening motion, order, ar other business, and the meolution 
shall remain the unanished business of the respective House until 
disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the nsolutioa and on all debatable motions and 
. app&ls in connection therewith; ha11 be limited to not more than 
2 hours, which sball 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 d e r  and not 
debatable. A motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the con- 
sideration of other business, or a motion to recommit the resolution 
is  not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the resolu- 
tion is a d  to or & s a d  to is not in &. 

(3) f&ned,iately follGwing the conclusion of the debate on a ns- 
olution described in subsection (a) and a single awrum call a t  the 
conclusion of the debate if requested in a&ce with the rules 
of the appropriate House, the vote on W passage of the resolu- 
tion shall occur. 

(4) Appeals fiwm the decisions of the Chair relating to the a p  
plication of the niles of the Senate or the House of Representatives, 
as the case may be, to the ocedure relating to a resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) shal f" be decided without debate. 

(e) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HousE.41) 16 befoxe the pas- 
sage by one House af a resolution of that House described in sub- 
section (a), that House receives from the other House a resolution 
described in subsection (a), then the following procedures shall 
apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be refemed 
to a committee and may not be considered in .the House receiv- 
ing it except in the case of W passage as provided in sub- 
paragraph (BXii). 

(B) With respect to a resolution described in subsection (a) 
of the House recei the resolutior+ 

(i) the a u r e  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 &om the other 
House, it shall no longer be in order to consider the resolution that 
originated in the d v i n g  House. 

( f )  RULES OF TBE SENATE AND Hou~E.-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 ap- 
plicable only with resped to the procedure to be followed in 
that House in the case of a resolution described in subsection 
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(a), and i t  supersedes other rules only to the extent that it is 
inconsistent with such rules; and 

(2) with full I-ecognition 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 a s  in the case of any other rule of that House. 

SEC. Osos. BESI'RSCTION ON OTHEB W E  CLOSURE AUTHORITY 
(a) IN  GENERAL.-&^^^^ as provided in subsection (c), during 

the period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act and 
endmg on December 31, 1995, this part shall be the exclusive au- 
thori for selecting for closure or realignment, or for canying out 
any c ?' osure or realignment of, a military installation inside the 
United States. 

(b) RES!~'RICTION.-Except a s  provided in subsection (c), none of 
the funds available to the De artment of Defense may be used, 
other than under Uis part, &ring the period spe&ed in sub- 
section (a)- 

(1) to iden*, through any transmittal to the Congress or 
through any other public announcement cr 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 mlignment; or 

(2) to 7 out any closure or realignment of a military in- 
stallation insi e the United States. 
(c) EXC~~110N.-Nothing in this part affects the authority of 

the Secretary to carry out- 
(1) closures and realignments under title II 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 camed out for reasons of national security or 
a military emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such see 
tion. 

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(aX1). 

(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means 
the Committees on Armed Sexvices and the Committees on Ap 
propriations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The term "Commission" means the Commission estab- 
lished by section 2902. 

(4) The term W t a r y  installation" means a base, camp, 
post, station, yard, center, homeport facility for any shi % Or other activity under the jurisdiction of the Department o De- 
fense, 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 %alignment" includes any action which both 
reduces and relocates functions and civilian personnel positions 
but does not include a reduction in force resulting from work- 
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load aqustments, reduced personnel or fianding lwels, or 
imbalances. 

(6) The term mtar f '  means the Secretary of Defense. 
(7) The term "United S t a t d  means the 50 States, the Die- 

trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Pudo Rico, Guam, 
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any other common- 
wealth, territory, or possession of the United States. 

SEC.2911. -0NKElWMENT - 
Section 2687(eXl) of title 10, united States Code, is amended- 

(1) by inserting %omeport facility for any ship," after "cen- 
ter2 and 

(2) by striking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of a military departmentn and imerting 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. m21. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN W A R Y  INSTAIJ.ATIONG 
(a) SENSE OF C~NORESS.-I~ is the sense of the Congress t h a t  

(1) the termination of military operations by the United 
States a t  mili installations outside the United States "r, should be accomp 'shed a t  the discretion of the Secretary of 
Defense at  the earliest opportuniw, 

(2) in roviding for such termination, the Secretary of De- 
fense sho 3 d take steps to ensure that the Uaited States IT+ 
ceives, through direct payment or otherwise, caneideration 
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 subunified commands to the com- 
batant commands, should be the lead official in negotiations 
relating to determining and receiving such consideration; and 

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such im- 
provements released to host countries in whole or in part by 
the United States should be handled on a facility-by-facility - - 
basis. 
(b) RESIDUAL  VALVE.--.(^) 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, 1991, of the improvements 
made by the United States at facilities a t  each such installation. 

(2) For purposes of this section: 
(A) The term *fair market value of the im rovementsn 

on the basis of their hi~hest  use. 
i' means the value of improvements determined by t e Secretary 

- - -- - - - 
(B) The term bvementsn incl.x?es new construction of 

facilities and all ad $ 'tions, improvements. modifications. or 
renovations made to existing facilties or to real property, ~ 6 t h -  
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out regard to whether they w m  carried out with appropriated 
or nonappropriated funds. 
(c) E S T A B L I S ~  OF SPECIAL  ACCOUNT.^^) There is estab- 

lished on the boob of the Treasury a special account to be known 
as the Tkpartment of Defense Overseas Military Facility Invest- 
ment Recovery Account". Except as provided in s u b d o n  (dl, 
amounts paid to the United States, pursuant to any treaty, status 
of forces agmement, or other international a 
United States is a party, for the residual va !f--t ue of real to property the or 
im rovements to 4 prope used b civilian or military person- 
ne f' of the Department of De =? ense s & be deposited into such ac- 
count . 

deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas 
Mili&%d:ty Investment Recovery Account shall be available to . 
the Secretary of Defense for payment, as provided in appropriation 
Acts, of costs incurred by the Department of Defense in connection 
with- 

(A) facilit maintenance and repair and environmental res- 
tmation a t  &tary installations in the United States; and 

(B) facility maintenance and re air and compliance with 
a pliable environmental laws at  d t a r y  installations outside 
d e  United States that the Secretary anticipates will be ~ e n r  
pied by the Armed Forces for a long Pd (3) Funds in the Department of De ense bver~eas Facility In- 

vestment Recovery h u n t  shall remain available until expended. 
(d) AMOUNTS C~~~RESPONDING TO THE VALUE OF PROPERTY 

PURCRASED WITH NONAPPROPRIATEI) FUNDS.---(I) In the case of a 
payment referred to in subsection (cX1) for the residual value of 
real property or improvements a t  an overseas nub facility, the . -3 portion of the payment that is equal to the deprecia value of the 
Investment made with nonappropriated h d s  shall be deposited in 
the reserve account established under section 204(bX4XC) of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Act. The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such 
an ag egate amount as  is provided in advance by appropriation 
Acts) != or the purpose of acquiring, constructing, or improving corn- 
missary stores and nonap ropriated fund instrumentalities. 

(2) AS used in this nuEsection: 
(A) The term 'nonappropriated funds' means funds re- 

ceived from- 
(i) the adjustment & or surcharge on, selling prices a t  

commissary stores fixed under section 2685 of title 10, 
United States Code; or 

(ii) a nonappropriated fund instrumentality. 
(B) The tenn 'nonap ropriated fund instrumentality' P means an instrumentality o the United States under the juris- 

diction of the h e d  Forces (including the Army and Air Force 
Exchan e Service, the Navy Resale and Services Su port Of- B fice, an$ the Marine Corps exchanges) which is con ueted for 
the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental im- 
mvement of members of the Armed Forces. 
e) NEGOTIATIONS FOR P A Y M E N T S - I N - ~ . - B ~ ~ O ~ ~  the Sec- t' 

retary of Defense enters into negotiations with a host country re- 
garding the acceptance by the United States of any payment-in- 
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kind in connection with the release to the host wuntry of improve- 
ments made by the United States at military installations la the 
host country, the Secretary shall submit a written notice to the 
congressional defense committees containin a j M c a t i o n  for en- 
terin into negotiations for paymenb-in-kin 8 with the host country 
and %a types of ben&t options to be Pursued by the Secretary in 
the negotiations. 

(f) ~ R T  ON STATUS AND USE OF SPECIAL ACCOIJNT.-NO~ 
later than January 15 of each- the h t u g  of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional de -=e committees a re on the op- 
erations of the Department ot Defense Overseas dr tary Facility 
Investment Recovery h u n t  d ' the precediag heal year and 
proposed uses of funds in the ? f a a u n t  during the next ecal " m f i y g  shall include 8F e following: 

e amount of each deposit in the account during the 
precedin b a l  year, and the source ofthe amount. 

(2) ' h e  balance in the account at the end of that fiscal 
year. 

(3) The amounts expended f b n  the account by each mili- 
tary department during that fiscal par. 

(4) With respect to each miktarp installation for which 
money was deposited in the account as a result of the release 
of real property or improvements of the installation to a host 
country during that fiscal year- 

(A) the total amount of the investment of the United 
States in the instailation, expressed in t ams  of constant 
dollars of that fiscal year; 

(B) the de ciated value (as determined by the'Sec- 
retaxy of a &ry department under m@ahons to be 
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense) of the real property 
and improvements that were nleased; and 

(C) the erplanation of the Secretary for any diffaence 
between the benefits received by the United States for the 
nal property and improvements and the depreciated value 
(as so determined) of that real property and improvements. 
(5) A list iden +%?% all military installations outside the 

United States for w c the Secretary proposes to make ex- 
nditures from the Department of Defense Overseas Facility 

Evestment Recovery Account under subsection (cX2XB) d 
the next fiscal year and speci@ing the amount of the props 
expenditures for each identified military instdlatim. 

-3 
(6) A description of the p ses for which the expendi- 

tures proposed under paragmph% rill he made and the need 
for such expenditures. 

SEC. MOD1FICATION OF TEE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL REPORT 
OF THE COMMISSON ON ALTJWWMVE UTILIZATION OF 
MILITARY FACXJTlES 

(a) US& OF F A C I L I T I E S . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  2819(b) of the National De- 
fense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 
102 Stat. 2119; 10 U.S.C. 2391 note) is amended- 

(1) in paragra h (2), by striking out Wnimum security fa- f cilities for nonvio ent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof 
Tederal codnement or correctional facilities including shock 
incarceration facilities"; 
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(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): 
Y4) 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". 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made by subsection (a) 

shall take effect with respect to the first report required to be sub- 
mitted under section 2819 the National Defenee Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30,1990. 
SEC. 2925. FUNDING FOR -0NMWTAL RESTORATION AT bIILf- 

TARY  ALLA AT IONS SCHEDULED FOB CLOSUBE INSIDE 
TEE UNITEDSTATES 

(a) AUTEIORIWTION OF APPROPRUTIONS.-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 appropIiated to that account for that f k s l  year, 
the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account 
pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be available only for ac- 
tivities for the purpose of environmental 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 FUNDWG.--(~) Section 207 of Public 
Law 100-526 is amended by adding at the end the following: 

[Amendment omitted 
(c) TASK FORCE REPORT.---(I) Not later than 12 months after 

the date of the enactment of this Act Wov. 5, 19901, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containin the find- 

paragraph (2) concerning- 
t ings and recommendations of the task force establie ed under 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within exist- 
ing laws, regulations, and administrative policies, of environ- 
mental response actions a t  militmy 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 Closum and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526); and 

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing 
laws and regulations, the ractices, policies, and adrninistra- P tive procedures of relevant ederal and State agencies with re  
s e d  to such environmental response actions so as to enable 
t f ose actions to be carried out more expeditious1 
(2) There is hereby established an envimnmentarresponse 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 chainnan of the 
task force. 

(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administra- 

tion. 
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(Dl The Adrmruefra 
. . tor of the Envkonm~~~tal  Prot.ection 

AlPncy. 
(El The Chief of Enein8ef8. De~artment of the Arms. 
(Fj A representatiG of a -st& environmental p&tection 

agencg, appointed by the head of the National Governors Ass* 
ciation. 

(G) A representative of a State a t k e y  general's office, 
appointed by the head of the National Assodation of Attorney 
Generals. 

(H) A representative of a public-inkre& en&nmental or- 
ganization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep 
msentatives. 

In any process of selecting any military instalkition inside the 
United States for cloeun or realignment, the Secretary of Defense 
shall take such steps as are necessary to assure that eptcial oonsid- 
eration and emphasis is given to any official statement from a unit 
of general local government adjacent to or within a military instal- 
lation requesting the closure or realignment of such imtallation. 
SEC. 2926. RECOMMENDATIONS OF TEE BASE CUlSUBE COMMI8slON 
- (a) NORTON AIR FORCE  BASE.^^) Consistent with the ree 
ommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure, the Secretary of the Air Farce may not relocate, until after 
September 30, 1995, any of the functions that were being d e d  
out a t  the ballistics missile office a t  Norton Air Force Base, Califor- 
nia, on the date on which the Secretaxy of Defense transmitted a 
report to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Re resentatives as described h  don 202(aX1) of h b & c  
Law 100-52i. 

(2) This subsection  hall take etTect as of the date on which the 
report r e f e d  to in subsection (a) was transmitted to such Com- 
mittees. 

(b) G ~ ~ n u t  D r r \ ~ ~ . - C o n s i s t e n t  with the requirements of 
section 201 of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall 
direct each of the Secretaries of the military departments to take 
all actions necessary to carry out the recommendations of the Com- 
mission on Base Realignment and Closure and to take no action 
that is inconsistent with such reunnmendations. 

(a) ESTABLIS~MENT OF MODEL PROGRAM.-NO~ later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act Wov. 5,19901, the See- 
retary of Defense shall establish a model program to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the base closure environmental res- 
toration program. 

(b) ADM~NISTRATOR OF PROGRAM.--T~~ Secretary shall des- 
ignate the Deputy Assistant Secretmy of Defense for Environment 
as the Administrator of the model program referred to in sub- 
section (a). The De uty Assistant Secretary shall re to the Sec- 

quisition. 
&r B" retary of Defense ough the Under Secretary of efense for Ac- 
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(c) A P P L I c A B ~ . - T ~ ~ ~  section shall ap ly to environmental 

euant to the provisions of subsection (dX1). 
g restoration activities at  installations selected y the Secretary pur- 

(d) PROGRAM R E Q U I R ~ M E N T S . ~ ~ ~  carrying out the model pro- 
gram, 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 (PubIic Law 100-526) and for 
which preliminary assessments, site in 'om, and Environ- 
mental Im act Statements required by w .or regulation have P rY 
been comp eted. The Secretary shall designate only those in- 
stallations which have satisfied the uirements of section 
204 of the Defense Authorization ~ m e 1 m e n t s  and Base Cle 
sure and Reaii ent Act (Public Law 100-526). 

(2) C o m P r a  prqualification list of prospective con- 
tractors for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in title M of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et 
seq., as amended). Such contractors shall sati 4 aPJ;%b; statutory and regulatory requirements. In ad 'tion, 
tractor selected for one of the two installations under this 
gram shaU indemnify the Federal Gov-ent against 
abilities, claims, penalties, costs, and damages caused by (A) 
the contractor's breach of any term or provision of the contract, 
and CB) any negligent or willful act or omission of the con- 
tractor, its employees, or its subcontractors in the performance 
of the contract. 

(3) Within 180 days a k  the date of enactment of this Act, 
als h m  qualified contractors for response action 

(as de irk" ne under section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601)) at  the installations designated under paragraph 
(1). Such solicitations and proposals shall include the following: 

(A) Proposals to perfonn response action. Such propos- 
als shall include provisions for receiving the necessary au- 
thorizations or approvals of the response action by appro- 
priate Federal, State, or local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions of- 
fered by single prime contractors to perform all phases of 
the response action, using performance specScations su tP plied by the Secretary of Defense and including any sa e- 
guards the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of 
interest. 
(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation 

criteria. 
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(e) APPUCATION OF -ON l20 OF CERCLA-Activities of 
the model pro shall be carried out 'ect to and in a manner 
consistent wit!!-on 120 (elating a e d e r a i  tacilities) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Fkspome, Compensation, and Li- 
abili Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620). (Ij -ED= A~mmmms.-Tjae -t.lp EM, H t h  the 
concurrence of the Administrator of the Environmental h tect ion 
Agency, assure compliance with all a plicable Federal statutes and 
regulations and, in addition, take afi wonable and appropriate 
measures to expedite all necessary m t i v e  decisions, . a m  
menti, and c o n ~ n c e s .  

(g) REpo~t~.--The Semetarg of Defense shall include a descrip- 
tion of the progress maae during the pnading f i d  year in imple- 
menting and accomplishing the 2 of this section within the an- 
nual report to Congress req by section 2706 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(h) -cm&rrt' OF m r n o  Uw.-Nothing in this aection 
affects or modifies, in any way, the obligations m 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 Li- 
ability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 
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Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code 

~ M 8 f . B a w c l o a u r u a n d ~ ~  
(.I NotnithrhndioP any other -on of ha, Do d o n  m y  k 
6 to effect or imilemint-, .- 

(1) the chum of any &tam instahtion at which at I- 
800 civilian prsomel* au thor id  to k ~ p 1 0 y ~ ;  

(2) .nv  raaLanment rsltb mwect to any mlllwr lwtauation 
referred to in-pangraph (1) involving a reduction by more 
than 1,000, or by mon than M) p a n t ,  in the numkr  of civil- 
ian penomel authanzad to k tmplo ed at such rmktay in. 
-tion at the time the smetary of LfeDIc a tbe ~ t a r y  
of the military de ent wntxmtd notities tbt C a q v m  
m d n . u h t i m O ~ e " r p h t o ~ l D T o r ~  
nrch installation; or 

(5) m y  e p ~ c t i o n ,  convcnivcniop, ar.rrh.bilit.tion at my 
military f d t y  other thrn r mrlr rar l l r t ion referred to 

% r u j u i d a s a d t o f  in &use (1) or (2) which will or may 
the relocation of a+ personnel to such adlity by reason of 
m y  daoure or reahgameat to which &use (1) or (2) appbec, 

unles m d  until tbe ptovirionr of -011 (b) uc ~~mpl i cd  nith. 
(b) No action described iq subsection (a) with yet. ta the Jfb 

run of, or a mabpment mth respect to, m y  mh uuull.txon T r e f e d  to in such subeection may k hken udeo m  until^. 
(1) the Secretary of Defense or the h t a r y  d the md~tmy 

d e m e n t  wncclptd notificr the Committees on Ann& Sen- 
* ices d the Scnntt and How of Rcprtrcntativv, 9 part of m 

usnull request for authonzahon of appropmtlonr to such 
ComrPittnr, of the proposed dosing or realmmeat and 8ub 
mitr with the notification m evdtution of the fu4,  I d  wxt 
nomic, budgehry, environmental, rtrategic, and operatiod 
consquenF+r of such c~ocuy or realignment; and 

(2) t penod of SO l ~ t ~ v c  drip or 60 calendar &ys, which- 
ever rr longer, Les following the day on which t b t  notice 
and evaluation =rr+ to in +wt 0) have -been ~b rmt t ed~  to 
mi& committees, dumg whch penod no ~lztvocable actaon 
may be hk tn  to effect or implement the d d o n .  

(c) This rectioq lSlall not f ply to the dwu? of r rpilitvy +d- 
~ u o n ,  or a M m e n t  m& - to dtu) .  d ~ . t m n ,  tl 
the President ccrtif~cs b tbt  Congreu that such elmure or 
meat must k implcmtnted for mu001 of ~ t i o n r l  mcmtp or a 
military emergen*. 

(dK1) Mter the e intion of tbt period of time provided for in 
N M O ~  6 ~ 2 1 w i Z  rr to tbe donu. or d i g n m e n t  of a 
militam h t d a t i o n .  f u n g h i c h  would othe- be availab1e to 
tbe %-retan to tffCct the closure or nrlinnment of that inrt.ll.- 
tion may qt -+ by him for ~ c h  purpac. - - 

(2) N o w  m h -on restnctc the authority of the 
to obtain uchitectunl md engine* rcmees under section 280 
of this title. 

scay 
(el Ill this Metion: 

(1) The term "military installation" mcaru a base, amp,  
port, station, yud, center, hornepott facilit for m y  rhi or 
other activity under tbe j u r ~ d i ~ o n  of the 6 - e t  o r b  
f e w ,  including r a y  leased facili.ty, which is lqcated within any 
of the uveral Stater, the Ilistnct of Columbui, the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rim, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, or 
Gum. Such term-does not include my facility ured primarily 
for *civil w o r k  nvets and harbon pro)- or flood control 
pro ectr. 

(dl The term ''drilim mnnel" rn- direct-hin, perma- 
nent civilian t m ~ ~ o y ~  o k e  ~ c p v t m e n t  o f ~ e m e .  

(8) The krm rtnhgnment" includes an action which both 
rrduces and relocates funstions and c i d a n  personnel 
tionr, but does not include a reduction in fom mu1  ri- 
skill imbalances, or other similar causes. 

Y workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding evels, 

(4) The term "legislative day" means a day on which eitber 
House of C o w  lc in # U o a  
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THESECRfTARYOFDEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC ?e)X)1-1000 

Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comission 
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 1 recomend 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 recornendation 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 
A22 
165 

These recommendations support our national goals of 
maintaining military effectiveness while drawing down the force, 
reducing the deficit, and reinvestingin 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. 

0 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. 

D 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. 

sAVINC TAXPAYER DO- AND W N Z U b f I H G  WILITARY 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 frees up 
valuable defense assets (people, facilities and real estate) for 
productive private sector reuse. 

The defense budget will decline by more than 40 percent in 
real terms from 1985 to 1997, and military personnel in the United 
States will be reduced by 30 percent. Base closures have lagged 
behind this overall drawdown. No bases were closed until two years 
ago, following decisions made in the 1988 and 1991 rounds of base 
closures. Under those two rounds, domestic base structure was 
reduced by only nine percent, measured by plant replacement value. 

Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all 
the buildings, pavements, and utilities at a base. We measure our 
progress in terms of plant replacement value because it is a better 
measure of magnitude than simply counting large bases and small 
bases equally. 

Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and 
'4 

personnel constitutes a double hit: Resources are drained into 
bases we don't need, and therefore are not available to buy the 
things we do need. 

TEE PLAMJED 1993 ROVNO OF CLOSVICES W I L L  SAVe $3.1 BILLION PER YEAR 

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

Net costs in F Y  1994 through 1996 $1.7 billion 
pet sa vinus in F Y  199 7 throuuh 1999 
Net savings during implementation 

$5.7 billion 
$4.0 billion 

Annual savings thereafter (SFY99) $3.1 billion 

The 1993 program, coupled with the previously approved 1988 
and 1991 closures, will reduce the domestic base structure by about 



\ u 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 F Y  1999 dol.lars. 

BEING OBJECTZVE AND TATR 

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 Comission, 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 
*w 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 forcen has twelve active A m y  divisions; we will 
have room to station a11 of them. It has twelve carriers; we will 
have room to berth a11 of them. It has 1098 active Air Force 
fighters; we will have room to beddown all of them. 

Unless the force structure 5s increased above the "base 
force," 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. I 
suggest that the Commission devote sor.5 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 OVERS- BASES W E N  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 
operations overseas at sites accounting for 28 percent of 
replacement value. 

Our plan is to reduce the replacement value of the overseas u' 
base structure by 35040% 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. 



SUPPORTING TEE REINVESTMENT NECESSARY TO RESTOM ECONOMIC GROWTH 

Closing domestic bases and reducing DoD8s weapons and 
equipment purchases are critical elements of a balanced defense 
drawdown -- one which will preserve a fully capable, albeit 
smaller, military. 

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any 
extraordinary problems for the economy. The economic impact of the - 

planned drawdown is actually smaller than the impacts after the 
Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts are substantial in 
regions where the local economy depends heavily on defense 
spending. 

There are three ways DoD can help support economic growth: 
investing in people, investing in industry, and investing in 
comrnunit ies . 

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: Many defense-related private 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 initi4-gives under the Economic Dislocation and 
Worker Adjustment Assisthce 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: DoDis 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. d 

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 community 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. 

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



DoD wants to ensure, wherever possible, that environmental 
cleanup is not a barrier to economic recovery. DoD has spent and 
will continue to spend significant defense resources on 
environmental 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 
agencies, a new community economic redevelopment fund 
communities most affected by base closures. The fund will 
as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, especial1 
recovery would be difficult. Funding will be provided by 
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures. 

Cabinet 
to help 
be used 

,y where 
setting 

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 ~egister .- 

Sincerely, 

Jist of Enclosures and Tables: 

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 of the 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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Base Closure and Realignment - Additional Guidance, January 28, 1993 



W E  DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

0 5 MAY 1992 

HEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS Of STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGI-NG 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROIUR 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MAN&- 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BmC 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 with DoDts planned force 

w 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 J. Atwood 

Attachment 



POLICY, P-tTRZS, AWD RLSP(r tSZBftrTXZS 

The guidance herein establishes the policy, procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment 
or closure under Public Law 101-510, as amended by Public Law 
102-190. The guidance supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memoranda of October 25, 1990, and December 10, 1990. 

Title XXIX, Part A of Public Law 101-510 established the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may pursue 
realignment or closure of military installations w i t h  certain 
exceptions. The law established an independent Defense Base Closure 
and Realigment Commission to review the Secretary's recommendations 
in calendar years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

This guidance applies to those base realignment, closure and 
consolidation studies and recommendations which must, by law, be 
submitted to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(the 1993 Commission) for review. 

i, 
ExcePtions 

This guidance does not apply to actions which: I 
o Implement realignments or closures under Public Law 

100-526, relating to the recommendations of the 1988 Defense 
Secretaryfs Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988 
Commission) ; 

o fmplement realignments or closures under Public Law 
101-510, relating to the recomndations of the 1991 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Codssion (the 1991 Commission); 

o Study or implement realignments or closures to which 
section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicable; l 

o Reduce force structure unless the reduction results 
in a base closure or realignment subject to Public Law 101-510. 
Reductions in force structure my be made under this exception even 
if the wits involved were designated to relocate to a receiving base 
by the 1988 or the 1991 Commission; or 



o Impact any f a c i l i t i e s  used primarily f o r  c i v i l  works, 
r ivers  and harbor projects,  flood control,  or  other pro jec ts  not 
under t h e  primary jurisdiction or control of the  Department of 
Defense. 

Policv Guidance 

Base realignment, closure or consolidation s tudies  t h a t  could 
result  i n  a recommendation for  a base closure or realignment, other 
than actions covered by an exception above, must meet t h e  following 
requirements: 

o The studies must have as t h e i r  basis  t h e  Force Structure 
Plan required by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510; 

o The recommendations must be based on the  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  
for  select ing bases for  closure and realignment required by t h a t  
Section; and 

o The studies must consider a11 mili tary ins ta l l a t ions  
inside t h e  United States (as defined i n  the law) on an equal footing, 
including bases recommended fo r  pa r r 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 reconnnendations 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 c o d s s i o n  
recornendation was made. Documentation f o r  such changes must involve 
clear  mil i tary value or significant savings, and be based on the  
f ina l  c r i t e r i a  

Comprehensive studies of your base s tmc tu re  nay begin now using 
the select ion c r i t e r i a  included i n  t h i s  memorandum and t h e  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 ructure plan when promulgated. 

Record Keeping 

DoD Components shal l ,  f romthe date of t h i s  memorandum, develop 
and keep: 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
recommendations were made, including minutes of a11 deliberative 
meetings; 

o Descriptions of how recommendations met the f i n a l  
selection c r i t e r i a  and were based on the  f i n a l  force s t ructure plan; 



o A l l  data, information and analyses considered i n  making base 
realignment and closure recommendations; and 

o Documentation f o r  each recommendation t o  t h e  Secretary of 
Defense t o  realign or  close a mil i tary ins ta l l a t ion  - . .  under t h i s  law. k m d  

DoD Components must develop and implement an in te rna l  control 
plan f o r  these base realignment, closure o r  consolidation studies t o  
ensure t h e  accuracy of data  collection and analyses. A t  a minimum, 
these internal  control plans should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources; 

o Systems f o r  verifying the accuracy of data  a t  a l l  levels  
of command; 

o Documentation justifying changes made t o  data  received 
from subordinate commands; 

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 
in te rna l  control plan. 

0 pornination$: The FY 1992 Defense Authorization Act requires 
t h a t  a l l  e ight  commissioners be nominated by the  President no l a t e r  
than January 25, 1993, o r  t h e  1993 process w i l l  be terminated. The 
Assistant t o  the Secretary of  Defense w i l l  handle a l l  matters 
r e l a t i n g  t o  the Secretary's recommendations t o  the  President f o r  
appointments t o  t h e  1993 Commission. All inquiries from individuals 
in teres ted  i n  serving on t h e  Commission Should be referred t o  the 
Assistant t o  the Secretary. 

o Comission S-: The Under Secretary of Defense 
(Acquisition) (USD(A)) and t h e  Director o f  Administration and 

Management w i l l  coordinate t h e  Department's support t o  t h e  1993 
Commission. 

o final Selection Criteria: The USD(A) in coordination with t h e  
Secretaries of the Mili tary Departments, the  Chairman of the  Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and such other off ic ia ls  a s  may be appropriate, sha l l  
consider whether t h e  final selection c r i t e r i a  developed i n  accordance 
with Public Law 101-510 should be amended. Proposed amendments t o  
t h e  selection c r i t e r i a  must be made in accordance w i t h  Public L a w  
'101-510 and approved by the Secretary of Defense. 

d 



o Force Structure Plan: The Chairman of the ~ o i n t  Chiefs of 
b S t a f f  i n  coordination with the Under S e c r e t a q  of Defense f o r  Policy 

(USD (PI 1 ,  t h e  USD (A) ,  DoD Conptroller. and such other o f f i c i a l s  a s  
may be appropriate, sha l l  develop the  force s t ructure plan i n  
accordance with Public Law 101-510, as amended, a d  submit it t o  the 
Secretary of Defense for  approval. Pending issuance of t h e  force 
s t ructure plan by  the  Secretary of Defense, DoD components s h a l l  use 
the  force table i n  the  force structure p l a  promulgated by the  
Secretary of Defense on March 19. 1991. 

o fidditional Ins t ruc t ioa :  The USD (A) may issue such 
instruct ions a s  may be necessary: t o  in@-t these pol icies ,  
procedures. authori t ies  and r e s p o n s i b i ~ i t i e s ;  t o  ensure t l l a l y  
submission of work products t o  the  Secretary of Defense and t o  the 
1993 Commission; and, t o  ensure consistency i n  application of t h e  
select ion c r i t e r i a ,  methodology and reports  t o  the Secretary of 
Defense, t h e  1993 Commission and t h e  Congress. The authority and 
duty of the  Secretary of Defense t o  i ssue  r e l a t i o n s  under T i t l e  
xxIx of Public Law 101-510 as  amended are hereby delegated and 
assigned t o  t h e  USD (A) . The USD (A) should exercise t h a t  authority i n  
coordination w i t h  other DoD of f i c i a l s  as appropriate. 

o priman, Point of Contact: The USD(A) shal l  be the  primary 
point of contact for  t h e  DeparrmVrt of Defense with t h e  1993 

w Commission. Each DoD component sha l l  designate t o  USD (A) one o r  more 
points of contact with the  1993 C o d s s i o n .  USDIA) shal l  es tabl i sh  
procedures f o r  interaction with t h e  1993 C o d s s i o n  similar t o  t h e  
procedures used t o  interact  with t h e  1991 Commission. 

o Internal  Controls: The DoD Inspector General s h a l l  be 
available t o  a s s i s t  the DoD Conponents i n  developing, implementing 
and evaluating internal  control plans. 

The Secretaries of the  Military Departments, the  Directors of the  
Defense Agencies, and the  heads of other DoD Components s h a l l  
(without delegation) s a t  the i r  recomendations for  base 
rea i igments  o r  closures under t h i s  law t o  t h e  Under Secretaw of 
Defense (Acquisition) f o r  appropriate processing and forwarding t o  
the  S e c r e t a n  of Defense fo r  approval. 

The UsD (A) s h a l l  issue a schedule t o  ensure submission of 
recomendations t o  the  1993 C o d s s i o n  by March 15, 1993, allowing 
adequate time f o r  action by the Secretaw of Defense. 



Selection Criteria 

The following select ion c r i t e r i a  s h a l l  be used t o  begin base 
s t ruc tu re  s tudies  and t o  make base realignment and closure 
recomnendations. Studies must be revalidated against t h e  f i n a l  
se lec t ion  c r i t e r i a  approved by t h e  Secretary of Defense i n  t h e  event L 

t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  selection c r i t e r i a  d i f f e r  fromthose s e t  f o r t h  below. 

I n  select ing mili tary ins ta l l a t ions  f o r  closure o r  realignment, 
the Department of Defense, giving p r io r i ty  consideration t o  mil i tary 
value ( the first four c r i t e r i ~  below), w i l l  consider: 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of the  Department of 
Defenset s t o t a l  force. 

2 The avai lab i l i ty  and condition of land, f a c i l i t i e s  and 
associated airspace a t  both the  exis t ing and potent ial  
receiving locations.  

3. The a b i l i t y  t o  accommodate contingency, mobilization, 
and future t o t a l  force requirements at  both the 
existing and potent ial  receiving locations. e 
The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Znvestmant 

5. The extent and timing of potential  cos ts  and savings, 
including the nvmber of years, beginning w i t h  t h e  date 
of cornletion of t h e  closure or realignment, fo r  t h e  -- . - 
s a v i n h  t o  exceed the costs. 

ZEESss 

6 . m e  economic impact on conmunities. 

7 .  The a b i l i t y  of both the  exis t ing and potent ia l  
receiving c o m m i t  ies, infrastructure t o  support - 
forces, missions and personnel. 
- 

8. The environmental impact. 



THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301 

May 5 ,  1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFT 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEEZNSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES Or DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENE?IAL 
DIRSCTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
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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 

STSJECT: 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 
ciosure process (BRAC 93). The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acqsisition delegated USD (A) authorities and responsibilities to 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
(ASD(P&L) ) on May 5 ,  1992, (also attached). This memorandum is 
the first in a series of additional ASD(P&L) policy memoranda 
I~~lezenting the Deputy Secretary's BRAC 93 guidance. ASD(P&L) 
pclicy memoranda of January 7, February 13, March 7 and March 26, 
1951, are hereby cancelled. 

Cumulative Impacts on fnstallationg 

P.L. 101-510 stipulates that no action may be taken to carry 
out a 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 c t .  Subject to the foregoing, closure or realignment actions 
tha: do not exceed the numerical thresholds set forth in the Act 
may proceed outside the established BRAC 93 process. Questions 
u5ether or not proposed actions are independent should be 
referred to DoD Componentst General Counsrl. 

w 



A v v l i c a b i l i t v  of P.L.lO1-510 

DoD Components must u s e  a common d a t e  t o  de te rmine  P.L. 
101-510 a p p l i c a b i l i t y .  Fo r  BRRC 93, t h e  common d a t e  w i l l  be 
September 30, 1992, t h e  l a s t  q u a r t e r  of a c t u a l  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
u s e  i n  making BRAC 93 recommendations b e f o r e  March 15, 1993, 
S p o r t i n g  d e a d l i n e .  

Also,  nonappropr ia ted  fund employees are n o t  direct hire, 
permanent c i v i l i a n  employees of  t h e  Department o f  Defense, as 
d e f i n e d  by P.L. 101-510, and t h e r e f o r e  shou ld  n o t  be cons ide red  
i n  de te rmin ing  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  law. 

Activities in Leased Space 

DoD Component o r g a n i z a t i o n s  l o c a t e d  i n  l e a s e d  space  are 
s u b j e c t  t o  P.L. 101-510. C i v i l i a n  pe rsonne l  a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  o f  
c r g c ~ i z a t i o n s  i n  l e a s e d  space ,  which a r e  p a r t  of  an  o r g a n i z a t i o n  
l o c a t e d  on a  nearby m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o r  one w i t h i n  t h e  same 
me t ropo l i t an  s t a t i s t i c a l  a r e a  (MSA) , s h a l l  be cons ide r ed  part o f  
t h e  c i v i l i a n  pe rsonne l  a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  of  t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i o n .  Each 
DoD C o r n ~ ~ n e n t  shou ld  aggrega te  t h e  remaining c i v i l i a n  pe r sonne l  
a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  of t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  l e a s e d  space  w i t h i n  a  
ESA and cons ide r  t h e  aggrega te  t o  be a  s i n g l e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  f o r  
app ly ing  t h e  numerica l  t h r e s h o l d s  of P.L. 101-510. For  t he  
Na i i ona l  C a p i t a l  Region (NCR) , t h e  NCR, as d e f i n e d  by t h e  
Xazionzl  C a p i t a l  P lenn ing  Act (40USC71). w i l l  be used  a s  t h e  MSA. 

Cateuoties of Bases 

One cf t h e  firs; steps i n  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  b a s e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  
p o t e z t l a l  c l o s u r e s  o r  r ea l ignments  must i nvo lve  grouping 
i n s t a l l r t i o n s  wi th  l i k e  miss ions ,  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  o r  a t t r i b u t e s  
i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and when a p p l i c a b l e ,  s u b c a t e g o r i e s .  
Ca t ego r i z ing  b a s e s  is  t h e  nece s sa ry  l i n k  between t h e  f o r c e s  
described i n  t h e  Force  S t r u c t u r e  P l an  and t h e  ba se  s t r u c t u r e .  
Determining c a t e g o r i e s  of b a s e s  is  a  DoD Component 

- Capac i t v /Mi l i t a rv  - Value Analvsep 

Another e a r l y  e v a l u a t i o n  step is de te rmin ing  whether  e ach  
ca tegory / subca tegory  h a s  p o t e n t i a l  exce s s  c a p a c i t y  f o r  the end 
s t a t e  f o r c e  l e v e l s  con t a ined  i n  t h e  Force  S t r u c t u r e  P l an .  Should 
no e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  be found i n  a  ca tegory l subca tegory ,  t h e r e  i s  
no need t o  con t i nue  ana lyz ing  t h a t  p o r t i o n  of  t h e  ba se  s t r u c t u r e ,  
u n l e s s  t h e r e  i s  a  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  or o t h e r  r eason  t o  con t i nue  t h e  
a n a l y s i s .  Bases i n  such categories/subcategories s h a l l  remain 
a v z i l a b l e  a s  p o t e n t i a l  r e c e i v e r s  of  m i s s ions  o r  f u n c t i o n s .  



Conversely, if you recommend a base for closure or 
realignment, your analysis must have considered all bases within 
that category/subeategory 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. 

Criteria ~easutes/l8ctors 

DoD Components must develop and use one or more 
measures/factors for applying each of the final criteria to base 
structure snalyses. While objective !neasur@s/factors are 
desirable, they will not always be possible to develop. 
Measures/factors may also vary for different categories of bases. 
DoD Components must describe the relationship between each 
measurelfactor used and the final criteria in BRAC 93 
document at ion. 

DoD Components should continually look for cross-category 
opportunities, ~ n d  cooperate with sister Services and Defense 
Agencies to pursue multi-service asset sharing or exchange, 
throughout the BRAC 93 process. 

GOBRA Cost  Model 

DoD Components must use the Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(CO3RA) cost model to calculate the costs, savings and return on 
invest~~eni ef proposed closures and realignments. Dollar inputs 
to COBRA vill be in FY 1994 constant dollars. The Army is 
executive agent for COBRA. Model improvements and documentation 
**ill be completed by October, '1992. 

Data Cert i f i ca t ion  

Section 2821 (e) (3) of P.L. 102-190 amended P.L. 101-510 and 
required specified DoD personnel to certify to the best of their 
knowledge and belief that information provided to the Secretary 
of Defense or the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(the 1993 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 BRXC 93 analyses. 



I n  view of t h e  above, POD components s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  
".d 

procedures and designate  appropriate  personnel t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  
da ta  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  use i n  BRAC 93 analyses is  accura te  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 incoiporated with 
t h e  requi red  i n t e r n a l  cont ro l  plan. Both are svb jec t  t o  a u d i t  by  
t h e  General Accounting Office.  F ina l ly ,  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  
Mil i ta ry  Departments, Direc tors  of Defense Agencies, and heads of 
other  DoD Components must c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  Secretary of Defense 
t h a t  da ta  used i n  making BRAC 93 recomendat ions t o  t h e  Secre tary  
a r e  accurate  and complete t o  t h e  b e s t  of t h e i r  knowledge and 
b e l i e f .  

Information provided t o  t h e  1993 Comission pursuant t o  a 
request  a f t e r  March 15, 1993, must a l s o  be c e r t i f i e d .  However. 
ASD(P&L) involvement must be maintained, a s  ASD(P&L) has been 
designated t h e  primary poin t  of contact  f o r  DoD with t h e  1993 
Cornission. A l s o ,  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  lengthy delays i n  providing r e q e s t e d  information. 
Do0 Components must the re fo re  e s t a b l i s h  s p e c i a l  procedures t o  
ezsure not only t h a t  appropriate  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  made by 
designrted personnel, but  a l s o  t h a t  responses t o  regves ts  f o r  
in f r rmr t i cn  a re  m e ,  while allowing s u f f i c i e n t  t ime f o r  DoD 
Compopsnent headquarters and ASD(P&L) involvement. 

force Structure Plan 

The Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chiefs of S taf f  should coordinate 
u t h e  Force S t ruc tu re  Plan required b y  t h e  Deputy Secre tary ' s  BPAC 

13 menorendurn w i t  t h e  Assis tant  Secretary of Defense f o r  Program 
Anclysis i n d  Evaluation, t h e  Assis tant  Secretary of Defense f o r  
Reserve Affa i rs .  and t h e  General Counsel, i n  addi t ion  t o  t h e  
Urber Secretary of Defense f o r  Pol icy.  ASD(P&LI . and DoD 
C o ~ ~ p t r o l l e r .  

Dissemination of Guidance 

DoD Components s h a l l  disseminate t h e  Deputy Secre tary ' s  
guidance, t h i s  pol icy  memorandum. and subsequent pol icy  memoranda 
as  widely a s  poss ib le  throughout t h e i r  organizat ions.  

Colin McMillan 
Assis tant  Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Log i s t i c s )  

Aztachments 



THE DEPUTY S E C R ~ A R Y  OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. -1-1000 

December 3. 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARIES OFT HE 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 Secret81-y of Defense for Acquisition, shall 
prepare integrated proposals, with uoa-Service inputs, to streamline defense depot 
maintenance activities, for the Secteta y of Defense's conrideration for su bmieion 
to the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission under the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Title XXlX of Public b w  101-510). Such 
proposals shall be designed to support the following lead Military Depanment 
assignments for defense-wide depot maintenance: 

Department of the Army lead - ground weapon systems and equipment 

Department of the Navy lead - ships, other watercraft, and ship systems 

Depanment of the Air Force lead - fixed and rotary wing aviation and 
aviation systems. 

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition mdy issue such instructions as may be 
necessary to implement this memorandum. Instructions to the Military Departments L l  
shall be issued through the Secretaries of the Military Departmentr. 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 203018000 

CRooUenON AND 
LOGrnICC 

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, OPERRTIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two 

Backuround 

This memorandum is the second in a series of additional 
ASD(PCL1 policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and 

w the Deputy Secretary's 1993 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 93) guidance of May 5, 1992. ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum 
One was dated August 4, 1992. 

Militarv Treatment Facility (MTF) A n a l v s e ~  

The Secretaries of the Military Departments will be 
responsible for including Military Treatment Facilities (MTFs) in 
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 Secretaries of the Military Departments and ASD(HA), "k/ 
working together through the Health Affairs Base Closure Joint 
Service Working Group, may also identify MTFs as candidates for 
closure or reduction, such as when multiple DoD health care 
delivery activities create overlapping catchment areas or when 
small beneficiary populations reside within areas where more cost 
effective alternatives should be considered. Working group 
recommendations will be forwarded to the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments for inclusion in their final recommendations 
as appropriate. If the Secretary of a Military Department 
disagrees with a closure recommendation forwarded by the Health 
Affairs Base Closure Joint Service Working Group, the Secretary 
shall forward the Group's recommendation with the Secretary's 
reason for disagreeing, to the Secretary of Defense. 

Peturn on Investment (ROI) 

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and 
reported with DoD Components, justifications for each recommended 
closure or realignment package. All costs and savings 
attributable over time to a closure or realignment package, 
subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, including 
costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or savings 
elements that are identified, but determined to be insignificant, 
need not be calculated. However, DoD Component records should 
indicate that determination. 

L-'~ 
The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 

calculates return on investment. ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum One 
required the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to use the 
current COBRA version (4 .0) ,  in order to ensure consistency in 
methodology. Although the model does not produce budget quality 
data, it uses standard cost factors and algorithms to estimate 
costs and savings over time. 

We recognize that Military Department and Defense Agency 
planning and accounting mechanisms are sufficiently different to 
warrant Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the 
COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use of 
such cost factors. 

Attachment 1 provides additional guidance on the COBRA model 
and return on investment calculations for those rare instances 
when it is impossible to use the COBRA model for calculations. 

Specific instructions follow for the calculation of health 
care costs, unemployment costs, Homeowners Assistance Program and 
environmental costs, and savings for input to the COBRA model. 



o Pealth 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 Vedic re Costs Medicare costs will not be included 
in DoD Cornpone-es. The Medicare program consists of 
Part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The only 
appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those portions of 
the Part B costs that exceed the monthly premiums paid by the 
members/beneficiaries. Therefore, total Medicare appropriations 
will not significantly change return on investment calculations. 

o Unemvlovment Cost The Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget $nemployment 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 Proqram (HAP) The Secretary of the 
Army will provide each Military Department and Defense Agency 
with a list of installations that have a reasonable probability 

b of having a HAP program approved, should the installation be 
selected for closure or realignment. H?& costs will be included 
for each of the installations so identified by the Secretary of 
the Army. 

o Environmental Restoration Cost& 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 Comvliance 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 hand Value 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  u 
regarding t h e  d i sposa l  of real property,  e s p e c i a l l y  p u b 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  va lue  may no t  always be 
r e a l i z e d .  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 ima te  t h e  m-ount t o  be 
received f o r  such real property.  Estimated land  and f a c i l i t y  
va lue  w i l l  genera l ly  be based on the a n t i c i p a t e d  h ighes t  and best 
use  f o r  t h e  land  and f a c i l i t i e s ,  assuming appropr ia te  zoning, 
un less  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  information 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 por t ion  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 va lue  should be adjusted: f o r  any 
such parce l ing ,  inc luding  discounting proceeds when sale of  
contaminated property i s  poss ib le  only a f t e r  cleanup is complete; 
f o r  reduced p r i c e s  where property 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  pub l i c  b e n e f i t  discount  
t r a n s f e r s  are an t i c ipa ted .  

0 Force s t r u c t u r e  Savinas The savings a s soc ia ted  with 
f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  drawdowns s h a l l  not  be included i n  t h e  r e t u r n  on 
investment ca lcu la t ions .  While decreased fo rce  s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  
o f t e n  be t h e  underlying reason fo r  recommending base c losures  o r  
realignments,  t h e  savings associa ted  with c los ing  bases  should be 
founded on t h e  e l iminat 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 .  

'4 
o M i l i t a r y  Construct ioq Mi l i t a ry  Departments and Defense 

Agencies w i l l  descr ibe  a n t i c i p a t e d  cons t ruc t ion  requirements 
(barracks square feet, e t c . )  t o  implement a BRAC recommendation 
and not  a c t u a l  p ro jec t s .  These requirements only become p r o j e c t s  
during t h e  implementation phase after t h e  Comiss ion  meets and 
a f t e r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  site surveys a r e  conducted and formal p r o j e c t  
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

o Construction Cost Avoidances Closing and rea l ign ing  
bases  can r e s u l t  i n  cons t ruc t ion  c o s t  avoidances. Cost 
avoidances should inc lude  FY94-99 programmed 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 los ing  o r  
r ea l ign ing  base, o t h e r  than  new-mission construct ion.  



COBRA Model Assumvtions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

cal Moves of less than 50 miles will incur 
PCS moving costs. 

o P ~ P .  Forty-one percent of 
all employees placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program will be relocated at goverment expense (based 
on historical data). 

0 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. 

Economic Imvact% 

Attachment 2 provides guidance on the calculation of 
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving communities. 

Environmental Impacts 

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. 



peceivinu 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 "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. 

On each base designated for closure or realignment the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or relocate guard and reserve units, the effected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Componentls 
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. 

Comrnunitv Preference 

Military Departments and Defense Agencies must document the 
receipt of valid requests received under section 2924 of P.L. 
101-510 and document the steps taken to give them special 
consideration. Such documentation is subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office, the Commission and the Congress. 

Release of Information 

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 untll 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 Secretaryfs 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. 

Actions With Multiple Installation Impactq 

This expands the policy guidance on cumulative impacts on 
installations previously provided in ASD(P&L) 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 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. 

peportinu  format.^ 

Attachment 4 describes the reporting formats for: (1) the 
anticipated DoD report to the Commission, and (2) Military 
Department and Defense Agency justifications for their March 15, 
1993, closure and realignment recommendations. 

Attachments 
1. Return on Investment Calculations 
2. Economic Impact Calculations 
3. Environmental Impact Considerations 
4. Report Format 



Peturn on Investment Calculations (COBRA Alternative) 

In those rare instances when use of the COBRA model is not 
possible, Return on Investment can be calculated as follows: 

1) Array all the calculated costs and savings by 
fiscal year for the closure or realignment option. 
Costs and savings should be arrayed uninflated for 
20 years. - 

2 )  Discount each year of the net costs or savings 
using a 10 percent discount rate. 

3)-  Determine the fiscal year the closure or 
realignment is completed. The year of the closure 
is defined as the year in which the majority of 
personnel have left, and the mission and functions 
cease to be performed at the installation. For 
these calculations, a closure or realignment can 
be considered complete even if the installation is 
in caretaker status. 

4 )  Count the number of years, after the year of 
completion, it takes for the net present value to 
reach zero or become negative. This number is the 
return on investment years. 

5 )  Sum the discounted net costs/savings for the 20- 
w 

year period. This sum is the 20-year net present 
value. 

OMB Circular A-94 applies to these calculations, in general, 
by specifying a 10 percent discount rate andzero percent 
inflation. 

Exceptions to the above guidance will be considered on a 
case by case basis by ASD(P&L) if warranted. 

Attachment 1 



Economic I-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 a 

spreadsheet will calculate the economic impact (the direct and 
indirect effect on employment) of the closure or realignment for 
each aYfected 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 



pnvironmental rumact Considerations 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSCaUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT: w 

Installation Name Locat ion 
- - .. 

(Provide a summart statement and stitus 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 a11 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened or Endangered Species 

0 Wet lands 

o Historic or archeological sites 

o Pollution Control 

o Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

o Land Use and Airspace Implications u 

o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

LJ' 
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Department of Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment 
Report to the Codssion 

Executive S-ry (Volume I) 

i 
.sJ 

1. 1993 Base Closure Procedures 
2. Force Structure Susruuary - Unclassified 
3. Final Criteria 
4 .  Compilation of Recommendations 
5. Implementation 

i. Public L a w  101-510 (as aamded) 
ii. Section 2687, Title 10, US Code 
iii. DoD Policy Memoranda 
v .  Base Structure Sumnry 
v. History of Base Closures 
vi. Index of Affected Bases & Petsonnel fmpact8 

PCL 
Joint Staff 

PLL 
PLL 
PCL 

P&L 
P&L 
PIL 
PLL 
PIL 
PCL 

Force Structure Plan (clasaif ied) (Volmnc If 1 Joint Staff 

Department of the Anny Analyses and ~ecoll~nendations (Volrmre 111) Army 

1. Executive Surrmrary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service Projected Force Structure 
4. Service Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6, Recommendations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8 .  Classified Appendices (if required) 

DCpartIWnt of the Navy Analyses and ~ecolaacndations (Volume IV) N a q  & Marine Corps 

1. Executive Summary 
2. Statement of Purpose 

u 3. Service Projected Force Structure 
4. Service Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Recomndations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. Classified ~ppendices (if required) 

Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force 

1. Executive Summary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service Projected Force Structure 
4. Service Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Recomndations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. Classified Appendices (if required) 

Defense Agencies Analyses and Reconmendations (Volume VT) 

1. Executive Surfunary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Agency Projected Force Structure 
4. Agency Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Recomndations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. Classified Appendices (if required) 

Defense Agencies 

~t t a chment 4 



Name of Recommendation 
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State]) 

Recommendatioa: 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 Ld 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the 
base, if applicable. 

Justification: Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i.e., 
force structure reductions, mission transfer, consolidation or 
elimination, excess capacity, etc., as applicable. 

Zmpact: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the 
local communityfs economy in terms of direct and indirect -. 

employment loss. Also include an estimate of the cost of 
implementing the recommendation and expected annual savings after 
implementation. 

-4 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 
December 9 ,  1992 

'\ - PRODUCTION AND 
LoclStlCS 

HEMORANDUH FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARRIENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAE'F 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE KSEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFmSE --- - 

COMPTROLLER 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF' DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGLMENT 
DIRECTORS OF' THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BmC 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 

u 8:OOam on February 22, 1993. - 

ASD (PLL) 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 WcMillen 



THE D E W  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASUINGTON. D.C. 20101 

10 December 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Selection Criteria 

The attached 1993 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 93) 
Selection Criteria, required by Section 2903 (b) of P .L. 101-510, 
form the basis, along with the force structure plan, of the base 
clo~ire and realignment process. DoD components shall use these 
criteria in the base structure analysis to nominate BRAC 93 
closure or realignment candidates. The criteria will also be 
used by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
in their review of the Department of Defense final 
recommendations. 

Attachment 



Department of Defense Final Criteria 
for 

Closing and Realigning 
Military Installations Inside the United States 

In selecting military installations for closure or d g n m e n t ,  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 nquinments and the 
iinpact on operationat readiness of the Department of 
1)efense'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 imp'lications. 

Return on Investment 

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

- Impacts 

6. The economic impact on cornrnunities. 

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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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC -16000 

December 2 4 ,  1992 

AND 
LOG- 

WEMORRNOUH FOR ASSISTW SECRETARY 3F THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS A??D ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAW (INSTALLATIONS 
AND ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE N R  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) - 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact 

Base Closure Pol icy  Memorandm Two included guidance on t h e  
c a l c u l a t i o n  of economic impact a t  c los ing ,  r e a l i g n i n g  o r  
rece iv ing  bases  during the  1993 round of base c losures  (BRAC 93). 
Spec i f i ca l ly ,  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments and Defense Agencies are 
respons ib le  f o r  determining changes i n  military, c i v i l i a n  and 
con t rac to r  employment a t  each base recommended f o r  c losure ,  
realignment or  as a rece iv ing  base, and e n t e r i n g  t h i s  d a t a  i n t o  
t h e  economic impact spreadsheet suppl ied  by t h e  Office of 
Economic Adjustment ' (OEA) . 

To ensure t h a t  t h e  impact of previous c losures  and 
realignments a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  cumulative economic impact 
considerat ions,  d a t a  must a l s o  be en te red  f o r  closed, rea l igned 
o r  gaining bases  i d e n t i f i e d  during BmC 88 and BRAC 91. This 
information should be r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  i n  your BRAC 91 economic 
impact spreadsheet  p r i n t o u t s .  Any adjustments t o  previous BRAC 
88 o r  BRAC 9 1  a c t i o n s  necess i t a t ed  by BmC 93 recommendations 
should a l s o  be made on t h e  spreadsheets  (i.e., personnel now 
going t o  Base "Yn i n s t e a d  of Base .Xu, etc). 

We w i l l  combine Department/Agency spreadsheets  t o  determine 
DoD-wide cumulative economic impact within each def ined  
geographic a rea .  

I f  you have any ques t ions  p lease  contac t  Mr. Dom Miglionico 
a t  697-8050. 

n 
David J. Berteau 
P r i n c i p a l  Deputy 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 203016000  

JAN 2 8 1993 
'b PRODUCTION A N D  

LOG I S T I C S  

NEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE A M Y  (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS AND 
ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT : Base Closure and Realignment-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, 

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. 

Your nRecommendationw pages need not necessarily be 
limited to one page. The importance your mone-pagem 
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 scrut 
overrides the desire for brevity. Although they are 
part of your final report, we will also need your 
wRecommendationu 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 Userf s Manual) for 
each base in your closure/realigment scenarios. 

iny 



o We w i l l  need a p r i n t o u t  and computer d i s k  of your 
economic impact spreadsheets  f o r  your BRAC 93 
recommendations. kmd 

o We w i l l  a l s o  need t h e  number of  m i l i t a r y ,  c i v i l i a n ,  and 
es t imated  Base Operating Support c o n t r a c t o r  employees 
on board each of your BRAC 88 and BRAC 91 c l o s u r e s  and 
realignments as of June 30, 1991. T h i s  information 
w i l l  be used t o  c a l c u l a t e  DoD-wide cumulative impact by 
OASD (PLL) . Refer t o  ASD (PLL) memorandum of December 
24, 1992. 

o The above d a t a  and information is a l l  due February 22, 
1993.  

Based on our review of the  new OMB C i r c u l a r  A-94 (October 
29, 1992) t h e  discount  r a t e  f o r  COBRA Return on Investment 
Calcula t ions  has  been changed t o  7 percent  v i c e  10 percent .  
P lease  make t h i s  change t o  t h e  COBRA s tandard  f a c t o r s  f i l e  and 
note  t h e  change i n  your copy of Base Closure Po l i cy  Memorandum 
Two, da ted  December 4, 1992. Also, s i n c e  t h e  COBRA model is 
being con t inua l ly  ref ined ,  p lease  delete any re fe rences  t o  
"version 4.0" i n  t h e  memorandum. 

F ina l ly ,  I want t o  t a k e  t h i s  opportuni ty t o  thank you and 
your s t a f f s  f o r  a l l  your support  and hard work dur ing  t h i s  BRAC 
93  process .  

David 3. Berteau 
P r i n c i p a l  Deputy Ass i s t an t  Secre tary  

of Defense (Production and Log i s t i c s )  



Appendix E 
'w 

DoD Base Structure - Summary of 
Domestic and Overseas Reductions 

Table 1A - Major Domestic Closures 

US. Bases 
Bases BRAC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 Remaining Reduction - 

NavyNSMC 168 -4 -9 -23 132 21 % 

Air Force 206 -5 -13 -4 184 11% 

Defense Agencies 2 0 0 - -2 All 17% 

Totals 495 -16 -26 -3 1 422 15% 

'w Table 1B - Major Domestic Realignments 

Bases 
BRAC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 Affected 

Air Force 0 2 3 5 

Defense Agencies 0 0 A! 0 

Totals 

L, 



Table 1C - Summarg of Domestic Plant Replacement Value (PRV) Reductions 
,u 

($Billions) 

PRV 
E W  BRAC 88/91 BRAC 93 Remaining Reduction 

Air Force -m d2.72 -7.6 133.7 17% 

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, 
Ld 

and utilities at a base. DoD measures progress in term of plant replacement value because it 
is a better measure of the magnitude of reductions in infrastructure than simply counting large 
bases and small basts qually. 



Table 2A - Base Structure - Summa. of Actions to End or Reduce 
Operations Overseas 

L 
(Number of Sites) 

Announced 
FY 91 to Date Remaining Reduction 

Europe 
Army 847 440 407 52% 
NavyfUSMC 85 24 6 1 28% 
Air Force 470 185 285 39% 

PaeificlEast Asia 
Army 112 18 94 16% 
NavyRJSMC 26 11 15 42% 
Air Force 79 8 71 10% 

Western Hemisphere1 
Misc. Locations 

15 13 2 87% 
Navy/USMC 9 3 6 33% 
Air Force 26 - 2 - 24 8% 

u 
Totals 1,669 704 965 42% 

Table 2B - Base Structure - Summary of Overseas Reductions by 
Plant Replacement Value (PRV) 

Planned 
Announced Thru Total 

D2!l to Date FY 96 Reduction Reduction 

53.9 17.9 6.0 23.9 44% 
Navy/USMC 26.4 6.4 1 .O 7.4 28% 
Air Force 60.2 3 22,2 37% 

Totals 140.5 43.5 10.0 53.5 38% 



Appendix F 
L 

History of Base Closures 

Background 

In the early 19605, under tbe direction of Resident Kennedy, Secretary of 
Defense McNamara developed and subsequently implemented the most extensive base 
realignment and closure program in the history of the United States. Hundreds of base 
closures and realignments took place during this period, and more than 60 major bases 
were closed. Criteria governing bases selected for closm were established primarily 
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, with minimal consultation with the 
Military Departments or the Congress. 

The Congms had not anticipated the broad extent of these actions, and their 
cumulative political impact was substantial. With vcry few exceptions, the closure 
actions were viewed negatively by the Congress. 

Legislative History of Section 2687 

In 1965, the Congress passed legislation setting up reporting requirements 
'sc/ 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 Department of 
Defense was able to complete base realignments and closures routinely throughout the 
1960s. 

During the early 1970s, the Depamnent found it increasingly difficult to realign 
or close installations due to rep ted  attempts by the Congress to regulate the base 
closure process 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 more 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 override effort failed. 



In 1977, however, President Cartex approved legislation requiring the 
Department to notify Congress that a base is a candidate for reduction or closure; 
prepare local economic, environmental, and strategic consequence reports; and wait 60 
days for Congress' response. Tbc, legislation was codified as Section 2687, Title 10, 
U.S. Code and is at Appendix B. Section 2687, coupled with the requirements of 
NEPA, effectively brought base closures to a halt. 

The Next Decade 

For the next decade after passage of Section 2687, all attempts at closing major 
installations met with failure, and even proposed movements of small military units 
were frustratad. 

Given that situation, Resident Reagan's Administration began discussing with 
the Congress the development of a comprehensive proposal recommending base 
closures to Congress. The President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (The 
Grace G mission) included in its 1983 report a finding that economies could be 
rn *de in .e base structure. They recommended that a non-partisan, independent 
cc ;unissAon be established to study the base closure issue in a less constrained process 
and submit a list of closures. Nothing came of these early efforts. 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission 

in 1988, Secretary of Defense Carlucci recognized that the stalemate betwcn b 
the Executive Branch and Legislative Branch had to be broken. The Defense budget 
by 1988 had declined for three straight years from the 1985 peak of the Reagan 
Administration buildup and 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 subsequently passed by the 
Congress and enacted by the President (Public Law 100-526) endorsed this approach 
and provided relief fiom certain statutory provisions which were impediments to the 
completion of base closures. 

Enactment of this legislation constitutes an agreement between the Legislative 
and the Executive Branches that improvement in the military basing structure could be 
a means of realizing savings in the defense budget, while not impairing the ability of 
the anred forces to carry out their missions. 



The 198% Commission's Recommendations 

Tbe 1988 Base Closure Commission issued its report in December of 1988. It 
recommended closing 86 military installations and realigning 13 installations. An 
additional 46 iostallPrions w m  designated for increases as units and activities 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 Commission was required to base its recommendations on the force 
stmcture anticipated in 1988, which was stable. Even so, they recommended the 
closure of about 3 percent of the domestic base structure. . 

Implementing the 1988 Commission's Recommendations 

Secretary Carlucci was required by Public Law 100-526 to accept or reject the 
1988 Commission's recommendations in their entirety. In January of 1989, he 
accepted a of the recommendations. The law provided Congress with the same 
opportunity and by May of 1989, the Congressional review period expired without the 
enactment of a joint resolution of disapproval. Consequently, the recommendations of 
the 1988 Commission now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1988 recommendations is 
on track. The closures and d g n m e n t s  were 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 wilt realize a net savings during implementation (FY 
89-95) of over $300 million and annual savings of $700 million each year thereafter. 
Thesc savings could be further enhanced if expected land sale proceeds of $1.1 b ' ion  
are realized. 

The January 1990 List of Candidates 

The world situation was changing fast at the end of 1989 as DoD was preparing 
to send its revised F Y  1991 Budget to the Congress. The Berlin wall had fallen, the 
Warsaw Pact was weakening, democracy was spreading throughout the region, and 
Soviet-U.S. relationships 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. 


