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1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 
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July 1, 1991 b4OWARO #i C I L U W A V  

JAULS surrw 11. c c 
The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

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

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

Ultimately, this report reflects the independent judgment of the 
Commission's seven members. Not one of our decisions was easy. Each'of 
the installations recommended for closure enjoys a proud history of 
service to the United States. Moreover, we recognize that base closure 
creates economic hardship that only time and initiative can overcome. 
Nevertheless, budget constraints, coupled with changing national security 
requirements, compel the United States to reduce its military overhead 
costs. I am convinced that our recommendations will strengthen this 
country's ability to meet its international responsibilities. 

u 

A 

commissioner 

/ u s *  &&y 
Arthur Levitt, Jr. Howard H. Call 
Commissioner Commissioner 
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Executive Summary 

Executive 
Summary 

On November 5, 1990, President George 
Bush signed Public Law 101-510, Title XXIX 
(the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 19901, establishing the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission to 
emure a timely, independent, and fair process 
for closing and realigning U S .  military 
installations. 

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

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

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

V 
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to decrease the U.S. military by approximately 
25 percent over the next five years. 

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

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

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

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and  
Realignment Commission’s recommendations 
emerged from a uniquely open process, in 
which testimony and viewpoints were heard 
from community and congressional leaders. 
This process insulated the Commission from 
partisan politics. All meetings were open to 
the public. Transcripts of hearings and data 
received by the Commission were available for 
public review. Furthermore, every major site 
proposed for closure was visited by at least one 
commissioner. These visits enabled the 

‘W 

vi 



Executive Summary 

commissioners to gain a firsthand look at the 
installations. Commissioners also heard from 
members of the public about the effect that  
closure would have on local communities. 

The Commission also received public 
testimony in Washington, D.C., from members 
of Congress, DoD officials, and other expert 
witnesses. Public hearings, providing 
community leaders a n  opportunity t o  
comment, were held at 14 other locations 
across the country. 

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

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

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

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

RECOMMENDED FOR 
CLOSURE 

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

Research Facility, VA 

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

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

Treasure Island, CA 

Activities 

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

vii 
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RECOMMENDED 
FOR REALIGNMENT 

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

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

Command, St. Louis, MO 

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

Activities 

Department of the 
Air Force 

RECOMMENDED b4 
TO STAY OPEN 

Department of the Army 
Fort McClellan, AL 

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

Department of the 
Air Force 
Moody Air Force Base, GA 

. Beale Air Force Base, CA 
Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
March Air Force Base, CA 
Mather Air Force Base, CA 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID 
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History of Base Closures 

Chapter 1 

History 
of 
Base 
Closures 

1-1 

In  the early 1960s, then-Secretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara closed many 
bases to reduce military overhead. Secretary 
McNamara created within DoD the Office of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA) to ease the  
economic impacts of closures on affected 
communities and to allow the reuse of former 
bases. In the early 1970s, and in response to 
the end of the Vietnam War, hundreds of 
military facilities across the country closed. 

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

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

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

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

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

1990 DoD PROPOSALS 
In an effort to reshape and reduce the 

military infrastructure, Secretary of Defense 
Cheney in January 1990 proposed closing 
3 6 b a s e s  i n  t h e  Un i t ed  S ta t e s .  The  
congressional response was reminiscent of the 
base-closing rounds of the 1960s and 1970s. 
Congressional critics claimed tha t  the list 
unfairly targeted districts represented by 
Democrats. Others charged that Congress 
again was institutionally incapable of making 
decisions that were good for the country but 
painful for some congressional districts. 

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

1991 BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

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

The process was built around the following 
Standards. 

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

Eight selection criteria finalized by 
DoD af te r  public comment (see 
Appendix C ) 

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

0 Cur ren t  a n d  f u t u r e  mission 
requirements 

0 Availability and condition of land, 
facilities, and air space 

Contingency a n d  mobil izat ion 
requirements 

0 Cost and manpower implications 

The remaining criteria were 

Retum on investment 

Local economic impact 

0 Impact on community infrastructure 

0 Environmental impact 

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

The statutory test to be applied by the 
Commission in justifying modifications to 
DoDs recommended list involves “substantial 
deviation” from the force-structure plan and 
selection criteria. The Commission could 
recommend changes for those bases where a 
substantial deviation was established. 

1-2 
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Approval by the 
President and Congress 

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

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

Differences Between 
the 1988 and 1991 
Commissions 

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

Structurally, the differences between these 
two Commissions are signifcant. The 1988 
Commission was chartered by and reported to 
the Secretary of Defense. Congress codified 
the authority of tha t  Commission when it 
passed Public Law 100-526. The 1991 
Commission, on the o ther  h a n d ,  w a s  

established by law from the outset. Its 
members were appointed by the President and 
conf i ied  by the Senate. 

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

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

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

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

Composition of the 1991 
Commission 

The commissioners were chosen for their 
distinguished legislative, business, military, 
and diplomatic backgrounds. Six were 
appointed by President Bush  - four  i n  

1-3 
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consultation with House and Senate majority 
leaders and two with the advice of House and 
Senate  minori ty  leaders .  The  o t h e r  
appointments were made independently by the 
President. 

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

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

1-4 



Department of Defense Procedures to Develop Recommended List 

Chapter 2 

Department 
of Defense 
Procedures 
to Develop 
Recom- 
mended List 

On April 12, 1991, Secretary of Defense 
Dick Cheney presented to Congress and the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission a list of military installations 
proposed for realignment or closure. The list 
recommended 43 base closures and 29 realign- 
ments and was the product of an extensive DoD 
review of military bases. 

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

Four additional memoranda were issued to  
clarify the DoD review process. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 

In November 1990, the Secretary of the 
Army established the Total Army Basing 
Study and  tasked th i s  s tudy group to  
recommend po ten t i a l  c losures  a n d  
realignments. 

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

The Army appl ied t h e  r e tu rn -on -  
investment and impact criteria to bases that 
ranked low in military value. 

2-1 
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Senior Army staff reviewed the Army's 
final proposals and recommended the list for 
approval. The Secretary of the Army and the 
Army Chief of Staffapproved this list. 

codes were assigned to a base by assuming that 
it could be closed and assessing what impact its 
closure would have on the Navy's mission. Ld 1 
Like the  Army, the  Navy considered 
community support (criterion 7 )  in its analysis 
of the military value of bases. 

DEPARTMENT OFTHE 
NAVY 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AIR FORCE 

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

The Air Force collected d a t a  by u 
distributing standard quest ionnaires  - 
general, environmental, and air space - t o  
each Air Force base. The executive group 
sorted the Air Force bases into five categories 
and ten subcategories, and examined each to 
identify excess capacity. 

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

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

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

The Role 
of the 
General 
Accounting 
Office 

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

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

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

Under Section 2903 (d)(5) of Title XXIX, 
Public Law 101-510, Congress called on the 
Comptroller General t o  do two things: assist 
the Commission in its review of the Secretary 
of Defense’s recommendations and transmit an 
independent report t o  Congress and the  
Commission containing GAO’s analysis of 
DoDs proposals and processes. 

ASSISTANCE TO THE 
COMMISSION 

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

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

THE GAO REPORT 
GAO released its r epor t ,  t i t l e d  

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Work 
of the 
Defense 
Base Closure 
and 
Realignment 
/y Gornrnission 

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

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

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

The Commission se t  up review-and- 
analysis teams -Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Special - to evaluate the services’ processes. 
“he Commission’s teams focused on the process 
each service used to adhere to legislative 
requirements. 

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

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

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

The Commission’s Air Force team first 
checked to see that the Air Force had studied 

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

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

Closure and 
Realignment 
Recornmen- 
dations 
of the 
Lommission 

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

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

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

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

Second, with the closure of bases bearing 
the  names of American heroes such as 
President Benjamin Harrison; General Ira C. 
Eaker; astronaut Virgil u G u ~ ”  Grissom; and 
World War I pilot, Eddie Rickenbacker, the 
Commission urges the President to find some 
other means to honor the contributions of these 
great Americans. 

Detailed information on each of t h e  
Commission’s base-closure-and-realignment 
decisions is presented below, including the 
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ra t iona le  for e a c h  recommendat ion.  
Substantial deviations from the application of 
the force-structure plan and the final criteria 
have been identified where applicable. 

DEPARTMENT 
OF THE ARMY 

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

Annual: $112 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The mquni t ies  argued that the study 

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

respective field offices would c rea t e  
inefficiencies. 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the Corps of 

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

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

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

These transfers and eliminations occur at 
the district and division levels. Fourdivision 

W 
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and fourteen district  headquarters a r e  
eliminated to reduce the span of control and 
increase operational efficiencies. However, 
project and construction offices in support of 
t h e  dis t r ic ts  are not affected by t h e  
reorganization. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission recommends t h e  

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

Aviation Systems 
Command and Troop 
Support Command, 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Category: IndustriaZ-Commodity Oriented 

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

Payback: Immediate 

Installations 

Annual: $22.5 million 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

community. 
There were no formal expressions from the 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found the consolidation of 

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

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

Mission: Army Soldier Support Center; 

Cost to Close: $206 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$123.8 million; 

Annual: $36.9 million 
Payback: 4years 

School 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Army 

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

functions currently i n  leased space t o  
Building 1. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that Fort Jackson 

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

The Commission found that Building 1 is 
underused. Building 1 is the current home of 
the branch of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service that is responsible for the 
Department of the Army finances. The 
Commission is aware of an ongoing Defense 
Management Review initiative to consolidate 
and streamline DoDs Finance and Accounting 
Services. DoD should look closely at using 
adequate excess governmentowned facilities 
when eva lua t ing  its overa l l  fac i l i ty  
requirements. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission recommends t o  t he  

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

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

Savings: 1992-97: -$34.2 million; 

Payback: 5 years 

$303 million 

Annuul: $22.9 million 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

impacts will extend further than DoD stated. 
The community argued tha t  economic 

Additionally, the community claimed that 
Fort Chaffee provides a more challenging, 
versatile training environment than Fort Polk 
and that Fort Polk was never considered as a 
candidate for the JRTC. The local citizens also 
argued that DoD overstated costs for facilities 
to support the JRTC. For example, a hospital 
and housing are available in the community 
and need not be constructed. Finally, the 
community argued that World War I1 facilities 
can be rehabilitated to meet the needs of JRTC 
at a cost of $79million rather than the DoD 
estimate of $224 million. 

’ 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that both Forts 

Chaffee and Polk were evaluated as potential 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD’s recommen- 

dation did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the selection criteria. 
The Commission, therefore, recommends that 
Fort Chaffee be returned to its semiactive 
status with an  Active Component garrison to 
be used in support of Reserve Component 
training and that a permanent Joint Readiness 
Training Center be established at Fort Polk, 
Louisiana. 
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Fort Devens, 
Massachusetts 
Category: Command and Control 
Mission: 10th Special Forces Group 
Cost to Close: $160.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $30.8 million; 

Annual: $55.2 million 
Payback: 0 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the DoD 

recommendation violates the law because it 
changes the 1988 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission’s recommendation, which 
never was enacted. It also claimed that the 
Army would be better served by having the 
Headquarters, ISC, located nearer to a “center 
of high technology.” The community argued 
that closing Fort Devens will remove the active 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  all 

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

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

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

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

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

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

A n n u l :  $25.3 million 
Payback: 0 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

tenants tha t  do not support the Reserve 
Component. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the land value 

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

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD did not 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f inds  DoD’s 

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

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

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Category: Initial Entry TraininglBranch 

School 
Mission: Army Military Police School; 

Army Chemical School; and Defense 
Polygraph Institute 

Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: 1992-9 7: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOWENDA TION 

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

‘tj 

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

Fort McClellan was recommended for 
closure because it is the home of the smallest 
Army training center and most of its missions 
and faci l i ty  requi rements  can  be met 
elsewhere. 
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W 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The local community contended that DoD 

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

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission questioned maintaining 

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

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission found a substant ial  

deviation from criterion 1 (the current and 
future mission requirements and the impact of 
operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense’s total force) and criterion 2 (the 
availability and condition of land, facilities, 
and associated air space) at both the existing 
and potential receiving locations. Thus, the 
Commission recommends that Fort McClellan 
remain open. 

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

Annwl: $70.4 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community asserted that Fort Ord was 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  all 

installations in this category were treated 
fairly. It also found tha t  moving t h e  
7thInfantry Division from Fort Ord to Fort 
Lewis optimizes the use of Fort Lewis. The 
Commission also found that there will be an 
excess capacity of two installations in the 
category at the end of 1995. The Commission 
finds tha t  the community assertion for 
deployability has some merit; however, 
stationing the division at Fort Lewis does 
enable the division to use nearby McChord Air 
Force Base for its deployment. Currently, the 
7th Infantry Division uses a civilian airport or 
travels 150miles to Travis Air Force Base. 
The Commission found that building an 
a s i e l d  at Fort Ord (or enhancing the existing 
airfield) w i l l  cost approximately $97 million; 
however, environmental concerns may prevent 
the construction. 

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds DoD's recommenda- 

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

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

Fort Polk, Louisiana 
Category: Fighting (Maneuver) 
Mission: 5th Infantry Division (5 MX) 
Cost to Close: Fort PolklFort Chaffee 

Savings: 1992-97: -$34.2 million; 

Payback: 5years 

$303 million 

Annual: $22.9 million 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

This realignment allows the Army to 
station the JRTC at the installation best suited 
to its requirements (Fort Polk) and to house 
two divisions at its finest fighting installation 
(Fort Hood). Realignment of the 199th SMB 
from Fort Lewis to Fort Polk to serve as the 
opposing force for units training at the JRTC 
enhances the JRTC capabilities and opens 
space at Fort Lewis for the 7th Infantry 
Division (Light). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the DoD 

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the DoD’s 

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

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

Payback: Immediate 
Annual: $1 7.7 million 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Depot 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the depots 

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

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

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

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

Mission: Research, Development and Testing 
Cost to Realign: $281.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$106,0 million; 

Payback: 4 years 

Installations 

Annual: $44.7 million 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued the Base Closure 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found the industrial- 

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

R E C O U E N D A  TIONS 
The Commission finds DoD's recommen- 

dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the criteria. The 
Commission recommends the closure of Harry 
Diamond Laboratory in Woodbridge, Virginia, 
and realignment of t he  laboratories to  
establish the Combat Materiel Technology 

W 
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Laboratory at Adelphi and APG. 
following specific realignments are included 

The 

Move the Army Research Institute 
MANPRINT funct ion from 
Alexandria, Virginia, to APG. 

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

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

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

Move the Directed Energy and Sensors 
Basic and Applied Research Element of 
the Center for Night Vision and  
Electro-Optics from Fort Belvoir to 
Adelphi. 

Move the Electronic Technology Device 
Laboratory h m  Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey, to Adelphi. 

Move the Battlefield Environment 
Effects Element of the Atmospheric 
Science Laboratory from White Sands 
Missile Range,  New Mexico, t o  
Adelphi. 

Collocate t h e  Ground Vehicle 
Propulsion Basic and Applied Research 
Activity from Warren, Michigan, with 
t h e  Army Avia t ion  Propuls ion  
Directorate a t  t h e  NASA-Lewis 
Research Center in Cleveland, Ohio. 

They will form the Army Propulsion 
Directorate. 

Move the Harry Diamond Laboratories 
Woodbridge Research Facility Element 
to CMRL in Adelphi and closddispose 
of the Woodbridge, Virginia, facility. 

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

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

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

Rock Island Arsenal, 
I1 1 inois 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Mission: Production 
Cost to Realign: $65.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: 4 1 8 . 2  million; 

Payback: 1 year 

Installations 

Annuul: $38.8 million 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Armament, Munitions, and 
Chemical Command from Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois, to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as part 
of the Defense Management  Review’s 
inventory control point consolidations. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  the Army 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the industrial- 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection c r i te r ia .  T h e  Commission 
recommends that t h e  Army realign the 
Armaments,  Munitions,  and Chemical 
Command as proposed and form a single 
inventory control point at Redstone Arsenal. 

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

Annuul: $55.8 million 
Payback: Immediate 

tr 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community agreed with the closure of \_I 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that all industrial 

depots were treated equally. There was excess 
maintenance capac i ty  for  ground 
communications electronics, and Sacramento 
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Army Depot ranked the  lowest of t h e  
installations with communications electronics 
maintenance capability. 

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that DoD deviated 

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

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

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

Annul :  $6.9 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The various communities argued that the 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h e  

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

The Commission determined t h a t  its 
jur isdict ion did inc lude  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
recommend realignment and closure of 
laboratories without the input of the Federal 
Advisory Commission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD’s recommen- 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

LJ 

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

Collocate infectious disease research at 
NMRI with WRAIR. 

Move biodynamics research fkom the U.S. 
Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory, Fort 
Rucker, Alabama, and collocate it with the 
Armstrong Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. 

Move heat physiology research from the 
United States Air Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAFSAM) [now called Armstrong 
Laboratory at Brooks Air Force Base] and 
collocate it with the U.S. Army Research 
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Institute of Environmental Medicine, Natick, 
L” Massachusetts. 

DEPARTMENT OF 
THE NAVY 

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

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

Annual: $5.5 million 
Payback: 10 years 

to Reserve Seabees 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Davisville and relocate three sets of 
equipment and tools for Reserve Naval Mobile 
Construction Battalions (RNMCB) and other 
pre-positioned war reseme material stock to 
the other Construction Battalion Centers at 
Gulfport, Mississippi, and Port Hueneme, 
California. 

w 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that Davisville had 

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that many of the 

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds t h a t  the  DoD 

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

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

Hunters Point Annex has low military 
value because of significant encroachment that 
will result from congressionally mandated 
outleasing to the city of San Francisco. The 
infrastructure at the  base is deficient. 
Moreover, this closure will have little impact 
on the economy or environment of the San 
Francisco area. Implementation costs will be 
minimal. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community is anxious to gain use of 

the land that Hunters Point occupies and thus 
did not argue against closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that  few tenants 

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds the DoD proposal 

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

Marine Corps Air  
Station 
Tustin, California 
Category: Marine Corps Air Station 
Mission: Support Marine Corps Aviation 
Cost to Close: $590.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $56.8 million; 

Payback: 100 years 
Annual: $0.4 million 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA TIONS 

Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
Tustin, retaining family housing and related 
personnel facilities to support MCAS El Toro, 
California. Combine Marine Aircraft Group 
(MAG) 16 with MAG 39 from Camp Pendleton 
and transfer the combined MAG, along with 
the Tustin's headquarters components and 
related units, to a new air station to be built at 
the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center 
at Twentynine Palms, California. 

Before relocation, MAG 16 and MAG 39 at 
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California, will be 
combined. Projected requirements necessitate 
restructuring aviation support to complement 
combmed-arms training. Only MCAS Yuma, 
Arizona, which has a unique mission, ranked 
lower than Tustin in military value. The air 
station and its air space are being encroached. 
The aging facilities have many deficiencies. 
Moving helicopter support to Twentynine 
Palms integrates it more closely with training 
for Camp Pendleton ground forces. Helicopter 
facilities at Camp Pendleton are located too far 
from training areas at Twentynine Palms to 
permit MAG-39 to play an integral role in 
ground-force training. 

u' 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community supports closure of MCAS 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that there was not 

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

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

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

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

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

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

Annual: $6.9 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The Naval Air Facility Midway Island's 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND.  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission fmds that the Semetary's 
recommendation did not deviate from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
cr i ter ia .  Therefore, t h e  Commission 
recommends realigning Naval Air Facility 
Midway Island. Eliminate the mission and 
operate under a caretaker status. 
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Naval Air Station Chase 
Fie Id, Bee u i Ile, Texas 
Category: Naval Air Station 
Mission: Naval Aviation Training 
Cost to Close: $47.7 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$7.5 million; 

Annwl:  $24.7 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community principally argued that 

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD’s closure 

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

The Commission assessed that issues of 
relative productivity, airfield design, air space, 
encroachment, a n d  weather  were  n o t  
significant enough to be a basis for a closure 
recommendation. The relevant issues were 
determined to be relative cost and military 
value. 

The Commission found t h a t  DoD 
underestimated the costs to relocate the T-45 
from Naval Air Station Kingsville to Naval 
Air Station Chase Field. 

Naval Air S ta t ion  R ingsv i l l e  w a s  
considered too expensive to relocate. Naval 
Air Station Meridian and Naval Air Station 
Chase Field became the potential candidates 
for closure. Geographical diversity and cost 
were predominant factors in retaining Naval 
Air Station Meridian. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission agrees with the DoD 

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

The Commission also found that the DoD 
substantially deviated from criterion 6 in that 
realignment t o  re tain a n  OLF imposes 
significantly greater adverse economic impact 
on the local community than closure of the 
entire air station. 

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

Naval Air Station 
Moffett Field, Cal ifornia 
Category: Naval Air Station/Maritime Patrol 

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

Annual: $72.4 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

Aircraft 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the benefits 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoDs closure 

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary’s 

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

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

Cost to Close: N/A 
Savings: N/A 
Payback: M A  

Warfare Aircraft 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the economic 

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

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

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the A-6 force 

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

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island operates 
from two runways with only one being 
operational at a time. This affects operational 
flexibility and growth in that it limits the 
ability to conduct field carrier landing practice. 
The functional wing commander conducts this 
training through use of the Outlying Field 
Coupeville. While this optimizes training and 
enhances the single mnway operations, noted 
in the DoD recommendation, it exacerbates the 
encroachment at the outlying field. The 
encroachment issue a t  Outlying Field 
Coupeville is signifcant. The A-6 and EA-6B 
aircraft are two of the loudest aircraft in the 
Navy inventory. The local community has not 
passed any zoning ordinances that  preclude 
development near the aifiield. The community 
has organized a n  aggressive campaign 
focusing on a b a t i n g  t h e  noise. The  
Commission found t h a t  t h e  noise and 
encroachment issues are moderate relative to 
other Navy bases. Expansion of the base is 
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possible. With the exception of Naval Air 
Station Lemoore, all carrier support naval air 
stations rate worse than Naval Air Station 
Whidbey Island with resped to encroachment 
on air installation compatible use zone 
management. This issue can be resolved 
without closing the base. 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that DoD deviated 

substantially from the forcestructure plan and 

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

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

Cost to Close: $118.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $201.8 million; 

Annual: $85.2 million 
Payback: Less ttran I year 

and Shipyard 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA TION 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Navy’s 

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

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the OpNav 

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

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

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds t h e  DoD 

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

Li 

The Commission found that closing Long 
Beach would eliminate more than two-thirds of 
the Navy’s excess berthing capacity on the 
West Coast. However, the Navy will have to 
continue to use San Diego piers classified as 

5-24 



Closure and Realignment Recommendations of the Commission 

w 

Naval Station 
Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Shipyard and Assigned 

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

Annual: $40.4 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

Ships 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

Naval Station Philadelphia was graded 
low in military value because of significant 
facility deficiencies t h a t  would require 
construction to correct, its high-cost location, 
and the elimination of the requirement to 
support the naval shipyard, which DoD is also 
recommending for closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The Philadelphia community believes the 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The naval station has no piers. Assigned 

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

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds  t h a t  DoD’s 

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

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

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

Annual: $1.6 million 
Payback: 100 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand 
Point). Relocate most functions and activities 
to Everett, Washington. Retain the r e g i 0 ~ 1  
brig and a small surrounding parcel of land. 
Dispose of the rest of the property. This 
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changes the  1988 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission's recommendation to 
partially close this base. 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community did not argue against the 

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
Naval Station Sand Point has no mission, 

its facilities are poor, and it cannot contribute 
signifhntly to meeting surge requirements. 
The major tenants are relocating. The current 
small overhead explains the long payback 
period. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds  that  DoD's 

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

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

u- 

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

Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

Command; Nuclear Power Schools 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

L+.-= 
Force-structure reductions decrease 

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

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

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD based its 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that with regard to 

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

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

Cost to Close: $1 02 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $38.1 million; 

Annual: $36 million 
Payback: 2 years 

ofNavy Ships 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that Philadelphia 

provides the skilled workforce and facilities 
that the Navy will need to repair its large 
conventional ships in the future. It believes 
that the shipyard is particularly well suited to 
repair Aegis-equipped ships because of 
specialized public and private industrial  
facilities in the area. The community also 
claimed that Philadelphia is the most cost- 
effective and effxcient public shipyard, with the 
lowest man-day rate and highest productive 
ratio. This, along with its facilities for 
repairing large ships, justifies keeping the 
facility open during the 199Os, even at a 
reduced workload level, until the conventional 
ship workload increases. 

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the overall 

public shipyard workload is f a l l i n g  
signifkantly because of force reductions and 
budget limitations. The projected workload in 
nuclear shipyards during the 1990s was found 
to  limit the potential for closing any nuclear 
shipyard until the late 1990s. 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 
“he Commission finds that the Secretary’s 

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

Mission: Research and Engineering Facilities 
Cost to Consolidate: $51 3 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$119 million; 

Payback: 2-10 years (varies by warfare 

and Evaluation 

Annual: $1 07 million 

center) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RE CO MMENDA T I 0  NS 

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

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The communities argued tha t  imple- 

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

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

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the DoD did 

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

RE CO MMENDA T I 0  NS 
The Commission finds that ,  with one 

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

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

The Commission recommends.. the 
following closures and realignments. 

Closures 
Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility, 

San Diego, CA 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, San Diego, CA 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, 
'Vallejo, CA 
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