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June 14, 1993 

MEMORANDUM TO COMMISSIONERS 

FROM : Sheila C. Cheston, General Counsey 

RE: Final Criteria 

As you know, the Commission may make changes in any one (or 
more) of the Secretary's recommendations if, and only if, the 
Commission determines that (1) the Secretary "deviated 
substantially from the force-structure plan and final criteria" in 
making the recommendation, and (2) "the change is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria." To assist you in 
making these determinations, I attach for your review copies of the 
following documents: 

1. February 15, 1991 Federal Register (56 FR 6374) -- 
publishing the list of "final criteria" and analyzing public 
comments on the criteria. 

2. December 15, 1992 Federal Register (57 FR 59334) -- 
providing that DoD will use the same "final criteria" in 
connection with the 1993 recommendations as it used in 1991 
(and as were published on February 15, 1991 (item 1 above)). 

3. Memorandum from Colin McMillan (Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Production and Logistics)) to Secretaries of the 
Military Departments, et al., dated December 4, 1992, 
providing DoD guidance regarding the BRAC process and final 
criteria. 

4. Memorandum from David J. Berteau (Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (production and Logistics)) to 
Assistant/Deputy Assistant Secretaries of the Services, dated 
December 24, 1992, providing further DoD guidance with respect 
to cumulative economic impact (criteria 6). 

I strongly encourage you to review these materials 
(particularly item 1) before final deliberations begin. 

DCN: 12424



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD). 

February 15, 1991 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Final selection criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in accordance with section 2903@), title 
XXIX, part A of the FY 1991 National Defense Authorization Act, is required to 
publish the proposed selection criteria to be used by the Department of Defense 
in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military 
installations insikde the United States. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: February 15, 199 1. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Jim Whittaker or Ms. Patricia Walker, 
Base Closure and Utilization, OASD(P&L), (703) 6 14-5356. 

TEXT: SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. Final Selection Criteria 

The final criteria to be used by the Department of Defense to make 
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside 
the United States under title XXIX, part A of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 as follows: 

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

Military Value 

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

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



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

- 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

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

Impacts 

6 .  The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

B. Analvsis of Public Comments 

The Department of Defense (DoD) received 169 public comments in response to 
the proposed DoD selection criteria for closing and realigning military 
installations inside the United States. The public's comments can be grouped 
into four topics: General, military value, costs and "paybackw, and impacts. The 
following is an analysis of these comments. 

(1) General Comments 

(a) A substantial number of commentors expressed concern over the proposed 
criteria's broad nature and similiarity to the 1988 Defense Secretary's Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission criteria. Many of the comments noted a need 
for objective measures or factors for the criteria. Some commentors also 
suggested various standard measures or factors for the criteria. The inherent 
mission diversity of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies @OD 
Components) makes it impossible for DoD to specify detailed criteria, or 
objective measures or factors that could be applied to all bases within a 
Military Department or Defense Agency. We have provided the commentors' letters 
to each Military Department for their consideration. The similarity to the 1988 
Base Closure Commission criteria is acknowledged. After reviewing the public 
comments we concluded that using similar criteria is appropriate. 



(b) Many commentors noted that a correlation between force structure and the 
criteria was not present. The base closure and realignment procedures mandated 
by title XXIX, part A, of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1991 (the Act) require that the Secretary of Defense's recommendations for 
closure and realignment be founded on the force structure plan and the final 
criteria required by the Act. DoD's analytical and decision processes for 
applying the final criteria will be based on the force structure plan. The 
military value criteria provide the connection to the force structure plan. 

(c) Many commentors noted the need for more detailed information on how DoD 
would implement the base closure procedures required by the Act. A recurrent 
suggestion was to group like bases into categories for analysis. In response to 
this comment and suggestion, and to respond to the general comments (a) and @) 
above, we have issued policy guidance to the Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies on the base closure process. This guidance requires them to: 

-- Treat all bases equally: They must consider all bases equally in 
selecting bases for closure or realignment under the Act, without regard to 
whether the installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure 
or realignment by the Department. This policy does not appply to closures or 
realignments that fall below the thresholds established by the Act or to the 86 
bases closed under Public Law 100-526; 

-- Categorize bases: They must categorize bases with like missions, 
capabilities and/or attributes for analysis and review, to ensure that like 
bases are fairly compared with each other; and 

-- Perform a capacity analysis: They must link force structure changes 
described in the force structure plan with the existing force and bases 
structure, to determine if a potential for closure or realignment exists. In the 
event a determination is made that no excess capacity exists in a category, then 
there will be no need to continue the analysis of that category, unless there is 
a military value or other reason to continue the analysis; 

-- Develop and Use Objective Measures/Factors: They must develop and use 
objective measures or factors within categories for each criterion, whenever 
feasible. We recognize that it will not always be possible to develop 
appropriate objective measures or factors, and that measures/factors (whether 
they be objective or subjective) may vary for different categories of bases. 

(d) A number of commentors recommended assigning specific weights to 
individual criteria. It would be impossible for DoD to specify weights for each 
criterion that could be applied across the board to all bases, again due to the 
mission diversity of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. It appears 
from the comments that numbering the criteria may have been mistaken as an order 
of precedence associated with individual criteria. We do not intend to assign an 



order of precedence to an individual criterion,. other than to give priority to 
the first four. 

(e) Several commentors gave various reasons why a particular installation 
should be eliminated from any closure or realignment evaluation. Public Law 
101-510 directs DoD to evaluate all installations equally, exclusive of those 
covered under Public Law 100-526 or those falling below the threshold of section 
2687, title 10, U.S. Code. Public Law 100-526 implemented the recommendations of 
the 1988 Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. We have 
issued guidance to the DoD Components instructing them to consider all bases 
equally, this includes those previously nominated for study in the Defense 
Secretary's January 29, 1990, base realignment and closure announcement that are 
above the thresholds established in the Act. Conversely, we did not receive any 
requests that a particular installation be closed or realigned pursuant to 
section 2924 of Public Law 101-510. 

(f) A number of commentors noted a need for more management controls over 
data collection to ensure accuracy of data. We agree with this recommendation 
and have issued guidance that requires the DoD Components to develop and 
implement internal controls, consistent with their organizational and program 
structure, to ensure the accuracy of data collection and analyses being 
performed. This guidance incorporates the lessons learned from the General 
Accounting Office's review of the 1988 Base Closure Commission's work. 

(g) After detailed consideration of all comments, we have determined that 
some of the criteria may have been unclear. We have revised the criteria for 
additional clarity. 

(h) Some of the early comments we received recommended extending the original 
December 31, 1990, public comment deadline. We agreed and extended the public 
comment period to January 24, 1991. In addition, we accepted for consideration 
19 public comments received after the January 24, 1991, deadline. 

(2) Military Value Comments 

(a) A majority of comments received supported DoD's decision to give priority 
consideration to the military value criteria. In the aggregate, military value 
refers to the collection of attributes that describe how well a base supports 
its assigned force structure and missions. 

(b) Several commentors recommended that National Guard and Resene Component 
forces be included as part of DoD's base closure analysis. The Department's 
total force concept includes National Guard and Reserve Component forces, and 
these forces will be reflected in the force structure plan required by the Act 
for this base closure process. To clarify that point, criteria number one and 



three were amended. 

(c) Some commentors recommended DoD apply the military value criteria without 
regard to the DoD component currently operating or receiving the services of the 
base. The commentors noted that this would maximize utilization of Defense 
assets and therefore improve the national security. We agree with this comment. 
DoD must retain its best bases and where there is a potential to consolidate, 
share or exchange assets, that potential will be pursued. We also recognize that 
this potential does not exist among all categories of bases and that the initial 
determination of the military value of bases must be made by the DoD Component 
currently operating the base. Consequently, we have left the military value 
criteria general in nature and therefore applicable DoD-wide, where appropriate. 
We have also issued guidance to the DoD Components that encourages inter-service 
and multi-service asset sharing and exchange. Finally, we will institute 
procedures to ensure each DoD Component has the opportunity to improve the 
military value of its base structure through analysis of potential exchanges of 
bases with other DoD Conlponents. 

(d) Some commentors recommended we include the availability of airspace in 
our considerations of military value. We agree and have revised criterion number 
two accordingly. 

(e) Several commentors requested a geographic balance be maintained when 
considering installations for realignment or closure. DoD is required by Public 
Law 101-510 to evaluate all installations equally, exclusive of those covered 
under Public Law 100-526 or those falling below the thresholds of section 2687, 
title 10, U.S. Code. However, some measures of military value do have a 
geographic component and therefore military mission requirements can drive 
geographic location considerations. 

(f) Some commentors recommended that the availability of trained civil 
service employees be considered as well as the capacity of the private sector to 
support or perform military missions. DoD's civil service employees are an 
integral part of successful accomplishment of defense missions, as are defense 
contractors whether they be nationally or locally based. To the extent that the 
availability of trained civilian or contractor work forces influences our 
ability to accomplish the mission, it is already included in criteria number 
one and four. 

(g) Several commentors recommended that mobilization potential of bases be 
considered and that those bases required for mobilization be retained. 
Contingency and mobilization requirements are an important military value 

consideration and were already included in criterion number three. The potential 
to accommodate contingency and mobilization requirements is a factor at both 
existing and potential receiving locations, and we have amended criterion number 
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three accordingly. 

(h) One commen tor recommended retaining all bases supporting operation Desert 
ShieldIStorm and another recommended including overseas bases. DoD must balance 
its future base structure with the forces described in the force structure plan, 
and not on the current basing situation. Some forces currently supporting 
Operation Desert Storm are scheduled for drawdown between 1991 and 1997. DoD 
must adjust its base structure accordingly. Overseas bases will also be closed 
in the future as we drawdown DoD's overseas forces. However, Congress 
specifically left overseas base closures out of the base closure procedures 
established by the Act. 

(3) Cost and "Payback" Comments 

(a) Some commentors recommended calculating total federal government costs in 
DoD's cost and "payback" calculations. A number of such comments gave as 
examples of federal government costs, health care and unemployment costs. The 
DoD Components annually budget for health care and unemployment costs. We have 
instructed the DoD Components to include DoD costs for health care and 
unemployment, associated with closures or realignments, in the cost 
calculations. 

(b) Several commentors noted the absence of a "payback" period and some felt 
that perhaps eight or ten years should be specified. We decided not to do this; 
we did not want to rule out making changes that were beneficial to the national 
security that would have longer returns on investment. The 1988 Base Closure 
Commission felt that a six-year "payback" unnecessarily constrained their 
choices. The DoD Componentes have been directed to calculate return on 
investment for each closure or realignment recommendation, to consider it in 
their deliberations, and to report it in their justifications. Criterion number 
five has been amended accordingly. 

(c) Some commentors recommended including environmental clean-up costs in 
base closure cost and payback calculations. Some also noted that the cost of 
environmental clean-up at a particular base could be so great that the 
Department should remove the base from further closure consideration. 

The DoD is required by law to address two distinctly different types of 
environmental costs. 

The first cost involves the clean-up and disposal of environmental hazards in 
order to correct past practices and return the site to a safe condition. This is 
commonly referred to as environmental restoration. DoD has a legal obligation 
under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act for environmental 
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restoration at sites, regardless of a decision to close a base. Therefore, 
these costs will not be considered in DoD's cost calculations. Where 
installations have unique contamination problems requiring environmental 
restoration, these will be identified as a potential limitation on near-term 
community reuse of the installation. 

The second cost involves ensuring existing practices are in compliance with 
the Clean Air, Clean Water, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and other 
environmental acts, in order to control current and future pollution. This is 
commonly referred to as environmental compliance. Environmental compliance costs 
can potentially be avoided by ceasing the existing practice through the closure 
or realignment of a base. On the other hand, environmental compliance costs may 
be a factor in determining appropriate closure, realignment, or receiving 
location options. In either case, the environmental compliance costs or cost 
avoidances may be a factor considered in the cost and return on investment 
calculations. The Department has issued guidance to the DoD Components on this 
issue. 

(d) Some commentors recommended DoD change the cost and "payback" criteria to 
include uniform guidelines for calculating costs and savings. We agree that 
costs and savings must be calculated uniformly. We have improved the Cost of 
Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model used by the 1988 Base Closure Commission 
and have provided it to the DoD Components for calculations of costs, savings, 
and return on investment. 

(4) Impacts Comments 

(a) Many commentors were concerned about social and economic impacts on 
communities and how they would be factored into the decision process. We have 
issued instructions to the DoD Components to calculate economic impact by 
measuring the effects on direct and indirest employment for each recommended 
closure or realignment. These effects will be determined by using statisical 
information obtained from the Departments of Labor and Commerce. This is 
consistent with the methodology used by the 1988 Base Closure Commission to 
measure economic impact. We incorporated the General Accounting Office's 
suggested improvements for calculation of economic impact. DoD will also 
determine the direct and indirect employment impacts on receiving bases. We have 
amended criterion number six to reflect this decision. 

(b) The meaning of criterion number seven, "the community support at the 
receiving locations" was not clear to several commentors. Some wondered if that 
meant popular support. Others recognized that this criterion referred to a 
community's infrastructure such as roads, water and sewer treatment plans, 
schools and the like. To clarify this criterion, we have completely re-written 
it, while also recognizing that a comparison must be made for both the existing 
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and potential receiving communities. 

(c) Many commentors asked how environmental impacts would be considered. As 
we stated in topic 3(c), DoD will consider certain environmental costs. In 
addition, we have instructed the DoD Components to consider, at a minimum, the 
following elements when analyzing environmental consequences of a closure or 
realignment action: 

-- Threatened and endangered species 

-- Wetlands 

-- Historic and Archeological sites 

-- Pollution Control 

-- Hazardous Materials1 Wastes 

-- Land and Air uses 

-- Programmed environmental costslcost avoidances 

(d) A number of commenters questioned the meaning of criterion number nine. 
"The implementation process involved". The intent of this criterion was to 
describe the implementation plan, its milestones, and the DoD military and 
civilian employee adjustments (Increases and decreases) at each base, that would 
result through implementation of the closure or realignment. After further 
consideration, we have determined that developing the implementation plan is a 
necessary requirement and conclusion of applying the other eight criteria. A 
description of the implementation plan, while important to the understanding the 
recommended closure or realignment, is not in itself a specific criterion for 
decisionmaking. Consequently, we have deleted criterion number nine. We have 
instructed the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to include a 
description of their implementation plans for each recommended closure or 
realignment, as part of the justification to be submitted to the Commission. 

C. Previous Federal Register - References 

(1) 55 FR49679, November 30, 1990: Proposed selection criteria and request 
for comments. 

(2) 55 FR53586, December 31, 1990: Extend comment period on proposed 
selection criteria. 



D. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L. 96-5 11) does not apply. 

Dated: February 1 1, 199 1. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison Officer, Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 91-3645 Filed 2-14-91; 8:45 am] 
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3. The ability to accommodate contingency,. mobilization, and future total 

force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

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

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

B. Background Information 

The February 15, 1991 Federal Register notice contained an analysis of public 
comments received and a description of the changes DoD made to the proposed 
criteria published in a November 30, 1990 Federal Register Notice. DoD received 
169 public comments in response to the proposed criteria and request for 
comments. The proposed criteria were appropriately amended based on these 
comments. The final criteria were accepted by Congress in 1991 and served we11 
in the 1991 effort. They will therefore be used again, unchanged, by the 
Department of Defense to make recommendations to the 1993 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

C. Previous Federal Register References 

(1) 55 FR 49679, November 30, 1990: Proposed selection criteria and request 
for comments. 

(2) 55 FR 53536, December 31, 1990: Extend comment period on proposed 
selection criteria. 

(3) 56 FR 6374, February 15, 1991: Publish selection criteria and analysis 
of comments. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense @OD). 

December 15, 1992 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Notice of Final Selection Criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in accordance with Section 2903(b), Public 
Law 101-510, as amended, published in the February 15, 1991, Federal Register 
the Final Selection Criteria to be used in making recommendations for the 
closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States. 
These final criteria became effective on February 15, 1991. The final criteria 
published at that time will be used again, unchanged, by the Department of 
Defense to make recommendations that will be reviewed by the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. This notice republishes those criteria. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Peter Potochney or Colonel Kirby Allen, 
OASD (P&L), (703) 697-8048. 

TEXT: SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. Final Selection Criteria 

The final criteria to be used by the Department of Defense to make 
recommendations for the closure o r  realignment of  military installations in 
accordance with Public Law 101 -5 10, as amended, follow: 

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

Military VaIue 

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

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



Dated: December 11, 1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison Officer, Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 92-30523 Filed 12-1 1-92; 2:35 pm] 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT : Base 

packaround 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE- - 

WASHINGTON; DC 20301 -8000 

SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
CHAIRMAN OF THE J O I N T  CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL. COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

Closure  P o l i c y  Memorandum Two 

T h i s  memorandm i s  t h e  second i n  a series o f  a d d i t i o n a l  
ASD(P&L) p o l i c y  guidance implementing t h e  Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990  (Pub l i c  Law 101-510), as amended, and 
t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  1993 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC 93) guidance of May 5, 1992. WD (PLL) P o l i c y  Memorandum 

One was d a t e d  August 4, 1992. 

The Secretaries of t h e  Military Departments w i l l  be 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  i nc lud ing  M i l i t a r y  Treatment F a c i l i t i e s  (MTFs) i n  
t h e i r  BRAC 93  ana lyses .  Nominations of t h e  Military Departments 
of MTF c l o s u r e s  o r  real ignments  w i l l  be reviewed by t h e  A s s i s t a n t  
S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense f o r  Heal th  Affairs (ASD (HA) ) and re turned  t o  
t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  Military Departments. The f ina l  
recommendations of t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  Military Departments t o  
t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense w i l l  i n c l u d e  t h e  views of t h e  ASDWA), 
i f  d i f f e r e n t  from t h o s e  of t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  M i l i t a r y  
Departments.  



The Sec re t a r i e s  of t h e  Mil i tary  Departments and ASD(HA), 
working toge ther  through t h e  Health Affairs Base Closure Jo in t  
Service  Working Group, may a l s o  i den t i fy  MTFs a s  candidates f o r  
c lo su re  o r  reduction, such as when mul t ip le  DoD hea l th  care  
de l ive ry  a c t i v i t i e s  c r e a t e  overlapping catchment areas  o r  when 
small  benef ic ia ry  populations r e s i d e  within a r eas  where more cos t  
e f f e c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  should be considered. Working group 
recommendations w i l l  be forwarded t o  t h e  Sec re t a r i e s  of t h e  
Mi l i t a ry  Departments f o r  inclus ion i n  t h e i r  f i n a l  recommendations 
as appropr ia te .  If t h e  Secretary of a Mi l i t a ry  Department 
d i sagrees  with a c losure  recommendation forwarded by t h e  Health 
A f f a i r s  Base Closure J o i n t  Service Working Group, t h e  Secretary 
s h a l l  forward t h e  Group's recommendation with t h e  Secretary's 
reason f o r  disagreeing, t o  t h e  Secretary of Defense. 

Return on Investment (ROT) 

Return on investment must be calculated,  considered and 
repor ted with DoD Componentst j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  each recommended 
c losure  o r  realignment package. All cos t s  and savings 
a t t r i b u t a b l e  over t i m e  t o  a c losure  o r  realignment package, 
sub jec t  t o  t h e  below guidance, should be calculated,  including 
c o s t s  o r  savings a t  receiving locat ions .  Costs o r  savings 
elements t h a t  a r e  iden t i f i ed ,  bu t  determined t o  be ins ign i f ican t ,  
need no t  be calculated.  However, DoD Component records should 
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  determination. 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 
c a l c u l a t e s  return on investment. ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum One 
required the Mil i ta ry  Departments and Defense Agencies t o  use t h e  
cur ren t  COBRA version (4.O),  i n  order  t o  ensure consistency in 
methodology. Although t h e  model does not produce budget qua l i ty  
data ,  it uses standard cos t  f a c t o r s  and algorithms t o  est imate 
c o s t s  and savings over time. 

We recognize t h a t  Mi l i t a ry  Department and Defense Agency 
planning and accounting mechanisms ate s u f f i c i e n t l y  d i f f e r en t  t o  
warrant Department/Agency s p e c i f i c  standard c o s t  f ac to r s  i n  t h e  
COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must j u s t i fy  t h e  use of 
such c o s t  f ac to r s .  

Attachment 1 provides add i t iona l  guidance on the  COBRA model 
and r e tu rn  on investment ca lcu la t ions  f o r  those  r a r e  instances 
when it is  impossible t o  use t h e  COBRA model f o r  ca lcula t ions .  

Spec i f ic  i n s t ruc t ions  follow f o r  t h e  ca lcu la t ion  of hea l th  
c a r e  cos ts ,  unemployment cos ts ,  Homeowners Assistance Program and 
environmental cos ts ,  and savings f o r  input  t o  t h e  COBRA model. 



o Health Care Cost2 

'oo C H A M P U S  Base closures and realignments can 
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments 
involving Military Treatment Facilities. 

oo Medicare Costs Medicare costs will not be included 
in DoD Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
Part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The only 
appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those portions of 
the Part B costs that exceed the monthly premiums paid by the 
members/beneficiaries. Therefore, total Medicare appropriations 
will not significantly change return on investment calculations. 

o ynemvlovment C o s t s  The Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the 
contributions attributable to closures and realignments in their 
cost calculations. 

o pomeowners Assistance Proaram (HAP) The Secretary of the 
Army will provide each Military Department and Defense Agency 
with a list of installations that have a reasonable probability 
of having a HAP program approved, should the installation be 
selected for closure or realignment. H?@ costs will be included 
for each of the installations so identified by the Secretary of 
the Army. 

o Fnvironmental Restoration Costs Environmental 
Restoration costs at closina bases are not to be considered in 
cost of closure calculation;. DoD has a legal obligation for 
environmental restoration regardless of whether a base is closed 
or realigned. Where closing or realigning installations have 
unique contamination problems requiring environmental 
restoration, these will be considered as a potential limitation 
on near-term community reuse of the installation. 

o Fnvironmental Comvliance Costs Environmental compliance 
costs can be a factor in a base closure or realignment decision. 
Costs associated with bringing existing practices into compliance 
with environmental rules and regulations can potentially be 
avoided when the base closes. Environmental compliance costs may 
be incurred at receiving locations also, and therefore will be 
estimated. 



o &and Valug Given existing statute and practice 
regarding. the disposal of real property, especially public 
benefit transfers, land and facilities value may not always be 
realized. In cases where some proceeds can be expected, Military 
Departments and Defense Agencies must estimate the amount to be 
received for such real property. Estimated land and facility 
value will generally be based on the anticipated highest and best 
use for the land and facilities, assuming appropriate zoning, 
unless readily available informrzion indicates that zoning is 
likely to be more restrictive. Where installations have unique 
contamination problems, a portion of the installation may have to 
be segregated from disposal so that community reuse may proceed 
on the balance. Estimated value should be adjusted: for any 
such parceling, including discounting proceeds when sale of 
contaminated property is possible only after cleanup is complete; 
for reduced prices where property is likely to be sold for 
restricted uses; or, when significant public benefit discount 
transfers are anticipated. 

o Force Structure Savina~ The savings associated with 
force structure drawdowns shall nor be included in the return 
investment calculations. While decreased force structure wil 
often be the underlying reason for recommending base closures 
realignments, the savings associated with closing bases shoul 
founded on the elimination of base operating support (BOS), 
infrastructure and related costs. 

. . 
o f l ~ l z t a n ,  Constructlop Military Departments and ~efense 

Agencies will describe anticipated construction requirements 
(barracks square feet, etc.) to implement a BRAC recommendation 
and not actual projects. These requirements only become projects 
during the implementation phase after the Cornmission meets and 
after installation site surveys are conducted and formal project 
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

o Construction Cost Avoidances Closing and 
bases can result in construction cost avoidances. 
avoidances should include M94-99 programed milit 
housing construction that can be avoided at the cl 
realigning base, other than new-mission constrvcti 

realigning 
Cost 
ary and fam 
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COBRA Model Assumvtions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

. Moves of less than 50 miles not hcur 
PCS moving costs. 

ioritv Placement Svstem Costs o ?r . Forty-one percent of 
all employees placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program will be relocated at government expense (based 
on historical data). 

o Students. For the purposes of return on investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
modelfs calculation of overhead costs, and as appropriate, 
estimates of military construction requirements. 

Fconomic Imvacu 

Attachment 2 provides guidance on the calculation of 
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving communities. 

Environmental Impacts 

Attachment 3 provides guidance on documenting environmental 
impact considerations at closing, realigning and receiving 
locations. 

For environmental impact considerations, there is no need to 
undertake new environmental studies. DoD Components may use a11 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for what PurPose it was co l l ec ted .  If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study nust 
collect the same information from a11 bases in the DoD 
Component's base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in information so that all bases can be treated equally. 
Attachment 3 provides a sample of the reporting format used to 
summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 



peceivina Bases  

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases. The COBRA model will calculate the 
costs for relocating such units or activities. DoD Components do 
not need to identify specific receiving bases for units or 
tenants with less than 100 civilim/military employees. Finding 
homes for these activities can be left to execution. However, 
DoD Components should establish a generic -base xu within the 
COBRA model to act as the surrogate receiving base for the 
aggregation of these smaller units or activities, in order to 
ensure completeness of cost and savings calculations. 

peserve Enclaves 

On each base designated for closure or realignment the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or relocate guard and reserve units, the effected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Componentts 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs of fitting out an enclave for 
reserve component or guard use will be estimated. 

Communitv Preference 

Military Departments and Defense Agencies must document the 
receipt of valid requests received under section 2924 of P.L. 
101-510 and document the steps taken to give them special 
consideration. Such documentation is subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office, the Connnission and the Congress. 

Release of Information 

Public Law 103-510, as amended, established the Defense Base 
Closure and Realigment Codssion to review the Secretaw of 
Defense's recommendafions for the closure or realignment of 
military installations and to conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. Unless specifically required by law, data used 
by the DoD Components to analyze and evaluate military 
installations will not be released until the Secretary's 
recommendations have been forwarded to the Commission. 



The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special 
role in qssisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Secretary's selection process. As such, the GAO 
will be provided, upon request, with as much information as 
possible without compromising the deliberative process. The 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies must keep records of 
all data provided to the GAO. 

Actions With Multiple Installation I m ~ a c t ~  

This expands the policy guidance on cumulative impacts on 
installations previously provided in ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum 
One. 

As the DoD Components review their base structure or conduct 
functional studies with base closure or realignment impacts, a 
determination must be made as to whether a review or study 
impacting more than one installation should be considered a 
single action under P.L. 101-510. To be considered a single 
action, the review or study must: 

(1) Result in the closure or realignment of at least one 
installation which would trigger the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2 )  Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire action. 

peportinu Formats 

Attachment 4 describes the reporting formats for: (1) the 
anticipated DoD report to the Commission, and (2) Military 
Department and Defense Agency justifications for their March 15, 
1993, closure and realignment recommendations. 

Attachments 
1. Return on Investment Calculations 
2. Economic Impact Calculations 
3. Environmental Impact Considerations 
4. Report Format, 



Return on Investment Calculations (COBRA Alternative) 

In those rare instances when use of the COBRA model is not 
possible, Return on Investment can be calculated as follows: 

1) Array all the calculated costs and savings by 
fiscal year for the closure or realignment option. 
Costs and savings should be arrayed uninflated for 
20 years. 

2)  Discount each year of the net costs or savings 
using a 10 percent discount rate. 

3 ) -  Determine the fiscal year the closure or 
realignment is completed. The year of the closure 
is defined as the year in which the majority of 
personnel have left, and the mission and functions 
cease to be performed at the installation. For 
these calculations, a closure or realignment can 
be considered complete even if the installation is 
in caretaker status. 

4 )  Count the number of years, after the year of 
completion, it takes for the net present value to 
reach zero or become negative. This number is the 
return on investment years. 

5 )  Sum the discounted net costs/savlngs for the 20- 
year period. This sum is the 20-year net present 
value. 

OMB Circular A-94 applies to these calculations, in general, 
by spacifying a 10 percent discount rate and zero percent 
inflation. 

Exceptions to the above guidance will be considered on a 
case by case basis by ASD(P&L) if warranted. 

Attachment 1 



- - 
tconomic Impact Calculations 

Economic impact on communities w i l l  be  measured by t h e  
d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on employment a t  c l o s i n g  and 
r e a l i g n i n g  bases ,  a s  well  a s  a t  r ece iv ing  l o c a t i o n s .  

The Of f i ce  of Economic Adjustment ( O W  w i l l  design and 
update  computer spreadsheets  with t h e  appropr ia t e  m u l t i p l i e r s  t o  
measure i n d i r e c t  economic impacts. 

The M i l i t a r y  Departments and Defense Agencies w i l l  be 
respons ib le  f o r  determining changes i n  m i l i t a r y ,  c i v i l i a n  and 
c o n t r a c t o r  employment a t  each base.  Only c o n t r a c t o r  personnel 
employed on t h e  base, o r  i n  t h e  immediate v i c i n i t y ,  which support  
on-base a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be considered. This  i s  t h e  d i r e c t  
employment impact. The OEA spreadsheets  have a p l a c e  f o r  e n t r y  
of t h i s  d a t a  which w i l l  be a M i l i t a r y  Department and Defense 
Agency r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Once entered,  t h e  computerized 
spreadsheet  w i l l  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  economic impact ( the  d i r e c t  and 
i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on employment) of t h e  c losure  o r  realignment f o r  
each a f f e c t e d  i n s t a l l a t i o n .  The m i l i t a r y  and DoD c i v i l i a n  da ta  
used f o r  c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  economic impact pusk be t h e  same a s  used 
i n  t h e  COBRA model. 

Attachment 2 



pnvironmental Impact Considerations 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Installation Name Location 

(Provide a summary statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be a11 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened or Endangered Species 

o Wetlands 

o Historic or archeological sites 

o Pollution Control 

o Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

o Land Use and Airspace Implications 

o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

Attachment 3 



Deparfment or  vexenoc: 
Base Closure and R e a l i v n t  

Report t o  t h e  Conmission 
- - 

~ x e c u t i v e  Sumnary (Volume I) 

1. 1993 Base Closure Procedures 
2. Force S t ruc tu re  S m r y  - Unclassif ied 
3. F i n a l  C r i t e r i a  
4 .  Compilation of Recommcndations 
5. Lmplcmentation 

i. Publ ic  tau 101-510 (as amended) 
ii. Sect ion  2687, T i t l e  10,  US Cock 

iii. DoD Po l i cy  Hcmoranda 
V S t Z U c t ~ r e  S-ry 
v. Bintory of Base Closures 

v i .  Index of Affected Bases i personnel -acts 

Force S t r u c t u r e  Plan ( c l a s s i f i e d )  Wol- 11) 

Department of t h e  Army Analyses and R e c o ~ n & t i o n s  (Volumt 111) 

PLL 
Joint Staff  

PLL 
PCL 
PLL 

PLL 
PLL 
PIL 
PLL 
PLL 
PLL 

J o i n t  Staff  

1. Executive Summary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service  Projected Force St ructure  
4.  Service  Process 
5. Descript ion of Analyses 
6 .  Reconmendations (see at tached format) 
7. Budget fmpacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Departmtnt of t h e  Navy Analyses and RecomendAtioas (Volume I V )  Natry & Marine Corps 

Executive Sumnary 
Statement of Purpose 
Service  Projected Force St ructure  
S t m i c e  Process 
Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
Recoxcanendations (see at tached format) 
Budget Impacts 
C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Department of t h e  Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force 

1. Executive Slnmrrary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service  Projec ted  Force St ructure  
4. Service  Process 
5. Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Recoxmendations (see a t tached formrt)  
7. Budget Impacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recoomrndations (Volumc tn) Defense Agencies 

1. Executive Strmmary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Agency Projec ted  Force S t ruc tu re  
4. Agency Process 
5. Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Reconmendations (see a t tached f o n t )  
7. Budget Impacts 
8 .  C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 



Name of Reconrmendation 
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [ S t a t e l )  - - 

R.c-en-tion: Describe what is to be closed andlor realigned; 
units, functions or organizations that will be eliminated or 
moved; identify the receiving installations, ii applicable; and 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the 
base, if applicable. 

Justification: Explain the reasons for the recomendation: i.e., 
force structure reductions, mission transfer, consolidation or 
elimination, excess capacity, etc. , as applicable. 

Impact: Describe the impact the recomendation will have on the 
local community8s economy in terms of direct and indirect 
employment loss. Also include an e s t i e e  of the cost of 
implementing the recomendation and expected annual savings after 
implementation. 

Attachment to Attachment 4 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 3 0 1 6 0 0 0  - - 

December 2 4 ,  1992 

HEMORANDUM FOR ASS1 STANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTRUATIONS 
AND ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE N R  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact 

Base Closure Pol icy  Memorandum Two included guidance on t h e  
c a l c u l a t i o n  of economic impact a t  c los ing,  r ea l ign ing  o r  
rece iv ing  bases  during the 1993 round of base c losures  (BRAC 93). 
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  Mi l i t a ry  Departments and Defense Agencies a r e  
respons ib le  f o r  determining changes i n  mi l i t a ry ,  civilian and 
con t r ac to r  employment a t  each base recommended f o r  closure,  
realignment o r  a s  a receiv ing base, and en t e r i ng  t h i s  da ta  i n t o  
t h e  economic impact spreadsheet suppl ied  by t h e  Office of 
Economic Adjustment ' (OEA) . 

To ensure  t h a t  t h e  impact of previous c losures  and 
real ignments  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  cumulative economic impact 
cons idera t ions ,  da t a  must a l s o  be en te red  f o r  closed, real igned 
o r  ga in ing bases  i d e n t i f i e d  during BRAC 88 and BRAC 91. This 
information should be r e a d i l y  ava i l ab l e  i n  your BRAC 9 1  economic 
impact spreadsheet  p r in tou t s .  Any adjustments t o  previous BRAC 
88 o r  BRAC 91 ac t i ons  neces s i t a t ed  by BRAC 93 recornendations 
should a l s o  be made on t h e  spreadsheets  (i.e., personnel now 
going t o  Base -Yu instead of Base OX9, e t c ) .  

W e  w i l l  combine Departmcnt/Agency spreadsheets  t o  determine 
DoD-wide cumulative economic impact within each defined 
geographic area .  

If you have any quest ions  p l ea se  contac t  Mr. Don Miglionico 
a t  697-8050. 

David J. Berteau 
P r inc ipa l  Deputy 



M E M O R A N D U M  

From : Jeff Patterson 

To: Sheila chestonSd 
Mary Ann Hook 

Date : May 13, 1993 

Re: Federal Register Notices of Final Selection Criteria 
Utilized in 1991 and 1993 Recommendations 

Copies of the following documents are attached: 

(1) Final Selection Criteria as listed in the Federal Register (56 
FR 6374) on February 15, 1991, establishing the criteria to be 
used by the DoD in making its recommendation for closure or 
realignment of military installations to the 1991 Commission. 

Of special concern is Part .3 (c) under Section B, "Analysis of 
Public Comments," which discusses the issue of whether costs 
for environmental restoration or environmental compliance 
should be used in making determinations of closings or 
realignments. In short, the notice explicitly states that 
environmental restorations costs will not be considered in the 
DoD1s calculations, whereas environmental compliance costs mav 
be considered. 

(2) Notice of Final Selection Criteria as listed in the Federal 
Register (57 FR 59334) on December 15, 1992. 

This notice states that criteria used by the DoD in making its 
recommendations on base closings and realignments to the 1991 
Commission will be adopted and utilized in making 
recommendations to the 1993 Commission. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD). 

February 15, 1991 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Final selection criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in accordance with section 2903(b), title 
XXIX, part A of the F Y  1991 National Defense Authorization Act, is required to 
publish the proposed selection criteria to be used by the Department of Defense 
in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military 
installations insikde the United States. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: February 15, 199 1. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Jim Whittaker or Ms. Patricia Walker, 
Base Closure and Utilization, OASD(P&L), (703) 614-5356. 

TEXT: SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. Final Selection criteria 

The final criteria to be used by the Department of Defense to make 
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside 
the United States under title XXIX, part A of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 as follows: 

- - 
In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the 

Department of Defense, giving priority consideration to military value (the 
first four criteria below), will consider: 

Military Value 

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

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



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

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

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

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

B. Analysis of Public Comments 

The Department of Defense @OD) received 169 public comments in response to 
the proposed DoD selection criteria for closing and realigning military 
installations inside the United States. The public's comments can be grouped 
into four topics: General, military value, costs and "payback", and impacts. The 
following is an analysis of these comments. 

(1) General Comments 

(a) A substantial number of commentors expressed concern over the proposed 
criteria's broad nature and similiarity @the 1988 Defense Secretary's Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission criteria. Many of the comments noted a need 
for objective measures or factors for the criteria. Some commentors also 
suggested various standard measures or factors for the criteria. The inherent 
mission diversity of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies (DoD 
Components) makes it impossible for DoD to specify detailed criteria, or 
objective measures or factors that could be applied to all bases within a 
Military Department or Defense Agency. We have provided the commentors' letters 
to each Military Department for their consideration. The similarity to the 1988 
Base Closure Commission criteria is acknowledged. After reviewing the public 
comments we concluded that using similar criteria is appropriate. 



(b) Many commentors noted that a correlation between force structure and the 
criteria was not present. The base closure and realignment procedures mandated 
by title XXIX, part A, of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1991 (the Act) require that the Secretary of Defense's recommendations for 
closure and realignment be founded on the force structure plan and the final 
criteria required by the Act. DoD's analytical and decision processes for 
applying the final criteria will be based on the force structure plan. The 
military value criteria provide the connection to the force structure plan. 

(c) Many commentors noted the need for more detailed information on how DoD 
would implement the base closure procedures required by the Act. A recurrent 
suggestion was to group like bases into categories for analysis. In response to 
this comment and suggestion, and to respond to the general comments (a) and (b) 
above, we have issued policy guidance to the Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies on the base closure process. This guidance requires them to: 

-- Treat all bases equally: They must consider all bases equally in 
selecting bases for closure or realignment under the Act, without regard to 
whether the installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure 
or realignment by the Department. This policy does not appply to closures or 
realignments that fall below the thresholds established by the Act or to the 86 
bases closed under Public Law 100-526; 

-- Categorize bases: They must categorize bases with like missions, 
capabilities and/or attributes for analysis and review, to ensure that like 
bases are fairly compared with each other; and 

-- Perform a capacity analysis: They must link force structure changes 
described in the force structure plan with the existing force and bases 
structure, to determine if a potential for closure or realignment exists. In the 
event a determination is made that no excess capacity exists in a category, then 
there will be no need to continue the analysis of that category, unless there is 
a military value or other reason to continue the analysis; 

- .  

-- Develop and Use Objective Measures/Factors: They must develop and use 
objective measures or factors within categories for each criterion, whenever 
feasible. We recognize that it will not always be possible to develop 
appropriate objective measures or factors, and that measureslfactors (whether 
they be objective or subjective) may vary for different categories of bases. 

(d) A number of commentors recommended assigning specific weights to 
individual criteria. It would be impossible for DoD to specify weights for each 
criterion that could be applied across the board to all bases, again due to the 
mission diversity of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. It appears 
from the comments that numbering the criteria may have been mistaken as an order 
of precedence associated with individual criteria. We do not intend to assign an 



order of precedence to an individual criterion, other than to give priority to 
the first four. 

(e) Several commentors gave various reasons why a particular installation 
should be eliminated from any closure or realignment evaluation. Public Law 
101-510 directs DoD to evaluate all installations equally, exclusive of those 
covered under Public Law 100-526 or those falling below the threshold of section 
2687, title 10, U.S. Code. Public Law 100-526 implemented the recommendations of 
the 1988 Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. We have 
issued guidance to the DoD Components instructing them to consider all bases 
equally, this includes those previously nominated for study in the Defense 
Secretary's January 29, 1990, base realignment and closure announcement that are 
above the thresholds established in the Act. Conversely, we did not receive any 
requests that a particular installation be closed or realigned pursuant to 
section 2924 of Public Law 101-510. 

( f )  A number of commentors noted a need for more management controls over 
data collection to ensure accuracy of data. We agree with this recommendation 
and have issued guidance that requires the DoD Components to develop and 
implement internal controls, consis tent with their organizational and program 
structure, to ensure the accuracy of data collection and analyses being 
performed. This guidance incorporates the lessons learned from the General 
Accounting Office's review of the 1988 Base Closure Commission's work. 

(g) After detailed consideration of all comments, we have determined that 
some of the criteria may have been unclear. We have revised the criteria for 
additional clarity. 

(h) Some of the early comments we received recommended extending the original 
December 31, 1990, public comment deadline. We agreed and extended the public 
comment period to January 24, 1991. In addition, we accepted for consideration 
19 public comments received after the January 24, 1991, deadline. 

(2) Military Value Comments 

(a) A majority of comments received supported DoD's decision to give priority 
consideration .to. the _military v_alue criteria. In the aggregate, military value 
refers to the collection of attributes that describe how well-a base supports 
its assigned force structure and missions. 

(b) Several commentors recommended that National Guard and Reserve Component 
forces be included as part of DoD's base closure analysis. The Department's 
total force concept includes National Guard and Reserve Component forces, and 
these forces will be reflected in the force structure plan required by the Act 
for this base closure process. To clarify that point, criteria number one and 



three were amended. 

(c) Some commentors recommended DoD apply the military value criteria without 
regard to the DoD component currently operating or receiving the services of the 
base. The commentors noted that this would maximize utilization of Defense 
assets and therefore improve the national security. We agree with this comment. 
DoD must retain its best bases and where there is a potential to consolidate, 
share or exchange assets, that potential will be pursued. We also recognize that 
this potential does not exist among all categories of bases and that the initial 
determination of the military value of bases must be made by the DoD Component 
currently operating the base. Consequently, we have left the military value 
criteria general in nature and therefore applicable DoD-wide, where appropriate. 
We have also issued guidance to the DoD Components that encourages inter-service 
and multi-service asset sharing and exchange. Finally, we will institute 
procedures to ensure each DoD Component has the opportunity to improve the 
military value of its base structure through analysis of potential exchanges of 
bases with other DoD Components. 

(d) Some commentors recommended we include the availability of airspace in 
our considerations of military value. We agree and have revised criterion number 
two accordingly. 

(e) Several commentors requested a geographic balance be maintained when 
considering installations for realignment or closure. DoD is required by Public 
Law 101-510 to evaluate all installations equally, exclusive of those covered 
under Public Law 100-526 or those falling below the thresholds of section 2687, 
title 10, U.S. Code. However, some measures of military value do have a 
geographic component and therefore military mission requirements can drive 
geographic location considerations. 

(f) Some commentors recommended that the availability of trained civil 
service employees be considered as well as the capacity of the private sector to 
support or perform military missions. DoD's civil service employees are an 
integral part of successful accomplishment of defense missions, as are defense 
contractors whether they be nationally or locally based. To the extent that the 
availability of trained civilian or contractor work forces influences our 
ability to accomplish the mission, it is already included in criteria number 
one and four. 

(g) Several commentors recommended that mobilization potential of bases be 
considered and that those bases required for mobilization be retained. 
Contingency and mobilization requirements are an important military value 

consideration and were already included in criterion number three. The potential 
to accommodate contingency and mobilization requirements is a factor at both 
existing and potential receiving locations, and we have amended criterion number 



three accordingly. 

(h) One commentor recommended retaining all bases supporting operation Desert 
ShieldIStorm and another recommended including overseas bases. DoD must balance 
its future base structure with the forces described in the force structure plan, 
and not on the current basing situation. Some forces currently supporting 
Operation Desert Storm are scheduled for drawdown between 1991 and 1997. DoD 
must adjust its base structure accordingly. Overseas bases will also be closed 
in the future as we drawdown DoD's overseas forces. However, Congress 
specifically left overseas base closures out of the base closure procedures 
established by the Act. 

(3) Cost and "Paybacktt Comments 

(a) Some commentors recommended calculating total federal government costs in 
DoD's cost and "payback" calculations. A number of such comments gave as 
examples'of federal government costs, health care and unemployment costs. The 
DoD Components annually budget for health care and unemployment costs. We have 
instructed the DoD Components to include DoD costs for health care and 
unemployment, associated with closures or realignments, in the cost 
calculations. 

(b) Several commentors noted the absence of a "payback" period and some felt 
that perhaps eight or ten years should be specified. We decided not to do this; 
we did not want to rule out making changes that were beneficial to the national 
security that would have longer returns on investment. The 1988 Base Closure 
Commission felt that a six-year "payback" unnecessarily constrained their 
choices. The DoD Componentes have been directed to calculate return on 
investment for each closure or realignment recommendation, to consider it in 
their deliberations, and to report it in their justifications. Criterion number 
five has been amended accordingly. 

(c) Some commentors recommended including environmental clean-up costs in 
base closure cost and payback calculations. Some also noted that the cost of 
environmental clean-up at a particular base could be so great that the 
Department should remove the base from further closure consideration. 

The DoD is required by law to address two distinctly different types of 
environmental costs. 

The first cost involves the clean-up and disposal of environmental hazards in 
order to correct past practices and return the site to a safe condition. This is 
commonly referred to as environmental restoration. DoD has a legal obligation 
under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act for environmental 



restoration at sites, regardless of a decision to close a base. Therefore, 
these costs will not be considered in DoD's cost calculations. Where 
installations have unique contamination problems requiring environmental 
restoration, these will be identified as a potential limitation on near-term 
community reuse of the installation. 

The second cost involves ensuring existing practices are in compliance with 
the Clean Air, Clean Water, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and other 
environmental acts, in order to control current and future pollution. This is 
commonly referred to as environmental compliance. Environmental compliance costs 
can potentially be avoided by ceasing the existing practice through the closure 
or realignment of a base. On the other hand, environmental compliance costs may 
be a factor in determining appropriate closure, realignment, or receiving 
location options. In either case, the environmental compliance costs or cost 
avoidances may be a factor considered in the cost and return on investment 
calculations. The Department has issued guidance to the DoD Components on this 
issue. 

(d) Some commentors recommended DoD change the cost and "payback" criteria to 
include uniform guidelines for calculating costs and savings. We agree that 
costs and savings must be calculated uniformly. We have improved the Cost of 
Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model used by the 1988 Base Closure Commission 
and have provided it to the DoD Components for calculations of costs, savings, 
and return on investment. 

(4) Impacts Comments 

(a) Many commentors were concerned about social and economic impacts on 
communities and how they would be factored into the decision process. We have 
issued instructions to the DoD Components to calculate economic impact by 
measuring the effects on direct and indirest employment for each recommended 
closure or realignment. These effects will be determined by using statisical 
information obtained from the Departments of Labor and Commerce. This is 
consistent with the methodology used by the 1988 Base Closure Commission to 
measure economic impact. We incorporated the General Accounting Office's 
suggested improvements for calculation of economic impact. DoD will also 
determine the direct and indirect employment impacts on receiving bases. We have 
amended criterion number six to reflect this decision. 

(b) The meaning of criterion number seven, "the community support at the 
receiving locations" was not clear to several commentors. Some wondered if that 
meant popular support. Others recognized that this criterion referred to a 
community's infrastructure such as roads, water and sewer treatment plans, 
schools and the like. To clarify this criterion, we have completely re-written 
it, while also recognizing that a comparison must be made for both the existing 



and potential receiving communities. 

(c) Many commentors asked how environmental impacts would be considered. As 
we stated in topic 3(c), DoD will consider certain environmental costs. In 
addition, we have instructed the DoD Components to consider, at a minimum, the 
following elements when analyzing environmental consequences of a closure or 
realignment action: 

-- Threatened and endangered species 

-- Wetlands 

-- Historic and Archeological sites 

-- Pollution Control 

-- Hazardous Materials1 Wastes 

-- Land and Air uses 

-- Programmed environmental costslcost avoidances 

(d) A number of commenters questioned the meaning of criterion number nine. 
"The implementation process involved". The intent of this criterion was to 
describe the implementation plan, its milestones, and the DoD military and 
civilian employee adjustments (Increases and decreases) at each base, that would 
result through implementation of the closure or realignment. After further 
consideration, we have determined that developing the implementation plan is a 
necessary requirement and conclusion of applying the other eight criteria. A 
description of the implementation plan, while important to the understanding the 
recommended closure or realignment, is not in itself a specific criterion for 
decisionmaking. Consequently, we have deleted criterion number nine. We have 
instructed the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to include a 
description of their implementation plans for each recommended - - closure or 
realignment, as part of the justification to be submitted to the Commission. 

C. Previous Federal Register References 

(1) 55 FR49679, November 30, 1990: Proposed selection criteria and request 
for comments. 

(2) 55 FR53586, December 3 1, 1990: Extend comment period on proposed 
selection criteria. 



D. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L. 96-51 1) does not apply. 

Dated: February 1 1, 199 1. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison Officer, Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 91-3645 Filed 2-14-91; 8:45 am] 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense @OD). 

December 15, 1992 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Notice of Final Selection Criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in accordance with Section 2903@), Public 
Law 101-510, as amended, published in the February 15, 1991, Federal Register 
the Final Selection Criteria to be used in making recommendations for the 
closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States. 
These final criteria became effective on February 15, 1991. The final criteria 
published at that time will be used again, unchanged, by the Department of 
Defense to make recommendations that will be reviewed by the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. This notice republishes those criteria. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Peter Potochney or Colonel Kirby Allen, 
OASD (P&L), (703) 697-8048. 

TEXT. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: -* 

A. Final Selection Criteria 

The final criteria to be used by the Department of Defense to make 
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations in 
accordance with Public Law 101-510, as amended, follow: 

- - 

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

- - 

Military Value 

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

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



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

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

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

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

B. Background Information 

The February 15, 1991 Federal Register notice contained an analysis of public 
comments received and a description of the changes DoD made to the proposed 
criteria published in a November 30, 1990 Federal Register Notice. DoD received 
169 public comments in response to the proposed criteria and request for 
comments. The proposed criteria were appropriately amended based on these 
-comments. The final criteria were accepted by Congress in 1991 and served well 
in the 1991 effort. They will therefore be used again, unchanged, by the 
Department of Defense to make recommendations to the 1993 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

C. Previous Federal Register References 

(1) 55 FR 49679, November 30, 1990: Proposed selection criteria and request 
for comments. 

(2) 55 FR 53536, December 31, 1990: Extend comment period on proposed 
selection criteria. 

(3) 56 FR 6374, February 15, 1991: Publish selection criteria and analysis 
of comments. 



Dated: December 11, 1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison Officer, Department of Defense. 
[FR Doc. 92-30523 Filed 12-11-92; 2:35 pm] 
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dm1 Government under 41 U.S. 4% commbditicr md  nicer 10 Ulc 
. . b m d  41 CPSI 61-2.8. 7 -mmtU.t: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

AaEncv: Department of Defense (DoD]. 
M ~ ' K M c  Final relaction alterla. ... 
SUYYAIW: fie 6crat4ry of Defenee, in 
accordance with aection 28(53(b]. title 
XXX part A of Ute N leBl Netional 
Defenut Autboritatfon AQ in mqulrcd 
to publish lbe pro red selection 8" crfterfr to be use by the Department of 
Defense h wcommeadatb~u for 
the d o ~ m  or rraligmrnt ot military 
inrtrllatfonr Inrfkde thr Umkd States. 
mmvr o*.rr: Pmbruary 16. I-. 
FOR NmQCl tnFmmtlolr CeurACz 
Mr. Jim WMttake~ or hh. Patricia 
Wa&er, 8ese C ~ U L T  ~d Utilization, 
O m p a t ] ,  (tosl m u =  
WmfYfntw-m 

A. F i l  &bctlw Crl(srfr 

The fhd d1&8 tQ bc r w d  by ?be 
Department of Defense to mrlre 
mcommeadrtlonr Sot the dosum or 
mafigment of military inrtallationm 
fuside the Unlted Stater under titlr 

prrt A of the Natfond Defense 
Authaxidatfm Ad far Fbcel Yenr 18Bi 
PI toUoVSns: 
la ~lactlng m i l i t q  kutaMiom for 

c ~ m m  or ftrlfgmcaf the Department. 
of Defenke. girtaO prlority consfderetfon 
ta military vrlua (the k t  four criteria 
blow), will crmrldar: 
Wbry Value '. 

3. 'lhc nvtsnt urd htme mtreion 
mphernsntr and the impact on 
opemtiobal rsmdherr of the Ikpartment 
of DefenJe'8 totd force. 
2 The avdabifity md condition of . 

lrnd fa 'tisr and arrocirtad rirapnce 
at both %" r drttng ~ n d  potential 
tltcawing locrtlw. 

8 . n e  ~bllfty to aaommodete 
contlngmcy, mobitizatlon, and hture 
(otrl force nquriemcatr at both the 
cxfrtlng and potentis1 nccivfng 
lwtionm. 

4, The coat and manpower 
implications. 

Return on hvesmenl 
5. The extent and timing of potentlel 

contr and savingn, indudlng the number 
of yenmbsSinntng 4tJ1 the date of 
completion of tbe Josure or 
malignmtnt for the ravfnga to exceed 
the cortr. 
tmpocrt 
U. The ecadomic impett on 

communftf er. 
7. The ability of both the existing and 

potential recefvfng communities' 
infrastructure to rupport forces, 
rnirslons a d  personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 

The Dmpartment of Defenee (DoD] 
received 1eB public commenta in 
mponse to the proposed DoD selection 
crfteria for dosing and *aligning 
military bfallatioas inside the Unf led 
Statta. me public'r comments can be 
grouped Into four toplcs! General, 
military value, costr and "payback", and 
Lmppctr, Th. follouring in an anslysit of 
these wmmunto. 

(I) Ceneml Comments 
(a) A rrtbrtantial number of 

coraraenton e x ~ r e r ~ d  concern over the 
pmpcmdlafteda'r broad nature and 
rimlllarltv to the 1886 Defense 
SecntaF);'e But Realignment and 
Clorw CommI~rion criteria. Many of 
(be conunonte noted need for objective 
muarures or faclors for the dteria. 
Some Eomrnentors d o 0  8uggested 
verlour rtendard measurer ot factorb fur 
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Fiscal Year (the Act) require tho! 
the Saretarg, of Ddeaee'r 
mcommtndatiana for &sure and 
resiignment be founded on the force 
structure p h  and the fins1 criteria 
required by lht Act I3clD't analytical 
 PO^ decision procenser for applying tbe 
final criteria w;!l be based on the force 
struclilre plan. The militaq value 
criteria provide the comection to the 
f0tU 6hCtUPb 

' 

(c) Many cornmentors nawd the need 
for more detailed Wonnation on bow 
DoD would implement the base closure 
procedures required by the Act. A 
recinent suggestioa was to group like 
bases info cxtegariea for analysis. In 
response to this comment and 
ruggesliou, md to respond 10 the 
general corimentt (a) and (b) above. we 
have Issued policy guidance to the 
Milllary Depamnenrs a d  Defense 
Agen~fer on the baae clost?re process. 
Thir guidance requires them to: 

Treat ell bases rqua:ly: They must 
consider all bares equally in selecting 
bsses for donure or mdignmerit under 
the Act, without tegard to wbether the 
inetallstjon has been previously 
ccnsidered or proposed for closure or 
rcelignmenl by the Depa~iment. Thir 
policy do- not ap pfy to closures or 
reallgnmenta that I all below ihe 
thresholds mrtabliehed by the ACI or to 
the IYr basas dosed under hbljc  Law 
100-528; 

Ce!egork bms:  Tbey muat 
catgorlze bases with like mirrions. 
capabilities radlar atuibuter for 
malyrb a d  M e w ,  to cnrure that like 
bases an fairly compered with each . 
0 t h ~ ~  azld 

Perfonn 8 capacity anslysir: They 
mnmt Il& form stnactun &anger 
dkcrfbed in the form rtruchm plan 
with ?he edrt iq  fo tu  md be- 
rhctun, to determine if a potentjal for 
closure or realignme~t exjrts. In the 

event r ddermiartiw k made t h t  ua 
exccsr @ty e&tC iO a CUagOy, 
t h e n U u a w i U k m a e d t o ~  
the ulaiyrir of thst ccrtcpq, anku 
there ia P &tpry vdm or dthet r e a m  
to continal the rarlyrip; 

Davelap and Use Objective 
MeatunBslfpdcn: They mvrt develop 
u r d u s c o b ~ v e m p . r u a e r a r ~  
w i l b  b b p l a s  for mcb &mian. 
wbenavsr kdbb We h t j t  
4 wt d w a p  tm pcr=*p 
sppmpriate objcdvt mauwa or 
factam. d &a! m e u ~ a / f a d m  
[whether b y  be objeciivv* or 
subjective] may vuy fm dillersnt 
categories of barer. 
(d) A number ot ranmeutom 

recommended tsrigdna wefgbta 
to individual alterin. It would be 
hponsible for DoD to 
fur each a-i?erion that 
P ~ B B  the board to dl b a w ,  @ dHe 
to the missibn dfvmity of tbs Hiljtory 
Depannen's-and Defense Agencies. It 
appear# from the comments that 
nurrberirrg the criterh may have been 
mistaken sr sn order of preccdsnce 
associated wjth hdvldual criteria. We 
do not in:end to assign an d e r  of 
prectdence to m tndtrrldud rrlt&on, 
otbsr than to give priority to Ls fixst 
four. 

(e) Several cmmenton gave various 
reasons why a psrticula fmtdlation 
shodd be eliminated Imm any ciobute 
or realipnenf evalnsuon. Public Law 
lO1.410 directs I)oD to evaluate rU 
installations tqually, exduaiv~ d those 
covered under Public Law lab528 or 
h 9 e  fa!ling below the thmhold of 
rection 2687, title 10. U.S. Code. Public 
Law- 3 -526 Impkrrnnted Lhc 
recoinmondetions of the 1988 Defense 
Semtary'r Comm!ssion on Base 
Rediganent and Cl.osp~. We have 
Issued gvidance to the D d  Comments 
instructing them to ccmaider ell bases 
tqua!ly, this include8 tbsm prurian~ly 
no&.ate3 for study in the Defense 
Secretary's January 29,lsSo. h e  
rraligmtnt and cloran ammmmnenl 
thsi arc sbarl die tiu&orcls 
trtablir5ed in the Ad. Convarsely. wa 
did no1 rccefvt any requeta the! 8 
partidm fbltsllatian k datd ar 
realigned pmwant B1 rsctkrn 2924 oi 
Public Law a- 
(0 A number of comznenton noted s 

need !or mom management wntzdr 
o m  data *an mtum .cctoscy 
of data. We a p e  with tbb 
recomrnmdatim md hrvc hued 
gddance that requires the DoD 
Cornponmtr to develop ud i m p h t  
Intend entmlr, conhtcnt with tMr 
orgsnItations1 d progru~ rbuauR to 
ensart the rccrvPcy of data d d r m  
and analps  bids p e r i d  Tha 

(a) A msjority of commenlm received 
$upported DoVr dedrlw to gtve 
priotiry considerbtion to the milltery 
value crftcrla. ln tbe a8tpegats. mflltary 
value refem tb the conedon of 
attributes thsi desrrlbe how well o bese 
rupportn It, ors&ed force Wcture  and 
rnirolons. 

@) Several commenton recommended 
that National Grerd and Reserve 
Component fbrces be included a8 part of 
DoD'a beae do- unafysls. The 
DepatllnenYr Iota? f m a  mncrpi 
indudes Natlanal Guard and Reserve 
Component lotcar. and these forces will 
be reflected in the force structure plm 
required by ths A d  for this baae closure 
proerss. To dad@ that paint. criteria 
number one and three were amended. 
[c) h e  m m e n t m  mommended 

DoD epply the ditay value criteria 
withoct regatd.to the DoD component 
clvrmtfy operating or recejving the 
services of the base. The cornentors 
noted that this would maximfre 
utilizetion of Defense aseets and 
iherefue fmprwe t& naUone1 recurity. 
We agree with thir comment. DoD must 
retain ita bed bales snd wbere there fa 
a potential to consolidate. share or 
wtchanpa a m  that potentiel rr5U be 
p ~ ~ t e d . W ~ B ] L O ~ t h e f ~  
potentla1 d ~ c r  not axitt song a11 
catepries of bases md that Be initial 
detennhufim of tb mUI value of 
baren must bm Id* by &%D 
ccmrp4Rtnt c 4 p  opsrrtbql b e  hag. 
Cc.nupulcntiy, we have kft Be miliky 
value cri- -1 irl ~ s t u r e  and 
thenfnre rppliabb DoDwide, wbere 
rppmprhtz. We have dw iuucd 
@hiam b the Dd) Camponerib that 
cocourqca Inte-Knice and mdU- 
servb mwt rhrrha and cxcbbge 
Finally, u8 ulll biortftub procadwe8 to 
ensuzr encb DoD Component has h e  
oppPrtuntty to improve the military 
vaIw of its bate rtnrcture through 



- anslyrfr of potenffal txchangtr of barn 
,wfth 0th DoD Carnponenlr. 

id) Some aommmfon recommended - we include tbr avsbbility of airspace In 
w conriderationr of mllitary value. We 

)agree and have revfsed critadon number 
two accordingly. 

(el &veral conmentors rtquestad r 
geographic bdanes be malnbined w h e ~  
U W I ~ M ~ ~  Inrtallatfons for rta LgMlcnt or clowa. DoD is  required by Rt l c  
I a w  lOldi0 to d u a t a  d fnrtallationc 
qually, rxclurfve of &ow covered 
m&r Public Law 1- or those 
falling b r i m  the thmshotdr of rectioa 
2887, title la U.S. Code. However. rome 
measures ofmllJfaty vslue do have a 
pogmpbic component and theefore 
mlIltuy miulon requtemtatt can drive 
~aogrtlphlc focrrt!oa considerations. 

[I) Some commenton mommended 
that the (~vPll~billty of trained civil 
rervfw ernpfoywr be wnsldered cur well 
a5 the capacity of the rivare rector to 
rupport or perform nut ' 'tary missions. 
DoD'r civfl service empfoyees are an 
integral part of  succsseful 
rccomplirbment of defense missions, rr 
are defense contncton whetber they be 
nationally or locally based. To &e 
emtent that tbe avaflabillty oi baked  
dvfllan or conbctor work forcer 
influences out ability to accomplish the 
mi~rion. It ir already included in ctfteria 
number ons and four. 

[g) Several commentore recommended 
that rnobitizetion potenla1 of bases be 
considered md  that those bases 
required for mobilization be retained. 
Contingency end mobilization 
requirements are an important rnilitev 
value condderaUon and were already 
included in criterfon number three. The 
poimctlal to rccommodate wntingency 
md mobilization nqufrements ip e 
factor at both existing rrnd potentiel 

1ocaUonr. and we have ~~~b~ criterfon number thrce 
accordingly. 

(la) One c~mmtntor recommended 
retabiq dl barn  rupportir~ operation. 
Desert Shjefd/Stona and mother 
m m m t n d e d  including overseer bases. 
Doll murt balance lu future bare 
rtructure with the forces described in 
thr foru  rtruchve pIan, md not on tkt 
mmnt b a r b  dtuation. Some forces 
currently $upporting Uperation Desert 
Stotm m dedultd  for drawdown 
between 188I and 1997. DoD murt adjust 
!la bru rhcture maordhgly. Ovenresa 
born will r h o  be dosed in the turn an 
wr drawdown DoD't ovmear forcocr. 
Hawevmr. Chngxesa spectffcally left 
ovcurear bur: cfosum out of cbe bare 
dosurr p m ~ d r v s t  crtabliohed by the 
Act. 

(3) Cost and " P o y ~ "  Commbnlr 
(a] Somu coarmmtorr hccommended 

calculating total frdcml pvemmcnt 
cortt in hi)'? cost md ' aybadr" ? calcda tions. A aumbcr o nuch 
comments gave rr aamples of fedend 
gdvement  cwta, badth 'ism and 
uaempJoyment cosb. me DoD 
Componants mmJ)y budget for health 
a r e  nnd mcc~ploymcat cmtr. W l  brve 
fnrtmcttd the DoD Corrrpwcmb bp 
facfrrde DoD wtr fer health cam md 
mrmploymmt d a t e d  wltb clwurer 
or nnllgnmentr, fn tbs cost mlnrlrblom 

f i )  Several commentom noted the 
rbscnce of r ~ y b a c k w  putiod and 
wmlr felt tbat psrhnpr eQht ot tan yean 
Aodd be w e d .  We d e d d d  no! to 
do WB; we did not want to d e  mat 
making changes that w m  kotfidd to 
tbe national rscurity that'wodd have 
longer retarn8 on fnveabnent TbelgBB 
Ben Closure Commisiion felt that r six- 
year "paybeck" mecssrarily 
constrained their choices. The DoD 
Componentes bave been ditected to 
celctllate return on investment for tach 
cloaurs or redipnent ncommenda tfon, 
to consider It id thsb deliberstion~. and 
to report it in their jufitjficetfons. 
Criterion number Rva has been amended 
accordingly. 

(c) Some commentorr rscommended 
including erlvironznental dean-up costs 
in base dosure coat and payback 
tdculations. Some also iotid that the 
cost of environmental clean-up at a 
particdar base cadd be w great diet 
the Department rbo J d  remove the base 
from further doem conafderadon. 

The DoD is required by law to addresa 
two distinctly different Qpes of 
envhnmental costs. 

The first coclt i n ~ o l v e ~  the clean-up 
and d iepod of envirrnunental hazards 
in order to correct past practices end 
return the rite to a rsfe conditfon This 
1. commonly refsmd to u 
mvlronmentd mntoration. DoD has a 
legal oblfgadon uader the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Rograat and 
h e  Comprzhcarivc Eovlroamwtal 
Respotwe. Compuuetion and UabiUty 
Act for environmental restornth at 
rltar. ngardlera of r dscidon to dose a 
b w .  Therefore, tbeae coru will not be 
comidersd in bD'r  cost CP1CUfPtiop 
Whera lnstdstiollr h v s  rmiqus 
wntrmiartion pmblemc rsqulrhq 
enviromental mtomdoa, &me will be 
idcntlfled u r potentid Mtotioa w 
new-term cornmudry maw of the 
inrtallation. 

The recwrd cwt tnvolver rnruring 
uistfng prsctlobl am i8 00mpllaPGe 
with the Clean Air, Clam Water, 

Comemation and Recovery 
Aci, and other tnvimmentd reti, in 

ordpbcontmlavnatulditure 
pollutioa ?%a i, commonly n f m t d  to 
u aadromnM compcompflance. 
Enviroamental ccmpUarice costa can- 
polmffdy be avoided by cearing the 
exfrtlng p n d m  Lhrough the closure or 
rsu@nmt of 8 ban. On tbe ather 
haad ~avtronmentol c~mpllance costs 
m y  be B fecior ia deltrarfning 
.ppropilate J o ~ .  rerligMaent. or 

locotfun options. In either 
arc ,  Lbr aavhond,d oompliance 
mu or t d  rroibcu mey be r factor 
eorufdmd in tbr cart md rem on 
iuvatmcnt mhhdoar, The 
Department has imsd g~~dance to the 
DoD Compao*nb en this h u e .  

+ 
(d) Sam Eorrrmenton mwmended 

DoD cb.ngs tbs cort a d  "paybeck" 
uiterfr to badode adorn guidelnes for 
calcdatlag wru and urvingo. We sgree 
that mrb md rrvfng, must bt 
d d ~ l e d  mlf~rmly. We have Improved 
Lhe of Bars RCE~ipLnent Action6 
(COBRA) model uwd by the 1988 Base 
Closure C 6 m m i ~ s b  and heve provided 
it ta the DoD Components for 
cdtulationr of costr. savtng~, and rebm 
oo investment. 
(4) hpoclr  Comments 

(a) Many conmentots were concerned 
abut  rodd and ecommlc impacis on 
cornmunltles and how they would be 
factored into the declsion process. We 
heve issued hrtructions to the DoD 
Components to calnrlele economic 
impact by meesuriag h e  effects on 
direct and indinst employment for each 
rtcommsnded closute or realignment. 
These effects will be deterlnined by 
using statisical information obtained 
&om the Depariment~ of hbor end 
Commerce. Thtr ir consirtent with the 
methodolow wed by the 1- Base 
Cloeuns Commfssion to measure 
sconodc impact We lncorporatcd he 
General Ac~~ounbg Q£fics's fiuggesfed 
Lmptovemsnta for calcdetlon of 
economic lmpsct DoD will also 
dctermiae t&e diract and Jndirect 
employment impactr on mcef 

to ttaed tbir dadsiod. 
%bases. We heve mended criterion nun er six 

b] ?'kg me- of criterion number 
revaa. "the commuafty mpport el  the 
mcelvirq loc~tionr" m s  not clear to 
w e d  cornmentom $ma wondered if 
that meant poprju rupporL Othan 
reco(pllzed that this criterion referred lo 
r cammunity'r fdhrtructtlra ruch.na 
roach, water a d  rawer ttss?.zaent plans. 
whooh a d  Le U a .  To cluify this 
aflsdoe we bave obmpktely re-written 
B w U t  &o rsooaPfifirs that r 
wmpnrirofi muat be mode for both the 
&a- a d  potentiel receiving 
eamnrunitler. 







M E M O R A N D U M  

From : Jeff Patterson 

To: Sheila  hes st on'^ 
Mary Ann Hook 

Date : May 13, 1993 

Re: Federal Register Notices of Final Selection Criteria 
Utilized in 1991 and 1993 Recommendations 

Copies of the following documents are attached: 

(1) Final selection criteria as listed in the Federal Register (56 
FR 6374) on February 15, 1991, establishing the criteria to be 
used by the DoD in making its recommendation for closure or 
realignment of military installations to the 1991 Commission. 

Of special concern is Part 3(c) under Section B, "Analysis of 
Public  comment^,^^ which discusses the issue of whether costs 
for environmental restoration or environmental compliance 
should be used in making determinations of closings or 
realignments. In short, the notice explicitly states that 
environmental restorations costs will not be considered in the 
DoDfs calculations, whereas environmental compliance costs mav 
be considered. 

(2) Notice of Final Selection Criteria as listed in the Federal 
Register (57 FR 59334) on December 15, ,1992. 

This notice states that criteria used by the DoD in making its 
recommendations on base closings and realignments to the 1991 
Commission will be adopted and utilized in making 
recommendations to the 1993 Commission. 



I 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFLnsr 

WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 3 0 1 6 0 0 0  - - 
December 24, 1992 

W O R A N D m  FOR WSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALWTJONS, 
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTAUATIONS 
AND ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE N R  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact 

Base Closure Pol icy  Memorandum Two included guidance on the 
c a l c u l a t i o n  of economic impact a t  c los ing,  r ea l ign ing  o r  
rece iv ing  bases dur ing t h e  1993 round of base c losures  (BRAC 93) .  
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  Mi l i t a ry  Departments and Defense Agencies a r e  
respons ib le  f o r  determining changes i n  d l f t a r y ,  c i v i l i a n  and 
con t r ac to r  employment a t  each base recommended f o r  closure,  
realignment o r  a s  a receiv ing base, and en te r ing  th i s  data i n t o  
t h e  economic impact spreadsheet suppl ied  by t h e  Office of 
Economic Adjustment ' (OEA) . 

To ensure t h a t  t h e  impact of previous c losures  and 
real ignments  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  cumulative economic impact 
cons idera t ions ,  d a t a  must a l s o  be entered  f o r  closed, real igned 
o r  ga in ing bases  i d e n t i f i e d  during BRAC 88 and BRAC 91. This 
information should be r ead i l y  ava i l ab l e  in your BRAC 91  economic 
impact spreadsheet  p r in tou t s .  Any adjustments t o  previous BRAC 
88 o r  BRAC 9 1  a c t i o n s  necess i t a ted  by BR?C 93 recornendations 
should a l s o  be made on t h e  spreadsheets  (i.e., personnel now 
going t o  Base instead of Base .Xm, etc).  

W e  w i l l  combine Department/Agency spreadsheets  t o  determine 
DoD-wide cumulative economlc impact within each defined 
geographic area .  

If you have any quest ions p l ea se  contac t  Mr. Dom Miglionico 
a t  697-8050. 

  avid J. Berteau 
Pr inc ipa l  Deputy 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD). 

December 15, 1992 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Notice of Final Selection Criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in accordance with Section 2903(b), Public 
Law 101-510, as amended: published in the February 15, 1991, Federal Register 
the Final Selection Criteria to be used in making recommendations for the 
closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States. 
These final criteria became effective on February 15, 1991. The final criteria 
published at that time will be used again, unchanged, by the Department of 
Defense to make recommendations that will be reviewed by the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. This notice republishes those criteria. 

Allen. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Peter Potochney or Colonel Kirby 
OASD (P&L), (703) 697-8048. 

TEXT: SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. Final Selection Criteria 

The final criteria to be used by the Department of Defense to make 
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations in 
accordance with Public Law 101-5 10, as amended, follow: 

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

Military Value 

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

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



Economic fmvact Calculations 

Economic impact on communities will be measured by the 
direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and 
realigning bases, as well as at receiving locations. 

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) will design and 
update computer spreadsheets with the appropriate multipliers to 
measure indirect economic impacts. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies will be 
responsible for determining changes in military, civilian and 
contractor employment at each base. Only contractor personnel 
employed on the base, or in the immediate vicinity, which support 
on-base activities will be considered. This is the direct 
employment impact. The OEA spreadsheets have a place for entry 
of this data which will be a Military Department and Defense 
Agency responsibility. Once entered, the computerized 
spreadsheet will calculate the economic impact (the direct and 
indirect effect on employment) of the closure or realignment for 
each affected installation. The military and DoD civilian data 
used for calculating the economic impact ~ u s t  be the same as used 
in the COBRA model. 

Attachment 2 



SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLOSU'E/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Location 

(Provide a Summarv statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be all 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened or Endangered Species 

Wetlands 

Historic or archeological sites 

Pollution Control 

Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

Land Use and Airspace Implications 

Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

Attachment 3 



--r-- ---- - - - . 
Base Closure and Realignment 

Report t o  t h e  Coxmission 
- - 

Executive Sumnary (Volume I) 

1. 1 9 9 3  Base Closure Procedures 
2. Force S t ruc tu re  Sumnary - Unclass i f ied  
3. F i n a l  C r i t e r i a  
4 .  Compilation of Recommcndations 
5. lmplcmentation 

i. Publ ic  Law 101-510 (as amended) 
ii. Sect ion  2687, T i t l e  10, US Codc 

iii. DoD Pol icy  Memoranda 
v .  Base S t ruc tu re  Sumnary 
v. History  of Base Closures 

v i .  Index of Affected Bases L Personnel Inpacts 

Force S t r u c t u r e  Plan ( c l a s s i f i e d )  ( V o l m  I11 

Department of t h e  Analyses and ~ecoxnendat ions  (~olrrmc 111) 

P&L 
J o i n t  Staff  

PLL 
PLL 
PLL 

PLL 
PLL 
PLL 
PLL 
PLL 
PLL 

J o i n t  S taf f  

Executive Sununary 
Statement of Purpose 
Service  Projected Force St ructure  
Service  Process 
Descript ion of Analyses 
Reconrndat ions  (see at tached format) 
Budget lmpacts 
C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Department of t h e  Navy Analyses and Reconnncndations (Volume I V )  Navy L U r i n e  Corps 

1. Executive Summary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service  Projected Force S t r u c t u n  
4 .  Service  Process 
5. Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Reconmendations (see at tached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Department of t h e  Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force 

1. Executive Sunmrary 
2. S t a t ~ e n t  of Purpose 
3. Service  Projec ted  Force St ructure  
4. Service  Process 
5. Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Recoramendations (see a t tached format) 
7 .  Budget Impacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recomnndations (Volume V I )  Defense Agencies 

1. Executive Summary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Agency Projec ted  Force St ructure  
4 .  Agency Process 
5 .  Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Recorr~ncndation$ (see at tached format) 
7 .  Budget Impacts 
8 .  C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Attachment 4 



(e  g., John 
Name of Recormnendation 

Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State]) 

Rocamendation: Describe what is to be closed and/or realigned; 
units, functions or organizations that will be eliminated or 
moved; identify the receiving installations, if applicable; and 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the - 
base, if applicable. 

Jurtification: Explain the reasons 
force structure reductions, mission 
elimination, excess capacity, etc., 

for the recommendation: 
transfer, consolidation 
as applicable. 

-Pace : Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the 
local communityts economy in terms of direct and indirect 
employment loss. Also include an estimate of the cost of 
implementing the recommendation and expected annual savings after 
implementation. 

Attachment to Attachment 4 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 3 0 1 6 0 0 0  - - 

December 24, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTAUATIONS, -- 

LOGISTICS AND ENVfRONKENT) 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF TIE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS 
AND ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY ASS1 STANT SECRETARY OF THE N R  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact 

Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two included guidance on the 
calculation of economic impact at closing, realigning or 
receiving bases during the 1993 round of base closures (BRAC 93). 
Specifically, the Military Departments and Defense Agencies are 
responsible for determining changes in military, civilian and 
contractor employment at each base recommended for closure, 
realignment or as a receiving base, and entering this data into 
the economic impact spreadsheet supplied by the Office of 
Economic Adjustment ' (OEA) . 

To ensure that the impact of previous closures and 
realignments are reflected in cumulative economic impact 
considerations, data must also be entered for closed, realigned 
or gaining bases identified during BRAC 88 and BRAC 91. This 
information should be readily available in your BRAC 91 economic 
impact spreadsheet printouts. Any adjustments to previous BRAC 
88 or BRAC 91 actions necessitated by BRAC 93 recommendations 
should also be made on the spreadsheets (i.e., personnel now 
going to Base "Xu instead of Base -XW, e t c ) .  

We will combine Department/Agency spreadsheets to determine 
DoD-wide cumulative economic impact within each defined 
geographic area. 

If you have any questions please contact Mr. Dom Miglionico 
at 697-8050. 

David J. Berteau 
Principal Deputy 



M E M O R A N D U M  

From : 

To: 

Date: 

Re: 

Jeff Patterson # 
Sheila chestond 
Mary Ann Hook 

May 13, 1993 

Federal Register Notices of Final Selection Criteria 
Utilized in 1991 and 1993 Recommendations 

Copies of the following documents are attached: 

(1) ~inal Selection criteria as listed in the Federal Register (56 
FR 6374) on February 15, 1991, establishing the criteria to be 
used by the DoD in making its recommendation for closure or 
realignment of military installations to the 1991 commission. 

Of special concern is Part 3(c) under Section B, I1Analysis of 
Public CommentsIn which discusses the issue of whether costs 
for environmental restoration or environmental compliance 
should be used in making determinations of closings or 
realignments. In short, the notice explicitly states that 
environmental restorations costs will not be considered in the 
DoDfs calculations, whereas environmental compliance costs mav 
be considered. 

(2) Notice of Final Selection Criteria as listed in the Federal 
Register (57 FR 59334) on December 15, 1992. 

This n o t i c e  s t a t e s  that criteria used by the DoD in making its 
recommendations on base closings and realignments to the 1991 
Commission will be adopted and utilized in making 
recommendations to the 1993 Commission. 



COBRA Model Assumptions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

PCS moving costs. 

0 p+ioritv Placement Svstem CoStS. Fortyoone Percent of 
all employees placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program will be relocated at government expense (based 
on historical data). 

o Students. For the purposes of return on investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
modelfs calculation of overhead costs, and as appropriate, . - - - -  - 

estimates of military construction requirements. 

Attachment 2 provides guidance on the calculation of 
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving communities. 

Environmental Impacts 

Attachment 3 provides guidance on documenting environmental 
impact considerations at closing, realigning and receiving 
locations. 

For environmental impact considerations, there is no need to 
undertake new environmental studies. DoD Components may use a11 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for what purpose it was co l l ec ted .  If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study must 
collect the same information from all bases in the DoD 
Componentfs base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in information so that all bases can be treated equally. 
Attachment 3 provides a sample of the reporting format used to 
summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 



Receivinu Bases 

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases. The COBRA model will calculate the 
costs for relocating such units or activities. DoD Components do 
not need to identify specific receiving bases for units or 
tenants with less than 100 civiliadmilitary employees. Finding 
homes for these activities can be left to execution. However, 
DoD Components should establish a generic .base xm within the 
COBRA model to act as the surrogate receiving base for the 
aggregation of these smaller units or activities, in order to 
ensure completeness of cost and savings calculations. 

Peserve Enclaves 

On each base designated for closure or realignment the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or relocate guard and reserve units, the effected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Component's 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs of fitting out an enclave for 
reserve component or guard use will be estimated. 

Community Preference 

Military Departments and Defense Agencies must document the 
receipt of valid requests received under section 2924 of P.L. 
101-510 and document the steps taken to give them special 
consideration. Such documentation is subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office, the Commission and the Congress. 

Release of Information 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, established the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission to review the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations and to conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. Unless specifically required by law, data used 
by the DoD Components to analyze and evaluate military 
installations will not be released until the Secretary's 
recommendations have been forwarded to the Commission. 



The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special 
role in qssisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Secretary's selection process. As such, the GAO 
will be provided, upon request, with as much information as 
possible without compromising the deliberative process. The 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies must keep records of 
all data provided to the GAO. 

actions With Multiple Installation Impacts 

This expands the policy guidance on cumulative impacts on 
installations previously provided in ASD(PCL1 Policy Memorandum 
One. 

As the DoD Components review their base structure or conduct 
functional studies with base closure or realignment impacts, a 
determination must be made as to whether a review or study - 
impacting more than one installation should be considered a 
single action under P.L. 101-510. To be considered a single 
action, the review or study must: 

(1) Result in the closure or realignment of at least one 
installation which would trigger the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2) Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire action. 

pe~ortina Formats 

Attachment 4 describes the reporting formats for: (1) the 
anticipated DoD report to the Commission, and (2) Military 
Department and Defense Agency justifications for their March 15, 
1993, closure and realignment recommendations. 

Attachments 
1. Return on Investment Calculations 
2. Economic Impact Calculations 
3. Environmental Impact Considerations 
4. Report Format 



- - 

Return on Investment Calculations (COBRA Alternative1 

In those rare instances when use of the COBRA model is not 
possible, Return on Investment can be calculated as follows: 

1) Array all the calculated costs and savings by 
fiscal year for the closure or realignment option. 
Costs and savings should be arrayed uninflated for 
20 years. 

2) Discount each year of the net costs or savings 
using a 10 percent discount rate. 

Determine the fiscal year the closure or 
realignment is completed. The year of the closure 
is defined as the year in which the majority of 
personnel have left, and the mission and functions 
cease to be performed at the installation. For 
these calculations, a closure or realignment can 
be considered complete even if the installation is 
in caretaker status. 

4) Count the number of years, after the year of 
completion, it takes for the net present value to 
reach zero or become negative. This number is the 
return on investment years. 

5 )  Sum the discounted net costs/savings for the 20- 
year period. This sum is the 20-year net present 
value. 

OMB Circular A-94 applies to these calculations, in general, 
by specifying a 10 ptrcent discount rate and zero percent 
inflation. 

Exceptions to the above guidance will be considered on a 
case by case basis by ASD(P&L) if warranted. 

Attachment 1 



- -  
Economic Impact Calcu lat ions  

Economic impact on communities will be measured by the 
direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and 
realigning bases, as well as at receiving locations. 

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEM will design and 
update computer spreadsheets with the appropriate multipliers to 
measure indirect economic impacts. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies will be 
responsible for determining changes in military, civilian and 
contractor employment at each base. Only contractor personnel 
employed on the base, or in the immediate vicinity, which support 
on-base activities will be considered. This is the direct 
employment impact. The OEA spreadsheets have a place for entry 
of this data which will be a Military Department and Defense 
Agency responsibility. Once entered, the computerized 
spreadsheet will calculate the economic impact (the direct and 
indirect effect on employment) of the closure or realignment for 
each affected installation. The military and DoD civilian data 
used for calculating the economic impact-pusk be the same as used 
in the COBRA model. 

Attachment 2 



SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNKENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Location 

(Provide a pumrnarv statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be all 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

Threatened or Endangered Species 

Wetlands 

Historic or archeological sites 

Pollution Control 

Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

Land Use and Airspace Implications 

Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

Attachment 3 



Bast c losure  and Realignment 
Repon: t o  t h e  Conmission 

Executive Sumnary (Volume I) 

1. 1 9 9 3  Base Closure Procedures 
2. Force S t ruc tu re  Suxru~ry - Unclass i f ied  
3. F i n a l  C r i t e r i a  
4.  Compilation of Recornmcndations 
5. fmplcmentation 

i. Publ ic  Lav 101-510 (as amended) 
ii. Sect ion  2687, T i t l e  10, US Code 

iii. DoD Pol icy  Uemranda 
v .  Base S t ruc tu re  Srrmmary 
v.  B i s to ry  of Base Cloaures 

v i .  Index of Affected Bases & Persoanel Impacts 

Force S t r u c t u r e  Plan ( c l a s s i f  iedl  ( V o l m  f f 1 

Department of t h e  Anay Analyses and Recommendations (Volume 111) 

PLL 
J o i n t  S taf f  

PLL 
PLL 
PLL 

PLL 
PLL 
PLL 
PLL 
PLL 
P&L 

J o i n t  S ta f f  

1. Executive Surr~nary 
2. Statuncnt  of Purpose 
3. Service  Projected Force S t ruc tu re  
4.  Service  Process 
5. Descript ion of Analyses 
6. Recorr~bendations (see at tached format) 
7. Budget fmpacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Department of t h e  Navy Analyses and Recormncndations (Volume IV) Nawy L Uarine Corps 

1. Executive Sumnary 
2. S ta tuncnt  of Purpose 
3. Service  Projected Force St ructure  
4. Service  Process 
5. Descript ion of Analyses 
6. Recormendations (see at tached format) 
7 .  Budget Impacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Department of t h e  Air Force Analyses and Recommcn&tions (Volume V) f i r  Force 

1. Executive Srmmrary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service  Projected Force St ructure  
4. Service  Process 
5 .  Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Recornmendations (see a t tached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recomnndations (Volrmu VI) Defense Agencies 

1. Executive Sumnary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Agency Projected Force St ructure  
4 .  Agency Process 
5. Descr ip t ion  of Analyses 
6. Reconmendations (see at tached format) 
7. Budget Inpacts  
8 .  C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Attachment 4 



Name of Recommendation 
(e g. I John Q. Public Naval Air Facility. - - [State] 1 

R.c-endation: Describe what is to be closed andlor realigned; 
units, functions or organizations that will be eliminated or 
moved; identify the receiving installations, if applicable; and 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the 
base, if applicable. 

Justification: Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i . e . ,  
force structure reductions, mission transfer, consolidation or e 

elimination, excess capacity, etc., as applicable. 

Imp.et: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the 
local communityts economy in terms of direct and indirect 
employment loss. Also include an estimate of the cost of 
implementing the recommendation and expected annual savings after 
implementation. 

Attachment to Attachment 4 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 3 0 1  -6000 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITAM DEPARTMENTS 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

. ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEf-ENSE - . 

COMPTROLLER - 
GENERAL- COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

- + b-e. -.'- DIBECTOR,. OPERATIONA&-.TEST AND ,EVALUATION 
. ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF .DEFENSE 

1 
DIRECTOR; UIHINLSTRATZON AND MANAGEMENT 

I SUBJECT: Base Closure Policy Memorandm Two 

packqrom 
- - - . ., . -- -4-* - . < . . -.-. - .,-el. 

This  m&orandum is the second i n  a series of addit ional  
ASD (PCL) policy guidance implementing . the  ~ e f e p s e  .Base Closure 
and Realignment A c t  of 1990 : J P M c  law* lQ?-;S?),; -. as amended, and 
t h e  Deputy Secretaryf s -1993 ~ a s e ~ ~ e a ~ i ~ f : ~ a n d ~ - - ~ 1 o s u r e  
(BRAC 93) guidance of May-'5, 19921' - . ASD:(P&L~*-POX~C~ . ., Memorandum 
One w a s  dated+ugust, 4 ,-?a gB&- .--'---s - ---- . - - ' - -A. - .... - 

- . , - 4 ,  = - .  - . - .  . - . -  i .  . -..-- , - - -..-- et 2" - - - .  %. -.. z t a m  Tr m ' a- .. - .- + .  . -t+; ezt:ftt ci-:.%:y - lFF) Ana3vs= -.-_.a . . . . . . - - 3 , . - g & :  5; ,. . + .a>. . : 
.<.., ., ... , ,.,i.p-*f-?P,e577 <: . . .Y. $?-.5p-;.\,; ->:,*.;- <. : - 

: 2& $ q ~ 3 s s . : ~ 5 ~ ~ 4 M i  ,. .--- 9 = . ksiiL .l. ~ ~ t g ~ ~ i . - 9 e P 4 m ~ t s  will be 
res$~ris?bie - f iif inclydmg, :nilitaryryry~.e'a~&tt~~acilities (MTFs 1 i n  
t h e i r  BRAC 93;zkalyses.'.- -~o&na t ions  of $he Military Departments 

o f  .MT?..-clorirres o r  realignments w i l l -  *be reviewed by t he  Ats is tant  
Secre ta ry -  of- - D q f ~ c f  or  Health v f a i r s  4ASD (HA) ) and r e t u n e d  tp 
t h e  secretaries of the rmi the-De-pa-e t s .  The f ina l  
recommendations of t h e  Secretaries -of t h e  Mi l i t a ry  Departments t o  
t h e  Secre tary  of Defense w i l l  include t h e  views of t h e  ASD(Hn1, 
i f  .&fferent  from those of t h e  Secre tar ies  of t h e  Mil i tary Departments. - - --- - - - - --- -- - - 

- - - 



-   he- secretaries of the M i l i t a r y  Departments and ASD (HA) , 
working t o g e t h e r  through the  Health A f f a i r s  Base Closure Jo in t  
Se rv ice  Working Group, may a l s o  i d e n t i f y  MTFS as candidates  f o r  
c l o s u r e  o r  reduct ion,  such as when mul t ip le  DoD h e a l t h  care 
d e l i v e r y  activities c rea te  overlapping catchment areas o r  when 
s m a l l  benef i c i a ry  populations r e s i d e  wi th in  areas where more c o s t  
effective a l t e r n a t i v e s  should be considered. Working group 
recommendations w i l l  be forwarded t o  the S e c r e t a r i e s  of the 
Military Departments f o r  inc lus ion  ia their f i n a l  recommendations 
a s  appropr ia t e .  If t h e  Secre tary  of a Military Department 
disagrees with a closure recommendation fonrarded by the Health 
Affairs Base Closure J o i n t  Semice Working Group, t h e  Secre tary  
s h a l l  forwardthe .Groupfs  recommendation w i t h  t h e  Secre tary ' s  

r ...-a- %. reason - f o r  - e s a g r e e i n g ,  . ,. - . ow-.5 - t o  the Secretary of Defense. 

-vest-ment 
- 

Return on Snvestment must be ca lcula ted ,  considered mid 
repor ted  with DoD Componentsf j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  each recommended 
c l o s u r e  o r  realignment package. A l l  c o s t s  and savings 
a t t r i b u t a b l e  over time t o  a c losure  or realignment package, 
subject t o  t h e b 6 l o u  guidance, should be calculated; inc luding  - 
Costs o r  sav ings  a t  receiving loca t ions .  Costs  o r  savings  
elements that are ident i f ied ,  but  determined t o  i n s i g n i f i c a n t ,  
need not  be ca lcula ted .  However, DoD Component records  should 
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  .determination, 

9 

- v .*-. ' - -- 
, - :2 . 

- - -  - . - - i e~&ogni ie  that' M i l i t a r y  Depaztrp-ent &d:~~?ense Agen-cy * ' 

planning  and .ascc6ununting a6chanisms are su f  f icient2.y - d i f f e r e n t  t o  ' 
warrant  DepartmentQgency specific standard c o s t  f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  
COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use  of 

- - . -- --- sum c o s t  factors-. - - - - 
- - - -  - -- - - - - 

Attachment 1 provides a d d i t i o n a l  *idan& on t h e  COBm 
and r e tu rn  on investment c a l c u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h o s e  rare ins tances  
when it is impossible t o  use t h e  COBRA model f o r  ca lcu la t ions .  

Specific i n s t r u c t i o n s  fol low f o r  the c a l c u l a t i o n  of h e a l t h  
Care costs, ~ m I n p l 0 p e n t  cos t s ,  . Homeowners Assistance Program and 
environmental cos ts ,  and savings f o r  inpljt t o  the COBRA model. - /- i 

5 
5 
2 

f 



o f l e a l t h  Care Costs 

oo CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can 
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoDride. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments 
involving Military Treatment ~acilities. 

oo fi-e Costs Medicare costs will not be included 
in DoD Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
Part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The only 
appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those portions of 
the Part B costs that exceed the monthly prehiums paid by the 
membersheneficiaries. The~efore, total Medicare appropriations 

- will not --significantly- change, retuq o n  lnves+-~t -- calculations. 

I 
i 

o ynemp&ment C& ,The Military Departments and Defense 

i l  
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees, DoD Components should include the 
contributions attributable to closures and realignments in their 

I cost calculations. , - -- " ?..- . - - - . _. 
o Bomeowners Assistance Promam p he secretas of the - -  

Army will provide each Military DepartmFand ~efenseiA9ency 
with a list of installations that have ;a'reasonele probabll-ity 
of havlng a HAP program approved, s h o u l ~ ~ h e ~ , ~ n ~ a l l d ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~  
selected for closure or realignment. - - costs~:will ;$k:;;'Iincluded 
for  each of the installations so identif&e$:b$+ j . ~ecretae'of -. 
the Array. 

0 .,Fnvisonmental ~estotilt-ion Cosa-:: E2&ronmental - 
Restoration- &osts at; closihg~@ases- a ~ e & o t  -XQ -be yronside~d;;in 
cost of - clasure calcirlation~. D&, ug :&- : l&?Al 3b1 g&t*$ ofpfbr> - - 

environmental restoration regardless af 'whether ' a base -is closed 
or zealigned. Where closi;ng,_~r,~li~ning installations - have 
unique contaminariqnqrob1~- reQuiring knvi't&nen'tai - 
restoration, these will be- con3-i-dered--Zs-a potential --limitation -- -- 

on near-term coinmunity reuse of the installation, 

o Environmental Comvliance C o s u  Environmental compliance 
-costs i;an k a f a c t g r  in-a base closure or r ~ 3 i g n m e n t -  decision- 
Costs associated with bringing existing pragtices into compliance 
with environmental rules and regulations can potentially be 
avoided when the base closes. Environmental compliance costs may 
be incurred at receiving locations also, and therefore will be 
estimated. 



o &and Valve Given ex is r ing  - s ta tu te  and -.pracjice . 
regard ing- the  disposal of r e a l  property, espec ia l ly  public 
bene f i t  t r ans fe rs ,  land and f a c i l i t i e s  value may not always be 
r ea l i zed ,  In  cases where some proceeds can be expected, Mil i tary  
Departments and Defense Agencies must est imate t h e  amount t o  be 
received f o r  such real property. Estimated land and f a c i l i t y  
value  w i l l  generally be based on t h e  an t ic ipa ted .h ighes t  und best 
use f o r  t h e  land and f a c i l i t i e s .  assuming'appropriate zoning, 
unless  read i ly  available i n f o m - i o n  ind ica tes  t h a t  zoning is 
l i k e l y  t o  be more r e s t r i c t i ve .  Where i n s t a l l a t i o n s  have unique 
contamination problems, a por t ion of the i n s t a l l a t i o n  may have t o  
be segregated from disposal s o  that cornunity reuse  may proceed 
on t h e  balance. Est-imated value should be adjusted: f o r  any 
such parcel ing,  incllding. Gsc-ouqting proceeds when s a l e  of 
contaminated property is poss ible  only a f t e r  C~C.&I*~S complete; 
f o r  ieduced pr ices  where:prop+rty is .likely t o  be so ld  f o r  
restricted uses; or, when s ign i f i can t  .public. benef i t -  discount 
transfers are anticipated. 

+- - .. - 
_ _  _ _  - -- -- - - o- € ~ n s t - ~ c t l o n ~ ~ o s t 4 ~ 0 i d m ~ k ~ . ~ . ~ ~ s i n g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 a l 3 g n i n g  

bases can r e s u l t  in ,  c o n s t p c t i o n  cbst ' avoidances. - Cost  - 

avoidances should include FY94-g9'programmed military and fam 
housing construction fliat  can be avoided a t  t h e  closing o r  
rea l ign ing  base, other than n+v:mimis~ion construction. 

- - - -  - - 



COBRA Model Assumptions - - /- 

The following statemeirts clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

svstem COS~S. Fo*y-one percent Of 
er jobs through the DoD Priority 
elocated at government - expense (based 

on historical data). 

-. o.r.stvdent s. - , . ~ ~ r , . t m u ~ ~ ~ ~ s .  0; .xeturn on investment 
calculations,~.~elocati;on~ df :students will -only-*act the COBRA 
model' s calculation of 'overhead :costs, and-as appropriate, 
estimates of 'military constiuctibn requirements- 

- 

~ttachment 2 provides guidance on the calculation of 
-i economic- impact-on closing,.realipning and receiving communities.. 

x 

i Fnvironmental Impacts - 

1 
Attachment 3 provides guidance on docutienting environmental 

impact considerations at'closing, realigning and receiving 
.- 

1 locations .-- - -=.. - . -. ,- -. ., 7 . w . . L: 

:s , derstions,. there is no need to 
i 

DOD.~CO"@O~~~~~S may use all 
--2 -5; *& - - gardZe3gpf. whent how or 

- 'li--%6~ -Component should 
1 studyt the study must 

- . bases in the DoD 
! - e study is designed to fill 

? can -.be treated equally. 
reporting format used to 

summarize the environmental consequences of closure or 
realignment of an installation. 



Peceiv ina  Bases 

DoD .&ponents  must i d e n t i f y  rece iv ing  bases  f o r  l a r g e  units 
o r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  including t e n a n t s  which are t o  be r e loca ted  from I 
c l o s i n g  o r  r ea l ign ing  bases. The COBRA model w i l l  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  I 
c o s t s  f o r  r e l o c a t i n g  such u n i t s  o r  activities. DoD Components do ! 
n o t  need t o  i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  rece iv ing  bases  f o r  u n i t s  o r  I 

t e n a n t s  with less than 1 0 0  c i v i l i a n / m i l i t a r y  employees. Finding 
homes f o r  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  can be l e f t  t o  execut ion.  However, 1 
DoD Components should e s t a b l i s h  a gener i c  "base x a  u i t h i n  t h e  
COBRA model t o  act as t h e  su r roga te  rece iv ing  base  f o r  t h e  I 
aggregat ion of t h e s e  smaller  u n i t s  o r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n  o rde r  t o  i 
ensure  completeness of cos t  and savings c a l c u l a t i o n s .  1 - -c." - 

- - erve En w .  I 
! 
I 

On each base designated f o r  c losure  o r  reaZLgnment t h e  
f u t u r e  of guard and reserve u n i t s  of a l l  M i l i t a r y  Departments . . 
r e s i d i n g  on o r  receiving support  from t h a t  base  must be 
considered. Once a decis ion has been made t o  inc lude  an enclave . 
o r  r e l o c a t e  guard and reserve u n i t s ,  t h e  e f f e c t e d  u n i t  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  must be included i n  the  DoD Component's 
recommendations t o  t h e  Secre tary  of Defense. M i l i t a r y  
cons t ruc t ion  and r e p a i r  c o s t s  of f i t t i n g  out an enclave f o r  
r e s e r v e  component o r  guard use  w i l l  be est imated.  

M i l i t a r y  Departments and Defense Agencies must document t-he 
- - - _  receipt-of valid irequests received~.+der sec t ion  2924 o f  P ,L. 

..-... "Ql-S30f.and-;ldocuaienf-:ae steps- takw- t o  give them special 
consf deration. ~uch' d o ~ u m e n t a t i o n ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ 3 u b  ject t o  ' rebiew by the 
General Accgpnting-Office, .- .4pc the Conq~ission and the C ~ ~ g r e s s .  

-% . - 

. ~eleask of Infonnat ioq  -U. , ---- - - -- --,---. - - - - - 

P u b l i c  Law 101-510, as amended, e s t a b l i s h e d  the Defense Base 
Closure and Real ignmqt  Commission t o  review t h e  Secre tary  of 
Defense's recommenda~ions f o r  t h e  c losure  o r  realignment of 

- h k l i b f p n s t a  and-20 conduct pub l i c  hear ings  on t h e  
recommendations. Unless s p e c l f  ical-2y - requi red  by Jaw, d a t a  used 
by t h e  DoD Components t o  analyze and eva lua te  m i l i t a r y  
i n s t a l l a t i o n s  w i l l  not  be r e l e a s e d  u n t i l  t h e  Sec re ta ry ' s  
recommendations have been forwarded t o  t h e  Commission. 



The  General Accounting O f f i c e  (GAO) ,  however, ha5.a spec ia l  
r o l e  i n  a s s i s t i n g  t h e  Commission i n  i t s  review and analys is  of 

' t he  Secre tary ' s  recommendations and .must a l s o  prepare-a xepor t .  
d e t a i l i n g  t h e  Secretary 's  se l ec t ion  process.  As such, the GAO 
w i l l  be provided, upon request,  with as much information as 
p o s s i b l e  without compromising t h e  d e l i b e r a t i v e  process. The 
M i l i t a r y  Departments and Defense Agencies must-keep records of 
a l l  d a t a  provided t o  t h e  GAO. 

This  expands t h e  pol icy guidance on 'cu~uulat ive impacts on - 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s  previously provided i n  ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum 
One. 

- -.< 
. . - _- - 2  , . . , - -- .- . . - ! . , _ <  , - , - 

.-&-.the .DoD hnponcnfs  review t h e i r  base s t r u c t u r e  o r  conduct 
f u n c t i o n a l  studies with base c losure  or realignment impacts,.a.- 
determinat ion must be made as t o  whether a review o r  study 
impacting more than one i n s t a l l a t i o n  should be considered a 
s i n g l e  a c t i o n  under P.L. 101-510. To be considered a s ing le  
a c t i o n ,  t h e  review o r  study must: 

-. 
(1) Recult  i n  t h e  closure o r  realignment- of- a t '  l e a s t  one  ! 

i n s t a l l a t i o n  which would t r i g g e r  t h e  numerical 
th resho lds  of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2) Involve inext r icably  l inked elements,. i n  t h a t  f a i l u r e -  
. , t o  proceed with any one element of the ac t ion  would 

r e q u i r e  reevaluation of t h e  - e n t i r e  ;actian. . -. - 

- .  

peportins Formals 

-~ttdeh&nt. 4 describes *e ;reporting f oxk$&sZ for: %-. (11,. the, 
a n t i c i p a t e d  DoD repor t  t o  the c'ommission, 'and .5(2) Military 
Department and Defense Agency j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  for  t h e i r  March 15, 
1993, ' c losure  %rid realignmerit recommendations. - 

Attachments 
1. Return on Investment Calculat ions 

: 2.  Economic Impact Calculat ions 
3. Environmental Impact -Considerations 
-4 . Repo:* format ., I_, 





t conamic  Impact Ca l cu l a t i ons  

Economic impact on communities w i l l  be measured by  t h e  
d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on employment a t  c los ing  and-- 
r e a l i g n i n g  bases,  as y e l l  as. a t  receiving loca t ions .  

The bf f i c e  of Economic Ad justrnent (OEA) w i l l  design and 1 update  computer spreadsheets with t h e  appropr ia te  m u l t i p l i e r s  t o  
measure i n d i r e c t  economic impacts. 

- I The M i l i t a r y  Departments and Defense Agencies w i l l  be 
j respons ib le  f o r  determining changes i n  mi l i t a ry ,  civilian and 

c o n t r a c t o r  employment a t  each base. Only con t rac to r  personnel 
! employed on t h e  base, o r  i n  t h e  immediate-vicini ty ,  which supporr 
i on-base a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be considered.  his-is t h e  d i r e c t  
1 

. i employment impact. .The OEA spreadsheets have a place f o r  en t ry  
! - of th5s da~a--cw~~.~&%l~.be a.;;Hilitary_ Department wd. Defense - 1 ~ g e n c y . . r e s ~ o n s . ~ i l ~ t ~ .  . ,:2-Once entered, t h e  computerized 
I 
t 5 .  spreadsheet  : . w i l l  c a l cu la te  t h e  econo-mic impact ( the  d i r e c t  and 

i n d i r e c t  -effect on e!niployment) 'of t h e  closure o r  realignment f o r  
each  a f fec ted  i n s t a l l a t i o n .  The mi l i ta ry-and DoD c i v i l i a n  data  
used f o r  c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  economic impact must be the  same a s  used 
i n  t h e  COBRA model. 

. - . . 
Attachment 2 



_1 _ -  - . .  ... S-Y OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES . . \i_ . ., >- - . . - - 
RESULTING FROM-. CLOSURE/REALIGNhfENT ACT1 ON AT : 

Location Installation Name - 

(Provide a m s  stataent and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
ctosure/realignment action, includipg receiving installations. 
These -key environmental attribut& are not meant to be all 

1 

inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) i 
i 
; 
Fo. Threatened or Endangered Species 

o Historic or archeological sites 

o Pollution Control 

o Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

o Programmed Environmental - Costs/Cost Avoidances 



Department of Defanse 
Base Closure and Rcalignmcnt 

Report t o  the C o d 3 s i 0 n  

1. 1 9 9 3  Base Closure Procedures 
2. Force St ructure  Sumnary - Unclassified 
3. F ina l  C r i t e r i a  
4 Compilation of Reconmendations - .. . 
5 Implementation 

1 i. Publ ic  Law 101-510 (as amended) 
ii. Sect ion  2687, T i t l e  lo, US Code 

v .  Base S t ruc tu re  Stmeaary 
v. History of Base Closures 

i Index of M f a c t a d  Bases a Psrsonnal Imp.cts I 
1 - - 
i ~ o r c e  S t ruc tu re  Plan ( c l a s s i  f i m d )  (Voluma 11) 
i 
]~epartment of t h e  Analyses .nd Raconmand4tions (Volrrme 

.- .:. 
PLL 

Join t  Staff 
. /-=L 

P&L 
PLL 

Exediitive S-ry 
Statemant of Purpose 
S ~ r v i c e  Pro jec tad  Force St ructure  
Service Process 
Descript ion of Analyses 
Fmconmendations (8- attacbed fo-t) 
Budget Impacts 
C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices (if required) 

PCL 
PLL 
PCL 
PLL 
PLL 
P&L 

Joint  S ta f f  

A , .. -- 
Department of t h e  Navy Analyses and Reconmandation. (Vol- IV) N a q  L Ha~atine CO-; 

Executive S\rmmrrjr 
Statement of Purpose 
Service Projec ted  Force St ructure  
Service Process 
Descript ion of Analyses 
RecoUmendUti ons (see 'attached format) 
Budget Impacts 
Classified Appendices (if r rquimdl  

Department of the M r  Force Analyses and F i e c ~ & t i o n s  (Volume -. VI 

Executive SullQAry 
Sta tuaent  of Pur'pse 
Service Proje,cted Force S t r u e t u n  
Service Process 

T e a c r i p t i o n  of Analyses 
Recoxranendations (see attached f ornut) 
Budget Impacts 
C lass i f i ed  Appendices (if required) 

Executive Sunrroary 
Statement of Purpose 
Agency Projec ted  Force St ructure  
Agency Process 
Descript ion of Analyses 
~econarcndations (see at tached format) 
~ u d g e t  Impact3 
C l a s s i f i e d  Appendices ( i f  required) 

Air Force 

Defense Agencies 



#rmo of Reconrmendation 
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State]) 

&k&n.<d.t~on: Describe .is t d  closed andlor realigned; 
-unit+, functions or organizations that will be eliminated or 
moved; identify the receiving installations, if applicable; and 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the 

1 ~ ~- 

base, if applicable. i 
i 

Just i f iu t ion:  Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i.eaf t 
force structure reductions, mission transfer, consolidation or 
elidnatibn, excess capacity, etc-. , as applicable. 

t 

i 
! 
: 

mft: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the = 
local communityfs economy in terms of direct and indirect 
employment loss. Also include an estimate of the cost of 
implementing the recommendation and expected annual savings after 1 
implementation. JI 

1 
F 

? 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense @OD). 

February 15, 1991 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Final selection criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in accordance with section 2903@), title 
XXM, part A of the FY 1991 National Defease Authorization Act, is required to 
publish the proposed selection criteria to be used by the Department of Defense 
in making remmmendations for the closure or realignment of military 
installations insikde the United States. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: February 15, 1991. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Jim Whittaker or Ms. Patricia Walker, 
Base Closure and Utilization, OASD(P&L), (703) 614-5356. 

TEXT. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: C .  

A. Final Selection Cntena . . 

The final criteria to be used by the Department of ,-y;":- & f e  ..---:,.. - i a 

recommendatio~ls for the donmi or realignment of qditaq ~ @ o i i s i i s ~ d e  
the United Stats under title XXtX, part A of the Bhti&id D e f e  Authoiization 
Act'for Fiscal Year 1991 as follows: 

s 

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

Military Value 

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

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



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

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

.. 
Return on Investment 

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

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The abiity of both the existing and potential reu5ving communities' 
infrastructure to support forcess missions and personael. 

8. The environmental impact. 

B. Analysis of Public Comments 

The Department of Defense @OD) received 169 public comments in response to 
the proposed DoD se leon criteria for closing and rgligrhg military 
installations inside the United States. The public's hriimentsts can be grouped 
into four topi& General; military value, costs ahd "paybacr, and impeds. The 
following is an analysis of these comments. 

(1) General &ents - 
. . 

(a) A substantial number of commentors expressed concan over the proposed 
criteria's broad nature and similistrity to the 1988 Defense SecreEary's Base 
~ealignmeht and-C!lospc-Gdmm&ion criteria&aay of -the comments noted a need . 
for objective measures or-factors for-the criteria. Some commentors also -- 

suggested various standard measures or factors for the criteria. The inherent 
mission diversity of @e l&l&q ah-d Defense Agencies @OD 
Components) makes it impossible for DoD to specify detailed criteria, -or 
objective measures or Edctors that could be applied to all bases within a 
Military Department or Defense Agency. We have provided the commentors' letters 
to each Military Department for their amideration. The similarity to the 1988 
Base Closure Commission criteria is acknowledged. After reviewing the public 
comments we concluded that using similar criteria is appropriate. 



(b) Many commentors noted that a correlation between force structure and the 
criteria was not present. The base closure and realignment procedures mandated 
by title m, part A, of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1991 (the Act) require that the Secretary of Defense's recommendations for 
closure and realignment be founded on the force structure plan and the final 
criteria required by the Act. DoD's analytical and decision processes for 
applying the final criteria will be based on the force structure plan. The 
military value criteria provide the connection to the force structure plan. 

(c) Many commentors noted the need for more detailed information on how DoD 
would implement the base closure procedures r e q W  by the Act. A recurrent 
suggestion was to group like bases into categories for analysis. In response to 
this comment and suggestion, and to respond to the general comments (a) and (b) 
above, we have issued policy guidance to the Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies on the base closure process. This guidance requites them to: 

- Treat all bases equally: They must consider aJl bases equally in 
selecting bases for closure or realignment under the Act, without regard to 
whether the installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure 
or mdignment by the Department. This policy does not appply to closures or 
realignments that fall below the thresholds established by the Act or to the 86 
bases closed under Public Law 100-526; 

- Categork bases: They must categorize bases with like missions, 
capabilities.and/or attributes for analysis and review, to ensure that like 
bases are@dy compared with each other; and 

- P&qrm -\% <-- . a capacity analysis: .They must link force structure changes 
ddbe&in@e strii&- se force stmctur$: ir p h  yith the existiqg %force and bases 

3"" . .. 12.4 .,,- > - - -  :. ..* **p$l., . '- > 

a p~ten&$~for'dosure . ~.:&G~ - - , or realignment exists. In the 
event : a 8 i m o n  .:&A .-,* is made that&o.arce& capaciG e&ts in a category, then 
t s e r k d * h . n o  need t6 tdntihue ilie.analysis of that &&gory, unless there is 
a military-Wue or other reason to continue the analysis., 

. . -- -" 
- -' &&$and Use Objective ~easures/~actors:- They must develop and use 

objective measures or factors within categories for each criterion, whenever -- 

feasible. We reoognize that it will not always be possible to develop 
appropriate objective measures or factors, and that measures/factors (whether 
they be objective oi su6j~ve~--myV&y for-different categories of bases. 

(d) A number of commentors recommended assigning specific weights to 
individual criteria. It would be impossible for DoD to specify weights for each 
criterion that could be applied across the board to all bases, again due to the 
mission diversity of the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. It appears 
from the comments that numbering the criteria may have been mistaken as an order 
of precedence associated with individual criteria. We do not intend to assign an 



order of precedence to an individual criterion, other than to give priority to 
the first four. 

(e) Several commentors gave various reasons why a particular installation 
should be eliminated from any closure or realignment evaluation. Public Law 
101-510 directs DoD to evaluate all installations equally, exclusive of those 
covered under Public Law 100-526 or those falling below the threshold of section 
2687, title 10, U.S. Code. Public Law 100-526 implemented the recommendations of 
the 1988 Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. We have 
issued guidance to the DoD Components instructing them to consider all bases 
equally, this includes those previously nominated for study in the Defense 
Secretary's January 29, 1990, base realignment and closure announcement that are 
above the thresholds established in the Act. Conversely, we did not receive any 
requests that a particular installation be closed or realigned pursuant to 
section 2924 of Public Law 101-510. 

(f) A number of commentors noted a need for more management controls over 
data collection to ensure accuracy of data. We agree with this recommendation 
and have issued guidance that requires the DoD Components to develop and 
implement internal controls, consistent with their organizational and program 
structure, to mure the accuracy of data collection and analyses being 
performed. This guidance incorporates the lessons learned from the General 
Accounting Office's review of the 1988 Base Closure Commission's work. 

(g) After detailed consideration of all comments, we have determined that 
some of the criteria may have been unclear. We have revised the criteria for 
additional, clarity. 

(h) Some of the early comments we received recommended extending the original 
December 31, 1990, public comment deadline. We agreed and ext&ded the public 
comment period to January 24, 1991. In addition, we accepted for Consideration 
19 public comments d v e d  after the January 24, 1991, deadline. 

(a) A majority of comments received supported DoD's decision to give priority 
consideration to the military value criteria. In the aggregate, military vgue , 

- -- 
r6fek tb-the Collection of attributes that describe how well a base supports 
its assigned force structure and missions. 

@) Several commentors recommended that National Guard and Reserve Component 
forces be included as part of DoD's base closure analysis. The Department's 
total force concept includes National Guard and Reserve Component forces, and 
these forces will be refleded in the force structure plan required by the Act 
for this base closure process. To clarify that point, criteria number one and 



three were amended. 

(c) Some commentors recommended DoD apply the military value criteria without 
regard to the DoD component currently operating or receiving the services of the 
base. The commentors noted that this would maximize utilization of Defense 
assets and therefore improve the national security. We agree with this comment. 
DoD must retain its best bases and where there is a potential to consolidate, 
share or exchange assets, that potential will be pursued. We also recognize that 
this potential does not exist among all categories of bases and that the initial 
determination of the military value of bases must be made by the DoD Component 
currently operating the base. Consequently, we have left the military value 
criteria general in nature and therefore applicable DoD-wide, where appropriate. 
We have also issued guidance to the DoD Components that encourages inter-service 
and multi-service asset sharing and exchange. Finally, we will institute 
procedures to ensure each DoD Component has the opportunity to improve the 
military value of its base structure through analysis of potential exchanges of 
bases with other DoD Components. 

(d) Some commentors recommended we include the availability of airspace in 
our considerations of military value. We agree and have revised criterion number 
two acco~diugly. 

(e) Several commentors requested a geographic balance be maintained when 
considering installations for realignment or closure. DoD is required by Pbblic 
Law 101-510 to evaluate all installations equally, exclusive of those covered 
under Public Law 100-526 or those falling below the thresholds of section 2687, 
title 10, U.S. Code. However, some measures of militaiy value ;b have a 
geographic component and therefore military mission requirements can drive 
geographic location considerations. 

support or perform military missions. DoD's civf&ce employees are an 
integral part of successful accomplishment of defense missions, as are defense 
contractors whethex thev be nationallv or locallv based. To the extent -that the 

one and four. 

(g) Several commentors recommended that mobiition potential of bases be 
considered and that those bases required for mobilization be retained. 
Contingency and mobilization requirements are an important military value 

consideration and were already included in criterion number three. The potential 
to accommodate contingency and mobilization requirements is a factor at both 
existing and potential receiving locations, and we have amended criterion number 



three accordingly. 

Q One commentor recommended retaining all bases supporting operation Desert 
Shield/Storm and another recommended including overseas bases. DoD must balance 
its future base structure with the forces described in the force structure plan, 
and not on the current basing situation. Some forces currently supporting 
Operation Desert Storm are scheduled for drawdown between 1991 and 1997. DoD 
must adjust its base structure accordingly. Overseas bases will also be closed 
in the future as we drawdown DoD's overseas forces. However, Congress 
specifically left overseas base closures out of the base closure procedures 
established by the Act. 

(3) Cost and "Paybackn Comments 

(a) Some commentors recommended calculating total f e d - d  government costs in 
DoD's cost and "paybackm calculahns. A number of such dbmments gave as 
examples of federal government costs, health care and unemployment costs. The 
DoD Components annually budget for health care and unemployment costs. We have 
instructed the DoD Components to include DoD costs for health care and 
unemployment, associated with closures or realignments, in the cost 
calculations. 

(b) Several commentors noted the absence of a "piiyQackN pe-rid and some felt 
that perhaps eight or ten years should be specified.. We d&ded not to do this; 

c - b+-&----;G:J T 

we did not want to rule out making changes &at i$ir&e&Wto .r,, . ..=: a-u- .3J1.-.,. - the national 
security that would have longer rehtrns on inaes'tmeniZ~e?19"88 Base Closure 
Commission fdt &at a &-year mpaybackm m & - a e d  their 

<J, . -  .= .be43-. *;- - ,,q . ":. 
choices. The D d I X G o m p o n e n ~ h ~  .- .;.s-5F12:-2~-2:wz$w- i%2i=I"; L' -- on 
investment fodr-*er , , , . e ~ ~ i - ~ e r . ~ ~ , 2 . g d - ~ -  it in 
their dkliberatiok, and.&aapo- . . I  t 

n .  jl j trfirritrhiyr -.@%&on nhber  
five has been amended accordingly. . - * =  

(c) Some cornmentors rec0mmenQed including ~~q~ clean-up costs in 
base closure cost and payback calculations. Some alsd 'lioW%t the cost of 
environmental clean-up at a partic* base could be so great that the 
Department should m o v e  the base from fkther closure consideration. 

- - .  

The DoD is required by law to address two distinctly 'diffi%%t typs of 
environmental costs. 

ThePfirstast involves the clean-upadidisposal.~f.enY-irrmment&hazards in 
order to correct past mctices a n d = r e t u m . t h e . S i t e ~ ~ ~ d i t i m .  This is 
commonly r e f 4  to as environmental reSfOTati011. DoD has a legal obligation 
under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the Comprehensive 
Fmvironmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act for environmental 



restoration at sites, regardless of a decision to close a base. Therefore, 
the* . costs . 2..4.24s.2 will not r &considered in DoD's cost calculations. Where - .  - - . - -  
installations have umque conkmination problems requiring environmental 
restoration, these will be identified as a potential limitation on near-&* 
community-#f -. - the installation. 

T h e ~ n d ~ . . c o ~ ~ v o l v e s  ensuring existing practices are in compliance with 
the Clean Air, Clean Water, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and other 
environmental acts, in order to control~uggqtZand future-pollution. This is 
commonly referred to as enyiromgen@4q@plian~. Environmental compliance costs 
anr:po~tiallyP~-tq~oided by ceasing&e~existing practice through the closure 
o r ' ~ ~ ~ t a f ~ ~ ~ ~ O n  the other hand, environmental compliance costs may 
beafactorindetemmm . . g appropriate closure, realignment, or feceiving 
location options. la either case, the environmental ~ornpliance~costs or cost 
avoidances may be a Xactox- - ..- - ~ ~ d g e t u m o n & v e s t m e n t ~  
calculationsA'he D $ m t m m ~ g u i d a n c e  to the DoD Components on this 
issue. 

(d) Some cornmentors recommended DoD change the cost and "payback" criteria to 
include uniform guidelines for calculating costs and savings. We agree that 
costs and savings must be calculated uniformly. We have improved the Cost of 
Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model used by the 1988 Base Closure Commission 
and have provided it to the DoD Components for calculations of costs, savings, 
and return on investment. 

(4) Impacts Comments 

(a) Many mm.g@p weat concerned about social and economic impacts on 
wmm.uniiies'and A- .t.P.-P.4 a; $.; ;,': *.A+c< would be-factdred into the decision process. We have 
isa measuing hstfu&ns&'.& Ggp,& +.* ~ o q & & &  to-ca2culatew0. . . Y 

l e n t ~ ~ e n d e d  
oQ i. These eff- will be determined by using statisical 
i n s f  .- A- ...:, . -. . . --- from-the.Departmen@ -. . of L&or and Commerce. This is 
conet-%thth&e~'znethdology used by the 1988 Base Closure Commission to 
measure economic im*. We incorporated the General Accounting Office's 
suggested improvements for calculation of economic impact. DoD will also 
determine the direct and indirect einployment impacts on receiving bases. We have 
amended criterion-nUmberber iik totodlei%lbis detision. 

(b) The meaning of criterion number seven, "the community support at the 
receiving locations" was not clear to several commentors. Some wondered if that 
meant popular support. Others recognized that this criterion referred to a 
community's infrastncture such as roads, water and sewer treatment plans, 
schools and the like. To clarify this criterion, we have completely re-written 
it, while also recognizing that a comparison must be made for both the existing 



and potential receiving communities. 

(c) Many commenton asked how environmental impacts would be considered. As 
we stated in topic 3(c), DoD will consider certain environmental costs. In 
addition, we have instructed the DoD Components to consider, at a minimum, the 
following elements when analyzing environmental consequences of a closure or 
realignment action: 

-- Threatened and endangered species 

- Wetlands 

- Historic and Archeological sites 

- Pollution Control 

- Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

- Land and Air uses 

- Programmed environmental costs/cost avoidances 

(d) A number of commenters questioned the meaning of criterion number nine. 
"The implementation process involved". The intent of this criterion was to 
describe the implementation plan, its milestones, and the DoD military and 
civilian employee adjustments (Increases and decreases) at each base, that would 

. result through implementation of the closure or realignment. After fuaher 
consideration, we have determined that developing the implementation plan is a 
necessary requirement and conclusion of applying the other eight criteria. A 
description of the imp@men@tion plan, while important to the understanding the 
kcommended closure or realignment, is not in itseaf a specific criterion for 
d ' e c i s i o ~ .  Consequently, we have deleted criterion number nine. We have 
instructed the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to include a 
descriptiop of their implementation plans for each qxommended closure or 
realignment, as part of the justification to be submitted to the Commission. 

C. Previous Federal Register References 

(1) 55 FR49679, November 30, 1990: Proposed selection criteria and request 
for comments. 

(2) 55 FR53586, December 31, 1990: Extend comment period on proposed 
selection criteria. 



D. Paperwork Reduction Act 

The Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L. 96-511) does not apply. 

Dated: February 11, 1991. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison Officer, Department of Defense. 
Doc. 91-3645 Filed 2-14-9 1; 8:45 am] 





ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. 0.C 243018000 

I - 

February 1 3 ,  1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 

SUBJECT: 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COrnOL;I+ER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

C .-- - DIREC!l'QR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION ..-:: -~~~S-ISTANTS TO THE SECRETAI~Y --OF--I~~FENSE- - - 

DIRECTOR, ADMINISTR~TION AND XANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Base Closure Policy Hemorandum Two -- Review 
Requirements, Responsibilities and Controls 

Title XXIX, Part A of the National ~efenke ~uthoriiation Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991 (the Act) establishes procedures fog closing 
and- real.ilgning . bas e-z, -The .- Dep.uW. Se~ret-anL 5-  ~mem.00rg&w:I.7qf .::, . . ' - . - - - - I - . , -  - & _ .  - 
Ikcember-10, 1990, established pkocedures for implementing the 
provisions of the Act. This memorandpp. is. the second i m  - a series . -: +. 
of--qdditional policy guidance for impleqentation of the Act. The 
fir+ poxicy memorandum was datediJanuary 7, 1991. 

- - - I-* +--. The Depyty8gcretaz-y has approved the final-,criteria for - 9%: 
- redkending.-the closure or realignment- of- mil-it*-- ins@illations 
inside-the United States under the Act. The final criteria are 
at attachment (1). - 

- .  -- 

The first step in the process of evaluating your base 
structure for potential closures and realignments must involve 
grouping bases with like missions or capabilities/attributes into 
categories, and when applicable, subcategories. categorizing 
bases is the necessary link between the forces described in the 

r l -  - -rF-~yceStructure Plan and the base structure. Determining - - 

appropriate categories of bases is a Service and Defense Agency 
responsibility . 



Should you determine there is no excess capacitf%n a 
categoky/subcategory, you do not need to continue analyzing that 
portion of your base structure, unless there is a military value 
or other reason to continue the analysis. 

~onversel~, if you recommend a base for closure or 
realignment, your analysis must have considered all bases within 
that category/subcategory, as well as cross-category 
opportunities. If in applying the military value criteria, you 
find bases .that are militarily/geographically unique or mission: 
essential (such that no other base could substitute for them) you 
may justify that fact and exclude these bases from further 

- .  . analysis. - - , .. -$. 
..*2-*. 2 -  - ,. -- ,. . . .. . -.-.- - . . .-• - 

Criteria Measures/Factors 

You must develop and use one or more measures/factors for 
analyzing each of the final critaia. We-recognize that it will 
not always be possible to develop appropriate objective and 
quantifiable measures or factors, and that they may vary for 
different categories of bases (whether they be pbjective or 

- - - .  I ...,- : .  - ' . - .  -. - su6 j ect'i've).. 

Cross-Cateaorv/Multi-Senice Ov~ortunities 
" * -  .. - . -  - .  . . 

I . . -  - 
As you analyze your base structure,'-;yo,u shquld con~inually 

look for cross-category opportunities~~~.and'~~~oordinate~ -, c .T - and 
cooperate- with your sisterz Sefiices -arid'?~~eiiie~:~~gencies-~to - - - -- 
pursue multi-service.asset sharing or>:exchange. . , - ..- . _ .  .- .' 

- - . -  - Jnternal Controls, - -- . . $.?. -. . , ; -! _ .- .- . , 5f: *. . - , -. .. - - - .  - ,  . . --*.; ,.:: ,: ..--*. - :> - 
e- - .% --..>,: !, ;->2::- ..,: - - . . - 1- . - - - c . A -  _ _  - . , & .  

~e&c=s and Lkfense. ~ ~ e & i e s  must 'hevelop and implement an 
internal-rconhol plan-'f or these- base structure reviews.. .to ensure .- 
the accuracy' of -data -col'lection and analyses. At a minimum, your 
plan should -include-:- . . - - - - -. - - - -  - - - - - - . - -. -- - .  

o Uniform. guidance defining data requirements and 
sources for each category of base, 

- 
- - 

- - o Systems--for- verifyin3 accuracy of data, 
- .. . - 

o Documentation justifying any changes made to data 
submissions, and 

o Procedures to check the accuracy of the analyses 
made from the data provided. 



Costs and Savinas - .  . \ :-. 

specific instructions follow for the calculation of health 
care costs, unemployment costs, and environmental costs and 
savings - 

o m S  Costs. Base closures and realignments can 
impact- CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts must be 
included in your analysis, regardless of vhich'~i1itary 
Department may eventually have to budget for such costs. 

o ~nemv~ammt"Eos . - . The Services and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemgoyment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees-.-- You. should include the contributions- - 
attributdble to closures .an& kealigments' in your cost . . 

.. Z - -  v calculations- .._ - . -. 
o Fnvironmental Costs and Savinqs. Environmental 

&g&+o&g&&&.$osts at closing bases a m m o t  to be considered in 
your cost calculations, DoD has a legal obligation for 
environmental -restoration, regardless of- whether a base is closed 
or realigned. Where installations have unique contamination 
problems requiring environmental restoration, these will be . 
considered as a potential.l~itation on near-term.community reuse 

- - C.-  of the installation, , .  

5. . -%.Xi * Or):- the :othe~+band-~ 
can be factors in -.a ,bas 
Envirdnmentpl: c 
ceasing ,.t+e eii e or realignment 

- of a5bdse.;::-&nv costs may be a 
consideratihn=-irr . realignment or 

. receiving locati 

-- Return--.on-' Investment , - - ,"A . . 4r + 
- - - - -- -____ ._ __ _ _  _ _ t - - -  - -  -. - -  - 

, - . . + -  - - .- . - -  - -.- - -  
-7 

Return. on - investment-$lust be calculated, considered and 
reported with your juslif$:dations for each recommended closure or 
realignment package. All costs a3id savings attributable over 
.time :-to - a closure;- or realignment packxige-should be - calculated, - -  - 
including c o s t s - ~ ~  saving's.at_receiving locations. Costs or 
savings elements that are identified,_but determined to be 
insignificant, need not be calculated.   ow ever, your records 
should indicate that determination- 

We have been working to improve the Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions (COBRA) model u&d by the .I988 Base-Closure commission. 
It shall be-wed for your return on investment calculations. 
Attachment two provides additional guidance on the model and 
return on investment calculations. - 

-2 



- 7, 

Attachment three provides guidance on th& ialculation8-'of 
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving communities. 
Attachment four provides guidance on environmental impact 
considerations at closing, realigning and receiving locations, in 
addition to the environmental costs and savings considerations 
above. 

. - I - , > -  . .., - .  - -Cdin,McMillan ,,,,, ,,, 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics) 

Attachments 
1. Final Criteria 
2 .  Return on Investment Calculations 
3. Economic Impact Calculations 
4. Environmental Impact Considerations 



The final criteria to be used by the Department of Defense 
in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations inside the United States under Title XXIX, 
Part A of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1991 are as follows: 

In 6electing military installations for closure or 
realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), 
will consider: 

Military Value 

1; ~heicu-nt- and fa-si'ckp. requirements and 
the -t onr~s&q&&mal readiness of the 
Department of Defense's total force. 

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

3 .  The ability to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and m o o t a ~ ~ ~ c e a q u i a - e m e n t s  
at both, the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

- 10- - . *  
4 .  The- cost -ahd manpower -i%ipl%c;ations; 

~ e t u r n  bn ~pv.est&nt 
..., > -  

- .  - < -  - - 
5. The ' ext&t k i d  timing- of -potential costs and 

savings,'including the number of years, beginning 
with the date of completion of the closure or 

t . . realignment, - .  for the savings t o  exceed . the . costs. 

- 
6. The economic impact on communities. 

- - - -  
7-.- The-ablley rrf - both the -exi.st-ing and qgtential 

receiving communities' infrastructure to support 
forces, missions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 

Attachment (1) 

.-. - 



The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model_(used by 
the 1988 Base Closure Commission) is a useful tool to-alculate 
return on investment for'closure and realignment options. .,The 
model does not produce budget quality data. The model uses 
standard cost factors and algorithms to estimate costs and 
savings over time. It then calculates return on investment years 
and the 20-year net present value of a closure or realignment 
package. 

In order to ensure consistency.in methodology, Services and 
Defense Agencies shall use the improved-COBRA model developed 
under the sponsorship of the m y ' s  ~otai'lmny ~asing'study 
(TABS) office. We recognize that Service and Defense Agency 
planning and accounting mechanisms are sufficiently different to I 

warrant -gefvice/~gency 'specific standard cost factors. Your ..-. 
documentation must justify use of such cost factors. 

1) Array all the calculated costs and savings by 
fiscal year-.for the closure or realignment option. 

.. , Costs and savings should be arrayed uninflated for 
_. ... I . - 20 years'. 

2) Discount each year of the net costs or savings 
using a 10 percent discount rate. 

. . 

3)  Determine the fiscal year the closure or 
realignmeht is completed.* - 

4) Count the number of years, after the year of 
completion,;it takes for the net present value to 
reach zeio-:or .become -negative. *-*his number is the 
retum-an- investment years. 

year perioli* - 3his .hum is -th-e 20-year net present 
value. 

OI4B Circular A-94 applies to these calculations, in general, 
- - _by-specifying a 10 percent discount rate and zero percent 

inflation; -Final- cr-iteLibii-ne-er five specifically appl-ies to 
return on investment.- If you'have any questions, please call Mr. 
Dom Miglionico on (703) 697-8048 (AV 227-8048) . 

i * The year of the closure is defined as the year in which the 
majority of personnel have left, and the mission and 
functions cease to be performed at the installation. For 
these calculations,- a closure or realignment can be 
considered complete even if the installation is in caretaker 
status. - s -. 

.. P C  A t t a c h m e n t  f 2 1 



Economic Impact-Calculatbns 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission calculated economic impact 
by measuring the decrease or increase in direct employment in a 
community, county, or standard metropolitan district that would 
result at closing or realigning bases or at receiving locations. 
The General Accounting Office, in their review of the 
Commission8s work, recommended that indirect employment impacts .. - . also be considered. 

Economic impact on communities will be measured by the 
direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and 
realigning bases, as well as at receiving locations. 

The office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) will develop 

.. -. computerized;spr,eadsheets based on W e  fprinulae and rationale 
'"-hsed in 1988, w i t h  the addition of appropriate multipliers to 

measure indirect economic impacts. OEA will provide a 
description of how they developed the formulae, rationale and 
multipliers, and how they are used in the calculations. 

The Services and Defense Agencies will be responsible for 
determining changes in military, civilian and ~ontract~i'~(local 
on-base contracts-only) employment at each base. This is the 
direct employment impact. The OEA spreadsheets have a place for 
entry of this data which will be a Service and Defense.Agency 
responsibility. Once entered, the computer5zed.spreadsh-eet will 
calculate the economic impact (the direct and indirect effect on 

- employment) of the closure .mz -realignment- for each affected 
installation. 

- 2 - P Z -  

Attachment (3) 



J9wironmental  Impact Considerations 
' -  

- - / - 

'SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLX)SURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Location 

(provide a Fumarv statement and status for the following 
environmental attributesat- each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not meant to be all 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) - . -  - - 

Threatened or Endangered species 

Wetlands 

Historic or' a~cheoldgical "sites 

Pollution Control 

Hazardous ~aterials/Wastes 

Land and Air Uses . - 

hogrammed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

Attachment (4 j 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 

AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD). 

December 15, 1992 

Department of Defense Selection Criteria for Closing and Realigning Military 
Installations Inside the United States 

ACTION: Notice of Final Selection Criteria. 

SUMMARY: The Secretaty of Defense, in accordance with Section 2903(b), Public 
Law 101-510, as amended, published in the February 15, 1991, Federal Register 
the Final Selection Criteria to be used in making kmmendations for the 
closure and realignment of miliEary installations inside the United States. 
These final criteria became effective on February 15, 1991. The final criteria 
published at that time will be used again, unchanged, by the Department of 
Defense to make recommendations that will be reviewed by the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. On. notice republishes those criteria. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Peter Potochney or Colonel Kirby Allen, 
OASD (P&L), (703) 697-8048. 

TEXT- SUPPLEMENTARY INFOIWATION: -* 

A. Final Selection Crite& 

The final criteria to be d by-thi -ent of -&few to make 
recommendations for the closure or mdigimiat of rbilitaq installations in 

. accordance with Public Law 101-510, as mended, follow: 

In selecting military hga&&i~ for closur6 or realignment, the 
Department of Defense, giving p n o n ~  6o&d&ation-tb military value (the 
first four criteria below), will consider: 

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

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



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

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

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

6. The economic impact on communities. 

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

8. The environmental impact. 

B. J3ackmound Information 

The February 15, 1991 Federal Register notice contained an analysis of public 
comments received and a description of the changes DoD made to the proposed 
criteria published in a November 30, 1990 Federal Register Notice. DoD received 
169 public comments in respanse to the proposed criteria and request for 
comments. The prqhed ujteria were appropriately amended .based on these 
born&@. T& final'-- were accepted by Congress in 1991 and served well 
in the 199j effort.;~h'i$ @.I therefore be used again, unchangkd, by the 

of Defense to male recommendations to the 1993 Defease Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

-- - -  . -  

C. Previous Federal Reester Reference~ 

(1) 55 FR 49679, November 30, 1990: Proposed selection criteria and request 
. - 

for ainiineritS: 
- 

(2) 55 FR 53536, December 31, 1990: Extend comment period on proposed 
selection criteria. 

(3) 56 FR 6374, February 15, 1991: Publish selection criteria and analysis 
of comments. 



Dated: December 11, 1992. 

L.M. Bynum, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register, Liaison Officer, Department of Defense. 
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- an Jyrir of potentfa1 d a n g e r  of barer 
wftb ather DoD Components. 

id) &me p o ~ t o r r  m o m e n d e d  - we indude the rvrbbUity of airapace In 
w conrfderationr of mllitary value. We 
rgrw md have revised criterion number 
two rceatding1y. 

(e) &veral fomenton requested 8 
8aographic bdanca be maintained when 
COM- btnltattons for rrr hgMlent or clomra, DoD is required by Pu lic 
tsw 1 M O  tti d u a b  d in~taIIationrr w, sxcluaive of thow covered 
under Public Law 1- or thore 
faUing blow the thresholds of rection 
2887, title la US. Code. Hwtvsr, rome 
measurer oCmllliq value do havs n 
~ogmpbic  component and thedore 
Utuy miulon rtquLernmtr can &ve 
grographlc locrrtton co~iderations. 

(fj Some commenton rscommended 
that the availability of trained civil 
service employma be conrldered aa wen 
el the capacity af ths rivaie sector to 
rupport or perform dtuy missions. 
DoD'r civil rurvfce employees are an 
integtal part of ruccsssful 
rcwmphahmen! of defense misolone, sr 
are defense conuacton whether they be 
natiomlly or locally based. To Be 
extent that tbt avaflabillty of ;raked 
civt)lan or conkactor work forcer 
intluencer our abiliiy to accomplish the 
mirefon. It lr lrlreedp included in crfleria 
number one and four. 

[g) Several commentors recommended 
#.at mobilizetion poienllal of bases be 
considered and that those bases 
requfnd for mobUzation be retained. 
Contingency and mobilization 
nquiremenlr are an important m i l i t e ~  
value condderaUon and were already 
lncluded in cn'terfan number tbree. The 
gotectfal to rccommodate contingency 
md mobllizaffon requirements h e 
factor at both exlating and potential 
receiving IocaUons, and we have 
amended uiterion number three 
accordingly. 

(b) One commentor recommended 
rrhining dl haw m t p p o w  operation. 
lkwt !Shdd/Slonn and aaolher 
ncommtnded including overnear bares. 
DoD murt balance lu future bars 
8tnrchvrc with the f b t ~ l r  deauibed in 
tho form rtnxture plan, md not on the 
omen1 baring situation. Some forces 
curienfly uupporting Operation Deaert 
8torm m rcbeduled for drawdown 
between legl and 1997. DoD must rdfust 
I t s  b8u rtnrcture a ~ ~ y .  Ovenear, 
&urn wfU alro be J o ~ d  ia the funve a8 
wr drawdowa DoD'r ovnrcar fonxu. 
However, Conp-e~ ~pcdffwlly kA 
ovcureas b u c  closures out of the bare 
dosw pmndum ertabiiahsd by the 
Act. 

. , -- 

(a) Some commmtora recommended 
cslcdatlng total federr1 govmment 
corb in DoD'! cost and ' aybrck" 
calculations. A number o I' ruch 
comments gave ar emampler of f tdenl  
pverrrment cottr, brplth i-us and 
rraernploymmt costs. ?be DoD 
Componanta uumrlly budget for hedtb 
care nnd paemplofrz~~t cats. W, brvt 
ln8tlaIcttd the ibri thnpmab to 
fndads DoD mfi for bedth cue md 
unemploymm: uutdr ted  witb clwmer 
or tzrlignmentu in tbe cort cPMdiom. 

(b] Several commenton notd the 
rbscnce of A Myback" pdod  md 
m a  felt that j m b p r  dght or bi yearr 
ahodd be @ad. We decided not to 
do Ws: we dld not want to rule out 
making changes that wem bentfidal to 
tbe national ~bcurity that'wonld have 
longer retarnr on fnvartrPant Tbe,1988 
Ban Closure Commls~ion feh that r six- 
year "paybeck" unnecbadly 
canttrained tbeit chdccs. 'lhs DoD 
Camponer.tes have been ditectad to 
calculate mfum on hvestment for each 
closure or nnligrunent recommendation, 
to conrider It irt ihsir deliberutians. and 
to report it In their jua~fications. 
Criterion number flvn has been runended 
eccordlngl y. 

(c] Some commentorr recommended 
including ea\~mnmental dean-up costs 
in base closure coat and payback 
calculations. Soma also noted that the 
cost of environmental dean-up at a 
particular bare mdd be ro great tbet 
the Department should remove the base 
from further closure consideration. 

The DoD ir required by law to addrest 
two disUnctly differ& types of 
envhnmental tostr. 

The ffrst cod  involve^ the clean-up 
and disposal of environmental hazards 
in order to correct past practicer end 
return the rite to a rste conditfon. Thicr 
fa commonly referred to u 
endmnmentd rsstoration. DoD has a 
legal oblfgati on under the Defense 
EnvLomantal Restoration prO(p.a and 
the Compnhuuivc & v b m e n k l  
Response. Cbrnpcnretim and Llabdity 
Act for environmental reatoratfon at 
rllar. m$arderr of r decision to Jose a 
base. Therefore, there ooru wiII not be 
considered in b D ' r  mt CP1CULPtions. 
When installations have lmfque 
wnlrmination probbmr rsqulring 
environmental nstomtion, thus will be 
idtntifjsd as poteatid lfmitPtion OYI 
near-term commualty m t w  of tbe 
inrtallatfon. 

The mxnd cost involver muring 
txisting pnctlcsr arm ia ampulm~g 
with b e  Clean Air, Clam Water, 
Itemme Conrervotlon md Rcc;overy 
Act, a d  otber tn-entd am. in 

pollution, Tlda i, corrrmonly n fmed  to 
u amdmmatrl  complianct. 
Environmental eompllancr? costa can- 
potmtirffy be mvoided by wering the 
exirting pnctlm through (be closure or 
rs-cat of r bam. On tbe other 
h a d  bavironmenta! complbnce costs 
me? k r hctar fa detcrminkrg 
qqmpdate c l o t c ~ .  ~ ~ e n t .  or 
rvahridm location optionr. In either 
arc, ibiaivtronbld oompltance 
msu or -1 troi&ncer m a y  be a factor 
amddcred in the a t  md xttm on 
investment fdcuhtlona, The 
hprrbamt hu iuusd #uidance to the 
DoD Ccrmpnb on this burr. . 

(d) Same cammenton rocurnended 
DoD c b n p  tbs mrt .ad "payback" 
mite* to W o d r  d f o m  guideher for 
calculrtlag coru snd mvbge. We agree 
that mat# md uvfryp mud be 
cpldated mlformly. Ws have improved 
the Coat of Eam Realignment Actions 
(COBRA] model uaed by the la88 Base 
Closure Commission and have provided 
it to the Don Component8 for 
caldatioru of costs, ravings, snd r e tm  
on invsrtment. 
(4) Impoclr Commenls 

(a) Many commentorr were concerned 
about sodd md  economic impacts on 
communlUes and how they wadd be 
factored into the decision process. We 
have issued hrmctionr lo the DoD 
Componsnta to calculate economic 
impact by rneasuriD~ the effects on 
direct and indirest employment for each 
rrcommended closure or realignment. 
These effectr will be detemined by 
using rtatfrical infomatfon obtained 
from the Departmsnb of tebor end 
Commerce. Thh is conairtent with the 
methodology wed by the 1980 Base 
Cloeura C o d r i o n  to measure 
economic impact. We incorporated the 
General Acaounting Office'# ruggesfed 
bpnwsment~  for caldetion of 
economic impact DoD will also 
determine the direct and Indirect 
employmmt impactr on r ee l  

to refled tbir decldoa. 
9 bases. We have  ended Plterfon num er six 

(b) T'hs nwening of criterion number 
$evsa "W commuafv rupport el the 
nrcehdq locationr" was not clear to 
mend cornmeatom. Soma wondered if 
Lhal m e a t  poplar support. Othen 
rew@zed that thir criterion refcrred to 

txmmunity'r fnSn8buctm-o ouch. as 
rwdr wnter m d  rawer trsstment plans. 
uhmlr and tbe Ue. To cluify rhis 
Pflsrloo, we have campIeteiy tewn'tfen 
if while aho mm@bg that r 
c~mpariroa mwt be made for both the 
ucfstlng lrld potential ncelving 
comtnunitler. 
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( c ] M . n y ~ m t o n r s k e d h o w  . 
enviroameaul ihlpactn would be 
conrldemd A, we rtattd in topic ~ l c ) ,  
Dab will cowlder cedain environmental of 
cortr. In addition. we have In~tructed 
the. DoD Compoaenta to consider. at a 
minimum, the folJowing dements when 
analyring mvfronmentai conmquencbr 
of 1 dorun or malignment action: 

l h a t t n r d  and endangered rpecles - Wetian& 
Xirtoric and Archeological niteb 
hliutfon C o n W  
Hawdous Ma!eriaia/Wastes 
kndmdAlruwr 
Programmed entritonmental 

cost mvoidan~~e 
[d) A number of armmenten 

questioned the m e w  of dterlon 
number nine. T l w  implementation 
procars invoIved, The lntent of rhir 
crfterlon war to descrfk the 
hplementetioa plan. ltr milesloner, and 
the DoD miMary and dvlli:an employee 
adfurhncnts Fcrearer and decreases) 
at each bare, thet would result through 
Implementation of the closure or 
realignment. Mter further conaideralion 
we have determfned that developing the 
implementation plan Is a neceesary 
requirement and conclusion of upplying 
Qe other eight miteria. A dercription of 
the inplementation plan, while 

I Imponant to the understanding the 
recommended c?orute or realignment. Is  
not In Itrelf a rpecific criterion for 
decirionmaklng. Consequently, we bave 
deleted criterion number nlne. We have 
lnatructed the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies to include r 
dencription of thefr implementation 
plan, for each recoaimended closure or 
mafignment. ae part of the justtficatlon 
to be submitted to the Commission. 

C. hvfow Foderal Rsgirtet Refemace# 
(1) 55 m49670, Novemkr SO. 1 sBO: 

Propossd ~rlsctlon cr f tda  and request 
. Jot comments, 

(2) 35 PRS3538. December 31. I@&: 
Extend comment periad on ptopored 
relaction dterls, 

D. P a p m d  ReductIoa A d  

Ibr Paperwork Rsductlon Act [Pub. L 
8Barr) does not apply. 

b.trd: Pcbruvy u, lwl. 
LM.Bmma 

Al~amotr ClSDP*dcrnI~,kr.  tauon 
Wi-r, -f of mfe~e. 

Doc. F 3 d  k 4 S  am] - 
lLUYP 09QL HCIFI 



ramcv: Department of Defenze @OD). 
*cnorc Find aelectias crlterle. 

A. F i l  Br- Mteria 
The find &t&r to bc urad by tbr 

Department of Ikfertpc to make 
raeommcadetloar for the closure or 
maEgnment of miUtary inrtaliationr 
hsidt rhe United Stater under titlr 

Return on lnvesfment 
5. The extent and Limigg of potentlel 

coot* and ravings. indudlng the number 
of  ye^^ with the date of 
completion of ike closure or 
raalignmtnt, far the ravfnga to exceed 
Iht coats. 

B The ecadomic impact on 
communftfas. 

7. The ability of both the existing and 
potentla1 ncehkrg communities' 
infraatmcnrre to support forces, 
rnlasioru a d  personnel. 

8. The mvfmnmentel Impact. 

8. A n J y r l r  of Publlc Commenb 

The Dqartment of Defenee POD]  
rccrfved I B B  public commence in 
mponoe to the pmpuaed DoD refection 
criteria for d06% md realigning 
mitiiary htallations inside the Unf ted 
Stater. 3'be public'r comenlt can be 
gmuptd into four toplcs! General, 
mf&ary value, costa and 'payback", and 
impo~& 2%. fob* t an analyet6 of 
these co&mmb. 

(0 Ceneml Cornmenrs 
(a) A rrtbrtuattd number of 

conwealon orpreawd concern over the 
propossddt&alr brosd nature and 
rlmillarlty to tbe 19811 Defense 
Secretary'# Bart ReaUgnrnent and 
Uorure Commlraion criteria. Many of 
(be comentr noted 8 need for objective 
mearures or facion for the dteria 
%me commenton blro sugg~eted 
verlour standard measures or factorb for 
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the Ctlturla. The tnberent addon - divwri dthr  WllitarpDcpnrtmnir, 
and lk 7 e m  Agcndn (DoD 

. CompaKab) d m  It imporribk for 
DoD to rpcdfy &tailed criteria. or 
objectfvs marsums at Iadorr the1 could 
be applied to all b . ~  within r Uilit.ry 
Depuapmt Or mkln Agsrcy. We 
have provI&d tb+ amaaentorr' briar 
to us& MUftiig ihputo-t fa Lhtlt 
coarihtt8r.?bt*toktsBs 
Bane Cbmm lknmission piteria h 
m & K & d @ d A f t u ~ & c  
public W* d u d e d  that 
wing stmilar &tsri* 5s ~ppmptfata. 
(bJ Many rarmrntnrr noted that a 

cormlation bstwem farcr stnrrshvt and 
the critq.I. wm a04 p r m t  Tbe bare 
dosum md rsrlignmerrt pmcedw 
m~ndsted by tilk XXIX pert A, of the 
Natiospl Dgfeme Authorization Act for 
Fbcal Year Lem (rbc Act) require that 
thit &crew of Defense's 
nrmmmtndationr for &sure and 
resiigment be founded on the force 
structure p h  and the finel criteria 
required by th Act DUD'S analytical 
arid &cision procenaer for cpplyiq the 
final criteria wt!l be based on the force 
structure plan. The militan value 
d t e r h  provide the comettion to the 
forcc &uchus plan. 

(c] Many commenton noted tbe need 
Tor more detailed Wormation on bow 
DoD would implement the base closure 
procedutes required by the Act. A 
recurrent suggestion was to group like 
b a m  blo  categories for analysis. In 
response to this comment and 
rugaertiou md to respond to he 
gener21 corrrmenlr [a) and (b) above. we 
have Iswed policy guidance to thc 
Mill lary Departmenu and Defmse 
Agencfes on the bane closlrre process. 
This guidance requires tbem to: 

Treat ell bases equa1ly: They must 
consider nil bases equally in se1ectir.g 
bstes for dorure or  alignment under 
the Act. without regard to wbether the 
iestalls!lon has been previously 
ccnsideted or proposed for closl~re or 
neligrunenl by the Department. Thir 
policy d m  not ap ~ t y  to ~ l o s v r e ~  or 
reallgnmenb that I' all betow the 
thresholds established by the Act or to 
the 86 baser dosed tinder hbljc Law 
IOQ-S2& 

Catqorke brser: They muat 
cacgorlzc basts with like missions, 
capabilities andfar attributes lor 
8nalyrir and d e w ,  to emure that like 
basw a n  fably comperrd wfth each . 
otherc md 

Perfom r capacity anolysir: They 
miwl link fons  rtmthvc! changer 
&crib& h the force sbuchm plan 
with the erirtiag f m e  mad bem 
rtrichue, to determine if a potential for 
clorun or realignme~t exists. in the 

went I dtfennbtiod k made fhf ma 
e = ~  fPpoclty e*irb irr utwoiy* 
thenthuawfllbeaoaedtocontinor 
the rnatyrir d h a t  crtqary. mrku 
there ir e militPry value or dther maan 
to contine ihe rarlydr; 

D~velop aiad Ust Objective 
MeacurerlFPdon: They rnut devebp 
m d u s c o b j e d v r m p . r ~ a r ~  
withirr htqndm for t d  ahdon, 
whenavu fearlblrc We mmgdn that i t  
will m t  d w a p  b. pwlb le  to d w c b p  
epgmprhtr objedvt msauirer or 
faciorr, rad that mwuuarlhctan 
[wheker (bay be obfccfiv* or 
subjective] may v u y  fm diFfersnt 
categorler of borer. 
[d) A number of t o m m a u t o ~  

recommanded m~ speEffic wefahte 
to individual uitula. Xt would be 
Impo~siblt for DoD to p""r,wei&ta 
for bach u-ilerioa that wdd &ied 
a m a r  the bad to nll brrrcss, dgafn h e  
to the rnlsaim diversity of t b m  Irlilitruy 
Depannentr-arid Defense Agenties. It 
aFpears from the commentr that 
numbering the criterla may h v e  been 
mirtaken 8s an order of precedence 
associated with itldlvidual criteria. We 
do pot intend to asdm an det of 
precedence to un fn-d crftar;'on. 
othmr than to give prfority to We fht 
four. 

(e) Several comntntbn gave mrfous 
reasons why a perfitula fnrtdrtim 
should be eliminated fmn m y  c l o m  
or walipnent evaftreUon PItblic Law 
lO'l-610 di-ctr I)oD to evaluate sU 
installations equally, exdusivc 6f those 
covered ander Public Law itUS#) or 
those fa!lirig below the threshold of 
section 28437, title 10, U.S. Code. hbl ic  
Law- 130-526 implemtnltd *e 
recoinmsndztions of the 1988 Defense 
Secmtary'r Comrn!srion on Base 
Realiw.ent and C!wure. H'c have 
Issued gcidance to the DoD Compmen tlr 
Instructing them to consider etU bas- 
tqua!iy. this includer t h e  pmriady 
nodnatetl for study in the Driense 
Secretary'$ January 29,1990. bate 
na l ipaent  and damn nmoumment 
that are sbme the thdmlds 
e s t a b l j r ~ d  in the Ad. hnvsrsely. ww 
did not receivt any requeb that a 
pankulrr htailati6n k ckned or 
realigned purmltat to rsctkm 2QZ4 of 
Public Law W1-810. 

( f )  A nrtmber of commenton noted a 
need for more management contrdr 
o m  data aAkiion to mrum urmscy 
of data. We a p e  with tbis 
recomrnmdaticm sad have bucd 
guldance that requirt, Be DoD 
Cornpr>ncntr to dcvtiop ud h m p b t  
Intend amla, con&temt with t M r  
organlzationsl Pnd p ~ u p  W 
ensw the acavPcy of data OOZlb~b'm 
and hing prrfamcd nu 

I?- I r rar )mb~bW 
a m e d ~ r L . ~ l l e m ~  

~ r ~ d & t 1 @ 8 8 B e e e ~ m e  
mz l8hrws  mark. 

(@ A f b  &tailed cauklmt ion  of d l  
cmmmtr. ws &we drb#mfd  that 
wme of the u i t d a  may b e  bcur 
tindw. We b v e  nvipod tbc crirerir for 
rddUJorPIdnrtpr. 

@,)$amdtkuclymammtrwe 
r a c s t r d n x a - m d d ~ t b o  
~ ~ k 3 1 . ~ ~ M i c  
o o r ~ m d  d d h a  We agrted and 
extended th @li~ aommcztt peiiod 10 
fmwy U = fP cddith. we 
accepted br taulduratim 18 public 
c m m e n ~ ~  rerr~ivad *hsr the fuluary &% 
im, * 
[ZYMiIitmy V a h  Chmmsnbr 

(a] A msfority of commentr received 
mpported blh dedslw b gfve 
priority consideration to the military 
vdue criteria. In tito a8gregats, mflitary 
value refers tb the caflection of 
nttributer that dercrfbe how well a b8se 
suppoh Its ars&ned force m c k e  and 
rnisolo~. 
[b) Several commenton recommended 

&at Nationa! Giiard and Reserve 
Component been ba included a8 pad of 
DoD'r baw &a unafysla. The 
Departmenth total f m e  Eoncrpi 
indudes Natlmal Guard md Rerewe 
Component forces. and these force8 will 
be reflected ib ihe for- structure plan 
m i r e d  by the A d  for &la base closure 
p m s ~ .  To clarify that pint .  criteria 
nllmber one and three were emended. 

(c) Some wxnnnntm m o e n d e d  
DoD epply !he militay value ctileria 
withat regard lo the DoD component 
nvrmdy optrating or mceiving the 
remicrs of Lfie base. The cornmentors 
noted that thh would maxixafte 
utiljzatlon of Defense essetr and 
therefon imp- the naUonal re&@. 
We agree with this comment. DaD must 
telein its beat baser and &ers there ir 
a potential 10 consolidate. share or 
excha~qe asseta, that potential *rill be 
p m n t C d . W r ~ ~ t h a t ~  
potentla1 h c s  not axiri rnoag all 
categories of bases a d  that Lhc initial 
determbuticm of tbc mill 

%qdue Of baser must & mado by tbe OD 
Qmpmeat crrmmtp opamting b e  base. 
bnrequtntiy, we have bft the znf1iku-y 
value crfterla pnetal h mlwe and 
therefore rmiiabh DoZhide, wbere 
appmprkb. We hvr: dm iswed 
gPMaact to the Dd) CamponenU the t 
efmarym h&-Knice and mdU- 
aervirr ucrst r h u l ~  aad excham& 
Finally. wr rill Wt#ub ptocadurea to 
ensar eacb Compoaent has h e  
oppahmfty to improve !he military 
vahe of its baw stnrcture through 



- analysis of potential excbanper of braes 
wfth o k  DoZ) Components. 

[dl Some wmmmton mommtndtd - we include Lr rvsUabUity of aimpea In 
our considerations of mllitary value. We 

and have revbed cdterjon number 
two aceardingly. 

(e) &veml commenton rrquestcd r 
geographic bskmw be mplnbined when 
GOPI- InetaJhtiona for me Yen( nrclomraDoDItrequiredbyPu lie 
Lsw lOi-830 to d u a b  d fnrtallrtionl 
wpUy, rxclueive of lhors mered  
under Public h w  1ll0-528 or thorn 
faUing blow the tbreaholds of rection 
2867, titie 10. U.S. Code. However, some 
measurer of mIUtvy value do have a 
geograpMc component and thertfom 
mUtuy rniulon nquiremmta can drive 
gaographlc locatloxi cowiderations. 

(fj b m t  cornmenton recommended 
#at the rvrilabilfty of traiued civil 
@ d m  tmploywa be wnddered t u ~  well 
as the capacity of the rivate aeaor to 
aupport or perform d t w y  minions. 
DoD'r civil service employees are an 
htegral part ofsuccsssful 
rccompllsbment of defense rnissfons, 8r 
are deianre contractom whether they be 
nationally or locally based. To the 
extent &at tbe nveUabilfty of trained 
civtllan or anlractor work forces 
inlluencer our abiliiy l o  accomplish the 
missfon. fi lr steady included in criteria 
number one and four. 

@ Several commentora recommended 
tbat rnobirizetion potenllrl of banes be 
considered and ha t  those bases 
ngutnd for moblllzation be retained. 
Contingency and mobilization 
requirements are an important military 
value condderatfon and were already 
Included in crikrfon number three. The 
potmfidal to accommodate contingency 
md mobilixatfon requirements is a 
factor rl both existing m d  potentiel 
receiving locations, and we have 
amended uiterfon number three 
accordingly. 

(h) One commentor recommended 
retaining dl barn nupporling operation . 
Desert SMtrld/Slorm m d  another 
ncommtnded including overseas bases. 
Do23 muet balance lu fuhlre baae 
structure with the  force^ deauibed in 
the fo ru  rtruchue p h  and not an tkt 
cnrrent bar& dimtion. Some forces 
currenuy supporting Operation Derert 
Btotm arc rcheduled for drewdown 
between 1981 and 1997, DoD murt adjust 
Itr base rbucture B C E O ~ ~ .  Overseer 
born will abo be dosed in the future am 
wr drawdown DoD'r wmeal forcer. 
Howev~~ .  Congreu specfflcally left 
ovsrrers b u e  c lo rws  out of the base 
donun pmcedurer ertabliahsd by the 
Act. 

(q Car  md "IbybucA" Cammenu 
(a] Soma commmton recommended 

caldatlng total federr1 p v e n m m t  
corb in DoD'? cost md ' eyback" I' deulationr. A number o ruch 
comments gave nu uxrmpler of federal 
govement  coat,, health 'bare and 
memploymmt costa. The DoD 
Componantr rehurlly bud@ for hedth 
can and .encmpfoymcat -a. W@ hove 
~ f m c t e d  the DoP c2mpomtr .to 
Wudr DcD wtortr lor health c u e  and 
unrmploymer~f d a t e d  with clomres 
or nnIignment8, fn tbr cort cnhtatioru. 

(b] Several commentom a d d  the 
abeence af r "pryback" paiod md 
m a  felt that perhaps dght or tun yews 
&odd be &ecl We deJded not to 
do U s :  we dld not want to nrlb out 
making changer that wera k t f i d a l  to 
tbe natfond m t y  that'wodd hove 
longer retumr on tnvedmuat 'lh,198e 
Barn Clorure Cornmirrion felt that r six- 
yenr "prybrclr" unnecuardly 
wnrtrained theit choicer. The DoD 
Componectes have been directad lo 
calculate return on hvestment for each 
closure or rsrJignment ncommendstfon, 
to conrider It in &sir deliberations, and 
to report f t h their juaffficatfom. 
Criterion number Rva has been amended 
accordingly. 

(c) Some commentorr racommended 
indading en\lmnmenlal clean-up costs 
in base closure coat md  payback 
calculations. Some also noted that the 
cort of envlonmental Jeen-up at a 
particular besr could be 80 great that 
the Department rbould remove the bsee 
from further closure consideration. 

The DoD is  required by law to lrddresn 
two distinctly different types of 
envhnmental coats. 

The firat coat involveo the clean-up 
and disporal of envirunmental hazards 
in order to correct pert practices arid 
return the rite to a rafe condition Thh 
is commonly refemd to u 
environmental mstomtion. DoD ham a 
legal obllgatfon under the Dafenre 
Envimmantal Restoration m a  aad 
the Comprchcnrivc ~ ~ e n t a l  
Response. Compensation and Uabiiity 
Act for en*nmental rertontfon at 
~lh ru$arderr of a decision to dos t  8 
base. Tbatefore, there mu will not be 
considered in DoD'r coat cPlcUlnUvs. 
Whem installrtiwr have ualqur 
m t r m i n r  tion ptoblemr rsquhiq 
environmental r u ~ t ~ r r t i a  th-e wiIl be 
identlffsd es r potentid Ilmltation on 
nea-term commrraSty nrw of tbe 
inrtallatIon. 

The wcvnd cost fnvolver euauring 
uristfng pmctlce8 M in compliance 
with tbe Clean Alr, Uenn Water. 
Reaoutcc Conservation md Recovery 
Act, md other rnvimamentd act& in 

olrdrrtomatrol~umntmdhture 
pollution. Thh I, mmmonly refmed to 
u mdmnmeat.I compliance. 
Envfronmentd worphnce coata an' 
potsntldy be rvolded by ~ e ~ m g  the 
oxirtlag plrctfce the clorurc or 
rsplrdnmcnt of a ban. On the other 
hand. s a ~ n m e n t a l  complhce costs 
may k factor ia detcrmMng 
rpproprlrtr E l o ~ t e ,  ndighment, or 
mafviq location optima. In either 
arc, &r anvfmmed compliance 
msu m cod rmibctr, may be r factor 
amsldssd fn the oart rad return on 
trvartmmt crlculrtionr, Tbe 
Deputmmt ham iuu J guidance to the 
DoD Compaotnb on Lhl, hue .  
[a Same cormdenton meammended 

DoD dungs tbe cod .ad paybeck" 
aiterlr to W n d e  anifom guidelines for 
ca lnt l s~  wata and m~@8. We agree 
that taab md nvIagr murt be 
crlnrlaled mlformly. We have improved 
the of Bow Rcaligmeat Action6 
(COBRA] model used by the i!W Baee 
CIoeure Commissfon and have provided 
it to the DoD Componentn for 
calnrlationr dcortr ,  ravings, and re tm 
on investment. 
(4) lnpacfs Cbmmenb 

(a) Many corpmentorr were concerned 
about *odd and economic impacts on 
communlUes and how they would be 
fsctond into the decision process. We 
have itsued inrtlvctimr to the DoD 
Componsntr to calculete economic 
impact by mearurfag Lhe tffecta an 
direct and indirest employment for each 
ncommmded clo~lln or re~ l fpmen t. 
These effectr will be detedned by 
using rtatisical infomation obtained 
from !he Departmanta of Labor end 
Commerce. Thb i t  consirtent with the 
methodology wed by the 1988 Base 
C l o m  Commission to measure 
sc~nomic impact We incorporated Ihe 
General Acoountjq OEcr's suggested 
impravemanta for calcdation of 
economic lrnpdct Do0 will also 
determide the dbd and lndirect 
mploymsnt impacti on ,ncd 

lo refled thia dadaioa 
vingbases. We have mended crfterlon num er six 

[b] ?he main@ of aiferlon number 
&vaa "th$ commuafty mpport et the 

h d O U S n  U P S  llOf d8@ !O 
w e d  commentom Some wondered if 
tbal mcmt popular support Othm 
rrcq&ad that this uiterion referred to 
r #unz~unity'r !nhstnrctun ruJl.nr 
mr& water a d  sewer tmotrnent plans. 
&la and L e  Ute. To cl& thin 
aftsdon, wt bnw mmplelely re-writfen 
If while J l o  rscosPfdPs that i 
cornpariron muat be mode for both the 
exbt iq  a d  potential ncelving 
communitfer. 



(c) b y  ~mnmunton rrked bow . 
environmtnrrl impacts wodd be 
conaidered AD we slated in topic Iic]. 
DoD wilt consider certain envfmnmental 
met#. In addition, we h v e  lnrtructed 
the DoD Cornponenu to consfder, at a 
minimum, the following clement# when 
nnrlyrtsg snvfronmentd cnnsuquencsr 
of 1 clbtun or malignmen! action: 

fhrtrattncd and endangered rpecks 
Wettan& 
Hirtorlc and ArcheolqlcaI bites 
PoUutfon Control 
Hazardous Malerials/Wasles 
h d m d A l r a w ~  
Progrlmmcd enrr'lNonnrenta1 opml 

coat rvoldance~ 
(d) A number of commen!en 

questioned the meaning of dtcrlon 
number nine. implemmtation 
p m r r  involved", The intent of this 
&!don war to dsrdbe the 
hplernentatloa plan it8 milestones, and 
the DoD milftary and cfvitjen employee 
adjurtmtnb (lncrearer and demaaes) 
at each bare, that would result through 
impfernentation of the closure or 
naflgnrnent. After further condderation, 
we have determfned that developing tbe 
Implementation plan I8 a necessary 
requirement md canduaion of opplying 
the other eight uiteria. A description of 
the implementation plan, while 
Important to the underslanding L a  
recommended cl.orure or realignment. ir 
not In firelf a rpecific c~iterion for 
decirionmaklng. Consequently, we have 
deleted aitarion number nfne. We have 
instructed the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencier to include r 
dercriptioa of thelr implementation 
planr for each recoaimended doeure or 
realignment, ae part of the jurlfficat~on 
to be submitted to the Csmmisrion 

C. Prrviow Federal Register Refemncta 

[I) 53 FR4987~. November 80.1ge0: 
PtopoMd ~elsction criteria and requclrt . fotcomnu. 

(2) SJ FR5353B, December 31, MBO: 
Extend comment period on proposed 
neleciion crJ terla, 

The hperwork Rducljon ~ c t  fib. L, 
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