OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFEN

(PUBLIC AFFAIRS)

WASHINGTON, D.C. - 20301
PLEASE NOTE DATE
No. 298-93 2
(703) 697-5131 (info) 77 4
(703) 697-3189 (copies)
IMMEDIATE RELEASE ~  July 1, 1993 (703) 697-5737 (public/industry)

MORE U.S. OVERSEAS BASES TO END OPERATIONS

Secretary of Defense Les Aspin announced today that 92 U.S. military sites overseas
will be closed or have their operations reduced. It is the largest drawdown of its kind in three
years.

Aspin said the total number of U.S. military sites overseas has been reduced by about 50
percent since January 1990.

"The actions we're announcing today have both concrete and symbolic importance,”
Aspin said. "The numbers show we’re vigorously cutting unnecessary overhead overseas, and
the locations underline the fact that we have truly entered a new, post-Cold War era. We're
cutting bases overseas more quickly than domestic bases and these figures demonstrate it."

This announcement brings to 840 the number of locations overseas where operations
have ended or been reduced in the last three years. Of those, 773 are in Europe where the
United States and its NATO allies no longer face the Moscow-led Warsaw Pact.

Today’s announcement marked the first time that overseas reductions in Europe were
guided by the decision of the Clinton Administration to reduce U.S. forces there to 100,000
by Sept. 30, 1996. Previous reductions had been aimed at providing facilities for a total of
150,000 troops.

Among the U.S. facilities being closed in Germany are those whose units guarded the
Fulda Gap, the traditional invasion route into south Germany. Gen. Colin Powell, Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the action marked the peaceful conclusion of an era of
confrontation.

That conclusion was underscored by the inactivation of the 11th Armored Cavalry

Regiment, once the frontline defense in Fulda, Germany. Inactive status indicates that the unit
is being disbanded but allows for the possibility of reactivation at a later date.

{more)
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Downs Barracks, McPheeters Barracks, and Sickles Airfield are the largest bases in the
Fulda area that being returned to the German government. There are also s1x smaller sites in

the area that are ending operations. ,

In reflecting on his own experiences, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin L.
Powell commented that for more than 40 years, American forces have guarded the Fulda Gap.

"For several generations of American Gls, the Fulda Gap has stood for readiness and
determination, for demanding exercises and no-notice alerts,” he said.

"It is where I first confronted the Warsaw Pact,” said Powell. "This is a place where I
had a fighting position as a second lieutenant platoon leader in 1959 and where I did the same
thing as a lieutenant general and V Corps commander in 1986. For obvious reasons, the
deactivation of the last American military unit assigned to the Fulda Gap holds personal
significance to me. So, it gives me particular satisfaction, as I near completion of over 35
years of military service, that this chapter of history is reaching a pcaccfullconcluswn " he
said.

Returns or partial returns of facilities to host countries represent about 221,000
authorized positions at sites worldwide since January 1990. These include more than
160,000 military, 20,000 U.S. civilian, and 41,000 local national positioris. The number of
actual employees is generally less than the number of authorized positions and varies from time

to time.

The sites affected in this announcement range in size from major facilities with more
than 1,000 authorized billets to small, unmanned sites. Of the 92 sites, 13 have more than
1,000 authorized billets and 13 have less than 1,000 but more than 200 authorized billets.
The remaining 66 sites have fewer than 200 authorized billets.

When the U.S. ends its operations, the entire installation is vacated by U.S. forces and
returned to the control of the host nation. When it reduces its operatons, some of the
facilities on the host nation installation are retained by U.S. forces. Putting sites on standby
ends operations while maintaining a ready status for use if needed.

The Department of Defense continues to review additional candidate sites worldwide for
return or partial return to host governments. More specific information about this
announcement may be obtained by contacting Headquarters, U.S. Army in Europe at
49-6221-57-6647; Headquarters, U.S. Air Forces in Europe at 49-6371-476357; and
Headquarters U.S. Naval Forces, Europe at 44-71-409-4414, r

(more)
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Associated Base

Berlin

Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Fulda
Fulda
Fulda
Fulda
Fulda
Fulda
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt

Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt

Frankfurt
Frankfurt

Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Mannheim
Netherlands
Nuernberg
Nuemnberg

Site

Berlin Stars & Stripes Division
Periodicals and Subscription
Warehouse

Hamnack House

Infantry Motor Pool

Jagen 92 Ammunition Area

Jagen Training Area

Keerans Range

Pacelliallee Transmitter Station

Parks Range

T A Roberts School

Tegel Airport

Truman Plaza

Turner Barracks

Bad Hersfeld Engineer Area

Bad Hersfeld Training Area

McPheeters Village Family Housing

Downs Family Housing

Fulda Engineering Area

Lenherz Range

Bad Vilbel Family Housing

Bad Vilbel Training Area

Edwards Family Housing

Atterberry Family Housing

Frankfurt Consolidated Motor
Pool

Gibbs Family Housing

Offenbach Support Facility

Frankfurt Autobahn Service
Facility

Frankfurt Community Area

Hausen Equipment Maintenance
Area

Hoechst Family Housing

Platenstrasse

Siegel Bachelor Officers Quarters

Von Steuben Family Housing

Huegelstrasse Family Housing

Lampertheim Training Area

Brueggen Communication Facility

Tennenlohe Training Area

Schwabach Family Housing

{more)

Location

Berlin

Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin
Berlin

Bad Hersfeld
Bad Hersfeld
Bad Hersfeld
Fulda '

Fulda

Fulda

Bad Vilbel
Bad Vilbel
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt

Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt

Frankfurt
Frankfurt

Frankfurt

Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Frankfurt
Viemheim
Brueggen
Tennenlohe
Schwabach

Status

End Operations

End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations

End Operations

End Operations
End Operations

End Operations
End Operations

End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
End Operations

Reduce Operations

End Operations
End Operations
End Operations
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Associated Base Site Location
Wildflecken Reussendorf Ammunition Storage  Wildflecken
Area
Wildflecken Wildflecken Family Housing Wildflecken
Wildflecken Wildflecken Quartermaster Supply Wildflecken
Point
Wildflecken Wildlfecken Tactical Defense Site  Wildflecken
KOREA
Camp Indian Utijongbu
NETHERLANDS
These sites belong to U.S. Air Forces in Europe:
Soester Kamp Alphen Ammunition Storage Tilburg
Soester Kamp Van Zeist Service Annex Zeist
Soester Soesterberg Family Housing Annex Zeist
Soester Soesterberg Storage Annex Soesterberg
Soester Walaart Sacre Kamp Bachelor Zeist
Housing
UNITED KINGDOM
High Wycomb London Family Housing Annex 1 ~ London

The following are changes to previous announcements: In Germany, Berlin Brigade Family Hous#ngn
Dueppel Family Housing, Friedwald Training Area, Drake Barracks, Bad Muender Communications Site, gn('l
Grenadier Kaserne, all of which were previously slated for partial return, will now be returned. Kreuzberg

Status

End Operations

End Operations
End Operations

End Operations | °

End Operations

End Operations

End Operations {

End Operations
End Operations

End Operations |

End Operations |

T T T

Kaserne in Germany, previously announced for return, will be partially returned.' In the United Kingdorr'i

Thurso Main Site, RAF Caerwent, and Upwood Family Housing Annex and Contingency Hospital Annex;

previously announced for partial return, will now be returned.

. END
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OVERSEAS SITES
Return/Reduce/Standby Operations

Public Anncocuncement Date Decision
January 29, 1940 Return
Reduce

Standby status

September 18, 1990 Return
Reduce
Standby status
February 5, 1991 Return
April 12, 19951 Return
Reduce
May 2, 1991 Reduce
May 17, 1991 Return
July 30, 19891 Return
: Reduce
November 12, 1991 Return
Reduce
January 30, 1992 Return
Reduce
May 22, 1992 Return
Reduce
August 13, 1992 Return
: Reduce
November 20, 1992 Return
December 3, 1992 . Return
Reduce
January 14, 1993 Return
March 12, 1993 . Return
Reduce
May 7, 1993 Return
Reduce
June 29, 1993 Return
Reduce
Totals
Return
Reduce
Standby status
Total

adjustment based on July 1, 1993 SecDef announcement.

44

132

76
83
77
11

60

59
11

25

15
25

4

87

760

78
2

840

(As

of 7/1/93)



Overseas Site Realignments and Returns

Status of Overseas Reductions

-~ In anncuncements since January 29, 1990,
announced the return, partial return, or assignment to
of B40Q overseas sites {as of July 2, 1993).

land overseas, regardless of size, that U.S.

It may range in size from a small radio relay site to an airbase.

in particular, the base structure is quite different in
For example, most Army

Europe,
character than bases in the United States.
communities in Germany are made up of dozens of small,

parcels of land that may be separated by several miles.

the SecDef has

standby status

The term "site" is used to describe any distinct parcel of
forces use and maintain.

In

non-contiguous
These sites

were inherited at the end of World War 1I and there were no
opportunities to consolidate activities into a large contiguous base
such as Fort Benning or Fort Hood. On the other hand, Air Force bases
overseas are often self-supporting installations, more similar to a
U.S. domestic base. There is no realistic way to compare foreign and
domestic base closures.

- OQverseas, U.S. forces do not own the land on which they are
based or operate. The host nation retains title to the land and makes
it available to U.S. forces.

— Theater military commanders continue to reduce the overseas base
structure as future core requirements are identified and force levels |

decline.

———

In Europe, tactical fighter wings will be reduced from eight '
wings-to slightly over three wings by 1995. Ground divisions will go
from five to approximately two divisions at the same time.

- Additional announcements are anticipated for 1992 and subsequent
years.

Process

- Unified Military Commanders nominate overseas sites for return
or partial return to host governments or conversion toc standby status.
Decisions are based on existing and projected force structure.
Considerations/criteria include: ;

Threat

Numbers and types of forces.

PersonnelAand logistics support requirements,
Geographical Location

———

optimum to support assigned mission
proximity to threat
proximity to transportation assets




-~ Agreements with host nations

~=- limits on numbers and types of stationed forces
~ {peacetime and wartime)
--- restrictions on type weapons/ammunition
--— ability to train (low level flying, night firing, use
of ranges) .
—-—— intra-theater movement of forces
--- host nation support agreements
-—— political sensitivities

~- Existing facility inventory

-~— geographical considerations
-—— flexibility to support current and probable future
missions
--- age and condition
--- recurring costs
--— local area support (utilities, security, off-base
housing, political opposition)

- Proposals are reviewed by the Joint Staff, wvarious DoD
components, the NSC, and the State Department (including appropriate
American embassies}).

~ Host Governments are informed of U.S. intentions to
close/realign sites and invited to comment.

- Taking account of U.S. agency and host nation recommendations,
adjustments to proposed closures are made as appropriate,

- Following SecDef approval, notification is made to Congress,
host governments, and the media.

Negotiations.

- Following public announcements, U.S, theater military commands
begin negotiations with host governments on the return of .specific
sites.

-~ Negotiations are conducted in accordance with existing base
rights and stationing agreements and, generally, include compensation
for the sites returned, host nation damage claims, and disposition of
equipment .

-- Majority of bilateral agreements between the U.S. and host
governments provide for negotiation of compensation for the residual
value of vacated sites.

~- Within the provisions of agreements, the starting point for

negotiations is the sum of all capital investments at a specific
site - adjusted for inflation and condition of the facilities.

(As of July 1, 1993)



OVERSEAS SITES
(Return/Reduce/Standby Operatlons)

Australia [
- Harold E. Helt Communications Station (Main Site)
(3 sites — return) !
Belgium :

Belgium Military Community (1 site - reduce)
Florennes Air Base (1 site - return) *

Bermuda
Naval Air Station (1 site - reduce)
Naval Facility, Bermuda (1 site - reduce)
|
Canada
Naval Facility Argentia — Main Site (1 site - reduce) il
: F
!
|
France i
Zweibruecken Military Community —-- Germany (21 sites - retu:JW
i
Germany \ |

Ansbach Military Community (19 sites - return) ‘

Aschaffenburg Military Community (11 sites - 9 return/2 reducg

Augsburg Military Community (14 sites - 1l return/3 reduce)‘ \

Bad Kreuznach Military Community (8 sites — 7 return/l1 reduce)

Bad Toelz Military Community (9 sites - return) *

Bamberg Military Community (8 sites - 5 return/3 reduce)

Baumholder Military Community (11 sites -~ 9 return/2 reduce)

Berlin (56 sites — return) *

Bitburg Air Base (6 sites — 5 return/l reduce)

Darmstadt Military Communlty (5 sites - 4 return/1l reduce)| |

Frankfurt Military Community (39 sites - 38 return/1 reduce) |j
|

Fulda Military Community (25 sites - 24 return/l reduce) I

Giessen Military Community (28 sites - 25 return/3 reduce)
Goeppingen Military Community (7 sites - return) *
Grafenwoehr Military Community (19 sites - 18 return/1 reduce

* indicates return of all sites/facilities at this location.
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Greece

Italy

Japan

Hahn Air Base (21 sites - 20 return/1l reduce)
Hanau Military Community (15 sites - 11 return/4 reduce)
Heidelberg Military Community (1 site - return)
Heilbronn Military Community (10 sites — return) *
Hessisch Oldendorf Air Base (5 sites - return) *
Hohenfels Military Community (2 sites - return)
Kaiserslautern Military Community (2 sites - 1 return/1l reduce)
Karlsruhe Military Community (13 sites - 12 return/l reduce)
Lindsey Air Base (4 sites - 2 return/l reduce/l standby)
Mainz Military Community (9 sites - 7 return/2 reduce)
Mannheim Military Community (18 sites - 14 return/4 reduce)
Munich Military Community (19 sites - 19 return) *
Netherlands Military Community (12 sites — 11 return/l reduce)
Neu Ulm Military Community (24 sites - return) * :
Norddeutschland Military

Community (17 sites - return)
Nuernberg Military Community (16 sites - 12 return/4 reduce)
Pirmasens Military Community (13 sites - 9 return/4 reduce)
Ramstein Air Base (2 sites - return)
Schweinfurt Military Community (2 sites - 1 return/l reduce)
Sembach Air Base (10 sites - 9 return/1l reduce)
Spangdahlem Air Base (2 sites - return)
Stuttgart Military Community (27 sites — 24 return/3 reduce)
Wiesbaden Military Community (5 sites — return)
Wildflecken Military Community (6 sites - return)
Wuerzburg Military Community (15 sites = 13 return/2 reduce)
Zwelibruecken Air Base (5 sites - return) *
Zweibruecken Military Community (7 sites - 6 return/l reduce)

Helleniken Air Base (18 sites - return) *

Iraklion Air Base (8 sites - return) _

Nea Makri Naval Communications Station (3 sites - return) *
Vicenza (Italy) (4 sites - return)

Aviano Air Base (8 sites - return)

Comiso Air Base (4 sites - return) *

Livorno Military Community (1 site - return)

Naval Support Activity, Naples (1 site - reduce)

San Vito Air Station (12 sites - 11 return/l1 reduce)
Vicenza (3 sites - return)

MCB-Camp S.D. Butler, Okinawa (2 sites ~ reduce)
Naval Air Facility, Kadena, Okinawa (1 site - return)
Miscellaneous Sites {1 site - return)

* indicates return of all sites/facilities at this location.
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Korea

Camp Ames (1 site — reduce)

Camp Edwards (1 site - reduce)

Camp Gary Owen (1 site - return)

Camp Indian (1 site - return)

Camp Mercer (1 site - return)

Camp Pehlam (1 site - reduce)

Camp Sears (1 site - reduce)

Camp Seattle (1 site - return)

Choejongsan Satellite Tracking Station (1 site - return)

DMZ (2 sites — return)

Kwang Ju Air Base (1 site - reduce) -

Radar Sites (3 sites - return)

Signal Site Bayonne (1 site — return)

Song So (1 site - reduce)

suwon Air Base (1 site - reduce)

Taegu Air Base (1 site - reduce)

Yongsan (1 site - return)

Other facilities (13 sites) .
Trans Korea Pipeline (9 sites — 6 return/3 reduce)
Communications sites (4 sites - return)

Morocco

Sidi (1 site - return)

Netherlands

Netherlands Military Community (5 sites — 4 return/1 reduce)
Soesterberg Air Base (10 sites - return)

Panama

Colon Complex (5 sites — return)
Panama City Complex (10 sites - return)

Philippines

Camp John Hay (1 site - return) *

Camp O’Donnell (1 site - return) *

Clark Air Force Base (1 site - return) *

Crow Valley Training Range (1 site - return) *
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point (1 site - return} *
Naval Station, Subic Bay (2 sites — return) *

San Miguel Naval Communications Station (1 site - return) *
Wallace Air Station (1 site - return) *

* jndicates return of all sites/facilities at this location.
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Spain

Naval Station, Rota (3 sites - return)
Torrejon Air Base (92 sites - return) *
Zaragoza Air Base (8 sites - return)

Turkey

Ankara Air Station (14 sites - 13 return/l reduce)
Incirlik Air Base {4 sites - return)

Izmir Air Station (2 sites - 1 return/l reduce)
Pirinclik (1 site - return)

Vicenza (Italy) (6 sites — return)

United Kingdom

Holy Loch Submarine Base (1 site - return) *
Naval Activity, London (1 site — return)
Naval Communications Station - Thurso

{12 sites - return) *
Naval Facility, Brawdy (2 sites - return)
Naval Facility, St. Mawgan (2 sites - reduce)
Naval Station, Holy Loch (1 site - reduce)
RAF Alconbury (7 sites - 6 return/l reduce)
RAF Bentwaters (16 sites - return)
RAF Burtonwood (2 sites - return) *
RAF Caerwent (1 site - return) *
RAF Chessington (1 site - return)
RAF Fairford (6 sites - 5 return/l standby)
RAF Greenham Common (11 sites - return)
RAF High Wycombe (1 return)
RAF Kirknewton (1 site - return)
RAF Sculthorpe (1 site - return) *
RAF Upper Heyford (10 sites - 9 return/l reduce)
RAF Wethersfield (2 sites - 1 return/l reduce)

* indicates return of all sites/facilities at this locatien.

(As of 7/1/93)



COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT|
ANNOUNCED
Australia Harold E, Holt Communication Station, NCS* HF Receiver Site return 18-Sep-90 N
Australia Harold E. Holt Communication Station, NCS* NCS (Main Site) retum 18-Sep-90 N
Austraila Harold E. Holt Communication Station, NCS* VLF Receiver Site return 18-Sep-90 N
Belglum Belgium Military Community Zutendaal Site reduce 13-Aug-92 AR
Balgium Florennes Air Base Florennes Alr Base return 12-Nov-91 AF
Belglum Hahn Air Base Sugny Ammunition Storage Area return 22-May-92 AF
Bearmuda Naval Air Station Naval Air Station reduce 28-Jan-90 N
Bermuda Naval Facility Naval Faciiity (Main Site) reduce 18-Sep-90 N
Canada Naval Facility, Argentta Naval Facillty, Argantia (Main Site) reduce 18-Sep-90 N
France Zwaibrucken Military Community (Germany) Angrle Pump Station return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zwaibruckan Military Community (Germany) Augers Pump Station return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zwolbrucken Military Community (Germany) Avon Oparatlons and Maintenance Complex return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Milltary Community (Germany) Chalons "A* Farm & High Pressure Pump Station raturn 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) Chalons *B” Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Mifitary Community (Germany) Chalons *C* Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) Chalons "D* Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) Donges *A” Farm & Jetty return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zwelbrucken Military Community (Germany) Donges "B* Farm & High Pressure Pump Statlon return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community {(Germany) Donges "C" Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) Donges "D* Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) Donges-Meiz HP Pipeline return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Milltary Community (Germany) La Ferte-Alais *A” Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) La Ferte-Alais "B" Farm & High Pressure Pump Stat, return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zwaeibrucken Military Community (Germany) La Ferle~Alals *C* Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) La Ferte-Alais *D" Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) Laimont Pump Station return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zwelbrucken Milltary Community (Germany) Logron Pump Station return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zweibrucken Military Community (Germany) St. Baussant A" Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
France Zwelbrucken Military Community (Germany) St. Baussant *B* Farm return 13-Aug-92 AR
Franceé Zweibrucken Military Communtity (Germany) St. Gervais Pump Station return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Bleidorn Kaserne return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Buettelberg Radlio Relay return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Colmberg Radio Relay Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Crailshelm Family Housing return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Crailsheim Training Area return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Ansbach Mititary Community Dolan Barracks raturn 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Einkorn Tralning Area & AFN Facility raturn 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Endsee Training Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
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OVERSEAS SITES - SECOEF APPROVED ANNOUNCEMENTS SINCE JANUARY 1990

COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED

Germany Ansbach Military Community Feuchtlach Training Area relurn 30-Jan-92 AR
Garmany Ansbach Military Community Gerhardshofen Forward Storage Site return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community " Hesselberg Radio Relay Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Hessenthal Family Housing return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Hindenburg Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Ansbach Millitary Community Langlau Ammunition Dump return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Lassbach Forward Storage Site return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Matheshoeriebach Range return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community McKse Barracks return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Ansbach Milltary Community Scherholz Range return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Ansbach Military Community Woert Ammunition Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany - Aschaffenburg Military Community Aschaffenburg Army Airfield retum 18-Sep-90 AR -
Germany Aschafienburg Military Community Aschaffenburg Family Housing reduce 22-May-92 AR
Germany - Aschaffenburg Military Community Aschaffenburg Supply & Service Depot return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Aschaffenburg Military Community Aschaflenburg Training Areas reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Aschaftenburg Military Community Fiori Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Aschaffenburg Military Community Graves Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Aschaffenburg Military Community Jaeger Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Garmany Aschatfenburg Mitiiary Community Moenchberg Communications Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Aschatfenburg Military Community Ready Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Aschaffenburg Military Community Smith Barracks returmn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Aschatfenburg Military Community Vielbrunn Ammunition Area return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany - Augsburg Military Community Augsburg Ammo Vehicle Park return 18-5ep-90 AR
Germany Augsburg Mifitary Community Berchtesgaden Accom Building return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Berchtesgaden Cornmunity Center retumn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Berchtesgaden Hot Center return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Augsburg Mititary Community Biburg Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Augsburg Milltary Community Cramerton Family Housing reduce 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Derchinger Forest Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Deuringen Training Area reduce 18-Sep-30 AR
Germany Augsburg Milltary Community Flak Kaserne return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Haunstetten Tralning Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Auvgsburg Military Community Hohenpeissenberg Radic Relay return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Holzhausen Training Area ‘return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Marxheim River Training Area raturn 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Augsburg Military Community Reess Barracks reduce 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Bad Kreuznach Alrfield reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Bad Kreuznach Community Facility return 30-Jan-92 AR

July 1, 1997
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COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Dichtelbach Missila Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
Garmany Bad Krauznach Military Community Fuerigld Class lI/V PT return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Grenderich Missile Station raturn 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Minlck Kaserne return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Spabruscken Storage Facility feturn t2-Nov-91 AR
Germany Bad Kreuznach Military Community Wueschhelm Tactical Operations Facllity return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Bad Toelz Range relumn 18-5ep-20 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Baker Army Airfield return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Benediktenwand Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Flint Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Grotzerholz Training Area retlum 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Heigel Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Jachenau Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Kessalkopf Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bad Toelz Military Community * Sachsenkamaerstrasse Family Housing retumn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Bamberg Storage and Range Area reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Coburg-Kronach Family Housing returmn 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Doernwasserlos Tactical Defense Site return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Harris Barracks return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Kalteneggolssfeld Radio Retay Facliity return 30-Jut-91 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Rothensand Forward Storage Site reduce 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Waldsachsen Ammunition Area return 12-Nov-31 AR
Germany Bamberg Military Community Warner Barracks reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Balesfeld Missila Station reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Baumholder Tactical Defanse Missile Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Baumholder Milltary Community Erbaskopt Communications Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
Garmany Baumhaoider Military Community Hisel Misslle Statlon retumn 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Honthelm Missile Statlon return 12-Nov-H AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Hoppstaeden Alrfiald return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Baumhoider Milltary Community Neubruecks Hospital reduce -03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Reltscheld Missila Station return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Baumhoider Military Community Teulelskopf Radio Relay Statlon return 30-Jul-N AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Woelschbillig Missile Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Baumholder Military Community Winterhauch Storage Area retum 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * AAFES Warehouse/4 Season Storage return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Berlin * AFN Station and APO return 0f-Jui-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Altied Control Authority retum 12-Nov-H AR
Germany Berlin * Allied Kommandtura return 12-Nov-91 AR
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OVERSEAS SITES - SECDEF APPROVED ANNOUNCEMENTS SINCE JANUARY 1990
COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Germany Berlin * AM Dreipfuhl Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Garmany Berlin * Andrews Barracks return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin AAFES Garages return 01-Jui-93 AR
Gearmany Berlin * Berlin American High Schoot returp 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlln Bachelor Officer's Quarters return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Brigade Family Housing return® 07-May-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Brigade Sports Canter return 01-Jut-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Barlin DEH Compound return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Documents Center return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Engineer Coal Yard return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Golf and Country Club return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Hospital - return 01-Jut-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Rail Transportation Office return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Refugee Center return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Signal Station return 12-Mar-93 AR
Gearmany Berlin * Berfin Supply & Services Division Compound return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Berlin Supply & Serv.Div. Perishabla Subs, Warehse return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Bocksberg Communications Statlon return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Checkpoint Bravo return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Berlin * Checkpoint Charlie return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Berlin * Dachsberg Ammunition Area return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Dahtem House return 01-Jul-93 AR
Garmany Berlin * Dueppel Family Housing return® 07-May-93 AR
Germany Berfin * General Lucius D. Clay Headquarters return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Harnack House return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Helmstedt Properties return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Berlin * Infantry Motor Pool return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Jagen 87 Signal Facility return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Jagen 92 Ammunition Storage Area return 01-Jui-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Jagen Training Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Jeint Atlied Retugee Opserations Center return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Keerans Range return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Marienfelde Communications Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
Germany Berlin * McNair Barracks return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * NCO Club Checkpoint . return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Outpost Theater return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Pacellalllee Transmittar Station return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Parks Range return 01-Jul-83 AR
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Germany Berlin * Pueckler Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Rasidential Transient Billets return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Roosevelt Barracks " teturn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Rosa Training Area return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Sundgauerstrasse Famlly Housing return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany. Berlin * Tegel Airport return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * _ Tege! Navigaticn Ald Annex return 30-Jul-H AF
Germany Berlin * Tempethof return 30-Jul-91 AF
Garmany Berlin * Teufelsbarg Communications Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Truman Plaza returmn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * Turner Barracks return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * T. A. Roberts School return 21-Jul-93 AR
Germany Berlin * U.S. Military Liaison Misslon return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Berlin * Wannsee Recreation Center return 01-Jui-93 AR
HGermany Bilburg Air Base Bitburg Alr Base raduce 01-Jul-93 AF
Germany Bitburg Alr Base Bitburg Storage Annex #4 return 07-May-93 AF
Germany Bitburg Air Base Echternacherbrueck Storage Annax return 07-May-93 AF
Germany Bitburg Alr Base Pruem Faminly Housing Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
Germany Bitburg Air Base Rittersdorf Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
Germany Bitburg Air Base Trier Storage Annex return 07-May-93 AF
- |Germany Darmstadt Military Community Ernst Ludwig Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Darmstadt Military Community Grieshelm Alrfleld reduce 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Darmstadt Military Community Griesheim Missite Facllity return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Darmstadt Military Community Leahelm Bridge Training Area return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Darmstadt Military Community Ober-Ramstadt Maintenance Plant return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Attarberry Famlly Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankiurt Military Community Bad Hersfeld Class Wl Facllity raturn 13-Aug-~92 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Bad Vilbel Family Housing retum 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurl Military Community Bad Vilbel Tralning Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Belts Family Housing - + raturn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Camp Eschborn return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community . Camp King reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Drake Barracks return® 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Frankfurt Milltary Community Edwards Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Edwards Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Eschborn Storage Area return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Frankiurt Military Community Frankfurt AAFES Bakery return 30-Jul-g1 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Frankfurt Autobahn Service Facllity return 01-Jut-93 AR
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Germany Franklurt Military Community Frankfurt Community Area raturn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Frankfurt Consolidated Motor Pool return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Frankfurt Gruenhof Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Frankfurt Headquarters Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankturt Military Community Frankfurt Hospital returmn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Frankfurt QM Laundry return 30-Jut-91 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Frankfurt Shopping Center return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankturt Milltary Community Gibbs Barracks return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Gibbs Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Milltary Community Grueneburg Park Administration Facllity return 13-Aug-92 AR
Garmany Frankturt Mititary Community Hansa Alles Famlly Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Franklurt Military Community Hausen Equipment Maintenance Center return 01-Jut-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Heddernheim Storage Facllity return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Hoechst Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankturt Military Community Huegelstrasse Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Kennedy Kaserne return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community McNalr Barracks return A0-Jan-92 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Michael Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Franktfurt Military Community Ofienbach Barracks return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Offenbach Support Facility raturn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Platernstrasse Famlly Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankiurt Military Community Rose Alirfield return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Russian Milltary Misslon roturn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Schwanhalm Calibration Laboratory return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Frankturt Military Community Siegel Bachelor Officer Quarters return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Frankfurt Military Community Von Stueben Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Bad Hersfeld Engineer Area retumn 01-Jul-93 AR
Garmany Fulda Military Community Bad Hersfeld Training Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Bad Kisslingen Ammunition Facility return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Bad Kissingen Tactical Dafense Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Bad Kissingen Training Areas return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Fuida Military Community Bimbach Class V Storage Area retum 13-Aug-92 AR
Gearmany Fulda Military Community Border Observation Post - Alpha return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Border Observation Post - India raturn 12-Apr-91 AR’
Germany Fulda Military Community Border Observation Post - Romao return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Camp Lee (Forward Border Security Facllity) retum 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Daley Barracks return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Communily Downs Barracks return 01-Jul-93 AR
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Germany Fulda Military Community Downs Famity Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Fuida Military Community Finkenbaerg Tactical Detense Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Friedewald Training Area . return* 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Fulda Engineer Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Gerlos Ammunition Storage Site return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Johannisberg Airfield return 12-Nov-91 AR
Garmany Fulda Military Community Lehnerz Range retum 01-Jul-92 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community McPheeters Barracks taturn 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community McPheeters Village Family Housing return 01-Jui-93 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Ottrau Forward Storage Site raturn 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Sickels Airfield return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany *Fulda Military Community - Tautstein Radio Relay Facility - return 12-Nov-91 | AR
Germany Fulda Military Community Ulrichstein Bllleting Area return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Glessan Military Community Altenburg Storage Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Gearmany Giessen Military Community Bad Nauhelm Motor Pool return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Bueren Communications Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Camp Pau! Bloomquist return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Eschwege Administration Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Flensungen Forward Storage Sile return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Friedberg Heliport (Ockstadt Army Airfield) return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Giessen Ammunition Area retum 22-May-92 AR
Germany Giessan Military Community Glessen Communications Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Giessaen Community Facility reduce 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Giessen General Depot . reduce 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Glessen Military Community Herbornseelbach Communications Facilily return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Koeterberg Radio Relay Site return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Kransberg Facilities return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Glessen Military Community Linderhole Communications Stations return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Lipper Hoehe Communications Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Garmany Giessen Military Community Ml Meissner Radio Relay Station ~ ~ return 22-May-92 AR -
Germany Giessen Milltary Community Pendleton Barracks reduce 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Rivers Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Rothwesten Technical Operations Facility return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Schioss Kaserne reduce 18-Sep-90 AR .
Germany Giessen Military Community Schwarzenborn Radio Relay Site return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Sennelager Communication Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Soest Buecke Communications Facliity return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community Stein Communications Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
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Germany Glessen Military Community Traysa Communication Factlity return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Glessan Military Community Werl Communications Facllity return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Giessen Military Community " Wurmberg Communications Station return 30-Jan-92 AR
Garmany Goeppingen Military Community * Bismarck Kaserng retumn 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Goeppingen Military Community * Cooke Barracks return 30-Jut-91 AR
Germany Goeppingen Milltary Community * Goeppingen Famlly Housing return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Goepplngan Military Community * Hardt Kaserne feturn 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Goeppingean Mllitary Community * Mutlangen Training Area return 12-Apr-o1 AR
Qermany Goeppingen Military Communilty * Schwaeblsch Gmuend Milltary Family Housing returmn 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Goeppingen Military Community * Unterbattringen Training Area return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Amberg Airfietd return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany - Grafenwoehr Military Community Border CampMay - - . raturn 12-Apr-91 ‘AR
Germany Gratenwoehr Military Communlty Border Camp Reed return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Camp Gates return 12-Apr- AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Christensen Barracks returmn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Euben Bivouac Area returmn 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Gratenwoehr Military Community Gartenstad! Family Housing return 30-Jan-92. AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Hot Border Observation Posts return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Gralenwoehr Military Community Kroettenhof Training Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Leienfels Bivouac Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Maeranierring Family Housing return 30-Jan-92 AR
Garmany Gratenwoehr Military Community Nemmersdorf Training Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Grafenwoshr Military Community Pond Barracks reduce 22-May-92 AR
Germany Gratenwoehr Military Community Ramsanthal Tralning Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Gearmany Gralenwoshr Military Community Roehrensee Kaserne return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Grafenwoehr Military Community Roetz Border Obsarvation Posts return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Gratenwosehr Military Community Schneeberg Radio Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Gralenwoshr Milltary Community Sterbtritz Forward Storage Site return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Gratenwoehr Military Community Waidhaus Border Observation Posts teturn 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Hahn Alr Base Buchenbeuren Waste Annex return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Alr Base reduce 02-May-91 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Family Housing Annex return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Water System Annex 1 return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Water System Annex 2 " relurn 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Water System Annex 3 return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Water System Annex 4 " return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Alr Base Hahn Water System Annex 5 return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Hahn Water System Annex 6 return 22-May-92 AF
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Germany Hahn Air Basa Hundheim return 30-Jul-91 AF
Gormany Hahn Air Base Kastaltaun Family Housing Annex return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Alr Base Kirchberg Family Housing Annex roturn 22-May-92 AF
Germany Hahn Alr Base Kirchberg Storage Facility return 07-May-93 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Rhaunen Family Housing Annex return 22-May-92 AF
Germany +ahn Air Base Sohren Adminlistration Annex return 07-May-93 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Sohren Storage Annex return 07-May-93 AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Wueschhalm Alr Station return 13-Aug-92 " AF
Germany Hahn Air Base Wueschheim Ammunition Storage Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
Germany Hahn Air Basae Wueschhelm Communications Annex return 03-Dec-92 AF
Germany Hahn Alr Base Wueschheim Communications Annex #2 return 03-Dec-92 AF
Germany - Hanau Military Community Alsberg Forward Storage Site - return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Benz Facillty return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Bernbach Tralning and Storage Area reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Coleman Barracks return 18-5ep-90 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Forage Depot return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Francois Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Grebenhaln Forward Storage Site return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Grossauheim Kasarne reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Hailer-Hesse Ammunition Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Hanau Milltary Community Hessen-Homburg Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Hanau Miiitary Community Hutier Kaserne reduce 03-Dec-92 AR
Gearmany Hanau Military Community Killanstasdten Communications Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Lamboy Tralning Area reduce 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Lorbach Ammunitlons Area return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Hanau Military Community Roth Training Area retum 22-May-92 AR
Germany Heldelberg Military Community Heidelberg AAFES Service Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Heilbronn Military Community Artillery Kaserne raturn 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Heilbronn Military Community * Badanerhot Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Heitbronn Miiitary Community * - Dallau Tactical Defense Station return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Hailbronn Military Community * Heilbronn Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Hetllbronn Military Community * Kennedy Village Famity Housing return 30-Jut-91 AR
Germany Heilbronn Military Community * Muna Kupfer Ammunition Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Heilbronn Military Community * Neckarsulm Quartermaster Il Point return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Heilbronn Military Community * Schweinsberg Range return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Heillbronn Military Community * Siegelsbach Ammunition Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Heilbronn Military Community * Wharton Barracks return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Hessisch Oldendorf Alr Base * Hessisch Oldendort Recreation Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF




L3

OVERSEAS SITES - SECDEF APPROVED ANNOUNCEMENTS SINCE JANUARY 1990

COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SHE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Germany Hessisch Oldendort Air Base * Hessisch Oldendorf Storage Annex | return 18-Sep-90 AF
Germany Hesslsch Oldendorf Air Base * Hessisch Oldendort Storage Annex il return 18-Sep-90 AF
Garmany Hessisch Oldendort Alr Base * Hessisch Oldendort (Main Site) return 18-Sep~90 AF
Germany Hessisch Oldendorf Air Base * Schwelentrup Communications Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF
Germany Hohenfels Military Community Eckstein Radio Relay Facllity return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Hohenfels Military Community Seibersdorl Communications Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Kaiserslautern Military Community Bann Communications Station return 30-Jul-9 AR
Germany Kaiserslautern Military Community Kaiserlautern Army Depot reduce 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Karlsruha Military Community Berg Storage Point return 30-Jut-91 AR
Germany Karlsruhe Military Community Bruchsal Ordnance Area return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Karlsruha Military Community Feldberg Communications Facllity return 30-Jut-9N AR
Germany Karlsruhe Military Community Geinshelm Activity return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Karlsruhe Military Community Hochstetten Ordnance Facliity return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Karlsruhe Military Community Kalmit Radio Relay Site return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Karlsruhe Mititary Community Kandel Ammunition Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Karlsruhe Military Community Karisruhe Airfield reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Karisruhe Military Community Neureut Labor Service Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Karlsruha Military Community Pforzheim Family Housing raturn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Karisruhe Military Community Phillipsburg Ammunition Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Karlsruhs Military Community Phillipsburg Communicalions Area raturn 12-Nov-9 AR
"|Germany Karlsruhe Military Community Seschof Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Lindsey Air Base Lindsey (Maln Site) return 18-Sep-90 AF
Germany Lindsey Air Base Norvenich Airfield Forward Operating Location reduce 12-Nov-91 AF
Germany Lindsay Air Base Schierstein Administration Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF
Germany Lindsey Alr Base Wiasbaden Hospital standby 18-Sep-90 AF
Germany Mainz Military Community Dragoner Kaserng return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Mainz Mititary Community Finthen Airfield reduce 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Mainz Military Community Lea Barracks reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Mainz Military Community Mainz Army Depot return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Mainz Military Community Mainz Rall Transportation Office returmn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Mainz Military Community Maombach Maintenance Plant return 30-Jan-92 AR
Gearmany Mainz Military Community Oberolmerwald Class HI return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Mainz Military Community Sandflora Family Housing return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Mainz Military Community Wackernheim Maintenance Facility return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Boerrstadt Ammunition Depot return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Donnersberg Radio Relay Station return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Mititary Community (+ Worms M.C.) Eppelshelm Class V Point (Worms Mil. Comm.) return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Mannhelm Military Community {(+ Worms M.C.) Gendarmerie Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
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Germany Mannhgim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.)  Hardenburg Communicatlons Station return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Kriegsfeld Ammunition Depot (Worms Mil. Comm.) reduce 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Marnnhelm Military Community (+ Worms M.C.)  Lamperthelm Ammo Area " return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Lampertheim Bridge Training Site return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Mannhaim Mititary Community (+ Worms M.C.) Lampertheim Training Area reduce 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Mannhalm Class It Point reduce 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Rheinau Coal Pt D-4 return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Mifitary Community {+ Worms M.C.) Schiefferstadt Ammo Area return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Schoenborn Misstle Station return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Taukkunen Barracks reduce 07-May-93 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.)  Viernheim-Lorsch Ammunition Storage return 07-May-93 AR
Garmany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Weierho! Family Housing return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Mannhelm Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Worms Community Park return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Mannheim Military Community (+ Worms M.C.) Worms Training Area return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Alpine Inn Hotel return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Berchtesgaden Family HousIng return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Munich Mititary Community * Chiemgau Strasse Billets & Administration Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Eching Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Erding Guest House return 30-Jul-9N AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Garmisch Sport Center return 12-Nov-9 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Garmisch Supply Area return 12-Nov-3 AR
~ (Germany Munich Military Community * Gruenthal Family Housing retum 18-Sep-90 AR
Garmany Munich Military Community * Harlaching Administrative Facillty return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Hepberg Ammo Area return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Ingolstadt Autobahn Service Facllity return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Communlty Landshut Lafaire Vite Facllity return 18-Sep-90 AR
Gearmany Munich Military Community * Linderhot Training Area return 30-Jul-9 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * McGraw Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community Munich Area Youth Activitles Facility return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * ) " "Munich Armed Forces Network Facility - raturn 18-Sep-90 AR .
Germany Munich Military Community * Perlacher Forest Family Housing raturn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * . Saebenarstr Athlatic Field return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Munich Military Community * Warner Commissary return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Brueggen Communications Facility return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Netheriands Military Community Duelmen Communications Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Netheriands Military Community Dueren Drove Communications Facility return 30-Jut-91 AR
Gerrf\any Netherlands Military Community Geilenkirchen Air Base return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Grefrath Kaserne reduce 01-Jul-93 AR
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Garmany Netherlands Military Community Grevenbroich-Kapellen Site return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Hamminkeln Communications Facility return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Muenster Communications Facllity return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Schoeppinger Berg Communications Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Simpson Barracks return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Netherlands Military Community Twistedan Ammunition Area return 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Netheriands Military Community Vanguard Logistics Complex return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Communlty * Bollingen Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Bubesheim Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Military Community * Burlafingen Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
{Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Ford Famlly Housing return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Gerlenhofen Training Area - return 18-Sep-90 .- AR
Germany Neu Ulm Mifitary Community * Guenzburg Communications Facliity return 22-May-92 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Guenzburg Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Mititary Community * Klelnkoetz Training Area retumn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Leibi Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Leipheim AAFES Gas Statlon retum 30-Jut-91 AR
Germany . Neu Ulm Military Community * Ludwigsfeld Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Maehringen Tralning Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Milltary Community * Merklingen Training Area retum 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Nelson Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Military Community * Neu Uim Officers Club return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Neu Uim Supply Centar return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Ptullendorf Communications Facility return 30-Jul-H AR
Germany Neu Uim Military Community * Ralsenburg Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Garmany Neu Ulm Military Community * Schwaighofaen Storage Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Military Community * Strass Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Um Military Community * Thalfingen Training Area return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Ulm Military Community * Von Steuben Missile Tralning Station retum 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Military Community * Vorfeld Family Houslng return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Neu Uim Military Community * Wiley Barracks raturn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Blink Family Housing return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschiand Mititary Community Bremerhaven Dock Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Bremerhaven Hospital return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeuischtand Military Community Bremerhaven Rail Transportation Office return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Carl Schurz Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Delmenhorst Communications Facility retyrn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Mititary Community Doerverden Communicatlons Facllity return 30-Jan-92 AR
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Germany Norddseutschland Military Community Duensen Communications Facility retumn 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Engemoor Family Housing return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Ftensburg Communications Facllity raturn 22-May-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Kellinghusen Communications Facility réturn 22-May-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Langendamm Communications Facility return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschiand Military Community Lucius D. Clay Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community - Osterholz-Scharmbeck Centrum returm 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Schleswig Communications Facility return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Soegel Communications Facility retum 22-May-92 AR
Germany Norddeutschland Military Community Wobeck Electrical Test Facility retum 30-Jul-3 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Bernbach Range return . 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Ferris Barracks s returmn - 01-Jul-93 —~— AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Faucht Alrfield return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Fsaucht Ammunition Storage Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Heroldsberg Bivotrac Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Herzo Base reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Merrell Barracks return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Nuernbarg Military Community Montieth Barracks reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Nuernberg Hospltal reduce 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community O'Brien Barracks return 30-Jul-91 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Pinder Barracks reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Schwabach Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Schwabach Range raturn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Nuernberg Mifitary Community Schwabach Tralning Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Nuearnberg Military Community Tennenlohe Training Area return 01-Jut-93 AR
Germany Nuernberg Military Community Zennwald Ammunition Storage Area retumn 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community Boellanborn Communications Facllity return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community Clausen Ammo Area 59 return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community Dahn Ammunition Depot return 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community - Fischbach Ordnance Depot reduce 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Pirmasens Miiitary Community Hoeshmuehibach Railhead Facility return 07-May-93 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community Leiman Ammunition Storage Area 67 return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community Lemberg Ammunition Area 64 return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Community Lemberg Missile Statlon & Training Area reduce 22-May-92 AR
Germany Pirmasans Military Community Muechwailer Hospital reduce 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Pirmasens Military Communrity Pirmasens Quartermaster Facility return 13-Aug-92 AR
Garmany Pirmasens Military Community Pirmasens Recreational Camp return 12-Nov-H AR
Germany Pirmasens Mititary Community Pirmasens Underground Storage Area reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
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Germany Pirmasens Military Community Ruppertsweiler Ammunition Araa 65 return 12-Nov-91 AR
Qermany RAF Alconbury (United Kingdom) Athorn Alr Base (Alconbury) return 12-Apr-91 AF
Germany RAF Bentwaters (United Kingdom) " Leipheim Forward Operating Location return 12-Nov-91 AF
Germany Ramsteln Air Base Donaueschingen Contingency Hespital Annex feturn 03-Dec-92 AF
Germany Ramstein Alr Base Zwelbruecken Contingency Hospital return 03-Dec-92 AF
Germany Schwainfurt Military Community Schweinfurt Training Areas reduce 03-Doc-92 AR
Germany Schwainfurl Military Community Zabelstein Radlo Relay Station return 12-Nov-91 - AR
Germany Sembach Air Base Bad Muender Communications Site return* 30-Jul-3 AF
Germany Sembach Alr Base Basdahi Communications Annex return 22-May-92 AF
Germany Sembach Air Base Kalkar Communications Site raturn 12-Mar-93 AF
Garmany Sembach Air Base Mehlingen Communications Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
- |Germany Sembach Air Base Neuhemsbach POL: Annex return - 30-Jul-AN -AF.
Germany Sembach Air Base Relsenbach Communications Annex return 03-Dec-92 AF
Germany Sembach Alr Base Sembach Air Base reduce 12-Apr-91 AF
Germany Sembach Air Base Tuerkheim Annex return 30-Jan-92 AF
Gaermany Sembach Air Base Tuerkhelm Communications Annex return 30-Jan-92 AF
Germany Sembach Air Base Wanna Communications Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF
Germany Spangdahlem Air Base Trier Family Housing Annex return 01-Jul-93 AF
Germany Spangdahlem Air Base Trier Olewig Storage Annex return 07-May-93 AF
Germany Stuttgart Mililary Community Aldingerstrasse Family Housing return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Bad Cannstadt Hospital return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Boeblingen Malntenance Plant return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Coftey Barracks retum 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgant Milltary Community Flak Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Funker Kaserne raturn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Grenadier Kaserne return* 12-Mar-93 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Jaegerhaus Range raturn 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Karls Kaserne return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Kornwestheim Airfield & Training Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Krabbenloch Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Garmany Stuttgant Military Community Ludandorit Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Ludwigsburg Engineering Repair & Utitity Shop return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Ludwigsburg Quartermaster Warghouse return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Murphy Barracks “return 18-Sep-90 AR .
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Nellingen Family Housing _return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Nellingen Kaserns return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Osterholz Storage Facllity reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Pattonville Family Housing retum 30-Jan-92 AR

* Indicates return of all sitas/lacilities at this tocation.

Page 14




LUVEHOEASD O ED = AL UCE M Py hIVEL LW vl rat¥oaad 4 I 0d i st v o s s

COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUMNCED

Germany Stuttgart Military Community Pulverdingen Training Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Robinson Barracks reduce 22-May-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Sachseheim Missile Station return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Stuttgarterstrasse Family Housing raturn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Stuttgart-Echterdingen Army Airfield reduce 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Valdez Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Stuttgart Military Community Wallace & McGee Barracks return 30-Jan-92 AR
Garmany Stuttgart Military Community Wilkin Barracks return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Wiesbaden Military Community Camp Pierl return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Wiesbaden Military Community Limbach Ammunition Area return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wiesbaden Military Community Montabaur Communication Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wiesbaden Military Community Schierstein Housing Area - retum 07-May-93 AR
Germany Wiesbaden Military Community Steckenroth Recreation Annex return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany WildtHlecken Military Community Camp Wildflecken return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Wildflecken Military Communlty Reussendorf Ammunition Storage Area return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Wildflecken Military Community Wilditecken Family Housing return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Wildflecken Military Community Wildflecken Quartermaster Supply Point return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Wildflecken Military Community wildilecken Tactical Defense Site return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Wildilecken Military Community wildflecken Training Range return 01-Jul-93 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Mititary Community Altenschoenbach Communication Site return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Deutschorden Kaserne return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Emaery Barracks raturn 18-Ssp-90 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Faulenberg Kaserne reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Hammelburg Foward Storage Site retumn 13-Aug-92 AR
Garmany Wuerzburg Military Community Hardheim Misslle Station roturn 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Hindenburg Barracks return 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Kitzingen Battallon Operations Center return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Mititary Community Mainbullay Missile Station retum 18-Sep-90 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Ochsenfurt Tralning Area return 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Wouerzburg Military Community Peden Barracks return 22-May-92. AR.
Garmany Wuerzburg Military Community Roggenberg Ammunition Arga freturn 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Wouerzburg Military Communily Wuerzburg Missile Support Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wuerzburg Military Community Wouerzburg Tactical Defense Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Germany Wouerzburg Mifitary Community Wuerzburg Training Areas roduce 03-Dec-92 AR
Germany Zweibruecken Air Base * 2Zweibrueken Air Base (Main Site) return 29-Jan-90 AF
Germany Zwelbruecken Alr Base * Zweibrusken Bachelor Houslng Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Germany Zweibruecken Air Base * Zweibrueken Family Housing Annex #3 “retumn 29-Jan-90 AF
Garmany Zweibruecken Air Base * Zweibrueken Family Housing Annex #4 return 29-Jan-90 AF
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OVERSEAS SITES - SECDEF APPROVED ANNOUNCEMENTS SINCE JANUARY 1990
COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SIE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Germany Zweibruecken Air Base * Zwaeibrueken Storage Annex #1 return 29-Jan-80 AF
Germany Zweibruecken Military Community Bueschleld Ammunition Storage return 12-Apr-91 AR
Gearmany Zwaibruacken Military Community Dietrichengen Recreation Area return 13-Aug-92 AR
Germany Zwelbruecken Milltary Community Differten Ammunition Storage return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Zweibryecken Military Community Haustadt Ammunition Storage return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Zweibruecken Military Community Kreuzberg Kaserna reduce* 30-Jan-92 AR
Germany Zweibruecken Military Community Urexweiler Ammunition Storage return 12-Apr-91 AR
Germany Zweibruecken Military Community Zweibruecken Family Housing return 13-Aug-92 AR
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Athenal Administration Annex #4 return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellanikon Air Base * Athenal Malntenance Annex return 29-Jan-3%0 AF
Greoce Hellenikon Air Base * Athanai Schoo! return . 29-Jan-90 AF
' |Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Athenal Service Annex #2 return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Athenal Storage Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenlkon Alr Base * Elevsis Storage Annex return 22-May-92 AF
Greece Hefllenikon Air Base * Hellenikon Air Base (Main Site) return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hgallenikon Air Base * Hellenikon Family Housing Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Alr Base * Hortiatis Radio Relay Site raturn 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Levkas Radio Relay Site return 18-Sep-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Alr Base * Parnis Radio Relay relurn 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Pateris Radio Relay return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hallenikon Air Base * Pirasus Storage Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Pliraeus Storage Annex #2 return 29~-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Alr Base * Sourmena Storage Annex #2 return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greeca Hallenikon Alr Base * Sourmena Storage Annex #3 return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Sourmena Storage Annex #4 return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece Hellenikon Air Base * Varl School return 29-Jan-90 AF
Greece traklion Air Base Gournes Family Housing Annex return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece traklion Air Base Gournes Storage Annex return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece Irakilon Air Base Gouves Storage Annex return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece Iraklion Alr Base Iraklion Alr Base (Main Site) return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece Iraklion Alr Base lraklion Communications Annex return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece traklion Air Base frakilon Communications Annex (RRL) Mt. Ederl return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece Iraklion Air Base Malia Water Systems Annex 1 return 12-Mar-93 AF
Greece Iraklion Air Base Malla Water Systems Annex #2 relurn 12-Mar-93 AF -
Greece Nea Makri Communications Station * Kato Soull return 29-Jan-90 N
Greece Nea Makri Communications Station * Nea Makrl Comm Station (Main Site) return 29-Jan-90 N
Greeco Nea Makri Communications Statlon * Nea Makr! Passiva Rel. Site retlurn 29-Jan-90 N
Greece Vicenza (Italy) Argyroupolis Site return 22-May-92 AR
& clmmtism e 5 e AR &) mitp et = ailbire 1 thie e Hon Paqe 16

July 1, 1993



COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNQUNCED
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Greece Vicenza (ltaly) Elevsis Custodial Site return 18-5ep-90 AR
Greece Vicenza (italy) Elevsis Headguarters Complex return 18-Sep-90 AR
Greece Vicenza (ltaly) Perivolaki Site return 22-May-92 AR
Italy Aviano Air Base Dacimomannu raturn 18-Sep-90 AF
Itaty Aviano Alr Base Monte Limbara Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91. AF
ltaly Aviano Air Base Monte Limbara Water Storage Annex return 30-Jul-9 AF
Italy Aviano Alr Base Quartu St. Elana Housing Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF
ltaly Aviano Air Base Rimini Airfield relurn 07-May-93 AF
Italy Aviano Alr Base Rimini Radio Relay Link Site returmn 07-May-93 AF
ftaly Aviano Air Base Rimini School return 07-May-93 AF
haly Avlano Alr Base Villasor Slorage Annex returmn 18-Sep-90 AF
ltaly Comiso Alr Base * Chiaramonte Gult1 Storage Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Italy Comiso Air Base * Comiso Administration Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Raly Comiso Alr Base * Comiso Air Station ratum 29-Jan-90 AF
Italy Comiso Alr Base* Comiso Bachelor Housing Annex #1 retumn 30-Jan-92 AF
Italy Livorno Mititary Community Finale Troposcatter Site return 12-Nov-91 AR
ltaly Naval Support Activity, Naples Agnano Compound reduce 18-Sep-90 N
ftaly San Vito Alr Station Avellino Service Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
ftaly San Vito Alr Station Brindisi Storage Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
Rtaly San Vito Alr Station Martina Franca Bachelor Housing return 30-Jul-91 AF
fHaly San Vito Alr Statlon Martina Franca Radio Relay Site raturn 30-Jul-A AF
ltaly San Vito Air Station Martina Franca Water Storage Annex . raturn 30-Jut-91 AF
ltaly San Vito Alr Station Mercogtiano Family Housing Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
faly San Vito Air Station Mesagne Storage Facility return 13-Aug-92 AF
haly San Vito Air Statlon Monte Nardello Radio Ralay Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
Italy San Vito Alr Station Monte Nardallo Water Storage Annex return 30-Jut-91 AF
laly San Vito Alr Siation Monte Vergine Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
raly San Vito Alr Statlon Monteforte Family Housing Annex raturn 13-Aug-92 AF
ftaly San Vito Air Station San Vito (Main Site) reduce 13-Aug-92 AF
Italy Vicanza Codogne Communications Site . raturn 22-May-92 AR
Italy Vicenza COrderzo Communications Site return 22-May-92 AR
Raly Vicenza Portogruaro Site return 22-May-92 AR
Japan Makiminato Makiminato Services Area Annex return 12-Mar-93 N
Japan MCB-Camp S.D. Butler, Okinawa Camp Foster (Camp Zukeran) reduce 18-Sep-90 N
Japan Naval Air Facllity Naval Air Facility, Kadena, Okinawa return 18-Sep-90 N
Japan MCB-Camp S.D. Butler, Okinawa Northern Training Area (Okinawa) reduce 22-May-92 N
Korea Bayonne Signal Site, Bayonne return 07-May-93 AR
Korea Camp Ames Camp Ames reduce 22-May-92 AR
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COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Korea Camp Edwards Camp Edwards reduce 07-May-93 AR
Korea Camp Gary Owen Camp Gary Owen retum 07-May-93 AR
Korea Camp Indian Camp Indian return 01-Jul-93 AR
Korea Camp Marcer Camp Mercer return 01-Jul-93 AR
Korea Camp Pelham Camp Pelham reduce 07-May-93 AR
Korea Camp Sears Camp Sears reduce 07-May-93 AR
Korea Camp Sazltle Camp Seattle retumn 07-May-93 AR
Korea Choe Jong-San Choe Jong-San Satellite Tracking Station return 07-May-93 AF
Korea Communications Sites Highpolnt Communication Site return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Communications Sitas Richmond Communicatton Site return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Communications Sites Salem Communication Site _return 18-Sep-90 AR
- |Korea Communications Sites - ~ Tacoma Communication Site- -+ - return 18-5ap-90 .- - AR
Korea DMZ 4 Papat return 22-May-92 AR
Korea DMZ 4Papa3 return 22-May-92 AR
Korea Kwang Ju Alr Base Kwang Ju Alr Base reduce 29-Jan-90 AF
Korea Radar Site #4 Radar Site #4 return 07-May-93 AR
Korea Radar Site #6 Radar Site #6 return 07-May-93 AR
Korea Radar Site #7 Radar Site #7 return 07-May-93 AR
Korea Song So Song So reduce 22-May-92 AR
Korea Suwon Air Base Suwon Alr Base reduce 29-Jan-90 AF
. |Korea Tasgu Air Base Taegu Air Base reduce 29-Jan-90 AF
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Camp Henry (Pipaline Spt Activity only) roduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Camp Humphreys (Pipeline Spt Activity only) reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Camp Libby POL return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Headquarters Slte return 22-May-92 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Kangnam POL Terminal return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipsline * Taejon POL Terminal return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Toegyewon POL Terminal return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Uijongbu, Pipeline Support Activity reduce 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Trans Korea Pipeline * Waegwan POL Terminal return 18-Sep-90 AR
Korea Yongsan Camp Isball return 13-Aug-92 AR
Morocco Sid| Sidi Slimane POL Storage return 07-May-93 AF
Neatherlands Netherlands Military Community Coevorden POMMS (UBL Area) reduce 13-Aug-92 AR
Netherlands Soesterberg Air Base Erp Radioc Relay Link Site return 12-Mar-93 AF
Netherlands Netherlands Military Community Hoek Van Holland Communications Facility return 30-Jul-91 AR
Netherlands Soesterberg Alr Base Kamp Alphen Ammunition Storage Site return 01-Jut-93 AF
Netheriands Soesterbarg Alr Base Kamp Van Zeist Service Annex return 01-Jul-93 AF
Netheriands Soesterberg Alr Base Keizersveer Radio Relay Link Site return 12-Mar-93 AF
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COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SNE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Netherlands Soesterberg Air Base Soesterberg Air Base (Main Sile) return 01-Jul-93 AF
Nethsgrlands Soasterberg Alr Bass Soesterberg Family Housing Anngx return 01-Jul-93 AF
Netherlands Soasterberg Air Base Soesterberg Storage Annex retum 01-Jul-93 AF
Netherlands Netheriands Military Community Steenwijkerwold Communications Facllity return 22-May-92 AR
Netherlands Natherlands Military Community Tapl|n Kaserne return 30-Jan-92 AR
Netherlands Neatharlands Military Community T'Harde Communications Facility return 12-Nov-91 AR
Netherlands Sosstarberg Air Base - Vught Radio Relay Link Site return 12-Mar-93 AF
Netherlands Soesterberg Air Base Walaart Sacre Kamp return 01-Jul-93 AF
Natherlands Soesterberg Air Base Woensdrecht Annex return 12-Mar-93 AF
Panama Colon Complex Coco Solo Health Clinle return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Colon Complex Cristobal High School rotum 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Colon Complex - Fort Davis - - - return - - 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Colon Complex Fort Espinar (formerly Fort Gullck) retumn 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Colon Complex Marguerita Schoo! Building return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama Cily Complex Camp Chagres Range return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Chiva Chiva Range return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Curundu Housing Area retum 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Curundu Junior High School raturn 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama Cily Complex Diablo Etementary School return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Fort Amador (Army sector) retum 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Fort Amador (Navy sector) return 14-Jan-93 N
Panama Panama City Complex Los Rics Elementary School return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Quarry Heights Headquarters Complex and Family Hsg return 14-Jan-93 AR
Panama Panama City Complex Summit Radie Site return 14-Jan-93 N
Philippines Camp John Hay Camp John Hay return 30-Jan-92 AF
Philippines Camp O'Donnell . Camp O’'Donnel raturn . 30-Jan-92 AF
Philippines Clark Alr Force Base Clark Alr Force Base retum 30-Jan-92 AF
Philippines ' Crow Valley Training Range Crow Valley Tralning Range raturn 30-Jan-92 AF
Philippinas Nava! Air Station, Cubi Point Navaf Air Station, Cubl Point raturn 20-Nov-92 N
Philippines Navai Station, Subic Bay =~ T Mt. Santa Rita e raturn 20-Nov-92 N
Phllippines Naval Station, Subic Bay Naval Station, Subic Bay return 20-Nov-92 N
Philippinas NCS San Miguet Naval Communications Station return 29-Jan-90 N
Philippines Wallace Air Station Wallace Air Statlon return 30-Jan-92 AF
Spaln Naval Station, Rota Cartagena Ammunition Area raturn 18-Sep-90 N
Spain Naval Station, Rota Cartagena Fuels Area return 18-Sep-90 N
Spain Naval Station, Rota Guardamar del Sequra Communication Annex . return 18-Sep-90 N
Spain Torrajon Alr Base * Estaca Da Vares return 12-Apr-91 AF
Spain Torrejon Alr Base * Royal Oaks Housing return 18-Sep-90 AF
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COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT
ANNOUNCED
Spaln Torrejon Air Base * Royal Oaks School return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spain Torrejon Air Base * Royal Oaks Storage Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spaln Torrejon Air Base * Sonseca Seismic slte return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spaln Torrejon Air Base * Sonseca Service Annex/Recreational Facility return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spain Torrejon Air Base * Torrejon Air Base (Main Site) return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spain Torrejon Alr Base * Torrejon Storage Annex return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spain Torrejon Air Base * Torrejon Storage Annex #2 retum 18-Sep-90 AF
Spain Zaragoeza Air Base Humosa Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Base Inoges Bachelor Housing Annax return 22-May-92 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Base Incges Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Base Menorca Radio Relay Site retum 30-Jul-91 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Base - Solter Bachelor Housing Annex retum 30-Jul-91 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Base Soller Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Basae Zaragoza Alr Base (Main Site) return 18-Sep-90 AF
Spain Zaragoza Air Base Zaragoza Radio Annex return 18-Sap-90 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Statlon Ankara Air Station (Main Site) reduce 13-Aug-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Ankara Maintenance Annex #2 return 03-Dec-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Ankara Recreation Annex #5 return 03-Dec-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Ankara Service Annex return 03-Dec-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Ankara Storaga Annex return 03-Dec-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Statlon Elmadag Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Statlon Elmadag Water Systems Annex return 03-Dec-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Eskisehir Ammunition Storage Sie return 29-Jan-90 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Eskisshir Radio Relay Site return 29-Jan-90 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Sahin Tepesi Communications Annex raturn 03-Dec-92 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Sahin Tepssi Radio Reiay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey Ankara Alr Statlon Sahin Tepes| Water Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey Ankara Alr Station Samsun Radio Relay Site return 12-Apr-91 AF
Turkey Ankara Air Station Samsun Water Storage Site (Admin 02) return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey Incirlik Air Base Erhac Ammunition Storage Site raturn 29-Jan-90 AF
Turkey Incirlik Air Base Erhac Radio Relay Site return 29-Jan-90 AF
Turkey In¢irlik Air Base Malatya Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey Incirlik Air Base Malatya Water Storage Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey 1zmir Air Statlon Izmir Air Station (Main Site) " reduce 13-Aug-92 AF
Turkey Izmir Alr Station Yamanlar Radio Relay Site . return 30-Jul-91 AF
Turkey Pirinclik Pirinclik Communications Annex return 03-Dac-92 AF
Turkey Vicenza (ltaly) Cakmakil Headquarters Complex return 22-May-92 AR
Turkey Vicenza {Italy) Corlu Remote Site return 22-May-92 AR

* indicates return of all sites/facilities at this location.
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ANNOUNCED
Turkey Vicenza (italy) Erzurum Remote Site return 22-May-92 AR
Turkey Vicenza (ltaly) Izmit Remote Site return 22-May-92 AR
Turkey Vicenza (Raly) Ortakoy Remote Site retyrn 22-May-92 AR
Turkey Vicenza (ltaly) Slnop Communications Facllity return 13-Aug-92 AR
United Kingdom Holy Loch Submarine Base * Holy Loch (Main Site) return 05-Fab-91 N
United Kingdom  Naval Activity, London Marine Corps Barracks, 90 Allitsen Road ratumn 03-Dec-92 N
United Kingdom  Naval Communications Station, Thurso * Aberdeen Antennae Site return 22-May-92 N
United Kingdom  Naval Communications Station, Thurso * Burnside Thurso Family Housing raturn 22-May-92 N
United Kingdom Naval Communlcations Station, Thurso * Calrnmore Hilloch Antennae Site return 22-May-92 N
United Kingdom Naval Communications Statlon, Thurso * Harland Road Castistown Housing return 22-May-92 N
Unlted Kingdom Naval Communications Station, Thurso * Inverbarie Antennae Site return 22-May-92 N
: *1United Kingdom - Naval Communications Station, Thurse * Kinnaber return 12-Mar-93 N -
! Unitad Kingdom Naval Communications Station, Thurso * Latheron Antennas Site return 22-May-92 N
.‘ Unlted Kingdom Naval Communications Station, Thurso * Mormond Hill Antenna Site return 22-May-92 N
| United Kingdom Nava! Communications Station, Thurso * Murkle Receiver Site return 12-Mar-93 N
! United Kingdom Naval Communications Statlon, Thurso * Ormlie Housing Site return 22-May-92 N
United Kingdom Maval Communications Station, Thurso * Scrabster Family Housing Storage return 22-May-92 N
United Kingdom  Naval Communications Station, Thurso * Thurse (Main Site) return* 30-Jan-92 N
United Kingdom  Naval Facility, St. Mawgan Machrihanish reduce 13-Aug-92 N
United Kingdom  Naval Facility, St. Mawgan St. Mawgan (Main Site) reduce 13-Aug-92 N
United Kingdom Naval Facllity Brawdy Brawdy (Main Site) return 07-May-93 N
Unlted Kingdom Naval Facllity Brawdy RAF Brawdy return 07-May-93 N
United Kingdom  Naval Station Holy Loch Glen Douglas reduce 13-Aug-92 N
United Kingdom  RAF Alconbury Haverhill Famlly Housing Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Aiconbury Haverhiil Family Housing Annex #2 return 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom  RAF Alconbury RAF Alconbury (Main Site) reduce 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom  RAF Alconbury Upwood Family Housing Annex/Contingancy Hosp. Annx retumn* 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom  RAF Alconbury Watherstield Service Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Alconbury Wethersflield (Main Site - RRL) reduce 29-Jan-90 AF
Unlted Kingdom RAF Alconbury Wittering Family Housing Annex return 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom  RAF Alconbury Yaxley Family Housing Annex return 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Bentwaters Bachelor Housing Annex raturn 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Bantwaters Wasie Annex return 30~Jut-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Bentwaters (Main Site) return 17-May-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Framfingham Storage Annex relurn 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters . Great Bromiey Radio Relay Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Grundisburgh Family Housing Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
_ Unitad Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Ipswich Family Housing Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
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a— e




OVERSEAS SITES - SECDEF APPROVED ANNOUNCEMENTS SINCE JANUARY 1990
COUNTRY ASSOCIATED BASE SME ACTION DATE COMPONENT
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United Kingdom RAF Bontwaters Martlesham Family Housing Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Martiesham-Heath Communication Annex retumn 18-Sep-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Mormond Hill Communications Site return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwatars RAF Woodbridgs return 17-May-9H AF
Unlted Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Roseharty Family Housing Annex retum 30-Jul-91 AF
Unlted Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Saxmundham Family Housing Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bantwaters Shotley Family Housing Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Bentwaters Woeodbridge Wasta Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Burtonwood * Burtonwood Family Housing return 12-Nov-91 AR
United Kingdom RAF Burtonwood * RAF Burtonwood raturn 22-May-92 AR
United Kingdom RAF Caerwent * RAF Caerwant . return® 22-May-92 AR
United Kingdom RAF Chessington - Chessington Hospital Facllity return - ¢ - 12-Apr-919 AR
United Kingdom RAF Fairtord Britze Norton Famlly Housing return 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Fairford Hullavington Storage Annex return 30-Jul-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Fairford Kemble Family Housing Annex return 12-Apr-91 AF
United Kingdom RAF Fairford Kembte Maintenance return 18-Sep-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Falrford Kempsford Family Housing return 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom  RAF Falrford RAF Falrford standby 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Andover Family Housing return 29-Jan-80 AF
United Kingdem RAF Greenham Common Blackbushe Family Housing return 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Bramiley Family Housing Annax return 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Comptaon Bassett Family Annex retumn 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Fairingdon Family Housing Annax return 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Greeham Common Family Housing Annex return 13-Aug-92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Gresham Common Waste retum 13-Aug-92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Kingston Bagpuize Family Housing Annex retum 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Greenham Common RAF Greenham Common return 29-Jan-~90 AF
Unlted Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Swindon Family Housing Annex return 29-Jan-90 AF
Unlted Kingdom RAF Greenham Common Upavon Famlly Housing Annex retum 29-Jan-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF High Wycombe London Family Housing Annex 1 return 01-J4ul-93 AF
United Kingdom RAF Kirknewton Kirknewton Facilties return 12-Apr-91 AR
United Kingdom RAF Sculthorpe * RAF Sculthorpe (Lakenheath) return 18-Sep-~-90 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heyford Bicester Contingency Hospital return 03-Dec-92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Hayford Bishops Grean Family Housing Annex relurn 13-Aug-92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heyford Clayhlil Family Housing Annex return 22-May-92 AF
United Kingdom  RAF Upper Heylord Little Rissington Contingency Hospital and Housing retum 03-Dec~92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heyford Long Hanberough Family Housing Annex return 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heylord RAF Upper Heylord return 12-Apr-91 AF
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COUNTRY

ASSOCIATED BASE SITE ACTION DATE COMPONENT)
ANNQUNCED
United Kingdom  RAF Upper Heyford South Cerney Family Housing return 13-Aug-92 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heylord Upper Heyford Waste Annex return 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heylord Wantage Family Housing Annex retumn 07-May-93 AF
United Kingdom RAF Upper Heylord Wetlord Ammunition Storage reduce 13-Aug-92 AF
—_— - - || '———“‘: — ;




(More bases, 3/3/3)
The following sites have more than 1,000 authorized billets:
GERMANY
This site belongs to U.S. Air Forces in Europe:
Associated Base Site Location Status
Bitburg Bitburg Air Base Bitburg Reduce Operations

These sites belong to U.S. Army in Europe:

Berlin General Lucius D. Clay Berlin - - End Operations
Headquarters
Berlin Andrews Barracks Berlin End Operations
Berlin McNair Barracks Berlin End Operations
Fulda McPheeters Barracks Bad Hersfeld End Operations
Fulda Downs Barracks Fulda End Operations
Frankfurt ' Frankfurt Hospital Frankfurt End Operations
Frankfurt Gibbs Barracks Frankfurt End Operations
Frankfurt Frankfurt Headquarters Area Frankfurt End Operations
Giessen Giessen General Depot Giessen Reduce Operations
Nuemnberg Ferris Barracks Erlangen End Operations
Wildflecken Camp Wildflecken Wildflecken End Operations
NETHERLANDS

This site belongs to U.S. Air Forces in Europe:
Soester Soesterberg Zeist End Operations
The following sites have more than 200 but less than 1,000 authorized billets:
GERMANY

These sites belongs to U.S. Army in Europe:

Berlin Berlin Directorate of Engineering  Berlin End Operations
and Housing Compound
Berlin Berlin Hospital Berlin End Operations
Berlin _ Berlin Supply & Services Berlin End Operations
_ Compound
Fulda Sickles Airfield Fulda End Operations

(more)
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(More Bases, 4/4/4) 1
! .
Associated Base Site Location Status i
Frankfurt Betts Family Housing Frankfurt End Operations
Frankfurt Frankfurt Gruenhof Area . Frankfurt End Operations }
Frankfurt Frankfurt Shopping Center Frankfurt End Operations
Frankfurt Hansa Allee Family Housing Frankfurt End Operations m
Frankfurt Kennedy Kaseme Frankfurt End Operations E
Netherlands Grefrath Kaserne Hinsbeck Reduce Opcradqns
Nuernberg Nuemnberg Hospital Nuemberg Reduce Operations
Wildflecken Wildflecken Training Range Wildflecken End Operations
KOREA N n
Camp Mercer Seoul End Opcrationsf y
The following sites have less than 200 authorized billets:
GERMANY ok ‘
This site belongs to U.S. Air Forces in Europe: ‘ l |
Spangdahlem Trier Family Housing Annex Trier End Operations
These sites belong to U.S. Army in Europe: ! '
Augsburg Berchtesgaden Accommodation Berchtesgaden End Operations
Building .
Augsburg Berchtesgaden Community Center  Berchtesgaden End Opcranons
Augsburg Berchtesgadener Hof Facility Berchtesgaden End Opcratmns
Berlin Pueckler Family Housing Berlin End Operatlons |
Berlin Am Dreipeuhl Family Housing Berlin End Operatxons b
Berlin Residential Transit Billets Berlin End opcratlons
Berlin Berlin American High School Berlin End Operanons
Berlin Berlin Brigade Sports Center Berlin End Opcrauons
Berlin Dahlem House Berlin End Opcrauons
Berlin NCO Club Checkpoint Berlin End Opcranonrs
Berlin Outpost Theater Berlin End Operanonis
Berlin Wannsee Recreation Center Berlin End Operatlons
Berlin AFN Station and APO Berlin End Operation
Berlin Berlin AAFES Garages Berlin End Operatlons
Berlin Berlin Bachelor Officers Quarters  Berlin End OperanonEs
Berlin Berlin Documents Center Berlin End Operauons
Berlin Berlin Golf and Country Club Berlin End Operatlor}s
!

(more)




OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFEN
(PUBLIC AFFAIRS)
WASHINGTON, D.C. - 20301
PLEASE NOTE DATE

No. 101-93

(703) 695-0192 (info)

(703) 697-3189 (copies)
IMMEDIATE RELEASE March 12, 1993 (703) 697-5737 (public/industry)

Aspin Forwards Recommendations to Base Closure Commission

Secretary of Defense Les Aspin today recommended that 31 major military installations
be closed and that 12 others be realigned to support a smaller and less costly force structure.
In addition, the Secretary announced recommendations for closure, realignment and disestab-
lishment of 122 other smaller bases and activities. As required by law, the recommendations
for actions on these domestic bases and activities are being forwarded today to the Base
Closure and Realignment Commission.

Aspin said base closures have not kept pace with overall reductions in defense. 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 about 30 percent. Base closures
agreed to in 1988 and 1991 will reduce the domestic base structure by nine percent. The
Department must further reduce the domestic and overseas base structures to align them with
the force and budget reductions, thereby preserving military effectiveness and the capability to
respond to crises.

Closing bases saves taxpayer dollars. This round of base closures and realignments will
save about $3.1 billion per year starting in the year 2000. The 1993 program, coupled with
the previously approved 1988 and 1991 closures, will result in savings of $5.6 billion
annually.

"Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and personnel constitutes a
double hit: resources are drained into bases we don’t need, and therefore are not available to
buy the things we do need,” Aspin said.

During the six-year implementation period, these actions will reduce DoD employment
by 24,000 military and 57,000 civilians nationwide.

(more)



"These base closures are necessary, but they will hurt local economies. The Administra-
tion recognizes its responsibilities for parallel efforts to stimulate economic growth in the
affected communities,” Aspin said. These efforts will build on the three ways DoD can help
support economic growth: investing in people, investing in industry and investing in
communities. The President announced yesterday the details of how the Department will use
funds previously authorized and appropriated by Congress for reinvestment.

Secretary Aspin directed that the consolidation of the Defense Finance and Accounting
Service (DFAS) continue at the five existing large centers for the time being. Secretary Aspin
rejected the plan for consolidating the DFAS workforce based on a site selection process
known as the "opportunity for economic growth." The "opportunity for economic growth"
policy offered DoD jobs only to those communities willing to make the highest bids in return
for those jobs. In effect, the "opportunity for economic growth" policy proposed
transferring from the federal government to local taxpayers the burden of financing facilities
used by the DoD. '

. The DFAS centers are currently located in Cleveland, Columbus, Indianapolis, Denver
and Kansas City. The Secretary will review options for the permanent consolidation of DFAS
and make a final decision in the next months. ‘

The Department is reducing its military forces and bases overseas much more than it is
in the U.S. and under a different process. DoD has announced it will end or reduce its
operations overseas at sites accounting for 28 percent of replacement value. The plan is to
reduce the overseas base structure by 35-40 percent while drawing down personnel stationed
overseas to about 200,000, or a reduction of 56 percent from 1985 levels.

The following pages contain lists of major closures; major realignménts; smaller base or
activity closures, realignments, disestablishments or relocations; and changes to previously
approved 1988 and 1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendations. A
chart of impacts by state is also attached.

-END-




1593 List of Military Installationa
.Inside the United States
for Closure or Realignmant

Part I: Major Base Closures

Army

Ft McClellan, Alabama
vint Hill Farms, Virginia

Navy

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California

Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, California

Naval Hospital Oakland, California

Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

Naval Supply Center Oakland, California

Naval Training Center San Diego, California

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida

Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

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

Alr Yorce

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida

K.I. Sawyer-Rir Force Base, Michigan

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

O’Hare Int’l. Airport Air Force Reserve Station, Chicago Illinois

‘Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohic .
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania



Part II: Major Base Raalignncnta.

Army

Ft Monmouth, New Jersey

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Tooele Army Depot, Utah

Ft Belvoir, Virginia

Havy

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut

Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dahlgren) White QOak Detachment,
White Oak, Maryland

lst 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 III: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments, |
Disestablishments or Relocations

Army
None

I
Navy j
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme, California.
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field
Division, San Bruno, California |
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations {(Surface) Paczflc,
San Francisco, California ‘ j
Public Works Center San Francisco, California
Naval Electzonic¢ Security Sys. Engineering Ctr., Washlngton, D.
Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida !
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, Florida |
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Annapolis Detachmen'
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 '
i
|

|
}
!
|
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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
(HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, Charleston, South
Carolina

Naval Hospital Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach
Detachment, Virginia Beach, Virginia

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, Virginia

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk,
Virginia

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlantic,
Norfolk, Virginia

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (CV), Bremerton,
Washington

i ion R iviti

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 Office, Arlington, Virginia

Navv/Marine Reserve Activities
Naval Reserve Centers at:

Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas -
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia

Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas

Monroe, Louisiana

New Bedford, Massachusetts



Pittsfield, Massachusetts _ ‘ R B (3
Joplin, Missouri ' ' m
St. Joseph, Missouri |
Great Falls, Montana i
Missoula, Montana : i
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey ‘ iy
Jamestown, New York

. Poughkeepsie, New York [
Altoona, Pennsylvania P
Kingsport, Tennessee ‘ ' F
Memphis, Tennessee : -
Ogden, Utah _ . »
Staunton, Virginia .
Parkersburg, West Virginia }

Naval Reserve Facilities at: an
Alexandria, Louisiana | g
Midland, Texas -

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: i
Fort Wayne, Indiana ? 1P

Billings, Montana
Abilene, Texas b

Readiness Command Regions at:
Olathe, Kansas (Region 18)

Scotia, New York (Region 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (Region 5)

£, AR

i O

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Distribution Depot Cakland, California

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida

Defense Contract Management District Northcentral, Chicago,
Illinois

Defense Logistics Service Center, Battle Creek, Michigan

Defense Ceontract Hanagement Distrlct Midatlantic, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia,
Pennsyivania

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Carolina

Defense Distribution Depot Toocele, Utah

‘Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service, Battle Creek,
Michigan

Defense Industrial Supply Center, Pennsylvania

v
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DoD Data Center Consolidation
Army Data Processing Centers

None

Navy Data Processing Centers

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, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
Maryland

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carcolina

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, Nor¥olk, Virginia

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Washington

Naval Supply.Center, Puget Sound, Washington

Trident RefiIt 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 Carcolina



Air Yorce 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 Caentars

T W N VT % - -'_ =§

Information Processing Center, Battle Creek, Michigan
Information Processing Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Information Processing Center, Ogden, Utah

Information Processing Center, Richmend, Virginia.

Dafense Information Systems Agency Data Processing Conters

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Indianapolis
Information Processing Center, Indiana

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Kansas City '
Information Processing Center, Kansas

Defense Information Technology Service Organizatzon, Columbus
Annex (Dayton), Ohio l

-

=

4

L4

"




Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 88/91
Recomnmendations :

Arny

Rock Island Arsenal, Alabama (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 Army Depot,
Pennsylvania vice Rock Island, Illinois)

Navy

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA (Substitute NAS Miramar 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
(Consclidate with Naval Electronics Systems Engineering
Center, Vallejo, CA, into available Air Force space vice new
construction)

Naval Mine Warfare Enginéering.Activity,'Yorktown, VA (Realign to
Panama City, Fl vice Dam Neck, VA)

Alr Force

Castle Air Force Base, California (B-52 Combat Crew Training
redirected from Fairchild AFB to Barksdale AFB and KC-135
Combat Crew Trainiqg from 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 (Airfield does not close. 482nd
Fighter Wing (AFRES) is reassigned from Homestead AFB and
operates the airfield. Joint Communications Support Element
stays at MacDill vice relocating to Charleston AFB).



Chanute Air Force'Base, Illinois (Metals Technologﬁ and Aircraft

Structural Maintenance training courses from Chanute to
Sheppard AFB redirected to NAS Memphis). ‘

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, Ohio (Retain’ 1215t Air
Refueling Wing and the 160th Air Refueling Group in a
cantonment area at Rickenbacker instead of Wright Patterson
AFB, Rickenbacker AGB does not close.)

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas (704th Fighter Squadron and 824th
Fighter Group 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).

Py
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure and Realignment Recommendation Impacts by State

(Military Includes average student load: ciMlian includes BOS contractor personnel)

Net Gain/(Loss)

State Out In
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ
Alabama
Anniston Army Depot Recelve 0 0 30 567 a0 567
Ft. McClellan Close 6017 2074 0 0 6017y (074
Ft. Rucker Receive 0 0 41 0 41 0
Redstone Arsenal Redirect 0 1245 0 0 0 (1245)
Defense Depot Anniston Receive 0 0 0 166 0 144
RPC Gunter Annex (DISA) Receive 0 0 0 ra 0 71
Naval Station Mobile Close 524 126 0 0 (524) (128)
NRC Gadsen Close é 0 0 0 ()] 0]
NRC Huntsvile Recsive 0 0 3 0 3 0
NRC Montgomery Close 12 1 0 0 (12 M
Total 6559 3445 74 804 (6A485)  (2.642)
Arkansas
NRC Fayetteville Close 7 0 0 0 7 0
NRC Ft. Smith Close 7 0 0 0 N 0
Totcd 14 0 0 0 (14) 0
Cdlilfornia
Defense Contract Mgmt Dishict West Receive 0 1] 0 136 0 136
Deferse Depot Bastow Receive 0 0 1 35 1 a5
Defense Depot Oakiond Disestablish 4 270 0 0 4 270
Defense Depot San Diego Receive 0 0 1 55 1 55
Defense Depot Tracy Receive 0 0 1 05 1 95
NARDAC San Francisco (DISA) Disestablish 10 70 0 0 0 {0
NAWC WD China Lake {DIiSA) Disestablish 0 21 0 0 0 20
FASCO Port Hueneme (DISA) Disestablish 0 51 0 0 0 1))
MCAS El Tore {DISA) Disestablish 13 9 0 0 3 1))
NAWC WD Point Mugu (DISA) Disestablish 0 28 0 0 0 (28)
RPC McClellan AFB (DISA) Disestablish 0 169 0 0 0 (169
NCCOSC San Diego (DISA) Disastablish 0 7 0 0 0 o)
NCTS San Diege (DISA) Disestablish 0 170 0 0 0 (170)
RASC Camp Pendleton (DISA) Disestcblish 46 4 0 0 (45) ¢
NSC San Diego (DISA) Disestablish 0 n 0 0 0 an
Beale AFB (940th AFRS) Receive 0 0 0 243 0 243
March AFB Redallgn 2961 997 0 0 (2.961) 97
McClelian AFB (940th AFRS) Redirect 0 243 0 0 0 (243)
Travis AFB Receive G o 1077 59 1077 59
Mcare island Naval Shipyard Close 1963 7567 0 0 (1963y (7567)
- MCAS Camp Pendleton Receive 0 0 949 0 949 4]
MCAS El Toro Close 5489 979 0 0 (5.689) (979
MCAS 29 Paims Redirect 3225 0 0 0 (3.225) 0
Naval Alr Station Alameda Close 10,586 856 0 0 (10.586) (556)
Naval Air Station Lemoore - Receive 1] 0 4,629 n7z 4,629 317
Naval Alr Station Miramar Recelve 7.600 1.005 9329 751 1.729 (254
NASA AMES (NAS Moffett) Recelve 0 0 348 105 348 105
_ Naval Alr Station North Island Receive 0 0 3.982 47 3982 47
Naval Ar Warfare Center China Lake Recelve 0 0 65 202 65 202
Nava Amphibious Base Coronado Receive 0 0 48 0 48 0

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only. They do not Include the impact of any

3/11/93
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure and Realignment Recommendation Impacts by State i

{ g

(Milﬂg Includes cverqge student load: cilian includes BOS confractor personnel)

State l Out in Net Gdn/(l-oss)s
Instaliation | Aclion Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Clv f.
Naval CB Ch. Pt. Hueneme Receive o 0 77 52 77
Naval Civil Engineering Lab Close 1 84 0 0 Q)
Naval Public Works Ctr San Francisco Disestablish 10 1834 0 "0 0)
Naval Alr Facliity El Centro Receive 0 0 . 0 é
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda Close 376 24672 0 o (376)
Naval Aviation Depot North lslond Receive 0 0 3 1.889 3
Naval Hospital Oakland Close 1472 809 0 0 1472
Naval Hospital San Diego Receive 0 0 622 59 622
Naval Station San Diego Receive o 0 4423 m 4423
Naval Station Treasure lskand Close 637 454 0 0 637
Naval Supply Center Oakland Close 2374 948 0 0 (2374
Naval Supply Center San Diego Recelve 0 0 17 5 17
Naval Training Center San Diego Close 5,186 402 0 0 (5.186)
Nava Reserve Center Fresno Receive 0 0 28 0 28
Naval Reserve Center Pacific Grove Close 6 1 0 0 ()]
SUPSHIP San Diego Receive 0 0 0 77 0
WESNAVFACENGCOM San Bruno ' Redlign 7 24 0 0 _O
‘ Total 42,166 19.425 25.606 4238 (16,560)
Colorado |
DITSO Denver (DISA) | Disestablish 25 a1 0 0 (25)
Fort Carson Redirect 238 1058 0 0 _(238)
P Totd 238 105 0 ) (263)
Conneclicut !
Naval Sub Base New London Redlign 4,655 1.114 3542 0 (1L.11Y)
‘ Total 4,655 1.114 3542 4 {1.113)
District of Columbia
NCTS Washington (DISA) | Disestablish 20 301 0 0 0)
Naval Security Station Washington | Redlign 510 636 0 0 610
Misc Naval Activities National Capitol Reg. Redlign 231 275 36 485 (195)
| T Totad 761 1212 36 485 (725)
Defense Depot Jacksonville ‘ Receive 0 0 3 256 3
Deferse Depot Pensacola | Disestablish 3 87 0 0 &)
NCTS Jacksonville (DISA) | Receive 0 0 0 18 0
NAS Key West (DISA) | Disestablish 0 4 1] 0 g
NCTS Pensacola (DISA) Disestablish 0 184 0 0 0
Homestead AFB Close 3.865 912 0 0 (3.855)
MocDii AFB (JCSE) Receive 0 0 253 3562 253
Pafick AFB | Recelve 0 0 0 156 0
Tyndall AFB ' | Recelve o o 76 8 76
Naval Alr Station'Cecil Reld Close 6833 905 o D (6.833)
Naval Alr Station'Jacksonvile Receive 0 0 152 77 152
Naval Alr Station Pensacola Recelve 1) 150 8926 670 8.907
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville | Recelve 0 0 204 1483 204
Navdl Aviation Depof Persacola Close 297 3,107 0 0 @97

These figures represent the impoct of BRAC 93 recommendations only. They do not include the Impact of any

|
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure and Reolignment Recommendadtion Impacts by State

n includes BOS contractor personnel)

(Miltary Includes average student load: cilia

Net Gain/(Loss)

State Out In
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ
Naval Hospital Jacksonville Receive 0 0 92 12 92 12
Naval Hospital Orando Close 750 as2 0 0 759 (352)
Navd Station Mayport Receive 0 0 2,138 "8 2,138 8
Naval Training Center Ordando Close 8,727 753 0 1] (8.721 {753)
Navd Supply Center Jacksonville Receive 0 0 o 23 0 23
NSWC Panama City Receive 0 0 7 300 -7 300
Tolal 20,503 6544 11.851 3573 8652) (2971)
Goorgia
TRF Kings Bay (DISA) Disestablish 0 17 0 D (8] Qan
RPC Wamer-Robins AFB (DISA) Disestablish 72 27 0 0 72 27
Defense Contract Mgt District South Receive 0 0 0 4 0 61
Naval Air Station Atianta Receive 0 0 183 0 183 0
Nava Sub Base Kings Bay Receive 0 0 4,754 47 4,754 4]
Naval Reserve Center Macon Close 7 0 0 0 )] 0
SWFLANT Kings Bay Recelve 0 0 0 3 0 3
Total 7 0 4937 11 4,858 47
Hawall
NCTAMS Peari Harbor (DISA) Disestablish 3 28 0 0 ) (28)
NSC Pearl Harbor (DISA) - Disestabilish 0 13 0 0 0 (3
MCAS Kaneohe Bay Receive 1681 788 25648 280 067 (508)
Naval Air Station Barbers Point Close KYXY.) 618 0 0 (3534 (618)
Navdl Station Peart Harbor Recelve 0 0 3 0 3 0
Naval Sub Base Pearl Harbor Receive 0 0 147 5 147 5
Tofal 5215 1406 2,798 285 (2420) (1.162)
llinols
Rock Blond Arsendl Receive 0 0 272 1382 272 1.382
Rock ksland Arsenal Redirect 15 362 0 1245 (15) 883
Defense Contract Mgt Dist North-Central  Disaestablish 6 266 0 0 () (266)
O'Hare AP ARS Close 5 757 0 0 6] @57
Rockford (or other location) Recelve Q 0} 5 757 5 757
Naval Alr Station Glenview Close 1,833 389 0 0 (1.833) (389
Naval Hospitdl Great Lakes Recelve 0 0 632 58 632 58
Navd Training Center Great Lakes Receive 0 0 8.077 251 8,077 251
Tolal 1.859 1.774 8,986 3493 7127 1919
indiona
DITSO Indlanapolis IPC (DISA) Disestabilish 1 197 0 0 Q)] Qaen
NMCRC Evansville Recelve 0 0 3 0 3 0
NMCRC Gary Recelve 0 0 10 0 10 0
NMCRC South Bend Recseive 0 0 3 0 3 0
NRC Fort Wayne Close 17 0 0 0 an 0
NRC Tefre Haute Close 7 0 0 0 N 0
Total 24 0 16 0 1)) (9o

Thease figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recornmendations only, They do not include the Impact of any
other initiative outside of the BRAC 93 process
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Prelimlnary BRAC 93 Closure and Realignment Recomrnendcmon impacts by Siote ||'] '
Miltary includes a_v age student load: chvilian includes BOS coniractor personne

State . | Out In Net Gdnl(qus)#
Installation ____Action mi__cv Mo M cw]
, : i
Kansos ‘ I‘ ;
Fort Leavenworth | Receive 0 0 1 Y ) 3Ll
NRC Hutchinson I Close 6 0 0 0 © 0
REDCOM 18 Olathe | Close 45 12 0 0 (45) (12)
McConnell AFB - Recelve 0 0 263 11 263 i
Total 51 12 264 &2 213
Loulslana
EPMAC New Orleans (DISA) Disestablish 20 9 0 0 20)
NCTS New Orleans (DISA) i Disestabiish 2 70 0 0 (V)
Barksdale AFB | Receive 513 59 1292 65 779
NRF Alexandria ! Close 6 0 0 0 ()
NRC Monroe Close é 1 0 0 ()]
NAS New Odeans Receive 0 0 122 1 122
Total 525 60 1414 66 867
Massachuselis
Defense Contract Mgt Dist Northeast Receive 0 0 0] 183 0
Naval Air Station South Weymouth Close 453 365 0 0 (653)
Naval Reserve Centor New Bedford Close 10 0 0 0 Q0)
Naval Reserve Center Ptitsfleld ' Close 6 0 0 0 &
i Totad 660 365 | 0 183 (669)
Maryland |
Fort George G. Meade Receive 0o 0 486 160 486
NAWC AD Patuxent River (DISA) Disestablish 1 35 0 0 0]
Naval Alr Faciity Washington Receive 0 0 142 27 142
NSWC White Oak Receive 5 1.332 360 3439 355
NESEC St. Inigoes Close 33 2,786 0 0 (33)
NAWCAD Patuxent River Receive 9 103 523 1944 514
NSWC Bethesda Receive 0 0 3 50 3
NSWC Indian Head Receive 0 n o 265 0
NSWC Anncpols Disestablish 3 350 0 0 [6))
Total 51 4617 1514 5885 1,463
Navd Alr Station Brunswick i Receive 0 0 128 o] j28
| Total ) ) 128 0 128
[
Michigan |
Detroit Arsenal | Receive 0 0 4 62 4
Defense Logistics Services Center | Disestablish 4 420 0 0 4
Deferse Reutlization&Marketing Svc | Relocate 5 39 0 0 5)
IPC Battle Creeki(DISA) - . Disestablish ] 2 0 0 m
K.|. Sawyer AFB |' Close 2354 788 0 0 350
Naval Alr Focility, Detrott | Close 523 24 o 0 (523)
| Total 2.887 1630 4 62 (2.883)
{
|
|

These ﬂgur,& represent the lmpact of BRAC 93 recommendations only. They de not Include the impact of any M
' ofher initiative outside of the BRAC 93 process '
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure dnd Redlignment Recommendation Impacts by State

n inciudes BOS contractor personnel)

(Military Includes average student load: civilia

Not Galn/(Loss)

State Out In

installation Action Mil Clv Mil Civ Mil Civ

Minnesola

Naval Alr Station Twin Clties Recelve 0 0 230 0 230 0
Tolal 0 0 230 0 230 0

Mississippl

Naval Alr Stafion Meridion Close 1.999 1037 0 0 (9% 03N

‘Naval Station Pascagoula Recelve 0 0 465 3 465 3
Toial 1.999 1037 4565 3 (1534 (1039

Missouri

fort Leonard Wood Recelve 0 0 5742 220 5742 220

DITSO Kansas City IPC (DISA) Disestablish 56 70 0] 0 . (56) o

Naval Reserve Center Joplin Close 9 0 0 0 ® 0

Naval Resarve Center 5t. Joseph Close 7 0 0 0 €] 0
Total 72 70 5742 220 5670 150

Montana

NMCRC Billings Close 27 0 0 0 @n 0

Naval Reserve Center Great Falls Close é 0 0] 0 ()] 0

Naval Reserve Center Missoula Close 6 0 0 0 6) 0

: Tolal 39 0 0 0 {39 0

New Hampshire

SUBMEPP Recslve 0 0 8 406 8 406
Total 0 0 8 406 8 406

North Carolina

MCAS Cherry Point (DISA) Disestablish 1 57 0 0 )] (57)

RASC Camp Lejeune (DISA) Disestablish 27 11 0 0 27) Qan

MCAS New River Receive 0 0 207 0 207 0

MCAS Chemy Point Receive 0 0 3.350 ) 3350 66

Naval Avialion Depot Chenry Point Receive 0 0 314 1573 314 1573

Naval Hospital Comp LeJeune Receive 0 0 39 0 39 0
Tolal 0 0 3910 14639 3.882 1571

North Dakola

Grand Forks AFB Receive 609 23 929 33 320 10

Minot AFB Receive 466 11 480 14 214 3
Total 1,075 kY. 1.609 47 534 13

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendaticns only,  They do not include the impact of any

3/11/93
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other inifigtive outside of the BRAC 93 process




Prellmlna'ry BRAC 93 Closure and Reulignmeni Recommendation Impacts by Siale Iﬂl
(Mimary includes dverage student load: cilian includes BOS confractorpersonne) - | AP
State . Out In Net Gain/(Loss) ﬁ
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ:
New Jersoy ' 1’ Ji i l
Fort Monmouth Redlign 565 2.720 140 508 @5 @122y
McGure AFB Realign 3289 374 0 0 (3.289) (378
Naval Weapons Station Earle Receive ] 0 50 O 50 ‘ 0
NAWC Lakehurst Receive 0 0 30 42 30 q’ft‘
NAWCAD Trenton Close 8 448 0 0 ® (448y
Naval Reserve Center Atiantic City Close é 4 0 o ©® )
Naval Reserve Center Perth Amboy | Close 9 1 0 0 ) .
| Totd 3877 3547 20 ' 640 (3.657) (2%907‘))
Now York ﬁ ) ,lr J
Stewart Annex ' Receive 0 0 396 0 396 9
Griffiss AFB | Redign 34338 1.191 0 0 (3.338) (1;.190,:)'
Piatisburgh AFB Receive 0 0 2845 257 - 2845 1250
DoD Family Housing Dist. Niagra Fails Ciose 1] 19 o 1] 0 | a9y
First MARCORPS Dist. Garden Clty | Redlign 60 40 0 0 (60 (40
REDCOM 2 Scotia Disestablish 39 18 0 0 39 r(]&)‘
Naval Station Staten kland Close 1,773 1001 0 0 0773  09h
Naval Reserve Stafion Jamestown Close 6 0 0 0 ()] t ;,g
Naval Reserve Center Poughkeepsie Close 12 0 0 0 Q2 10,
: Total 5228 2260 3241 257 (987 @01
Nevada k %
Naval Alr Station Fallon Recelve 0 0 194 9 194 L9
. Total 0 0 194 9 194 ‘l o
Defernse Construction Supply Center Receive 0 0 94 2935 94 9
Defense Electronic Supply Center | Close 93 2804 o - o 63 @
DITSO Cleveland IPC (DISA) ' Disestablish 0 8 0 0 0
DITSO Columbus IPC (DISA) : Disestablish 1 96 0 0 ¢))
DITSO Columbus Annex (DISA) ! Disestabiish 0 %9 0 0 0
PPC Wright-Patterson AFB (DISA) ! Recelve 0 0 0 204 0
Newark AFB Close 92 1.760 0 0 (92)
Rickenbacker ANGB Receive 0 0 0 522 0
Springfield Beckiey MAP AGS (176FG) Realign 54 312 0 0 (54
Wright-Patterson AFB Receive 0 522 54 560 54
NRRCREG 5 Ravenna | Close a4 12 0 - o (a8
, Total 284 55613 148 4221 136)
Oklchoma .
RPC Tinker AFB (DISA) Disestablish 0 2 0 0 0
Altus AFB Receive 0 0 668 38 668
‘ J Total 0 0 668 38 668 i
|
| [
|
r
|
|
:

l

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendctions only. They do not include the impact of cny
other initiative outside of the BRAC 93 process
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure and Realignment Recommendation Impacts by State

Miltary_Includes average student load: civilian includes BOS contractor personnel)

Net Gain/{Loss)

State Out in
Instaliation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ
Pennsytvania
Letterkenny Ay Depot Rediign 2 1944 0 0 @ (949
Letterkenny Aty Depot Redirect 0 0 15 362 15 362
New Cumberand Army Depot Receive 0 0 60 2 60 22
Tobyhanna Ammy Depot Recelve 0 0 & 619 & 619
Defense Clothing Factory Philadelphia Close 2 1235 0 0 @ (239
Defense Contract Mgt Dist Mid Atiantic Disestablish 3 23 0 0 &)] (231)
Deferse Depot Letterkenny Disestablish 0 400 0 0 0 (400)
Defense Depot Tobyhanna Recelve 0 0 0 169 0 169
Defense Distibution Region Ecst Raceive 0 0 67 4176 67 4176
Defense Industrial Supply Center Relocate 26 1,846 0 0 26) (1849
Defense Personnet Support Center Close 78 3478 0 0 (78)  (3.878)
AIPC Chambersburg (DISA) Receive 0 0 0 139 0 139
SPCC Mechanicsburg (DISA) Receive o 0 0 177 0 177
ASO Phlladelphia (DISA) Disestablish 0 136 0 0 0 138)
IPC Philadelphia (DISA) Disestablish 0 143 0 0 0 (143)
Naval Alr Station Willow Grove Receive 0 n 157 1 157 10
Naval Avigtion Supply Office Close 65 2351 0 0 65)  (2351)
Navy Ships Parts Control Center Receive 2 10 124 1913 122 1.903
Naval Reserve Center Ahoona Close 7 0 0 0 )] 0
NSWC Philadeliphia Recelve ) 0 0 200 0 200
Naval Shipyard Philadelphia (PERA) Disestablish 4 187 0 0 () Q8n
Total 189 124672 472 7.778 303 (4.894)
Rhode Isiand
Naval Educ &Tng Center Redlign 830 3 20 305 (810) 302
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Receive 0 0 2 504 2 504
Total 830 3 22 809 (808) 804
South Carollina
Fort Jackson Receive 0 0 293 52 293 52
Deferse Depot Charleston Disestablish 5 202 0 0 5 (202)
NSC Charleston (DISA) Disestablish 0 77 0 0 0 an
Charleston AFB (JCSE) Redirect 253 37 0 0 (253) 37
Shaw AFB Receive 0 0 258 5 258 5
Charleston Naval- Shipyard Close 74 4837 0 0 74 (483N
MCAS Beaufort Receive 0 0 m 0 m 0
Naval Hospital Beaufort Receive 0 0 683 ne 4683 ne
Naval Hospital Charleston Close 682 647 0 0 (682) 647)
Naval Station Chardeston Close 84634 1,194 0 0 {84634 (1.194)
Naval Supply Center Charfeston Disestablish 26 408 0 0 (26) {408)
NCCOSC Charleston Close 3 1,885 0 Q {3) (1.885)
Total 0677 9287 1345 176 (8332) (9.0
South Dakota
Ellsworth AFB Receive 263 1 503 10 240 U]
Tolat 263 1 503 10 240 (4)]

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not include the impact of any
other initialive outside of the BRAC 93 process
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure and Realignment Recommendation Impacts by Stct _!

(Mllﬂay includes averggo student load: civilian includes BOS contractor personnel)

State _ | Out in Net Galn/(
Instaliation | Aclion Mil Clv Mil Civ Mil Civ
Tennossee !
Amold Eng Dev Center | Receive 0 0 2 44 2
Naval Air Station Memphis | Redlign 8041 1376 1331 1,126 6.710)
Naval Reserve Center Kingsport ’ Close 9 0 0 0 (4]
Tolal 8,050 1376 1333 1170 6.717)
Texas |
Red River Army Depot Recelve 0 0 0 737 0
Defense Depot Red River Receive 0 0 2 240 2
AFMPC Randolph AFB (DISA) Disestabilish 62 1 0 0 {62)
CPSC San Antonio (DISA) Disestablish 25 15 0 0 (25)
RPC Kelly AFB (DISA) Receive 0 0 0 27 0
Borgstrom AFB (Reserve Unif) Redirect 0 625 0 0 0
Carnswell AFB Racelve 0 0 1457 . 589 1667
Lacklond AFB ! Recelve 0 0 129 2 129
Sheppard AFB Redirect 135 15 0 1] (135
Naval Alr Station Corpus Chisti Receive 0 0 176 19 176
Naval Alr Stafion Dallas Close 1374 268 o 0 (1378
Navad Alr Station Kingsville Recelve 0 0 174 73 174
Naval Station Ingleside Receoive 0 0 396 7 396
NMCRC Ablline Close 17 0 0 0 Qn
Navdl Reserve Center Midiand Close é 0 0 0 (3] 40r
Tolal 14619 924 2534 1.714 915 I
Utch A 5' J !
Toosie Amy Depot Redlign 16 1942 0 0 a6 (1942
Defense Depot Tooele Disestablish 1 230 0 0 M e
IPC Ogden (DISA) Disestablish 1 14 0 0 NS
RPC Hill AFB (DISA) Disestablish 0 2 0 0 0 . '(‘g)l
Naval Reserve Center Ogden Close 12 1 0 0 a2) .
Total 30 2289 0 0 (30) (228'9%
i I
Fort Belvok Redlign 4 455 28 28 24 (422{')
Vint Hill Forms Station | Close 407 1472 0 0 (407) ( 72)
Defense General Supply Center Richmond Receive 0 0 0 4 0 [’h’
7th Comnuricoﬁons Gp. Pentagon (DlSA) Disestablish 108 4) 0 0 (108) } ‘k)l
BUPERS Arlington (DISA) Disestablish 31 13 0 0 @an iy
CRUITCOM Adlington (DISA) Disastablish 3 1 0 0 &) ! _(}];‘
NCTAMS Norfolk (DISA) Disestablish 0 122 0 0 0 (1 ..'
NSC Norfolk (DISA) Disestablish 0 125 0 0 0 (12 )
IPC Richmond (QISA) Disestablish 0 261 0 0 0 ( 6( )
Bueau of Personnel (Navy) Relocate 1070 924 0 0 {1.070) 4)
NAVAIRSYSCOM Relocate 543 3.128 0 0 (543) (3 128)
NAVSEASYSCOM Relocate 360 3439 0 0 (360) (3.439)
NAVSUPSYSCOMI Relocate 89 Vsl 0 0 L) i li’r?
Reet Combat Training Center, Atlantic Receive 2 73 Q70 199 948 1?3
HQUSMC Relocate 28 63 0 0 (28) 63
Navdl Alr Station Norfolk Recetve 0 0 29 423 49

These figures represent the Impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only. They do not include the impactof any
other inifiative outside of the BRAC 93 process -
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Preliminary BRAC 93 Closure and Realignment Recommendation Impacts by State

(Military Includes average student ioad: cMilan includes BOS contfractor p:ersonnel)'

Net Galn/(Loss)

State Out In
Installation Action Mil Civ Mil Civ Mil Civ
Navadl Alr Station Oceana Recelve 0 0 2597 42 2597 42
Naval Facllifies Engineering Command Relocate 3% 485 o 0 (36) (485)
Navadl Security Gip Activity Cheasapeake Relocate 221 431 0 "0 21 {431)
Naval Amphiblous Base Lithe Creek Receive 0 0 262 4 262 4
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk Close 104 4295 0 0 (104 (4295)
Naval Hospital Porfsmouth Receive 0 0 603 L 603 59
Navail Station Norfolk Receive 0 14 45621 92 44621 78
Naval Surfoce Warfare Center Receive 0 0 5 175 5 175
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown Redlign 7 205 17 14 10 Q9
NAVMAC Disestablish o6 108 0 0 (96) (108)
NAVSEACYSENGST (NUWC) Disastablish 4 1407 D 0 @ (.407)
Norfolk Naval Shipyard Receive 0 1% 228 1,139 228 1.123
Naval Reserve Center Staunton Close 6 0 0 0 {6) 0
SUPSHIP Portsmouth Receive 0 0 5 340 5 340
MCCDC Quantico Receive g 0 28 63 28 63
Total 3.139 17,369 9513 2582 6374 (14787
Washington
Fairchild AFB Redirect 1,181 o8 0 0 (1181 ©8)
TRF Bangor (DISA) Disestablish 0 13 0 0 0 {13)
NAS Whidbey Islond (DISA) Disestablish 0 5 o 0 0 (5)
NSC Puget Sound (DISA) Pisestablish k7. 0 36 0 0 0
Naval Alr Station Whidbey Iskand Recelve 0 0 1026 13 1.026 13
Naval Hospital Bremerfon Receive D 0 154 a1 154 31
Naval Station Puget Sound Recelve 0 0 77 15 77 15
Naval Sub Base Bangor Receive 0 0 400 680 400 660
Navdl Supply Center Puget Sound Receive 0 0 1 36 1 36
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Recelve 1 173 4,644 7 4.643 (166)
Total 1238 289 6338 762 5,120 473
West Virginia
NMCRC Parkersburg Close b 9] 0 0 (6) 0
Total 6 0 0 0 {6) 0
Midway Isiand
Naval Air Facility Midway Close 7 160 v} 0 ) (160)
Total 7 160 0 0 )] (160)
Grand Total 123,786 98,660 99.685 42 008 (24252) (57.144)
-3

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only. They do notinclude the impact of any
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

12§43 183

Honorable -James Courter

Chairman T
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Pursuant to Public Law 101-510 as amended, I hereby transmit,
as an enclosure to this letter, a list of military installations
inside the United States that I recommend for closure or
realignment on the basis of the force structure plan and final
criteria established under that law. Also enclosed is a summary of
the selection process that resulted in the recommendation for each
installation, with a justification for each recommendation.

I am recommending the following actions:

Major base closures 31
Major base realignments 12
Smaller base or activity closures,
realignments, disestablishments,
or relocations 122
Total recommendations 165

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

Our overall base closure policy is an important part of this
effort. The policy has five compelling characteristics:

o It saves money that would otherwise go to unnecessary
overhead.

o It supports military effectiveness by reducing the
competition for ever scarcer resources.

o It is fair and objective.
0o It hits bases overseas harder than those at home.

o It supports the investment necessary to foster economic
growth.



But as we implement the policy, we recognize a special
obligation to the people -- military and civilian -- who won the
cold war. We will meet that obligation.

SAVING TAXPAYER DOLLARS AND MAINTAINING MILITARY 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 c¢lose bases in line with reductions in budgets and
personnel constitutes a double hit: Resources are drained into
bases we don’t need, and therefore are not available to buy the
things we do need.

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

e vin in FY 1997 through 1 $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
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15 percent {(measured by replacement wvalue). 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

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

This means using an objective, fair analytical process for
closing bases that will withstand scrutiny by the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission, the General Accounting Office,
Congress and the public. The process has worked well so far.

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

I am not recommending any base for <c¢losure that would
conceivably be kept open under a revised force structure plan.

My recommendations are consistent with a six-year force
structure plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administration’s
"base force." The legal deadline for recommendations precluded us
from making changes based on future force reductions not yet
decided. '

The "base force" has twelve active Army divisions; we will
have room to station all of them. It has twelve carriers; we will
have room to berth all of them. It has 1098 active Air Force
fighters; we will have room to beddown all of them.

Unless the force structure is increased above the "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 peoints. First, with respect to
maintenance depots, there was not sufficient time for the Office of
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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 some attention to those
potential’ impacts.

CONSIDERING REGIONAL IMPACTS CAREFULLY

I have carefully considered the regional economic impacts of
these necessary, yet tough, closure decisions. 1In looking at the
regional impacts, I considered the cumulative economic impact of
previously approved closures and the ones 1 am recommending. I am
concerned not only about the impacts at bases on our 1993 closure
list, but also about the effects at bases closed by earlier rounds.

REDUCING OVERSEAS BASES 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.

Our plan is to reduce the replacement value of the overseas
base structure by 35-40% 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 c¢risis response
capability, and promote U.S. influence and access throughout the
world.



SUPPORTING THE REINVESTMENT NECESSARY TO RESTORE ECONOMIC GROWTH

Closing domestic bases and reducing DoD’s weapons and
equipment purchases are critical elements of a balanced defense
drawdown =-- one 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 1local economy depends heavily on defense
spending.

There are three ways DoD can help support economic growth:
investing in people, investing in industry, and investing in
communities.

Investing in Pecple

DoD can help support economic growth through a host of
initiatives that will ease the transition for displaced workers
(military, civilian and private sector):

© 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 Jjobs, out-placement referral for private sector
jobs, 3joint participation with individual states in retraining
programs, post-closure hiring preference with contractors,
voluntary early retirement authority and separation pay incentives.

0 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
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complements state and local government and private employer
efforts, including initiatives under the Economic Dislocation and
Worker Adjustment Assistance Act, the Worker Adjustment and
Retraining Notification Act, the Employment Services Program, the
unemployment insurance system, and the health benefits system. The
Department of Defense is participating in- the Interagency Task
Force on Dislocated Workers to help focus additional attention on
this critical area. ,

nv: in n In

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:

0 Dual-use Technology: About $1 billion of FY 1993 DoD funds
are for support of dual-use technologies,

© Industrial Base: DoD is looking to expand industry access
to maintenance and overhaul work.

o Energy Conservation: DoD is encouraging energy conservation
projects and is making such investments.

Investing in Communities

DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive
private sector reuse of base facilities and real estate no longer
needed by defense.. ‘

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

DoD is developing a new reuse and reinvestment strategy with
initiatives that will: close bases more quickly, thereby making
them available for reuse more quickly; promote reuse opportunities,
in concert with local 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.

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 1983) will help the Economic
Development Administration to assist communities.



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

Lastly, we will create, in coordination with other Cabinet
agencies, a new community economic redevelopment fund to help
communities most affected by base closures. The fund will be used
as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, especially where
recovery would be difficult. Funding will be provided by setting
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures.

I have sent identical letters, with enclosures, to the
Chairmen of the House and Senate Armed Services and Appropriations
Committees, and published this letter, with enclosures, in the
Federal Register.

Sincerely,

List 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.

Izbles:

Table 1: 1988 and 1991 Closures and Realignments
Table 2: Cumulative Reductions of Domestic Bases



Recommendations of the
Becretary of Defense for

c1°sur. or Realignment of Military Installations
Inside the United Btates

Introduction

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

The Secretary is required by the law to include with the
list of recommendations published and transmitted: (1) a summary
of the selection 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 1993 Department of Defense Belection 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. )

b4

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 recommendations 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
recommendations 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; the 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 Defense Agencies, with the modifications
Tecommended by the Assistant Secretary.
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wWhile 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 suggests 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
recommendatons on those activities. The Secretary suggests 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. Lastly, 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 also
follows.
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1993 List of Military Installations
Inside the United States
for Closure or Realignment

Part I: Major Base Closures

Army.

Ft McClellan, Alabama
Vvint Hill Farms, Virginia

Navy

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California

Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, California

Naval Hospital Oakland, California

Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

Naval Supply Center Oakland, California

Naval Training Center San Diego, California

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida

Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii

Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. lnigoes,
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 Torce
Homestead Air Force Base, Florida
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan
Newark Air Force Base, Ohio
O’Hare Int’l. Airport Air Force Reserve Station, Chicago Illinois
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
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| Part II: Major Base Realignments

Arny

Ft Monmouth, New Jersey

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Tooele Army Depot, Utah

Ft Belvoir, Virginia

Navy

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 III: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments,
Disestablishmants or Relocations

Army
None

Navy

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme, California

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field
Division, San Bruno, California

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
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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,
Pennsylvanla

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations {(Surface) -Atlantic
(HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, Charleston, South
Carolina

Naval Hospital Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port 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

Navy National Capital Region (NCR) Activities

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 Office, Arlington, Virginia

Navy/Marine Reserve Activities

Naval Reserve Centers at:

Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia

Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas

Monroe, Louisiana

New Bedford, Massachusetts
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Pittsfield, Massachusetts
Joplin, Missouri

St. Joseph, Missouri
Great Falls, Montana
Missoula, Montana
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey
Jamestown, New York
. Poughkeepsie, New York
Altoona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, Tennessee
Memphis, Tennessee

Ogden, Utah

Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia

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)

Defanse Logistics Agency

Defense Distribution Depot OQakland, California

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida

Defense Contract Management District Northcentral, Chicago,
Illinecis

Defense Logistics Service Center, Battle Creek, Michigan

Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania .

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Caroclina

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
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DoD Data Center Consolidation
Army Data Processing Centers

None

Navy Data Procesasing Centers

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, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
Maryland

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Statlon,
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
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Air Force Data Processing Centers

Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, California
Air Force Military Personnel Centér, 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.

Defanse Information Systems Agaency Data Processing Centers

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Indianapoclis
Information Processing Center, Indiana

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Kansas City
Information Processing Center, Kansas

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Columbus
Annex (Dayton), Ohio
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Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 88/91
Recaommendations

Army

Rock Island Arsenal, Alabama (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 Army Depot,
Pennsylvania vice Rock Island, Illinois)

Navy

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA (Substitute NAS Miramar 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 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 (Airfield does not close. 482nd
Fighter Wing (AFRES) is reassigned from Homestead AFB and
operates the airfield. Joint Communications Support Element
stays at MacDill vice relocating to Charleston AFB).

o
n



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

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

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas (704th Fighter Squadron and 924th
Fighter Group 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).
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Areas of Commission Bpecial Interest

The 1991 Commission recommended that the Secretary of
Defense propose for consideration in the FY 1992 or FY 1993
Defense Authorization Bill a fair-market exchange of land and
facilities (at MCAS Tustin) for construction of military
facilities at Twentynine ‘Palms or Camp Pendleton. The Department
submitted such language but the Congress did not pass it. The
Secretary of Defense has made an additional recommendation for
the 1993 Commission's consideration regarding MCAS Tustin.

The 1991 Commission recommended that the Secretary of
Defense distribute the workload from the closing Sacramento Army
Depot by competition, to ensure the most cost-effective
distribution of work. The Army took the lead in a joint-service
effort to develop the implementation plan, selection criteria and
logical groupings of the thousands of items. The Army is
conducting nine workload competitions. The first competition was
completed in January 1993, with the last competition expected to
be completed in December 1993 (two and one-half years after the
1991 Commission's recommendation). These competitions are
expected to cost DoD $15 million, not including increased base
operating support costs, because Sacramento Army Depot must
remain in operation longer than planned. Results of the first
competition have confirmed the Department's original conclusion
that Tobyhanna Army Depot's rates are significantly lower than
other depots.

Competition is an excellent tool, used judiciously, to spur
innovation and allow managers to apply lessons learned from
competition to their steady workload. Competition cannot achieve
efficiencies in a depot maintenance system that may have up to
50 percent excess capacity.

The Commission recommended that DoD confer with Congress
regarding DoD health care policies. It is DoD policy: to operate
military hospitals primarily to support active-duty military
personnel; to care for the needs of beneficiaries not served by
military hospitals through the Civilian Health and Medical
Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS); to close military
hospitals if the active-duty population served will reduce
dramatically due to a base closure. The Department worked with
the Congress on this issue as Congress considered passing Section
722 of the DoD Authorization Act for FY 1993. This section
establishes a joint services working group on the provision of
military health care at bases being closed or realigned. The
working group is required to report on alternative means for
continuing to provide accessible health care with respect to each
closure and realignment. Congress did not restrict DoD's ability
to close military hospitals.
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The Commission recommended that DoD submit its consolidation
plan for the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). DFAS
developed a plan for locating the consolidated workforce based on
a site selection process called "Opportunity for Economic Growth
(OEG)"™. The Secretary of Defense decided to reject the OEG
process because he was not convinced that OEG is sound public
policy. Instead, the Secretary directed that the DFAS
consolidation continue to occur, for the time being, at the
existing five large centers. At the same time, the Secretary
will be reviewing options for a permanent consolidation of DFAS
and will make a final decision in the months ahead. If the
review indicates any part of a consolidation plan would require
Base Closure Commission review, the Secretary will subnmit a
recommendation to the 1995 Commission.
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Department of the Army 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 19%2. The end
strength of the Army will decline by 14.4 percent, with the
majority of that decline overseas, assuming the decline
continues.

The Selaction Process

The Army’s base closure selection process was a structured
three phase assessment. Phase I entailed grouping installations
in like categories and analyzing them for military value, and
identifying candidates to be studied by the Total Army Basing
Study (TABS) group. In Phase II, the Army used analytical tools
to identify and develop alternatives which result in the approved
Department of the Army recommendations to the Secretary of
Defense. Phase I1II 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, welghts 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 defined the procedures,
formats, measures, attributes, and weights to be used for
assessing each installation’s military value. Qualitative
assessments of each installation’s military value were also
prepared. These assessments provided a starting point for
evaluating the Army’s base structure--they did not produce a
decision on which bases should be closed or realigned.
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The next part of the analysis identified 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 examlned to identify
specific alternatives. Each alternative was developed, analyzed,
refined, and documented based on feasibility, affordability,
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 affordability
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 Army, nominated bases to the Secretary of
Defense for closure or realignment based on the DoD Force
Structure Plan and the final c¢riteria established under Public
Law 101-510, as amended.
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Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama

Recommendation: Close Fort McClellan. Relocate the U.S. Army
Chemical and Military Police Schools and the Department of
Defense Polygraph Institute (DODPI) to Fort Leonard Wood,
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
training/branch 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, -airfields, and aviation
facilities which represent unique assets to the Army.

Collocation of the chemical, military police, and engineer
schools provides substantial advantages for operational linkages
among the three branches. These linkages enable the Army to
focus on the doctrinal and force development of three key
maneuver support elements. Synergistic advantages of training
and professional development programs are: c¢oordination,
employment, and removal of obstacles; conduct of river crossing
operations; internal security/nation assistance operations;
operations in rear areas or along main supply routes; and counter
drug operations. The missions of the three branches will be more
effectively integrated.

Each school develops doctrine, training, 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 recommendation made
to the 1991 Commission that was disapproved. The 1991 Commission
rejected this recommendation because they found the Army
substantially deviated from criterion 1 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 Army’s proposal to close Fort McClellan differs in two
respects. First, the DODPI will relocate to Fort Leonard Wood,
Missouri, instead of Fort Huachuca, Arizona, and second, the Army
will retain the capability to continue live-agent training.
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Subsequent to the 1991 Commission’s decision, the Army conducted
an in-depth study of the value of live-agent training. The study
affirmed its military value. The Army’s nuclear, biological and
chemical readiness training is interwoven throughout all training
and included at all levels of command. Operations in a
potentially hostile chemical environment are an integral part of
individual and collective skills training, and routinely
practiced during unit field training exercises. By maintaining
the capability for chemical live-agent training at Fort
McClellan, the Army will continue to provide realistic chemical
preparedness training. A robust chemical/bioclogical defense is a
vital part of a three-pronged effort, including arms control and
conventional/nuclear deterrence. The Army is the only service
that conducts live—-agent training; and it will continue this
training. The Air Force has indicated its desire to collocate
its disaster preparedness technical training with the Army’s
Chemical School at Fort Leonard Wood; the Army supports this
initiative.

The Army provides live-agent training not only for Army
personnel (approximately 4000 students per year), but also for
other Services, the State Department, and even foreign 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 lLeonard Wood, maintaining the existing facility
affords the same capability without any additional construction.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
closure are approximately $111 million. Annual steady state
savings 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 infrastructure to support
this recommendation.
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vint Hill Farms, Virginia

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

Justification: Vint Hill Farms ranked low in military value
within its category. With the departure of the military
intelligence battalion and its consolidation at Fort Gordon, GA,
Vint Hill Farms is 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 significantly contributes to overall
readiness.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one~time costs for this
closure are approximately $72 million. Annual steady state
savings are about $19 million, with a return on investment in
three years.

Impacts: The closure of Vint Hill Farms will have an impact on
the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both
direct and indirect, is 13 percent of the employment base in the
Faugquier 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 in the ability of the
receiving community’s infrastructure to support this
recommendation.
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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, Illinocis and transfer the Chaplain School to Fort
Jackson, South Carolina. Consolidate activities to maximize
utilization 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 Monmouth, 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 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 Army’s largest and can
accommodate the needs of the headquarters.

The Rock Island community infrastructure can accommodate the
new residents without the need to construct new schools, new
water and sewer facilities or other public facilities. There is
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.

Raturn on Investment: Total estimated one-time c¢osts for this
realignment are approximately $93 million. Annual steady state
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savings are about $20 million, with a return on investment in
three years.

Impacts: The realignment of Fort Monmouth will have an impact on
the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both
direct and indirect, is 3 percent of the employment base in the
Monmouth County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no
economic recovery. This potential job loss-is partially offset
by the proposed movement of personnel to Fort Monmouth from Vint
Hill Farms. There are no known 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.
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Lettaerkenny Army Depot, Paennsylvania

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 1981 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: The decision to realign LEAD was driven by the
results of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review
of roles and missions in the Department of Defense. As part of
this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot Maintenance
Consoclidation Study. The study identified a significant amount
of excess depot capacity and duplication among the Services.

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

In drawing the conclusion to downsize LEAD, the Army
considered the following factors: relative military value of the
depots; the future heavy force mix; reduced budget; workforce
skills; excess capacity; ability of the depots to 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 regicnally 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.
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Return on lnvestment: 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 Metropeolitan 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,
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Tooele Army Depot, Utah

Recommendation: Realign Toocele 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 Department of Defense. As part of
this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot Maintenance
Consolidation Study. The study identified a significant amount
of excess depot capacity and duplication among the Services.

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

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

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
realignment are approximately $74 million. Annual steady state
savings are about $5]1 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 is no significant environmental
impediments from this realignment. Environmental restoration
will continue until complete. There are no known obstacles in
the ability of the receiving communlty s infrastructure to
support this recommendation.
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Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir as follows. Disestablish
the Belvoir Research, Development and Engineering Center (BRDEC),
Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Relocate the Supply, Bridging, Counter
Mobility, Water Purification, and Fuel/Lubricant 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 Detection/Neutralization, 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.

Justification: 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 (RDEC) 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 Purification, and Fuel/Lubricant 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 light 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 contreol of the Physical

Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine
Detection/Neutralization, Environmental Controls and Low Cost/Low

32



Observables Business Areas from the Belvoir RDEC to the Night
Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication
and Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center
({CERDEC), also located in the same general area of Fort Belvoir
supports the study recommendations, while avoiding any additional
costs.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
action are approximately S$11 million. Annual steady state
savings are about $13 million, with an immediate return on
investment.

Impacts: The realignment of Fort Belveoir 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
infrastructure to support this recommendation.
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Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission
regarding Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as follows. Instead of sending
the materiel management functions of U.S. Army Armament, Munitions
and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, 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 NICP at TACOM.
A closer alignment exists between the armaments and chassis
functions than between armaments and missiles, making the
reorganization under TACOM more beneficial and cost effective for
the Army:

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

- AMCCOM receives $29 million from TACOM versus $0.1 million
from MICOM for sustainment.

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly produce all tanks, howitzers, and
infantry vehicles. AMCCOM and MICOM do not jointly produce any
weapon systems. '

- AMCCOM and TACOM use common contractors and universities.
- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly field, manage, and sustain common
weapon systems.

- AMCCOM and TACOM share common business practices.

- Guns have their fire control sensors and computers in the
vehicle and require extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM and
TACOM do now. Missiles have their sensors and fire control in the
missile and are easier to mount on a vehicle, as MICOM and TACOM do

now.
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The Army believes that the armament/chemical 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 NICP
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.
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Presidio of San Francisco, California

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

Justification: The 1988 Base Closure Commission-recommended
closing the Presidioc 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 perscnnel in the 1988 process. During the Army’s capacity
analysis they identified available space at NASA Ames (formerly
NAS Moffett) which could accept the 6éth 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;

(b} The principle ports of debarkation for the West Coast
are Seattle, Oakland, and lLong 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) Timeliness/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 lnvestment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
relocation is approximately $9 million. This relocation will
avoid the expenditure of $§36 million at Fort Carson.

Impacts: There is no significant environmental impacts resulting
from this relocation. Environmental restoration will continue
until complete. There are no known obstacles in the ability of
the receiving community’s infrastructure to support this
recommendation.
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Department of the Navy Selection Process
Introduction

By 1997, the Navy will have 12 aircraft carriers 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. These factors, which will continue to
decline through 188%9%, 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 Procass

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 responszble 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 Internal
Control Plan also established the procedures necessary to create
an audit trail to document the Navy process. One of the most
significant controls was the requirement to keep minutes of each
deliberative meeting of the Committee.

In accordance with PL 101-510, as amended, the Navy employed
a "bottom to top" data certification policy. That meant that the
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individual initially generating the data in response to a data
call, executed the initial statutory certification and,
thereafter, the data was recertified 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 ensured compliance.

The Committee determined 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 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. 1If
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,
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mobilization 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 threeée 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
affirmatively 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 and, 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-
1995 President’s Budget Submission. In every case where rules
were imposed, the Committee reviewed them stringently to ensure
that only the minimum number of rules needed to operate the model
were prescribed so the results would not be artificially 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 installations, the computer was

39



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
closure or realignment scenarios. For example, in the
configuration analysis for naval bases, the model satisfied its
reguirement 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. 1In
the case of the two Marine Corps training bases, the two
logistics bases, and the two recruit depots there is 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 101-510, as amended.
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Naval Btation 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 to support the
projected force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations
were configured to satisfy specific mission requirements,
including: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet;
ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique
base complex per fleet: and maintenance of the Norfolk and San
Diego fleet concentrations as part of the solution. The ships
based at Naval Station Mobile can be relocated to other naval
bases which have a higher 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 $4.4 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.
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Mare Island Naval Bhipyard, 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.

Justification: The capacity of the Mare Island NSY is excess to
that required to support the reduced number of ships reflected in
the DoD Force Structure Plan. An analysis of naval shipyard
capacity was performed with a goal of reducing excess capacity to
the maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall
military value of the remaining shipyards. Mare Island has the
lowest military value of those shipyards supporting the Pacific
Fleet, and its workload can be readily absorbed by the remaining
yards which possess higher military value. The closure of Mare
Island NSY, in combination with the Charleston NSY, allows the
elimination of a greater amount of excess capacity while
maintaining the overall value of the remaining shipyards at a
higher military value level than that of the current
configuration of shipyards. Other options either reduced
capacity below that required to support the approved force
levels, eliminated specific capabilities needed to support
mission requirements or resulted in a lower military value for
this group of activities.

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
closure are $279.9 million. Annual recurring savings are $148.9
million with an immediate return on investment. The Net Present
Value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings
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-Fairfield-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.
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Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California

Recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El1l 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.

Justification: Naval and Marine air wings are projected to be
reduced consistent with fleet requirements in the DoD Force
Structure Plan, creating an excess in air station.capacity. MCAS
El Toro is recommended for closure since, of the jet bases
supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest military value,
has no expansion possibilities, is the subject of serious
encrocachment and land use problems, and has many of its training
evolutions conducted over private property. The redistribution
of aviation assets allows the relocation of Marine Corps fixed
wing and helicopter assets to the NAS Miramar, in a manner which
both eliminates excess capacity and avoids the construction of a
new aviation facility at Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center,
29 Palms, California. 1In 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 El1 Toro and any
proceeds will be used to defray base closure expenses.

Return On Investment: This recommendation was considered as part
of a package that included Pacific operational air stations. The
COBRA data below applies to the operational air stations on the
West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers Point, MCAS
Kaneohe Bay, MCAS El1 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 $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 significant 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.
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Naval Air station Alameda, California

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda,
California and relocate its aircraft along with the dedicated
personnel, edquipment and)support to NASA Ames/Moffett Field,
California and NAS North Island. In addition, those ships
currently berthed at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet
concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget Sound/Everett.
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 NASA/Ames.

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 numbers 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
Bangor/Puget Sound/Everett. Both the limited aircraft (primarily
reserve) and ship assets at NAS Alameda can be readily absorbed
at bases with a higher military value. This closure results in
increase average military value of both the remaining air
stations and naval stations in the Pacific Fleet.

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for
this recommendation are $193.7 million. Annual recurring savings
are $41.7 million with a return on investment 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 Alameda 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.
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Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, California

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.

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is recommended for
closure because its capacity is excess to that regquired 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, 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 periecd is a
savings of $538.9 million.

Impacts: The closure of NADEP Alameda will 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 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".
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Naval Eospital, 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 significant enough to
mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the
extensive use of CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure must be
predicated upon the elimination of the operating forces which
created a demand for the presence of a Naval Hospital in the
first instance. In the San Francisco Bay area, the Naval Air
Station, Alameda, Naval Shipyard, Mare Island and the supporting
Public Works Center and Supply Center are being recommended for
closure. Given the elimination of these operating force
activities, closure of the Naval Hospital, Cakland 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 $57.5 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.
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Naval Station Treasure Island, Ban 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 a
follows: Naval Reserve Center San Francisco relocates to the
Naval/Marine Corps Reserve Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM
20 relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, California.
Naval Technical Training Center relocates to Fleet Training
Center San Diego, Naval Amphibjious 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 regquired to
support Navy requirements. The naval bases to which its
activities will be relocated have higher military value to the
Navy than does this naval station. A comprehensive analysis of
naval station berthing capacity was performed with a goal of
reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while
maintaining the overall military value of the remaining naval
stations. To provide berthing to support the projected force
structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was configured to
satisfy specific mission requirements, including: 100 percent
aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammunition ships at
ESQD-approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unigue base complex per
fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet
concentrations. This closure, combined with other recommended
closures and realignments in the Pacific Fleet, reduces excess
capacity 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.

IMPACTS8: 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 alsoc will permit the closure or alternative
use of the recently improved 2.0 MGD wastewater treatment plant
and will eliminate various air emissions, thus providing
potential air emission "credits®.
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Naval Bupply Center, Oakland, California

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

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

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
recommendation are $119.4 million. Annual 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 econonmic
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.
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Naval Training Center, Ban Diego, California

Recommendation: Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), San Diego
and relocate certain personnel, equipment and support to NTC
Great Lakes, and other locations, consistent with training
requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC, Great Lakes; Branch
Medical Clinic relocates _to Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval
Recruiting District relocates to Naval Air Station North Island:
Service School Command (Electronic Warfare) relocates to Naval
Training Center, Great Lakes; Service School 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 reguire 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. 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",
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Naval Air station Cecil Pield, 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 Cherry Point; Aviation Intermediate Maintenance
Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air Maintenance
Training Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation Support Office Training
Group Atlantic, and Sea 0perations Detachment relocate to MCAS
Cherry Point and NAS Oceana.

Justificationt 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. 1In making these choices, the
outlook for environmental and land use issues was significantly
important. 1In 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. 1Its
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 Cherry 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.
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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.
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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
requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the
Nuclear Power School and the Nuclear "A" School relocate to the
Submarine School at the Naval Submaririe Base (NSB), New London;
Personnel Support Detachment relocates to NTC Great Lakes:;
Service School Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental
Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Education and Training
Program Management Support Activity disestablishes.

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 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. 1In 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 significant community infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation. There will be no
significant environmental impacts resulting from this closure.
Hazardous waste and pollutant generation will be eliminated, as
will the generation waste water on the average of 1.13 million
gallons per day.
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Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, PFlorida

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 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 nmillion.

Impacts: The closure of this NADEP Pensacola will have an impact
on the local economy. The projected potential loss (both direct
and indirect) is 6.1 percent of the employment base of the
Pensacola, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no
economic recovery. However, because of other closures and
realignments into this area, there will be a net 4.3 percent
increase in employment. There is no significant community
infrastructure 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 all 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".
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Naval Air Bstation 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 Kaneche Bay and its assets can be readily redistributed
to other existing air stations. By maintaining operations at the
MCAS, Kaneohe Bay, we retained 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. 1In an
associated move the F-18 and CH-46 squadrons at MCAS Kaneohe Bay
will move to NAS Miramar to facilitate the relocation of the NAS
Barbers Point squadrons. Finally the Department of the Navy will
dispose of the land and facilities at NAS Barbers Point and any
proceeds will be used to defray base closure expenses.

Return On Investment: This recommendation was considered as part
of a package that included Pacific operational air stations. The
COBRA data below applies to the operational air stations on the
West Coast and in Hawaii, as fellows: 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 Tustin.

Impacts: The closure of NAS Barbers Point will have an impact on
the local economy. The proposed potential employment loss (both
direct and indirect) is 1.9 percent of the employment base of the
Honolulu, Hawaii, Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no
economic recovery. 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 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.
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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 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 are 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 infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation. There will be no
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 areas), and reduce noise levels and air emissions.
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Naval Electronic Centers

Recommendation: Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering
Center (NESEC) St. Inigoes, Maryland, disestablish NESEC
Charleston, South Carolina and Naval Electronics Security Systenms
Engineering Center (NESSEC), Washington, DC. Consolidate the
Centers into an East Coast NESEC at Portsmouth, Virginia. The
ATC/ACLS facility at St. Inigoes and the Aegis Radio Room
Laboratory will remain in place and will be transferred to Naval
Air Systems Command.

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 because DoD 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 relocation to the Patuxent
River complex of the Naval Air Systems Command and several of its
- subordinate organizations. This move results in both substantial
organizational efficiencies and economies and is a significant
element of the Navy's compliance with the DoD policy to move
activities out of leased space in the NCR into DoD owned
facilities. The Portsmouth consolidation includes NESSEC
Washington, DC resulting in an additional relocation from leased
space in the NCR into DoD owned facilities. The Portsmouth
consolidation also achieves a major reduction in excess capacity
for these activities and with this consclidation 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
certified data call responses indicates that one of the reasons
for this military value rating is NESEC Portsmouth's current
capability to perform a broad range of testing functions on a
wide variety of communications and radar systems, including the
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocatable Over-the-~Horizon Radar,
Tactical Secure Voice, and the AN/SIQ-32(V) 1/2/3/4/5. At its
Fleet Engineering Support Center is a completely integrated
shipboard communications system that contains a sample of every
communications receiver, transmitter, data 1link and ancillary
terminal hardware in the LF through UHF frequency range. The
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radar systems testing capability is enhanced by the AN/SSQ-74 (V)
Radar and Communicatjions 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 akle 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, Virginia, MSA assuming no economic
recovery. The consolidation at NESSEC, Portsmouth will have a
positive impact on the environment as a source of pollution will
be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will
continue until completed.
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Naval Air Btation 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.

Justification: Projected reductions contained in the Department
of Defense Force Structure Plan require a substantial decrease in
training air station capacity. Wwhen 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 econcmy 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 evelutions. Currently, for
example, pilots training in Meridian fly to the Naval Air
Station, Pensacola in order to do carrier landing training. The
closure of Meridian and the accompanying closure of the Naval Air
Station, Memphis, results 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 $274.1M.
Annual recurring savings for both actions are $82.2M with a
return on investment in two years. The Net Present Value of
costs and savings over a twenty year period is $481.1M.

Impact: The 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 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.
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Naval Air station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth
and relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, equipment and
support to Naval Air Stations Brunswick, Maine and New Orleans,
Louisiana, Naval Station Mayport,. Florida. The Marine Corps
Reserve Center activities will relocate to Dam Neck, Virginia,
Johnstown, Pennsylvania, Camp Pendleton, Californla, 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 decision to rely on reserve aviation
elements in support of active operatlng 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. 1In 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 Weymouth will have an impact
on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss
(both direct and indirect) is 0.1 percent of the employment base
of the Boston-lLawrence-Salem-Lowell, Massachusetts, Metropolitan
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving
installation. There will be no significant environmental impacts
resulting from this action. Generation of hazardous wastes and
pollutants will be eliminated. 1In 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.
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Naval Btation, Btaten 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 York relocates to Earle, New Jersey and
Norfeolk, 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 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 SSN/SSBN 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 military 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 Metropoclitan 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
significant environmental impacts at either Naval Station Mayport
or Naval Station Norfolk.
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Aviation Bupply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Recommendation: Close the Aviation Supply Office (ASO),
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and relocate necessary personnel,
equipment and support to the Shlp Parts Control Center (SPCC),
Hechanlcsburg, 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
contrel 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 includes
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 ASO 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.
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Naval Bhipyard, Charleston, S8outh Carolina
Recommendation: Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charleston.

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 capability below the minimum capacity required to
support this critical area. The closure of NSY Charleston, in
combination with Mare Island NSY, allows the elimination of a
greater amount of excess 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
of $385.3 million.

Impact: 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 cleosure and realignment
recommendations bring the total impact on the Charleston MSA to
15 percent. There is no significant community infrastructure
impact at any receiving lccation resulting from this closure.
Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated.
Currently, programmed environmental projects will be completed as
part of the closure actions, which will also eliminate the need
to operate the hazardous waste facilities and to do annual
dredging.
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Naval station Charleston, S8outh Carolina

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 NS 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 ESQD-approved berthing; one
SSN/SSBN unigue 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
reguirements. 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 realignment, 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 $185.0M. Annual recurring savings are $92.6M
with an immediate return on investment. The Net Present Value of
costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of
$748.1M.

Impacts: The closure of this naval station will have an impact
on the local economy. The projected potential loss (both direct
and indirect) is 7.0 percent of the employment base in the
Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no
economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment
recommendations bring the total impact on this MSA, assuming no
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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.
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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, Pallas, 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 assuring no economic
recovery. There is no known community infrastructure impact at
the receiving installation. There will be no significant
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.
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Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia

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

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk is recommended for
closure because its capacity is excess to that required to
support the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected reductions
require an almost 50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy
aviation depots. 1In 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 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".
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Naval Bubmarine 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, waterfront facilities, and related property
shall be retained by the Navy at New London, Connecticut. The
Nuclear Submarine Support Facility, a major tenant, relocates to
Kings Bay, Georgia and Norfolk, Virginia; and another major
tenant, the Nuclear Power Training Unit, disestablishes.

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 gecal 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 SSN/SSBN unique base complex per
fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet
concentrations. With a reduction in ships, the Navy regquires one
submarine base per Fleet. 1In view of the capacity at the
Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval Station, Norfolk, the
submarines based at New London can be relocated to activities
with a higher military value. The education and training
missions being performed at the Submarine Base, New London will
continue to be performed there and the Navy will retain piers,
waterfront facilities and related property. This realignment,
combined with other recommended closures and realignments in the
Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of excess
capacity while increasing the average military value of the
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases.

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, CT-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
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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.
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18T 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.

Justification: 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 econonmically.

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 periocd 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
enployment 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.
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Naval Bducation 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 SSN/SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations.
RETC Newport currently berths five ships which can be absorbed at
other homeports with a higher military value, This realignment,
combined with other recommended closures and realignments in the
Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of excess
capacity while increasing the average military value of the
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases.

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 Newpert 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.
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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 candidate for closure. It's 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 $481.1 millon.

Impact: 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 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.
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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
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 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.
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Naval Pacilities BEngineering Command
Western Engineering Pield 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 peried is a
savings of $8.0 million.

Impacts: The realignment of this naval activity will have an
impact on the local economy. The projected potential

employment loss (both direct and indirect) 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 receiving
installation. There are no significant environmental impacts
occasioned by this realignment. Any necessary environmental
clean~ups will continue until completed.
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Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA)

Recommendation: Disestablish the following four technical
centers and relocate necessary functions, personnel, equipment,
and suppeort at the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and
Repair, San Diego, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and Newport
News, Virginia: .

(PERA)-(CV),. Bremerton, Washington,

(PERA) - (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia,

(PERA) -(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, California,
(PERA)-(Surqace) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,

Justification: These technical centers are recommended for
disestablishment because their capacity is excess to that
required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess
capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted
workload during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted
workload. A review of the Navy budget displays a clear decline
in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the excess
capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities
and personnel. The technical centers throughout the Department
of the Navy currently have significant excess capacity as these
technical centers were established and sized to support
significantly higher naval force levels and require resource
levels greatly in excess of those projected if all resources are
to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity and the
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is imperative to
realign and compress wherever possible so that the remaining
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 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, SMA

0.01 percent in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News SMA
0.09 percent in the Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA, SMA

0.02 percent in the Philadelphia, PA-New Jersey, PSMA

Disestablishing these centers will have a positive impact on the
environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated.
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Public Works Center, San Francisco, California

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

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

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

Impacts: Disestablishment of PWC San Francisco will have an
impact on the local ecocnomy. 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
ne 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.
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Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando 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 forces which created a
demand for the presence of a Naval Hospital in the first
instance. The Naval Training Center, Orlande which was supported
by the Naval Hospital, Orlando is being recommended for closure.
Accordingly, the operating force support previously provided by
the Naval Hospital, Orlando is no longer required and closure
follows the decision to close the Naval Training Center.

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
recommendation are $51.3 million. Annual recurring savings are
$8.1 million with a return on investment in six years. The Net
Present Value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $21.9 million.

Impacts: 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 Statistic 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.
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Naval Supply Center, Pensacola, FPlorida

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC)
Pensacola.

Justification: NSC Pensacola's capacity is excess to the
requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan. The principal
customer of NSC Pensacola, the Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola is
also 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 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.
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Naval Burface Warfare Center Detachment
Annapolis, Maryland

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center
(NSWC), (Carderock) 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 FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review
of the Navy budget displays a clear decline in the period 1995-
1899. 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.
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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 resiges.

Justification: . This action .is recommended.to eliminate
redundancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecommunications.
Projected reductions contained in the DoD Force Structure Plan
support a decrease in telecommunications capacity. South
Atlantic VLF communications coverage is duplicated by the NRTF
Annapolis and NCTS Puerto Rico, and the Mid-Atlantic VLF by NRTF
Annapolis and NRTF Cutler, Maine. Since both the Puerto Rico and
the Maine facilities also are the sole coverage for another
geographic area, and since NRTF Annapolis is not, it could be
disestablished without eliminating coverage. The property on
which this the 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
savings of $6.4 million.

Impacts: There will be no net change in employment as a result
of this action. The current staffing is scheduled for
elimination as a result of planned force structure changes.
There is no significant impact on the environment resulting from
this closure.
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S8ea Automated Data Bystems Activity (SBEAADSA)
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 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
$0.5 million with an immediate return on investment. The Net
Present Value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $3.4 million.

Impacts: Disestablishing of SEAADSA will have an impact on the
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both
direct and indirect is lessithan 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.
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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. 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, and decisions 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 significant environmental impacts resulting from this
action. The closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous
wastes and pollutants.
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Naval Air Pacility, Midway Island
Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Midway Island.

Justification: The 1991 Commission Report, page 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 recommends 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 significant 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.
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Bubmarine 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 $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 $18.5 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 SMA assuming no economic recovery. The disestablishment of
SUBMEPP will have a positive impact on the environment as a
source of peollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation
and restoration will continue until completed. :
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Naval Air wWarfare Center - Aircraft Division
Trenton, New Jersey

Recommendation: Close the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air
Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey and relocate
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to the
Arnold Engineering Development Ceriter; Tullahoma, Tennessee, and
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent: River, - Maryland.

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. 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
efficient and economic operation.

Return On Investment: Total 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.

IMPACTS8: 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.
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DOD Family Housing and
Family Housing Office
Niagara Falls, New York

Recommendation: Close the DoD Family Housing Office and the 111
housing units it administers.

Justification: The force reductions in the DOD Force Structure
Plan require reduction of support activities as well. This
activity administers hous;ng 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 from this closure. There are no significant
environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. Any necessary
environmental clean-ups will continue until completed.
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Naval Air Technical Bervices Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility,
Philadelphia and relocate certain-personnel, egquipment 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
gized 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 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 is $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. The is no
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving
installation. There will be no significant environmental impacts
resulting from this action. Any necessary environmental clean-up
efforts will be continued until completed.

87



Naval Hospital, Charleston, Bouth 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 investment. The Net
Present Value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $131 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, SC Metropolitan Statistical Area,
assuming no economic recovery. The closure of the Naval Hospital
will have a positive 'impact on the environmental mitigation and
restoration will continue until completed.
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Naval Bupply Center, Charleston, Bouth 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 of NSC Charleston, the Charleston Naval Shipyard and
the Naval Station Charleston have been recommended for closure.
The workload of NSC Charleston will move with its customer's
workload to receiving bases. :

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
recommendation are $13.6 million. Annual recurring savings are
$16.0 million with an immediate 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
less, 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.
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Detachment
virginia Beach, Vvirginia

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.

Justification: This technical center is recommended for
disestablishment because its capacity is excess to that regquired
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 te 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 indirect is 0.03 percent of the employment
base in this Metropolitan 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.
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Navy Radic Transmission Facility, Driver, Virginia

Recommendation: Close the Navy Radioc Transmission Facility
(NRTF), Driver.

Justification: This closure is recommended to eliminate
redundancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecommunications.
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
NTRF Saddle Branch, Florida. .

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this
recommendation are $0.5 million. Annual recurring 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 economy since current staffing 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
pellutants will be eliminated.
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Naval Undersea wWarfare Center Detachment
Norfolk, Virginia

Recommendation: Disestablish the Norfolk Detachment of the Naval
Undersea Warfare Center (Newport) and relocate its functions,
personnel, equipment and support at Naval Undersea Warfare Center
(NUWC), Newport, Rhode Island, S

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 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.
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National Capital Region (NCR) Activities

Recommendation: Realign Navy National Capital Region activities
and relocate them as follows:

Naval Alr Systenms Command to.

Naval Air Station

Patuxent River, Maryland

Naval Supply Systems Command,

(including Food Service System Office, and
Defense Printing Management Systems Office) to
Ship Parts Control Center

Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania

Bureau of Naval Personnel

(including Office of Military Manpower Management) to
Naval Air Station

Memphis, Tennessee

Naval Recruiting Command to
Naval Training Center
Great Lakes, Illincis

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; Washington Navy Yard,
Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; Marine
Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, Virginia; or the
White Cak facility, Silver Spring, Maryland:

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

* Legislative Affairs

* Program Appraisal

* Comptroller

* Inspector General
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* Information

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations

Office of Civilian Manpower Management

International Programs Office

Combined Civilian Personnel Office

Navy Regional Contracting Center

Naval Criminal Investlgatlve Service

Naval Audit Service _

Strategic Systems Programs Offlce :

Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations &
Logistics), U.S. Marine Corps

Office of the Deputy Chief of staff (Hanpower & 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 did 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, BUPERS 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, CINCLANTFLT.

All of the remaining NCR activities will be moved from their
present facilities in leased commercial space to vacant
Government—-owned space in one of five locations: the Navy Annex;
the Navy 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 $198.0M. Annual recurring
savings are $41.6M with a return on investment in three years.
Net Present Value of the costs and savings is $169.4M.

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignments of the
Naval Supply Systems Command, the Aviation Supply Office,
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Defense Printing Systems Management Office, and Food Service
Systems Office to the Ship Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg,
Pennsylvania, are $88.9M. Annual recurring savings are $20.5M
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
$102.8M.

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 $59.2M. Annual recurring
savings are $20.2M 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 $118.2M.

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the
Naval Recruiting Command to NTC Great Lakes are $6.8M. Annual
recurring savings are $1.4M 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 $5.5M.

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the
Naval Security Group Command to Fort Meade, Maryland, are $6.6M.
Annual recurring savings are $9.7M with an immediate return on
investment. The Net Present Value of costs and savings over a
twenty year period is a savings of $93.0M.

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 are $74.6 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.

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

Impacts: The closure and realignments discussed in this
recommendation will have an impact on the local economy. 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.
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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:

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

- Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia

Naval Reserve Facility at:

Alexandria, Louisiana
Midland, Texas

Readiness Command Districts at:

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

Justification: The DOD Force Structure Plan requires the
reduction of reserve assets as it does active duty assets. These
Reserve Centers are being closed because their capacity is excess
to the projected Navy/Marine Corps requirements. 1In arriving at
the recommendation to close the Reserve Centers, specific
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analysis was conducted to ensure that there was either an
alternate location available to accommodate the affected reserve
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 recommendation obtain return on investment within a
range of 4 to 10 years. The Net Present Value of costs and -
savings over a twenty-year period is a savings of $160.9 million.

Impacts: Because of the small size of these Naval and Marine
Corps Reserve Centers, their closure will have a negligible
impact on the various local econonies. There is no known
community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation.
Likewise, these closures will have no significant environmental
impacts. '
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Hunters Point Annex to Naval BStation Treasure Island
san Francisco, California

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

Justification: The 1991 Commissjion Report, at page 5-18,
recommended closing the Hunters Point Annex and outleasing the
entire property, with provisions for continued occupancy of space
for Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair; Planning,
Engineering, Repair, and Alterations Detachment; and a
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 in previously. All
environmental clean-up efforts will continue until complete.
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Naval ¥Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquergue, 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 Albugquerque
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.

Inpact: There are no significant economic or environmental

impacts resulting from this recommendation, since the Navy is
only leaving a small detachment in place.
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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 Diegc 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 Loma 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 NESEC's and avoid the
serious environmental concerns attendant to new construction at
Point Loma.

Return on Investment: The one time cost of this recommendation
is $0.9 million. The annual recurring savings are $0.7 million
with an immediate return on investment. The Net Present Value of
costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $5.9
million. '

Impact: There is no additional impact on the local community
beyond that identified in BRAC 91.
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Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity
Yorktown, Virginia

Recommendation: Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering
Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port Huenene,
Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval Surface Warfare Center-
Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida.

Justification: 1In 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 Educational 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 available. Therefocre,
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
Dan 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 recommendation 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 economic
recovery. There are no significant environmental impacts
occasioned by this recommendation. All environmental clean-ups
will continue until complete.
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Department of the Air Force Selection Process

The Air Force 1993 selection process is essentially the same
as was used in 1981. The Secretary 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
1893, 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 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.S5.C. threshold of 300
direct-hire civilians authorized to be employed. A comprehensive
and detailed questiconnaire 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. Additional, more
detailed, or corrected data were provided where appropriate. A&All
data used in the preparation and submission of information and
recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military
installations were certified as to accuracy and completeness by
appropriate officials at the base, MAJCOM, and Headquarters
level. In addition, the Executive Group and the acting Secretary
of the Air Force certified that all information used to support
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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 Secretary 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 X
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 Secretary of the
Air Force and the Chief of Staff, in person, by the Executive
Group on a number of occasions. Based on the DoD force structure
plan and the final criteria, with consideration given to excess
capacity, efficiencies in base utilization and evolving concepts
of basing the force, the acting Secretary of the Air Force, with
advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff, and in consultation with
the Base Closure Executive Group, selected the bases recommended
for closure and realignment.

103



Homestead Air Force Base, Florida

Recommendation: Homestead AFB, Florida, is recommended for
closure. The 31st Fighter Wing will inactivate. All F-1és 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 MacDill AFB, Florida and convert to KC-
135Rs. The NORAD alert activity will move to an alternate
location. The 726th Air Control Squadron will relocate to Shaw
AFB. The Naval Security Group will consolidate with other US
Navy units, All DoD 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.
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 evaluated
against all eight of the DoD selection criteria, Homestead AFB
ranked low relative to the other bases in the small aircraft
subcategory. While Homestead AFB’s ranking rests on the combined
results of applying the eight DoD selection criteria, one stood
out: the excessive cost to rebuild Homestead, while other small
aircraft bases required little or no new investment. The cost to
close Homestead AFB is low, especially when measured against the
high cost of reconstruction, and the long-term savings are
substantial.

All small aircraft bases were considered equally in a
process that conformed to the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and the
Department of Defense (DOD) guidance. Bases were evaluated
against the eight DoD selection c¢riteria and a large number of
subelements specific to Air Force bases and missions. Data were
collected and the criteria and subelements of the criteria
applied by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a
group of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Service
career civilians appointed by the Secretary of the Air Force.
The decision to close Homestead AFB was made by the Secretary of
the Air Force with advice of the Rir 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
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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 ecconomy. 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 gquality non-
attainment area for ozone, and has significant 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.
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K.I. 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 previocus 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 IIl basing flexibility due to uncertainty
with respect to START II. This requires the retention of the
ballistic missile fields at Malmstrom AFB, Grand Forks AFB, Minot
AFB, and F.E. Warren AFB. It is more economical to retain a
bomber/missile base that must remain open for missiles than to
maintain a bomber-only base. Therefore, based on the facts that
K.I. Sawyer AFB does not support ballistic missile operations, that
when all eight DoD criteria are applied K.I. Sawyer AFB ranks low,
and that there is excess large aircraft base capacity, K.I. Sawyer
AFB is 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 cof
Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated against the eight
DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific
to Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data gathered to
support the evaluation of each base under each criterion was
reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a
group of seven general officers and six 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
economic recovery. Closure of K.I. Sawyer will result in generally
positive environmental effects.There is no significant
environmental impact resulting from this closure. Environmental
restoration of K.I. Sawyer AFB will continue until complete. The
impact on the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not
significant.

106



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 for conversion to the private
sector. The closure of Newark AFB will reduce the Air Force excess
depot capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent with OSD
guidance to reduce excess capacity, economize depot management, and
increase competition and privatization in DoD.

All six Air Force depots were considered for closure equally
in a process that conformed to the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and
Office of the Secretary of Defense (05D) 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.
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Community Praeference Consideration in Closure and
Realignment of Military Installations
Section 2924. Public Law 101-510

O’Hare International Airport, Air Force Resaerve Station, Illinois

Community Proposal: The City of Chicago has exercised its right
under Section 2924 of P.L. 101-510 to propose that the 0’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 0O’Hare ARS as proposed by the City of
Chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component (ARC) units
to the Greater Rockford Airport, or another location acceptable to
the Secretary of the Air Force, provided the City can demonstrate
that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of
replacing facilities, moving, and environmental cleanup, without
any cost whatsoever to the federal government and that the
closure/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 0OfHare
IAP.,

Justification: O0’Hare Reserve Station is in the Northwest corner
of O'Hare IAP, 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. 1In addition, a large Defense Logistics
Agency (DLA) activity currently 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 IAP, the City specifically agreed that it would seek no
more land from the O0'Hare ARS. The Air Force has advised the City
that the ARC units are adequately housed at O’Hare, and there is no
basis for moving them. There are no savings from moving; only
costs. To justify this realignment under the DoD Base Closure
Selection Criteria, all costs of closure/realignment would have to
be funded entirely outside the federal government. (For example,
no DoD or FAA funds). The relocation site would have to meet all
operating requirements, such as runway length and freedom from
noise-related operating limitations, and be close enough to Chicago
that the units would not suffer major loss of personnel. The day-
to-day operating costs at the relocation site would have to compare
favorably with those at O'Hare IAP.
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The City proposes that the ARC units move to Greater Rockford
Airport, 55 miles northwest of O’Hare IAP. 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 resoclve before a flnal 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 normal 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 all are usable for their
current military use, their value to a commercial or civil aviation
user are questionable. Demeclition 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 0’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 DLA 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 infinity.

The Air Force analysis of the proposal assuming Chicago or
some other non-Federal source pavys 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 for inactivation. 1In 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
stream of volunteers large enough to man two large ARC units,
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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 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 whatscever to the federal government and that the
closure/realignment could begin by July 1995, as required by
Section 2904 {a) (3) of the Defense Base Closure and realignment
Act of 1890, and the relocation could be completed by July 18597,
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 0’Hare IAP,
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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) aircraft will be relocated
to Travis AFB, California. The Southwest Air Defense Sector will
remain at March in a cantonment area pending the outcome of a
NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it will
be transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). The 445th
Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), 452nd Air Refueling Wing
(AFRES), 163rd Reconnaissance Group (ANG) (becomes an Air
Refueling Group), Air Force Audit Agency, and Media Center (from
Norton AFB, California) will remain and the base will convert to
a reserve base. Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers Unit,
US Customs Aviation Operation Center West, and the Drug
Enforcement Agency aviation unit will remain.

Justification: There are several factors which resulted in the
above recommendation. First, the Air Force has four more large
aircraft bases than needed to support the number of bombers,
tankers, and airlift assets in the D¢D 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.

. Al]l 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 (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of
subelements specific to Air Force bases and missions. Extensive
data, gathered to support the evaluation of each base under each
criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six
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 FY 94 dollars,
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Impacts: The Air Force will dispose of all property not required
within the revised boundaries of the reserve base and welcome
joint use of the airfield with civil aviation or conversion to a
civilian airport. The realignment of March AFB will have an
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment
loss, both direct and indirect, is 1.6 percent of the 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
March AFB will continue until complete. The impact on the
community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant.
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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-141s will remain and transfer to the Air Force Reserve. The
514th Airlift Wing RAir Force Reserve (AFRES), 170th Air Refueling
Group Air National Guard (ANG), and 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: Griffiss AFB, New
York and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best
in capability to support the air mobility wing due to its
geographical location, attributes, and base loading capacity.
Principal mobility:attributes include aircraft parking space (for
70-80 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 traffic 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
mobility wing. Also, the FAA has long expressed a desire for
civil use of McGuire AFB, which will ease the congestion at other
airfields and terminal facilities in the New York and
Philadelphia metropolitan 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 significant portion of the air refueling and airlift
forces stationed there and they are well located for recruiting.
By keeping the airfield open for military use, the parking and
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fuel handling capacity at McGuire AFB remains available in future
contingencies. The existing programmed Military Construction
funds for the ANG KC-135 conversion will be used to establish the
ARC cantonment at McGuire AFB.

The Air Force encourages conversion of the 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 101-510), as amended, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of
subelements specific to Air Force bases and missions. Extensive
data, gathered to support the evaluation of each base under each
criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six
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 o¢n investment years based on the net present
value computations is 4 years. All dellar amounts are in
constant FY 94 dollars.

Impacts: The Air Force will dispose of all property outside the
reduced base boundary and consider joint use of the airfield with
civil aviation or conversion to a civil 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.
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Griffiss Air Force Base, New York

Recommendation: Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for
realignment. The 416th Bomb Wing will inactivate. B-52H
aircraft will transfer to Minot AFB, North Dakota, and Barksdale
AFB, Louisiana. 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 Ft Drum, New York, and
operate them when needed. Only 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
other large aircraft bases. Based on this analysis, the
application of all eight DoD selection c¢riteria, and excess
capacity which results from reduced force structure, Griffiss AFB
is recommended for realignment.

The Air Force plans to establish a large air mobility base
in the Northeast to support the new Major Regional Contingency
(MRC) strategy. Griffiss AFB was evaluated specifically as the
location for this wing, along with other bases that met the
geographical criteria and were available for this mission:
McGuire AFB, New Jersey and Plattsburgh AFB, New York.
Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to support the air
mobility wing due to its gecographical location, attributes and
base 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.

The Rome Laboratory has a large civilian work force and is
located in adegquate facilities that can be separated from the
rest of Griffiss AFB. It does not need to be closed or realigned
as a result of the reductions in the rest of the base.

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a
process that conformed to the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and the
Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. £Each base was evaluated
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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 $39.2
million; the return on investment years based on the net present
value computations is 3 years. All dollar amounts are in
constant FY 84 dollars.

Impacts: The ARir 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 from this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and
pollutants will be eliminated. Griffiss AFB is on the National
Priorities List. Environmental restoration of Griffiss AFB will
continue until complete. The impact on the community
infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant.
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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 1388
Commission.

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois

Recommendation: As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, Illinois,
the Air Force recommends consolidating its 16 Metals Technology,
Non-Destructive Inspection, and 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, 19%2, 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 ¢f Chanute AFB will
continue until complete. The impact on the community
infrastructure at the new receiving base is not significant.
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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 Rir Force continues to
implement the closure of the five bases recommended by the 1988
Commission. :

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois

Recommendation: As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, Illinois,
the Air Force recommends consolidating its 16 Metals Technology,
Non-Destructive Inspection, and 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 appreoach 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.
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Changes To
1991 Base Closure Commission Recommendations

Bases identified by the 1981 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 1981 Commission.

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Taexas

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, 19884, 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 AFRB. 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
significantly impact unit readiness. The original 1991
realignment recommendation cost $12.5 millien 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.
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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. Final 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 yill ensure that maintenance training
is provided in a more efficient manner.

The original 1991 realignment cost was $1.8 million in
Military Construction (MILCON). The cost for this redirect is
$0.3 million MILCON, for a projected savings of $1.5 million
MILCON.

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.
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Castle Alr 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 centralized at Altus
AFB. This redirect will reduce the number of training sites and
improve efficiency of operations.

The original 1991 realignment recommendation cost $78.7
million in Military Construction (MILCON). The estimated cost
for this redirect to Barksdale and Altus AFBs is $59.5 million in
MILCON, for a projected savings of $19.2 million.

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.
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MacDill Air ¥Yorce Base, Florida

Recommaendation: 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
MacDill 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 Headgquarters Special Operations Command, were
left in place. The airfield was to close.

Several events since 1991 have made a change to the
Commission action appropriate. The closure of Homestead AFB
reguires 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 services. The 18%1 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 encrcachment." 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 using Tampa International
Airport make this viable. As an interim Reserve/NOAA airfield,
use will be modest, and it will not be open to large-scale use by
other military units.

The original 1991 realignmenﬁ recommeﬁdation 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 airfield to a civil airport, and, if successful, DoD units
could remain as cost sharing tenants. The environmental impact
and the impact on the community infrastructure is not
significant.
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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.

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.
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Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base (ANGB), Okio

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 507th Airlift Group (AFRES) will realign to Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio as originally recommended. ' The 4950th Test Wing will
still move to Edwards AFB, California.

Justification: The 1991 Commission recommended closing
Rickenbacker ANGB, and realigning the 121st Air Refueling Wing
(ANG), the 160th Air Refueling Group (ANG) and the 907th Airlift
Group (AFRES) to Wright-Patterson AFB. These units 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 199%2. It will be conveyed in fee under the public
benefit authority of the Surplus Property Act of 1%44 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 AFE,
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 Springfield Municipal
Airport, Ohic, 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 millicn in
base operating support annually based on economies of consolidating
some ANG functions with AFRES and active Air Force functions at
Wright-Patterson. Since the unit moves only a short distance,
retention of current personnel should not be a problem,.

The 4950th will still move to Edwards AFB, California from
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, to take advantage of the enhanced
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 $11.7 million.

Impacts: The environmental impact and the impact on the receiving
community infrastructure are minimal.
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Defense Logistica 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 perscnnel. 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.

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 reguested 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 specifically for this effort. The plan
provided overall policy guidance and procedures to ensure that data
was: consistent and standardized, accurate and complete,
certifiable as required by law, verifiable by HQ DLA PSE and PLFA
functional managers, auditable by DLA internal review offices and
external audit and inspection agencies, and replicable using
documentation developed during data collection.

An Internal Control Checklist was developed and distributed as
a working document to achieve the objectives of the Internal
Contrel Plan, including the requirement for field commanders to
certify the accuracy of their data. To further ensure the validity
of field data, functional experts on the Working Group traveled to
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selected activities and performed on-site reviews to confirm that
accurate, quantifiable, and certifiable 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 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 accumulated experience of the Executive Group, each DLA
activity was reviewed, with further analysis as necessary, to
identify potential prospects and eliminate other activities from
further review,.

Following the screening of DLA activities for excess capacity,
military value, and elimination of certain activities from further
consideration, scenarios were developed for closure and
realignment. During the consideration of potential receiver sites
for realignment and closure actions, opportunities for inter-
Service/Defense Agency sharing were analyzed. Coordination with
the Military Services and other Defense Agencies was vital in
gathering data and developing realignment and closure alternatives.

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,
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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.
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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, Columbus, Ohio.

Justification: DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control
Points (ICP). 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 can reduce the
cost of operations by eliminating redundant overhead operations.
The Consumable Item Transfer will be completed in FY 94 and
consolidation can begin after that transfer has been completed.

Conscolidating 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 1.3 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 1.2 percent. Potential environmental and community
infrastructure impacts of consolidation of DESC with DCSC are
minimal,
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Defense Personnel Support Center and Defense Clothing Factory,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Racommendation: 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
clothing factory products. ' i

Justification: DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activity in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The installation also houses the
Clothing Factory, the Defense Contract Management District
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 ASO which is
recommended for closure by the Navy, was considered for possible
realignment to DPSC. A scenario which realigned DPSC to ASO 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.
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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.
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Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, California

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland,
CA (DDOC), and relocate the primary mission to Defense Distribution
Depot Tracy, CA (DDTC), Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, CA
{DDSC)}, and Defense Distribution Depot San Diego, CA (DDDC). Slow
moving or inactive materiel remaining at DDOC at the time of
closure will be relocated to6 other avallable 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, all depots rated lower than
DDOC are collocated with a maintenance depot. The other two depots
exceed QOakland’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 Letterkenny distribution depots.
Combined estimated one-time costs for these disestablishments is
$137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with
a return on investment in two years,

Impacts: The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot
Cakland 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 1983 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.
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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
Systemnm. ) ‘ -

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven by the
Navy’s decision to close the Naval Supply Center and Naval Aviation
Depot, Pensaccla, 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 Letterkenny distribution depots. Combined
estimated one-time costs for these disestablishments is §137.0
million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with a
return on 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
and/or 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. )
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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,K (DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD Northeast,
DCMD South and DCMD West. ' :

Justification: The Defense Contract Management Districts perform
operational support and management oversight of 105 Defense
Contract Management Area Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant
Representative Offices (DPROs). Since the establishment of-the
DCMDs a number of DCMAOs and DPROs have been disestablished thereby
reducing the span of control responsibility of the five DCMDs.
Based on the assumptions derived from the DoD Force Structure Plan
it is anticipated that the DCMD span of control will not increase
in future years. This allows for the reconfiguration of the DCMDs
by realigning 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 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 econcmy. 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.
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Defense Logistics Service Center and Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan

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

Relocate the Defense 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 relcocated 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 alsoc places HQ DRMS Battle
Creek, Michigan, and Operations East, Columbus, Ohio, with a DLA
Inventory Control Point to facilitate overall materiel management.
Savings result from moving DLSC and DRMS from GSA-leased space.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for these
actions is $33.9 million. Annual steady state savings are $55.6
millicn with an immediate return on investment.

Impacts: Disestablishing DLSC and reloccating 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.
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Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania (DDLP)

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

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven by the
Army decision to realign the Letterkenny 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 Invegstment: This disestablishment is in combination with
the recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, 0Qakland,
Charleston, Pensacola, and McClellan distribution depots. Combined
estimated one-time costs for these disestablishments is $137.0
million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with a
return on 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.
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Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Carolina

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot
Charleston, SC (DDCS), and relocate the mission to Defense
Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow moving and/or
inactive materiel remaining at DDCS at the time of the realignment
will be relocated to available storage space w1th1n 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
reliminating DDCS’s customer base. The loss of customer base along
with sufficient storage space in the DoD distribution system drove
the disestablishment. DDCS rated 6 out of 29 in the military value
matrix. All depots rated lower than DDCS are collocated with their
primary customer, a maintenance depot.

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with
the recommended disestablishment of the Tocele, McClellan,
Pensacola, Oakland, and Letterkenny distribution depots. Combined
estimated one-time costs for these disestablishments is $137.0
million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with a
return on 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 n¢ 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.

135



Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah

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 McClellan distribution depots. Combined
estimated cone-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 Tooele
will have an impact on the local economy. The proijected potential
employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3.4 percent ¢f the
employment base in the Tooele County Metropolitan Statistical Area,
assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Tooele
County Metropolitan Statistical Area to 34.1 percent. There will
be no significant environmental or community infrastructure
impacts.

136



Defense Contract Managament District West, El Sagundo, California

Recommandation: Relocate the Defense Contract Management District
West (DCMD West), El Segqundo, CA, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los
Angeles, CA.

Justification: The DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased
administrative space in El Segundo, CA. Significant savings will
result by moving the organization from GSA space to a building on
Government property at Long Beach Naval Station, 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 return 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 ecconomy 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.
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Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

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

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

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

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

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

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

Impacts: Relocating DISC will have an impact on the local economy.
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect,
is 0.2 percent of the employment base in the Philadelphia
Metropolitan Statistical 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.
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Defanse Information Systems Agency (DISA) Selection Process

As a . first step in the consclidation process, the Director of
the Defense Information Technology Services Office (DITSO)
established the DoD Data Center Conscolidation Planning Team to
develop a Data Processing Center (DPC) 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: h

o Identify the candidate DPCs

o Validate site information and apply ranking criteria
o Determine the total data processing requirement

© Determine the appropriate number of megacenters

© Develop a technical plan for migration of DoD data
processing workload from 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 c¢riteria fell into
three broad categories: 1) Facilities criteria, which account for
50 percent of the total weight, 2) Security criteria, which account
for 35 percent of the total weight, and 3) Operations criteria
which account for 15 percent of the total weight. Each site could
receive a total of ten points for each of the criteria. The points
assigned were then multiplied by the weight factor for each
criterion and summed to determine the score for each potential
megacenter site.

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

The number of megacenters required was determined by totaling
the processing workload requirements of all sites to be
consolidated and distributing these requirements, beginning with
the top-ranked 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 criteria.
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Racommendation:

DoD Data Center Consolidation

Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consclidation Plan

that disestablishes 44 major data processing centers (DPCs) by
consolidating their information processing worklcad into fifteen

standardized,
facilities.

automated "megacenters"™ located in existing DoD

The 44 DPCs recommended for-disestablishment are located at
the following DoD installations:

Navy Sites
NCTS San Diego, CA

NSC Puget Sound, WA

NSC Norfolk, VA

NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI

NAS Whidbey Island, WA
TRF Kings Bay, GA

NAS Key West, FL

NAS Oceana, VA
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA
"NCTS New Orleans, LA
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA
NARDAC San Francisco, CA
NCCOSC San Diego, CA

Marine Corps Sites
MCAS Cherry Point, NC

RASC Camp Pendleton, CA

Alir Force Sites
CPSC San Antonio, TX
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX

Defense Logistics Agency Sites

1

NSC Charleston, SC

ASO Philadelphia, PA
NCTS Pensacola, FL

NAWC WD China Lake, CA
FISC San Diego, CA

FACS50 Port Hueneme, CA
TRF Bangor, WA

NAS Brunswick, ME

NAS Mayport, FL

EPMAC New Orleans, LA
BUPERS Washington, DC
NCTS Washington, DC
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl Harber,HI
NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX

RASC Camp Lejeune, NC
MCAS El Toro, CA

7th CG, Pentagon, VA
RPC McClellan AFB, CA

IPC Battle Creek, MI
IPC Philadelphia, PA

IPC Ogden, UT
IPC Richmond, VA,

Defense Information Systems Agency Sites
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN

DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH

O00O0DOOO

DITSO Kansas City IPC, KS

Recommended Megacenter Logcations

Columbus, Ohio

Ogden, Utah

San Antonio, Texas
Rock Island, Illinois
Montgomery, Alabama
Denver, Colorado
Warner-Robins, Georgia
Huntsville, Alabama
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Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania
Dayton, Ohio

St. Louis, Missouri
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
Jacksonville, Florida
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania
Cleveland, Ohio



Justification: A DPC is an organizationally defined set of
dedicated personnel, computer hardware, computer software,
telecommunications, and environmentally conditioned facilities
whose primary function is to provide computer processing support
for customers. The DPCs to be closed were transferred from the
Military Departments and Defense Agencies to the Defense
Information Systems Agency (DISR) 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 818 budget savings totaling $4.5 billion while
continuing to support the mission and functions of DoD at the
required service levels.

Consolidation of DPCs is one of several cost saving
initiatives underway within DISA. Best industry practice in the
private sector has established the viability and desirability of
this approach. It will position DoD to more efficiently support
common data processing requirements across Services by leveraging
information technology and resource investments to meet multiple
needs. 1In the long term, it will increase the Military
Departments’ and Defense Agencies’ access to state-of-the-art
technology while requiring fewer investments to support similar
Service needs. This is an aggressive plan that will ultimately
position DoD to support business improvement initiatives, down-
sizing, and streamlining through the efficient use and deployment
of technology. DISA has undertaken an extensive evaluation of
candidate megacenters to ensure that the facilities, security, and
ongoing operations will support an efficient and flexible Defense
Information Infra-structure capable of meeting the requirements of
the Defense community.

During the evaluation process the IPC at McClellan Air Force
Base rated high enough to be selected as a megacenter site.
However, with the Air Force’s recommendation to close McClellan Air
Force Base the McClellan IPC was removed from further
consideration.

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.
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Table 1 — BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECAP

Baseline: Base Swuaure Repon (495-U.S. includes 10 wmitones end possessions)

16 Closure

Chanute AFB, IL

Mather AFB, CA

Pease AFB, NH

George AFB, CA'

Norton AFB, CA

Naval Station Brooklyn, NY
Phila Naval Hosp, PA
Naval Suation Galveston, TX

11 Realignments

Naval Station Puget Sound, WA
Pueblo Army Depot, CO
Umatilla Army Depot, OR

Font Dix, NJ

Fort Bliss, TX

Fort Meade, MD

26 Closures

Fort Ben Harrison, IN

Fort Devens, MA

Fornt Ord, CA

Sacramento Army Depot, CA

Hunters Point Annex, CA

Tustin MCAS, CA

Chase Field NAS, TX

Moffeut NAS, CA

Naval Station Long Beach, CA

Naval Station Philadelphia, PA

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA

Naval Suation Puget Sound, WA

NAYV ELEC SYS ENGR CTR,
San Diego, CA

19 Realighmenis

MacDhill AFB, FL

Beale AFB, CA
AVSCOM/TROSCOM, MO

Fort Chafice, AR

Fon Polk, LA

Leuterkenny Army Depot, PA

Rock Island Arsenal, IL

NAVAIR Eng Cu, Lakchurst, NJ
NAVAIR Devel Cor, Warminster, PA
NAVAIR Propul Cir, Trenton, NJ

1988 Commission

Naval Station Lake Charles, LA
Presidio of San Francisco, CA
Font Sheridan, IL. -
Jefferson Proving Ground, IN
Lexington Amy Depot, KY
Army Material Tech Lab, MA
Font Douglas, UT

Cameron Station, VA

Fort Monmouth, NJ
Fort Huachuca, AZ
Fort Holabird, MD
Fort Devens, MA
Font McPherson, GA

Bergstrom AFB, TX
Carswell AFB, TX
Eaker AFB, AR
England AFB, LA
Grissom AFB, IN
Loring AFB, ME
Lowry AFB, CO
Myrile Beach AFB, 8C
Richards-Gebaur ARS, MO
Rickenbacker AGB, OH
Williams AFB, AZ
Wurtsmith AFB, MI
Castle AFB, CA

NAV ORD STA, Indian Head, MD
NAY ORD STA, Louisville, KY
NAV Avionics Crr, Indianpolis, IN
NAV Costal Sys Cu, Panama City, FL
NAV Surf Wpns Ctr, White Oak, MD

NAV Undsea Warfre Eng Sta, Keyport, WA

NAV Wpns Ctr, China Lake, CA
NAV Wpns Sup Cur, Crane, IN
Pac Misle Tst Cur, Point Mugu, CA
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Table 2A - Major Domestic Closures

gézég BRAC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 ::::gning Reduction
Army 109 -7 -4 -2 96 12%
A Navy/USMC 168 -4 -9 -23 132 21%
o Air Force 206 -5 -13 -3 184 11%
Defense
Agencies _12 0 0 =2 10 17%
Totals 495 ~16 -26 -31 422 15%
Table 2B - Major Domestic Realignments
Bases
BRAC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 Affected
Army 10 5 4 19
Navy/USMC 1 12 5 18
Air Force 0 2 3 5
Defense
Agencies _0 _b 0 _0
Totals 11 19 12 42
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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

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

Introduqtion

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 filed with

the Federal Register, 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
cffectiveness 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 redixéing 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 R |

: 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 1.
cffectiveness; and frees up valuable defense assets (people, facﬂmes and real estate) for | || i
producuve private sector reuse. : Rl

I'I‘he 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.

Il,’lant 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
constimt‘es a double hit: Resources are drained into bases not needed, and, therefore,
resources are not available to buy the things DoD does need. :

: The Planned 1993 Round of Closures
{-.. Will Save $3.1 Billion Per Year

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

Net costs in 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

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. 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.

The Military Department and Defense Agency recommendations were founded
on the final sclection 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
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 Army 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 will have room to beddown all 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 non-defense government activities,
and it was not possible to evaluate fully the net impact of the recommendations on
those activitics. The Secretary suggestcd that the Commission devote some attention to
those potential impacts.

Considering Regional Impacts Carefully

The Secretary 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 overscés 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
35-40% 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 pational 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

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

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any extraordinary
problems for the economy. The economic impact of the planned drawdown is actually
smaller than the impacts after the Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts
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 easc the impact.

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

History shows that most local communities economically recover from base
closures and actually end up better off, with more jobs and a more diverse 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 reus¢ 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 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.
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. 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 will need help from Congress and
the Environmental Protection Agency to streamline 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. The fund will be used as & catalyst to spur new economic growth,
especially where recovery would be difficult. Funding will be provided by setting -
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures.

| 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
climinating 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 Process

Public Law 101-510

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Title XXIX of
Public Law 101-510, as amended) established new procedures for closing or realigning
military installations inside the United States. The Act was amended by both the 1992
and 1993 National Defense Authorization Acts. The amended Act is at Appendix A.

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

The Act specifies procedures which the Congress, the President, the Department
of Defense (DoD), the General Accounting Office, the General Services
Administration, and the Commission must follow, in order for bases to be closed or
realigned inside the United States. The Act defines "United States” to be the 50 States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United
States. The Act also establishes certain thresholds for 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.
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, Public Law 101-510 also requires the Secretary of Defense to develop criteria to
be used in selecting bases for closure and realignment. In developing the criteria, the
Secretary was required to publish proposed criteria in the Federal Register 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 Federal 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 Register 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
recommendations. The 1993 Commission must report to the President by July 1, 1993,
on its findings, conclusions and recommendations for closures and realignments inside
the United States.

The Commission may make changes in any of the 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
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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
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.

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.

f The Role of the Congress

The Congress of the United Statcs plays a number of important roles regarding }
dcfcnse base closures and realignments. First, Congress. passed and amended Public
Law 101-510 which established the exclusive procedmcs 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

prov1de a fair process that will result in the timely closure and reahgmncnt of military
mstallauons inside the United States.

l

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,

0 Receipt of the Secretary of Defense’s force structure plan,

) 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
j 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
recommendations 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.
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Finally, Congress must prov1dc 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 preserving all
responsibilities for cleanup and compliance with other applicable laws and regulations.

Specifically, Public Law 101-510 waived the procedures of NEPA as it would
have applied to the actions of DoD and the Commission in recommending bases for
closure and realignment, and to the actions of the President in approving or
disapproving the Commission’s recommendations (see Appendix A).

DoD, in carrying out its responsibilities under Public Law 101-510, inciuded
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 101-510
for domestic bases do not apply to overseas bases.

11
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i DoD’s Worldwide Base Structure
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Appendix E provides a Summary of DoD’s worldwide base structure and g
summaqlr of domestic and overseas base reductions since 1988.
l
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Chapter 2

Force Structure Plan

_Background

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress
and to the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal 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:

0 The military threat assessment,
o The need for overseas basing, and
o The force structure, including the implementation plan.

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

Section I: Military Threat Assessment

The vital interests of the United States will be threatened by regional crises
between historic antagonists, such as North and South Korea, India and Pakistan, and
the Middle East/Persian Gulf states. Also, the collapse of political order as a result of
ethnic enmities in areas such as Somalia and the former Yugoslavia will prompt
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 modern 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
cfforts.

13



|
|
i

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

| Across the Atlantic

'I'Le Balkans and parts of the former Sovxet Union will be a source of major
crises in'the coming years, as pohncal-ethmc-rchgnous antagonism weaken fragile post-
Cold War institutions. These countries may resort to arms {0 protect narrow political-
ethnic interests or maximize their power vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast
stores of conventional weapons and ammunition greatly increases the potential for
these local conflicts to spread. Meanwhile, European NATO allies will continue to
grapple with shaping an evolving regional security framework capable of crisis
management and conflict prevention, as well as responding to out-of-area
contingencics. 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,
unstable relations between Russia and Ukraine, and reteation of significant numbers of
nuclear weapons even after the implementation of START 11, the continuation of other
strategic programs, and relatively indiscriminate arms sales will remain troubling
aspects oﬂ the Commonwealth of Independent States.

In the Middle East, competition for pohncal influence and natuml 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 Gu|]f security arrangements will not diminish for the foresceable future.

'lhe' 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.

|
l
|
1\ 14




e

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

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

Across the Pacific

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

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

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

Japan's major security 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.

15



. ! In South Asia, the principal threat to U.S. security will remain the potential of
rencwed 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-capablc ballistic missiles. .

l
[ The Rest of the World

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

|

ln Latin America, democratic foundations remain unstable and the
dcmocranzanon process will remain vulnerable to a wide vanety of influences and
factors' that could easily derail it. Virtually every country in the region will 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
despm-. planned or ongoing measures to upgrade or modemize existing inventories or
rcstrucnne A single exception may be Chile, which may see some force structure
unprovements through the mid-1990s.

ln Africa, chronic instability, i insurgency, and civil war will continue throughout
the contment. 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 peacckeeping, and logistic suppon for allied military
operations. Further, conflict resolution efforts will test the growing reputation of the
United States for negotiation and mediation.

1

DzrectthreatstoUS allies or vital interests that would require a significant
mxhtaryresponscmthenearfunm:mﬂloseposedbyNonhKoma,lran,andImq
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
buman suffering and moral outrage demands a U.S. response, probably in concernt 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.

!
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Section II: Jl_.lstiﬁeation 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 narcotrafficking, and protecting
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 arms competition.

Atlantic Forces

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

The end of the Cold War has significantly reduced the requirement to station
U.S. forces in Europe. Yet, the security of the United States remains linked to that of
Europe, and our continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is crucial. Our stake in
Jong-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 Wing Equivalents (FWE) is a direct response to the
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uncenainty and instability that remains in this region. In addition, maritime forces
committed to Europe will be one Carrier Battle Group (CVBG) and one Amphibious
Ready Group (ARG/MEU(SOC)). These forward-deployed forces provide an explicit
commitment to the security and stability of Europe, and pre-positioned equipment
provides an infrastructure for CONUS-based forces should the need arise in Europe or
clsewhete

| 'lhe U.S. response to the Iragi 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 infrastructure,
as well as European and regional enroute strateglc airlift infrastructure, enhanced the
cnsls-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-posmoned equipment, access agreements,
bilateral planning, periodic deployments and exercises, visits by senior officials and -
secunty assistance.

Pacific Forces
1

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 ofmajorunportancedxﬂ‘crﬁ'omthosemthe
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 Expedmonary Force forward-based in this region. The improving military
capablhty of South Korea has enabled our Army forces to be trimmed to less than a
division. One Air Force FWE in South Korea and 1(+) FWE in Japan are to be
forwardbasedmthlsmglon. In addition, presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will be
maintained.

\
\

In the less-predictable yet increasingly important other regions of the globe, the
United Statesseeksmprescrvensaoccssmfomgnmarketsandmsomces,nwdxate the
tranmas of ‘economic and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and promote the
regional stablhty necessary for progress and prosperity. From Latin America to sub-

Elsewhere in the World
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Saharan Africa to the far-flung islands of the world’s oceans, American military men
and women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of nation-building, security assistance,
and quiet diplomacy that protect and extend our political goodwill and access to
foreign markets. Such access becomes increasingly critical in an era of reduced
forward presence, when forces deploying from the United States are more than ever
dependent on enroute and host-nation support to ensure timely response to distant
crises. In the future, maintaining forward presence through combined planning and
exercises, pre-positioning and service agreements, and combined warfighting doctrine
and interoperability could spell the difference between success or failure in defending
vital regional interests. '

Contingency Forces

The U.S strategy for the come-as-you-are arena of spontaneous, often
unpredictable crises requires fully trained, highly ready forces that are rapidly
deliverable and initially self-sufficient. Therefore, such forces must be drawn primarily
from the active force structure and tailored into highly effective joint task forces that
capitalize on the unique capabilitics of cach 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,
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(SOC) 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.
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FY 92
ARMY DIVISIONS
I Active 14
| Reserve(Cadre) ' 100)
MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS
. Active 3
 Reserve 1
AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 13
TRAIiNmG CARRIER 1
CARRIER AIR WINGS
! Active 12
Reserve 2
BATTLE FORCE sHIPs 466
!
AIR FORCE FIGHTERS
|Active 1.248
Rescrve 816
AIR FORCE BOMBERS 242
’ DoD Personnel L
i (End Strength in thousands)
|
ACI']’VE DUTY M
Army 610
Navy s4)
:Mm. ine CO’PS 185
Air Force 4
. TOTAL —-7-‘31,30.,
|
RESERVES 1,114
CIVILIANS 1,006
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- 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 (DoD) published the proposed criteria and requested
public comments in the November 30, 1990, issue of the Federal Register (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 Register (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.
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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 recommendations
published and transmitted: (1) a summary of the selection process that resulted in the
recommendation for cach installation, and (2) the justification for each
recommendation. '

The law further specifics that the list of recommendations, selection process
summaries and justifications be published and transmitted no later than March 15,
1993. The following report satisfies the legal requirements above. The Secretary of
Defense’s transmittal letter to the Commission is in Appendix C.

The 1993 Department of Defense Selection Process

The Department of Defense began the 1993 base realignment and closure
process in May of 1992. 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 recommendations 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.
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The Assistant Secretary issued a series of DoD policy memoranda and
estabhshcd a steering committee of principals from the Military Departments, Defense

Agencxcs 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.

|

l! The Secretaries of the Military Departments and Directors of the Defense
Agencies submitted their base closure and realignment recomme::dations 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.,
|

e — — = —_———

|;'I‘h'.-, 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
objecuon.

-

IKey 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; the 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 ﬁ
recommcndanons to the Secretary of Defense. Included in the decision package for the |
Secretary was an analysls of the cumulative economic impact of the recommendations, %

factormg in the economic impact of previously approved 1988 and 1991 closures and
reahgnments
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The Secretary approved the recommendations of the Military Departments and
Defense Agencies, with the modifications recommended by the Assistant Secretary.

While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is important to note
two additional points. 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 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 pou:ntxal 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.

Lastly, at Appendix H, are the preliminary military and civilian personnel
impacts by State for the 1993 base closure and realignment recommendations.
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1993 List of Military Installations
Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment

I: Major Base Closures

w o
RN S

Army

Fort McClelian, Alabama
Vint Hill Farms, Virginia

i
.
!

Navy

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama

Mare Island Nava] Shipyard, Vallejo, California
Marine Corps Air Station Ej Toro, California

Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval;Aviaﬁon Depot Alameda, California

Naval Hospita] Oakland, California

Naval Station Treasyre Island, San Francisco, California
Naval Supply Center Oakland, California

Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaij

Naval Air Station Glenview, Dlinois

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 Caroling

Naval S:tation Charleston, South Caroling

Naval Aixr Station Dallas, Texas

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia
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Air Force
Homestead Air Force Base, Florida
K.1. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan
Newark Air Force Base, Ohio _
O’Hare International Airport Air Force Reserve Station, Chicago, Illinois
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania .

Part II: Major Base Realignments

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

Navy

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
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Part III: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments,
Disestablishments or Relocations

Army
Nom\: '

Navy

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme, California

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field
\Dmsxon. San Bruno, California

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 Hospxtal Orlando, Florida

Naval Supply Center Pensacola, Florida

Naval Surfacc Warfare Center - Carderock, Annapolis Detachment,
Annapohs, Maryland

Navy Radxo Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, Indian Head, Maryland

Naval Axr Facility Detroit, Michigan

Naval Au' Facility, Midway Island

Submanne Maintenance, Engineering, Planning and Procurement,
Ponsmouth New Hampshire

Naval Alr\Warfarc Center - Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey

DoD Family Housing Office, Niagara Falls, New York - -

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Planning, Esumanng, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlnnnc (HQ),
Phxladclphla, Pennsylvania

Naval Electromc Systems Engineering Center, Charleston, South Carolina

Naval I-Iospnal Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach Detachment,
Vu'gmxa Beach, Virginia

Navy Radio Transnussmn Facility, Driver, Virginia

Naval Undcrsea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia

Planning, Esnmatmg, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (CV), Bremerton, Washington
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Navy National Capital Region Activiti

Security Group Command, Security Group Station, and Security Group Detachment,
Potomac, Washington, DC

Bureau of Navy Personnel, Aslington, 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, Arlmgton, V:rglma)

Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia

Tactical Support Office, Arlington, Virginia

Navy/Marine Reserve Activities

Naval Reserve Centers at:

Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia

Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas
Monroe, Louisiana

New Bedford, Massachusetts
Piusfield, Massachusetts
Joplin, Missouri

St. Joseph, Missouri
Great Falls, Montana
Missoula, Montana
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey
Jamestown, New York
Poughkeepsie, New York
Altoona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, Tennessee
Memphis, Tennessee
Ogden, Utah

Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia
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Naval Reserve Facilities ar-

Alexandria, Louisiana
Midland, Texas

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at; -
Fort Wayne, Indiana

Billings, Montana

Abilene, Texas

Readiness Command Regions ar:

Olathe, Kansas (Region 18)

Scotia, New York (Region 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (Region 5)
Defense Logistics Agency

Defcnslc Distribution Depot Oakland, California
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida

Defensg Contract Management District Northcentral, Chicago, Hlinois
Defensg Logistics Service Center, Batte Creek, Michigan

Defens; Contract Management District Midatlantic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Defensq. Distribution Depo Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah S
Defense| Contract Management Distric West, El Segundo, California

Defense Reutilization and g Service, Battle Creck, Michigan
Defense \Industrial Supply Center, Pennsylvania

DoD Data Center Consolidation
Army Data Processing Centers

None
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Navy Data Processing Centers

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, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, Atlantic,
Norfolk, Virginia

Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus Christi, Texas

Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia

Naval Air Station, 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
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Air Force Data Processing Centers

Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, California
Air F[orcc Military Personne] Center, Randolph AFB, Texas
Computer Service Center, San Antonio, Texas

7th Communications Group, Pentagon, Arlington, ergmm
Defense Logistics Agency Data Procesmg Centers

Infmﬁon Processing Center, Battle Creek, Michigan
Infomption Processing Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Infomixation Processing Center, Ogden, Utah

Information Processing Center, Richmond, Virginia,

DefensTe Information Systems Agency Data Processing Centers

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Indianapolis Information
l(’rocessing Center, Indiana

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Kansas City Information
Processing Center, Missouri

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Columbus
4nnex (Dayton), Ohio

|

Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC 88/91
Recommendations
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Navy

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA (Substitute NAS Miramar 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
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 (Airfield does not close. 482nd Fighter Wing
(AFRES) is reassigned from Homestead AFB and operates the airfield.
Joint Communications Support Element stays at MacDill vice relocating to
Charleston AFB).

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

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, Ohio (Retain 121st Air Refueling Wing and

the 160th Air Refueling Group in a cantonment area at Rickenbacker instead of
Wright-Patterson AFB. Rickenbacker AGB does not close.)

33



Bcrgstrom Air Force Base, Texas
redirected from Bergstrom

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas (Fabrication func

Dyess AFB to Luke AFB,
Dyess AFB 1o Hill AFB),

redirected from
redirected from

(704th Fighter Squadron and 924th Fighter Group
AFB to Carswell AFB cantonment area),

tion of the 436th Training Squadron
maintenance training function
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Department of the Army

Summary of Selection Process

- Introduction

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

The Selection Process

The Army’s base closure selection process was a structured three phase
assessment. Phase I entailed grouping installations in like categories and analyzing
them for military value, and identifying candidates to be studied by the Total Army
Basing Study (TABS) group. In Phase II, the Army used analytical tools to identify
and develop alternatives which result in the approved Departrnent of the Army
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Phase III provides support to the Office
of the Secretary of Defense and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission.

The 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 mili:ary 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.
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The next part of the analysis identified study candidates. The DoD Force
Structure, Army basing strate » MACOM reshaping proposals, military valye
assessn;nnts, approved Defense Management Review Decisions, and other studies were
used to formulate a set of possible candidates. The fist of study candidates was

!
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Department of the Army

Recommendations and Justifications

Fort George_l B. McClellan, Alabama

Recommendation: Close Fort McClellan, Relocate the U.S. Army Chemical and
Military Police Schools and the Department of Defense Polygraph Institute (DODPI) to
Fort Leonard Wood, 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 training/branch 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, airfields, and aviation facilities which represent unique
assets to the Army. -

Collocation of the chemical, military police, and engineer schools provides
substantial advantages for operational linkages among the three branches. These
linkages enable the Army to focus on the doctrinal and force development of three key
maneuver support elements. Synergistic advantages of training and professional
development programs are: coordination, employment, and removal of obstacles;
conduct of river crossing operations; internal security/nation assistance operations;
operations in rear areas or along main supply routes; and counter drug operations. The
missions of the three branches will be more effectively integrated.

Each school develops doctrine, training, 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.
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. This recommendation is a change to the recommendation made to the 1991
Commission that was disapproved. The 1991 Commission rejected this
recommendation because they found the Army substantially deviated from criterion 1
and criterion 2. Their rationale questioned the Army’s decision to maintain the
Chemlcal 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.

o t

The Ammy’s proposal to close Fort McClellan differs in two respects. First, the
DODP] will relocate to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, instead of Fort Huachuca,
Arizona, and second, the Army will retain the capability to continue live-agent training.
Subsequent to the 1991 Commission’s decision, the Army conducted an in-depth study
of the value of live-agent training. The study affirmed its military value. The Army’s
nuclear, biological and chemical readiness training is interwoven throughout all training
and mcluded at all Jevels of command. Operations in a potentially hostile chemical
envu-onment are an integral part of individual and collective skills training, and
routmely practiced during unit field training exercises. By maintaining the capability
for chenncal live-agent training at Fort McClellan, the Army will continue to provide
realistic chenucal preparedness training. A robust chemical/biological defense is a vital
part of a  three-pronged effort, mcludmg arms control and conventional/nuclear
deterrence. The Armmny is the only service that conducts live-agent training; and it will
contmue\thxs training. The Air Force has indicated its desire to collocate its disaster
preparedness technical training with the Army’s Chemical School at Fort Leonard
Wood; the Army supports this initiative.

The Army provides live-agent training not only for Army personnel
(approxnnately 4000 students per year), but also for other Services, the State
Deparlment. and even foreign countries (approximately 600 students per year). This
training usually involves two days at the CDTF while other tmnmg is conducted at
other faexllnes 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 thls facility at Fort Leonard Wood, maintaining the existing facility affords
the same capablhty without any additional construction.

Return on Investment. Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are
appronmtely $111 million. Annual steady state savings arc about $31 million, with a
return on investment in three years.
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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 €Conomic
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 infrastructure to support this recommendation.

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia

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

Justification: Vint Hill Farms ranked low in military value within its category. With
the departure of the military intelligence battalion and its consolidation at Fort Gordon,
GA, Vint Hill Farms is 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 rescarch 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. o

Consolidating research and development will achieve greater efficiencies in the
arcas of mission, mission overhead, and basc operations. This allows the Army to
reduce costs, giving the flexibility to put scarce resources into the research and
development arena that significantly contributes to overall readiness.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are
approximately $72 million. Annual steady state savings are about $19 million, with a
return on investment in three years.

Impacts: The closure of Vint Hill Farms will have an impact on the local economy.

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
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economit recovery. There are no known environmental impediments from this closure.
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 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 utilization 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 Monmouth, 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
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
clement 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 Army’s largest and can accommodate the needs of the
headquarters.

The Rock Island community infrastructure can accommodate the new residents
without the need to construct new schools, new water and sewer facilities or other
public facilities. There is abundant housing at reasonable costs and excelient access to
higher ecx!ucation, both at the graduate and undergraduate level.

Fort Jackson trains about one half of the basic trainees and is the largest recruit
training oenter It is also the home of the Soldier Support Center, which is relocating
from For; Benjamin Harrison. The report to the 1991 Commission describing the

i
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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 are about $20 million, with a
return on investment in three years.

Impacts: The realignment of Fort Monmouth will have an impact on the local -
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3
percent of the employment base in the Monmouth County Metropolitan Statistical
Area, assuming no economic recovery. This potential job loss is partially offset by the
proposed movement of personnel to Fort Monmouth from Vint Hill Farms. There are
no known 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.

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 reraining
mission will be inactivated, transferred or otherwise climinated. 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.
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Justification: The decision to realign LEAD was driven by the results of the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review of roles and missions in the
Department of Defense. As part of this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot
Maintenance Consolidation Study. The study identified a significant amount of excess
depot capacity and duplication among the Services.

The Army has concluded 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; ability of the depots to
accommodate new workload levels; the proximity of the depots to the heavy forces in
the U.S.; and the resulting savings.

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 US. 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 savmgs are about $30 rmlhon. with
an immediate return on investment.

Impacts: The realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot will have an impact on the
local economy. The projected potenual 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.
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Tooele Army Depot, Utah

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

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

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

ground systems and equipment depots.

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

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are
approximately $74 million. Annual steady state savings 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
pereent 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.
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Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the Belvoir Research,
Development and Engineering Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Relocate the
Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water Purification, and Fuel/Lubricant Business |
Areas to the Tank Automotive Research, Development and Engineering Center k
(TARDEC), Detroit Arsenal, Michigan. Transfer command and control of the Physical
Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, |
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.

Justification: 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 (RDEC)
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 tunne! detection, materials, marine -
craft, topographic equipment, support equipment and construction equipment. The
Army Science Board panel recommended the closure of the Belvoir RDEC and
dispersal of the business areas that were not recommended for elimination.

The relocation of the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water Purification,
and Fuel/Lubricant 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 light 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.
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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 general area of Fort Belvoir supports the study recommendations, while
avoiding any additional costs.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this action are
approximately $11 million. Annual steady state savings are 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 infrastructure to support this recommendation.

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding
Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as follows. Instead of sending the materiel management
functions of U.S. Army Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM)
to Redstone Arsenal, 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 8 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
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functions should remain in place as a subset of the NICP at TACOM. A closer
alignment exists between the armaments and chassis functions than between armaments
and missiles, making the reorganization under TACOM more beneficial and cost
cffective 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 joindy field, manage, and sustain common weapon
systems.

- AMCCOM and TACOM share common business practices.

L U -

- Guns have their fire control sensors and computers in the vehicle and require
extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM and TACOM do now. Missiles have their
sensors and fire control in the missile and are easier to mount on a vehicle, as MICOM
and TACOM do now.

i g g

The Army believes that the armament/chemical materiel management functions ;
can be fully executed from Rock Island Arsenal without relocating, There is g
precedence for geographic dispersion of NICP functions. The U.S. Communications-
Electronic Command NICP 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 employecs to Redstone Arsenal.

Retunl on Investment: Implementing this recommendation will avoid approximately
$44 mlhon while incurring no costs. Annual steady state savings of about $1 million
are anuapated from efficiencies gained from additional reductions in personnel.

e L R e e e . L

Impacts: There are no environmental or community infrastructure impediments from
this recommendation.
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Presidio of San Francisco, California

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

Justification: The 1988 Base Closure Commission recommended closing the Presidio
of San Francisco. As a result of this closure, the Army identified Fort Carson,
Colorado, as the receiver of the 6th Army Headquarters. Since then, the 1991 Base
Closure Commission recommended several closures and realignments in California that
did not have the capacity to receive functions or personnel in the 1988 process.
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 arca of responsibility, These reasons are as follows:

(a) Seventy-five percent of the reserve units within Sixth Army’s area of
responsibility are located on the West Coast;

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

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

(d) Timeliness/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.
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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
Fort Carson. L

Impacts: There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this relocation.
Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There are no known obstacles
in the ability of the receiving community’s infrastructure to support this
recommendation. S
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Department of the Navy

Summary of Selection Process

Introduction

By 1997, the Navy will have 12 aircraft carriers 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. These factors, which will
continue to decline through 1999, require a reduction in the Navy and Marine Corps
base structure.

The Navy's basing structure is focused primarily on homeporting active and
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
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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 Internal Control Plan also established the procedures necessary to create an audit
trail to document the Navy process. One of the most significant controls was the
requirement to keep minutes of each deliberative meeting of the Committee.

In accordance with PL 101-510, as amended, the Navy employed a "bottom to
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 recertified at each succeeding level of the chain of command before the
- data was provxded to the Committee for inclusion in the database. The Navy s Audit
Service and its General Counsel ensured compliance,

The Committee determined 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
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
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requirement, the Committee determined there was excess capacity. In subcategories in’
which there was either no or minirnal 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, mobilization 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 instaliation within that subcategory. If the response contained
data which affirmatively 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 and, 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 1994-1995
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President’s Budget Submission. In every case where rules were imposed, the
Committee revnewed them stringently to ensure that only the minimum number of rules
needed to operatc the model were prescribed so the results would not be artificially

skewed.

The ‘computer model resulted in finding that mix of installations which resulted
in the nmxunum 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 cunent list of installations, the computer was asked to search for an
alternative rmx 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 closure or realignment scenarios. For example, in
the conﬁgmtion 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
presencemthel-"aclﬁctheater ntwasnwrennponantfornuhtary value to retain the
forward capabihty 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 trammg bases, the two logistics bases, and the two recruit depots there is
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, commumty 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 cntena established under Public Law 101-510, as amended.
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Department of the Naify

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 to support the projected force structure, the
resulting mix of naval stations were configured to satisfy specific mission
requirements, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammunition
ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations as part of the solution.
The ships based at Naval Station Mobile can be relocated to other naval bases which
have a higher 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: Tota! estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are
$4.4 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. :
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Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California

Recommendatlon. 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 Stanon Concord.

Justxﬁcatm:tl The capacity of the Mm 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 mmammg shipyards. Mare Island has the lowest military value of those
slnpyards supporting the Pacific Fleet, and its workload can be readily absorbed by the
remammg yards which possess higher military value. The closure of Mare Island
NSY, in combmatmn with the Charleston NSY, allows the elimination of a greater
amount of excess capacity while maintaining the overall value of the remaining
shipyards atla higher military value level than that of the current configuration of
shipyards. Ot.her 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 recurring savings are $148.9 million with an immediate return on
investment. !The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 2
savings of $1,112 million.

Impacts: The closure of Mare Island NSY will have an impact on the local economy.
The pro;ected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 11.7 percent of
the cmploymcm base of the Vallejo-Faxrﬁeld-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 elnmnated at Mare Island NSY. Emissions from several hundred controlled air
emission sourccs will be climinated, providing air emission "credits”, This closure will
eliminate the need to operate the industrial waste water treatment plant and for annual
maintenance dredging.

54




Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California

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.

Justification: Naval and Marine air wings are projected to be reduced consistent with
fleet requirements in the DoD Force Structure Plan, creating an excess in air station
capacity. MCAS El Toro is recommended for closure since, of the jet bases
supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest military value, has no expansion
possibilities, is the subject of serious encroachment and land use problems, and has
many of its training evolutions conducted over private property. The redistribution of
aviation assets allows the relocation of Marine Corps fixed wing and helicopter assets
to the NAS Miramar, in a manner which both eliminates excess capacity and avoids
the construction of a new aviation facility at Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center,
29 Palms, California. In an associated action the squadrons and related activities at
NAS Miramar will move to NAS Lemoore in order to make room for the relocation of
the MCAS EI 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.

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 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 $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 significant 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.
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Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Recommendatlon Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California and relocate
its mrcraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support to NASA
AmesMoﬁ'ctt Ficld, California and NAS North Island. In addition, those ships
currently berthed at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet concentrations at San
Diego and_ Bangor/Puget Sound/Everett. Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS North Island;
Ship Intermediate Maintenance Departmient disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve
Center and the Marine Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased space at NASA/Ames.

Justxﬁcati.on The projected carrier air wing reductions in the DoD Force Structure -
Plan reqmre a significant decrease in air station and naval station capacity. NAS
Alameda i xs 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
nomomthanﬁvecamerbmhsarereqmredontthestCoast;ﬂueeattheﬂect
concentration in San Diego and two at Bangor/Puget Sound/Everett. Both the limited
mﬁ(pnnmﬂyreserve)andshxpassetsatNASAlmnedacanbemadﬂyabsorbed at
bases with ]a higher rmhtary value. This closure results in increase average military
value of both the remaining air stations and naval stations in the Pacific Fleet.

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation
are $193.7 nnlhon. Annual recurring savings are $41.7 million with a return on

inve. :neat m four years. The net present value of the costs and savings over a twenty

yearpmodlxs a savings of $197.1 mlllxon.

Impacts: The closure of NAS Alameda will have an nnpact on the local economy.
The pro_lected potcnual employment loss both direct and indirect is 2.9 percent of the
employrnent base in the Oakland, California Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
assuming 1o economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment
recommendations bring the total impact on Oakland, California MSA to 4.9 percent.
There is nolsxgmﬁcant 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 speclal 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 Alameda 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 climinated. Environmental cleanup efforts will continue until
complete.
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Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, California

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.

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is recommended for closure because its
capacity is excess to that required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected
reductions require an almost 50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy aviation
depots. In determining the mix of 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.

Impacts: The closure of NADEP Alameda will 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 Qakland, 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 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 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.
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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. 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.

e —— e

$575 tmlhon Annual recurring savings are $41.5 million with an immediate return on

mvestmmt. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $286.4 million.

Return Oln Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are ‘
Impacts: 'The closure of Naval Hospital, Oakland will have an impact on the local

economy. | The projected potcnﬁal employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4

percent of Ithe employment base in the Oakland, California, Metropolitan Statistical

Area, assuming no economic recovery. The closure of the Naval Hospital will have a
positive lmpact 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
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Remmmendatnow Close Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate personnel, as t 1
appropnatq to the Naval Station, San Dicgo, California; Naval Amphibious Base, Little .
Creek, Virginia; Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois and various Naval } |
Reserve sites in California. Major tenants are impacted as follows: Naval Reserve -
Center San|Francisco relocates to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve Center, Alameda, |
California and REDCOM 20 relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, |
California. 1 Naval Technical Training Center relocates to Fleet Training Center San !
Diego, Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek and Naval Training Center Great Lakes. e

Justll'icatxoln. 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 w1ll be relocated have higher military value to the Navy than does this naval
station. A comprehenswe analysis of naval station berthing capacity was performed
with a goal lof reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while

%

|

|

. |
58 ‘(

l



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
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 Fleet, 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 will eliminate various air emissions, thus providing potential air emission
"credits”.

Naval Supply Center, Oakland, California

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

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

59



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 mililion.

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 realignnient recommendations bring the
total impact on the Qakland MSA to 4.9 percent. The closure of NSC Oakland will
have a positive impact on the environment as a source of potential hazardous wastes
and pollutants will be eliminated. ‘Environmental mitigation and restoration will --
continue until completed.

Naval Training Center, San Diego, California

Recommendation: Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), San Diego and relocate
certain personnel, 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
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Orlando. Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are $327.9 million.
Annual recurring savings are $69.0 million with a retumn 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 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 Cherry Point; Aviation
Intermediate Maintenance Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air
Maintenance Training Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation Support Office Training
Group Atlantic, and Sea 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
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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 savmgs 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 Cherry 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 requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School
and the Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Submarine School at the Naval Submarine
Base (NSB), New London; Personnel Support Detachment relocates to NTC Great
Lakes; Service School Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental Clinic
relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Education and Training Program Management Support
Activity disestablishes.

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
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projected manpower levels the Navy has two to three times the capacity required, as
measured by a variety of indicators, to perform the recruit training function. The
closure of the NTC Orlando removes excess capacity and relocates training to a naval
training center with a higher military value and results in an efficient collocation of the
Submarine School, the Nuclear Power School and the Nuclear "A" School at the NSB,
New London. The resulting consolidation at the NTC Great Lakes not only results in
the highest possible military value for this group of 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 sct 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 significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving
installation. There will be no significant environmental impacts resulting from this
closure, Hazardous waste and pollutant generation will be eliminated, as will the
generation wastewater on the average of 1.13 million gallons per day. .

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida - -

Recommendation: Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP), and relocate
repair capability as necessary to other 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 SO 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 ecach coast. The work performed at
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Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola can be performed at other aviation maintenance
activities, mcludmg the private sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda will reduce
excess capacity in this category and maintain or increase the average mxhtary 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. _

Im: acts: The closure of this NADEP Pensacola will have an impact on the local
economy. - The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 6.1 percent of the
employment base of the Pensacola, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no
economic recovery. However, because of other closures and realignments into this
area, there will be a net 4.3 percent increase in employment. There is no significant
community infrastructure 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 all 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”,

" 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.
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In an associated move the F-18 and CH-46 squadrons at MCAS Kaneohe Bay will
move to NAS Miramar to facilitate the relocation of the NAS Barbers Point squadrons. -
Finally the Department of the Navy will dispose of the land and facilities at NAS
Barbers Point and any proceeds will be used to defray base closure expenses.

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

Impacts: The closure of NAS Barbers Point will have an impact on the local
economy. The proposed potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 1.9
percent of the employment base of the Honolulu, Hawaii, Metropolitan Statistical Area,
assuming no economic recovery. 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 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
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air station category. Closure of NAS Glenview eliminates excess capacity at a base
with a very low military value whose assets can be redistributed into more economical
and efficient operations. This closure, combined with three others in this category,
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 recrmung in the areas to which the reserve
aircraft are being relocated.

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

$14.1 tmlhon Annual recurring savings are $31 million with an immediate return on
mvesumnt. 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 infrastructure impact at any receiving
installation. There will be no significant environmental impacts resulting from this
action. Gcnerauon of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. In addition,
this closnre will remove special use air space restrictions such as mlhtary operations
areas and nnhtary training areas, and reduce noise levels and air emissions.

Naval Electronic Centers

Recommendation: Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) St.
Inigoes, Maryland disestablish NESEC Charleston, South Carolina and Naval -
Electromcs Security Systems Enginecering Center (NESSEC), Washington, DC.
Consohdatc 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.

Jusuﬁcatlon This recommendation was rejected by the 1991 DoD Base Closure and
Realxgmnent 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
conmbutedi 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
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St. Inigoes, Maryland, once NESEC St. Inigoes relocates to Portsmouth, would be
available to support the major relocation to the Patuxent River complex of the Naval
Air Systems Command and several of its subordinate organizations. This move results
in both substantial organizational efficiencies and economies and is a significant
element of the Navy’s compliance with the DoD policy to move activities out of leased
space in the NCR into DoD owned facilities. The Portsmouth consolidation includes
NESSEC Washington, DC resulting in an additional relocation from leased space in the
NCR into DoD owned facilities. 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 certified data call responses indicates that one of the reasons for this military
value rating is NESEC Portsmouth’s current capability to perform a broad range of
testing functions on a wide variety of communications and radar systems, including the
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocatable Over-the-Horizon Radar, Tactical Secure
Voice, and the AN/SLQ-32(V) 1/2/3/4/5. At its Fleet Engineering Support Center is a
completely integrated shipboard communications system that contains a sample of
every communications receiver, transmitter, data link and ancillary terminal hardware
in the LF through UHF frequency range. The radar systems testing capability is
enhanced by the AN/SSQ-74(V) Radar and Communications Signal Simulator with its
associated antenna farm. These 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
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decrease in employment; 0.03 percent of the employment base of the Washington, DC,
MSA, assuming no economic recovery; and 0.2 percent of the employment base of the
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, Virginia, MSA assuming no economic
recovery. The consolidation at NESSEC, Portsmouth will have a positive impact on
the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation
and 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.

Justification: 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 facilitics 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
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
cfficiency 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: The 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.
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There is no significant environmental impact at NAS Meridian as a result of this
closure. Environmental cleanup will continue until complete. Relocation of advanced -
strike training to NAS Kingsville will result in additional noise impacts in the direction
of the city of Kingsville. This may require adoption of noise abatement procedures
until the ultimate transition of the TA-4 aircraft to the new T-45 which will
significantly reduce noise impacts. Noise impacts will also be increased by relocation
of intermediate strike training to NAS Pensacola and will require prudent management
of aircraft operations to mitigate this impact on the local community.

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts

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

Justification: Naval air forces are being reduced consistent with fleet reductions in
the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels for both active and reserve
aviation elements leave the Department with significant excess capacity in the reserve
air station category. The greater operational utility of active air stations and the
decision to rely on reserve aviation elements in support of active operating forces place
a higher military value on locating reserve aviation elements on active operating air
bases to the extent possible. Closure of NAS South Weymouth allows the relocation
of reserve P-3’s to the major P-3 active operating base at NAS Brunswick, ME and
distributes other assets to the active 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 Weymouth will have an impact on the local

economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.1
percent of the employment base of the Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowell, Massachusetts,
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Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant

community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no
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 nnhtary opcrauons 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 York 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
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 SSN/SSBN 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 military 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 returm 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
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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 sigunificant 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 ASO 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.
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. Naval Shipyard, Chaﬂestom South Carolina
Recommendation: Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charleston.

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 shxpyard
capacity was performed with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the maxxmum
extent possible while maintaining the overall military value of the remaining shlpyards
The closure of NSY Charleston, when combined with the recommended closure of -
NSY Mare Island, California, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacxty, and
its workload can readily be absorbed by the remaining yards. The elimination of
another shlpyand performing nuclear work would reduce this capability below the
mmnnum capaclty required to support this critical area. The closure of NSY
Cha.rleston in combination with Mare Island NSY, allows the elimination of a greater
amount of excess capacity while maintaining the overall value of the remaining
sh:pyamds at a higher military value level than that of the current configuration of
shlpyards Other options cither 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
of $3853 million. -

lmpacts' The closure of NSY Charleston will have an impact on the local economy.
The pro_]octod potential cmployment 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
reconmlcndauons bring the total impact on the Charleston MSA to 15 percent. There
is no sxgmﬁcant community infrastructure impact at any receiving location resulting
from tlus closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated.
Cm'rently, programmed environmental projects will be completed as part of the closure
actions, wluch will also eliminate the need to operate the hazardous waste facilities and
to do annual dredging.
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Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina

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
ESQD-approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations as part of the solution.
The berths at the NS Charleston are excess to Navy 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.
The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 7.0 percent of the employment
base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no economic

recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the total impact
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.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 flect reductions
in the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels reflected for both active and
reserve aviation clements 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 significant 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.

74




Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia

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

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk is recommended for closure because its
capacity is excess 1o 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
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
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and the Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia. This relocation is to include a floating
drydock. Piers, waterfront facilities, and related property shall be retained by the Navy -
at New London, Connecticut. The Nuclear Submarine Support Facility, a major tenant,
relocates to Kings Bay, Georgia and Norfolk, Virginia; and another major tenant, the
Nuclear Power Training Unit, dlsestabhshes

Justification: Naval Submarine Base. New London’s capacity is excess to that
required to support the number of ships reflected in the DoD Force Structure Plan. A
comprehensive analysis of naval station berthing capacity was performed with a goal
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the
overall military value of the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support
the projected force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was configured to
satisfy specific mission requirements, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in
cach fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base
complex per fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations.
With a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one submarine base per Fleet. In view of
the capacity at the Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval Station, Norfolk, the
submarines based at New London can be relocated to activities with a higher military
value. The education and training missions being performed at the Submarine Base,
New London will continue to be performed there and the Navy will retain piers,
waterfront facilities and related property. This realignment, combined with other
recommended closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum
reduction of excess capacity while increasing the average military value of the
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases,

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, CT-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.
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Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment
White Oak, Maryland

Recommendation: Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface
Warfare Center (NSWC) (Dahlgren), located at White Oak, Maryland. Relocate its
functions, personnel, equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, Virginia. The
property and facilities at 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 Stucture 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.
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1st Marine Corps District
Garden City, New York
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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.
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Justification: 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.
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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
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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
cach 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.
NETC Newport currently berths five ships which can be absorbed at other homeports
with a higher military value, This realignment, combined with other recommended
closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of
excess capacity while increasing the average military value of the remaining Atlantic
Fleet bases. '

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
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of key mission requirements and maximized efficiency. These factors included
availability of training airspace, outlying fields and access to overwater training. The
inland Jocation of NAS Memphis and lack of training airspace make it a primary
candidate for closure. Its realignment combined with the recommended closure of
NAS Meridian, Mississippi, reduces excess capacity while allowing consolidation of
naval air 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
$481.1 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
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
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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 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.
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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 ycar period is a
savings of $8.0 million.

Impacts: The realignment of this naval activity will have an impact on the local
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) 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 receiving installation. There are no significant
environmental impacts occasioned by this realignment. Any necessary environmental
clean-ups will continue until completed.

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA)

Recommendation: Disestablish the following four technical 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,
(PERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia,
(PERA)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, California,
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Justification: These technical centers are recommended for disestablishment because
their capacity is excess to that required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is
excess capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted workload during
the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy
budget displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines,
the excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel.
The technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support
significantly higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of
those projected if all resources are to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity
and the imbalance with force and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the

greater military value to the Department of the Navy.
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Return On Investment: Estimated one-time costs of disestablishing PERA (CV) are
$6.3 million. Annual recurring savings are $0.7 million with a return on investment in -
12 years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of 0.7 million. Combined one-time costs for disestablishing the other three
PERAs (Surface) are $8.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $2.3 million with a
return on investment in four years.  The net present value of costs and savings over a
twenty year period is a savings of $13.7 million.

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

0.4 percent in the Puget Sound WA, MSA

0.01 percent in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News MSA
0.09 percent in the Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA, MSA

0.02 percent in the Philadelphia, PA-New Jersey, MSA

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

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

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

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.
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Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando 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
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
closure follows the decision to close the Naval Training Center.

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are
$51.3 million. Annual recurring savings are $8.1 million with a return on investment
in six years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $21.9 million.

Impacts: 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,
assuming no economic recovery. The closure of the Naval Hospital will have a
positive impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated.
Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed.

Naval Supply Center, Pensacola, Florida
Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola.
Justification: NSC Pensacola’s capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD
Force Structure Plan. 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.
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Impacts: The disestablishment of NSC Peansacola 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 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 43
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
climinated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed.

Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment
Annapolis, Maryland

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center NSWC)-
Carderock, 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 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
$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
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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.

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland

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

Justification: |This action is recommended to eliminate redundancy in geograplnc
coverage in Naval telecommunications. Pro;ected reductions contained in the DoD
Force Stmctum Plan support a decrease in telecommunications capacity. South-
Atlantic VLF commumcatlons coverage is duplicated by the NRTF Annapolis and
NCTS Puerto Rlco. 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 geographlc 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
savings of $6.4 million.

Impacts: There will be no net change in employment as a result of this action. The
current staffingf is scheduled for elimination as a result of planned force structure
changes. There is no significant 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 ?Varfare 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
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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 .
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings are $0.5 million with an immediate return on
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $3.4 million.

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

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft
and associated 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 clements 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.
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In arriving at 1Lhe 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 lnvestment: 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 & twenty year period is a
savings of $103.2 million.

Impacts: 'I‘h-.e| closure of NAF Detroit will have an impact on the local economy. The
projected potenual employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.05 percent of the
employment base of the Detroit, Michigan Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no
economic tecovcry There is no significant community infrastructure impact at any
receiving mstallanon There will be no significant environmental impacts resulting
from this action. The closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous wastes and
pollutants.

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island -

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

Justification: The 1991 Commission Report, pages 5-19, recommended the
climination of the mission at NAF Midway Island and its continued operation under a
carctakerstatus BasedontheDoDFomeStmcmePlan,mcapacnyxsexccsstodm
needed to suppon forces in its geographic area. There is no operational need for this
air facility to renmn in the inventory even in a carctaker status. Therefore, the Navy
recommends that NAF Midway be closed and appropriate disposal action taken.

Return On Invgstment: 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 significant n'npact 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 Aroll 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
$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 $18.5 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.
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Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Division
Trenton, New Jersey

Recommendatlon. Close the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center
(NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey and relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment
and support to the Amold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee,
and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River, Maryland.

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 i in the penod 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 wuh force and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and compress
wherever poss:ble so that the remaining technical centers will have the greater military
value to the Deparlment of the Navy. The closure of the Trenton Detachment
completes a reahgnment of NAWCS approved by the 1991 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Comlmssmn, with continuing reductions in forces being supported and in
resource levels Further consolidations are required so that we may have the most
efficient and economic operation.

Return On Investment: Total 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. I’I‘he net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $94.8 million.

Impacts: 'I‘hel 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. Eavironmental mitigation
and restoration| will continue until completed.
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DOD Family Housing and
Family Housing Office
Niagara Falls, New York

Recommendatnon’ Close the DoD Family Housmg Office and the 111 housing units
it administers.

Justification: The force reductions in the DOD Force Structure Plan require reduction
of support activities as well. This activity administers housing units which are old and
substandard and expensive to maintain. These housing units are occupied by military
personnel performing 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 from this
closure. There are no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure.
Any necessary environmental clean-ups will continue until completed.

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania .

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

Justification: Projected reductions in the DoD Force Structure Plan results in a
decrease in required technical center capacity. Budget levels and the number of
operating forces being supported by technical centers continue to decline. The
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support
significantly higher force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of those
projected. Given this excess capacity and the imbalance with force and resource levels,
it is imperative to realign and consolidate wherever possible so that the remaining
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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
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 Rlver, Maryland: Naval Air Systems Command, Naval Aviation Depot
Operations Center Naval Aviation Maintenance Office, and Naval Air Technical
Services Facthty 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 mlthree 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 significant
community mfmstructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no
significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Any necessary
environmental iclean-up efforts will be continued until completed.

Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Carolina

Recommendatlon Close the Naval Hospttal Charleston and relocate certain mtlnary
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.
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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
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a
savings of $131 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 of NSC Charleston, the Charleston
Naval Shipyard and the Naval Station Charleston, have been recommended for closure.
The workload of NSC Charleston will move with its customer’s workload to receiving
bases.

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are
$13.6 million. Annual recurring savings are $16.0 million with an immediate 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),
assumning 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.
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Derachment
Virginia Beach, Virginia

Recommendation: Discstablish 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.

Justrﬁcatron This technical center is recommended for disestablishment because its
capacltyxsexcess to that required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess
capacity in thls 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
dlsplays a clear decline in the penod 1995-1999. As the work declines, the excess
capacity lncreases thereby requiring a reduction in facilitiés and personnel. The
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant
excess capacrty as these technical centers were established and sized to support
significantly hlgher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of
those pro_;ected 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

greatermrhtm'yvaluetothebepmummoftheNavy

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 savmgs 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 potenual employment loss, both direct and indirect, 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 telecommunications. Projected reductions contained in the DoD
Force Structure Plan support a decrease in telecommunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic
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HF communications coverage is duplicated by the NRTF Driver and NRTF Saddle
Branch, Florida. ' '

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are
$0.5 million. Annual recurring 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
economy since current staffing 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
climinated.

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.

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.
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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
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: Reahgn Navy National Capital Regmn activities and relocate them
as follows:

Naval Air Systems Command to R
Naval Air Station ¢
Patuxent River, Maryland

Naval Supply Systems Command,
(including Food Service System Office, and t
Defense Printing Management Systems Office) to O
Slnp Parts Control Center : ‘

Mechamcsbmg. Pennsylvania ‘ ]

Bureau of Naval Personnel . '

(including Office of Military Manpower Management) to 1!
Naval Air Station o
Memplus Tennessee w

Naval Recruiting Command to
*-- Naval Training Center
Great Lakes, Illinois

Naval Security Group Command, -
(including Security Group Station, and |
Security Group Detachment, Potomac) to "o
National Security Agency

Ft. Meade, Maryland

Tactical Support Office to
Commander-in-Chief
Atlantic Fleet

Norfolk, Virginia
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Relocate the following National Capital Region activities from leased space to
Government-owned space in one of these locations: Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia;
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.;
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, Virginia; or the White Oak
facility, Silver Spring, Maryland:

Naval Sea Systems Command
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Space and Nava] Warfare Systems Command
Office of the General Counsel
Office of the Judge Advocate General
Navy Field Support Activity -
Office of the Secretary of the Navy
* Legislative Affairs
* Program Appraisal
* Comptroller
* Inspector General
* Information
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Office of Civilian Manpower Management
International Programs Office
Combined Civilian Personnel Office
Navy Regional Contracting Center
Naval Criminal Investigative Service
Naval Audit Service
Strategic Systems Programs Office
Oftice 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, BUPERS 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
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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, Lllinois. 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,
CINCLANTFLT.

All of the remaining NCR activities will be moved from their present facilities
in leased commercial space to vacant Government-owned space in one of five
locations: the Navy Annex; the Navy 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 return 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
$118.2 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
million, with a return on investment in seven years. The net present value of costs and
savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $5.5 million.
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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,
are $74.6 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.

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

Impacts: The closure and realignments discussed in this recommendation will have an
impact on the local economy. 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
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Naval Reserve Centers at:

Gadsden, Alabama

Montgomery, Alabama

Fayetteville, Arkansas

Fort Smith, Arkansas

- Pacific Grove, California

Macon, Georgia :

Terre Haute, Indiana : |
Hutchinson, Kansas . (
Monroe, Louisiana :

New Bedford, Massachusetts

Piusfield, Massachusetts

Joplin, Missouri

St. Joseph, Missouri

Great Falls, Montana

Missoula, Montana

Atlantic City, New Jersey

Perth Amboy, New Jersey

Jamestown, New York

Poughkeepsie, New York

Altoona, Pennsylvania

Kingsport, Tennessee
.Memphis, Tennessee

Ogden, Utah

Staunton, Virginia . A i
Parkersburg, West Virginia

Naval Reserve Faciiity at:

Alexandria, Louisiana
Midland, Texas

Readiness Command Districts at: 31
Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) |

Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5)
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Justification: The DOD Force Structure Plan requires the reduction of reserve assets -
as it does active duty assets. These Reserve Centers are being closed because their
capacity is excess to the projected Navy/Marine Corps requirements. In arriving at the
recommendation to close the Reserve Centers, specific analysis was conducted to
ensure that there was either an alternate location available to accommodate the affected
reserve population (e.g., realign with an existing reserve center), or demographic
support for-purposes of force recruiting in the areas to which units were being
relocated. This specific analysxs. conducted through the COBRA model, supports these
closures.

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

Impacts: Because of the small size of these Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Centers,
their closure will have a negligible impact on the various local economies. There is no
known community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. L:kemse. these
closures will have no significant environmental impacts.

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

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

Justification: The 1991 Commission Report, at pages 5-18, recommended closing the
Hunters Point Annex and outleasing the entire property, with provisions for continued
occupancy of space for Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair; Planning,
Enginecring, 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.
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Impacts: There are no significant economic impacts occasioned by this
recommendation since the Navy is only seeking approval of having access to addmonal
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 a2 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 Pomt 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 Loma 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
Loma.
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Return on Investment: The one-time cost of this recommendation is $0.9 million. * -
The annual recurring savings are $0.7 million, with an immediate return on investment..
The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of
$5.9 million.

Impacts: 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
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 lien 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.
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Impacts: This recommendation 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

economic recovery. There are no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this
recommendation. All environmental clean-ups will continue until complete.
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Department of the Air Force

Summary of Selection Process

Department of the Air Force Selection Process

The Air Force 1993 selection process is essentially the same as was used in
1991. The Secretary 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
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,
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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
information and recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military
installations were certified as to accuracy and completeness by appropriate officials at
the base, MAJCOM, and Headquarters level. In addition, the Executive Group and the
acting Secretary of the Air Force certified that all information used to support the
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 opportumities to beddown activities
and aircraft dislocated from bases recommended for closure or realignment.

The Secretary 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 boundarics 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.
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Information, base groupings, and options resulting from the Executive Group - -

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

107



Department of the Air Force

Recommendations and Justifications

Homes_tead_ Air Force Base, Florida

Recommendation: Homestead AFB, Florida, is recommended for closure. The 31st
Fighter Wing will inactivate. All F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain
temporarily assigned to Moody AFB, Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina. The
Inter-American Air Forces Academy will move to Lackland AFB, Texas. The Air
Force Water Survival School will be temporarily located at Tyndall AFB, Florida,
Future disposition of the Water Survival School is dependent upon efforts to
consolidate its functions with the US Navy. The 301st Rescue Squadron, Air Force
Reserve (AFRES) will move to Patrick AFB, Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing
(AFRES) will move to MacDill AFB, Florida and convert to KC-135Rs. The NORAD
alert activity will move to an alternate location. The 726th Air Control Squadron will
relocate to Shaw AFB. The Naval Security Group will consolidate with other US
Navy units. All DoD 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.
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
evaluated against all eight of the DoD selection criteria, Homestead AFB ranked low
relative to the other bases in the small aircraft subcategory. While Homestead AFB’s
ranking rests on the combined results of applying the eight DoD selection criteria, one
stood out: the excessive cost to rebuild Homestead, while other small aircraft bases
required little or no new investment. The cost to close Homestead AFB is low,
especially when measured against the high cost of reconstruction, and the long-term
savings arc 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 101-510), as
amended, and the Department of Defense (DOD) guidance. Bases were evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to
Air Force bases and missions. Data were collected and the criteria and subelements of
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the criteria applied by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a group
of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Service career civilians appomtcd by
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to close Homestead AFB was madc by
the Secretary of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff and i in
consultation with the Executive Group. | |

t

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 Arca, 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 significant 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,

K.L 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.1. 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 Minutemnan III basing flexibility due to uncertainty with
respect to START II. This requires the retention of the ballistic missile fields at
Malmstrom AFB, Grand Forks AFB, Minot AFB, and F.E. Warren AFB. It is more
economical to retain a bomber/missile base that must remain open for missiles than to
maintain a bomber-only base. Therefore, based on the facts that K.I. Sawyer AFB
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does not support ballistic missile operations, that when all eight DoD criteria are
applied K.1. Sawyer AFB ranks low, and that there is excess large aircraft base -
capacity, K.I. Sawyer AFB is recommended for closure.

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in 2 process that conformed to
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as
amended, and the Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data gathered to support the evaluation of
each base under each criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group
(Exccutive 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. 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
economic recovery. Closure of K.I. Sawyer will result in generally positive
environmental effects. There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this
closure. Environmental restoration of K.I. Sawyer AFB will continue until complete.
The impact on the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant.

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

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

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

All six Air Force depots were considered for closure equally in a process that
conformed to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law |
101-510), as amended, and Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 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. o '

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.
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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 P.L. 101-510 to propose that the O’Hare Air Reserve Station (ARS) be closed
and the flying units moved to a new facility to be constructed at Rockford, Illinois.
This provision of law mandates the Department give special consideration to the
proposal. The City desires to acquire the property for aviation-related commercial use.

Recommendation: Close O’Hare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and
relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford
Airport, or another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force, provided the
City can demonstrate that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of
replacing facilities, moving, and environmental cleanup, without any cost whatsoever to
the federal government and that the closure/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.

Justification: O’Hare Reserve Station is in the Northwest comner 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 (DLA)
activity currently 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/realignment would have to be funded entirely outside the federal government.
(For example, no DoD or FAA funds). The relocation site would have to meet all
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operating requirements, such as runway length and freedom from noise-related
Operaung limitations, and be close enough to Chicago that the units would not suffer
major loss of personnel. The day-to-day 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 Airport. Virtually no facilities for the units
exist at Rockford, 50 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 normal 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 all 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 DLA 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 infinity.

The Air Force analysis of the proposal assuming Chicago or some other non-

Federal source pays 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
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ARS. Since the base is adequate for its purpose, no savings would accrue from
closing it. The aircraft remain in the force structure plan and the units are not planned.
for inactivation. In the case of the ANG, the govemnor’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 stream of volunteers large enough to man
two large ARC units. - Recruiting from Chicago will still be required, but will be much
harder due to the distance differential between O’Hare and Rockford.

Although the City of Chicago had previously stated that they did not expect the
Air Force to fund relocation and facility replacement costs, the City has been unable to
guarantee that it will pay the full cost of moving. However, in its most recent
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
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/realignment 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.
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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)
aircraft will be relocated to Travis AFB, California. The Southwest Air Defense
Sector will remain at March in a cantonment area pending the outcome of a NORAD
sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it will be transferred to the Air
National Guard (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 will remain.

Justification: There are several factors which resulted in the above recommendation.
First, the Air Force has four more large aircraft bases than needed to support the
number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. Also,
when all eight DoD criteria were applied to the large aircraft bases, March AFB ranked
low. The Air Force plans to establish a large air mobility base (KC-10, C-5 and C-141
aircraft) on the west coast. When bases in the region (Beale AFB, California;
Fairchild AFB, 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 (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of
each base under each criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six 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.
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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 FY 94 dollars.

Impacts: The Air Force will dispose of all property not required within the revised
boundaries of the reserve base and welcome joint use of the airfield with civil aviation
or conversion to a civilian airport. The realignment of March AFB will have an
impact on the local economy. The projected potenﬁal employment loss, both direct
and indirect, is 1.6 percent of the employmcm base in the Riverside County
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. The realignment of
March AFB will result in gencrally. 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
March AFB will continue until complete, The impact on the community infrastructure
at receiving bases is not significant.

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey

Recommendation: McGuire AFB, New Jersey, is recommended for realignment. The
438th Airlift Wing will inactivate. Most of the C-141s will transfer to Plattsburgh
AFB, New York. Fourteen C-141s will remain and transfer to the Air Force Reserve.
The 514th Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), the 170th Air Refueling Group
Air National Guard (ANG), and the 108th Air Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain and
the base will convert to a Reserve base. The 913th Airlift 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
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York and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to
support the air mobility wing due to its geographical location, attributes, and base
loading capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parking space (for 70-80
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 climinate many of the problems associated with operating at McGuire AFB,
in the midst of the New York/New Jersey air traffic congestion. Basing the additional
aircraft of an air mobility wing at McGuire AFB will add to that congestion.
Plattsburgh AFB, on the other hand, has ample airspace for present and future training
by an air mobility wing. Also, the FAA has long expressed a desire for civil use of
McGuire AFB, which will ease the congestion at other airfields and terminal facilities
in the New York 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
significant portion of the air refueling and airlift forces stationed there and they are
well located for recruiting. By keeping the airfield open for military use, the parking
and fuel handling capacity at McGuire AFB remains available in future contingencies.
The existing programmed Military Construction funds for the ANG KC-135 conversion
will be used to establish the ARC cantonment at McGuire AFB.

The. Air Force encourages conversion of the zirfield 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 2 process that conformed to
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as
amended, and the Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of
cach 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.
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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 airfield 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. Only the stand-alone
laboratory and the ANG mission will remain.
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Justification: The Air Force has four more large aircraft bases than needed to support
the number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan.
When all eight DoD criteria are applied, Griffiss AFB ranked low compared to the
other large aircraft bases. Based on this analysis, the application of all eight DoD
sclection criteria, and excess capacity which results from reduced force structure,
Griffiss AFB is recommended for realignment. :

The Air Force plans to establish a large air mobility base in the Northeast to
support the new Major Regional Contingency (MRC) strategy. Griffiss AFB was
evaluated specifically as the location for this wing, along with other bases that met the
geographical criteria and were available for this mission: McGuire AFB, New Jersey
and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to support
the air mobility wing due to its geographical location, attributes and base loading
capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parking space (for 70-80
tanker/airlift 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
facilitics that can be separated from the rest of Griffiss AFB. It does not need to be
closed or realigned as a result of the reductions in the rest of the base.

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as
amended, and the Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to supporn the evaluation of
cach 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 $39.2 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
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Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant
environmental impact resulting from this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and
pollutants will be eliminated. Griffiss AFB is on the National Priorities List.
Environmental restoration of Griffiss AFB will continue until complete. The impact on
the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant,

- 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
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.
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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 cfficiently 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 opcratmg 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 significantly impact unit readiness. The
original 1991 realignment recommendation cost $12.5 million in MILCON to construct
a cantonment arca 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.
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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. Final 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 a2 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 million 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 Basp, 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 centralized at Altus AFB. This redirect will reduce the
number of training sites and improve efficiency of operations.
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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.

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.

MacDill 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
MacDill 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
left in place., The airfield was to close.

Several events since 1991 have made a change to the Commission action
appropriate. The closure of Homestead AFB requires the relocation of the 482nd
Fighter Wing (AFRES). The best location for this unit, when converted to KC-135s, is
MacDill AFB. The National 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 services. 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.
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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
using Tampa International Airport make this viable. As an interim Reserve/NOAA
aix:ﬁcld, 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 airfield to a civil
airport, and, if successful, DoD wunits could remain as cost sharing tenants. The
environmental impact and the impact on the community infrastructure is not

significant.

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 temporzarily relocate to
McClellan AFB, while awaiting permanent beddown at Beale AFB.

Justification: Moving the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) to Beale AFB is more
cost effective.

The original 1991 realignment cost was $33.7 million in Military Construction
(MILCON). 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. Environmeatal restoration at Mather AFB will continue
until complete,

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base (ANGB), Ohio
' Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Corhmission regarding
Rickenbacker ANGB as follows: The 121st Air Refucling 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
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(RPA) on RPA’s airport. The 907tk Airlift Group (AFRES) will realign to Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio as originally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing will still
move to, Edwards AFB, California.
|

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

P

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.

lnimlatedfomesuucnnemove.inordertofuﬂyuﬁliuthe facilities at Wright-
Patterson AFB, the Air Force recommends that the 178th Fighter Group move from the
Springficld 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 annually based on
economies of consolidating some ANG functions with AFRES and active Air Force
functions at Wright-Patterson. -Since the unit moves only a short d:stance. rctennon of
current personnel should not be a problem.

The '4950th will still move to Edwards AFB, California from Wright-Patterson
AFB, Chio, 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 $11.7 million.

Impacts: The environmental impact and the impact on the receiving community
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Defense Logistics Agency

Summary of Selection Process

Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Selection Process

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

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 resuit, DLA
defined their five categories as Regional Headquarters, Defense Distribution Depots,
Inventory Control Points, Service Suppon 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 Elemeats (PSE) within DLA Headquarters, and other
governmental and commercial agencies.

The DLA Internal Control Plan for the collection and analysis of data was

developed specifically for this effort. The plan provided overall policy guidance and
procedures to ensure that data was: consistent and standardized, accurate and
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complete, certifiable as required by law, verifiable by HQ DLA PSE and PLFA
functiona.l managers, auditable by DLA internal review offices and external audit and
inspection agencies, and replicable using documentation developed during data
colleenon.

An Internal Control Checkhst was developed and distributed as a working
document to achieve the objectives of the Internal Control Plan, including the
requirement for field commanders to certify the accuracy of their data. To further
ensure the validity of field data, functional expensontheWoﬂnng Group traveled to
selected activities and performed on-site reviews to confirm that accurate, quantifiable,
andcemﬁabledatawasprovxdedmresponsetodatacans.

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
cach location. The data was used to quantify the extent to which an existing DLA
facility may havz been constrained by physical space, throughput, span of control, or
production capability.
|

DLA analyzed military value to determine the relative ranking of an activity
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,

Opera.tional Efficiencies, and Expandability.

The mext step in the process was to 1dennfy 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

; 128




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

Following the screening of DLA activities for excess capacity, rmhmy value,
and climination of certain activities from further consideration, scenarios were
developed for closure and realignment. During the consideration of potential receiver
sites for realignment and closure actions, opportunities for inter-Service/Defense
Agency sharing were analyzed. Coordination with the Military Services and other
Defense Agencies was vital in gathering data and developing realignment and closure
aliernatives.

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,
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Defense Logistics Agency

Recomméndations 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 (ICP). 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
can reduce the cost of operations by eliminating redundant overhead operations. The
Consumable Item Transfer will be completed in FY 94 and consolidation can begin
after that transfer has been completed.

Consolidating DESC and DCSC at both Columbus and Dayton was considered.
The Columbus location provided the best overall payback and could allow for the
complete 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.
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Impacts: Closing DESC will have an impact on the local economy. The projected
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 1.3 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 1.2 percent,
Potential environmental and community infrastructure 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 Ceater (DPSC), Philadelphia,.
Pennsylvania, and relocate its mission to the Defense Distribution Region East, New
Cumberland, Pennsylvania. Close the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel
supporting the flag mission, and use existing commercial sources to procure the

clothing factory products.

Justification: DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activity in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. The installation also houses the Clothing Factory, the Defense Contract -
Management District 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 buxldmg or extensive renovations
impossible for some time in the futare. A .

With the movement of DCMD Midatlantic and the Clothing Factory out of
DPSC, the Working Group examined options to cither 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 ASO
which is recommended for closure by the Navy, was considered for possible
realignment to DPSC. A scenario which realigned DPSC to ASO 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.
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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 bne 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

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

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 Qakland (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 QOakland.
DDOC rated 14 out of 29 in the military value matrix. Except for two depots, all
depots rated lower than DDOC are collocated with a maintenance depot. The other two
depots exceed Oakland’s throughput capacity and storage space.
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Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the
recommmended disestablishment of the Tooele, McClellan, Charleston, Pensacola, and
Letterkenny distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with
a return on 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 Qakland 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 mgmﬁcantenvxronmental or
community infrastructure impacts. . -

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Pensacolz, 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
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 nuhtary 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
Letterkenny distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with
& 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 and/or
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.
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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 perform operational
support and management oversight of 105 Defense Contract Management Area
Operations (DCMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs). Since the
establishment of the DCMDs a2 number of DCMAQOs and DPROs have been
disestablished thereby reducing the span of control responsibility of the five DCMDs.
Based on the assumptions derived from the DoD Force Structure Plan it is anticipated
that the DCMD span of control will not increase in future years. This allows for the
reconfiguration of the DCMDs by realigning 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
activitics and relocate their missions to the three remaining districts.

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

Impacts: 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
Areca 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.
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Defense Logistics Service Center and Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan

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

Relocate the Defense 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
scparate 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
Operations East, Columbus, Ohio, with a DLA Inventoxy Control Point to facilitate
overall materiel management. Savmgs result from movmg DLSC and DRMS from
GSA-lcased 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.
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Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania
(DDLP) and relocate the depot’s functions and materiel to Defense Distribution Depot
Tobyhanna, PA (DDTP), Defense 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 available storage space within the DoD
Distribution System.

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven by the Army decision to
realign the Letterkenny 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. 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 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, FL. (DDJF). Slow

moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDCS at the time of the realignment will
be relocated to available storage space within the DoD Distribution System.
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Justification: The decision to realign DDCS was driven by the Navy's decision to
close several naval activities in Charleston, SC, eliminating DDCS’s customer base.
The loss of customer base along with sufficient storage space in the DoD distribution
system drove the disestablishment. DDCS rated 6 out of 29 in the military value
matrix. All depots rated lower than DDCS 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, Pensacola, Oakland, and
Letterkenny distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual stcady-statc savings are $31.2 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

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. :
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Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the
recommended disestablishment of the Letterkenny, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and
McClellan distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31.2 million with
a return on 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 Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Tooele County
Metropolitan Statistical Area to 34.1 percent. There will be no significant
environmental or community infrastructure impacts. -

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California

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

Justification: The DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative
space in El Segundo, CA. Significant savings will result by moving the organization
from GSA space to a building on Government property at Long Beach Naval Shipyard,
CA. A number of available DoD 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 return 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.
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Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

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

Justification: DISC is a tenant of the Navy's Aviation Supply Office (ASO) located
in Philadelphia. With the Navy decision to close ASO 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 warchouse space and DCSC will
have administrative space in 1997, However, with the recommended closures of
DESC and realignment with DCSC, the additional move of DISC to DCSC was
considered too risky. Scenarios were run splitting DISC among the remaining
hardware centers and splitting DISC between DCSC and DGSC. Both options were
considered too risky because proposed moves split managed items to multiple
locations.

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

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

Impacts: Relocating DISC will have an impact on the local economy. The projected
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.2 percent of the employment
base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical 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. '
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Defense Information Systems Agency

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 (DITSO) established the DoD Data Center
Consolidation Planning Team to develop & Data Processing Center (DPC) consolidation
plan The Planning Team adopted a site selection process that calls for identifying the
existing sites that have the greatest potential for servmg as consolidated DPCs. The
methodology involved the following steps:

0 Identify the candidate DPCs

o Validate site information and apply ranking criteria
o Determine the total data processing requirement

o Determine the appropriate number of megacenters

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

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 criteria, which account for 50 percent of the total weight, 2)
Security criteria, which account for 35 percent of the total weight, and 3) Operations
criteria which account for 15 percent of the total weight. Each site could receive a
total of ten points for each of the criteria. The points assigned were then multiplied by
the weight factor for each criterion and summed to determine the score for each
potential megacenter site.
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Thirty-six megacenter candidates were scored against the criteria to establiésh a .
candidate ranking. Site visits were made to validate the Service-supplied data.
!
The number of megacenters required was determined by totaling the proce.‘;sing
workload requirements of all sites to be consolidated and distributing these i

requirements, beginning with the top-ranked 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 criteria. ‘, :
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Defense Information Systems Agency

Recommendation and Justification

DoD Data Center Consolidation

Recommendation: Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation Plan that
disestablishes 44 major data processing centers (DPCs) by consolidating their
information processing workload into fifteen standardized, automated "megacenters”
located in existing DoD facilities. Cee

The 44 DPCs recomumnended for disestablishment are located at the following
DoD installations:

Navy Sites
NCTS San Diego, CA

NSC Charleston, SC
NSC Puget Sound, WA ASOQ Philadelphia, PA
NSC Norfolk, VA NCTS Pensacola, FL
NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD NAWC WD China Lake, CA
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA FISC San Diego, CA
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI FACSO Port Hueneme, CA
NAS Whidbey Island, WA TRF Bangor, WA
TRF Kings Bay, GA NAS Brunswick, ME
NAS Key West, FL NAS Mayport, FL
NAS Oceana, VA _ EPMAC New Orleans, LA
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA BUPERS Washington, DC
NCTS New Orleans, LA NCTS Washington, DC
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl
NARDAC San Francisco, CA Harbor, HI

NOCOSC San Diego, CA

Marine Corps Sites
MCAS Cherry Point, NC
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA

Air Force Sites
CPSC San Antonio, TX

AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX.
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NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX

RASC Camp Lejeune, NC
MCAS El Toro, CA

7th CG, Pentagon, VA
RPC McClellan AFB, CA



IPC Battle Creek, Ml [PC Ogden, UT
IPC Philadelphia, PA IPC Richmond, VA. 4
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO |

DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH

o Columbus, Ohio ‘ -0 Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania
o Ogden, Utah o Dayton, Ohio
o San Antonio, Texas : o St. Louis, Missouri
o Rock Island, linois o Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
o Jacksonville, Florida

o Montgomery, Alabama
o Denver, Colorado o Chambersburg, Peansylvania

o Warner-Robins, Georgia 5
o Huntsville, Alabama |

compuwrprocessil_lg !

Departmen to the Defense Information Systems Agency -
(DISA)nndenhegui i ofDefenseManagenmtchonDecision(D ) 918.
Rapid consolidation of these facilities is necessary igni |
portion of the DMRD 918 budget gavings totaling $45
support the mission and functt uired
: initiatives underway within
DISA. Best industry practice 10 established the viability and !
desirability of this approach. It will positior DoD to mare efficiently support common
data processing requirements 8Cross Services by leveraging information technology and
resomceinvesumntstonwetmnlﬁpleneeds. Inthelongmm.itwillincreaseme |
Military Departments’ and Defense Agencies® access 10
while requiring fewer jnvestments to support similar Service needs. Thisisan |
ss improvement/

aggressive plan that will uitimately position DoD 10 support busine
ipitiatives, downsizing, i

and streamlining through the efficient use and deployment ?f
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technology. DISA has undertaken an extensive evaluation of candidate megacenters to
ensure that the facilities, security, and ongoing operations will support an efficient and
flexible Defense Information Infra-structure capable of meeting the requirements of the
Defense community.

During the evaluation process the IPC at McClellan Air Force Base rated high
enough to be selected as a megacenter site. However, with the Air Force's
recommendation to close McClellan ‘Air Force Base the McClellan IPC was removed
from further consideration.

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.
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Chapter 5

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 all military installations
recommended for closure and realignment by the Commission, unless the President
does not approve the recommendations or a Congressional joint resolution of
disapproval is enacted.

The Secretary must initiate all the closures and realignments within two years
and complete all the closures within six years, beginning from the date the President
approves the recommendations.

Implementation Procedures and Funding

The Secretary may (in implementing. the approved base closures and
realignments) acquire land, construct replacement facilities, and plan and design for
relocating activities.

Public Law 101-510 establishes a special Department of Defense Base Closure
Account 1990, to fund costs associated with closing and realigning bases. The
Secretary may also use the Account to provide: economic adjustment assistance to
communities; community planning assistance; and, outplacement assistance to civilian
employees. There is a separate base closure account for implementing the
recommendations of the 1988 Base Closure Commission.

The 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.
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|

Property Disposal

1
|
The Administrator of General Services is required to delegate to the Secretaj'y of
Defense the Administrator’s property disposal authorities under public law to: utilize
excess property; dispose of surplus property; grant approvals and make deter;ninati&ns;
and, make excess or surplus property available for wildlife conservation purposes. | The
Secretary is required to follow General Services Administration property disposal |
regulations in carrying out his authorities. ! ?
i i
Before the Secretary can dispose of any surplus real property of facili:ty. he E‘as
required to consult with the Governor of the State and the heads of local governments

about the local community’s plans for the use of the property. For over 30 years, DoD

has helped local communities plan for the reuse of closing bases.- This program,
managed by DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment, is discussed later in this chapter.
The Secretary may transfer real property or facilities at a closing or realigxﬁxgmg
base to a Military Department or the Coast Guard, with or without reimburscmcnt.l
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 durin'g the

base closure and realignment selection process. i
Applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will apply to the actions D}oD
takes in implementing approved base closures and realignments. NEPA will applyi'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 relocaiing
functions, DoD need not consider: (1) the need for closing or realigning the base;! (2) l
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 '
i

DoD is required to report annually to the Defense Committees of Co:ngresslthc
following information concerning implementation of approved base closures and *
realignments: ‘ 3

o A schedule of closure and realignment actions for the year, : 1
0 The costs required and savings to be aclﬁeved, 4

0 An assessment of the environmental effects of the actions,
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[\ A description of actions at receiving bases, and
o An assessment of the environmental effects at the receiving bases.

Finally, DoD is required to report to the Congress the funds remaining in the
Base Closure Account afier the Account has terminated. Unobligated funds which
remain in the Account after termination will be held in the Account until transferred by
law. .

Easing the Impact

Closing military bases is difficult, especially for the people affected. DoD has
for years managed programs designed to assist communities, homeowners and
employees in adjusting to the closure of bases. We intend to improve the existing
programs and to create new economic growth initiatives (see Appendix C).

Economic Adjustment Assistance

Economic adjustment assistance for communities can alleviate local impacts of
Defense program changes. Impacts may result from major base closure or realignment
actions that reduce local employment. Other actions may increase Defense activity and
place new demands on communities for increased public services (sewer, water, roads,
schools, etc.). Changes can impact on individuals and have secondary effects on area
businesses, local governments, and other elements of the local economy.

The Department takes the lead in efforts to alleviate 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 Commitiee (EAC) 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
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closely with other federal, state, and local government organizations in order to bring
the fiill 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

million in FY 19_93.

With its increased budget, OEA will offer grants to help community :
organizations transition from a planning function to an operational entity. Previously,
OEA funded the planning function only. OEA also plans 1o 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 stdtes and
local governments develop community adjustmen: and economic diversification plans
and establish demonstration projects in four areas. '

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
conservative since they exclude secondary and off-base jobs. The 1990 survey found:

o  New jobs replace DoD civilian losses. A total of 158,000 civilian jobs
are now located on former defense facilities to replace the loss of 93,000
former DoD civilian and contractor jobs. - '

o New educational opportunities. Many four-year colleges and post- .
secondary vocational technical (vo-tech) institutes or community colleges,
as well as high school vo-tech programs have been established at former
bases. The reuse of the former Defense facilities for new vocational i
technical education has provided a strong job-inducement contribution to
future community economic development programs. ’

o Student enrollments. There are 73,000 college and post-secondary
students; 20,000 secondary vo-tech students; and 62,000 trainees now
receiving education and training at 57 former Defense bases. '

o Industrial and aviation uses. Office industrial parks or plants have been

established at 75 of the former Defense bases. Forty-two of the former

-basesmbeingusedasmumic’rpalorgeneralavinﬁonairpons. |
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Currently, OEA is working with 38 communities near bases recommended for
closure by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure Commissions (see Appendix F). OEA has
provided $10 million, over the last three years, in Community Planning Assistance
Grants to affected locations for economic adjustment organization costs and to help
develop local base redevelopment plans. Working through the EAC, OEA is also
helping these communities implement their adjustment plans. With funds transferred
from DoD, the Economic Development Administration of the Department of '
Commerce, will make 33 grants 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 propesty at the closing bases is disposed of for public and private use,
redevelopment is understandably limited. Most of the bases recommended for closure
in 1988 and 1991 have yet to close. However, several communities affected are
solidly on the way to economic recovery helped by DoD's willingness to temporarily
lease portions of bases before closure. Lockheed Aerospace has leased hangars at
Norton AFB for aircraft overhaul and maintenance, creating 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 AFB). At the Pease
International Tradeport (former Pease AFB) a varicty of new activities have created
more than 1,000 jobs. Among the major tenants are the U.S. Passport and Visa
Processing Center and the Business Express (Delta Airlines) maintenance facility. And
at the 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 recreational purposes, began production at the base in
March 1993,

The 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 stable. The
Department of Defense is committed to helping affected communities thronghout
transition.
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Envu-onmental Restoratnon at Closmg Bases

DoD is obhgated under the Defensc Environmental Restoration Program and the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)
to restore contaminated sites on militmy bases, whether they are closing or not.

DoD is committed to restoring closing bases to safe condition within the
capabilities of technology and the availability of funds. The Base Closure Aecoum.
described earlier in this chapter, lsusedtoﬁmdthmenvmmmnmlrestoranonax

closmgbasesoratmahgnmgbaseswhmthecleanup acnonlsdnvenbymlqumnts 1

of the realignment.

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 will need help from Congress and
the Environmental Protection Agency to streamline the process.

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

In 1990, DoD formed an environmental response task force which, in October
1991, reported on ways to: improve interagency coordination of environmental
response actions; streamline and consolidate regulations, practices and policies; and,
improve environmental restoration at bases that were being closed under the Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1988. This task force is being reconvened in fiscal
year 1993 and will provide yearly reports to Congress until the base closure 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 reuse 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
reuse/redevelopment organizations, is conducting & 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 retum of closing DoD
installations.
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Homeowners Assistance Program

. The Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) was authorized by Congress to
assist eligible military and federal civilian homeowners who, through no fault of their
own, face a financial loss when selling their homes in an area where real estate values
have declined because of a base closure or realignment.

In general, HAP works in three ways. The Government helps eligible
employees who cannot sell their homes within a reasonable 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 employecs facing
foreclosure.

To be eligible for HAP benefits, the applicant must be a military member (Coast
Guard included), federal civilian or non-appropriated fund employee assigned or
employed at or near the installation announced for closure or realignment, and be the
owner-occupant on the announcement date. Eligibility is also extended under certain
conditions to personnel on overseas tours or those ordered into on-base housing within
a specified period prior to the closure or realignment 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 Program is another program that was established to
help DoD civilian employees adjust to the base closures of the 1960s. .

A state-of-the-art automated referral system is 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 supervisors with whom the employees have been placed.
Over two-thirds of the employees placed through the system have maintained their pay
grades and salaries, or have advanced. Nearly the same number of placements have
been within the commuting area of the original jobs. When that is not possible,
relocation expenses arc paid when an employee is placed in a job outside the present
commuting area. The program has successfully placed nearly every employee willing
to relocate.
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The Office of Personnel Management's (OPMs) Interagency Placement
Assistance Program (IPAP) and Displaced Employee Program (DEP) are newer
programs also designed to help to place employees separated or about to be separated
fromthen'pomnons by a reduction in force. OPMnsmtheprocessofcombmmgthese

programs into one,
DoD has also recently established the Defense Outplacement Referral System

(DORS). DORS is a voluntary, automated referral system available to DoD employees | |

and their spouses seeking employment and to employers seeking workers. Both
register in the DORS system. Employers identify skills they need and individuals list
the skills they possess. The system electronically provides mg:staadanploymthe
resumes of individuals who meet their skill requircements.

Recent legislation requires the Office of Personnel Management to establish a
Government-wide vacancy list. Candidates seeking Federal employment will no longer
have to make 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 vacancies filled from

outside their Agencies.

The Job Training Partmership Act (JTPA) allows the release of placement
assistance and retraining monies to those employees who are to be involuntarily
separated from their positions. In most situations, employees identified for separation
will be eligible for these funds six months prior to separation. Employees at
installations on the base realignment and closure list are eligible for these monies 24
months prior to the closure date.

Employees who have received reduction in force separation notices will be
allowed to stay on DoD’s rolls beyond the reduction in force (RIF) date if they have
enough annual leave to carry 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 earolled in FEHB and who are
involuntarily separated by RIF may elect to continue FEHB enrollment (for up to 18
months following scparation) and pay only the employee portion of the cost!

A post closure hiring preference will also be afforded employees adversely
affected by base closures. They will be given the right of first refusal for jobs created
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by award of contracts to prepare the base for closure or to maintain the base after
closure. Employees will be notified of skills required by the contractor and will apply
directly to the contractor.

Activities expecting major reductions may request Voluntary Early Retirement
Authority (VERA) from OPM. Eligible employees (those 50 years of age with 20
years of service 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)
retircment. These incentives may not be offered in the final stage of base closure but
may be used in earlier phases,

Tools to Help 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 (climination 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

. Public Law 101-510, as amended

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO BASE
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

(as amended th'ough PL. 102-590; December 31, 1992)

1. DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF
1990 AND RELATED PROVISIONS

{Title XXIX of P.L. 101-510, approved Nov. &, 1990, 10 US.C. 2687 note)
TITLE XXIX—DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND
REALIGNMENTS

PART A—DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE

{a) SHORT TITLE.—This part may be cited as the “Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990,

(b) PURPOSE.~~The purpose of this part is to provide a fair
process that will result in the timely closure and realignment of
military installations inside the United States.

SEC. 3902. THE COMMISSION

(a) ESTABLISHMENT. —There is established an independent com-
mission to be known as the “Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Commission”.

(b) DUTIES. —~The Commission shall carry out the duties spec-
fied foritinthispart. . .. . ... . . .

(c) APPOINTMENT.—(1XA) 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)i&:whterthm.!anuuya. 1991, in the case of mem-
bers of Commiisgion whose terms will expire at the end of
the first session of the 102nd Congress;

(i) zeno later than January 25, 1993, in the case of mem-
bers of Commission whose terms 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 firgt 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
specified for 1993 in clause (ii) of subparagraph (B} or for 1995 in
me (iii) of such subparagraph, the process Ey which military in-
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stallations may be selected for closure or ignment under this
paﬂwithrespecttothntywshzllheta-mjna .

(2)In uelecﬁx:g individuals for nominations for appaintments to
the Commission, the President should consult with—

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concern-
ing the appeintment of two members;

(B the majority Jeader of the Senate concerning the sp-
pointment of two members; :

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives
concerning the appointment of ope member;

(D) the mincrity leader of the Senate. concerning the ap-

intment of one member. e :

!3 At the time the President nominates individuals for ap-
pointment to the Commission for each seasion of s referred
to mmgraph (1X(B), the President shall designate one such indi-
vidual who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission.

(d) Texoss.—{(1) Except as ided in paragraph (2), each
member of the Commission 8 gerve until the adjournment of
Congress sine die for the session during which the member was ap-
painted to the Commission.

(2}TheChnirmanofthecummilﬁonnhnllmuntﬂthemn-
firmation of a successar.

(¢) MEETINGS.—(1) The Commission ahall meet only during cal-
endar ﬁn 1091, 1993, and 1885.

(2 )Eachmeeﬁngdthecommilsion.otherﬂ:mmaeﬁngsin
wh:c_hdnﬁﬁedinfomnﬁonistobedi:cuud,nhﬂlbeopenwthe
publie.

(B) All th:aﬁmedinn. sjnformation, and deliberations of the
Commission shall be open, upon request, to the following:

(i)TheChnirmmlndthennkinzminoﬁtypaﬂymmba'
of the Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support
oftheGommitteeonArmedSa‘vimoftheSemtz.urmh
other members of the Subcommittee designated by such Chair-

man or ranking minarity member.

the same mnner'u the original appointment, but the individual
appainted to fill the va shall serve enly for the unexpired por-
tio_nafthetermforw' the individual's predecessor was ap-

ted.
pmn(g) PAY AND TRAVEL ExpENSES—(1XA) Each member, other
than the Chairman, shall be pai :tanuequa‘.tothednilf iv
alent of the minimum ann rate of basic pay payable for level IV
of the Executive Schedule under section 15 of title 5, United
States Code, for each day (including travel time) during which the
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3 1990 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT  Sec. 2902

member is engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in
the Commission.

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the mini-
mum annual rate of basic fay yable for level III of the Executive
Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United States Code.

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703
of title 5, United States Code. ,

(h) DIRECTOR OF STAFF.—(1) The Commission shall, without re-
gard to section 5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, appoint a Di-
rectar 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 afbasic&aypa ble
for level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title
5, United States Code.

(i) STAFF.—{1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director,
with the a of the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay
of additional personnel.

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

(8XA) Not more than one-third of the J)euonnd emploved by
or detailed to the Commission may be on detail from the Depart-
ment of Defense.

(BXi) Not more than one-fifth of the professional anal of
the Commission staff may be persons detailed from the Depart-
ment of Defense to the Commiszion.

(ii) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the .
Commission may be assigned as the lead professional analyst with
respect to a military department or defense agency.

(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of De-
fense to the Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is
to begin, that icipated personally and substantially in
any matter within the ent of Defense concerning the
aration of recommendations for closures or realignments of military
installations.

(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or em-
ployee of the Department of Defense, may—

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness,
or effiaency of the ormmance on the staff of the Commission
of any person detailed from the Department of Defense to that

(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or

(iii) approve or di such a report.
«) Ul:gn request of mepmm, 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 Commission to assist the Commission in car- |
ing out its duties under this part.
(5) 'IheC:lm 1:'nllt'ehre (.;Tneral cfofthe Ulnited S:tge shall provide
assistance, in n&nc etailing of employees, Commisgi
igamdmeewithanagreementenw:dintowiththeCmm;:

mion.
(6) The following restrictione relating to the personnel of the
Commission shall apply during 1992 and 1994:

There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff

at any one time. . . e e i ’
sty o prepare 1 the Erankition 1o new Bemberthip oh e

to on to new m on

ammjsnim in the followi °

(C) No member of the z-:red Forces and no employee of
the Department of Defense may serve on the staff.

(j) OTHER AUTHORITY~~(1) The Commission may procure by
cnnu-act,tomee::ftentfnndsneavnihhht:e.theten:pcra:yuri:a:ﬁ,r-9
mittent services of experis or consul pursuant to section
of ﬁtil;)sienited States Code. . nd ) -

e Commission may lease ce acquire
totheutentfnndsmanﬂab'{: perso

(k) FUNDING.—(1) There are autho::zed to be appropriated to
the ission such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties
under this part. Such funds shall remain svailable until expended.

(2) If no funds are a iated to the Commission by the end

the second session of 101st Congress, the Secretary of De-
fense may transfer, for fiscal year 1991, to the Commission funds
from the ent of Defense Base Closure Account established
by eection 207 of Public Law 100~-626. Such funds shall remain
available until expended.

(1) TERMINATION —The Commission shall terminate on Decem-

)
ber 81, 1995.

‘m) PROHIBITION AGAINST RESTRICTING COMMUNICATIONS.—
Section 1034 of title 10, United States Code, shall apply with re-
spect to communications with the Commission. L
SEC. 2902. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE

CLOSURES AND BEALIGNMENTS

(a) FORCE-STRUCTURE PLAN.—~{1) As part of the budget jus-
tification documents submitted to Congress in of the budg-

plan

et for the ent of Defense for each of the years
1994, and 1 the Secretary shall include a force-structure
for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the Secretary of
the probable threats to the national security during the six-year pe:

riodbegmnmﬁ' with the fiscal yesr for which the t request is
made and of the anticipatad levels of funding that mﬁe be available
for national defense purposes during such period. .

(2) Such plan shall include, without m&erefmee (directly or
indirectly) to military installations inside United States that
may be closed or realigned under such plan— )

(:%1; description of the sssessment referred to in para-
gnpm) a description (i) of the antiiignted force structure dur-
ing and at the end of each such period 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-
Efdcation thereof) during and at the end of each such period;

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such
force-structure plan.

(3) The Secretary shall also transmit & copy of each such force-
structure plan to the Commissgion.

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA=—(1) 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 b¥ 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

rmd‘eanop?amm'tyfor ic comment on the proposed criteria
or a period of at least 30 days and shall include noﬁgeoofthatop-
portun)i(z)in the publication reqbun-ad under the ing sentence.

(2XA) The Secre shall, by no later than February 15, 1991,

igsh in the Federal Register and transmit to the co ional

efense committees the final criteria to be used i ing rec.
ommendations for the closure or uall;gnnent 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 mah.n&tuch recommendations unless disapproved by a joint
resolution of Congress enacted on or before March 15, 1991.

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amend-
ments may not become eflective until they have been published in
the Federal Register, opened to public comment for at least 30
days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense commit-
tees in final form by no later than January 15 of the year con-
cerned. Such amended criteria shall be the final eriteria to be used,
along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in
m such

aking recommendations unless disa: ed by a joint reso-
lut.inn-oedeongreas enacted an or befare Fe .15 of the year
concerned.

(c) DOD RECOMMENDATIONS.~(1) The Secretary may, by no
later than April 15, 1991, March 15, 1993, and March 15, 1995,
5uhlish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional

efense committees 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 final critenia referred to in subsection (bX2) that are appk-
cable to the year concerned.

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the list of rec-
ommendations published and transmitted pursuant to paragraph
(1), a & of the selection 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 sball consider all military installations inside
the United States equally without regard to whether the installa-
tion has been iously considered or proposed for closure or re-

alignment by the Department.

163



i
|
- Bec. 2903 1990 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT 6

(4) In addition to making all information used by the Secretary
to ].m.!;mre(\‘.h':l recommendations tg:ier this mhoe:ftian avaﬂa;ﬂeﬂtg
Congress (including any commi or member of Congress),

lhnllallomaiem:hinfomnﬁonavaﬂahletothe&m-'
mission and the Comptroller General of the United States.

(5XA) Each persan referred to in subparagraph (B), when sub-
mitting information to the Secretary of Defense or the Commission
cancerning the closure or realignment of a military installation,
shall certafy that such information is accurate and complete to the
best of that person’s knowledge and belief.

(B) Sub ph(A)agFHestotbefonuwingpmm‘

(i) The taries of the military departments. -

(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies.

(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which
include and substantial involvement in the prepara-
tion and submission of information and recommendations con-
eerningthedolmorraﬂiﬁmentd'mﬂitaryimtalhtim.u
designated in regulations which the Secre of Defense shall
partm tmmﬁﬁem"qmﬂﬂmg&

wi .-

: fﬁmwﬁ%ﬁ?&:{a&h%&nﬂ?ﬂm
‘or personne] wi ense Agency.

by g)ln thedene of any infurmnﬁ;n( )(B)' telshtb' Commission

a person described in paragra , the Commission shall
submit that information to the te and the House of Rep-
resentatives to be made available to the Members of the House con-
cerned in accordance with the rules of that House. The information
shall be submitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives
within 24 hours afler the submission of the information to the

. ibe
to ensure the compliance of the Commission with this paragraph.
Aﬁu('d) tving the 1 dati o?;n:?th‘?smtuy pmnou'_m
recel recommendations t
to subsection !c) for any year, the Commission shall conduct public
hearings on the recommendations. :

(2XA) The Commisxion shall, by no later than July 1 of each
year in which the Secretary transmits recommendations to it pur-
suant to subsection (¢), transmit to the President & report contain-
ing the Commisxion’s findings and conclusions based on a review
and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, to-
gether with the Commission's recommendations for closures and
reali : eg&fﬁmﬂt?thﬂahm;%getheUmud Stltta;c

subparagrap in making its rec

i the Commssion may make s in any of the

recommendations made by the Secretary if the insion deter-

mines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force-

structure plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (cX1) in
S To e wase ot  change described in subparagraph (D) i

case of a in s ETRp in

the recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may

nukethﬁi) ogy:afthecum:mnon— by sub b B}
e determination required TRETA .
(ii) determines that the change is consistent l:ith thz 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 Reqister not less than 30 days before transmitting its rec-
ommendations to the President pursuant to paragraph (2); and

(iv) conducts public bearings on the proposed change. .
(D)Sumg:;h(mahnlla ly to a by the Commis-

sion in the 's recomm tions that would—

(i) add a mik installation to the list of military instal-
lations recommended by the Secretary for closure;

(ii) add a military instaliation to the list of military instal-
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 explain and justify in its report sub-
mitted to the Pregident pursuant totmmgra h (2) any rece-
ommendation made lay the Commission that is different from the
recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c).
The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the con-
gressional defense committees on the game date on which it trans-
mits its recommendations to the President under graph (2).

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the ission trans-
mits recommendations toﬂthe Pre;ident under this uubsectﬁn, &:
Commission shall promptly provide, upon request, to any Mem
of Congress information usetﬂ:;the Commission in making its rec-
ommendations.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall—

(A) asgist 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 s
and to the Commizgion a re containing a detailed analysis
of the Secretary’s recommendations and selection process.

{e) REVIEW BY THE PRESIDENT —(1) The President shall, by no
later than July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes
re?mmtindézmns under subsection-{d), t:;nsmit tg thte Commi?]ion
and to the Congress a report containing the Pregident's approval or
disap of the Commission’s recommendations.

(2) If the Pregident 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.

F (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 tranemit a copy of such
revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a cer-
tification of such approval.
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(5) If the Pregident does not transmit to the Congress an
proval and certification described in paragraph (2) or (4) by
tember 1 of apy year in which the Commission has transmittad rec-
ommendaﬁmtothe?ruid_entunderthisgr&,themuby
which mili installations may be selected for closure or reali
ment under this part with respect to that year shall be terminated.
SEC. 2904. W AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLA-

(a) IN GENERAL—Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary

(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 military installations recommended for re-
alignment by such Commission in each such report;

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later
than two yeanth &wnﬂathe date on which the Prenzgog(t transmits
a report to the pursuant to section e) containing
the recommendations for such clogures or realignments; and

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later
than the end of the gix-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
reali ents. .

() GRESSIONAL DISAPFROVAL.—(1) The Secretary may not
carry out any closure or uahg::t recommended by the Commis-

ap-

sion in a report transmitted the President t to section
2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in a ce 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 report; or

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session
during which such report is transmitted. - _

(2) For purposes of h (1) of this subsection and sub-
sections (a) and (c) of section %8. the days on which either House
ofComsisnotintusionbmmofnadiomentofmm
than days to a day certain shall be excluded in the com-
putation of a period.

SEC. 2005. IMPLEMENTATION g

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) In closing or realigning any military in-
stallation under this the Secretary may—

(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or re-
ali military installation, including the acquisition of
ng 1::5. the construction of such replacement facilities, the
performance of such activities, and the conduct of such advance

lanning and design as may be required to trunsfer functions
gumnmilitnryinstnlhﬁonbnngdoudormhgnedtom—
other military installation, and may use for such purpose funds
intheAmuntorfnndnapprosﬁntedtntheDepartm_mtofDe-
fense for use in planning and design, minor construction, or ep-
eration and maintenance;

(B) provide—
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9 1990 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT  Sec. 2905

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

(ii) community planning asgistance 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, 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; S T

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental
restoration and mitigation at any such installation, and shall
use for such purposes funds in the Account;

D) ide ontplacement assistance to civiian employees
emp) by the Department of Defense st military installa-
tions being closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose
funds in Account or funds appropriated to the Department
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and

(E) reimburse other Federal a'iencies 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 mcg purpose.

(2) In ing out any closure or realignment under this
the Secretary ensure that environmental restoration of any
property made excess to the needs of the Department of Defense
as a result of such closure or realignment be carried out as soon
as possible with funds available for such

(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.~—(1) The Admin-
istrator of General Services shall delegate to the Secretary of De-
fense, with respect to excess and smsusrea] property and facili-
ties located at @ military installation closed or.realigned under this

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess
property under section 202 of the Federa! Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483);

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus

perty under section 203 of that Act (40 US.C. 484);

(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant apgrovals
and make determinations under section 13(g) of the Surplus
Property Act of 1944 (50 US.C. App. 1622(g)); and

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the
availability of excess or lus real property for wildlife con-
servation pur%c;ses in a ce with the Act of May 19, 1948
(16 U.S.C. 667b).

(2XA) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secretary of Defense
shall exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant to
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 surplus property under the Federal Property and

Administrative SerncesActof 1949; and -

d&(ﬂ)guguhhmmxzeﬁedmthedatedtbemcnnent
conveyance

il it gt s Ty W g Sty gl B 414

US.C. App. 1622(g)).
(B) The tary, afier consulting with the Administrator of

General Services, may issue regulations that are necessary to
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 ices shall not
include the nnt.honty to prescribe general policies and methods for

and disposing us property

(D)TheSea-etaryofDefenlemay property or {a-

underthnpart..thhwmthoutmmbment,toamﬂ; de-
partment or other entity (including a nonappropriated fu.nd instru-
mentality) within the parhnentofDefenlewtheCoutGuard

(E) dorennyacbonmyhetakenmthmpectto duponl
of any surplus propertyorfadhtylontedatmy military in-
ltnllahontobecloudormhgned under this part, the Secretary
ofDefenseshalleunmltw:ththchvernaru!‘theStatemdthe
beads of the local governments concerned for the purpose of consid-
mngnnéphnfarthemofmchmputybytheloulmumty

() APPLICABILITY OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT
OF 1969.—(1) The gronnons of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 US.C. 4321 et seq.) shall not apply to the actions
oft.:ﬁmdent,ﬂzecoﬁ?fnngn,md. mptaspm::hg:dmpm
gra , the Departmen ‘ense in earrying out
(2XA) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under
thupatt(:)dunn the process of property disposal, and (ii) during
the process of relocating functions from a military installation
benng closed or realigried to another military installation after the
ul installation has been selected but before the functions are
oca

(B) in applying the provisions of the National Environmental
ActoleBQtothep:mesrefenedtom mbparamgh (A),
geaetuyofDdenseandtheSemhrydthemﬂxuxy
m-n w(nﬁ;d :::dd} m:fl have to consider— the military
i) the n or closing or reali e installa-
tion which has been reenmmendedgf%rmilom or realignment
by the Commission;
(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military in-
stallation which has been selectad as the receiving installation;

or
(iii) military installations alternative to those rec-
ommended or selected.

(8) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any re-
quirement of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1869 to the
extent such Act is & hcnble u.nder par: dp (2). ol' any act or
failure to act by the he cloging, re-
aligning, or relocab.ng ons referred toin auses (i) and (i)
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of paragraph (2XA), may not be brought more than 60 days after
the date of such act or failure to act.

(d) WAIVER—The Secretary of Defense may ciose or realign
military installations under this part without regard to—

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for
closing or realigning military installations included in any ap-
priations or authorization Act; and
(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code.
SEC. 2008. ACCOUNT
.- {a) IN GENERAL.—{1) There is hereby established on the books
of the Treasury an account to be known as the “Department of De-
fense Base Closure Account 1990™ which shall be administered by
the Secretary as a single account.

(2) There shal! 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 ng:;upri:hﬁorﬁe Act, t.ra.ns:l'e:f tsetfhe Amf;;mt from funds ap-
propriated to the Department ense any purpose, ex-
cept that such funds may be transferred only after the date on
which the Secretary transmits written notice of, and jus-
tification for, such transfer to the congressiona] defense com-

m C o ded ubs d), proceeds

(C) except as provided in subsection (d), received
from the transfer or disposal of any property at a military in-
stallation closed or realigned under this part.

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—(1) The Secretary may use the funds in the
Account only for the purposes described in section 2905(a).

(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Account to
carry out a construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost
of the project will exceed the maximum amount authorized by law
for & minor military construction project, the Secretary ghall 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.

(¢) 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 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
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-
cejve the re transmitted under paragraph (3).

(3) No later 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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(d) DisPosAL OR TRANSFER OF COMMISSARY STORES AND PROP.
ERTY PURCHASED WITE NONAPFROPRIATED FUNDS. (1) If any real
property or facility acquired, constructed, or improved (in whole or
ip part) with commissary store funds or nonappropriated funds is
transferred or disposed of in connection with the closure or realign-
ment of & military instaliation under this part, a portion of the pro-
ceeds of the transfer ar other disposal of property on that installa-
tion shall be deposited in the reserve account established under
section 204(bX4XC) of the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignment Act (10 US.C. 2687 note). .

(2) The amount so deposited shall be equal to the depreciated
value of the investment made with such fonds in the acquisition,
construction, or improvement of that particular W or {a-
cility. The depreciated value of the investment shall be computed
in accordance with regulations prescribed 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 appropriation Acts)
forthepﬂouofm.mmucﬁng.mdimpmmg—

(A) commissary stores; and

(B) real property and facilities for nonappropriated fund
instrumentalities. :

(4) As used in this subsection:

euve%)ﬁ?x:the j .t lmcha@drg’e-m selling ces

adiustmen or on, ing prices

-atoommiwﬂuuﬁndundcudim%ofﬁﬂelo,Unit-

ed States e,

(B) The term “noma; iated funds” means funds re-
ceived from a nonappropriated fund instrumentality.

(C) The term “nona&pnpﬁated fund instrumentality”
means an instrumentality of the United States under the juris-
dicﬁonofthehmedFomsﬁndudinztheAm:yandAirFm
gx_rh::seScnee,theNavyRualemdSeﬂieuS Of-

ce,

the Marine Corps exchanges) which is ucted for

the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental im-

provement of members of the Armed Forcea.

{e) AccOUNT EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OoFf FUNDS POR ENVIRON-
MENTAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.—-] t for funds deposited into
the Account under subsection (a), appropriated to the De-
partment of Defense may not be used for purposes described in sec-
tion 2905(aX1XC). The prohibition in this subsaction shall expire
upon the termination of the authority of the Secretary to carry out
a closure or realignment under this part.

SEC. 2907. REPORTS o

As part of the budget for fiscal year 1993 and for each
fiscal year thereafter for the t of Defense, the Secretary
shall transmit to the congressional defense committees of

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be
carried out under this part in the fiscal year for which the re-
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, etggether with the Secretary’s
assessment of the environmental efiects 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 & result of such clo-
sures and realignments, together with the Secretary’s assess-
ment of the environmenta} effects of such transfers.

SEC. 2908. %%l;%BESIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION RE-

{a) TERMS OF THE RESOLUTION—For purposes of section
2904(b), the term “joint resolution” means only 8 joint resolution.
which is introduced within the 10-day period beginning on the date
on which the President transmits the report to the Congress under
section 2903(e), and—

(1) which does not have a preamble;

(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: “That Congress disa the recommendations of the
Defense Base Closure and ignment Commission as submit-
ted by the President on ——", the blank space being filled in
with the ap iate date; and

(38) the title of which is as follows: “Joint resolution dis-
approving the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commisgion.”.

(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
sl:enubenfmedtotheCommiﬁaeonArmedSavimoftheSen-
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 period be-
ginning on the date on which the President transmits &een 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.~—(1) On or afler 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 (¢)) from
further conmderation 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 to the
consideration of the resclution. A Member may the motion
only on the day after 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 such prior an-
nouncement if the motion is made by direction of the committee to
which the resolution was referred. All points of order against the
resolution (and against consideration of the resolution) are waived.
The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives
and is privileged in the Senate and is not debatable. The motion
is not subject to amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a

171



- Bec, 2008 1990 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT 1

motion to to the eonsideration of other business. A motion
to reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order. Ifamohontoproeeedtotheeomd-
eration of the resolution is agreed to, the respective House shall
immediately proceed to consideration of the joint resolution without
intervening motion, order, or other business, and the resolution
shall mmof the unfinished business of the respective House until

{2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and

appeals in connection therewith, shall be limited to not mare than
2homwhchlhanhed:udedequdl between those favoring and
those opposing the resolution. An am-dme:nt to the !uolutxon is
not in order. A motion further to limit debate is in order and not
debatable. A motion to postpone, ar 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 agreed to or disagread to is not in order.

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a res-
olution described in subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the
conclusion of the debate if requested in accordance with the rules
ofth:h:ﬂmmuﬂomthemmﬁndmdthemolu-
tion oceur

4) from the decisions of the Chair relating to the ap-
plication of the rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives,
as the case may be, to the ure relating to a resolution de-

scribed in subsection (a) be decided without debate.
(e) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.~(1) If, before the pas-
sage by one House of a resclution of that Bouse described in sub-
lect:on (s), 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 receiv-.
mz:tmel(%xn:)themudﬁndpmmnmdedmmb-

%:thruped.to a resolution described in subsection (a)

oftheﬂouuncu the resolution—
(i) the ure in that House shall be the same as
g;?omoluﬁonhldhunneﬁvedﬁmthzoﬁ:uﬁom;
(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution

of the other House.

(2) Upon dispesition of the resolution received from the other
House, it shall no longer be in order to consider the resolution that

originated in the receiving House.
(f) RULES OF THE SENATE AND Housk —This section is enacted
by Congress—
(l)ummnoftherulemnhngpowcofthe&nne
and House of Represen rum“‘ vely, and as such it is
deemed a part of the ru]u of each nspechvel but ap-
plicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in

that House in the case of a resolution described in subsection
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(a), and it supersedes other rules oniy to the extent that it is
inconsistent with such rules; and
(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either

House to change the rules (so far as relating to the procedure

of that House) at any time, in the same manner, and to the

same extent as in the case of any other rule of that House.
SEC, 2009. RESTRICTION ON OTHER RBASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY

(3) IN GENERAL —Except as provided in subsection (c), duri
the period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act an
ending on December 31, 1995, this part shall be the exclusive au-
thority for selecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying out
any closure or i ent of, a military installation inside the
United States.

(b) RESTRICTION.—Except as provided in subsection (c), none of
the funds available to the De ent of Defense may be used,
other than under this part, during the period specified in sub-
gection (a)—

(1) to identify, through any transmittal to the Congress or

h 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-

at‘m; 2f)or closure or teah'génment; m‘mhgnm of o mili

to out any closure or i ent of a military in-

stallation inxide the United States. .

(c) EXCEPTION —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 carried out for reanons of national security or

a military emergency referred to in subsection (¢) of such sec-

tion.

SEC., 2910. DEFINITIONS - - : e

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 Services and the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives.

(3) The term “Commission” means the Commisgion estab-

lished by section 2902.

{4) The term “military Wﬁm; Eeanfs a bm.hcamp.

st, station, yard, center, eport ity for any ship, or

g:he:r activity under the jurisdiction of the rtment of De-

fense, including any leased facility. Such term does not include

any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and barbors

projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary
jurisdiction or control of the Department of Defense.

(5) The term “realignment” includes any action which both
reduces and relocates functions and civilian personne! positions
but does not indude a reduction in force resulting from work-
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load adjustments, reduced el or ing levels, or akill
] personn funding

ces.
(6) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Defense.
(7) The term “United States” means the 50 States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any other common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the United State:.
BEC. 2911 CLARIFYING AMENDMENT
Section 2687(eX1) of title 10, United States Code, is amended—
(1) ? inserting “homeport facility for any ship,” after “cen-.
ter,”; an ,
(2) by striking out “under the jurisdiction of the Secretary
of a military department” and inserting in Lien thereof “under
the jurisdiction of the Department of including any
leased facility,”.

Part B—Other Provisions Relating to Defense
Base Closures and Realignments

SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
(a) SENSE or CONGRESS—]t is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the termination of military operstions the United
States at mili installations outside the United States
should be accomplished at the discretion of the Secretary of
Defense at the earliest opportunity; .

(2) in iding for such termination, the Secretary of De-
fense sh take steps to ensure that the United States re-
ceives, through direct payment or otherwise, consideration
equal to the fair market value of the imnprovements made by
the United States at facilities that will be released to host
countries;

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military
component commands or the sub-unified commands to the com-
;b:lt:nt cot;m‘:innnds. lhoul:ind be the lead official in d;eagoﬁation;

ting etermining receiving such consi tion; an

(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 handied on a fadlity-by-facility

basis.
(b) RESIDUAL VALUE—(1) For each installation outside the
United States at which military operations were being carried out
the United States on October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defense
) 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 im ents”
means the value of improvements determined by the Secretary
on the basis of their highest use. )

(B) The term “improvements” includes new construction of
facilities and all additions, improvements, modifications, or
renovations made to existing facilities or to real property, with-
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out regard to whether they were carried out with appropriated
or nonappropriated funds.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL ACCOUNT—(1) There is estab-
lished on the books of the Treasury a special account to be known
a5 the “Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility Invest-
ment Recovery Account™. Except as provided in subsection (d),
amounts paid to the United States, pursuant to any treaty, status
of forces agreement, or other international a, ent to which the
United States is a party, for the residual value of real property or
improvements to real pro unedhx‘ civilian or military person-
‘nel of the Department of Deiense 3 be deposited into such ac-
. . . . ”

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas
Military Facility Investment Recovery Account shall be available to
the Secretary of Defense for payment, as provided in appropriation
Acts, of costs incurred by the Department of Defense in connection

with——
(A) facility maintenance and repair and environmental res-
toration at military installations in the United States; and
(B) facility maintenance and repair and compliance with
:Eplicable environmental iaws at military installations outside
e United States that the Secretary anticipates will be occu-
pied by the Armed Forces for a lai:)i}:eﬁod.
{3) Funds in the Department of Detense Overseas Fadility In-
vestment Recovery Account shall remain available unti] expended.
(d) AMOUNTS CORRESPONDING TO THE VALUE OF PROPERTY
PURCHASED WITH NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS.—(1) In the case of &
payment referred to in subsection (cX1) for the residual value of
real property or improvements at an overseas mﬂ:ﬁ facility, the
ion of the payment that is equal to the depreciated value of the
investment made with nonappropriated funds shall be deposited in
the reserve account established under section 204(bX4XC) of the
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realign-
ment Art. The Secretary may use amounts in the aceount (in such
an ag te amount as is provided in ‘advance by appropriation
Acts) for the purpose of acquiring, constructing, or improving com-
missary stores and nonappropriated fund instrumentalities.
(2) As used in this ion:
(A) The term ‘nonappropriated funds' means funds re-
oved ﬁ??a djustment of, elling prices at
i) the a ent of, or surcharge on, s prices a
commissary stores fixed under section 2685 title 10,
United States Code; or
(ii) a nonappropriated fund instrumentality.
(B) The term ‘nona priated fund instrumentality’
means an instrumentality of the United States under the i‘m-
diction of the Armed Forces (including the Army and Air Force
Service, the Navy Resale and Services Support Of-
fice, and the Marine Corps exchanges) which is conducted for
the comfort, pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental im-
ement of members of the Armed Forces.
e} NEGOTIATIONS POR PAYMENTS-IN-KIND—Before the Sec-
retary of Defense enters into negotiations with & 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 country of improve-

ments made by the United States at military installations in the

host country, the Secretary shall submit a written notice to the

congressional defense committees containing a justification for en-

teri.n&i:to negotiations for payments-in-kind with the host country

t‘ll:ed hti;;gsofbeneﬁt ions to be pursued by the Secretary in
pegotiations.

(f) REPORT ON STATUS AND USE OF SPECIAL ACCOUNT.—Not
hterthanJmua:ylSofud:Jur.meSemhqofDdelha]]
submit to the congressional defense committees a on the op-
erations of the Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility
Investment Recovery Account during the preceding fiscal year and
proposed uses of funds in the ial account during the next fiscal
year. The re shall include the following:

(1) The amount of each deposit in the account during the
preceding fiscal year, and the source of the amount,
(2) The balance in the account at the end of that fiscal

year,

(3) The amounts expended from the account by each mili-

department during that fiscal year.

(4) With respect to each mihtary installation for which
money was deposited in the account as a result of the release
of real p;op_ertyﬂ:timpwvemmudtheinnanaﬁbnhost
country during fiscal year-—

(A) the total amount of the investment of the United

year;
(B) the tll:gmted value (as determined by the Sec-
retary of a itary department under regulations to be
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense) of the real property
and improvements that were released; and
, (C) the explanation of the Secretary for any difference
- between the benefits received by the United States for the
real property and im ents and the depreciated value
(as so determined) of that real property and improvements.
(5) A list ulennfﬂxc:g all military mstallations outside the
United States for which the Secretary proposes to make ex-
Enditms from the Department of Defense Overseas Facility
vestment Recovery Account under subsection (cX2XB) duri
the next fiscal year and specifying the amount of the pro
itures for each identified military installation.
(6) A description of the for which the expendi-
tures proposed under paragraph 15) will be made and the need
for such expenditures.

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL REPOET
OF THE G%DPHSSON ON ALTERNATIVE UTILIZATION OF

(a) UseEs OF FACILITIES. —Section 2819(b) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456;
102 Stat.i 2)119; 10 U.S.(l!l. (2235'9%;mte) is mgded— vy fa

1) in paragra striking out “minimum securi -
cilities for nonviof;nt prisoners” and inserting in lieu thereof

*Federal confinement or correctional facilities including shock

incarceration facilities”;
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(2) by etriking out “and” at the end of paragraph (3);

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and

) bg(zx)xs&hng after paragraph (38) the following new
paragraph (4):

“(4) identify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could
be effectively utilized or renovated to meet the needs of States
tm?l local jurisdictions for confinement or correctional facilities;
an L

(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 Defense Authorization Act,
Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30, 1980. ... . .. ...

SEC. 2023. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MIL]-
TARY INSTALLATIONS S8CHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE
THE UNITED STATES

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Department of Defense Base Clo-
sure Account for fiscal year 1991, in addition to any other funds
authorized to be appropriated to that account for that fiscal year,
the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account
pursuant to the preceding sentence s be available only for ac-
tivities for the purpose of environmental restoration at military in-
stallations closed or realigned under title II of Public Law 100-526,
as authorized under section 204(aX3) of that title.

(b) EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDING —(1) Section 207 of Public
Law 100-526 is amended by adding at the end the following:

[Amendment omi

(c) Task FORCE REPORT.—(1) Not later than 12 months after
the date of the enactment of this Act [Nov. 5, 1990), the Secre
of Defense shall submit to Congress a report contzining the -
ings and recommendations of the task force established under
paragraph (2} concerning—

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within exist-
ing laws, regulations, and administrative polices, of environ-
mental response actions at military installations (or portions of -
installations) that are being closed, or are scheduled to be
closed, pursuant to title II of the Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public
Law 100-526); and

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing
laws and regulations, the Eractiws. policies, and administra-
tive procedures of relevant Federal and State agencies with re-
:gect to such environmental response actions so as to enable

ose actions to be carried out more upeditiouﬂf.

(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):

(fA)TheSmta:yofDefense.wholha]lbechairmanofthe

orce.

(B) The Attorney General. . .

(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administra-
tion.
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(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protaction

(E)The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army.

(F) A representative of a State environmental protection
agency, appmntedhythehnddtheNuhonaleonAuo-
cation.’

(@A upresentmve of a State attomey general's office,
ted by the head of the NatmnalAnounhon of Attorney

H) A representative of a public-interest environmental or-
glnmhon.appomhdbytheSpeakedmeHounofRep-

resentatives.
SEC. 2934 COMMUNITY PREFERENCE mmnmonmcmsm
AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS

In any process of selecting any military installation mnde 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 emphaxsis 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 installation.

BSEC. 3928. RECOMMENDATIONS OF TEE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
(a) NORTON AIR FORCE BASE~—(1) Conmtent with the ree-

reporttotheCommttaucn!mned ices of the Senate and
La lof uhvuuduaibedmuchon202(a)(1)d!’ubhe

w

(2)m:lublechonlhallhkeeﬁ'ectudthedauonwhchthe
report referred to in subsection (a) was transmitted to such Com-
mittees. .

{b) GENERAL DIRECTIVE~Consistent with the irements of
section 201 of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall
dauctuchoftheSmhnud'themﬂauqdepartmenutotake
all actions necessary to carry out the recommendations of the Com-
mission on Base Reali entnndClosurenndtoukenonctlon
that is incongistent with such recommendations.

SEC. 29038. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL RES-
TORATION ACTIVITIES

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF MODEL PROGRAM.—Not later than 90
days afier the date of enactment of this Act [Nov. §, 1990), the Sec-
ntnryofDefenulhnnesubhlhnmodelmmtomprwethe
efficiency and effectiveness d‘ the base closure environmental res-

(b) ADMINISTRATOR OF PROGRAM —The shall des-
theAdmmmwrcfthemodelpm referred to in sub-

uchon(n)The tarylhallre to the Sec-
retary of Defense &mugh the Under Secretary of se for Ac-

quisition.
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(c) APPLICABILITY —This section shall apgly to environmental
restoration activities at installations selected by the Secretary pur-
suant to the provisions of subsection (dX1).

(d) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out the mode! pro-
gram, the Secretary of Defense shall:

(1) Designate for the model program two installations
under his jurisdiction that have been designated for closure

ursuant to the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base
lélosu.re and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and for
which preliminary assessments, site i ions, and Environ-
mental Impact Statements required by law or regulation have
been completed. The Secretary shall designate only those in-
stallations which have satisfied the uirements of section
204 of the Defense Authorization Am ents and Base Clo-
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100--526).

(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective con-
tractors for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the
procedures set forth in title IX of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act (Public Law 92-582: 40 US.C. 54l et
seq., as am.ﬁdmunh contractors shall 1::2:?1 all n]:glimble
statutory tory requiremnents. ition, the con-
tractor lelecug for ane tgl‘ t?:dm inGs:Ilatiom under this o
gram shall indemnify the ernment against ie
abilities, claims, penalties, costs, and damages caused by (A)
the contractor’s breach of any term or provision of the contract;
and (B) sny 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 after the date of enactment of this Act,
mﬁdmals from qualified contractors for response action
(as defined under section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ-
menta! Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 9601)) at the installations designated under paragraph
(1). Such solicitations and proposals shall include the following:

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such propos-
als shall include provisions for receiving the necessary au-
thorizations or approvals of the response action by appro-
priate Federal, State, or local agences.

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions of-
it;e:-edby:inglepnm' em&;ﬂ{mtopeﬁ’opr:aﬁdlphasesof
e response action, using ormance ifications su
plied by the Secretary of Defense and including any safe-
guards the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of

interest,

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

(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appro-
priated funds to the Department of Defense, make contract
awards for nse action within 120 days after the solicita-
tion of proposals pursuant to paragraph (3) for the response ac-
tion, or within 120 days after receipt of the necessary author-
izations or approvals of the response action by appropriate
Federal, State, or local agencies, whichever is later.
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(e) ArruicaTION OF SECTION 120 or CERCLA —Activities of
the mode! pro shall be earried out subject to, and in a manner
consistent with, section 120 tﬁ(ﬂ!'elatmz to Federal fn:i'liﬁes).:‘f tih;
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, i
ability Act of 1980 (42 US.C. 8620).

() ExPeDrTED AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary shall, with the
concurrence of the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, assure compliance with all :Bph'uble Federal statutes and
regulations and, in addition, take all reascnable and appropriate
meanzres to expedite all necessery administrative decisions, agree-
ments, and concurrences. ‘ :

O R ress maade drin ﬁw&dm' dee
tion progress made during the i year in imple-
menting and accomplishing the goals of this section within the an-
gnnl to Congress ired by section 2706 of title 10, United

tates e,

(h) APPLICABILITY OF EXISTING LAW.—Nothing in this section
affects or modifies, in any way, the obligations or liability of any
person under other Federal or State law, including common law,
with respect to the disposal or release of hazardous substances or

llutants or contaminants t:l' defined under section 101 ‘:S Ith:.
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
ability Act of 1980 (42 US.C. 9601).
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Appéndix B

“Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code

§ 2637, Base closures and realignments

{a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no action may be
taken to effect or nnplmem—
(1) the closure of any military installation st which at jeast
300 civilian are authorized 1o be employed;
(2) any realignment with respect to any military installation

thap 1,000, or by more than 50 percent, in the aumber of civil-
unpemnnelnuthoﬁnd:obempl auuchmiliuryin-
stallation at the time the Secretary of or the Secretary
of the military department concerned nouﬁsthe(bn;m
undcrmhechnn(b)ofthewlphnudmwudm
such installation; or

(3) any construction, conversion, or rehabilitation at any
mﬂ:uryuahtyuthcrthmnmm installation referred to
in clause (1) or (2) which will or may ired as a result of
the relocation of civilian personpe] to guch fazility by reason of
any closure or realignment to which clause (1) or (2) applies,

unless and until the provisions of subsection (b) are complied with.
() No action described in subsection () with respect to the clo-
md.orgndmutn&hmpeﬂto,mn{ﬂnih instaliati

{i
gl
agz
e;g
%gg
li%a
3‘5’%%5

® icms of the Senate and House of Representatives, as
annual roqu-t for anthonnct}mn of npmpmﬁm
munthtbtmﬁumntnlmnmoﬂhefnml.l
pomit, budgetary, environmental, strategic,
eonsequences oftu:hclmncrnalment,
e apis faliowing the. day on which i
ever is longer y on
and svaluation referred to in clause (1) have boen submitted
such committees, during which period po i i
may be taken to effect or implement the decision.

(¢) This section shall not a &plytotheclmnofsmﬂiuryinml-
Iation, or 8 realignment with respect to s military installatiop, i
the President certifies to the Congress that such closure or realigo-
wtmmhmplmudfwmmdunnﬂ-amtywa

military emergency.

{dX1) After the expiration of the period of time provided for in
subsection (bX2) wi nszueltot.bedmncrnﬂmemda
military inn.nlht.lun.ﬁm hich would otherwise be available to
the Secretary to effect the closure or realignment of that instalis-
tion may be used by him for such purpose.

(2) Nothing in this section restricts the authority of the
:‘mﬂg itectural and engineering services under section

£y
gggs
1

i
il

(e) In this section:
(1) The term “military imullluon munsnhne unp.
post, station, yard, center, homeport for any slu
other activity under the j\mldlcuon ef partment

fense, including any leased facility, which is Jocatad within n.ny
of the several States, the District of Columbn, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, or
Guam. Such term does not include any facility used primarily
fmdvﬂwkgnnnnndh:houmwﬂwdunﬂol

3)mm “civilian ¢l" means direct-hire, perms-
pent e:vilu.n employeu of the Department of Defense.

(3) The ‘realignment” includes any action which both
reduces lnd relocates functions and auﬂu personnel
tions, but does not include a reduction in force resul
workload sdjustments, reduced personne! or fundn:l:‘lg“lew.ls.
skill imbalances, or other mimilar causes.

(4) The term “legislative day” means a day on which sither
House of Congress 15 in sesaion.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC  20301-1000

12 028 %

Honorable James Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Pursuant to Public Law 101-510 as amended, I hereby transmit,
25 an enclosure to this letter, a list of military installations
inside the United States that I recommend for closure or
realignment on the basis of the force structure plan and final
criteria established under that law. Also enclosed is a summary of
the selection process that resulted in the recommendation for each
installation, with a justification for each recommendation.

1 am recommending the following actions:

Major base closures b b |
Major base realignments 12
Smaller base or activity closures,
realignments, disestablishments,
or relocations 122
Total recommendations 165

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

Our overall base closure policy is an important part of this
effort. The policy has five compelling characteristics:

o It saves money that would otherwise go to unnecessary
overhead.

© 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.
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" But as we iﬁplement the policy, we recognize a special
obligation to the people -~ military and civilian -- who won the
cold war. . We will meet that obligation.

SAVING TAXPAYER DOLLARS ANRD MAINTAINING MILITARY EFFECTIVENISS

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
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.

THEE PLANNED 1983 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 SI.Z billion
Net savinas _in FY 1997 through 1999 '

Net savings during implementation $4.0 billion
Annual savings thereafter (SFY99) $3.1 billien

The 1993 program, coupled with the previously approved 1988
and 1991 closures, will reduce the domestic base structure by about
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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

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

This means using an objective, fair analytical process for
closing bases that will withstand scrutiny by the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission, the General Accounting Office,
Congress and the public. The process has worked well so far.

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies made their
recommendations to me on February 22, 1983. 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.

1 am not recommending any base for closure that would
conceivably be kept open under a revised force structure plan.

My recommendations are consistent with a six-year force
structure plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administration’s
*"base force.® The legal deadline for recommendations precluded us
from making changes based on future force reductions not vyet
decided.

The *base force®™ has twelve active Army divisions; we will
have room to station all of them. It has twelve carriers; we will
have room to berth all of thenm, It has 1058 active Air Force
fighters; we will have room to beddown all of them.

Unless the férce structure is increased above the "base
force,™ we will have 2ll 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
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the Secretary ©of Defense to review all potential interservicing
possibilities. 1 .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. 1
suggest that the Commission devote some attention to those
potential impacts. '

CONSIDERING REGIONAL INPACTS CAREFULLY

I have carefully considered the regional economic impacts of
these necessary, yet tough, closure decisions. 1In looking at the
regional impacts, 1 considered the cumulative economic impact of
previously approved closures and the ones I am recommending.- -1 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.

RIDUCING OVERSEAS BASES IVEN 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
base structure by 35~40% 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.
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' SUPPORTING THE REINVESTMENT NECESSARY TO RESTORE ECONOMIC GROWTE

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

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any
extraordinary problems for the economy. The economic impact of the
Planned drawdown is actually smaller than the impacts after the
Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts are substantial in
regions where the local economy depends heavily on defense
spending.

. There are three ways DoD can help support economic growth:
investing in people, investing in industry, and investing in
communities.

Anvesting in People

DoeD 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 Dbonuses, early retirement incentives,
educational assistance, civil service employment preference and
extended health benefits.

© Civilian: DoD eases the transition for the civilian work
force through a number of programs including priority placement for
other government sjobs, out-placement referral for private sector
jobs, dJoint participation with individual states in retraining
programs, post—closure hiring preference with contractors,
voluntary early retirement authority and separation pay incentives.

0o 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.
0 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
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complements state and local government and private employer
efforts, including initiatives under the Economic Dislocation and
Worker Adjustment Assistance Act, the Worker Adjustment and
- Retraining Notification Act, the Employment Services Program, the
unemployment insurance system, and the health benefits system. The
Department of Defense is participating in the Interagency Task
Force on Dislocated Workers to help focus additional attention on
this critical area.

Anvesting ipn Industry

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 technclogies.

© Industrial Base: DoD is looking to expand industry access
to maintenance and overhaul work.

o Energy Conservation: DoD is encouraging energy conservation
projects and is making such investments.

Investing ip Communjties

DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive
private sector reuse of base facilities and real estate no longer
needed by defense._

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

DoD is developing a new reuse and reinvestment strategy with
initiatives that will: close bases more quickly, thereby making
them available for reuse more quickly; promote reuse opportunities,
in concert with 1local 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.

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

Lastly, we will create, in coordination with other Cabinet
agencies, a new community economic redevelopment fund to help
communities most affected by base closures. The fund will be used
as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, especially where
recovery would be difficult. Funding will be provided by setting
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures.

I have sent identical letters, with enclosures, to the
Chairmen of the Bouse and Senate Armed Services and Appropriations
Committees, and published this letter, with enclosures, in the
Federal Register. .

Sincerely,

Enclosyre:

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 Jjustification
for each recommendation.

Tables:

Table 1: 1988 and 1991 Closures and Realignments
Table 2: Cumulative Reductions of Domestic Bases
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Appendix D

DoD Policy Memoranda

Index of Memoranda

o 1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93) -- Policy, Procedures,
Authorities and Responsibilities, May 5, 1992

0 1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93) — Redelegation of
Authority, May 5, 1992 -

o Base Closure Policy Memorandum One, August 4, 1992

o Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Support of Streamlining of
Defense Depot Maintenance Activities, December 3, 1992

0 Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two, December 4, 1992

o 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC 93) Recornmendations,
December 9, 1992

o 1993 Base Closure and Realngnmcnt Selection Criteria, December 10,
1992

o Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact, December 24, 1992

o Force Structure Plan for the Armed Forces for use in Base Closure and
Realignment Process in 1993 (SECRET), January 19, 1993

o Base Closure and Realignment — Additional Guidance, January 28, 1993
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2030}

05 MAY W32

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL COUNSEL

INSPECTOR GENERAL

DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93)

Reducing the Department’s unneeded physical plant through base
closures and realignments is a top Defense priority. We have made
good progress so far. I look to you, individually and cecllectively,
to recommend further reductions consistent with DoD’s planned force
reductions.

We must begin the 1593 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 102~150. This guidance
supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda of October 25, 1990,

and December 10, 1990.

%Z.lﬂm

Donald J. Atwood

Attachment
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1993 BASE REALIGNMENTS AND CLOSURES (BRAC 93)

POLICY, PROCIDURES, ADTBORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

purpose

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 lLaw
102-190. The guidance supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense
memoranda of October 25, 1990, and December 10, 1950.

Background _ ‘
Title ¥XIX, Part A of Public law 101~510 established the

]

exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may pursu€

realignment or closure of military installations with certain

exceptions. The law established an independent Defense Base Closure |
and Realignment Commission to review the Secretary’s recomenda’tion:sf

in calendar years 1991, 1993 and 1995.

!EE!!E!H“I!I 5
: : |

This guidance applies to those base realignment, closure and
consolidation studies and recommendations which must, by law, be

cubmitted to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

(the 1953 Commission) for review. ;
This guidance does not apply to actions which:

o Implement realignments Or closures under Public Laiw
100-526, relating to the recommendations of the 1989 Defense |
Secretary’s Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988

Commission):

o Implement realignments OT closures under ?uhflic Law

101-510, relating to the recommendations of the 1991 Defense Base

Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1981 Commission)i

o Study or implement realignments or closures to whiich
section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicabile:

o Reduce force structure unless the reduction resuits
in a base closure or realignment subject to Public Law 101-51;'0.

Rreductions in force structure may be made under this excepticn even

if the units involved were designated to relocate to a receiving
by the 1988 or the 1991 Commission; or
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© Impact any facilities used primarily for civil works,
rivers and harbor projects, flood control, or other projects not
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of
Defense.

Policy Guidance

Base realignment, closure or consclidation studies that could
result in a recommendation for a base closure or realignment, other
than actions covered by an exception above, must meet the following
requirements:

© The studies must have as their basis the Forece Structure
Plan requzred by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510;

<) The recommendations must be based on the final criteria
for selecting bases for closure and realignment required by that
Section; and

© The studies must consider all military installations
inside the United States (as defined in the law) on an equal footing,
including bases recommended for partial closure, realignment, or
designated to receive units or functions by the 1988 or 1951
Commissions.

DoD Components may propose changes to previously approved
designated receiving base recommendations of the 1988 and 1991
commissions provided such changes are necessitated by revisions to
force structure, mission or organization since the commission
recommendation was made. Documentation for such changes must involve
clear military valuve or significant savings, and be based on the
final criteria

Comprehensive studies of your base structure may begin now using
the selection criteria included in this memorandum and the force
table in the Secretary of Defense’s March 19, 1991, force structure
plan. Your studies must be revalidated against the final selection
criteria and the final force structure plan when promulgated.

Record Keeping

DoD Components shall, from the date of this memorandum, develop
and keep:

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure
recommendations were made, including minutes of all deliberative
meetings;

o Descriptions of how recommendations met the final
selection criteria and were based on the final force structure plan;
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© All data, information and malyse§ considered in making base
realignment and closure recommendations; and

© Documentation for each recommendation to the Secretary of
Defense to realign or close a military installation under this law,

nternal Con

DoD Components must develop and implement an internal control
plan for these base realignment, closure or consolidation studies to
ensure the accuracy of data collection and analyses. At a minimum,
these internal control plans should include:

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources;

o Systems for verifying the accuracy of data at all levels
of command; '

o Documentation Jjustifying changes made to data received
from subordinate commands;

o Procedures to check the accuracy of the analyses made
from the data; and

© An assessment by your auditors of the adequacy of your
internal control plan.

Responsibilities

o Nominations: The FY 1992 Defense Authorization Act requires
that all eight commissioners be nominated by the President no later
than January 25, 1983, or the 1953 process will be terminated. The
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense will handle all matters
relating to the Secretary’s recommendations to the President for
appeintments to the 1983 Commission. All inquiries from individuals
interested in serving on the Commission should be referred to the
Assistant to the Secretary.

o Commission Support: The Under Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition) (USD(A)) and the Director of Administration and
Management will coordinate the Department’s support to the 1993
Commission.

o Final Selection Criteria: The USD(A) in coordination with the

Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and such other officials as may be appropriate, shall
consider whether the final selection criteria developed in accordance
with Public lLaw 101~510 should be amended. Proposed amendments to
the selection criteria must be made in accordance with Public law
101-510 and approved by the Secretary of Defense.
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© Force Structure Plan: The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, in coordination with the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
(USD(P)), the USD(A), DoD Comptroller, and such other officials as
may be appropriate, shall develop the force structure plan in
accordance with Public Law 101-510, as amended, and submit it to the
Secretary of Defense for approval. Pending issuvance of the force
structure plan by the Secretary of Defense, DoD components shall use
the force table in the force structure plan promuligated by the
Secretary of Defense on March 19, 1991.

o Additional Instructions: The USD(A) may issuve such
instructions as may be necessary: to implement these policies,
procedures, authorities and responsibilities; to ensure timely )
submission of work products to the Secretary of Defense and to the
1993 Commission; and, to ensure consistency in application of the
selection criteria, methodology and reports to the Secretary of
Defense, the 1983 Commission and the Congress. The authority and
duty of the Secretary of Defense to issue regulations under Title
XXIX of Public Law 101-510 as amended are hereby delegated and
assigned to the USD(A). The USD(A) should exercise that authority in
coordination with other DoD officials as appropriate.

o Primary Point of Contact: The USD(A) shall be the primary
point of contact for the Department of Defense with the 1993
Commission. Each DoD component shall designate to USD(A) one or more
points of contact with the 1893 Commission. USD(A) shall establish
procedures for interaction with the 1983 Commission similar to the
procedures used to interact with the 1991 Commission.

© JInterna)l Controls: The DoD Inspector General shall be
available to assist the DoD Components in developing, implementing
and evaluating internal contrel plans,

Submitting Recommenda

The Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Directors of the
Defense Agencies, and the heads of other DoD Components shall
(without delegation) submit their recommendations for base
realignments or closures under this law to the Under Secretary of
Defense (Acquisition) for appropriate processing and forwarding to
the Secretary of Defense for approval.

The USD(A) shall issue a schedule to ensure submission of

recommendations to the 1993 Commission by March 15, 1993, allowing
adequate time for action by the Secretary of Defense.

199



ection iteria .

The. following selection criteria shall be used to begin base
structure studies and to make base realignment and closure
recomnendations. Studies must be revalidated against the final
selection criteria approved by the Secretary of Defense in the event
that the final selection criteria differ from those set forth below.

_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:

.. arv ,
1. The current and future mission requirements and the

impact on operational readiness of the Department of
Defense’s total force.

2 The availadbility and condition of land, facilities and

associated airspace at both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

3. The abiiity to accommodate contingency, mebilization,
- 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.

Xzpacts

6. The economic impact on communities.

7. The ability of both the éxisting and potential
receiving communities’ infrastructure to support

forces, missions and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.
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THE UNDER SECRETARY DF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. DC 20301t

May 5, 1992

ACQUISITION

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 DEFENSEZ
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

EURIECT: ‘1953 Base Pealignments and Closures (IFARC §3)

< hereby receleczte to the Assistant Sectretary cf Defense for

Producticn and Lesigtics 2ll the avthorities and resssnsibilities

dg a&A)f
Don Lockey
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 203018000

August 4, 1992

MENMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFTENSE 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

SUSJECT: 1983 Base Closure Policy Memorandum One ‘ J

Background

Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of May 5, 1992,
(eattached) established peolicy, procedures, auvthorities, 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
kcgueisition delegated USD(A) avthorities and responsibilities to
the Atssistant 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 ,
irglementing the Deputy Secretary’s BRAC 93 guidance. ASD(PSL) ..
pclicy memoranda of Januvary 7, February 13, March 7 and March 26,
12¢l, are hereby cancelled.. T

- -

Cumulative Impacts on Installations

P.L. 101~510 stipulates that no action may be taken to carry
out & 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. 1In ;
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 aveiding application of the
Azt. Subject to the foregoing, closure or realignment actions
+het co net exceed the numerical thresholds set forth in the Act
meay proceed outside the established BRAC 93 process. Quest:cns
whether or not proposed actions are independent should be
referred to DcD Components’ General Couns:l.
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Applicability of P . 1L.101-530

DoD Components must use a common date to determine P.L.
101-510 applicability. For BRAC 93, the common date will be
September 30, 1982, the last quarter of actual data available for
use in making BRAC 93 recommendations before March 15, 1983,
reporting deadline.

Also, nonappropriated fund employees are not direct hire,
permanent civilian employees ©f the Department of Defense, as
defined by P.L. 101-510, and therefore should not be considered
in determining applicability of the law.

iv s Leased

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are

subject to P.L. 101-510., Civilian personnel authorizations of
rganizations in leased space, which are part of an organization
located on & nearby military installation or one within the same
metropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be considered part of
the civilian personnel authorizations of that installation. Each
DoD Component should aggregate the remaining civilian personnel
avthorizations of their organizations in leased space within a
MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single installation for
applying the numerical thresholds of P.L. 101-510. For the
Naticnal Capital Region (NCR), the NCR, as defined by the
veticnel Capital Planning Act (40USC71), will be used as the MSA.

Categories_of Bases

One ¢ the first steps in evaluating the base structure for
potential closures or realignments must involve grouping
inetallations with like missions, capabilities, or attributes
into categories, and when applicable, subcategories.
Cztegorizing bases is the necessary link between the forces
described in the Force Structure Plan and the base structure,
Determining categories of bases is a DoD Component
sesponsibility.

apaci Milita _ Yal a

Another early evaluation step is determining whether each
category/subcategory has potent;al excess capacity for the end
stzte force levels contained in the Force Structure Plan. Should
no excess capacity be found in a category/subcategory, there is
no need to continue analyzing that portion of the base structure,
unless there is a military value or other reason to continue the
analysis. Bases in such categor;es/subcategories shall remain
available as potential receivers of missions or functions.
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Conversely, if you recommend a base for closure or
realignment, your anhalysis must have considered all bases within
- that category/subcategory, as well as cross—category
opportunities. If in applying the military value criteria, you
find bases that are militarily/geographically unigque or
missiocn-essential (such that no other base could substitute for
them) you may justify that fact and exclude these bases from
further analysis.

M_MW

DoD Components must develop and use one oOr more
measures/factors for applying each of the final criteria to base
structure analyses. While objective measures/factors are
desirable, they will not always be possible to develop.-
Measures/factors may also vary for different categories of bases.
DoD Components must describe the relationship between each
measure/factor used and the final criteria in BRAC 93
documentation.

- ego ot F 4 an

DoD Components should continually look for cross-category
opportunities, &and cooperate with sister Services and Defense
Agenties to pursue multi-service asset sharing or exchange,
throughout the BRAC 93 process.

OBRA M

DeD Components must use the Cost of Base Realignment Actions
(COZRA) cost model to calculate the costs, savings and return on
investment ¢f proposed closures and realignments. Dollar inputs
to COBRA will be in FY 1994 constant dollars. The Army is
executive agent for COBRA. Model improvements and documentation
will be completed by October, 1952.

ata Certificati

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 1953 Base Closure and Realignment Commission
(the 1953 Commission) concerning the closure or realignment of a
military imstallation is accurate and complete.

The Deputy Secretary’s BRAC 93 memorandum requires DoD

Components to establish an internal control plan to ensure the
accuracy of data used in BRAC 93 analyses.
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In view of the above, De¢D compeonents shall establish
procedures and designate appropriate personnel to certify that
data collected for use in BRAC 83 analyses is accurate and
complete to the best of that person’s knowledge and belief. DoD
Components’ certification procedures should be incorporated with
the required internal contrel plan. Both are subject to audit by
the General Accounting Office. Finally, Secretaries of the
Military Departments, Directors of Defense Agencies, and heads of
other DoD Components must certify to the Secretary of Defense
that data used in making BRAC 83 recommendations to the Secretary
are accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge and

belief.

Information provided to the 1553 Commission pursuant to a
request after March 15, 1953, must also be certified. However, .
ASD(P&l) involvement must be maintained, as ASD(P&L) has been. .
designated the primary point of contact for DoD with the 1993
Commission. Also, DoD Component certification procedures must
not result in lengthy delays -in providing requested information.
DoD Components must therefore establish special procedures to
ensure not only that appropriate certifications are made by
designated personnel, but also that responses to requests for
infcrmation are timely, while allowing sufficient time for DoD
Component headguarters and ASD(P&L) involvement.

Force Stru re Plan

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should coordinate
the Force Structure Plan regquired by the Deputy Secretary’s BRAC
3 memorandum with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Program
Aneglysis and Evaluation, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Reserve Affairs, and the General Counsel, in addition to the

nder Secretary of Defense for Policy, ASD(P&l), and DoD
Comptroller.

Pissemination of Guidance

DoD Components shall disseminate the Deputy Secretary’s
guidance, this policy memorandum, and subsequent policy memoranda
as widely as possible throughout their organizations.

Colin McMillan
Assistant Secretary of Defense

~tachments (Production and Logistics)
-b &
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THE DEPUTY SE-2ETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. 0.C. 20301-1000

Decexber 3, 1952

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
‘ CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION

SUBJECT:  Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Suppont 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 ofthe
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Under Secreiary of Defense for Acquisition, shall
prepare integrated proposals, with cross-Service inputs, to streamline defense depot
maintenance activities, for the Secretary of Defense’s consideration tor submission -
10 the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission under the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510). Such
proposals shall be designed to supportthe following lead Military Department .
assignments for defense-wide depot maintenance:

Department of the Army lead ~ ground weapon systems and equipment
Department of the Navy lead ~ ships, other watercraft, and shiﬁ systems

Department of the Air Forcelead -~ fixed and rotary wing aviation and
. aviation systems.

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition may issue such instructions as may be
necessary to implement this memorandum. Instructions to the Military Depantments
shall be issued through the Secretaries of the Military Departments.

- S
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000

04 DEC 1990

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL, COUNSEL
INSPECTOR GENERAL
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

SUBJECT: Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two

Backaround

This memorandum is the second in a series of additional
ASD (P&L) policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-~-510), as amended, and
the Deputy Secretary’s 1993 Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC 93) guidance of May 5, 1992. ASD(P&l) Policy Memorandum
One was dated August 4, 1982.

a I men a

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.
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The Secretaries of the Military Departments and ASD(HA),
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.

Returp on Investment (ROI)

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and
reported with DoD Components’ Jjustifications for each recommended
closure or realignment package. All costs and savings
attributable over time to a closure or realignment package,
subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, including
costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or savings
elements that are identified, but determined to be insignificant,
need not be calculated. However, DoD Component records should

indicate that determination.

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model
calculates return on investment. ASD(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.
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©c Bealth Care Costs

‘o0 CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments
involving Military Treatment Facilities.

oo Medicare Costs Medicare costs will not be included
in DoD Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of
Part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The only
appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those portions of
the Part B costs that exceed the monthly premiums paid by the
members/beneficiaries. Therefore, total Medicare appropriations
will not significantly change return on investment calculations.

© Upemplovment Costs The Military Departments and Defense
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DeD military and
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the
contributions attributable to closures and realignments in their
cost calculations,

© Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) The Secretary of the
Army will provide each Military Department and Defense Agency
with a list of installations that have a reas