\\,(\t

Y.\~ 7 -~ ~- i P [N R - Vi ~' ] - . S L . ] \

e n ’ ‘{‘ ',
’ ) L,

- March, 1995
- S\ '- . ’}7 "/ —_ \/, {/ /'\. N

! . - ] ) ; ’
. : 2 ke L, . N ’ . o




kil

(¢

Preface

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

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

Federal Register.

Chapter Five of this report contains the statutory recommendations,
justifications and process summaries the Secretary of Defense transmitted to the
Commission, the Congress, and the Federal Register pursuant to Public Law 101-510,
as amended.
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

February 28, 1995

Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Chairman:

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

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

Being Objective and Fair

The base closure process was designed by the Congress to be objective, open and fair.
Each potential recommendation is measured by published criteria, which gives priority first to
military value, then to cost savings and to the economic and other impacts upon local
communities. The data employed have been certified and our procedures have been overseen by
the DoD Inspector General and the General Accounting Ofﬁce Both, of course, will be
reviewed in detail by the public and your Commission.

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

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

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

Preserving Military Capabilities

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

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

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

In the logistics area, in particular, savings were achieved using several strategies. The
Army, Navy, and Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) all proposed closing major depots and/or
shipyards. The Air Force, however, proposes to achieve significant savings by consolidating and
reducing activity at its five air logistics centers in place, as well as providing consolidation sites
for DLA storage activities. Because of the Air Force’s unique logistics complexes, this approach
proved significantly more cost effective than closures.
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These Recommendations Will Save Billions

My recommendations, if approved, will provide very substantial savings to the taxpayers
and the Department. Initially, implementing these closures and realignments will require
expenditures estimated at $3.8 billion (excepting certain environmental costs). However, even
within the 6 year planning period for which we program a budget, this round will provide
approximately $4 billion in savings (FY96$) in excess of the costs required for base closure.
These savings will continue at the rate of approximately $1.8 billion per year, and over the
twenty year period for which we forecast should total some $18 billion (measured on a present
value basis in today’s dollars).

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

The 1995 program, coupled with the previously approved closures, will reduce the
domestic base structure by about 21 percent (measured by replacement value). All four rounds of
closures together, when complete in 2001, will produce about $6.0 billion in annual recurring
savings (FY96$) and a total savings over 20 years in present value of almost $57 billion.

Assisting Community Recovery

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

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

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

I have sent identical letters, with enclosures, to the Chairmen of the House National

Security and Appropriations Committees and the Senate Armed Services and Appropriations
Committees, and published this letter, with its enclosures, in the Federal Register.
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In closing, I would like to note the critical role that your Commission plays. Your review
is an essential confirmation of the integrity of our procedures and the soundness of our
judgments. We know that your review of our recommendations will be as searching, thorough
and careful as the process by which we made them. We stand ready to provide any information
you require and to discuss any judgment we have made. In the end, we hope you endorse our
recommendations in this process that is so critical to our Nation’s security.

Sincerely,

WM/

Enclosures

Intro-4
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A Base Closure Overview

Results

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

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

Despite significant up-front costs, BRAC actions save money for the Department and
the taxpayers. Overall, the first three rounds of BRAC should result in recurring yearly
savings of more than $4 billion, and total savings in excess of $30 billion. The following
table summarizes the estimated costs and net savings for the previous three BRAC rounds, as
well as the actions recommended in 1995 (in billions of FY968$):

BRAC Costs & Savings
(Billions of FY 96%)
Recurring

BRAC Closure 6 Year Net Annual Total
Actions Costs' Savings? Savings® Savings*

BRAC 88 145 $2.2 $0.3 $0.7 $6.8
BRAC 91 82 4.0 24 1.6 15.8 .

BRAC 93 A75 69 04 1.9 157

Subtotal 402 13.1 3.1 42 38.3

BRAC 95 146 38 4.0 —18 —18.4

Total 548 $16.9 $7.1 $6.0 $56.7

Excludes environmental cleanup costs and projected revenues from land sales.
Net savings within the six-year statutory implementation period.
Projected recurring annual savings after the six-year implementation period.

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

Why Close Bases?

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

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

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

An Independent Process

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

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

per year.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of law.
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The Force Structure. Plan

Background

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

® The military threat assessment,
® The need for overseas basing, and
L 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, modern ballistic missiles,
and, in some cases, nuclear weapons. The acceleration of regional strife caused by frustrated
ethnic and nationalistic aspirations will increase the pressure on the United States to
contribute military forces to international peacekeeping/enforcement and humanitarian relief
efforts.

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

States will play a leading role.
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Across the Atlantic

The Balkans and parts of the former Soviet Union will be a source of major crises in
the coming years as political-ethnic-religious antagonisms weaken fragile post-Cold War
institutions. These countries may resort to arms to protect narrow political-ethnic interests or
maximize their power vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast stores of conventional
weapons and ammunition greatly increases the potential for these local conflicts to spread.
Attempts by 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.

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

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

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

Across the Pacific

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

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

China's military modernization efforts of the last two decades will produce a smaller

but more capable military with modern combat aircraft, including the Su-27 FLANKER. By
the end of the decade China will also have improved strategic nuclear forces.

2-2



Chapter 2
- The Force Structure Plan

Japan's major security concerns will focus primarily on the potential emergence of a
reunified Korea armed with nuclear weapons, on the expanding Chinese naval threat, and on
the possibility of a nationalistic Russia.

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

The Rest of the World

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

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

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

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

Section II: Justification for Overseas Basing

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

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

Europe, Middle East, Southwest Asia

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

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

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

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

Pacific Forces

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

A strong U.S. naval and land-based presence is designed to buttress our interests in the
region. A carrier and amphibious force, including 1(+) CVBG and one Marine Expeditionary
Force with one MEU(SOC) will be forward-based in this region. One Army division, less
one brigade, with supporting Combat Support (CS)/Combat Service Support (CSS) elements,
and one Air Force Fighter Wing Equivalent (FWE) in South Korea and 1(+) FWE in Japan
are forward-based in this region. In addition, presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will be
maintained.

Elsewhere in the World

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

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

FY 94 FY 97 FY 99
ARMY DIVISIONS
Active 13 10 10
Reserve 8 8 8
MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS
Active 3 3 3
Reserve 1 1 1
AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 12 11 11
RESERVE CARRIERS - 1 1
CARRIER AIR WINGS
Active 11 10 10
Reserve 2 1 1
BATTLE FORCE SHIPS 387 363 344
AIR FORCE FIGHTERS
Active 978 936 936
Reserve 795 504 504
AIR FORCE BOMBERS
Active 139 104 103
Reserve 12 22 26
DoD Personnel
(End Strength in thousands)
FY 9%4 Y97 FY 99
ACTIVE DUTY
Army 543 495 495
Navy 468 408 394
Marine Corps 174 174 174
Air Force 426 385 382
TOTAL 1,611 1,462 1,445.
RESERVES AND 997 904 893
NATIONAL GUARD
CIVILIANS 913 799 759
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The Selection Criteria

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

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

Maintaining the Prior Selection Criteria for BRAC 95

The Department of Defense decided not to change the criteria for BRAC 95 after
careful consideration of suggestions made over the past two rounds of closures by the public,
Congress, General Accounting Office, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission, and from within DoD. The Department’s decision was based on two factors:
1) the criteria were broadly defined, which permitted adaptation through policy guidance to
changing circumstances and differing types of activities; and 2) the criteria served well in the
1991 and 1993 efforts.

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

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

BRAC 95 Selection Criteria

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of
Defense, giving priority consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), will
consider:

Military Value

L. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational
readiness of the Department of Defense's total force.

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

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

4. The cost and manpower implications.

Return on Investment

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of

years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for .
the savings to exceed the costs.

Impacts
6. The economic impact on communities.
7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities'

infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel.

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

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

In BRAC 91, the Department proposed criteria, solicited public comments,
transmitted the final selection criteria to the Congressional Defense Committees and
subcommittees, and notified the public in the Federal Register of all these activities. DoD
published the proposed selection criteria and request for comments in the November 30,
1990, issue of the Federal Register (55 FR 49678). The proposed criteria closely mirrored
the criteria established by the 1988 Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment
and Closure (see Appendix E for a history of base closures). However, the proposed criteria
differed in two ways from the 1988 criteria: 1) DoD would give priority consideration to
military value, and 2) the return on investment "payback” period would not be limited to six
years.

In BRAC 93, DoD published a notice in the December 15, 1992, issue of the Federal
Register (57 FR 59334), stating that the selection criteria used in BRAC 91 would be used
again, unchanged. DoD made this decision because the BRAC 91 final criteria were
appropriately amended based on public comments, were accepted by Congress, and served
well in the 1991 effort.
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Chapter 4

The 1995 Selection Process

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

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

Policy Guidance

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

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

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security was given the
responsibility to oversee the 1995 process, and was delegated authority to issue additional
instructions. All policy memoranda applicable to the BRAC 95 process are provided at

Appendix C.
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The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs issued the interim force structure plan, as directed
by the Deputy Secretary's January 7, 1994 memorandum, on February 7, 1994. The Deputy
Secretary issued the final selection criteria on November 2, 1994. The Deputy Secretary
provided the final force structure plan on January 11, 1995. This Plan was updated on
February 22, 1995, by the Deputy Secretary to reflect budget decisions, and was provided to
Congress and the Commission on the same day.

Joint Cross-Service Functions

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

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

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

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

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

Depot Maintenance

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

Laboratories

There were some significant cross-service actions taken as a result of the JCSG
alternatives. The package includes some C4I cross-service consolidation at Fort Monmouth,
NJ, as well as medical research consolidation in Washington, DC. Excess capacity was
reduced; however, capacity reduction was less than desired by the JCSG. Many of the
workload transfers proposed by the JCSG were too small to influence installation decisions
and were therefore not considered cost effective by the Military Departments. Since lab
consolidations often appear most attractive on installations devoted to testing, lack of joint
consolidation in the T&E area affected laboratory recommendations. As with Depots,
potential workload consolidation opportunities were identified which may occur in the future
outside of BRAC.

Test and Evaluation

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

Medical Facilities

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

Undergraduate Pilot Training

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

OSD/JCS Review

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

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

Key staff elements of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff also
reviewed the recommendations to ensure they would not sacrifice necessary capabilities and
resources. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security reviewed the
recommendations to ensure all eight selection criteria were considered and the
recommendations were consistent with the force structure plan. This review also assured that
DoD policies and procedures were followed and that the analyses were objective and

rigorous.
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The Secretary approved the recommendations of the Military Departments and
Defense Agencies and the list of military installations approved by the Secretary of Defense
for closure or realignment is herein forwarded, as required, to the 1995 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission.

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

Economic Impact in the BRAC Process

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

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

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

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

Economic impact was considered at two stages in the process. The Military
Departments, in developing their recommendations, developed and analyzed data reflecting
the economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds as well as that particular Department’s actions
in BRAC 1995. Once the Service recommendations were made to the Secretary of Defense,
the economic impacts were reviewed again, to determine whether there were instances in
which separate Service actions might have affected the same locality.
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The Department sponsored an independent review of its plans for BRAC 95 economic
analysis in May 1994. Six experts from government, academia, and the private sector
participated in the review. The reviewers agreed that our proposed measures of economic
impact were reasonable and supported our approach to defining economic impact areas.

They emphasized that DoD's estimates tend to overstate economic impact, and that the
Department should stress this in its presentations to the Defense Base Realignment and
Closure Commission, the Congress, and the public. In addition, the Department asked the
Bureau of Economic Analysis of the Departinent of Commerce to review our methodology
for estimating indirect jobs. They responded that the method was of "good, sound quality,
consistent with good regional economic impact estimation practices.”



Chapter 4
- The 1995 Selection Process

1995 List of Military Installations
Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment

Part I: Major Base Closures

Army

Fort McClellan, Alabama

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado
Price Support Center, Illinois

Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois

Fort Ritchie, Maryland

Selfridge Army Garrison, Michigan
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey
Seneca Army Depot, New York

Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania

Red River Army Depot, Texas

Fort Pickett, Virginia

Navy

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California

Ship Repair Facility, Guam

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts

Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi

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

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster, Pennsylvania -

Air Force

North Highlands Air Guard Station, California
Ontario IAP Air Guard Station, California
Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York

Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York
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Springfield-Beckley MAP, Air Guard Station, Ohio
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas

Brooks Air Force Base, Texas

Reese Air Force Base, Texas

Defense Logistics Agency

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

Part II: Major Base Realignments

Army

_Fort Greely, Alaska

Fort Hunter Liggett, California

Sierra Army Depot, California

Fort Meade, Maryland

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan

Fort Dix, New Jersey

Fort Hamilton, New York

Charles E. Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah

Fort Lee, Virginia

Navy

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida

Naval Activities, Guam

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, Washington

Air Force

McClellan Air Force Base, California
Onizuka Air Station, California
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Eglin Air Force Base, Florida

Robins Air Force Base, Georgia
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas

Hill Air Force Base, Utah

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

Army

Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, California

East Fort Baker, California

Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut

Big Coppett Key, Florida

Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland

Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland
Hingham Cohasset, Massachusetts

Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts

Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missouri

Fort Missoula, Montana

Camp Kilmer, New Jersey

Caven Point Reserve Center, New Jersey

Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey

Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York

Fort Totten, New York

Recreation Center #2, Fayettville, North Carolina
Information Systems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia
Camp Bonneville, Washington

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA), West Virginia

Navy

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

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

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

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

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana

Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland

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

Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, Mississippi

Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

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

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

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina

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

Naval Information Systems Management Center, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Management Systems Support Office, Chesapeake, Virginia

Navy/Marize R Activi

Naval Reserve Centers at:

Huntsville, Alabama
Stockton, California

Santa Ana, Irvine, California
Pomona, California
Cadillac, Michigan

Staten Island, New York
Laredo, Texas

Sheboygan, Wisconsin

Naval Air Reserve Center at:

Olathe, Kansas

4-10
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Naval Reserve Readiness Commands at:

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

Air Force

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

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta, Georgia
Defense Contract Management Command International, Dayton, Ohio
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Defense Industrial Supply Center Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas

Defense Investigative Service

Investigations Control and Automation Directorate, Fort Holabird, Maryland

Part IV: Changes to Previodsly Approved BRAC Recommendations

Army

Army Bio-Medical Research Laboratory, Fort Detrick, Maryland

Navy

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California
Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, California
Naval Training Center, San Diego, California
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida
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Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam

Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Office of Naval Research, Arlington, Virginia

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Recruiting Command, Washington, D.C.

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

Air Force

Williams AFB, Arizona

Lowry AFB, Colorado

Homestead AFB, Florida (301st Rescue Squadron)

Homestead AFB, Florida (726th Air Control Squadron)

MacDill AFB, Florida

Griffiss AFB, New York (Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division)
Griffiss AFB, New York (485th Engineering Installation Group)

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California
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Recommendations

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

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

Introduction

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

The Selection Process

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

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

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

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

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



Recommendations and Justifications

Fbrt McClellan, Alabama

Recommendation: Close Fort McClellan, except minimum essential land and facilities for a
Reserve Component enclave and minimum essential facilities, as necessary, to provide
auxiliary support to the chemical demilitarization operation at Anniston Army Depot.
Relocate the U. S. Army Chemical and Military Police Schools to Fort Leonard Wood,
Missouri, upon receipt of the required permits. Relocate the Defense Polygraph Institute
(DODPI) to Fort Jackson, South Carolina. License Pelham Range and current Guard
facilities to the Alabama Army National Guard.

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is
$259 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
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$122 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $45 million with a return
on investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $316 million.

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

17.3 percent of the area's employment.

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 14.7 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.4 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installation.

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado

Recommendation: Close Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC), except for Edgar J.
McWhethy Army Reserve Center. Relocate the Medical Equipment and Optical School and
Optical Fabrication Laboratory to Fort Sam Houston, TX. Relocate Civilan Health and
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) activities to Denver leased space.
Relocate other tenants to other installations.

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

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

0.4 percent of the area's employment.

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Price Support Center, Illinois

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$35 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $9 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $116 million. ’

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

0.1 percent of the area's employment.

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.
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Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois

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

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

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is
$38 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$12 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $13 million with a return on
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investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $112 million.

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this reccommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 627 jobs (450 direct jobs and 177 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001
period in the Carroll County, IL, area, which represents 8.2 percent of the area's employment.
There are no known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Fort Ritchie, Maryland

Recommendation: Close Fort Ritchie. Relocate the 1111th Signal Battalion and 1108th
Signal Brigade to Fort Detrick, MD. Relocate Information Systems Engineering Command
elements to Fort Huachuca, AZ.

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$93 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $83 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $65 million with a return
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $712 million.

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$5 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$47 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years
is a savings of $140 million.

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

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

Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey

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

Justification: This recommendation is supported by the Army’s long range operational

assessment. The primary mission of Bayonne is the shipment of general bulk cargo. It has
no capability to ship bulk munitions. There are sufficient commercial port facilities on the
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East and Gulf Coasts to support power projection requirements with a minimal loss to
operational capability. Bayonne provides the Army with few military capabilities that cannot
be accomplished at commercial ports.

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$44 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with a return on
investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $90 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Seneca Army Depot, New York

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$15 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $34 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $21 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $242 million.

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

Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania

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

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

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

Fort Indiantown Gap is owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and leased by
the U.S. Army through 2049 for $1. The government can terminate the lease with one year's
written notice. Facilities erected during the duration of the lease are the property of the U.S.
and may be disposed of, provided the premises are restored to their natural condition.
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$13 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $67 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $23 million with a return
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $285 million.

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

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

Red River Army Depot, Texas

Recommendation: Close Red River Army Depot. Transfer the ammunition storage
mission, intern training center, and civilian training education to Lone Star Army
Ammunition Plant. Transfer the light combat vehicle maintenance mission to Anniston
Army Depot. Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone Star.

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

The ground maintenance capacity of the three depots currently exceeds programmed
work requirements by the equivalent of one to two depots. Without considerable and costly
modifications, Red River cannot assume the heavy combat vehicle mission from Anniston.
Red River cannot assume the DoD Tactical Missile Consolidation program from Letterkenny
without major construction. Available maintenance capacity at Anniston and Tobyhanna
makes the realignment of Red River into Anniston the most logical in terms of military value
and cost effectiveness. Closure of Red River is consistent with the recommendations of the

Joint Cross-Service Group for Depot Maintenance.
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$60 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $313 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $123 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $1,497 million.

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

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

Fort Pickett, Virginia

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $41 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $21 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $241 million.

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

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

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

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

The Army intends to retain facilities at Bolio Lake (for CRTA), Black Rapids (for NWTC),
Allen Army Airfield, and minimal necessary garrison facilities to maintain the installation for
contingency missions.

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$23 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $43 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $19 million with a return
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $225 million.

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in 2 maximum
potential reduction of 969 jobs (724 direct jobs and 245 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001
period in the Southeast Fairbanks Census Area, AK, which represents 36.3 percent of the
area's employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the realigning or
receiving installations.

Fort Hunter Liggett, California

Recommendation: Realign Fort Hunter Liggett by relocating the U.S. Army Test and
Experimentation Center (TEC) missions and functions to Fort Bliss, Texas. Eliminate the
Active Component mission. Retain minimum essential facilities and training area as an
enclave to support the Reserve Components (RC).

Justification: Fort Hunter Liggett is low in military value compared to other major training
area installations and has few Active Component tenants. Relocation of the Test and
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Experimentation Center optimizes the unique test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and
White Sands Missile Range.

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

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

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential increase equal to 0.32 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Sierra Army Depot, California

Recommendation: Realign Sierra Army Depot by eliminating the conventional ammunition
mission and reducing it to a depot activity. Retain an enclave for the Operational Project
Stock mission and the static storage of ores.

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

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$14 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $55 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $29 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $333 million.

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 839 jobs (592 direct jobs and 247 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001
period in the Lassen County, CA economic area, which represents 7.4 percent of the area's
employment. There are no known environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving
installations.

Fort Meade, Maryland

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

Justification: This recommendation, suggested by the Joint Cross-Service Group on
Medical Treatment, eliminates excess medical treatment capacity at Fort Meade, MD by
eliminating inpatient services at Kimbrough Army Community Hospital. Inpatient care
would be provided by other military medical activities and private facilities through Civilian
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS).
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$16 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4 million with a return on
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years
is a savings of $50 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no
known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $3 million with an immediate
return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a.
savings of $38 million.

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Detroit, MI Primary

Metropolitan Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the
realigning site.
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Fort Dix, New Jersey

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$19 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $112 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $38 million with a return
on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $478 million.

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 1,164 jobs (739 direct jobs and 425 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-
2001 period in the Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which
represents less than 0.1 percent of the area's employment.

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations.
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Fort Hamilton, New York

Recommendation: Realign Fort Hamilton. Dispose of all family housing. Retain minimum
essential land and facilities for existing Army units and activities. Relocate all Army Reserve
units from Caven Point, New Jersey, to Fort Hamilton.

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $7 million with an immediate
return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a
savings of $74 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations.

Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania

Recommendation: Realign the Kelly Support Center by consolidating Army Reserve units
onto three of its five parcels. Dispose of the remaining two parcels. Relocate the Army
Reserve’s leased maintenance activity in Valley Grove, WV, to the Kelly Support Center.
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Justification: Kelly Support Center, a sub-installation of Fort Drum, NY, provides
administrative and logistical support to Army Reserve units in western Pennsylvania. It
comprises five separate parcels of property.

The Kelly Support Center is last in military value compared to other command and
control/administrative support installations. Reserve usage is limited to monthly weekend
drills. It possesses no permanent facilities or mobilization capability.

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$36 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$22 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $5 million with a return on
investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $28 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations.

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania

Recommendation: Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the towed and self-
propelled combat vehicle mission to Anniston Army Depot. Retain an enclave for
conventional ammunition storage and tactical missile disassembly and storage. Change the
1993 Commission's decision regarding the consolidating of tactical missile maintenance at
Letterkenny by transferring missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot.
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Justification: Letterkenny Army Depot is one of the Army's five maintenance depots and
one of three ground vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of the ground maintenance
depots has become increasingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy combat vehicle
maintenance and repair. Red River performs similar work on infantry fighting vehicles.
Letterkenny Army Depot is responsible for towed and self-propelled artillery as well as DoD
tactical missile repair. Like a number of other Army depots, Letterkenny receives, stores, and
ships all types of ammunition items. A review of long range operational requirements
supports a reduction of Army depots, specifically the consolidation of ground combat
workload at a single depot.

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$50 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $207 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $78 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $952 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 8.5 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations.
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Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$74 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$50 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with a return on
investment expected in seven years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $45 million.

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

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah

Recommendation: Realign Dugway Proving Ground by relocating the smoke and obscurant
mission to Yuma Proving Ground, AZ, and some elements of chemical/biological research to
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. Dispose of English Village and retain test and
experimentation facilities necessary to support Army and DoD missions.

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $61 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $26 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $307 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 36.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the realigning or receiving installations.

Fort Lee, Virginia

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$16 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $4 million with a return on
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years
is a savings of $51 million.
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Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 321 jobs (205 direct jobs and 116 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001
period in the Richmond-Petersburg, VA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents

0.1 percent of the area's employment.

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential increase equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

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

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

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

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

East Fort Baker, California

Recommendation: Close East Fort Baker. Relocate all tenants to other installations that meet
mission requirements. Return all real property to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$8 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of

$1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2 million with a return on
investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20

years is a savings of $15 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.5 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California
Recommendation: Close Rio Vista Army Reserve Center.

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

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

$2 million.

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Vallejo-Fairfield-NAPA, CA

Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the
closing or receiving sites.
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Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut
Recommendation: Close Stratford Army Engine Plant.

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$2 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$24 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $6 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $80 million.

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

Big Coppett Key, Florida
Recommendation: Close Big Coppett Key.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$3.7 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$0.4 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.8 million with a return
on investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $7 million.

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

Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland

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

Justification: Consolidation of the U.S. Army Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore
with the U.S. Army Publications Center, St. Louis, combines the wholesale and retail
distribution functions of publication distribution into one location. The consolidation
eliminates a manual operation at Baltimore in favor of an automated facility at St. Louis and
creates efficiencies in the overall distribution process. This move consolidates two leases

into one less costly lease.
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Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$3 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $3 million with a return on
investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $35 million.

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum
potential reduction of 213 jobs (131 direct jobs and 82 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001
period in the Baltimore, MD Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which represents less
than 0.1 percent of the area's employment.

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to less than 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no
known environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Hingham Cohasset, Massachussetts
Recommendation: Close Hingham Cohasset.

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

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

$2 million.

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

Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts

Recommendation: Close Sudbury Training Annex.

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.1 million with a return
on investment expected in five years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $1 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving sites.

Aviation-Troop Command, Missouri

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

L Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation
Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone Arsenal,
Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command.

L] Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick Research,
Development, Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems
Command.

o Relocate functions related to materiel management of communications-
electronics to Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics
Command.

L Relocate automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, M1,
to align with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command.

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

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

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

This recommendation preserves crucial research and development functions while
optimizing operational efficiencies. Moving elements of ATCOM to Natick and Redstone
Arsenal improves the synergistic effect of research, development and engineering, by
facilitating the interaction between the medical, academic, and industrial communities
already present in these regions. Vacating the St. Louis lease will collocate/consolidate
similar life cycle functions at military installations for improved efficiencies and
effectiveness.

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$146 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $46 million with a return
on investment expected in three years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $453 million.

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

0.5 percent of the area's employment..

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing site or receiving installations.
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Fort Missoula, Montana

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$0.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $0.5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.2 million with a return
on investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $2 million.

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

Camp Kilmer, New Jersey

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

Justification: Camp Kilmer consists of approximately 75 acres and 331,000 square feet of
facilities. The camp provides administration, supply, training, maintenance, and logistics
support to Reserve Component forces. The vast majority of the site is excess to the Army's
requirements. Closing Camp Kilmer will save base operations and maintenance funds and
provide reuse opportunities for approximately 56 acres.

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

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

Caven Point Army Reserve Center, New Jersey

Recommendation: Close Caven Point U. S. Army Reserve Center. Relocate its reserve
activities to the Fort Hamilton, NY, provided the recommendation to realign Fort Hamilton is
approved.

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

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

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

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

Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey
Recommendation: Close Camp Pedricktown, except the Sievers-Sandberg Reserve Center.
Justification: Camp Pedricktown consists of approximately 82 acres and 260,000 square
feet of facilities. Its primary mission is to provide administration, supply, training,
maintenance, and logistics support to Reserve Component forces. The vast majority of Camp

Pedricktown's land and facilities are excess to Army requirements. Closing it will save base
operations and maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities for approximately 60 acres.
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Retirn on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$0.1 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $0.4 million with an
immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $5 million. '

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

Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York
Recommendation: Close Bellmore Logistics Activity.

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

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

$5 million.

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

Fort Totten, New York

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $2 million with a return on
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years
is a savings of $17 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.

Recreation Center #2, North Carolina
Recommendation: Close Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NC.
Justification: Recreation Center #2 consists of approximately four acres and 17,000 square
feet of community facilities. Recreation Center #2 is currently being leased to the city of

Fayetteville, NC, and is excess to the Army's requirements. Closing Recreation Center #2
will provide reuse opportunities.

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

Impacts: This recommendation will not affect any jobs in the Fayetteville, NC Metropolitan
Statistical Area. There are no known environmental impediments at the closing site.

5-36



Chapter 5
- Recommendations -- Department of the Army

Information Systems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia

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

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

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$6 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a cost of
$2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $1 million with a return on
investment expected in six years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20
years is a savings of $8 million.

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

Camp Bonneville, Washington
Recommendation: Close Camp Bonneville.

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

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

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity, West Virginia

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

Justification: Valley Grove AMSA, located in Valley Grove, WV, consists of

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

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

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

Tri-Service Project Reliance

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission regarding Tri-
Service Project Reliance. Upon disestablishment of the U.S. Army Biomedical Research
Development Laboratory (USABRDL) at Fort Detrick, MD, do not collocate environmental
and occupational toxicology research with the Armstrong Laboratory at Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base, OH. Instead relocate the health advisories environmental fate research and
military criteria research functions of the Environmental Quality Research Branch to the U.S.
Army Environmental Hygiene Agency (AEHA), Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and
maintain the remaining functions of conducting non-mammalian toxicity assessment models
and on-site biomonitoring research of the Research Methods Branch at Fort Detrick as part of
Headquarters, U.S. Army Medical Research and Materiel Command.

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

Return on Investment: The total one-time cost to implement this recommendation is

$0.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings
of $4 million. There are no annual recurring savings after implementation. The net present
value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $4 million.

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

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior
round BRAC actions in this area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum
potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the area. There are no known
environmental impediments at the closing or receiving installations.
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Summa:z of Selection Process

Introduction

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

The Selection Process

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The configuration analysis solutions were then used by the BSEC as the starting point
for the application of military judgment in the development of potential closure and
realignment scenarios to undergo return on investment analysis. Scenario development was
an iterative process in which results of COBRA analyses and inputs from the senior Defense
leadership were used to generate additional options. The input received from the Fleet
CINC’s, the major claimants (including the SYSCOM Commanders), and the DON civilian
leadership was an integral part of scenario development. The CINCs and major claimants
provided input both directly, during meetings, and indirectly, through COBRA scenario data
call responses. Additionally, the Joint Cross-Service Groups generated numerous
alternatives derived from their analysis of data and information provided by the Military
Departments. From alternatives proposing closure or realignment of DON activities, all but
one of the Depot Maintenance alternatives, all of the significant Laboratory alternatives, all of
the Military Treatment Facilities alternatives, all of the significant Test and Evaluation
alternatives, and all of the Undergraduate Pilot Training alternatives resulted in COBRA
scenario data calls. As a result of the scenario development portion of the process, the BSEC
developed 174 scenarios involving 119 activities.
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COBRA analyses were conducted on all of these scenarios, using certified responses
to COBRA scenario data calls from the chains of command of affected installations and their
tenants. In analyzing these responses, the BSEC aggressively challenged cost estimates to
ensure both their consistency with standing policies and procedures and their reasonableness.
With reductions in budgets, numbers of programs, and numbers of systems being produced,
the BSEC reviewed the data call responses to ensure that outyear requirements were
appropriately reduced in terms of personnel, facilities, and capacities of remaining facilities.
The BSEC used the COBRA algorithms as a tool to ensure that its recommendations were
cost effective, As a result, the estimated upfront costs are the lowest of any round of base
closure, and the longest period for return on investment of any recommendation is four years.
Most recommendations will obtain an immediate return on investment, with savings
offsetting costs of closure within the closure period.

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

Once the BSEC had determined the serious candidates for closure or realignment, an
environmental summary was prepared which compared the environmental management
efforts at losing and gaining sites. Differences in environmental management effort were
presented as they relate to such programs as threatened/endangered species, wetlands, cultural
resources, land use, air quality, environmental facilities, and installation restoration sites.

The environmental impact analysis permitted the BSEC to obtain a comprehensive picture of
the potential environmental impacts arising from the recommendations for closure and
realignment. No significant environmental impacts were identified for any scenario which
would support reconsideration of any recommendation.



Recommendations and Justifications

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska
Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska.

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

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

Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 894 jobs (678 direct jobs
and 216 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001 period in the Aleutians West Census Area
economic area, which is 10.4 percent of economic area employment. However, the
geography of the Aleutian Islands localizes economic effects, and no loss is anticipated from
the closure of NAF Adak beyond the direct job loss.

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

Environmental Impact: The closure of Naval Air Facility, Adak will have a
positive effect on the environment in that, even though NAF Adak is in an attainment area for
carbon monoxide, ozone, and PM-10, a source of ozone will be removed, further improving
already favorable air quality. In an area with few air emission sources present, cessation of
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air emissions from this facility will enhance the natural state of the western Alaska region.
Also, there is no adverse impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and
wetlands, or cultural/historical resources occasioned by this recommendation.

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California

Recommendation: Close the Naval Shipyard Long Beach, California, except retain the
sonar dome government-owned, contractor-operated facility and those family housing units
needed to fulfill Department of the Navy requirements, particularly those at Naval Weapons
Station, Seal Beach, California. Relocate necessary personnel to other naval activities as
appropriate, primarily Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach and naval activities in the San
Diego, California, area.

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

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

Impacts:

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

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

Ship Repair Facility, Guam

Recommendation: Close the Naval Ship Repair Facility (SRF), Guam, except transfer
appropriate assets, including the piers, the floating drydock, its typhoon basin anchorage, the
recompression chamber, and the floating crane, to Naval Activities, Guam.

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

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $8.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $171.9 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are
$37.8 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $529 million.

Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,321 jobs (663 direct jobs
and 658 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Agana, Guam economic area,
which is 2.0 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the
1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 10.6 percent of
employment in the economic area. However, much of this impact involves the inclusion of
Military Sealift Command mariners in the job loss statement, which does not reflect the
temporary nature of their presence on Guam.
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation.

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

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Indianapolis, Indiana

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), Aircraft Division,
Indianapolis, Indiana. Relocate necessary functions along with associated personnel,
equipment and support to other naval technical activities, primarily Naval Surface Warfare
Center, Crane, Indiana; Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
Maryland; and Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake, California.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment,
Louisville, Kentucky. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and support to
other naval activities, primarily the Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia; the Naval Surface
Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, California; and the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane,
Indiana.

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

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

Impacts:

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

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

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

recommendation.
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment,
White Oak, Maryland

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division
Detachment, White Oak, Maryland. Relocate the functions, personnel and equipment
associated with Ship Magnetic Signature Control R&D Complex to the Naval Surface
Warfare Center, Carderock, Maryland, and the functions and personnel associated with
reentry body dynamics research and development to the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Dahlgren, Virginia.

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

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $2.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $28.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are

$6 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $85.9 million.

Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 646 jobs (202 direct jobs
and 444 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Washington, DC-Maryland-
Virginia-West Virginia PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent of economic
area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and
all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001 period could result
in 2 maximum potential decrease equal to 0.6 percent of employment in the economic area.
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation.

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

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts. Relocate its
aircraft and necessary personnel, equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Brunswick,
Maine. Relocate the Marine Corps Reserve support squadrons to another facility in the local
area or to NAS Brunswick. Reestablish Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, and
change the receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at
page 1-64) for consolidation of Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center, Lawrence,
Massachusetts; Naval Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts; and Naval Reserve Center,
Quincy, Massachusetts, from "NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts” to "Naval Reserve
Center, Quincy, Massachusetts."

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

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $17.3 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $50.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are
$27.4 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The net present value of the
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $315.2 million.

Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,443 jobs (936 direct jobs
and 507 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Essex-Middlesex-Suffolk-
Plymouth-Norfolk Counties, Massachusetts economic area, which is 0.1 percent of economic
area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and
all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-t0-2001 period could result
in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.1 percent of employment in the economic area.

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

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

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, except retain the
Regional Counterdrug Training Academy facilities which are transferred to the Academy.
Relocate the undergraduate strike pilot training function and associated personnel, equipment
and support to Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas. Its major tenant, the Naval Technical
Training Center, will close, and its training functions will be relocated to other training
activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia, and Naval Education
and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island.

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

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

5-54

1§



(x

Chapter 5
- Recommendations -- Department of the Navy

Impacts:

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

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

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

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

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New
Jersey, except transfer in place certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare
Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland. Relocate other functions and associated
personnel and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
Maryland, and the Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, Florida. Relocate the Naval Air
Technical Training Center Detachment, Lakehurst, to Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida.
Relocate Naval Mobile Construction Battalion 21, the U.S. Army CECOM Airborne
Engineering Evaluation Support Activity, and the Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Office to other government-owned spaces.

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure and
realignment of this activity permits the elimination of the command and support structure of
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this activity and the consolidation of its most critical functions at a major technical center,
allowing synergism with its parent command and more fully utilizing available capabilities at
major depot activities. This recommendation retains at Lakehurst only those facilities and
personnel essential to conducting catapult and arresting gear testing and fleet support.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $96.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a cost of $5 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are

$37.2 million with a return on investment expected in three years. The net present value of
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $358.7 million.

Impacts:

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

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

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

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster,
Pennsylvania. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and support to other
technical activities, primarily the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent
River, Maryland.

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of the
DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult to
determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However, the
level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these
activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure of this
activity reduces excess capacity with the resultant efficiencies and economies in the
consolidation of the relocated functions with its parent command at the new receiving site.
Additionally, it completes the process of realignment initiated in BRAC 91, based on a
clearer understanding of what is now required to be retained in-house. Closure and excessing
of the Human Centrifuge/Dynamic Flight Simulator Facility further reduces excess capacity
and provides the opportunity for the transfer of this facility to the public educational or
commercial sectors, thus maintaining access on an as-needed basis.

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

Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: The economic data below applies to the
closure of NAWC Warminster and the closure of NCCOSC Det Warminster. Assuming no
economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of
1,080 jobs (348 direct jobs and 732 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001 period in the
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey PMSA economic area, which is less than 0.1 percent
of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95
recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-
2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.2 percent of
employment in the economic area.
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Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation.

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

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida, to a Naval Air Facility
and dispose of certain portions of Truman Annex and Trumbo Point (including piers, wharfs
and buildings).

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

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $0.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation
period is a savings of $8.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are

$1.8 million with an immediate return on investment expected. The net present value of the
costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $25.5 million.
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Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 26 jobs (20 direct jobs and
6 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001 period in the Monroe County, Florida economic area,
which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment.

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

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

Naval Activities, Guam

Recommendation: Realign Naval Activities Guam. Relocate a