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June 14, 1993

MEMORANDUM TO COMMISSIONERS ,
A

FROM: Sheila C. Cheston, General Counse%ﬁz//

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.

ocC M. Rehemann
R Recde

IR R LJ.CsLL/L/\./)



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary
AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD).

56 FR 6374
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 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, 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:

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 (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 "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 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 (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 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

(2) 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 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
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 "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



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

(@) 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 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 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. 96-511) does not apply.

Dated: February 11, 1991.

L.M. Bynum,

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



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.



DEPARTMENT OF bEFENSE
Office of the Secretary
AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD).

57 FR 59334

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 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.



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]



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE--
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000

04 DEC 199

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCHE AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL, COUNSEL
INSPECTOR GENERAL
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

SUBJECT: Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two

Background

This memorandum is the second in a series of additional
ASD (P&l) policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public law 101-510), as amended, and
the Deputy Secretary’s 1993 Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC 93) guidance of May 5, 1992. ASD(P&l) Policy Memorandum
One was dated Auvgust 4, 1992,

Military Treatment Facility (MTF) Analvses

The Secretaries of the Military Departments will be
responsible for including Military Treatment Facilities (MTFs) in
their BRAC 93 analyses. Nominations of the Military Departments
of MTF closures or realignments will be reviewed by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs (ASD(HA)) and returned to
the Secretaries of the Military Departments. The final
recommendations of the Secretaries of the Military Departments to
the Secretary of Defense will include the views of the ASD(HA),
if different from those of the Secretaries of the Military

Departments.
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The Secretaries of the Military Departments and ASD (HR),
working together through the Health Affairs Base Closure Joint
Service Working Group, may also identify MTFs as candidates for
closure or reduction, such as when multiple DoD health care
delivery activities create overlapping catchment areas or when
small beneficiary populations reside within areas where more cost
effective alternatives should be considered. Working group
recommendations will be forwarded to the Secretaries of the
Military Departments for inclusion in their final recommendations
as appropriate. If the Secretary of a Military Department
disagrees with a closure recommendation forwarded by the Health
Affairs Base Closure Joint Service Working Group, the Secretary
shall forward the Group’s recommendation with the Secretary’s
reason for disagreeing, to the Secretary of Defense.

rn_on h'4 m

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and
reported with DoD Components’ justifications for each recommended
closure or realignment package. All costs and savings
attributable over time to a closure or realignment package,
subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, including
costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or savings
elements that are identified, but determined to be insignificant,
need not be calculated. However, DoD Component records should
indicate that determination.

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model
calculates return on investment. ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum One
required the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to use the
current COBRA version (4.0), in order to ensure consistency in
methodology. Although the model does not produce budget quality
data, it uses standard cost factors and algorithms to estimate
costs and savings over time.

We recognize that Military Department and Defense Agency
planning and accounting mechanisms are sufficiently different to
warrant Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the
COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use of
such cost factors.

Attachment 1 provides additional guidance on the COBRA model
and return on investment calculations for those rare instances
when it is impossible to use the COBRA model for calculations.

Specific instructions follow for the calculation of health

care costs, unemployment costs, Homeowners Assistance Program and
environmental costs, and savings for input to the COBRA model.
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o Health Care Costs

‘oo (CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments
involving Military Treatment Facilities.

oo 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.

© Unemplovment Costs 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 omeowners Assistan ram 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. HAP costs will be included
for each of the installations so identified by the Secretary of
the Army.

© Environmental Restoration Costs Environmental

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

o Environmental Compliance 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.
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o Lland Value Given existing statute and practice
regarding the disposal of real property, especially public
benefit transfers, land and facilities value may not always be
realized. 1In 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 informe-ion 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 dzscount

transfers are anticipated.

o Eorce Structure Savings The savings associated with

force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on
investment calculations. While decreased force structure will
often be the underlying reason for recommending base closures or
realignments, the savings associated with closing bases should be
founded on the elimination of base operating support (BOS),
infrastructure and related costs.

o Militarv Constructjon Military Departments and Defense
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 Commission meets and
after installation site surveys are conducted and formal project
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared.

o Construction Cost Avoidances Closing and realigning
bases can result in construction cost avoidances. Cost
avoidances should include FY94-99 programmed military and family
housing construction that can be avoided at the closing or
realigning base, other than new-mission construction.
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COBRA Model Assumptions

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

o local Moves. Moves of less than 50 miles will not incur
PCS moving costs.

o Prioritv Placement System Costs. 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).

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

nomic Impa

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

Environmental Impacts

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

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

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units
or activities, including tenants which are to be relocated from
closing or realigning bases. The COBRA model will calculate the
costs for relocating such units or activities. DoD Components do
not need to identify specific receiving bases for units or
tenants with less than 100 civilian/military employees. Finding
homes for these activities can be left to execution. However,
DoD Components should establish a generic “"base x™ 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.

Reserve 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.
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The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of
the Secretary’s recommendations and must also prepare a report
detailing the 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(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.

Reporting 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.

b () el

Attachments

1. Return on Investment Calculations
2. Economic Impact Calculations

3. Environmental Impact Considerations
4. Report Format
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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)

2)

3)-

4)

5)

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.

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.

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.

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 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
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Economic Impact 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 (OER) 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 OER 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 must be the same as used
in the COBRA model.

Attachment 2
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Environmental Impact Considerations

SUMMARY OF ENVIRbNMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT:

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 all
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.)

o Threatened or Endangered Species

o Wetlands

o Historic or archeological sites

o Pollution Control

o Bazardous Materials/Wastes

o Land Use and Airspace Implications

o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances

Attachment 3
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Department o1 verlense
Base Closure and Realignment
Report to the Commission

Executive Summary (Volume I)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1993 Base Closure Procedures

Force Structure Summary - Unclassified
Final Criteria

Compilation of Recommendations
Implementation

Appendices

i.
ii.
144,
iv.
v.
vi.

Public Law 101-510 (as amended)

Section 2687, Title 10, US Code

DoD Policy Memoranda

Base Structure Summary

History of Base Closures

Index of Affected Bases & Personnel Impacts

Force Structure Plan (classified) (Volume II)

Department of the Army Analyses and Recommendations (Volume III)

1.

odatnaWwN

Executive Summary

Statement of Purpose

Service Projected Force Structure
Service Process

Description of Analyses
Recommendations (see attached format)
Budget Impacts

Classified Appendices (if required)

Department of the Navy Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV)

P&l
Joint Staff
P&l
PEL
P&L

PEL
P&L
PéL
P&L
P&L
P&L

Joint Staff
Army

Navy & Marine Corps

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure

4. Service Process

5. Description of Analyses

6. Recommendations (see attached format)

7. Budget Impacts

8. Classified Appendices (if required)
Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure

4. Service Process

5. Description of Analyses

6. Recommendations (see attached format)

7. Budget Impacts

8. Classified Appendices (if required)

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recommendations (Volume VI)

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
7.
8.

Executive Summary

Statement of Purpose

Agency Projected Force Structure
Agency Process

Description of Analyses
Recommendations (see attached format)
Budget Impacts

Classified Appendices (if required)

Defense Agencies

Attachment 4
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Name of Recommendation
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facilityk_[State])

Recommendation: 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.

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

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the
local community’s 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 203018000
December 24, 1992

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS,
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS
AND ENVIRONMENT)
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 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 83).
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 81. This
information should be readily available in your BRAC 91 economic
impact spreadsheet printouts. Any adjustments to previous BRAC
B8 or BRAC 91 actions necessitated by BRAC 93 recommendations
should also be made on the spreadsheets (i.e., personnel now
going to Base "¥Y" instead of Base *"X%, etc).

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
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From:

To:

Date:

Re:

MEMORANDUM

Jeff Patterson g?

Sheila Cheston
Mary Ann Hook

May 13, 1993

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

T ——— - ————————— ————— - —— - ——— o ——— > —— G —— S v e ——

Copies of the following documents are attached:

(1)

(2)

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
DoD’s calculations, whereas environmental compliance costs may
be considered.

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).

56 FR 6374
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 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, 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:

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 (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 "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 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 (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 1938
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 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

(2) 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 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
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 "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



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 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 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. 96-511) does not apply.

Dated: February 11, 1991.

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 (DoD).

57 FR 59334

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 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. S e . " e !

(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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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

. Office of the Secretary

Departmen of Defanse Selection

Criteria for Cloaing and Realigning

:mwy instatiations inside the United
tates

AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD).
Action: Final aelection criteria,

SUMMARY: The Secretary of Defense, in
accordance with section 2903(b), title
XXIX, part A of the FY 1991 National
Defense Autborization Act, is reguired
to publish the proposed selection
criteria to be used by the Department of

Defense in making recommendations for

the closurw or reslignment of military
installations insikde the Umited States.
EFFRCTIVE DATE February 18, 1691,
POR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Jim Whittaker or Ms. Patricia
Walker, Base Closure and Utilization,
DASD(P&L), (703) £14-5358.
SUMPLEMENTARY INFORMATION;

A. Finsl Selsction Criteria

The final criteria to be used by the
Department of Defense to make
recommendastions for the closure or
realignment of military installations
inside the United States under titla
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00X, part A of the National Defense
AuthariZation Act for Flscal Year 1991
as follows: :

In selecting military instailations 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
requitementy and the impact on
operational readiness of the Department
of Defense's total force,

2. The availability and condition of .
land, failib‘u and associated sirspace
at both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

3. The nbility to accommodate
contingency, mobilization, and future
total force requrisments at both the
existing and potentisl receiving
locations.

4. The cost and manpower
implications.

Return on Investment’

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

Impacts

8. The economic impatt on
communites.

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

8. The environmenta] impact.

B. Agalysis of Public Comments

The Department of Defense (DoD)
received 160 public comments in
response to the proposed DoD selection
eriteria for closing and resligning
military installations inside the United
States. Thie public's comments can be
grouped into four topics: Ceneral, |
military value, costs and “payback”, and
impacts, The following is an analysis of
these comments.

(1) Generol Comments

(a) A substantial number of
comuneniors expressed concern over the
proposed criteria’s broad nature and
similjarity to the 1988 Defense
Secretary's Base Realignment and
Closure Commission criteria. Many of
the comments noted o need for objective
measures or factors for the criteria.
Some commentors also suggested
various standard measures or factors for



recommendatians for closure gnd
resiignment 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
structura plan, The military value
criteria pravide the conrection to the
force siructure plan.

{c) Many commentors 2oted the need
for more detziled information on bow
DoD would implement the base closure
procedures required by the Act, A
recurrent suggestion was to group like
bases inlo categories for analysis. In
response to this comment and
suggestiow, and 1o respond o the
general comments [a) and (b} above. we
bave issued policy guidance 1o the
Military Departments and Delense
Agencies on the base closure process.
This guidance requires them to:

» Treat all bases aqually: They must
consider all bases equally in selecting
bases for closure or realignment under
the Act, without regard to whether the
ingtallution has been previously
ccnsidered or proposed for closure or
realignmen! by the Department. This
policy does not appply to closures or
realignments thet fall below the
thresholds established by the Act or to
the 86 bases closed under Public Law
100-528&

» Categorize bases: They must
categorize bases with like missions.
capabilities and/er attributes for
analysia and review, to engure thst bke
bases are fairly compared with each .
other; and

ePerform a capacity analysis: They
must link force stracture changes
deacribed in the force structure plan
with the existing {force and bases
structure, to determine if a potential for
closure or realignmet exists. In the

to the mission diversity of ths Military
Departnents and Defense Agancies. It
appears from the comments that
numbering the criteris may have been
mistaken ss an order of precedence
associated with individual eriteria, We
do not intend to assign an order of
precedence to an indtvidual criterion,
?Lhar than to give priority to the first
our.

{e} Several commentors gave various
reasons why a particular installation
shotuld be eliminated from any closure
or realignment evalnstion. Public Law
101-510 directs DoD 1o evaluate sll
installations equally, exclusive of those
covered under Public Law 100-528 or
those falling below the threshold of
section 2687, title 10, U.S. Code. Public
Law 350-526 implemented the
recorumendations of the 1988 Defense
Secretary’s Commission on Base
Realignment and Closure, We have

{ssued muidance to the Dol Components
instructing them to consider all bases

squally, this includes those praviously
nominated for study in the Defense
Secretary’s January 28, 1990. base
realignment and cjosure announcement
thai are above the threshoids
established in the Act. Conversely, we
did not recejve any requesis thai &
particuler installation be closed
realigned pursuant to section 2024 of
Public Law 1031-510.

{7} A number of commentors noted &
need for more management controls
over data collection io ensure accuracy
of data, We agree with this
recommendation and have fssued
guidance that requires the DoD
Components to develop and implemant
fnternal ecaitrals, conststent with thair
organizational and program structure, 10
ensure the accuracy of duta collection
and analyses being performed. This
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. the criteria. The inherent mission event a determination is made that 20 incorparates the Jessons
diversity of the Military Departmenis exceps capacity exists in a category. arned from tha Gearral Arxounting
angd Defense Agencies (DoD then thers will be no pead to continue Office's meview of the 1088 Base (losure
Componests) makes it impossible for the analysis of that category, unless Commission's wark.
/ DoD to specify detailed criteria, or there is a military value or dther reason {g) After detafled consideration of sll
obfective measures or Jactors that could o continne the analysis; ‘ commants, we have determinad that
be applied o all bases within & Military » Develop and Use Objective some of the criteria may bave been
Department or Defense Agency. We Messures/Factors: They must develop unclear. We have revised tbe eritaria for
heve provided the commentors’ letters and use cbjective messutes or factors additional elarity, .
o ench Military t for thelr within ¢ for eack citerian, ) Same of the early comments we
consideration. The similarity to the 7988 whenavar feealbls. We repognize that it peceivmd recomesnded sxtending the
Base Closure Cormmission criteria i3 will not always bu possible io develop original December 31, 1960, public
' ed. Afizr reviewing the sppropriate objeclive measures or commma! deadlice. Wa agreed and
public comments we concluded that factars, and that measures/fnctors extended the public comment petiod to
using similar criteria is appropriaie. {whether thay be objective or Jenuary 24. 1901, In addition, we
(b) Many commentors noted that a subjective) may vary for differant accapted for cansideration 19 public
corrglation between force struchure and  categories of bases. comments rectived afier the January 24,
the criteria wes a0l preseat. The base (d} A number of cammentors 1051, deadline. '
closure and realignment procedures recommanded assigning specific weighta o
mandaled by title XXIX, part A, of the to individua! criteria. It would be (2) Military Yahe Comments
Nationa) Defense Authorization Act for  impozsible for DoD o specify weights (a) A msjority of comments received
Fiscal Year 1801 {the Act) require that for each criterion that could be applied 0 rad BolPs decision to give
the Sacretary of Defense's acroes the board to all bases, again due oty eonsiderstion fo the military

value criteria. In the aggregate, military
value refers to the collection of
sttributes that describe how well a base
supports its aasigned force structure and
missions.

{b) Several commertors recommended
that Nationa! Guard and Reserve
Component forces b included ag part of
DoD's base closure analysis. The
Department’s tatal 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
rumber one and three were amended.

{c) Some commentor recommended
DoD epply the military value criteria
withou! regard-to the DoD component
cwTently operating or recejving the
services of the base. The commentors
noted that this would maximize
utilization of Defense assets and
therefore improve the nationa! security.
We agree with this comment. DoD must
relain its best bases and where there is
= potential to consolidate. share or
exchange assets, that potential will be
pursued. We also mcopnive that this
potential does not exist among all
categories of bases and that the initial
determination of the mil value of
bases must be made by the DoD

totrently operating the base.
Consequentty, we have loft the military
valne criteria geveral in nature and
therefore applicable DoD-wide, where
approprists. We have also isxued

. guidance to the DoD Components that

eazourages inies-service and muly-
service nasat sharing and exchange.
Finally, we will instituts procadures o
ensure esch DoD Component bas the
opportunity to improve the military
valye of its base structure through
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analysis of potential exchanges of bases
;with other DoD Components.

{d) Some pommeniors recommended
we include the avsilability of airspace in

)tnu- considerations of military value. We
agree and have revised criterion number
two accordingly.

(e) Beveral commentors requested &
geographic balance be maintained when
considering {nstallations for nahgnm’ ent
ot closure, DoD is required by Public
Law 101-810 to evaluats all installations
squally, exclusive of those covered
under Public Law 100-528 or those
falling below the thresholds of section
2987, title 10, U.E. Code. However, some
measures of military value do have &

" geographic component and therefore
militery mission requirements can drive
geographic location considerations.

(f} Some commentors recommended
that the svailability of trained civit
service employees be considered ax well
as the capacity of tI:LErivaie sector fo
support or perform military misaions.
DoD's civil service employees are an
integral part of successful
accomplishment of defense missions, es
are defense contractors whether they be
nationally or locally based. To the
extent that the availability of trained
civilian or contractor wotk forces
influences our ability {o accomplish the
missfor, it {s already included in criteria
number one and four.

{g) Several commentors recommended
that mobilization potential of bases be
consideted and that those bases
required for mobilizaticn be retained.
Contingency and mobjlization
requirements are an important military
value consideration and were already
{ncluded in criterion number three. The
potential to accommodate contingency
and mobilization requirements is @
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 Shield/Storm and ancther
recommended including ovetseas bases.
DoD) must balance {ts 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
::t:‘een ::um and 1997, DoD must adjust

¢ atructure accordingly. Oversess
bases will also be closed in the future as
wa drawdown DoD's overseas forces.
However, Congress specifically left
overseas base closures out of the base
20:\&!! procedures established by the
e

{8) Cost and "Payback™ Comments

(a) Some commentors recommended
calculating total federa] government
costs in DoD's cost and “payback”
calculztions. A number of such
comments gave as examples of federal
government costs, health care and
unemployment costs. The DoD
Componants anbually budget for health

care and unemployment costs. Wa bave -

inatructed the Do) Components to
fnclude DoD costs for health care and
unemployment. associated with closures
or realignments. in ths cost calculations.

{b} Several commentors noted the
absence of a “payback” period and
some felt that perhaps eight or ten years
shoyld be specified. We decided pot to
do this; we did not want to rule out
making changes that were beneficial to
the national sscurity that ' would have
longet 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 nunber five has been amended
sccordingly.

{c) Bome commentors recommended
including environmental ciean-up costs
in base closure cost and payback
calculations. Some also noted that the
cost of environmental clean-up at a
particular bese could be 3o grest that
the Department should remove the base
from further closure consideration.

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

The first cost involves the clean-up
angd disposal of environmental bazards
in order 10 correct past practices and
return the site to a safe condition. This
is commonly referred to as
environmentsl restoration. DoD hes a
legal obligation under the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program and
the Comprehansive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability
Act for envitonmentsl restoration at
sites, regardless of a decision to close a
base. Thereiore, these costs will not be
cansidered in DoD's cost calculations.
Where imtallaﬁon;)hava unigue
contsmination problems requiring
environmental restoration, these will be
identifizd 83 a potential kmitation on
near-term community renss of the
ingtallation.

The second cost involves ansuring
existing practices are in compliance
with the Claan Alr, Clzan Water,
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, and other environmental acts, in

Fodenl Register / Vol. 58. No. 32 / Frioay. Fourem—y .

order to control current and future
pollution. This is commonly referred to
as snvironmental compliance. )
Environmental compliance costs can
poteatially be avoided by ceasing the
existing practice through tha closure or
realignment of 3 base. On the other
hand, environmental compliance costs
may be s factor in determining
appropriate closure, realignment, or
macalving location options. In either
case, $he snvironmental compliance
costs or tos! avoidances may be a factor
considered in the cost and return on
investment calculations, The
Departrent has issued guidance to the
DoD Compozents on this issue. -~

(d) Sames commentors recommended
DoD change the cost and “payback”
criteria to inclnde uniform guidelines for
calculating costs and savings. We agree
that casts and savings must be
calculated uniformly. We have improved
the Coat of Base Reslignment Actions
(COBRA) mode] used by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission and heve provided
it to the DoD Components for
calculations of costs, savings, and retarn
op investment.

{4) Impacts Comments

{a) Many commentors were concerned
sbout social and economic impacts on
communjties and how they would be
factored into the decision process. We
have issued instructions to the DoD
Componants to ¢alculaie economic
impact by meassuring 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 end
Commerce. This is consistent with the
methodology used by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission to measure
economic impact. We incorpotated the
General Acoounting Dffice's suggested
improvements for calculation of
economic impsect. DoD will also
determine the direct and Indirect
emplayment {mpacts on recei bases,
We have amended criterion number six
1o reflect this decision.

{b) ‘The meaning of criterion number
seven, “the community support at the
Tecelving locations” was not clear to
several commentors. Some wondered if
that meant popular suppori. Others
recognized that this criterion referred o
a community's infrastructure such-2s
roads, water and sewer treatment plans,
schoola and the like. To clarify this
criterion, we bave completely re-written
it, while also recognizing that a

comparison must be mede for both the
existing and potentisl receiving
communities,

R S A
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(c) Many commentors asked bow
environmental {mpncts would be  °
considered. As we stated in fopic 3(c),
Dol will consider certain environmental
costs. [n addition, we have instructed
the. DoD Components to consider, at a
minimum, the following elemants when
anslyxing environmental consequences
of a closure or realignment sction:

* Threatened and endangered species
» Wetiands

* Historic and Archeological sites

* Poliution Control

» Hazardous Materials/Wastes

+ Land and Air uses

* Programmed environments] costa/

* cost avoidances

(d) A number of commenters
questioned the meening of criterion
vumber 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)
&t each base, that would result through
implementation of the closure or
realignment. After further consideration,
we have delermined that developing the
implementation plan is & necessary
requirement and conclusion of applying
the other eight eriteria. A description of
the implementation plan, while
important to the understanding the
recommended closure or realignment. is
not in itself a specific criterion Jor
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 recomimended closure or
realignment, as part of the justification
to be submitted 1o the Commission.

C. Previous Federal Regisier References
(1) 55 FR49678, November 30, 1990:
Proposed selection criteria and request

for comments,

(2] 35 FR$3538, December 31, 1990:
Extend comment period on proposed
atlection criteria,

D. Paparwork Reduction Act

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

Dated: February 11, 1991.
LM. Bymum,
Alternote OSD Federo] Register. Liquson
Officer, Dapartment of Defense.
{FR Doc. 91-3845 Filed 2-14-91; 8:45 am] -
BALLING 0OOE 3810-07-0

SUMMARY: Pursuant to thi Council on
tions for

Enviroamenta] Quality fhgn

ohh(e Netlonal Enviroginental Policy
Act (40 CFF 1800-1508), Armny
Regulation » T of Naval
OperationsiInstructioh 5080.1, and the

Departmeniof Defenge (DOD) Directive
8050.1 on Exdvironmegtal Effects {n the
Urited Statds of DOP actions, the
UBASDC ha} condifted an assessment
of the potential envPonmantal
consequencad of cghducting EDX
program activities Jor the 8trategic
Defenae Initia¥ve Prganization. The

Environmental\As§assment considered
all potential imjafts of the proposed
achion alone and jn conjunction with

ongoing acliviiel} The finding of no
significant impadg summarizes the
results of the svfhistions of EDX
activities at the proposed installations.
The discussion foclses on those
Jocations wherd thdre was a potentis]
for significant §npakts and mitigation
measures that fvould reduce the
potential impaft o alevel of no

significance, Alternatives to the EDX
launch facilitf were eAamined early in
the siting profess bul vere eliminated
as unreazongble. A no-8ction alternative

was also cofsidered. ‘Thk Environmenta!
Assessmenfresulted in a¥inding of no
significant fmpact. Constrijction will
grod;eeda h dnled. wver, dos to
udget onstraints, light program
mlemagﬁonbasbamd ayed.
en thefflight schedule betom

this docufment will be reviewled and
revised, ks necessary, in lighfof any
changedto the program.
DA ritten comments gre feguired
bym i d 13’ m- )
POINTIOF CONTACT: Mr. D.R. Gaglian,
Addrpas: U.8. Army Stratagic Defense
omfnand, CESD-EN, Post OfficA Box

50 Huntsville, AL 35807~-3801, Ps
(209} 8552058,

s ENTARY SEORMATION: The
UJASDC was assigned the misasionbf
agquiring critical mid-course data or
bllistic missile ra-antry vehicles and
dJecoys: EDX would sccomplish this
hission. The EDX program woifld use

e ARIES booster to launch &

porbital sensor into space ta obsgfve
& tirgel ballistic missile re-entry
comiplex during the mid-coutse pflase of
its fight The proposed EDX profram
woulg involve nins flights over fhree
years from two different launcy sites
after Qetober 1993: The targetfomplex
would ke released from & MIJUTE
I missild launched from Vandenberg Alr
Force Baps, Californis and tfie EDX
booster snd sensor payloadfvehicle
would beSaunched from the Kaual Test

Facility (IIF), located on fhe Pacific
Migaile Rabge Facility (PMRF). Kausi,
Hawall. Crvent launch e activities
would conthue, howeve, publc acceas
through thede areas wodid be limited for
a total of lesd than 1 day over a three
yeer period.

The EDX prbsg build include a
number ol actiyities td be conducied at
seven differentisites. Fhese nctivities

are categorizedins debign, fabrication/
assembly/testing, cghstruction, flight
preparation. laukchfflight/data
collecton, paylo tovery, aeasor
payload vehicle firbishment, data
analysis, and sile faintenance/
disposition. The ldflations and types of
EDX activities ard Yandenberg Air
;;0;0: B&:i(}aiif . alw?tergh';'ﬁzh y
e, flight preghration, laun ight
data collection; Yecifkc Missile Range
Facility, Kaual, Bawaji, construction.
flight preparatioh, lauAch/flight/data
collection, payldad rechvery, sensor
payload vehicld refurbighment, site
maintenance/@spositioh: Sandia
Nationa] Labofatories, New Mexico,
design, [abricftion/assedbly/testing:
U5, Army Kyfajalein Ato}. Republic of
the Marshallgslands, fligh) preparation.
launch/flighffdats collectign: Hill Air
Force Base, JUtah, fabricatidn/assembly/
testing: Spa-e Dynamics Ladorailory,
Utah StaiefUniversity, Logay Utah,
design, fatfrication/assembl testing,
data analfais; and Boeing Aebospace
and Electfonics, Kent Space Center,
Kent. Washingion, design, fablication/
assemblf /testing. sensor payldad

vehicle fefurbishment, data andlysis.
To dqtermine the potential fo
signifidant euvironmantal impacis as a
result pf the EDX program, the
magnkude and frequency of the {psts
that fauld be cundu at the
prophaed Jocations wers compareq to
the furren! activities and existing
corgitions at those locations. To asgess
{ble impacts, sach activity was

ryllusted in the context of the fallowing

. #fvironmental components: Air quality,
ifclogical resources, cultura! resourchs,
fazardous matetials/waste,

nstructure, lund use, noise, public






MEMORANDUM

From: Jeff Patterson QQ
To: Sheila Cheston
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
DoD’s calculations, whereas environmental compliance costs may
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.



N e
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFeNn>C
WASHINGTON, DC 203018000
December 24, 1992

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS,
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS ’
AND ENVIRONMENT)
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 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 "Y" instead of Base *"X", etc).

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
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Office of the Secretary
AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD).

57 FR 59334

December 15, 1992

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

ACTION: Notice of Final Selection Critenia.

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 critera

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.



Economic Impact 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 must be the same as used
in the COBRA model.

Attachment 2
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Environmental IMPACT LOnsiuviavawey

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT:

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 all

inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.)

o Threatened or Endangered Species
o Wetlands

° 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
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Base Closure and Reaiignment
Report to the Commission

Executive Summary (Volume I)

1. 1953 Base Closure Procedures P&L
2. Force Structure Summary - Unclassified Joint Staff
3. Final Criteria P&L
4. Compilation of Recommendations PEL
5. Implementation P&L
Appendices
i. Public law 101-510 (as amended) P&L
ii. Section 2687, Title 10, US Code P&L
iii. DoD Policy Memoranda PEL
iv. Base Structure Summary PEL
v. History of Base Closures P&L
vi. Index of Affected Bases & Personnel Impacts P&L
Force Structure Plan (classified) (Volume II) Joint Staff
Department of the Army Analyses and Recommendations (Volume III) Azrmy

l. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure

. Service Process

. Description of Analyses

. Recommendations (see attached format)
. Budget Impacts

. Classified Appendices (if required)

John s

Department of the Navy Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV) Navy & Marine Corps

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure

4. Service Process

S. Description of Analyses

6. Recommendations (see attached format)
7. Budget Impacts

8. Classified Appendices (if required)

Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure

4. Service Process

5. Description of Analyses

6. Recommendations (see attached format)
7. Budget Impacts

8. Classified Appendices (if required)

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recommendations (Volume VI) Defense Agencies

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Agency Projected Force Structure

4. Agency Process

Description of Analyses
Recommendations (see attached format)
Budget Impacts

Classified Appendices (if required)

W -Jdnn
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Name of Recommendation
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility,n[State])

Recommendation: 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.

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

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the
local community’s 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 203018000
December 24, 1992

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS,
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS ’
AND ENVIRONMENT)
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 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 Adijustment (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 51 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 "Y" instead of Base "X%, etc).

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 657-8050.

David J. Berteau
Principal Deputy
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From:

To:

Date:

Re:

MEMORANDUM

Jeff Patterson Q?

Sheila Cheston
Mary Ann Hook

May 13, 1993

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

- T Mt - ————— - — > S —— — - — G - T T — > — T G - > A -

Copies of the following documents are attached:

(1)

(2)

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
DoD’s calculations, whereas environmental compliance costs may
be considered.

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.



COBRA Model Assumptions

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

o Local Moves. Moves of less than 50 miles will not incur
PCS moving costs. '

o Prioritv Placement Svstem Costs. 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
model’s calculation of overhead costs, and as appropriate,
estimates of military construction requirements.

nomic Impa

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

Environmental Impacts

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

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

211



Receiving Bases

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units
or activities, including tenants which are to be relocated from
closing or realigning bases. The COBRA model will calculate the
costs for relocating such units or activities. DoD Components do
not need to identify specific receiving bases for units or
tenants with less than 100 civilian/military employees. Finding
homes for these activities can be left to execution. However,
DoD Components should establish a generic "base x" 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.

Reserve 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.

212
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The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of
the Secretary’s recommendations and must also prepare a report
detailing the 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(P&éL) 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) 1Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure
to proceed with any one element of the action would
require reevaluation of the entire action.

Reporting 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.

b \ \\W%

Attachments

1. Return on Investment Calculations
Economic Impact Calculations
Environmental Impact Considerations
Report Format

N WN

. L]
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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)

2)

3)-

4)

S)

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.

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, & closure or realignment can
be considered complete even if the installation is
in caretaker status.

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.

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 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
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Economic Impact 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 must be the same as used
in the COBRA model.

Attachment 2
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Environmental JMPACL \LOlBiUBsiseaveyx

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT:

Installation Name Location

(Provide a gsummary 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

o Wetlands

o Historic or archeological sites

o Pollution Control

o Hazaidous Materials/Wastes

o Land Use and Airspace Implications

o] Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances

Attachment 3
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Base Closure and Realignment
Report to the Commission

Executive Summary (Volume I)

1. 1953 Base Closure Procedures P&L
2. Force Structure Summary - Unclassified Joint Staff
3. Final Criteria PEL
4. Compilation of Recommendations PéL
5. Implementation P&L
Appendices
i. Public Law 101-510 (as amended) P&L
ii. Section 2687, Title 10, US Code PLL
iii. DoD Policy Memoranda P&l
iv. Base Structure Summary PEL
v. History of Base Closures P&L
vi. Index of Affected Bases & Personnel Impacts PEL
Force Structure Plan (classified) (Volume II) Joint Staff
Department of the Army Analyses and Recommendations (Volume III) Army

1. Executive Summary

. Statement of Purpose

Service Projected Force Structure
Service Process

Description of Analyses
Recommendations (see attached format)
Budget Impacts

Classified Appendices (if required)

DIV awN

Department of the Navy Analyses and Recommendations (Volume IV) Navy & Marine Corps

l. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

Service Projected Force Structure
Service Process

Description of Analyses
Recommendations (see attached format)
Budget Impacts

. Classified Appendices (if required)

Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Fozce

JIdnhe W
* o s o o

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure
Service Process

Description of Analyses
Recommendations (see attached format)
Budget Impacts

Classified Appendices (if required)

[L N N XS

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recommendations (Volume VI) Defense Agencies

1. Executive Summary

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Agency Projected Force Structure

4. Agency Process

§. Description of Analyses

6. Recommendations (see attached format)

7. Budget Impacts
8. Classified Appendices (if required)

Attachment 4
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Name of Recommendation
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State])

Recommendation: 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.

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

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the
local community’s 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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their: BRAC 93'ana1yses;'
.of :MTE.--closures -or -realignments :will ‘be reviewed by the Assistant
mSecretary ‘of Defense_for Health Affairs (ASD(HA)) and returned to

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000

.--/ B

04 DEC 1992

e

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
DIRECTORS  OF THE DEFENSE. AGENCIES

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS os STAFF
UNDER. SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE -
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER - -
GENERAL_ COUNSEL.

~ INSPECTOR GENERAL .~ - -

. .. DIRECTOR, . OPERATIONAL - TEET . AND.EVALUATION

. ASSISTANTS: TO THE SECRETARY.OF :DEFENSE

i:DIRscrox,.anuzuzsraar:on ‘AND MANAGEMENT

SUBJECT: Base fClosure Po_licy -He_mcmndmn 'rwo

Backaround

ce R e _ﬁz&N S e e e e 3 T e wTe s N
This" memorandum is the second in a series of additional
ASD (P&L) policy guidance: implementingﬂthelnefense Base Closure
‘and Real;gnment -Act of 1990:(Publ" Eamended, and
osure

e

VNomlnations ‘of. ;he"ﬂllltary Departments

the ‘Seécretaries of the Military Départménts.  The final
recommendations of thé Secretaries of . the. Hihtary Departments to
the Secretary of Defense will include the views of the ASD(HA),
if different from those of the Secretarles of the Mlhtary

Departments. " _ Do
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. Service Working Group, may also identify MIFs as candidates for

o

_w.j'fh€*Secretaries of the Military Departments and ASD(HA),
working together through the Health Affairs Base Closure Joint

closure or reduction, such as when multiple DoD health care
delivery activities create overlapping catchment areas or when

~ small beneficiary populations reside within areas where more cost

effective alternatives should be considered. Working group
recommendations will be forwarded to the Secretaries of the
Military Departments for inclusion in their final recommendations
as appropriate. If the Secretary of a Military Department
disagrees with a closure recommendation forwarded by the Health
Affairs Base Closure Joint Service Working Group, the Secretary
shall forward ‘the.Group’s recommendation with the Secretary’s
reason for disagreeing, to the Secretary of Defense.

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and
reported with ‘DoD . Components’ justifications for each recommended
closure or realignment package. All costs and savings
attributable over time to a closure or realignment package,
sub;ect to the below guidance, should be calculated, including
costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or savings
elements ‘that are -identified, but determined to be inszgnificant,
need not be calculated However, DoD Component records should

indicate that'“ 'ermination.

ERS

- enWe_recognize that Military Department and Defense Agency"

planning ‘and - accounting ‘mechanisms are sufficiently-different to-
warrant Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the
“COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use of

such cost factors.

Attachment 1 provides additional ‘guidance on the. COBRA model

and return on investment calculations for those rare instances
when it is impossible to use the COBRA model for calculations.

Specific 1nstructions follow for the calculation of health 4
care costs, unemployment costs, Homeowners Assistance Program an
environmental costs, and savings for input to the COBRA model.

\/
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0 Health Care Costs

: -00 CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and realignments can
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments
involving Military Treatment Facilities.

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

"-Vlll not sxgnxficantly change return on investment calculations.

S - Qg:mglgxmgn;;§g§;§ The Mllitary 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 calculatlons.

ﬁg gggngg§ Agg;sg ggg Program gaag)‘ The Secretar égﬁfthe“

Army will prov;de each M;l;tary Department and’ Defense:Agency -

envlronmental_restoratzon regardless ‘of whether a base’is 1osed
orﬂreallgned. Where closing. or. gpgllgnlng 1nstallatlons have
unique. contamination problems requiring environmental

restoration, these will be” considered as a:potential- limatation -

on near-term community reuse of the 1nsta11atzon.

o Environmental nggllancg costs Env1ronmenta1 compliance

- -costs--¢an 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.

E



o Lang Valype Given existing-statute and ‘practice
regarding the disposal of real property, especially public
benefit transfers, land and facilities value may not always be
realized. 1In 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 ant1c1pated highest and best
use for the land and facilities.. assuming -appropriate. zoning,
unless readily available inform:z:-ion 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, 1nc1uding 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. 51gn1f1cant public. benef;t discount

transfers are: anticipated.

o ' avings The savings associated with
force structure drawdowns shall no: be included in the return on
investment calculations. ‘While decreased force ‘structure will:
often be the unterlying reason for recommending: base -closures. or
realzgnments, the savings associated with. closing - es should be
founded on the ‘elimination of base: operatin .

SOOI 9 s e b e

S aeegge -

lnfrastructure and*related costs.:~~

bases ‘can result in: construction coSt:avoidances. “Cost -

_avoidances should include FY94-99 programmed military and famlly
housing construction tliat can be avoided at the closing or

real;gnlng base, other than new-mission constructlon.
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,calculatlons,mreloca
-.model’s calcl

,;mComponent's base stru

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

o nggl_ﬂg_gﬁ Moves of less than 50 miles w111 not incur
PCS moving costs.p
o Forty-one percent of

R o .
all employees placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority
Placement Program will be relocated at government expense (based

on hlstorzcal data).

0 §£yggg;§, ~Eor thsupurposes of .return on investment
f ‘students will: only “Impact the COBRA

_ 11cu verheadecosts, and. as’ appropriate,
estlmates ofim;l;tary construction requirements.

e
Attachment 2 prov;des guidance on the calculation of
econom;c ampact on c1051ng, realigning and receiving communities..

, nvi nmental.

, Attachment 3 prov;des guldance on documentlng environmental
1mpact conszderations at clos;ng,'reallgnlngland receiving

.collect. the -same 1nformat ‘ntfrom all bases in the DoD

~e,,nnless the study is designed to fill
gaps in information~so that:#ll -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.




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

" On ‘each base designated for closure or realignment the
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments
residing on or receivxng 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
E‘reserve component or guard use will be estimated.

a#ta:‘ T e T e Tee o oy

deir. ‘se'ct'ion":2924~ of P.L.
0 :give them special
ubject ‘to review by the

‘General Accounting Office, the cOmmission nnd the: chgress.

387

T

T Public Lav 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
-militaryinstallations 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.
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The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, hef/a special
role in ass;stlng 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 Agenczes must ‘keep records of
‘all data provided to the GAO.

e ke e

This expands the policy guidance on cumulative impacts on
instellatlons prev;ously provided in ASD(P&L) Policy Memorandum
One.' _

fiemre AT ST e

As*the :DoD’ Components rev;ew their base structure or conduct
functional ‘studies with base closure or realignment impacts,
determination must be made as to whether a review or study -
impactingAmore 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) Resiilt in the closure or realignment<of-at’least one-
~installation which would trigger the numerlcnl
thresholds of P.L. 101-510, and = ,

(2) Involve 1nextr1cably linked elements, 1n that fallure
to proceed with any one element ofitne -action would

: ~Attachment 4 descnbes the \reporting for 5 (1) the
anticipated DoD report to the Commission, ‘and #(2)’ Mllitary s
Department and ‘Defense Agency justxflcatlons for their March 15,
1993, closurb‘%nd reallgnment recommendations.. e : s

Attachments
1. Return on Investment Calculations

2. Economic Impact Calculations

3. Environmental. Impact-Consideratiomns .
4. Report Format
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m,w_;ggg;g_QQ?EQYGthenth&;cula_ions OBRA Alternativ

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 andvsa?ingsAby
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 OI

s “’téalignmentiis&cpmpleted;igfhelyearfof{the closure
isfaefinedgasftheiygarginfkhich_the-majo:ity 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. A o

4) -Count the number of  years,.‘after the year of

D , it takes:.for.the net present value to
e. - This:number is the

reach: zer
return .on

oMb Circular A-94.appiies

by specifying . a 10 percent-discoun
~ inflation:- - = 77 R SR R |
- S5 ““Exleptions to-the above guidarice will be considEFéd on a
case by case basis by ASD(P&L) if warranted. o _

‘Attachment 1
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- of “this-data~which
- Agency. responsibility

Economic Impact 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
#ill.be. a:Military Department and Defense

-.-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 must be the same as used

in the COBRA model.
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Invironmental Impact Considerations

~ SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

LT

RESULTING FROM-CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT:

Location

Installation Name

(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 attributés-are not meant to be all
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.)

o] Threatened or Endangered Species
o .’Hiﬁgoric\or #téﬁeologicai sites
- o Pollution Control

0 Hazardous Materials/Wastes

i e O
. : _

"o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances

_— LA B = 2l . . [ " .o ~ e,
~/—’-.

i

..—.. Land_Use. and Airspace Implications =~
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Department of Defense
Base Closure and Realignment
* Report to the Commission

gxecutive Summary (Volume I)

1. 1993 Base Closure Procedures

2. Force Structure Summary - Unclassxt;ed
3. Final Criteria

4. Compilation of Recommendations

S. Implementation " o

Appendices

i. Public lLav 101-510 (as amended)
ii. Section 2687, Title 10, US Code
iii. DoD Policy Memoranda
iv. Base Structure Summary
v. BEistory of Base Closures
vi. Index of Affected Bases & Personnel Impacts

jForce Structure Plan (classified) (VOluma II)

4

-ipepartment of the A:my Analyaes and naccunnndations (Vclume III)

1. Execlitive Summary -
2. Statement of Purpose : :
Service Projectcd rorce Stzucture
4. Service Process
S. Description of Analyses
6. Recommendations (see attached format)

Budget Impacts
8. Cllsaitzed Appendices (if required)
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Department of the Navy Analyses_and Reconmendations (Volume IV)

1. Executive Summ;ry

2. Statement of Purpose

3. Service Projected Force Structure

4. Service Process

5. Description.of Anllyaes

6. Recommendations (see’ attachcd format)
7. Budget.lmpacts

8. . Classified Appendices (if r.quirtd)

P&L
Joint Staff
_.—PEL

P&L

P&L

P&L
PE&L
- P&L
P&L
P&L
P&L

Joint Staff
o Army

Navy ¢ Matine Corps -

fDeplrtméht.of the Adr Fo:cezhnglyaggvand Rcconuchations (Volume V)  Air Force

d. Executive Summary -
2. Statement of Purpose
- 3. Service Projected Force Structure

- 4. Service Process
‘5.7 Description of Analyses - -
€. Recommendations (see attached format)
7. Budget Impacts
8 Classified Appendices (if required)

Defense Agencies Analyses and . Recommendations (Volume VI)
1. Executive Summary
2. Statement of Purpose
3. Agency Projected Force Structure
4. Agency Process
Description of Analyses
. Recommendations (see attached format)
. Budget Impacts
.. Classified Appendices (if tequ;red)

Defense Agencies

Attachhent 4



Rame of Recommendation

(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State})

Recoxmendation: 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.

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

elimination, excess capacity, etc., as applicable.

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the
local community’s 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

“'implementatlon. -
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
~ Office of the Secretary
AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD).
56 FR 6374
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 accordarice with section 2903(b), title
XXIX, part A of the FY 1991 National Defense Authorization Act, is required to
pubhsh 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, 1991.

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

TEXT: SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

A. Einal Selection Criteria.

TheﬁnalcntenatobeusedbytheDepartment - o
recommendations for the closure or realignment of inside
the United States under title XXIX, part A of the Nauonhl Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 as follows

In selecting mllltary mstallatlons for closure or- xeahgnment ‘the .

Department of Defense, giving priority consideration to military value (ihe . 3 _
first four criteria below), will consider: v '

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 ablhty of both the enstmg and potentxal receiving communities’
infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.

B. .

The Department of Defense (DoD) received 169 pubhc comments in response to
the proposed DoD selection criteria for. closmg and caligning. mlhlary .
installations inside the United States. The pubhc s comments can be grouped
into four toplcs General, military value, costs and " payback" and impacts. The
following is an analysls of these: eomments :

1 ot Gy

@A substanhal number of commentors expressed concern over the proposed
criteria’s broad nature and s1m1hanty to the 1988 DefenseSecretary s Base
- Realignment and- Closure- Gommlssmn criteria. Many of the comiments 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 Agen(nes (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 sum]anty 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 XXTX, 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;

- Categonze bases: They must mtegonze bases with like missions,
mpabllmes and/or attributes for analysis and review, to ensure that like
bases are falrly compared with each other; and

- = Dew opand Use: Objectlve 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
26817, 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.

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

additional clarity.

- (h) Some of the early comments we rece1ved recommended extendmg the ongmal
December 31, 1990, pubhc comment deadline. We agreed and extended the public

* - comment period to Ianuary 24, 1991. In addition, we accepted for consideration

19 public commerits received after thé January 24, 1991, deadline.

- (2) Military Value Comments

(@) 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 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.

(¢) Several commentors requested a geographic balance be maintained when
considering installations for realignment or closure. DoD is requxred by Pubhc :
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 mlhtary value do-havea
geographic component and therefore military m1ssron reqmrements can drive
geographic location considerations. ,

support or perform mlhtary missions. DoD’s 01V11 semce employees are an
integral part of successful acoomphshment of defense missions, as are defense
contractors whether they be natlonall .or lomlly ‘based.-To the extent that the L
availability=0 3 iREdECivi IANEO L OONTACID TICRS ULz

ability to-accomplishthe* Hiission; iEis a]mdyfmcludediamcn eHAumber="
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
Shield/Storm and another recommended including overséas 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 reoommended mlculatmg total federal govemment 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 mhgnments in the cost
calculations.

(b) Several commentors noted the absenee of a i Apayback" penod and some felt

mvestment fon.mch‘clomreﬂor 1 al
their deliberations, and,to.tepof i
five has been amended acoordmgly

(c) Some commentors reoommended mcludmg eavn‘onmental clean-up costs in
base closure cost and payback calculations. Some also foted'that the cost of
environmental clean-up at a particular base ‘could beé so great that the
Department should remove the base from further closure cons1derat10n

The DoD is requu'ed by law to address two dlstmctly different types of
environmental costs.

The-first-cost involves the clm-upwanddlsposalnof-enmnmemai’hawds n
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
orfédlignimeént-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 envuonmental compliance .costs or cost
avoidances may be a factor: d:in “Mg‘styand,retumaonﬂnvestmenb

wlcdauons.il‘he 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.

“@ Impacts Comments

(a) Many commentors"were concerned about soc1al and economic impacts on

- would be’ ﬁctdred into the decision | process. We have
DoD Components to calciilate, nmg,:mpag.by

dw’staanploymentafomchaecommmded

- clovuresorarealignment. ‘Iheseeffectswﬂlbedetermmedby using statisical
mformau on ‘Obtairié from the Departments of Labor and Commerce. This is

‘ ;oonsrstgp th'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 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 further
consulerauon, we have determined that developing the implementation plan is a

necessary. reqmrement and -conclusion of applying the other eight criteria. A
_description of the unplementauon plan, while important-to the understanding the
recommended closure of realignment, is not in itself a specific criterion ‘for
decxsmnmakmg 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. 96-511) does not apply.

Dated: February 11, 1991.

L.M. Bynum,

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






ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-8000

February 13, 1991 -

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL COUNSEL
INSPECTOR GENERAL
- . .DIRECTOR, . OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION -
T ”ASSISTANTS TO-THE - SECRETARY‘OF‘DEFENSE e S
DIRECTOR, . ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT '
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES N

SUBJECT: Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two —-- Review
Requirements, Responsibilities and Controls

ngkngUnd

,'Tltle XXIX Part A of the Natlonal Defense Authorlzatlon Act
for Fiscal Year 1991 (the Act) establishes: procedures £
dand real1gn1ng bases.‘ The Deputy: Secretary S memorand” e

5 December 10, 1990, establlshed procedures for 1mplement1ng_the

o prov1slons of the Act. This memorandnmAls the - second 4in:a series st
of'addltlonal'pollcy ‘guidance for: 1mp1,mentat1on of the’ Act. The -

first_pollcy memorandum was dated January 7 1991.

R The Deputy Secretary has approved the flnal crlterla for .
T recommendlng the closure ‘or realignment-of military-installations.

inside the United States under the Act. The final crlterla are
at attachment (1) - _

jes o ses
The first step in the process of evaluatlng your base
structure for potential closures and realignments must involve
grouping bases with like missions or capabllities/attrlbutes into
categorles, and when applicable, subcategories. Categorlzlng
bases is the necessary link between the forces described in the
-~ -FOFCcesSiructure Plan and the base structure. Determlnlng
appropriate categorles of bases is a Service and Defense Agency
responsibility.



; . ! E ] . s h ’ .\‘
Should you determine there is no excess capac;tyain a
categotry/subcategory, “you-do not need to continue analyzing that

portion of your base structure, unless there is a milltary value
or other reason to continue the’ analysis.

Conversely, if you recommend a’ base for closure or
realignment, your analysis must have. considered all bases Wlthln
that category/subcategory, as well. as cross-category E
opportunities. If in applying the military value criteria, you
find bases that are m111tarily/geograph1cally unique or . mission-
essential (such that no other base could -substitute for them) you
may Justlfy that fact and exclude these bases from further
_Wanalysis.z o B _

[t R

You must develop and use one ‘or more measures/factors for
analyzing each of the final criteria. We recognize that it will
not alvays be possible to develop appropriate objective and
quantifiable measures or factors, and that they may vary for
different categorles of bases (whether they be objectlve or
subjectlve) s

: V1 “ ;_elcp and 1mp1ement an
.1nterna1¢control planafor these base.structure ‘reviews.to.ensure
the accuracy of ‘data collection and analyses. At a minimum, your
plan should. include*~-4e—“¢;m-f;fkaim,a_r_i._,ua e .

o Unlform guidance deflnlng data requlrements and
sources for each category of base,

.~ ~. - - o -Systems-for verifying 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.



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

savings.

o QHA&EQE_Qggt;.V Base closures and realignments can
1mpact CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide.. These net cost impacts must be
included in your analysis, regardless ‘'of which Military

' Department may eventually have to budget for such costs.

o gnggplgxmgﬁﬁfﬁgstﬁ. The Services and Defense
Agencies annually ‘budget unemployment contributions to the
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and
civilian employees.” You: should: include the contributlonsu
attributable. to closure‘ ealignments in your cost
calculatlons.; I e L

o Environmenta) Costs and Savipgs. Environmental
Resto ;ggégngposts at closing bases aresnot 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 unigue contamination
problems requiring environmental restoration, these will be
considered as -a. potential*' ’tatlo ‘on near-termﬁcommunlty reuse
of the 1nstallatlon. ; 3

%costg,or sav1ngs
:decision.

ly be avoided by--
osure.or realignment

: Return on investment ust be calculated ‘considered and
reported with your. justifications for each recommended closure or
realignment package. All costs afid savings attributable over

. _time to .& closure or realignment package-should be calculated,
1nclud1ng costs--or savings_at .receiving locations. Costs or
savings elements that are identified, ‘but determined to be
insignificant, need not be’ calculated. However, your records

should indicate that determination.

We have been working to 1mprove the Cost of Base Reallgnment
"Actions (COBRA) model uSed by the 1988 Base-:Closure Commission.
It shall be used for your return on investment calculations.
Attachment two provides additional guidance on the model and
return on investment calculations.

-
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Attachment three prov1des guidance on the-calculation“of
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving. communities.
Attachment four provides guidance on environmental 1mpact
considerations at closing, realigning and receiving locations, in
addition to the environmental costs and savings consideratlons

above.

- . e e Colin McMillan*,th;‘ A
“Assistant Secretary ‘'of Defense
(Productlon and Loglstlcs)

Attachments

1. Final Criteria

2. Return-on Investment Calculations
3. Economic Impact Calculations

4. Environmental Impact Considerations



The final crlterla 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-selecting'nilitary installations for closure or
‘realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below),
will consider:

Hilitary Value

1. Thecugwent and fntuz:e,.-msslqn Trequirements and
: the  impact .on. gpg;q&ipnal readiness of the
Department of Defense's total force.

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

3. The ability to accommodate contingency,
moblllzatlon, and ﬁutuggu;g;glmiorce*requerements
at both-the existing and potentlal rece1v1ng
locatlons.

V*”"iﬁr'A;'””The cost ahd manpower implicatlons.

Return on Ini}f

5. - The‘ext nt nd?timing of potent1a1 costs and
savings, including the number of years, beginning
v with the:date of completlon of the closure or
ST }reallgnment for the sav1ngs to exceed the costs.

Impacts

6. Theveconomic impact on communities.

7.7  The~ abllity’bf both the existing and potential
receiving communities' infrastructure to support
forces, missions and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.

e Attachment (1)



ve ent ons

The Cost of Base Reallgnment 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 Army's Total Army -Basing Study
(TABS) office. We recognize that Service and Defense Agency

_Planning and accounting mechanisms are sufficiently different to

warrant - Serv1ce/Agency ‘specific standard cost ‘factors. - Your-. . _
documentatlon must justify use of. such cost factors.

Return on InVestment can be calculated as follow5°

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

. ~ Costs and sav1ngs should be arrayed unlnflated for
’ 20 years. - :
2) Discount each year of the net costs or savings

u51ng a 10 percent dlscount rate.-

3) Determlne the flscal year the closure or
' 'reallgnment is- completed * - - ‘

4) I_Count the- number of years, after the year of
lgcompletlon, it takes for the net present value to
- reach zero-or: become negat1ve.»:$hzs number is the

return‘on 1nvestment years.

5)"‘Sum the dlscounted net costs/sav;ngs 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 percent discount rate and zero percent

inflation: - -‘Final-criterion number five specifically applies to
return on investment.” If you have any questions, please call Mr.
Dom Miglionico on (703) 697-8048 (AV 227-8048).

* 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.
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The 1988 Base Closure Commission calculated economic 1mpact
by measurlng the decrease or increase in direct enmployment 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
Commission's work, recommended that 1nd1rect employment impacts
also be’ con51dered. ) AL

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
=~gcomputer12ed spreadsheets ‘based” on tlie formulae and rationale
“used in 1988, with the addition of appropriate multipliers to
‘measure 1nd1rect 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
determlnlng changes in military, civilian and contracter“(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 computerlzed spreadsheet will
calculate the economic impact (the direct and. indirect: effect on
~-employment) of - -the closure: T - realzgnment “for - each affected -
1nstallatlon. _

Pyl
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Environmental Impact Consjderatjons

-~

‘SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT:

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 all
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.)

o Threatened or Endangered Species

o Wetlands “ —
o Historic’cr‘d%cheolobic§l“sites

o qulution Control

o Hazardous Materials/Wastes

o Lagg:and Air Uses

o "P;ogéémmeé Envirohﬁen?aleosts/cOst Avoidgnces

t
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary
AGENCY: Department of Defense (DoD).

57 FR 59334

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. m_aISs_equ_E_ma S
Theﬁnalcntenatobeusedbythe : entofDefensetomake

recommendations for the closure or realignment. of military installations in
accordance with Public Law 101-510, as amended follow:

In selecting military | mstallauons for closure or reahgnment the

first four criteria below), will cons1der

- Military Value e

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 Informgtign

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 pubhc comments 1n response to the proposed cntena and request for

' Department of Defense to make recommendations to the 1993 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission.

C Prevmgg Fede@ g;gg; Referehg

(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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analysis of potential exchanges of bases

“with other DoD) Components,

{d) Some pommaniors recommended
we include the availability of airspace in
gur considerations of military value. We
agree and have revised criterion pumber
two accordingly.

{e) Beversl commentors requested &
geographic balance be maintained when
considering {nytallations for realignment
or closure. DoD is required by Public
Law 101-510 to evaluats all installations

, exclusive of those covered
under Public Law 100-526 or those
falling below the thresholds of section
2687, title 10, U.5. Code, However, some
measures of military value do have &

* geographic componant and therefore
military mission requirements can drive
geographic location considerations.

(f) Some commentors recommendad
that the availsbility of trained civil
service employees be considered ax well
s the capacity of t!:lﬁrivaie sector to
suppott or perform military missions.
DoD's civil service employees are an
iniegral part of successful
accomplishment of defense missjons, g5
are defense contractors whether they be
nationally or locally based. To the
axtent that the availability of trained
clvilian or coatractor work farces
influences our ability {0 accomplish the
mission, It {s already included in eriteria
number one and four.

{g8) Several commentors recommended
that mobilizetion potential of basas he
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
potertial to accommodate contingency
and mobilization requirements is a
factor at both existing and potential
receiving Jocations, and we have
amended criterion number three
accordingly.

(h) One commentor recotamended
retaining all bases supporting operation .
Desert Shield/Storm and another
recommended including overseas bases.
DoD must balance its future bass
structure with the forces described in
the forca 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 aceordingly. Overseas
bases will also be closed in the future as
ws drawdown DoD's overseas forces.
However, Congress specifically left
overaeas base closures out of the base
iosure procedures establishad by the

ct.

Fetueral xegover | v o - -.

(8) Cost and “Peyback" 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 cars and
unemployment costs. The DoD
Components annueily budget for health

care and wemployment costs. Wa have -

iratructed the DoD Components to
fnclude DoD costs for health care ynd
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 #ight or ten years
should be specified. We decided not fo
do this: we did not want to rule out
making changes that were beneficial to
the national sscurity that' would have
longer returns on investment. The 1988
Base Closure Commission felt that a six-
year “payback” unnecessarily
caustrained their choices. The DoD
Componentes have been directad to
calculate return on investment for each
closure or realignment recommendation,
to consider it in thair deliberations. and
{0 report it in their justifications.
Criterion number fiva has been amended
accordingly.

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

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

The first coat involves the clean-up
angd disposal of environmental bazards
in order to correct past practices and
return the site to a safe condition. This
s commonly referred to as
environmental restorstion. DoD has a
legal obligation under the Defense
Environmenta! Restoration Program and
the Comprehensive Envircumental
Response. Compensation and Liability
Act for environmental restoration at
siies, regardless of & decision to close &
base. Tharefore, these costs will not be
considered in DoD's cost calculations.
Where installations have unique
contsminalion problems requiring
environmental restoration, these will be
identified a5 @ potential Emitation on
near-term community rease of the
ingtallation,

The second cost involves ansuring
existing practices are in complisnce
with the Clean Alr, Clzan Water,
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, and other environmental acts, in

ordsr {0 control current and foture
pollution, This is commonly referted to
as environmental compliance. )
Environmental compliance costs can
potentially be svoided by ceasing the
existing practice through the closure or
realignment of 8 base. On the other
hand, environmental complinnce cosis
msy be s facior in determining
appropriate closure, realignment, or
recaiving location options. In either
case, e anvironmental compliance
costs or cost avoidances may be a factor
considered in the cost and return on
investment caltulations, The
Depariment has issued guidance to the
Dol Componants on this issue. -

(d) Same commentors recommended
DoD change the cost and “payback”
criterfa to incinde wniform guidelines for
calvulating costs and savings. We agree
that cosis and savings must be
calculated unfformly, We have improved
the Cost of Base Realignment Actions
(COBRA) mode] used by the 1888 Base
Closure Commission and bave provided
it to the DoD Components for
calculations of costs, savings, and return
on investment.

(4) Impacts Comments

{e} 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
Componants to calculate economic
impact by messuring the effects on
direct and indirest employment for each
recommended closure or realignment.
These effects will be determined by
uing statisical information obtained
from the Departments of Labor end
Commerce. This is consistent with the
methodology usad by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission to measure
economic bmpact. We incorporaied the
General Accounting Office’s suggested
{mprovements for calculation of
economic impact. DoD will also
determine the direct and Indirect
employment impacts op racei bases.
We have amended criterion number six
to reflect this decision.

(b) The meaning of criterion number
seven, “ths community support &l the
recelving locations” was not clear to
several commentors. Some wondered if
that meant popular support. Others
recognized that this eniterion referred to
e community's infrastructure such-as
roads, water and sewer treatment plens,
schoola and the lika, To clarify this
criterion, we have completely re-writ{en
it. while also recognizing that a
comparison must be made for both the
exiating and potantial receiving
communities.
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(c) Many commentors asked how
environmental impncis would be
considered. As we slated 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 elemants when
analyxing environmental consequences
of a cloaure or realignment action:

¢ Threatened and endangered specles

v Wetiands

~ Historic and Archeological sites

» Poliytion Control

» Hazardous Materials/Wastes

» Langd and Air usey

» Programmed environmental costs/

 cost avaidances

(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 milftary 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 {s a necessary
requirement and conclusion of applying
the other eight eriterin. A description of
the implementation plan, while
important to the understanding the
recommended closure or realignment. is
not in {tself a specific eriterion Jor
decisionmaking. Consequently, we have
deleted criterion number nine. We have
instructed the Mililary Departments and
Defense Agencies to include &
description of their implementation
plans for each recomimended closure or
realignment, &e part of the justification
to be submitted to the Commission.

C. Pravious Federal Register Referances

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

{2) 85 FRS3538, December 31, 1990:
Extend comsment period on proposed
selection criteria,

D. Paparwork Reduction Act

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

Dated: February 11, 1991,
LM. Byzum,
Alternote OSD Federal Register. Liowon
Officer, Department of Defenge.
[FR Doc. 91-3845 Filed 2-14-1; 8:45 am] -
PG OOOE 2810-01-4

BUMMARY: Pursuant to this Council on

Environmenta) Quality gegulations for
of the National Enviroghinental Policy
Act (40 CFR parts 150¢-1508), Army
Regulation}00-2, Chigf ef Naval
Operations{instryctiof 5000.1, and the

Deparimenfof Defenge (DOD) Directive
$050.1 on Edvironmegtal Effects in the
United Statds of DOP actions, the
UBASDC hal condutted an assessment
of the potential envionmantal
consequencad of cghducting EDX
program activities Jor the Strategic
Defense Initia§ve Prganization The

Environmental\As§essment considered
all potential imjafts of the proposed
acbon alone and Jn conjunction with

ongolng activitie} The finding of no
significant impack summarizas the
results of the svihiations of EDX
activities at the brpposed installations.
The discussion Joclises on those
locations wherd thare was a polential
for significant iinpskts and mitigation
tnezsures that vould reduce the
potentia) impaPt 1o a\level of no
significance. Alternatives to the EDX
launch facilitf were edamined early in
the siting profess but vere eliminated
as unreasongble. A no-dction alternative
was also cogsidered. Thy Environmenial
Assessmenfresulted in a¥inding of no
significant fmpact. Constrction will
proceed asfechednled, hAgwaver, drs to
budgetary fonstraints, the Right program
implemenfation hay been dilayed.
en thefflight schedule betomes firm,
this docufent will be reviswed and
revised. hs necessary, in lighftof any
changesfto the program.
DA ritten commenty ure dequired
by Mafch 18, 1991, \
POINT/OF CONTALT: Mr. D.R. Gailian,
Addrpss: U.S. Army Strategic Defense
omfnand, C8SD-EN, Post Officd Box
50d Huntxville, AL 35607-3801, Fe
(209} 5553058,
UJASDC was assigned the missionbf
aqquiring critical mid-course data on
bitllistic missile re-entry vehicles and
Jecoys; EDX would sccomplish this
hission. The EDX program wodld ase

i ARIES booster to launch a

borbital sensor into space to obagfve
» irget ballivtic missile re-eniry
coiplex during the mid-course pflase of
its fight. The proposed EDX profiram
woult involve nins flights over fhree
years from two different launcy sites
afier Oetober 1993: The targetfomplex
would ke released from &« MUTE
] missilg launched from Vandenberg Air
Force Bdge, Californis and te EDX
booster dnd sensor payloadfvehicle
would beYsunched from the Kauai Test

Pacility (RTF), located on fhe Pacific
Missile Rabge Facility (PARF), Kausi,
Hawatil. Cutrent launch ihe activities

would conthue, howevef, pubic access
through these aress wodld be limited for
a total of lesk than 1 daf over o three
year period.

The EDX prigram whuld include &
number of aciyities td be conducted at
seven differenfisites. Fhese pctivities
are categorizecing debign, fabrication/

assembly/testity, cghistruction, flight
preparation, lauAchfflight/data
collecton, payle covery, s¢nsor

payload vehicle bishment, data
analysis, and site faintenance/
disposition. The Iqiations and types of

EDX sctivities ard Yandenberg Air
Force Base, Califgrmia/Western Test
Range, flight pregaralion, launch/flight/

data collection; Hacillc Missile Range
Facility, Kaval, Bawali, construction.
flight preparatioh. layAch/flight/data
collection, psyldad rechvery, sensor
payload vehicldrefurbiphment, site
maintenance/Jspositich: Sandia
National Labofatories, New Mexico,
design, fabricgtion/assedbly/1esting:
U.5. Army Kyfajalein Ato), Republic of
the Marshallgslands, fligh} preparation.
Jaunch/Dighf/dats collectign: Hill Air
Force Base fitah, fabricatidn/azsembly/
testing: Spafw Dynamics Lajoratory,
Utah Statefniversity, Logal Utah,
design, falfrication/assemblyy/testing,
data analfsis; and Boeirg Aebospace
and Elsctfonics, Kent Space Center,
Kent. Wishington, design, fablcation/
assemblf /testing. sensor payldnd
vehicle fefurbishment, data andlysis.
To dqtermine the potential fo
signifidant environmental impacls as a
result pf the KDX program, the
magnude and frequency of the tksts
that yould be condu at the
prophaed locations ware compared to
the pnt activities and existing
corgitions at those Jocations. To asgess
{bls impacts, sach aciivity was
vated in the context of the falloying
ronmental components: Air qualky.

" bfological rescurces, cultura! resourchs,

¥azardous materials/waste,
pstructure, lund use. noise, public

o
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ederal Government under 41 U.8,
s and 41 CFR 51-2.8,

certify that the following actighs will
po\ have & significant impact op'a
subytantial number of amall e

4~ commodities and services to the
Procurement List:

(i result in authorizing
b provide the service

nllowing service ix
Pro ment List:
g & Custodial,

-----

t.h‘;; :ji prior to the effactjve d:lte o:;
tion or eptions exereised under Servics Lar terragiona!
" thofe contracts. Highwdy 35, Austin, Texas
E Sending/and Oiling Picnic Tabldg, Deschuins
Puputy Exacutive Director. National Focest, Bend Ranger I
FR Doc. 91370 Filed 2-14-91: 8:45 am] Beng. Oregon.
WLLNG CODE $820-43-4 ER. Alley. Jr.
ty Executive Director.
[FRIDoc. #1-370% Filed 2-14-01; 8:45 amj
t List Proposed Additions  yu;mq coot seso.ssu
Blm‘dcoud‘%":}:ee ror Purnhaae from - ]

ind an er Severely

Hapdicapped. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
/ . Office of the Secretary
—— ~—— Dapanmant of Defense Selsction

: ! ef received  Criteria for Claaing and Raaligning

83 to 8dd to the Proclrement List  Miltary Instatiations Inside the United
commo\ ‘tie‘:e {0 be produced and States
servicas\to ided
for mr.::; 4 of:otﬂrie.}? ; r:;;rk’hap’ aaency: Department of Defense (Do[)).
handicapped. ACTION: Final selection criteria.
-0 UST BE AJCEIVED ON OR BUMMARY: The Sacratary of Defense, in
BEroRE: Ma accordance with ucﬁo;yzscstb). title

XXIX, part A of the FY 1991 National

from the Blind and Other Severely Defense Authorization Act, is reguired

Handicapped,\Crybtal Square 5, suite to publish the praposed selection
1107, 1755 JefleXson Davis Highway, crileria to be used by the Department of
Arlington, Virgidia 22202-8500. Defense in making recommendations for
POR FURTHER 1D TION CONTACT: the closure or realignmeni of military -
Beverly Milldnen, {703} 557-1145. installations insikde the Umited States.
SUPPLEN ATION: This EFFRCTIVE DATE February 18, 1991,

L uant to 41 US.C. POR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. fim Whittaker or Ms. Patricia

~2.6. Its purpose is
Walker, Base Closure and Utilization,

+ to proyide interested fersons an
kommentson the  QASD(P&L), {703) 514-5358.
proposed actions.  SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
f the Committas approves the
gfoposed additions, ail em\ities of the A. Final Selsction Criteria
ederal Gavernment will bk required 1o The final criteria to be used by the
procure the commodities an¥ sarvices Department of Defense to make

recommendstions for the closure or
realignment of military installations

blind or ather severely handicapped. It
{nside the United States under title

is propased (o sdd the following

B2 v v
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XXIX, part A of the National Defense
Authariation Act for Fiscal Year 1091
as follows: :

In selecting military installations for
cloayre or realignment, the Department.
of Defense, giving priotity consideration
to military value (the first four criteria
below), will conaider: .

Militory Value

1. The current and future mission
requirements and the impact on
opurstiohal readiniess of the Department
of Defense’s tatal force.

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

3. The mbility to accommodate
contingency, mobilization, snd future
total force requrisments at both the
existing and potentie! receiving
focations.

4. The rost and manpawer

implications.

Return on Investment

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

of years, beginning with the date of
completion of the closure or

realignment, for the savings 1o exceed
the costs,

Impacts

8. 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 environments] impact.

B. Analysis of Public Comments

The Department of Defense [DoD)
recejved 160 public comments in
response to the proposed DoD selection
criteria for closing and resligning
military installations inside the United
States. Tlie 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

{2} A subsatantal! number of
commeniors expressed concern over the
proposed.crileria‘s broad nature and
similfarity to the 1988 Defense
Secretary's Base Realignment and
Closure Commission criteria. Many of
the comments noted s need for objective
meagures or factors for the criteria.
Some commentars also suggested
various standard measures ot factors for



the criteria. The inherent mission
diversity of the Military Departments
ang Defense Agencies (DoD
Componems) makes it impossible for
DoD) to specify detailed criteria, or
objective measures or factors that could

Federal Reginter /| Vol. 68, No. $2 / Fridey, February 15, 1801 / Notzas -
e — ey
svent a determination i made that a0 deu\uw:ﬁnm
excess capacity exists in a categary, arped from the General Arraunting
then there will be no nead to continue Office’s tmeview of the 1083 Base Closure
the analysis of that category, unless Commissioa's work.
there is @ military value or dther reason {g) After detailed consideration of sll
to continne the analysis; ' comments, we heve determined that
* Develop and Use Objective some of the criteria may bave been

be applied to all bases within & Military
Depariment or Defense Agency. We
have &rovldud the emnto;s' l&:ﬁw
{0 ench Military Department for
consideration. The similarity to the 7988
eencwiadyed Afis revievring the.

]
public comments we concluded that
using similar criteria is sppropriate.

(b} Many commentors noted that a
correlation between force strychire and
the criteria wes 20i present. The base
closure and realignment procedures
mandaied by title XXIX, part A, of the
National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1801 {the Act) require that
the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendatians for closure and
reslignment 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
structura plan. The military value
criteria provide the connection to the

_force siructure plan,

{c) Many commentors noted the need
for more detailed information on bow
DoD would implement the base closure
procedures required by the Act. A
resurrent suggestion was to group like
bases ino categories for analysis. In
response fo this comment and
suggestion, and 10 respond 1o the
generzl comments [a) and (b} above. we
have issued policy guidance 1o the
Miljtary Departments and Defense
Agencles on the base closure process.
This guidance requires them to:

* Treat all bases squally: They must
consider all bases equally in selecting
beses for closure or rerlignmert under
the Act, without regard to whether the
ingtallution has beep previously
ccnsidered or proposed for closwre or
realignmen! by the Department. This
policy does not appply 10 closures or
reslignments that fall below the
thresholds established by the Actor to
the 86 bases closed under Public Law
2100-528;

* Categorize bases: They must
categorize bases with like missions.
capabilities and/or attributes for
anajysis and review, lo ensure that ke
bases are fairly compared with each .
other; and

® Perform a capacily analysis: They
mvst link force stroctyre changes
described i the foree struchire plan
with the existing force and bases
structure, to determine if a potentjal for
closurz or realignme 1t exists. In the

Measures/Faciors: They must develop
and use chjective measures or

withip ¢ategaries for each criledan,
whenavar feasibls. We wesognize that it
will pot slways be possible io develop
sppropriate objective measures or
factars, and that measuras/factors
(whether thay be objective or
subjective) may vary for differant
categories of bases.

{d} A number of commantors
recommanded assigning specific weights
to lndiv{:}un;l criteria. It would b‘zgh
impozsible for DoD io specify weights
for each criterion that wm applied
across the board to all bases, again due
to the mission diversity of the Military
Departments'and Defense Agancies. It
appears from the comments that
pumbering the criteris may have been
mistaken ss an order of precedence
essociated with individual criteria. We
do not intend to assign an order of
precedence to un indtvidual criterion,
?thar than to give priority to the first
our,

(e} Several commentors gave varicus
reasons why a particular installation
should be eliminated from any closure
or realignment evalnstion. Public Law
101~810 directs DoD to evaluate sll
installations equally, exclusive of those
covered ander Public Law 100-528 or
those falling below the threshold of
section 2687, title 10, U.8. Code. Public
Law 190-526 implemented the
recommendations of the 1988 Defense
Secretary's Commission on Base
Realigament and Closure, Wa have
jssued guidance to the Dol Components
instructing them to consider all bases
equally. this includes those previouvsly
nominated for study in the Defense
Secretary’s January 29, 1890, base
realignment and closore announcement
that are sbove the thresholds
established in the Act. Conversely. wa
did not recejve any requesis thal a
particular installation be closed or
realigned porsuant to section 2824 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 jssued
gujdance that requires the DoD
Com ts to develop and implement
{nternal conirals, consistent with thair
organizational and program structure, 1o
ensure the accuracy of data collection
and analyses being performed. This

unclear. We have revised the criteria for
additional elarity. .

fh) Same of the eagdy comments we
recelved recommsnded extending the
original Dacember 31, 1900, public
commmat desdline, Wa and
extended the poblic comment pesiod 1o
January 24, 1901. In addition, we
accapted for cansideration 16 public
comments rectived afiar the January 24,
1961, deadlios. ,

(2) Military Value Comments

(a) A msjority of comments received
supported Dolr’s decision to give
priority consideration fo the military
value criteria. In the aggregate, military
value refers to the collection of
attributes that deacribe how well a base
supporis its assigned force structure and
missions.

{b) Several commentors recommended
that Nationa! Guerd and Reserve
Companent forces ba included as part of
DeoD's base closure ansalysis. The
Department’s total force concept
includes National Cuard and Reserve
Component forces, and these forces will
be reflected in the force structure plan
required by the Act for this base clogure
process. To clerify that point, criteria
pumber one and three ware amended.

{c) Some commentors recommended
DoD epply the military value criteria
without tegard to the DoD component
currently operating or recejving the
services of the base. The commentors
noted that this would maximize
utilization of Defense sssets and
therefore improve the national security,
Wae agree with this comment. DoD must
retain ita best bases and where there s
& polential 1o consolidate. share or
exchange assets, that potential will be
pursued. We also macognize that this
potential does not exist among all
categoriss of hases xnd that the initial
determination of the military value of
bases ;ust bs made by the DoD
Component corrently operating the base,
Coensequently, we have left the military
value criteria general in nature and
therefore spplicable DoD-wide, where
appropriste. We have also isaued

. guidance to the DoD Components that

enzourages inter-service and muly-
servica aaset sharing and exchange
Finally, we will instituts procadutres w
ensure each DoD Component has the
opportunity to improve the military
vahve of its base structure through
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analysis of potential exchanges of bases  (3) Cost and “Payback” Comments order fo control current and foture
‘with other DoD Comporents. (a) Some commentors recommended pal!um This 3] commanly referred to
{d) Some pommartor: recommended  calculating total federal government g‘ e t;l;teﬁ co:;':ilz n:em::. s can
we include the availability of airspace In  cogty in DoD's cost and “payback” po(vmhoﬁmally be avoided by ceasing the

our considerations of military valve. We

agroe and have revised criterion number

two sccordingly.

{e) Beversl commentors requested &
geographic balance be maintained when
considering installations for realignment

ot closure. DoD is required by Public
Law 101-310 to evaluate all installations
, exclusive of those covered
under Public Law 100-528 or thoss
falling below the thresholds of section
2887, title 10, U.5. Code. However, some
measures of military value do have &

- geographic component and therefore
military mission requirements can drive
geographic location considerations.

(f) Some commentors recommended
that the avallability of trained civil
service employees be considered ax well
as the capacity of t!;ﬁrivate sector to
support or perform military missions,
DoD's civil service employees are an
integral part of successful
accomplishment of defense missions, 8s
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 10 accomplish the
mission, it is already included in criteria
number one and four.

{g) Several commentors recommended
that mobilization potentizl of bases be
considered and that those bases
required for mobfiization be retained.
Contingency &nd mobilization
requirernents 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 sll bases supporting operation .
Desert Shield/Storm and another
recommended including overseas bases.
Dol must balance its future base
structure with the forces described in
the forca 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 sccordingly. Overseas
bases will also be closed in the future as
ws drawdown DoD's overseas forces.
However, Congress specifically left
overseas base closures out of the base
:knm procedures established by the

ct.

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. Wa have -

instructed the Dol Components tv
ineinde 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 xad
som= felt that perhaps aight or ten years
should be specified We decided not fo
do this: we did not want to rule out
making changes that were bepeficial to
the national sacurity that would have
longer returns on investment The 1588
Base Closure Commission Jelt that & six-
year “payback” unnecessarily
constrained their choices. The DoD
Componenies have been directad to
celculate return on investment for each
closure or re ent recommendation,
to consider it in thair deliberations, and
to report it in thelr justifications.
Criterion number five has been amended
accordingly.

(c) Some commentors recommended
including environmental clean-up costs
in base closure cost and payback
calgulations. 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 addresa
twa distinctly different types of
environmental costs.

The first cost involves the clean-up
and disposal of environmental bazards
in order 1o correct past practices and
retwrn the site to a safs condition. This
is commonly referred to as
environmental restoration. DoD has a
Jegal obligation under the Defense
Environmenta! Restoration Program and
the Comprehensive Enviroumental
Response, Compensation and Liability
Act {or environmental restoration at
siies, regardless of a decision to close a
base. Thatefore, these costs will not be
considered in DoD's cost calculations.
Where imtallaﬁang)have umu?:-‘l:g
contemination problams reg
environmental restoration, these will be
identifisd s a potential Emitation on
near-term community rease of the
installation,

The second cost involves ansuring
existing practices are in compliance
with the Clean Alr, Clsan Water,
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, and other environmental acts, in

existing practice through tha closure or
realignment of a8 base. On the other
hand, environmental compliance costs
may be » factor in determining
appropriate closure, realignment, or
reenfving location options. In either
case, the a0 complience
costs or cost avoidances may be a factor
considered in the cost and return on
imvestment caltulations, The
Department has issued guidance to the
DoD Components on this issue. -

{d) Sams commentots recommended
DoD change the cost and “payback”
criteria to include uniform guidelines for
calculating coats and savings. We agree
that casts and savings must be
calculated uniformly. We have improved
the Cost of Base Reslignment Actions
{COBRA) mode] used by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission and have provided
it 1o the DoD Compaonents for
calculations of costs, pavings, snd refirn
on investment,

(4) Impacts Comments

{e) 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
Componants o calculsle economic
impact by measuring the effects on
direct and indirest employment for each
recommended closure or realignment.
These effects will be determined by
uping statisical information obtained
from the Departments of Labor end
Commerce. This is consistent with the
methodology used by the 1988 Base
Closure Commission to measure
economic impact We incorporaied the
General Accounting Office's suggested
improvements for calculation of
economic impact. Do} will aiso
determine the direct and indirect
employment Impacts on recef bases,
We have amended cxiterion number six
to reflect this decision.

(b) The meaning of criterion number
seven, “the community support &l the
receiving locations” was not clear to
several commentors. Some wondered if
that meant popular suppori. Others
recognized that this criterion referred io
a community’s infrastructurs such-as
roads, water and sewer treatment plans,
schoola and the like. To clarify this
criterion, we have completely re-written
{t, while also recognizing that a
comparison must be made for both the
existing and potential receiving
communities, «
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considered. As we stated in topic 3(c).
DoD will consider certain environmental
costs. In addition, we have instructed
the. DoD Components to consfder, 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

* Poliution Control

#» Hazardous Materials/Wasles

» Land and Alr uses

~ Programried snvironmental costs/

" cont avaidances

{d) A number of commenters
guestioned the meaning of criterion
oumber 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 {s a necessary
requirement and conclusion of spplying
the other eight criteria. A description of
the implementation plan, while
important to the understanding the
recommended closure or realignment. {s
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 &
description of their implementation
plans for each recomimended closure or
realignment, &s part of the justification
1o be submitied 10 the Commission.

C. Pravious Federal Register Refersnces

{3) 55 FR49678, November 80, 1960:
Proposed salection criteria and request
for comments,

(2) 35 FR53538, December 31, 1990:
Extend comment period on proposed
selection criteria,

D. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act (Pub. L.
$6-511) does not apply.

Dated: February 12, 1991,
1L.M. Byoum,
Alternote QSD Federal Register, Liouson
Officer, Dapartment of Defense.
{FR Doc. 91-3843 Filed 2-14-91; 8:45 am] -
BLLNG SO0E 2010918

SUMMARY: Pursuant 1o thk Council on
implemerding the procefiural

of the Nationial Enviroginental Policy
Act (40 CFR parts 180¢-1508), Army

Regulationino-2, Chigh of Naval
gentim nat m.‘l.)mthe
partmentof Defengs (DOD ctive
6050.1 on Edvironmeftal Effects in the
Unitad Statds of DOP actions, the
UBASDC ha} condufted an sssessment
of the potential environmental
consequencsd of cghducting EDX
program activities Jor the Strategic
Dejense Initia§ve Prganization. The

Environmental\Asfessment considered
all potential impagts of the proposed
action alone anqd Jn conjunction with

ongoing activitie}f The Bnding of no
significant impack summarizes the
results of the evihistions of EDX
activities at the prpposed instaliations.
The discussion Joclses on those
locations wherd thdre was a potential
for significant npekts and mitigation
measures that jvould reduce the
potentia} impalt {0 a\level of no
significance, ANetnatives to the EDX
launch facilitf wers exgmined early in

the siting prof-ess but vere eliminated
a3 unreasongble. A no-dction alternative
was also cofsidered. Thk Environmental

Assessmenfresulted in a¥inding of no
significant fmpact Constrijction will
grod;eetd as et;!:‘l:& ‘ert.dnno
udgetary Fotis light program
implemengation hay been dilayed.
en thefflight schedule betomes Brm,

this docufment will be reviewpd and
revised, ks necessary, in lighflof any
changegfto the program.
DATER MWritten comments ure Yequired
byM‘ " 1‘! Wv -y
POINTIOP CONTALT: Mr. D.R. Gallien,
Addpss: U.8. Army Stratagie Defense
pmfnand, CSSD-EN, Post Officd Box
50 Huntaville, AL 35807-3801, P
{20Y9) 5552058,

; INTARY BFORMATION: Tha
UJASDC was assigned the mission bf
agquiring critical mid-course data o1
billistic missils ra-sntry vehicles and
decoys; EDX would sccomplish this
hission. The EDX program wodld ase
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(c) Many commentors asked how e ARIES booster to launch a
environmental impncts would be borbital sansar inte spacs o obsgfve
u 13rgei ballistic missile re-entry

eoriplex during the mid-course piase of
its fiight. The proposed EDX profram
woul§ involve nina flights ovar fhree
years trom two different launcy sites
afier October 1083: The targetfomplex
would he relessed fram 2 MIFUTE]

1 missilq launched from Vandenberg Alr
Force Bage. Californis and tfe EDX
booster snd sensor paylaadfvehicle
would beYaunched from the Kauai Test
Facility (IRITF), locaied on fhe Pacific
Mipsile Rabge Facility (PMRF). Kauai,

Hawail. Cubrent launch if8e activities
would eontihue, howeve, publc scceas
through these areas woyld be limited for
atotal of lesk than 1 dafy over s three
year period.

The EDX program whuld inchude a
number of actiyities td be conducted at

seven differenfiaites. Fhese pctivities
ere categorizecdias debign, fabrication/

assembly/testing, cghstruction, flight
preparation. lauAchfflight/data
collection, paylo tovery, sensor
payload vehicls rAfirbishroent, data

analysis, and site Baintenance/
dispositian. The lfations and types of
EDX activities ard Vandenberg Air
Force Base, Califgrria /Western Test
Range, flight pregaraion, launch/flight/
data collection; Jucifkc Missile Range
Facility, Kaual, Bawali, construction,
flight prepsratioh. layAch/flight/data
collection, peyldad rechvery, sensor
payload vebiclg refurbrghment, site
maintenance/dspositiop: Sandia
National Labofatories, New Mexico,
design, fabricgtion/assedbly/testing:
U.S. Army Kfajalein Ao}, Republic of
the Marahsllgslands, fligh} preparation.
launch/fighf/data collectign: Hill Air
Force Base JItah, fabricatign/assembly/
testing: Spas Dynamics Laoratory,
Utah StatefJuiversity, Logad Utah,
design, falfrication/assembli/testing,
data analfais; and Boeirg Aelospace
and Elsctfonics, Kent Spaca Center,
Kant. Washingion, design, fablcstion/
assemblf /testing. sensor payldad
vehitle fefurbishment, data anglysis.
To dqtermine the potential fo

signifidant exvironmenta) impacis a5 a
result f the KDX program, the
magnfude and frequency of the tgats
that fould be condu at the
prophaed Jocutions ware comparef to
the furrent activities and existing
coriitions at those locations. To asgess

ible impacts, sach activity wai

vated in the context of the folloying

. =¥vironmental components: Air quallty,

bfclogical resources, cultural resourchs,
¥azardous matetials/waste,

estructure, land use, noise, public



