
United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRET.UY 
Wuhingro~r. D C. ?0?40 

November 2 6 ,  1 9 9 3  

D r .  Wil l iam P e r r y  
Deputy S e c r e t a r y  of Defense  
1010 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1010  

Dear B i l l :  

AS you may know by now, w h i l e  you and I were l a b o r i n g  t o  s o l v e  some 
of t h e  t r a n s f e r  i s s u e s  c o n c e r n i n g  the P r e s i d i o  p r o p e r t i e s ,  a few of 
t h e  f o l k s  a t  t h e  Army were e v i d e n t l y  pursu ing  t h e i r  own s o l u t i o n  t o  
t h i s  d i s p u t e .  W e  l e a r n e d  a f t e r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d u r i n g  c o n f e r e n c e  o n  
t h e  1994  Defense A u t h o r i z a t i o n  A c t  language was i n s e r t e d  i n t o  the 
b i l l  a t  t h e  r e q u e s t  of t h e  Army t h a t  r e d e f i n e s  e n t i r e l y  t h e  Army's 

e n t  QZ the 
ve and t h e  b r e a d t h  of 
P r e s i d i o ,  w e  a r e  now 

f a c e d  wi th  a s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  s e r i o u s l y  t h r e a t e n s  t o  j e o p a r d i z e  the 
s u c c e s s f u l  convers ion  of  t h e  b a s e .  I am w r i t i n g  t o  a s k  your 
immediate h e l p  i n  r e s o l v i n g  t h i s  m a t t e r .  

S e c t i o n  2856 of t h e  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  b i l l  g ives  the Army absolute 
a u t h o r i t y  t o  r e t a i n  4 townership"  of  t h e  P r e s i d i o  and t r a n s f e r  
p r o p e r t i e s  t o  t h e  N a t i o n a l  P a r k  S e r v i c e  a s  it sees f i t .  
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  it s t a t e s :  "The S e c r e t a r y  of Defense may not 
t r a n s f e r  any p a r c e l  of r e a l  p r o p e r t y  l o c a t e d  a t  t h e  P r e s i d i o  of  San 
Franc i sco ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  from t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and c o n t r o l  of  the 
Department of  t h e  Army t o  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and c o n t r o l  of t h e  
Department of t h e  I n t e r i o r  u n l e s s  . . . " t h e  Army d e t e r m i n e s  t h a t  
such property is excess to its needs. Under this scheme, the Army 
is now t h e  primary d e s i g n e r  of t h e  new n a t i o n a l  pa rk  by t h e  
e x e r c i s e  of its u n f e t t e r e d  d i s c r e t i o n  t o  d e t e r n i n e  the l a n d s  and 
b u i l d i n g s  it wishes t o  r e t a i n .  

Designer ,  and i n  many ways a r c h i t e c t  and owner, however,  were not 
t h e  r o l e s  t h a t  t h e  Base Realignment and Closure  (BRAC) Commission 
env i s ioned  f o r  t h e  Army when i t  made its recommendations t o  t h e  
P r e s i d e n t  i n  1988 a n d  1 9 9 3 .  As you know, the P r e s i d i o  was slated 
f o r  c l o s u r e  i n  1988 by t h e  BRAC Commission because  i t  was 
cons ide red  excess  t o  t h e  Army's needs.  That e v e n t  t r i g g e r e d  the 
p r o v i s i o n s  o r  t h e  Golden Gate N a t i o n a l  Recrea t ion  Area e n a b l i n g  
l e g i s l a t i o n  and s e t  i n  mot ion  the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  of  t h e  P r e s i d i o  
i n t o  a  n a t i o n a l  park .  I n  J u l y  of t h i s  y e a r ,  t h e  Commission 
modified its e a r l i e r  d e c i s i o n  by i n c l u d i n g  s p e c i f i c  p r o v i s i o n  f o r  
t h e  cont inued p resence  of t h e  Sixth Amy Headquar te r s  a t  t h e  
P r e s i d i o ,  a  d e c l s i o n  s t r o n g l y  suppor ted  by t h e  Na t iona l  Park 
S e r v i c e ,  t h e  Army, and i n t e r e s t e d  members of Congress.  Yet,  the 
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BRAC Commission was mindful of not disrupting the evolution of t h e  
Presidio into a park and directed the Department of the Army to 
enter into a leasing arrangement with the Department of the 
Interior for facilities necessary to accommodate only the 
Headquarters of t h e  Sixth Army. Through this recent legislation, 
however, the Army has managed to subvert the intentions of the BRAC 
Commission. 

Anned with this new found authority, the Army last week formally 
presented to the Interior Department its own proposal for reuse 
that stands in stark contrast to the National Park Service's 
General Management Plan now undergoing public comment, a Plan based 
on the BRAC directives. The Army plan looks more like the 
blueprint for a country club than for a military post. The 
proposal takes a very expansive and indulgent view of the needs of 
the Sixth Army Headquarters. It cherrypicks the prime properties, 
including the golf course and the most desirable houses, seeks to 
make provision for personnel not connected with Sixth Army 
Headquarters, and leaves the National Park service with a set of 
disconnected locations. 

As you can imagine, the conversion of the Presidio presents an 
unprecedented planning and financial challenge to this Department, 
and its ultimate success depends on our ability to steer it towards 
economic self-sustainability. The preferred alternative nov being 
reviewed by the public sets out a course of action that will 
achieve maximization of revenues, yet promote activities consistent 
with the spirit and purposes of a national park, through a public 
benefit corporation with power to lease properties. This has not 
been an easy task given the scale and complexity of the project. 
Economic viability, however, cannot be achieved unless the National 
Park Service, and the corporation, have the power to utilize t h e  
income generating properties and the flexibility to package and 
market properties in an economically sensible manner. Under the 
plan envioionod by tho A m y ,  the National Park Service simply could 
not afford to take on this project. 

The Amy proposal also poses a real threat to a planning process 
that is nearing its final phase. The General Management Plan and 
the accompanying environmental impact statement are now before tho 
public and the comment period ends in late December. The schedule 
calls for final approval in the Spring of 1994 with leasing 
beginning then. Now the National Park Service is faced with the 
prospect of having to integrate into the process a plan that 
substantially deviates from any alternative under consideration by 
the public. Such a result is untenable. It would require this 
Department to scrap a costly and intensive planning process and 
essentially start again. It would also frustrate our efforts to 
line up tenants and prevent us from entering into leases in the 
Spring, With less than a year before the Interior Department is to 
take possession of the Presidio, the delay to the planning process 
that would be caused by the Army proposal would derail our entire 



effort. 

We are thus at a critical period and need immediate resolution of 
this matter. I propose that we meet early next week to discuss how 
to proceed. I believe that we have to elevate to the Secretarial 
level negotiations concerning the distribution and assignment or 
specific properties to each party. I do not believe that further 
discussions at the ground level between representatives from the 
Sixth A m y  and the National Park Service in San Francisco will get 
anywhere. W i t h  this new authority, I suspect that any impetus for 
the A m y  to engage in swift, good faith negotiations has 
evaporated. 

I realize that ~ o q o  West's appointment has been confirmed. If this 
is to go to him, I hope that we have reached agreement on the 
parameters to guide future discussions. Such parameters might 
include restricting reuse by the Sixth Army to those levels 
contemplated by the BRAC  omm mission. 

While I am confident that this matter can be worked out, I want to 
stress that implementation of the A m y ' s  reuse scheme would torpedo 
the Department's Presidio project. Unless the A m y  proposal is 
substantially modified, the Interior Department will be forced to 
abandon its plan to convert the Presidio into a park and leave its 
future in the hands of the Army.  

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

I. Michael Heyman 
Counselor to the Secretary 



Rules and Regulations 

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER depository financial institutions; money ~~ regulatory d o m ~ ~ ~ ~ n b  having general market mutual funds and accounts; U.S. 
appri-lity and eff* of whi* Government obligations, including 
are to and mersd in the of Treasury bonds, bills, notes, and savings 

Wished bonds; and Government 
50 Wes pursuant b 44 U.S.C. 1510. 

issued by U.S. Government agencies. 
The Code of ~ederal k- is sdd by However, for most confidential filers, 
the d ~ocun#lts. prices of the disclosure of this information was 
new books are listed in the lbst FEDERAL not considered by agencies to be critical 
REGISTER issue d each week. in assessing the possibility of conflicts 

of interest. Furthermore. some concerns 
had been expressed about privacy, and 

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS disclosure of such information t e s  

5 CFR Part 2634 

W N ~ O O  

-~ 

extra work foi both filers and agency 
reviewing officials and could detract 
from the effectiveness and limited 
purpose of the confidential disclosure 

----re, program. 
Qwll(#TNdr,md-of These concerns were communicated 
DiwrWun to OGE by numerous confidential filers 

aqd agency reviewing offidals over the Orno of Government eleven months between the time that 
(OGE). 
ACnOn: Final rule. subpart I of 5 CFR part 2634 became 

effective in October 1992, and the 
8UYURI: This final rule makes effective 
a proposed amendment to 5 CFR part 
2634, which was published on 
September 1,1993, at 58 F'R 48096- 
46097. NO changes are necessary, based 
on the public comments which wem 
received. Howevera one minor technical 
addtion is baing included for internal 
"nsisteecy. 

The rule amends subpart I of 5 CFR 
part 2634, an interim rule on 9x~cutive 
branch Bnantial disc lm.  The 
amendment b p t .  certain assets and 
income from disclosure on confidential 
financial disclosum mparta 
Specifically, it eliminates the 
requirement that confidential filers 
disclose the existence of and income 
from Cpsb accounts in depository 
institutions, money market mutual 
funds and acanmts, and U.S. 
Government obligations and securities. 
EFFECWE DATE: November 30,1993. 
FOR F U m  W#UIYAT#W COISTACI: G. 
Sid Smith, Office of Government Ethics, 
telephone (202) 523-5757. FAX (202) 
523-6325. 
-ARV I N F O R M A ~  Executive 
branch employees who serve in 
positions which are designated for filing 
confidential financial disclosure reports 
must, according to the current 
requirements of subpart I of 5 CFR part 
2634, disclose information about cash 
accounts in depository institutions, 
such as banks, savings and loan 
associations, credit unions, and similar 

publication of this proposed 
amendment on September 1,1993. Then 
during the public comment period on 
the proposed amendment, OCE received 
eight letters from agendes and o m  &am 
a Federal employee, all very supportive 
of the change. Duriq the comment 
period, OGb: also received many hone 
calls and 36 letters which, thou&not 
directly responsive to this rulemaking, 
critidzed various as- of the 
confidential disclosure system, 
including the subject matter of this 
amendment. 

One letter which commented on the 
proposal suggested that we clarify 
whether investment funds devoted to 
Federal Government obligations would 
be exempt from discl- under the 
amendment. We do not believe that any 
modification to the amendment is 
necessary; any fund or other investment 
vehicle which is composed exclusively 
of these obligations would be exempt, 
since it is the underlying assets of a. 
fund with which financial disclosure is 
concqned. Another comment letter 
suggested that the exemption for 
disclosure of Government securities 
should not a ply automatically to P employees o agencies which issue such 
securities. However, since none of the 
agencies which issue Government 
securities commented on that matter, we 
believe that it can be handled by 
separate agency rules or policies 
prohibiting such holdings or spedally 
requiring their disclosure, in accordance 

Federal Register 

Vol. 58, No. 228 

Tuesday, November 30, 1993 

with the appropriate procedures under 
5 CFR part 2634 and part 2635. 

The remaining comment letters were 
either general statements in favor of the 
amendment or suggesting that OGE 
expand the scope of the amendment to 
encompass other subject areas. Those 
reconuiendations for additional 
exemptions will be addressed bv 

te future rulemaking, if necessary. 
= i i n t e m a l  consistency, we have 
added the parenthetical hrase 
"including both deman 8 and time 
deposits" to modij. the phrase 
"accounts in depository institutions" in 
the text of the amendment to 
S 2634.907(a)(Z)(i). This replicates the 
.language already contained in the text of 
the proposed amendment to 
S 2634.W7(a)(l)(i). 

Accordingly, this rule amends 
S 2634.907 of subpart I of 5 GFX, 
effective NOYBrnber 30.1993, to exempt 
all confidential filern from the 
requirement to disclose the specific 
assets detailed in the first paragraph of 
thi$ Supplementary Information 
discussion, as well as the income 
therefrom. The Office of Government 
Ethics will also make conforming 
modifications to the SF 450 @xecutive 
Branch Pem~l~lel,Confidential 
Finandel Disclosure Report), d j e c t  to 
Office of Management and Budget 
paperwork approval and General 
Services A d m U h t i o n  standard form 
approval. If an agency finds that 
disclosum of the information which this 
rule eliminetm for confidential filers is 
nonetheless necessary for an effective 
confidential disclosure svstem within 
that apncy because of i6 mission or 
other special drcumstances, it may seek 
approval fiam OCE. pursuant to 
S 2634,Wlb) of subpart I of 5 CFR, for 
a sup lemental repdrtine requirement. 
to d u d e  any or all of these elements 
for its emplOyees. . . Admmdmh Rocedm Act 

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 553(d), as 
Director of the OBBca of Government 
Ethics, I find good cause for waiving the 
30-day delayed effective date as to this 
final rule amendment. The Office of 
Government Ethics already published a 
notice of this amendment as a proposed 
rule at 58 FR 4609646097 (September 
1,1993) andreceived highly favorable 
comments on i t  As a result, OGE is 
making only one technical clarffication 
of the amendment, as proposed, for 
consistency in adopting it as final. In 



63024 Federal Regider I Vol. 58, No. 228 1 Tuesday, ~ o v e m b e r  30. 1993 1 ~ d e s  and ~ s g d a t i o m  --- 
addition, this amendment relieves the 
burden of confidential reporting as to 
the items identified for removal. It is 
important that this relief be provided 
promptly and, if possible, in time for the 
January 1,1994 cut-off for inclusion in 
the 1994 edition of OGE's part of 
volume 5 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. 
Executive Order 12866 

In promulgating this final rule 
amendment to the executive branch- 
wide Gwernment financial disclosure 
re ulation, the Office of Govemment Ekes has adhaad to the rsguhtay 

hy and the applicable PqiT pnncip of regulation set forth in 

section 1 of Executive Order 12866. 
Regulatory Planning and Revi~lll. This 
amendment has nat been reviewed by 
tbe ma3 and Budget 
under that Executiw d m ,  as it is not 
deemed "si@8ad" 
W W w F t a d W l i t l , ~  

A 8 ~ o f t h e O f 8 c b o f  
cove-- I undet the 
Replaw Flexibility= U.S.C. 
cbapter6) thdthbomendment btb. 
interim rub will W h r e  dgnifiunt 
economic impact on a subshnttsl 
nlrmbet of small entitier because it will 
affect ody  Federe1 exsautiw brsach 
agencies d employtm. 
PapermrrkRsdntiaaM 
The Pqlenwarlr Reductian Act (5 

U.S.C. chaptm 35) doer not ply to this 
3 3  amendment to the interim becnuae 

the amendment does not contain any 
additional information w w o n  
requirements which require the 
approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget. . - 
L i a t d ~ i n S c m P . r t ~  

AdmMstnttim pmctim a d  
pmdure, ~ c e t e l l  of Cliveatihue. 
c o n m d o f i n ~ ,  Finemid 
di~~lOstk?e* w smployses. 
Penalties, R h q ,  Reportine end 
--*-d 
tnrsteer. 

Appmd: Nomanbet 19,1893. 
D. Pdbe 

DireUar, mafConmmWaahbr. 
A c c o ~ , f o r t b ~ o e t d o a t h  

in the pmmbb, the OfRca of 
C o v e ~ E t h l c ) i r . p l s a ~ p u t  
2634 dsUbChptppBd- 
title 5 of tbCodoofF 2 XV1 
RqpIati~erBDllowo: 

pm=+w==w 
1. The a~tbodty dtntlan fOt 2634 

continube to rebmd es fouaw9: 

~ I U S X l A p p . ~ i n  
Goosmmed M d 1978); 28 USC 1llW3; 

E.O. 12674,54 FR 15159,3 CFR, 1989 rhnp . ,  Washtenaw, Jackson, Calhoun, Van 
p. 215. as modified by BO. 12731,55 I:R Buren, Wa e, Oakland, Macomb, 
42547,3 a R ,  1990 comp., p. 306. Genesee. SEaw-, ~onia, tdontcalm. 

Subpart I--Confldentlal Rmnclal 
saginaw; Isabella, Midland, Tuscola, 

M - m  
and Allegan Counties, MI; Erie and 
Knox Counties. OH; and Chautauqua, 

2. Section 2634.907 is amended by 
revisiq paragraphs (a)(l) and (a)(2) to 
read as bllows: 

$2-4-W7 Fkport- 
(a) 
(I) Intemts in pmjmfy. All the 

interests in proparty specified by 
2634.301, except: 
(i) Accounts (including both h a n d  

and time depoeits) in d s p o s i m  
institutions, indudin8 banks, saoiogs 
and loan assodatiom. credit unkws, 
and dmilar dopodtory f l a d a l  
institutions; 

[ifl Money muLd rnuhul tundlr, and 
accounW 
(iiif U.S. Go- oMigathY 

including Trecwwry bonds, bills, m, 
andslwhgsbocrdraDd. 

(iv] aocdtim hued by 
U.S - 

(2) hwm. All r - e  i- 
specifisd by 8 2834.302. T-: (i) Amuntr ( iduding bo dsrmnd 
and time depdtt) in c b p d t o p ~ r  
inotitutianr.~*banks,ra* 
a n d l o s n d t i o n r & t ~  
urd.imilar&pori~fiMmiAl 
insti- 

(ii) Money markat mutual funds and 
account% 

(iii) U.S  G o w t  obUgatimr. 
indudieg Treasury boldr, bib, ,  ndm, 
and cavingu bon& d 

(iv) Goverhent d t b  iosrued by 
U. S. Government n g m  * . . . .  
IFR Doc. 93-29322 Piled 11-2943; 8:4S 
YLUIOOOtOlWCO 

b 

~ollsncr: Animal and Plant Wlth . 
InspectionSaarlw,USDA. 
~crran: Interim rule and wpm! for 
comments. 

~ w a m ~ ~ t h e p i n e  
ehootbantiomguMmsbyddiagCook 
DuPag8efroqrPoir,Kantalse.flmd 
L i ~ C a m t l s a ~ r n K a l b .  
Delaware, .ad c;Ead Cotmkh, PJ; 
B r a a c h , W l f l r l . l e e w  

Cattmugus. Livingston. Wyoming. 
Genesee, Ontario, Orleans, and Monroe 
Counties, NY, to the list of quarantined 
areas. Thin d o n  is necessary on an 
emergency basis to prevent the spraad of 
the pine shoot beetle, a highly 
destructive pest of pine trees, into 
noninfwtd arws of the United States. 

We an, also adding s new schedule of 
methyl bromide fumigetim treetmenta 
to the list of treatments available for cut 
pino chhtmm tram that an, to be 
moved interstate from pine shoot beetle 
qluuldned arr#s. 
DATES: In- rule effective November 
23,1993. Consideration will be given 
only to comments received on or befom 
January 31,1994. 

Please send an original and 
three copha of comments to Chfef, 
Regulatory An J" yms and Development, 
PP9 APMS. UsD& room 804, Federal 
Building, 6505 Eelcrest Road, 
Hyattsville, MD 20782. Please state that 
your comments refer to Docket No. 92- 
138.5. -tr d \ r s d  be 

at USDA, room 1141. South 
14th Strsa and Indepdenca 

Avenue sw.. wadh@m, DC. between 
8 a.m. and 4- Manday through 
Friday, except holidsya Perwns 
~ t o i n r p e d ~ 3 0 m m ~ n t p u e  
encour ed to d .haaA on (202) 690- 
a 7  to%dlitate entry into the 
c o ~ l ~ m s l l t ~ r o a m .  
#)CI RRTH~R wom~nou coulm: Mr. 
Robert Foster, IPIsiPtant Operatio~ls 
OffkUr* P h t  Proteckion a d  

APHLS. USDA. room 642, 
=Idins m e  

Hyattsville, MD 20782, (301) 438-8247. 

s w P u m m T L U T ~ m :  

Baclrgropna 
The pine shod beetle is a m y  

destructive pert of pine tram. Ths pine 
shooLbeeC)eancmwe~inwea)r  
and dyiq tms, whem reproductim 
and imnuture stages of pine shoot 
bee& occur, and in the new growth of 
hedthytreeaThs"mat\lrdLanfeedW' 
ofyoungbebtlartnkea the- ofboring 
up the center of pine shoots (umdy of 
the cumat yea'# go*), ca* 

-q=t.dbrrs--psrt 
damagesu rban tns raadcmaw 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAP7 PETER 6 .  BOWMAN. USN IRETI 

November 18, 1993 BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCA G COX 
GEN n .  T JOHNSON. USAF IRETI 
ARTHUR LEVllT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 

The Honorable Les Aspin 
Secretary of Defense 
Room 3E-880 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

ROBERT D. STUART. JR 

Dear # 
I am writing to request your position on the attached opinion 

of the Army Judge Advocate General which concludes I f . .  .that the 
Secretary of Defense is legally required to implement only that 
portion of the Commissionfs recommendation that directs the 
retention of the Presidio of Monterey." 

The communities bordering the Annex have told the Commission 
that based on their meetings with the Army they are unsure how the 
POM Annex recommendation will be implemented. This uncertainty has 
made it difficult for the communities to plan adequately until this 
issue is resolved. 

The clear intent of the Commission in its deliberations 
pertaining to the Presidio of Monterey and the Presidio of Monterey 
Annex, formerly Fort Ord, was to limit facilities at the Annex to 
those absolutely necessary to support the Defense Language 
Institute and to achieve maximum economies in the operation of all 
installations in the Monterey area. After installation visits by 
two of the Commissioners, testimony at the Oakland Regional 
Hearing, and lengthy deliberations, the Commission voted 
unanimously to adopt the recommendation in its report. 

Since the President accepted the Comrnissionfs recommendations 
and the Congress did not enact a resolution of disapproval, it is 
the ~ommission~s position that the Presidio of Monterey/Presidio of 
Monterey Annex recommendation has the force and effect of law and 
must be implemented according to statutory requirements. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. I 
eagerly await your views on this important matter. Please feel 
free to contact me if you have any questions concerning this issue. 

S,.L?ely, 

I 

j ac : hook 
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j j  L.. ::: i?:? s :  26  Jul 93 

D A L X - 3 0  (5-1 Q C  ) 

SUZJZCT!: Request for  Legal Opinion EeCJ~Lding S t a t u s  of F o r t  Ord, 
the  Pres id ia  of Mor.terey, and the P r e s i d i o  of Mnaterey Annex 

1 .  In l i g h t  of +the recent Defense B a s e  Clcsure and Wali-t 
Cnraminnian Lnquqe r c g ~ d i n q  port O r d ,  t h e  Prea id io  of mt- 
(PUXI, and Lkz POX Annex, request a l ega l  opinion 0 u t l i n i r . g  t!! 
m y ' s  optians if the C c ~ ; m i s s i m ' s  l anquase  becmes l a w .  
S p e c 1  f icelly, r e r ~ e s t  &dress the F a l l - i  nq: 

a. Waa t h e  C o ~ s s i o n ' s  re-endation an t h e  disposition 
of t!!e POH Annex v i t h i n  &their jurlsdicticn; is it l e g a l l y  
L i r ~ d i x g ?  

b.  what effect does the Ccudssion's l a n p c p  hw on -&e 
9creenxnT of property? Do o t h e r  DoD and F&cral agencies* 
p r o - r t y  requests during !XJ.AC 9 1  screeninq r-in v a l i d ,  
(particuiarly t h e  C o a s t  Guard request for 5 0  fanily housing 
uarts; s a y  t h e y  reraain in f - i l y  housing)? r a y  o t h e r  m o  
a c t i v i t i e s  and Fecieral activities request p r o p e r t y  t ! t  may be 
determined excess to Army n d s  in the POH Annex? Do other I X D  
aqencles need to be screened to go onto t h e  Annex? nay t h e  
Defense L a l y u a g e  L n s t ' t u t e ,  as a W O  a c t i v i t y ,  c h i n  f a c i l i t i e s  
f o r  Xarale, welfare, and R e c e a t i o n ?  nrll any h y  and/or other 
Do0 tenents be a l l o u e d  t o  remain i n  t h e  POX Annex as appcoved hy 
R U C  9 1 actions? 

c. Is the A m y  prohibited frorn re ta in ing  any p r o p e r t y ,  if 
deezad essential  to o p e r a t i o n s  or a l q i c a l  footprint, except 
housing, cocmisraty, p o s t  exchange, and c h i l d  care facility? IZ 
Ravy Poatgxaduate S c h w l  provides base operatims support and 
requlres facilities cm the X?f Annex to pravi.de this support,  m a y  
bSSe r9rmry a.1~3 ~ a v y  r e t a i n  such f a c i l ~ t i e s ?  

2 -  X conferc~ce on these subjects will he held at the  P a  d r ~ i n g  
the ~;>esiod 3-5 A n g  93. R e q u e s t  y o u r  opinion bc p r o v i d e d  XLT COB 
26  Jul 93 to allow distribution and consideratLon cf the 
available a p t i o n s  pr ior  to the cxmference. 



S U 8 3 E C T :  Eequest f o r  Legal Opinion R e g d i n g  Stat- of Tort ~ r d ,  
t h e  Presidio of W t e r e y ,  and the Presidio of Honterey Annex 

3 .  is ?fr. Daski, ~37556, 

LZJ&2-AL P.\&- 
WILLIAM T. KAR- / 
C a l m e l ,  GS 
C h i e f ,  Base Realignment 

and Closure O f f  ice 



S U W E C T :  1393 Dsfense Sase Cloeum and ~ e u l l ~ n t  
C o d s e l o n ' s  RecarendaKlon Concerning the -forno w g e  
Institute and the Presidio a f  Hanterey 

1. This responds to your request for a l e g a l  opinlon 
c~ccerr . ing the Depat,-+ent  of the w ' s  obligations 
u n d e r  the 1993 D e f s n s e  Base Closure and Realigmmxtt 
Cmxission's ( C a s s i o n )  recouendat1o; la  per-alnlng to t h ~  
Cafense  Language Institute (DLI) and the PresLdfo of Monte-. 

2 .  For tne fglluwing reasons, it 1s our opinion that t h e  
Seczetary of Defense ( S E C D L V )  is  l ~ g u l l y  r-quired t o  Imple?aent 
o n l y  t h a t  porclon of the 1993 C m L s s t o n ' 6  recorzaendation that 
direcrs the retention of the Prealdlo of Xonterey. 

a. Congress v e s t e d  the SEDEP W t r C  aurZlcrlty to d i r e c t  and 
c o n t r o l  t h e  Departnenz of Defense (Don) (10 U - S . C .  5 113). 
Addltlohslly, Congres8 v e s t e d  the SESDZF w L t h  t h e  authorizy ta 
t a k e  appropriate act ioo ,  inc lud inq  tho transfer. r e a s s i g m n t  , 
and consolida=ion of acy functicc, F e r  ar duty ( l a  U . S . C .  
5 125). U n d e r  this authority, t h e  SEQE? desfgnated the 
Department. nf the Amy as t h e  executive agent for 'Lhe Refense 
Foreign Language P r o g r a u  ( D m )  (Sea DoD D i r e c t i v e  5 1 6 0 . 4 1 .  
mf ense Language P r o q r m  ( DL?) ) . 

b. Congress vest& the Secretary of the Pcxry ( 3 h )  w i t h  +be 
a u t h o r i t y  to organize and adainiszer the  De~artment at t h e  Amry 
(to i n c l x d e  the.imrale and velfare of personnnl) (10 U . S . C .  5s  
33013(b) ( 2 )  and (9), end E 3074). This a ~ t h o r l t y  is subject to 
the directlon and control o f  Coagrese and the SeCI3RP. 

e. under t h a  provisions of 30 U . S . C .  5 2 6 8 7 ,  Coagreae 
renerved t ? e  right to review certain proposed large-acale 
closure8 or realigm'uanta of ailita.ry inntallarlans. Pursuant 
LO thle s ta tu te ,  t \ e  S D E F  or the SA m u a t  notify Congrms of a 
p r o p g a l :  f 1 )  to ClOSe a base t3at is authorlrtd to emplny at 
least 300 civilian personnel, cr ( 3 )  to malign basea 
authorized to w l o y  300 or more civilLane, involving a 
zeduction by m o m  -ban 1000 onployees or by are  t h a n  50  
percent of the nuaber of c iv i l fan  eaplayeee autharized at the 
l n s t a l l a t l o n -  
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d .  The  Defense A u t h o r i z a t i o n  Aaecacents and Gaae Cloeure 
and Realiarment A c t  ( 9 R X  I) (Pub. L. 100-526, 102 Star.  2623 
( 1988 ) ) i q l e o e n t e d  t h e  Prf vate Sector Survey on Cost Control 
r e c m n d a t i o n  to es tab l lah  an Independent c-iseion to study 
base c l o s u r e s  arid to su-r a list of f m t a 1 1 a t I o n s  f o r  
closure. I t  provided re l l e f  Lran certain prooi~iona of 10 
U . S . C .  5 2 6 8 7 ,  but r e t a i n e d  'Lhe threshold r e q i a i m z ? e n t s .  p,e 
1988 Ccra; l ise ion,  hcvaver, was a o n e - t l w  Cacmission. 

e. The  Defense gas9 C l o s u r e  and X e a l i g m n t  A c t  of 1990 
( B R A C )  (Publ ic  Luu 101-510, 104 S t a r .  1808 (19-90)) subsequently  
eotablished procedures f o r  selecting d lltary ir-stalf  a t i ons  
lacaced in the United Staxes :or closure or r e a l l g m e n r .  *:ne 
1990 act c-"eated three bien-z ia l  Co.=lss ions  to be held in 1991, 
1993, and 1995. 

(1)  9.e 1 9 9 1  C o c n i s s i o n  (KRAC 9 1 )  rec-nded t h e  
f o l l o w i n g :  

=he cLosure of For: O m ,  California, and the 
rroveorcnt of t h e  7=2: Infanzry D l v i s f o r ,  f rcn Fo-7 
Ord to ?ozt L g d l g ,  Xash lng ton .  T h i s  
recomendazlon does n o t  irrpacr cn =he s t a t u s  uf 
F o x  Hunter-Liggezt. For: Hunter-Liqqett, 
therefore, rwna ins  open  and 1s still  r c c q n i z e d  
a; a valxablc s s s e r  to the  Ary and DoO. 

(2) Durlng the 1993 baea closuxe process, a e  Anay 
zecoacmnded t h e  closurs of che Preeidio of Kancerej and t h e  
Fres idfo  of ?+ontersy Annex (PCX Annex), and the re locat ian  of 
D L I .  (See furO.er  c m e n t s  on t h e  FWM Annex below.) The 
SZCDEF did no t  incorporate the m ' s  r e c o ~ n d a t i o n  In hLs 
reccnnmandaclons t o  Che C o m i s a l o n ,  bu= included  he ~ ~ u y ' s  
= e c o ~ r n e n d a t f o n  i n  his report to t3e CcxamiseLcn  (See Uepartsrsnt 
of Defense Base C l o s u r e  and R e d f g n s e n t  -port, Cepartzienz of 
tho A r m y  Analyaee and Recamnudations ( V o l u m ~  111) ( h r c h  1993) 
at pp. 4 5 - 4 6 ]  . In accordunco wit3 sec:lon 2903(d), the 
Cocrmission added t h e  A n r y ' s  recorrawndatlon for Its 
c o ~ i d e r a t l o n  (See 58 Federal Registar 21561 (19931 and 5 8  
Federal Register 31192 (1993) ) . 

( 3 )  T h e  1393 C o ~ s s i o n  (BRAC 93) ,mcmms?nded t h e  
follovlng: 

r e t a i n  the  P r e s i d i o  of Eonterey b z t  d i s ~ o s t i  uE 
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SUBSECT: 1993 Defense Bane Closure ana R e a l l ~ m e n c  
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a l l  iacilltlea at t h e  P r e s i d i o  of Wonterey 
h e x  except the  houalnq, corrjissarf, c h i l d  
care facility, and poet  exchange m u i r e d  to 
a u p p r t  the P r e s i d i o  of Wonterey and Naval Post 
Craduats School. Conaolldate base-operations 
sumon w l c h  che Haval Post Gradua- School by 
l n s r a e r v i c e  suwort a q r o e m n t .  me Cepartnent 
of Defeose w i l l  evaluate  w h e t h e r  c o n l a c t e d  
bao9-opora+lons suppart uil L provf c!u n a v f n g s  
?:'or tho ?r t .a ld io  oL' % n t c r u y .  ?he C-ssion 
f i n d s  thls rec-Lon cGsi8ten-t  w i Z h  Ule  
f o r c e s t n c t ~ r e  g i e n  and f l n a l  criteria. 

a .  In our upinfan, che SXCCRP ix l e g a l l y  requiz& to 
F s c g l a e n t  o n l y  that p o r t i o n  of the C a m i x s i o n  ' a reccunendation 
t h a t  la highlight& above .  

b. SuB]ecC to Congres8io;lal dluaygropnl, 8RiX: rquires the 
S D E i  to c lose o r  realign dl1 ni l i t a - ry  i n s t d l a t i o u  
rec-nded f o r  clasure or r e a l i q m e n t  by the Corrrnission in 
each r e p o r t  transnlttec =o che C o n g r e s s  by t E e  rreslcent (See 
P u b l i c  Law 101-510, SS 2904(a) (1) ard ( 2 ) ) .  

c. T h e  tcm "closure" is noc  def iced in oitkor =he 1988 or . 
1990 base cloa=e act or 10 3 . S . C  5 2 6 8 7 .  

( 1 )  C l o s e  e x a n l n a t i o n  of the terrrs and legislative 
history of base closure Law r a v e a l s  t h a t  Congress' uee of the 
w d  * c l ~ s u r e ~  tn the  acts Is unanblqxaue. M d l t i o n a l l y ,  
earlier v a r s i o n a  of base c f o s w  atatutea reparted by the House 
C m l t t e e a  an Rules aerrned m e  tern 'closure- to nean the 
ternination or relocatfan of a l l  fu.-rctions at a nilltary 
FnstallatlonR (H. R. R e p .  KO. 751, 100th Cong.  2d Sess. 13 
(1988). Thus, ln accordaneo w i t h  the  meiurfrg o r d i n a r i l y  
attributed ta the w o r d ,  the A r q  must C i s c u c t i n u e  all active 
Army f ? ~ n c t i o n s  at i n a t a l l a t l a n e  racmrmrrdtd far  closure and 
tram fez those functions e l s e w h m .  

(2) C o n s f a t e n t  with '3s d e f i n i t i o n ,  w cnnclude that 
a Camission* a recooaenbatlon to close a dlitary lnstal laC1on 
n?qnfrcs the hrry tor 

(a) relocate,  to eitw identified by t3e 
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SUBTECT: 1993 Cofenoe Base Closure and Realfgnnent 
C m i s s i o n ' s  Reco=mandatfon Conccrrring rshe Dwfanae Lanquaqo 
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C c d s a f o n ,  all n i l i t a r y  activities specifically rec-nded 
for r e l a c a t i o n ;  

(b) realign any raimfning ac t ive  units for ~ h l c h  
the Cocmiaaion did not identify e p e c i f l c  receiving locations; 
and 

(c) dlspose of n i f l t a q  pmperties and facilities 
i n  accordance  w i t h  applicable law. 

a .  Under B M C  9 1 ,  the SECDET was required to close P o r t  
Ord, r e l o c a t e  the 7 t h  I n f a n t - y  Divis:on to F o n  Lewis, 
Washington, r e a l l g n  a l l  o t h e r  u n l c s  n 3 t  specifically 
i d e n t i f i e d ,  and d f s p s e  cf e x c e s s  and s u w l u s  p m p e r t y  in 
accordance wrch appilcable l a w .  

( 1 ) Generally, once an installat Lon re-com.ended for 
closure by tha Ca-saian has cloaed. i.e.. discontinued a l l  
a c t i v e  f u n c t l o x u ,  the property d i a p s a l  provisions of BiUaC 
apply (Fublic Lav 100-526, S 204(b) and P u b l i c  Law 101-510, 
S 2905(b)). 71th respec t  to excess and surplus real p r o p e r t y  
l o c a t e d  at military f n s t e l i a t i c n a  closeu pursuant co m e  
Comriosion'a rec-endatlona, the Administrator of Genera!. 
Services suet delegate to t h e  Secreu-y of D e f e n s e  the 
~delniscrator's a u t h o r i t y  to uaa excaan p r o p c r t y  under Soctlon 
2 0 2  of the Federal P r o p e r t y  Act ( 4 0  U . S . C .  S 4 8 3 )  ar.d d l s p s e  
of surplus property under Secclon 203 of the Federal P r o p e r t y  
Act ( 4 0  1 f . S . C .  S 4 8 4 ) .  

( 2 )  Zeyulnrions Fn effect cn the da=es of enac-nt of 
base closure 1- are applicable. T i t l e  4 1 ,  Ccde of Federal 
Reqnlntiony, P a r t  101 (41 C.F.R. P a n  101) azfcllnes applicable 
requ la t lons  and defines "excess" and " s u q l u a "  property. 

( 3 )  Base closure I n w  porafts Zho SHCCEF Zo transfer 
real p r o p e r t y  and f a c i l l t L e e  to o the r  d e w t m n r a  and 
lne+zmenta l i t i e s  (co includa nonapprapriated fund 
i n s t ~ n t a l i t i e a )  of the Department of Defense. 

( 4 )  In accordance with these procedures, facilities 
and p r o p e r t y  have been requested by other  m L l 1 a r y  depiutaaenss 
and F e d e r a l  agencles. 

b. Fort Ord also ?ravides hase operations (EXXJP~) sup?== 



DA;IA-AL 1993/1258 ( 27-la1 
SUBZEffl 1993 Dsfenee Base Closure ar.d R e a l i g m e n c  
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to DLI. Vnder a p p l i c n b l e  law, DL1 i n  unable to h e l d ,  ixaLntain, 
or r e p a i r  ma1 p r w y  facilities. T l t l e  10 U.S.C. 5 2 6 8 2  
provides, fn part, t h a t ;  

. . . A rea l  propercy f a c i l i t y  under the  
jurLzdlction af t h e  Deparment of  C e f e n s e  wnlch 
is used by a n  a c r l v f t y  or aqency of t h e  
Depertmnt of Defame . . . shall be under tb 
Juri~dictLon of a nilitnry d o w a n =  
designated by the Secrntary of D e f e n s e .  

( I) As noted akcwe .  the 3ECDK?' d e s i ~ n a t i e d  t k e  
D e p a r t P e n t  of =he A m y  as the executfve a g e n t  for the Deftnee 
Foreign Language Program ( D F I I ) .  Mdi t lona l ly ,  =he bzsy  hag 
M e n  directed to provide and main ta in  facilftles and base 
support  functions c o u o n s u r e t e  w l t n  cne inprcacce  o r  =he 
afsslon. 

(2) . kcord ing ly ,  the W'E impl0anntation plan  under 
SRAC 9 1  p r o v i d e d  for t h e  C---eation of the P m  Annex, an area 
t h a t  is now pr- of F o r t  Oz-d, t o  ~alntain base  o p e r a t i o n s  
(EASOPS) 8uppon to 9LX - e defense f u n c t i o n .  

6 .  BRAC 93. 

a. The SEQEF Ls n o t  r e q u i m  Lo implement t h a t  porclon of 
t h e  1993  Corpnlssion 's  recancwndatlon t h a t  recornmends the 
d i a p a s a l  of facilities, t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of U S U ? S  thrauqh an 
intarservico scppor, aqrectlent v i t h  :he N a y ,  nr c h e  e v a l u a t i o n  
of c o n t r a c t i n g - o u t  EMSOPS a u p r t .  These corzrents  are noc 
r e = c c x u m d a t i o n s  to clcse or rsaliqn a military i n a t a l l a t L o n .  

( 1  The 1993 Ccnat isaion s p e ~ i f i ~ i 3 l l y  rec-ded 
r e t e n t i o n  of the Presidio of  Xonte---qr; a c c o r d i x g l y ,  the SECCEF 
has no l q a l  o b l i g a t i o n  to discontinue o r  relocate fta 
funcclorrs .  

(2) Mdltionally, the Casliaalan's cammts are  n o t  
r a c ~ n . d a t i a n s  to realign an i n r t a l i a t l o n .  &ea clonura law 
d e f l  nsa  the tarn "raallgruaent' as any a d o n  t h n t  bat)\ reduces 
and relocates functions and civillan personnel pcsitions; the 
t e n  does not include a reduction in forca remltinq Frcm 
w o r k l o a d  adfustnents, reduced personnel o r  Lunaing l e v e l s ,  
s k f l l  fnbalaxces o r  other a l a l l a r  causes (Public Law 101-510 
2910(5); 10 U.S.C.  5 2687(e) (3)). 
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( a )  me legislatfve history shove that a 
m a l i g n m e n t  is  a uanafer of nn a c t i v i t y  or f u n c t l o n  fran one 
in3tallation to ano the r  while w i n t a i n i n q  L?e o p e r a t i o n  of t h e  
loa ing  installation ( S e e  Base C ~ O S ~ S ,  1985: H e a r i n g  Before 
the S L L ~ C ~ Z D Z .  on X i L L t a z y  ~ o h a t r ~ o k i o a  o f  tho Sonata ~ o d t t a o  

on A r m x i  S e r v i c e s ,  99th Conq., 1st S e s s .  10 (1985) whfch 
discusses t h e  t e - n  "realignaent" a3 defined in b a t h  10 U.S.C. s 
2687 and Public Law 101-S lC ,  5 2910(5) . )  

( b )  h e  noted above, d l s p o a a l  of facllltles Is 
controlled by otker provlsfons of the Defenae B a s e  Ciosure and 
xeaiiqnnenc A c c  or 1990. '1'0 the exrent that CaCllLCLeS are noc 
excess or s u r p l . ~ s  prcperry, the Xr;ry, a e  e x e a = f v e  a p n t  f o r  
DLI, may r e t a n  that property Ireceesary to support DLI'8 
=is &?ion. 

( c )  Moreover, entering into an in:erse,rvice 
support agreewant v i t h  t h e  Navy to provide BASOPS support f 8  
not a reallgmem as t h a t  tern is defined in the Defense Base 
Closure and R e a l f g m n t  A c t  of 1990 ( P u b l i c  L a w  i O i - 5 1 0 ,  
S 2910(5)). B i U O P S  1s clear ly  a function of uorkload. So long 
as L h e  h r n y  15 d-eaignnzed aa the e x ~ c u t i v s  agent f o r  D L I ,  it 
may nalntain all functions and f a c i l i t i e s  necessary to c a m  
o u t  BAZOPS, as vell  aa w a l e ,  welfare, and r e c r e a t f o n a l  
activities, to s u p r t  DLX. 

7. C d e s i c m ' s  rsspansibilitlee u n & r  BRAC. 

a. The puqose of BRAC is to KOvlde  a fair process 
that n i l 1  resu l t  in the timely cloaure and realigrsent af 
military l n e t a l l a t i a n s  located i n  the United States. Fa n o t a d  
above, BRAC defines t o m s ,  e e t a b l l n h e e  threehold recpafrcmonta, 
and o u t l l n e s  responsibilities of key players. I n  additlon ro 
t h e  SEIZDET's rssponsibilitles outllned akave, BKAC s e t s  f o r t h  
the C o ; a l  salon'  s r e s ~ c n a l b i l i t i e s  onre the SEQm f o r w & z  his 
rec~23czendations. 

b. The Cowission lray deviate  f,zaa the S W E P ' s  
recclgmenoaclons ti It determines thac (I) t h e  3ECD6F deviatsd 
s u b s b n t l a l l y  f=om t h e  force-strncta,re and f lnal  DoD criteria 
and ( 2) the chaagw is consistent with t h e  force-at-ucturw and 
DOD c r i t o r l a .  Additionally. the C m i s s i o n  must publ ish tha 
change in the Federal Register and h o l d  public hearings.  ' l 3 i ~  
process  ia requlrad lf the CormissFon adds a m f l i t a - y  
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i n z ~ l l a r i o n  to the liat the SECIlEP recommended f o r  cloaum3 or 
-rcisllgrurant, or i f  t h  c h a ~ g a  fncrsasen tha extenr of a 
reall-t or n p u ~ l c u l a r  lnscallaclon. m e  CofxUssion 
c o w l i e d  with these prwfsiamz.  

c- Tho C - t ~ s i o n .  houavor, i n  coost ra ined by t h  ears 
s t a t u t o r y  provisions t h a t  apply to the SECDeF. It m y  ~ a k e  
r e c w x x n u b t l ~  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  "=eal ig.mentn," us that tern is 
def ined  try s t a t u t e ,  and to "closures. " TO th% e x t e n f  that 
r?ecamendations do not pertain to c ~ o E U ~ ~ S  or realigmnenta, 
rhe C a z x a i s e i a n  excoode itn authority ,  and thoee rec-ndations 
are noc binding on t h e  SEC3EP. 

8 .  - t i o w .  The lollovfng ~er taLn.0  to t h e  speclflc questions 
asked i n  your  caaorand-.m to t h i n  office. 

a. Was the taisaion's recozmmdation on the disposition 
af the PCK k . . m x  w i t h i n  t he i r  jurisdictfan; is it legally 
binding? 

(1 )  9.e C ~ i 1 3 ~ i s s f o ~ ' s  autborlty e l r e n d s  t o  r ~ v i - i n g  
the SECDXF'E reconnefxiatiom, holding pbl lc   hearing^ on t h e  
r = m n d a t F o n n ,  c h a n g f  nq thc rccoc~cndatf on8 (uxder cartcln 
circuzstances) and s u m l ~ t i q  a repart v i a  its rac, -idatfona 
f o r  closures and realignments of nilitary i n a t a i i a t i o n s  zo the 
President. 

(2) At t h l a  ti=, 0.e PO# Annex La n o t  a 3 - t l f . t ~ ~  
l n s t a l l a t l o n .  " W N  =?ex"  rely refers to t h n t  portion of 
Laxd a t  Fort Ord ( w l ~ i c l i  will ba declared exceso f o  m e  m ' s  
needs) required to e u p p r t  QLI's ni s s ion .  Becauee t h a t  part of 
the Coaniaeion'a recum?r .da tFon  p e r t a i n i n g  to t h e  KY -ex f9 
n e i t h e r  a reco-ndatfon to c l a n o  or ta real ign a o f l i u r y  
i n a t a l l c t l o n ,  the SECDEF is ~t leqaliy obligated to lnplenont 
t h i s  reccus#enda tLon .  

b. Khat  ef fec t  does a e  C d n s i o n ' s  language have on the 
scr-nlng of p r o p e r t y ?  Do other I k D  and Federal agerrries '  
property requests during W 91 acreenlng renain valid 
(pu,--ticularly tho Coast  Guard , v e s t  t o r  50 f d l y  
h o u s i n g  u n i t s ) ?  ?4ay other DoD or F e d e r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  request 
proporty in t h e  POX M a x  that  a a y  be deterrrined excesa to 
needs7  Co other DoD aqencfea n e e d  to scrsoned to go onto 
t h e  Annex? Hcry t.!! Defense Larxpage I n a t i t ~ t e ,  as a W D  
activity, claim facilities f o r  Xorale, Welfare, and Rsc raa t i on?  
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will any Army and /o r  other GOD tenants be a l l a w d  to r a m i n  on 
the PO# Annex a e  2iWC 91 ac'dons? 

( L )  The CocEaFssion's language has no effect on the 
s c r e e n i n g  of proper ty .  ' Conqmns provlded apeciflc pxoccd-s 
f o r  t h e  dfoposal  of real p r p r t y  &r t h o  D o f e n s o  Basa 
Cloaure and R ~ L i g n m e n c  Acr of 1 9 9 0 .  To Z h o  extent t h a t  the 
Ccmalaaion' s recozmendations would require a c t i o n  inconsistent 
w i t h  theae procsdurse,  t h e  r ecocnonda t im a r e  n u g a t o r y .  

( 2 )  R q e f 3 t S  raceivod from other,DoD and Tecferal 
agencies  f o r  excese or surplus  prcparty (to include the Coast 
Guard*?  r w e o t  f o r  f - i l y  h a u a i n q )  n a y  bu procunaad i n  
accordance with the applicable statutory and regulatory 
prccedures.  

( 3 )  Other COD agencies, to ~ n c i u d e  DLI, ~ a y  requoat  
facilitia~, to i n c l n d e  KUX f a c i l i t i s e ,  ic accordaxe  w i t h  the 
pzoprty disposal p r o v i s i o n s  of t h e  Defense  Ease Closure and 
R e a l l g m a e n t  AcZ of 1930. A l e o ,  Chooo requssrs I o r  tacllLClea 
by Don agenc:ea nade as  a result of t h e  B U C  91 r eccc=rsnda t fon  
to close Fort 0-rd uiay be processed. 

( 4 )  me Anrf, hob-evar, nay nat r e tx in  facLiLties, 
except those necejsary to car-y ouc I ts  function a s  the 
executLve agent fcr ELI. The Azxy nust dLspose of any 
facilities nor requlred to c n r r y  o u t  this funcz ion ,  aa vell a3 
any f a c i i f t i e s  used w p e r f o m  BASOPS f o r  o t h e r  installatloas. 
Hhile wearing L t s  DoD "hat ,"  hwever, the Rsy m y  exercise its 
d L s c ~ w t L u n  ae to which a c c l ~ i z l e s  and faclllclea a r e  necesaaz-f 
to support DLI. Ac=ivitLes (and corresponding f d c l l f t i e s )  z y  
include WYR activ1t:es. a s  well as :hose related to BASOPS. 
T h a  Army'n authority ta ctrooso r r ~ c ~ s c a r y  a c t F v i + d o a  is 
conditionad upon the obligatfon to execute El= in good f a i t h .  

( 5 )  You should note t h a t  the POn Annex 1s not a 
, 

separate a i l  it- i z s ta l l a t i  on,  but refers t o  r-1 prope r t y  a,* 
facilities n d e d  to supporr DL1 and the Prasldlo  of nonterey. 

c- Ia the Arny p r o h l b l t d  frum rwtafnlnq any property, If 
deemed essentfal t o  operations or a logical  f w t p r i n t ,  except 
houalng, c m d a a a r y ,  pout  exchange, and child care facility? 
If tko H a v y  Postgraduate S c h o o l  proofdm8 b r a  o p r a t i o n s  
support and requires fac i l i z f e s  an the  PtX Anrtex to provide 
this support, saay Lhe hwy and Ravy rotafa suc.5 f a c i l i t i e s ?  
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{ 1 Again, t h e  Arm-- zay r e t a u  any r m l  T r o p e r t y  ar 
CduiliLy necee-zy to ~ u p p ~ r t  =I. 

( 2 )  If the SECDEP designates the Aavy aa the executive 
a c p n t  f o r  nr.1 it m y  a l s o  retain real praperty and f a c i l i t i e s  
neceseary to support DLI- 

8 .  Point of con tac t  f o r  this opinion 1s Y h -  Stockel, D S H  
224-4316 .  

FOR THE ;NM;E ADVOCATE G - E m :  

" 
tx, JA 
Chief, G e n e r a l  I B w  S r a n c h  
A d a l n l s t r u t i m  Law D i - r i o l o n  







DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: October 12, 1993 

MEETING WITH: Mayor of Seaside, CA 

SUBJECT: Presidio of Monterey Annex 

PARTICIPANTS: 
Name/EtZe/Phone Number: 

Lance McClair, Mayor, Seaside 
Don Jordan, Mayor Pro-Tem, Seaside 
Sam Head, Interim City Manager, Seaside 
Dennis Potter, Head of City Planning, Seaside 
George Schlossberg, Cotten and Selfon, (202)659-3173 
John Lynch, Consultant 

(p-- 

Commission Staff= 

Matt Behrmann, Staff Director 
Ben Borden, Director of Review & Analysis 
Mary Ann Hook, General Counsel 
Jamie Gallagher, Director of Congressional Liaison 
Ed Brown, Army Team Leader 
Alex Yellin, Navy Team Leader 



The Honorable Les Aspin 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Arlington, Virginia 20306 

November 17, 1993 

Dear Secretary  spin, 

I am writing to request your position on the attached opinion 
of the Army Judge Advocate General which concludes ". . .that the 
Secretary of Defense is legally required to implement only that 
portion of the Commission's recommendation that directs the 
retention of the Presidio of Monterey.Ig 

The communities bordering the Annex have told the commission 
that based on their meetings with the Army they are unsure how the 
POM Annex recommendation will be implemented. This uncertainty has 
made it difficult for the communities to plan adequately until this 
issue is resolved. 

The clear intent of the commission in its deliberations 
pertaining to the Presidio of Monterey and the presidio of Monterey 
Annex, formerly Fort Ord, was to limit facilities at the Annex to 
those absolutely necessary to support the Defense Language 
Institute and to achieve maximum economies in the operation of all 
installations in the Monterey area. After installation visits by 
two of the Commissioners, testimony at the Oakland ~egional 
Hearing, and lengthy deliberations, the  omm mission voted 
unanimously to adopt the recommendation in its report. 

Since the President accepted the ~ommission~s recommendations 
and the Congress did not enact a resolution of disapproval, it is 
the Commissionfs position that the Presidio of ~onterey/~residio of 
Monterey Annex recommendation has the force and effect of law and 
must be implemented according to statutory requirements. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. I 
eagerly await your views on this important matter. Please feel 
free to contact me if you have any questions concerning this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Courter 
Chairman 
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SLIBJECT: 1993 DBfenoe Base Closure and Iieul1gmmnt 
C o d 8 s i o n ' s  R e c W n Q a t l o n  Concerning the Dsfonoo w q e  
I n s t i t u t e  and the Presidio of PIonterey 

1  his responds to your request for a l q a l  opinion 
concerr,ing the D e p a r t w n t  of the ~ ' s   obligation^ 
under the 1993 Defense  Base C l o s u r e  and Realignment 
Ccnnission's (C@saion) reC0mc;ndations percalning to t h ~  
Cafense Language I m t i t u t e  (DLI) and the Pres id io  of K o n t e w .  

2 .  For rhe fullowlng reasone, it 13 o u r  opinion thet t h e  
Secretary of Defanee (SECDEP) $8  legully required to iuples~ent 
o n l y  that p o n l o n  of t h e  1993 Commission'8 recomzendatlon th-as 
%irectn the r e t e n t - I o n  of the Preeldlo of Honterey. f. 

a. Congress vested the SECDEF vlth autharlLy to d i r e c t  and 
control the Departman: of Defense (Can) (10 U . S . C .  S 113). 
AdditLonally, Congress vested  t h e  SECDEP w i t h  the authority to 
take appropriate act ioc ,  I n c l u d i n g  tho transfer, r e a s s i g m n t ,  
and consolidation of acy functicn, p e r  or duty  (10 U.S.C. 
J 125). Under this authority, the S E U E P  des ignated the 
DepartmPnt nf t h e  Arny as the executtve agent for the Defense 
Foreign Language Program ( D m )  (Seo DoD Directive 5 1 6 0 . 4 1 ,  
mf ense Lmguege Program ( DLP) 1 . 

b. Congress vested the Secrw;a~y o f  the Arnry ( S A )  w i t h  t h e  
authority to organize and administer the Department of the Arpy 
( t o  inc lude  the-morale and welfare of p e r s w l )  (10 U . S . C .  SS 
s3013(b)(Z) and ( 9 ) ,  and S 3 0 7 4 ) .  This aothorlty is subject to 
the direction and control o f  Co~grees and the SXDXP, c=' 

c. Under t h e  urovislons of 10 U.S.C, 5 2 6 8 7 ,  Congress 
renerved the right to review certain proposed large-scale 
closures or realignmanta of militarf inntallarlonm. Pursuant 
t o  thle statute, the SECTDBF or the  SA rnuat n o t i f y  Congress of a 
proposal: (1)  to close a base that Is authoriztd to employ at 
least 300 civlllsn personnel, or (3) to realign baeerr 
a u t h r i z e d  t o  employ 300 or more civillane, involving a 
reduction by mom than 1000 umployoee or by mare than SO 
percent of the number of! civilfan e q l o y e e s  authorized at the 
Ins tallatioa. 
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d. The Defense Author i za t ion  A m e n b n t s  and Baae Cloeure 
and Real igment  A c t  (SRX I) (Pub. L. 100-526, 102 Stat. 2623 
(1988)) implemented t h e  Private Sector Survey on C o a t  Control's 
recommandation to ea tab l iah  an independent cosnisaion to study 
base closures and to submit a list of installatfons for 
c l o s u r e .  It provided re1161 fraa certain provialona of 10 
U . S . C .  5 2687, but r e t a i n e d  the t h r ~ s h o l d  r e q u i m n t s .  The 
1988 Cumaiseion, hovevar ,  was a one-time Cairmission.  

e. The Defense Base Closure and Realignaent A c t  of 1990 
( B R A C )  (Public IAW 101-510, 104 S t a t .  1808 (1990)) subsequently 
eotablished procedures for selecting n f l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o m  
located i n  the United States for closure or realignment. 'rne 
1990 act created three biennial  C o . m i s s i o n s  to be h e l d  i n  1 9 9 1 ,  
1 9 9 3 ,  and 1995. 

( 1 )  The 1 9 9 1  C o m i s s i o n  (BRAC 9 1 )  recommend4 the 
, following: 

. f  * v  
:. .. the closure of F o r t  O r d ,  Calffornfa, and the  

movement of the 7th I n f a n t r y  Dlvfsion f r o m  Fo-rt 
Ord to Pozt L-edls, i l a sh lng ton .  This 
recornendation docs not inrpacr: on Lhe s t a t u s  o f  
F o n  Hunter-Liggert. ~ o r t ~ u n t e r - ~ i g ~ e t t ,  
therefore, remains open and is still recognized 
as a v n l . ~ a b l c  a e s e t  to the Arrny and Don- 

( 2 )  Durlng the 1993 bese closure process, the m y  
reconmended the  closurs of the Presidio of Konterey and t h e  
Presidio of Honterey Annex (M Annex), and the relocation of 
DLI. (See further c m e n t s  on the KIM Annex belou.) The 
SECDEF d i d  not  incorporate t h e  Arrry 's  recommendation in h i s  
t e c ~ n Q a t l o n s  to the Corraiealon, but inclucki rhe - ' a  
rec-endation 1n his report to the Coumfsaion (See zlepartnrant 
of Defense B a s e  Closure  and Realignment Beport ,  DepartPent of 
tho Army Analyees and Recammuxlations (Volume 111) (March 1993) 
a t  pp. 4 5 - 4 6 ]  . In accordance w i t h  sect lon 2903(d), t h e  
Coamission added t h e  Army's recoumendatlon for Its 
connideratlon (See 5 8  Federal Registor 21561 (1993) and 5 8  
Federal Rogister 31192 (1993) ) . 

( 3 )  The 1993 COnnis610n (BRAC 93) recommended t h e  
following: 

retain the Presidio of Honterey but d i s p a ~ e  uf 
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all facllltLes at t h e  P r e s i d i o  of Honteray 
Annex excgpt the houelw, canaissary, child 
care facllfty, and p a t  exchange required to 
suppart  the Pres ld io  of Mnterey and Raval Post 
Graduate Schcml. Conaolldats base-operations 
support with rhe naval Poat Graduate School by 
ln teraerv ice  sumort a g r u c m t .  The Departnent 
of Defeaae w i l l  evaluate whather contracted 
beast-crporatioru. suppor t  will provldo savings 
f o r  the ?reslrll:, 02 mntcroy.  ?he C m s s i o n  
finds thls r e c a m n d a t i o n  c&aistent  v i t h  the 
force-structure plan and f i n a l  c r i t e r i a .  

4 .  SECDXP's x - e a p o n s i b i l i t l e m  under BRAC. 

a .  In our opinion, the ZECDBP is l ~ g a l l y  required to 
Laglement only that portion of the Cornismion's recamendation 
that is h i g h l i g h t e d  a h v e .  

b. Subfect  to Cong~easlonal dieapproval, BRAC requires t h e  
S ~ E F  to close or realign a11 military lnatdllatiorm 
recommnded for closure or m l l g m n t  by the C m i a s i o n  in 
each r e p o r t  transnltted to the Congress by t h e  rresiaent (See 
Public Law 101-510, SS 2904(a) (1) ard ( 2 ) ) .  

c. The tern "closure" is n o t  defined in oithor tho 198B or 
1990 base closuxe a c t  or 10 3 . S . C  S 2 6 8 7 .  

(1) C l o s e  exanination of the terns and leqislarive 
h i e t o r y  of base closure law rovea la  t h a t  Congress' use of the 
word "closurea In the  acts is uhaoblguoue. Mdltlonally, 
earlier vemionm of base closure statutee reparted by t h e  House 
Couml t teeo  on Rules deflned t n e  tern -cloeuren to mean the 
ternination or relocation of all f u n c t i o n s  at a a l l t a r y  
ins ta l la t ion"  (H. R. Rep. KO. 7 5 1 ,  100th Cong. 2d 888s. 13 
( 1 9 8 8  1 .  Thus, I n  accordarrco w i t h  tho moaning o r d i n a r i l y  
attributed to the wrd, tha nuat discontinue all active 
Army function8 a t  inatallatlons recoapended for closara end 
tmna f ex those fhnctione elsewhsre.  

( 2 )  Cbnsfstent v i t h  this definition, wa conclude that 
a COIPIPl~sion~a reco~.lanbation to close a military lnr ta l la t ion  
req~lras t t n ,  Arry tog 

(a) relocate, to sit- identified by the  
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Connisslon, a l l  nilitary a c t i v i t i e s  specifically r e c ~ ~ e d  
for relocation; 

(b) realign any r e i n i n g  active u n l t s  for w h ~ c h  
the Cormiaeion did not i d e n t i f y  speclfic rece iv ing  locations; 
and 

(c) dispose of rniiltary properties and facllitles 
in accordance w l t h  applicable law. 

a .  Under BrUC 91,  t h e  SECDEF waa required to close F o r t  
Ord, relocate the 7th Infant-ry Divislon to E o n  L e w i s ,  
Washington, reallgn all other unlts not speciffcally 
identified, and dispose of excesa and surplus property in 
accordance w l t h  applicable l a w .  

(1) Generally, once an installation recornended for 
closure by t h o  Cormi~aian has c losed ,  i.e.. discontinued all 
active f u n c t i o m ,  the property diaposal provisions of BRAC 
a p p l y  (Public Law 100-526, S 2 0 4 ( b )  and Public Law 101-510, 
S 2905(b)). W l t h  respect to excess and surplua real property 
located  a t  nilitdry l n s t a l l a t i o n e  closea pursuant  to me 
Ccramisaion ' a  recocsendations, t h e  Administrator of G e n e r a l  
Services auet delegate to t h e  Secrets-ry of Defense the 
~dnlnistrator's authori ty  to uaa excesn p r o p e r t y  under Section 
202 of the Federal Property A c t  ( 4 0  U . S . C .  S 4831 and di~poee 
of s u r p l u s  property under Sectlon 203  of the Federal P r o p e r t y  
A c t  ( 4 0  1 r . S . C .  S 4 8 4 ) .  

( 2 )  Regulations in effect on the dates of enactnmnt of 
base closure law8 are applicable. Title 41, Code of Federal 
Rggolatlon3, Part 101 (41 C.F.R. P a n  101) ourlines applicable 
regulations and def fnee "excess" and "aurplua" property. 

(3) Baee cloaure law pornits the SECDEF to t r a n a f e r  
real property and facilities to other depaxtfmnta and 
instrumentalities ( t o  includa nonappropriated fund 
instnmentalitiea) of the Department of Defense. 

( 4 )  In accordance wlth these proceduree, facilities 
and property have been reqaeated by other millurry departments 
and F e d e r a l  agencles . 

b. Fort Ord also ptovidee base operatfons (BASOPS) s u p p ~ e -  
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to DLI. U n d e r  applicable law, DL1 is unable to huld, wintain,  
or -pair real propnrty facilities. T f t l e  10 U.S.C. 2 6 8 2  
provides ,  fn part, t h a t ;  

. . . A r ea l  property facility under the 
jurisdlct1on o f  the Department of Defense  wnlch 
f a  used by an a n l v i t y  or agcncy of the 
D e p e r t m n t  of Defense . . . shall  be under the 
juri~diction of a n i l i t a q  dopurtman: 
dealgnated by the Secratary oP Defense .  

(I) Fa noted abcwe. the SECDW d e s i ~ n e t d  the 
Departsent of the Amy as t h e  executive agent for the Defense 
Foreign Language Program ( D F L P ) .  Mditlonally,  rhe A m y  has 
b e e n  directed to provide and amintain facilitfee and b a n e  
support funct ions  coolensurate wi tn  tne inparcance ot :he 
mission.  

( 2 )  According ly ,  the W ' s  i m p l a z u a n t a t i o n  plan wider 
BRAC 91 provided for the creation of the P W  Annex, an area 
t h a t  is now part of Fort O r d ,  to  ~ a l n t a i n  base operatione 
(BASOPS)  eupport to DL1 - a defense f u n c t i o n .  

a. The SECDEF 1s n o t  reqnLrwd to Lmple~ent that  portion or 
t h e  1993  Coamlsslon's r e m d a t i o n  t h a t  recomende the 
d i a p o s a l  of facilities, the c o n s o l i d a t i o n  of -SOPS through an 
intarservice scpport ayre-nt v l t h  the N a v y ,  or t h e  evaluation 
of contrectfng-oat BASOPS sap-port. These c o ~ ~ ~ n t s  are not 

o-ndationa to c1c.e or realign a military installaclon. W@ 

( 1) The 1993 C o d s a l o n  epecif ically recommended 
retention of the Presidio of Honterey; accordingly, t h e  SECDEF 
has no legal obligation to discont inue  or relocate its 
funr;cions. 

( 2 )  Mdltional ly ,  the C-fselon'a coannents are not 
rocanbondation# to r e a l  lgn an inatallation. Baoe clorura tau 
d e f l n e s  the term "reallgnr#ntm as any a d o n  that bo- reduces 
and relocates functions and civillan p e X S 0 ~ e l  positions; t h e  
tern does not include a reduction in force remlting trum 
workload adfustmnta, reduced personnel or funaing levels, 
skill imbalances or other a in i lar  causes (Rrbllc Lsu 101-510 S 
2910(5); 10 U.S.C. S 2687 (8 ) (3 ) ) .  
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(a) The legislatfve history shove that a 
realignment is a tranafer of an a c t i v i t y  or function Frrm one 
instellation to another whfle m a i n t a i n i n g  the operation of the  
loaing inetallation (See Base C ~ O B ~ S ,  1985: H e a r i n g  Before 
the SubcCUaUl. 03 nilit- C O M ~ Z X Z ~ ~ O ? ~  of tho S ~ n a t o  C o d t t o o  
on Armxi Serv ices ,  99th C o n q . ,  1st Sess.  10 (1985) which 
diacuaaes  t h e  term " r e a l i g n m n t "  a3 defined in both 10 U.S.C. s 
2687  and Public Law 101-510, 5 2910(5).) 

{b) Ae no t ed  above, dlepoea l  of facilities Is 
controlled by other provisions of the Defenae B a s e  Closure and 
x e a l i g m n t  A c t  OL 1990. '1'0 cbe extent that facllltles are n o t  
excess or surplus property, t h e  Amy, a8 execut ive  a g e n t  for 
DLI, m a y  re ta in  that property n e c e a e q  to support DLI's 
aisrnlon. 

(c) Moreover, enterlng i n t o  an interservice 
support agreenent with t h e  Navy to provide BASOPS support is 
not a realignment as that term is defined in the Defense Base 
c losure  and Realignment A c t  of I990 (Public Law i01-510, 
S 2910(5)). BABOPS Is clearly a function of workload. So long 
as t h e  m y  13 d e s i g n a t e d  as the execut ive  agent f o r  DLI, it 
nay w l n t a i n  all functions and facilities necessary to carry 
out BASOPS, as well as  m a l e ,  welfare, and recreational 
actfvities, to support  D L I .  

7 .  Cmmissian's rssparmib i l i t l ee  under BRAC. 

a. Tne purpose of BRAC Is to provlde a f a l r  process 
that will result in the timly closure and r e a l i g m n t  of 
military installations located i n  the U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  Aa noted 
above, BRAC defines t o m e ,  eetabllmhee threehold requiremanta, 
and out l lnes  responsibilities 02 key players. In addition to 
t h e  SECDEF 's responsibilities outlf ned above, BRAC sets forth 
the Coprpission's responelbilities once the SBCDKF forwards his 
recclmnendatlons . 

b. The Coamiouion may deviate frw the SeCDeP's 
reconrmendaclons I f  It determines thac (1) t h e  sm61F deviatad 
substantially frw t h e  force-stracture and flnal DoD criteria 
and ( 2 )  the change is consistent wi+h  the force-structure and 
DOD critorla. Additionally, the Cdrmission must publish the 
change in the Pedetal Register and hold public hearings, This 
pmcees is required i f  the Cormiaeion adds a mllltary 
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i n s b l l a t i o n  to the list the S U P  recamended  for closure or 
raalignaant, or if the change lncrsaaea tho extent  of a 
reellgmrent of a parrlcular lnsrallatlon. The Comlssion 
complied with these provisions. 

c, Thrr C - f s s i o n ,  h v a r ,  is constrofnod by t h e  s a r e  
Statutory provisions t h a t  apply to the SECDeF. It m y  ~ k e  
reccnrpsrrQtlon8 perta in ing  to "realignaenta," as that term is 
defined by sta tu te ,  and to "closures." To the extent  that 
rec-ndatlona do not pertain to cloeures or realigmmnte, 
the  C c a d s e i a n  excoQds ita authority,  and t h o s e  recwmmndetions 
are not blndfng on the  SECDEP. 

8 .  options. The f o l l a ~ f n g  pertains to t h e  specific quest ions  
anked in your -randun to thin office. 

a. Was t h e  t a i s a i o n ;  s reccxamdat ion  on the disposition 
of the POW A n n e x  w i t h i n  their jurisdiction; Fs It l q a l l y  
binding? 

(1) TP.e ~opni~sion'a authority e l t enc i a  to r ~ v l e u i n g  
the SECDKF'B rsconaedation.8, holding publlc hearings on the 
recamcmndationa, changing the rcaomaondatione (urtder cartaf n 
circunretancea) and s u b m i t t i r t q  a report with it3 r 8 c ~ d a t l o n a  
for closures and realignments of military i n s t a l l a t i o n e  to the 
Presl dent.  

( 2 )  At this t i m a ,  the PO# h n e x  la n o t  a ; n F l i t a r y  
fnatallatlon. "mn Annex" mmly refers to t h a t  portion of 
land at fort O r d  ( w h i c l l  will be declared excesrr to tP.e A n y ' s  
needs)  required to e u p p r t  DLI's mission. Becauee t h a t  part of 
the Cormieeion'e reccaaendation pertaining to the PC94 Annex is 
n e i t h e r  a recoeraendation to c losn  or ta realign a mflitazy 
i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  t h e  SECDEF is not legally obl iga ted  t o  imglenont 
t h i s  recoumendatlon. 

b. U h a t  effect  does the C d a s i o n ' a  language have on the - - 
screening of property7 b other DoD and Fwderal a g e n c i e s '  
property reguests during BIuC 91 screening rermin v a l i d  
(pnrffculorly the Coast Guard request  for 50  f d l y  
housing u n i t s ) ?  )iay other DoD or Federal activities sequeet 
proprty in the  POX Annex that  aay be deternined excsea to 2umy 
needs7 Do other DoD aqenciee need to be ncrmened to go onto 
t h e  Annex? lCsy t h  Defense Language Inatitate, a8 a DOD 
activity, claim facilities for Horele, Welfare, and Recreation? 
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will any Army a&/or other DOD tenants be allowed to ramafn on 
t h e  POn Annar a6 BRAC 91 ac t lma?  

1 )  The C d s o i o n ' ~  language has no effect on the 
screening of property. Congrens provided spaciflc procsdures 
for t h e  disposal  of rea l  property m r  tho D u f ~ n o o  B a s -  
C loaute  and Realignment A c t  of 1990. To tho  extent t h a t  t h e  
Coaaissfon's recommendations would require a c t i o n  inconsistent 
with these p m e d u r e a ,  t h e  recommendatim ate nugatory. 

( 2  ) Requests rocelvod f r o m  other DoD and F e d e r a l  
agencies f o r  excoss or aurplus property (to include the C o a s t  
Guardlo requoat for family b u a i n g )  m y  be p r o c a ~ a e d  i n  
accordance with t h e  applicable statutory and regulatory 
procedures.  

3 ) O t h a r  COD aganclee, to int iude ULI, m y  raqiiatit 
faciliti8s, t o  inc lude  HXR farilitias, in accordance w i t h  the 
property disposa l  provisions of the  Defense  Base C l o s u r e  and 
Reallgnmant A c t  O t  1990. A l s o ,  thoae requeatg rnr racllitlea 
by Don agencies w d e  as a result of the  BRAC 91 recoamsndation 
to close Fort O r d  may be processed. 

( 4 )  The A n q ,  hob-eves, w i y  not r e b i n  facilities, 
except those necessary to carry out its f u n c t i o n  as t h e  
executive agent f o r  D L I .  The A m y  rmst  d L s p s e  of any 
facilities not required to carry out thia function, a 8  well as 
any faciiities used to parform BASOPS f o r  o the r  installations. 
While wearing its I)oD "hat," h w e v e r ,  t h e  A r u y  m y  exercise its 
d l a ~ ~ - e t L u n  an to which a c t l v l = l e s  and facilltlea a r e  necessary 
to support  DLI. Actlvlties (and corresponding facll1t:es) m y  
include UWR activities, a s  well as those r e l a t e d  to BASOPS. 
Tha army's ~uthority to choosa rspCpaaary a c t i v i t l o a  is 
c o n d i t i o n e d  upon the obligation to execute B W  in g o d  f a i t h .  

( 5 )  You should note that the POn Annex 1s not a 
separate ni l i tary imtallation, but refera to real p t a p x t y  sand 
facflitiea needed t o  support DL1 and the Presidio of Xonterey. 

c- Ia the prohlblted frvm ~ t a l n l n g  any property, if 
deeRed eesential to operations or a logical f oa tp t in t ,  except 
Muaing, c d a s a r y ,  poet  exchange, and child care facility? 
If tho lavy Postgraduate S c h o o l  p r ~ o f d a e  bare o p r a t i o n s  
support and requires Faci l i t fes  on the  P m  -ex to provide 
this support, nay the Azmy and Ravy retain such fac i l i t i e e?  
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( 1  Again, the A n n y  !day retaw any X M ~  p r o p r t y  or 
Cacili ty neceoaary to  upp port JXI . 

( 2 )  1f the SECDKF designates t h e  Aavy a= the executive 
a g s n t  for nr.1 it m y  a l a o  r e t e i n  real property and fac i l i t i e s  
necosaary to support DLI. 

8 .  Point of contact  for this opinion Is Y N  Stockel, DSX 
224-4316.  

FOR THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GERERAL: 

L X ,  JA 
d 

Chie f ,  G e n e r a l  L a w  B r a n c h  
A W n l s t r a t i ~  Inv D i v i s i o n  
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H"LHORAHWX FCR CHIEF, ADMJXISTRATIVE L A W  DIVISION, D A J A - X ,  
A m m :  XAJ s-. 

SUBJECT: Request for  Legal Opinion Regarding Sta tus  of Tort Ord, 
tbe Pres id io  of Monterey, and the Presidio of k n t e r e y  Annex 

1 .  In l i g h t  of the recent Defense Base C l m u r e  and Realignment 
C~mminnion h c p a g o  regaxding H a r t  O r d ,  the Preaidio  of P K T I I ~ ~  

(m] , and t)Le DOH Annex, request a l e g a l  op in ion  outlinicg the 
Army's optiam if the Comnissian's language becmes law, 
S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  request rn iddress  t h e  fallnu<nq: 

a. Was the Co.zmission'a recoarnendatian on the disposition 
of the POH Annex v i t h i n  their  jurisdiction; is it l e g a l l y  
Li11J i  zg? 

b. What effect does the Grmission's language hare on the 
screening of property? 50 o t h e r  DoD and Federal agencies* 
property  requests during B W  91 screening r-in v a l i d ,  
(pax-titularly t h e  C o a s t  Guard request for 5 0  f a m i l y  housinq 
unrts; may they r w a i n  in fxnily housing)? Hay o t h e r  Don 
a c t i v i t i e s  and Federal a c t i v i t i e s  request property that nay be 
deteriined excess to Army n&s in the P W  Annex? Do other DOD 
agencies  need to be screened, to go onto t h e  Armex? b y  the 
~ e f ~ s e  Ld~quage  ~ n s t f  tu te ,  as a Do0 a c t i v i t y ,  c l a i n  f a c i l i t i e s  
fo r  Horale, Welfare, and R-eation? Sill any A m y  and/or other 
DOD tenants  be allowed to r e a a i n  in the POX A m e x  as a p p r w e d  by 
RRAC 91 a c t i o n s ?  

c. Is the A m y  prohibited from retaining any pmpert-j, if 
d e d  essential to operations or a lagical  footprint, e x c l ~ p t  
housing, cmaissary, past exchange, and c h i l d  care facility? If 
Ravy Postgraduate Schoo l  provides base operations support  and 
rcqulres  facilities on the PGU Annex to provide this suppor t ,  m y  

Arrrpy a r r 3  Ndvy r e t a i n  such facilities? 

2 -  A conference on these  subjects will be h e l d  at the ~(311 during 
the period 3-5 Aug 93. Rquest  y o u r  opinion bc p r o v i d e d  M;T COB 
26 Jlrl 93 to allow distribution and consideration of the  
available aptions prior to t h e  amference. 



sUSJBCI': R e q u e s t  for Lega l  Opinion Regarding S t a t u s  of Fort chd, 
the Presidio of Manterey, and the presidio of Konterey Annex 

3 .  POC is rti. Daaki, ~ 3 7 5 5 6 -  ' q 

u& Y i 4 4 L p L  
WILLIAM T. HARVEY 
Colonel, GS 
Chief, Raze Realignment 

and Office 



1. INTRODUCTIONS 

a Ann y appears to be ignoring/undermining BRAC decision 

b. OSD apparently unaware of Army activity 

c. Status of l.mguage in Defense Authorization legislation that permits DL1 to collaborate 
with others 

a. Sufficient threat exists to cause concern 

i. Force reduction will place strain on funds available in Navy budget to sustain 
graduate programs 

ii. Perception by some that civilian universities can do it better, cheaper 

iii. h J S  mission recmited by other communities 

iv. Lousy "marketing" 

a E n s u ~  that Army activities related to POM Annex and BASOPS are consistent with 
BRAC dec.ision 

b. Project CORE (attachment) 

c. Identify and cultivate opinion leaders with influence over Army/Navy/OSD decision 
making 

d. Review all available fiscal and budget analyses pertaining to NPS, DLI, and BRAC 
pmcess 

e. Promote collaboration of researcldeducation organizations in Monterey Bay region 

f. Punue legislative solutions to eliminate constraints and encourage the services to contract 
with local governments for municipal services when costeffective to do so 

g. All activities based on a win/win philosophy (good for nation and good for region) 



PROJECT CoRE 
"The Coalition for Research and Education It 

MISSION 

The purpose of Project CoRE is to strengthen the bonds between the Defense Language Institute (DLI), 
the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS), and the research, education, and business communities in the 
greater Monterey Bay area. One of the benefits of this effort is to ensure the continued presence of these 
two institutions in Monterey so that they can serve as anchors to a major segment of the region's 
economy. 

GOALS 

1 .  To cultivate the "synergy" between the many research, educational, and training assets existing 
in the greater Monterey Bay area, and to pursue opportunities to expand upon this asset base. 

2. To capitalize upon these rich assets through unique publiclprivate partnerships such that the 
nation's security, economic vitality, and international competitiveness are enhanced. 

3. To continue to market the Monterey Bay region as a center of excellence for environmental, 
international, and language studies. 

4. To actively educate the public regarding the unique capabilities of the research, educational, and 
training institutions in the greater Monterey Bay area, and to gain public support for these 
activities. 

5 .  To promote positive relationships between the students, faculty, and staff from each school and 
the community. 

OBJECTIVES 

1.  Promote the adoption of legislation enabling the Defense Language Institute to enter into 
cooperative agreements with public and private agencies to share materials, faculty, facilities, and 
programs. 

2. Capitalize and expand on the Naval Postgraduate School's capability to provide graduate 
programs to students outside the Department of Defense. 

3.  Promote efforts to assist DL1 and NPS in operating as cost-effectively as possible. 

4. Implement an organized forum to facilitate communication and coordination among the research, 
educational, and commercial institutions in the region. 

5 .  Implement an active marketing and communications program to enhance the awareness and use 
of the research and educational activities in the region. 
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SAM FARR 
~m msrmc~. ouroam* 

COMMITTEE OH ARMED SERVICES 

W o r m r r  
Biae~inqtmr. 8(a 205 15-0517 

umrry -4s .ua fi-1 October 14, 1993 
CO*rMlnEE OF( NATURAL RESOURCES 

Sl;rraunn 
ZlImr um -.-I 

The Honorable Les Aspin 
Secretary 
Department Of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

rdw )9 tb number 
whsn m n g  93 IOI.4 - I 

Dear Mr. Secrekry: 

I recently learned of an Army legal opinion challenging the jurisdiction of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Comnlission to recommend the disposition of propeny at the Presidio of 
Monterey (POM) Annex. Mormver, i t  is my understanding that the Army, based upon the  
enclosed legal opinion, does not believe i t  is obligated as a matter of law to iniplernent the final 
recommendation of the Commission as mnhineti i n  the 1993 Kepon to the President as follows: 

"Therefore, the Commission recommends the following: 
retain the Presidio of Monterey bul dispose of all 
facilities ar the Presidio of Monterey Annex except the 
housing, commissary. child care faciliry, and post exchange 
required to supyon the Presidio of Monterey and Naval Post 
Graduate School. " 

The Commission held extensive heanngs as to the value and utility of the military property at the 
Presidio of Monterey Annex and concluded that the economic recovery of the local community was 
dependent on the early disposal of the property. In  light of their extensive discussions, and the 
clear language of the recommendation, I believe that i t  would be highly inappropriate for the Army 
to retain the two golf courses as part of an Army supwrt facility. 

I would appreciate learning at your earliest opportunity whether the Army legal opinion represents 
the position of the Department of Defense and whether DoD intends to implemenr the 
Commission's recommendations as written. 

Sam Farr 
Member of Congress 

S F/d b 
Enclosure 

cc: Chairman Courter 
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11.11 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I 
guess \\.hat I'm asking 1151 is ~vhctlier \ve 
11;lve the :iuthority,or whether you think 
\ve II(,I s l l o~~ ld  exercise the ;~uthority to 
m;~ke our own tlecisions 1171 ;111ot1t tllis, 
tlcspite the fact th:it the Secretary h;is 
s:titl 11x1 t11:lt it is a I>um itlea in his mind. 

COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 1-11 Ntlliil,rr 5, \\!c Ii;~\,r  10 rr\l>t.c.r rlir for ~ ~ O I ~ > I C ~ C - I : I I ~ O I I  for t . Io>~~rc  os r c ; ~ l i ~ ~ i -  
\ 1 )  ( 1  ; , I  1 ;  i f  , ,  ]x)lic! rrclilrst 151 fronl llle ; ~ t ~ ! l l i ~ l i ~ l ~ - . l -  Iiicnr 1,). I J I I  111c ( : o ~ l i ~ i i i ~ > i o ~ i  ;111cl :II>o I W  
~lllprcssctl 1,). r l l r  srlccrioll :llltl 1,). rile 1 - 1  lion ;lntl Ile;ir tllem otlt ;IS \vrll. SO 1 0  ~ > I ' c ~ > ; I s ~ ~ ~  I 0  ~01151C!cr 0 1 1 1 ~ ~ ~  i l l  I L I I  2 l'kl. 

p~.occss :III(I t l i o ~ ~ g l ~ t  t11;it i t  \\*:IS \\re11 / t ~ r c  i i lcr t in~.  
tlonr t l i : ~ ~  we might 181 \\,:lnt to r;ike i 
;~ction o ~ ~ r s e l \ ~ e s  to rr;~lign tlirse tle- i 1 1 1  ;lns\\lt.r yo t~r  question, 1 tloli'r rliink l"1 COURTER: is ' I  

tl,e ro;ltl is I.,I nrcrss;lrily S t l ; l iK~ l t  Olle 111otion. IS t l ~e r c  1231 ;I srcontl ro rl1;lt 

fenst: 191 finance ;~grncirs,  and to tllese i 

1191 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I think 
the Depart~nent of 1201 Defense owes 
this Comnlission an answer on why that 
was not 1211 forthcon~ing wllen it was a 
very high profile realignment 1221 issue 
in the last several years. 

five cities? 

1 1 0 1  COMMISSIONER BYRON: It  is my 
feeling \\le do not I I  11  know wh:lt the five 
cities or  four cities or s is  cities 1121 are. 
We cannot atltl them to ;I list unless we 
know wli:~t 1131 they :ire. 

1 2 ~ 1  COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I'm 
going to vote for rr41 it, because I think 
it is, too, after all this effort that ['s] the 
cities have made. 
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I i i t ; y  v i  I I i l l  1 1  1 "lotiO1l? 

2 1 1 1  What I don't really know myselfat this 
point 121 is, what are we going to do with 
it? 

151 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Well, I 
rliink have to 141 look at the ir.lfonn~- 
tion, we have to assess it, and we have 
l i l  to listen to the Department of De- 
fense on the rational on [ G I  nrl~y they dicl 
not come forth with a list at this period 
of 171 time. They nuy  have a very valid 
rrason for a restructure is] that we wr r r  
un;in.are of,biit I think this Conmlission 
is 19) owed that unclerstanding and tha: 
r-ntionale. 

recommentl;~tio~i ;~ntl ;I votr I)y this 
Co~nnlission to in fiict 1.11 rr;~lign :~ccortl- 

1101 CHAIRMAN COURTER: The 

1i.11 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: I scc- 
olltl. 

171 Any other ftil-ther tliscussio~l:' 
181 (No response.) 
191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Hr:tring 
none, we will have a 1101 roll c:lll vote. 
;111tl we'll start to Iny left. Commissionrr 
1 1 1 1  Cox. 
11.1 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 
1151 CHAIRMAN COURTER: S tu ;~~ t .  
11-11 COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye. 

1151 CHAIRMAN COURTER: McPherso~~. 
116) COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 
Aye. 

ing to the oltl 1991 process. I I I I I  ;it Ie:lst I CHAIRMAN COURTER:  tlicrr tlis 
I 151 concur \\lit11 I~cvrrly 13yron's requcst 
that we come up with 161 the inti)r~il:~tion 
110 W. 
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1171 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Byron. 
1181 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Aye. 
1191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Bownun. 
1201 COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: Aye. 
1211 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Jolinson. 

1221 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Aye. 
1231 CHAIRMAN COURTER: COLIITCS, 
aye. The motion 1-11 passes, ant1 \vr will 
contact - we're going to hear al,out 1251 

it ,  I'm sure, ant1 I'm sure they've lic:~rtl 
: I ~ O L I ~  it alrracl\: 
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1 1 1  but there nVas other incIic:~tions by 
some Conmmissionrrs that 121 tlicrc nuy 
be out of counesy to the communities a 
feeling 131 th;~t  later on in the process 
that we woi~ld Lvant to go I.$] through the 
formal addition of some communities 
after a 151 cieternlination that the Secre- 
tar). errccl and there was a 161 sui>stantial 

1 1 1  COMMISSIONER COX: Xlr. C.h:~irrn:~n 
ant1 Commissioner 121 Srrla~r, I \vontlrr if 
we might split that nlotion, if you 131 
\voultl be amenable to that. 
1-11 I think there nrr re:illy t\vo issl~rs 
here: one, is1 hlcClellan Air Force n:ise 
;~nd  I'residio were both taken off 161 the 
list by the Secrrtary in sending it to the 
Comnlission. 171 and at least in DOD tes- 
timonyby the secretary and by 1x1 others 
there doesn't seem to have been an 
objective 191 nlilitary assessment, much 
less a statutory criteria 1101 assessment of 
whether o r  not that was appropriate or - -  - 
not. 
1 1 1 1  Clearly from our  standpoint, as the 
chairnlun has 1121 said, we  are not decitl- 
ing that issue at this moment. What 1151 
we're trying to do is to give some notice 
to the 1141 conmlunities that in fact nre 
nliglit be looking for that kintl 1151 of 
assessment which nre tiicln't g e t . f ~ ~ ~ k l y ,  
from the 1161 Depart~nent of Defense. 
and that gives that conlnlunity the 1171 
ability to nuke  the kir~tl of case in favor 
of AlcClellan, or  1181 I'residio for that 
m;irtcr, that the Dep;irtment of Dcfrnsr 
1191 tlicl not nuke on their behalf. 
1101 That infornution we don't have be- 
fore us. and in 1211 fact they may have 
very good arguments that were not lrzl 
presented by the Department of De- 
fense, so I agree char as 1231 to h l c ~ l c l l a i ~  
certainly, we  ought to go aheacl and gi\x 
1141 that conmmunity the opportunity to 
nuke the arguments that 1251 will be 

Alderson Report-ting Company 

gentleman's question is a r I 11 good one, 
is where does this leadtand I to say 
I'm 1121 notsure where it does,either,and 
you know.itls not I131 that 1'111 prejudging 
this and saying that ifwe find out 1141 that 
the selection process went from those 
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deviation. 
171 That was mentioned to me - ;i number 
of(8l facilities were nlentionetl to by 
Conmlissioners, but two 191 I nlentioned 
last week, once again out of courtesy 
trying [lo] to give conmlunities as nlucll 

necessary to-ensure that they arc not 
ultinlately 
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111 added to the list b y  this Conmlission. 

121  ma little bit more concernetl about 
120 conmlunities 1151 in 33 States d ~ w n  I notice in this process as 1111 possible.and 
to 20bestandfinal then I I ~ o u l d  ask whether there's an). motion 

to 5 Or 4 centers, that we are neces- / with 1121 respect to any facilit)? that indi- 
s;lrily goillg to vote 1171 in order to try to 1 vicliial Conlmissioners 1131 W O L I ~ C ~  like to 

the 131 Presidio, in the sense that we have 
a briefing this 141 afiernoon. Sccre- 
tary nncle the argunlent that tile 151 rra- 
son droppecl that one from the list 

create that as the centers. t l l ~  DF*S 11sl ' ~lotify t l~a t  c o n l n ~ ~ ~ n i t y  SIICII thiit they , Tvas because of 101 tlle inteiligcncc 
centers. I are on 1141 notice that lT7e'rc going to 1 col1~11unitfs objections to 11;cving it o n  
;19] NulllI~cr 1 , I  don'; know nfllcther we s ~ r i o l ~ s ~ ) ' c 0 ~ s i d e r a  porential IIsI filltller ! 171 tllc list, since we haye no[ heen 

i n~ould want to 1201 do that, and nunlbrr I vote for addition o r  re~ l ignnl~ l l t .  j hriefed on that. I 181 don't feel ne:lrly ;IS 

." 3, I wo~lld want to nuke darn sure that I [I(,] COMMISSIONER STUART: Mr. I conlfortable in saying that the 191 Secre- 
1111 if we had it in our  nlind we had tile i Chairn~ln, I nlolilcl be 1171 prcp;~rctl to I tary did not appropriately suppolt his 
legal authority to do 1221 it.and we n:ot~ltl : move that tile Conmlission adtl AlcClrl- i own position 1101 on that, as I think he 
check that out with our own counsel : Ian Air 1181 Force Base and the >lonrrrey I clidn't do on XlcClellan, and I \vould 1 1 1 1  
and 12% others. 1 Presidio Lanruacr Institute to 1191 thc list I like McClellan to have that basis, so I 



- - 

\ r ~ o ~ ~ l t l  l i k r  to ~ I I I  I I J I  t11:11 \otr 011'. 1 
~ I I ~ > s ,  for ;I little 1)it. 
1 1 4 1  COMMISSIONER STUART: ,\I? re- 
>ponw to t l l ; ~ t ,  I 1.11 (:ommissioner (:ox. is 
r l i :~ t  o ~ ~ r  mission Ilrre is to 1x11 1151 conl- 
rl~unities o n  ; I I C I T ,  :tntl I c rn ;~inl ) .  fccl 
t l ~ e r r  II:IS l ~ r e ~ i  1 1 0 1  etmot~gli kintl o f : ~ t ~ ; ~ l -  
ysis :111tl invcstig:~tion :~ntl comment 
from 1171 tlioughtf~tl prople  ~;iising tlie 
cluest ion. 
l tn l  \KJc're c e ~ r ; ~ i n l y  not ~noving to closing 
by :ttltling 1191 it o n  the  list. \\'Jr'rc just 
tlrcitling to notify t l ~ r m  tIi:~t 1201 :tt Ic;~st 
some of us o n  t h e  Commissio~m ferl tli;~t 
this is ;I lrtl possibility w e  shoultl con- 
si(lr1; ;~rm(l tll:lt's tlle re:lson tll:~t 1211 1 
\\~oultl like to a1r1-t 110th those commit- 
nitirs. 
lrjl COMMISSIONER COX: Antl cer- 
tainly w e  woulcl wxnt 12.11 to a1c1-t both 
conmmuniries. I just \voncIer if you might 
1251 split your motion in the  sense of 
having t\lVo separxte 
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111 votes. 
121 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I 
woulcl sinlply second 131 Mr. Stuart's re- 
sponse. I 'm going to b e  voting for it not  
I.rl with the  notion that I'm going to vote 
to close them for  151 sure, and I think 
from a p rocedun l  point of view it nukes  
101 more sense to  go  a1mr:ld ant1 put then1 
on  now th:~n have to [:I reconvene in a 
public meeting to  d o  it xgain. I mean, if 
181 w e  can d o  it now. I don' t  thitlli it is 
s~iggesting that  w e  191 have n u d e  a drci- 
sion to  d o  it. 
1101 COMMISSIONER COX: Well, I think 
w e  would want  1 1  I I to make that very 
cle:~r, chat in fact all n rc  were  cloing is 1121 

giving the conmmunities the  ability to 
n1;tkc a case,\vhich, 1131 as I say,so far the  
D e ~ w ~ t n ~ e n t  of  Defense has not tlonc. 
1141 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 
\\;'ell. I took t h e  1151 Secretary's statement 
;is shortlmancl fo r  saying that he  I I ( V I  

thought on  RlcC1ell;ln t l ~ a t  h e  thought 
th r re  had been piling 1171 on ,  o r  it would 
b e  piling on  to  close McClellan, that that 
1181 was a statement o n  his part that t he  
econonlic criterion [ I ~ I  had been hit. 
that in effect w e  ought  to b e  looking at 
t he  1201 ccononlic impact of McClcll:~n. 
that if McClcllan were  not [ a l l  on t h r  list 
1 t h i d  it would b e  a surprise. It's been 
on  1221 tlmc list fo r  20 o r  25 years, isn't tlm;~t 
correct? 
123; CHAIRMAN COURTER: It woultl b r  
;I su~-prise. 
124; COMMISSIONER COX: And in fact i t  
nz?y b e  true 1251 that  there is a very gootl 
case to b e  n u d e  that  tllerr is an 
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I I I  ccononuc piling on  lmcre, and a \.cry 
good case to b e  n u d e  121 that thr rc  is 
military value to  hlcclellan that is l.iI 
absolutely necessarv. 

- - - ~ 

, I $ 1  0 1 1  111c otlicr II.III(I. tlic St-crCt:~r!, ; I I I L I  tl1.11 3ort o l . ~ ? , ~  sit 1)) .  1101 >;t>,i~ix \ \ , I \ , t t  \\,c 
; t i  i t  i i f  0 S t 1 1 l 1 i 1 1  s , tlc~.itlctl ;liter 1111. cl;~ssilictl I J ~ I  I>ric.l'i~ix. 
1 111;1t I llc ( : o n ~ ~ m ~ i h > i o ~ ~  sliot~l(l I(,I rc\,ic.\r Pnrla I A A  , ... < "  . . . 
i tllciro\\.~l ~ l c - c ~ i s i o ~ ~ . ; ~ ~ ~ c l  \ \f l~rt\  : ~ > l i ~ . c l  S I > ~ -  

i ci l ic ;~l l~* 1 - 1  ;11)o11t sonme o f  tllc critrsi:~, 1 1 1  CHAIRMAN COURTER: Atl!.tllitlg 
illtlic;ltrtl ifyO,l.rr to cl(:,se c l ~ ?  (:ommissioner 121 Sohnso~i .  

one  I,;i>e. \ r r I i i c I ~  t I ~ c v  (IioucIlt \ , ; ) I I  i I.'] COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: I 1 ~ -  

11o1 I crrt ;~inly :~grt.c th:~t  the  cotmlm~~tlity 
oughr to I I I I lm:~\vc ;IS nlucli tinlc :IS po:;?;i- 
I ~ l c  to m;ikc t h r  hrst  ;~rgument 1121 they 
c ; t n , l > e c : ~ ~ ~ s r  they 11:1ve not gotten,orl.\'tt 
I I ; I \ , ~  nor II .+ I  gotrcn tlie Ixst :trgtrnlt:nt 
from tllr l)el>:i~-rmrnt of Defense I l . i l  531. 
le:~ving rll;~t I ~ a s c  open  th:it one  might 
Ilol" to xrt. 

l~s l  0 1 1  rhc o ther  h:tntl, h c  W:IS ;I little hit 
1101 tliffcrrnc. fr;~nkl!.. on rllc intrlligencc 
s i t1e .H~ I 1-1 b;~sically s:iicl.thcrr ;ISC some 
SC:ISOIIS tll:~t I c:~tmnot :it 1181 this point s:ly 
to )'ou, ;111d o l ~ v i o ~ ~ s l y ,  we ' r r  going to 
11r;ir I 191 tllose this afternoon. 
1201 COMMISSIONER STUART: 1 think 
the  answer  is w e  1111  re prrp;~red,  just 
by :~lertinx them,  to evaluate those 1221 

arguments, and w e  n x ~ y  conclutle that 
wc s h o ~ ~ l t l  not consitlcr 12.q Montcrry 
I'resitlio to b e  inclucled. 
1x1 COMMISSIONER COX: Antl if .n,e 
conclutlr that afrer 12;: this afternoon, 
w e  woultl then give notice to the Presi- 
dio 
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I 11  thxt \vc lm:~.r~e so  conclutletl. 
121 CHAIRMAN COURTER: No. T : u t  

1ir1.c 111;1t \ve  re - I ~ I  by l l ;~ \~ i~ml :  the  
I>rieIing rhis :ifrernoon, : ~ r r  consitleri~mg 
the 151 I'rcsitlio. ;~ncl \tfe sl~oultl in 
f ; ~ \ ~ o r  o f  consitlrring it 101 even Ixli)re 
r l l : ~ t  immerti~mg.\\~r :ire l x ~ t t i ~ l g  I>otlm tlme 1-1 
D c l ~ ; ~ ~ ~ n m r n t  of I>efense ;~n t l  t l ~ r  c o  nmu- 
nirirs :~ntl  everyone o n  181 notice t1i;lt \\lc 
\\r;rnt to look :I[ tile l'resitlio. 
191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I untlcl.st:~ntl 
your;~rgurnrnt .  1 1 1 1 1  It's a very intrrcsting 
one  - b;~sic:~ll): to txtify th;it 1 1 1 1  \vhich 
\\fe're tloing an)-vay. 
1121 (L11tgI1trr.) 
1131 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Fur t l~ r r  clis- 
cussion. 
11.11 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Lf \vr 
clon't put  it on ,  w e  1151 can't 1m:lvc tllc 
briefing this afternoon. 
I I ( . ]  CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any f~ l r the r  
cliscl.~ssion? 1171 We will I ~ a v r  a rrcordctl 
vote. Conmlissioner (IS]  Johnson. 
1191 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Aye. 
1201 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 
Conmussioner Bowman. 
1111  COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: A!r. 
12.1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 
Comnmissioner Byron. 
t 2 i l  COMMISSIONER BYRON: Aye. . . 

I woulti w:~it.\Vr 151 would have to clo t m t  
I ; ~ f t r r  ;I roll c:rll vote. and w e  woulcl 141 

1141 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 

' want t o  Imave a roll c;1!1 votc. SO ) O I I  
Commissioner XlcPherson. 

\ \ , o ~ ~ ~ t l  I > t .  \v:~ir~ng , 5 ,  until the  nes t  tlnlt- 1'51 COMMlSSlONER McPHERSON: 
\ve meet \ \~hich 15 A1ontl:ly. I mran.  I[':, I ~ I  A\'e. 
a prctr!. closr call :IS to \f~hrrlicr I like Page 145 ' basic;~lly !.om 1-1 amendment to the  lno- C H A I R M A N  COURTER: , tion. t h r  Stuan nlorlon. , Conmmissioner Stuart. 

1 181 On - t l ~ e  o ther  concern that I Iiavr. COMMISSIONER STUART: Aye. 
i very 191 fctnkly. is if \\.r holcl off on .:lit. 
i Lnncuaec Institute until 1101 af trr  ,:11c i 1.11 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 

L- . 1 cl:~ssificcl briefing this afternoon. :!nd / C""ullissioner Cox. 
then \ve 1 1 1 1  trip all over oursrl\.cs to 1 1-11 COMMISSIONER COX: Aye. 

j vote in f;ivor of adding it o n  1121 for  15, CHAIRMAN COURTER: ~~d I will 
I cons i t l r~ t t ion ,  giving t h e  conmmunity an i aye. IS there any fLlrtller nlotions 
j o p p o r t u n i r ~ ,  1131 c\7rryone's going to  I-un 1 - and tllis would [TI b e  along tile san1r 
: arouncl s:~ying \xqlm;lt (lid you Ir:~rn I I J I  in I linrs,jllst notification to conlnmllnit~~s 
i th:lt cl:~ssifird I,rirfing? It must 1m:nrc I that we will a closurr l.ralign- 

been po\\w-ftil. 1151 I'm a little bit con. but  not a 191 forlmul c~r te rn l ina t ion  
cernrd  :rl>out that. :IS nrell. I of that at this parricular juncture. 
r t ( > l  F11rt11rr t i isc~~ssion.  We ]lave a xno. / t~l,r, ,,,, filmher nlotjons! 
tion. 

1 1  11  COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: hlr. 
1171 COMMISSIONER COX: I woultl Cll:lirny~n. I n>o\.e t l lr  Commission 
little bit I IS) concrrnrcl  if, I ~ a ~ ~ i n g  voted ! ac l< l  ~ ; l \ , ; l l  Air Station Ag;lna to ;1 list for 
totln! 10 g i \ ' ~  the  ~~ll l t l l l l l l i t ) '  It!)] c0nsicl- ! 1131 c:onsidemtion for closllrr o r  rr:llign- 
r r ~ t i o n .  \vc tllen next vote to say 1 111ent by the Conmlission. 
~ ~ ~ r r l l .  \vc've 1201 changed our  nuncl ;lntl , 
o n  rlir c) r l~rr  h;tntl. having votctl to 1211  1 

11s1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: A second. 
Do I h r a r  a second [ I G I  o n  hgana? 

give t h r  conmmunity co~msi t i r r ,~ t~on .d \~~ t '  
;it rlm;~t 13uint have 1111 decltlrci that \v~:'rt' 11-1 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I sccontl. 

not going ro corlsitlrr it, I 'm not sure Ijl ( I $ ]  CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any cliscus- 
it's ktlr to t h e  conlmunin: eitllrr. ro Irr sion? 



Presidio of Monterey and Annex, California 

Recommendation: Close the Presidio of Monterey (POM) and the 
Presidio of Monterey Annex (part of Fort Ord). Relocate the 
Defense Language Institute (DLI) and contract the foreign 
language training with a public university which must be able to 
provide this training at or near Fort Huachuca, AZ. This 
recommendation is contingent upon the successful negotiation of a 
contract by October 1994. If agreement cannot be met, DL1 will 
remain at the Presidio of Monterey. The Army would then 
reevaluate options which might lead to another proposal to the 
1995 Commission. 

Justification: The Defense Language Institute currently has a 
staff and student population of over 4000 personnel. This 
institute offers training in over 20 languages (e-g., Russian, 
Somali, Swahili, Ukrainian). However, it has a high operating 
overhead in both facilities and staff. A new approach to the 
operation of the Institute must be considered. 

Contracting foreign language training with an existing 
university-level institution will create significant savings in 
operational overhead, both in instructors (many of whom may 
already be on staff at a university), and in administration. The 
relatively high base operations cost at the Presidio of Monterey 
would be avoided. 

Fort Huachuca is the home of the Army Intelligence School. 
Military intelligence has the largest requirement for linguists 
in all services. The foreign language skill is most often used 
to interact with allies and better understand foreign military 
capability and intentions. Locating military personnel on Fort 
Huachuca provides advantages to both the soldier and the Army. 
First, it enables the Army to care for the needs of the soldiers 
during their formative training. It ensures "Soldierization" 
which is a critical factor in the development of all military 
personnel. Finally it will enable the Army to integrate the 
soldiers into the military intelligence concept during their 
training. 

Army students in the human intelligence field are currently 
assigned to Fort Huachuca at the end of their foreign language 
training. Soldiers can attend the basic noncommissioned officer 
course and continue with advanced language training or attend the 
advanced noncommissioned officers course and then continue with 
intermediate language training. This would save travel, per diem 
costs and movement time. 

An agreement of this kind is not unique. For example, the 
University of Virginia at Charlottesville is the location of the 



Army's Judge Advocate General School and the University of 
Syracuse sponsors the Army Comptroller graduate education 
program. 

The Army, as Executive Agent for the Defense Language 
Program, will ensure that the same high level of training 
currently taught at DL1 will continue. ?'he Army will continue to 
serve as the technical authority and provide qualitative 
assessment of foreign language training activities. In addition, 
the Army will also conduct research and evaluation on training 
development methodologies, instructional methodologies and 
techniques; computer-based training; computer-assisted 
instruction; and establish or approve sta.ndards or criteria for 
language training and provide various tests and evaluation 
procedures. 

Roturn on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this 
closure are approximately $ 1 5 5  million. Annual steady state 
savings are about $49  million, with a ret.urn on investment in two 
years. 

Impact: The closure of the Presidio of Monterey and Fort Ord 
Annex will have an impact on the local ec:onomy. The projected 
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 4  percent 
of the employment base in the Salinas-Seaside-Monterey 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. 
There are no significant environmental impediments from this 
realignment. Environmental restoration will continue until 
complete. There are no known obstacles in the ability of the 
receiving community~s infrastructure to support the realigning 
mission. 



B,?se Closure and 
Re'dignment March 29, 1993 

w;is in office we Ilad a group called the j tween Stare, Fetlcr.il, ant1 communities 12.11 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Thank 
Nonhe;ist- 1 1 1 1  Midwest Coalition that I woultl 151 make this process a lot more ~ 0 1 1 .  

usetl to come around to my office 1121 all 1 effective. 110 yorl see Tiny 161 nretl for :ill 1251 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Tll;lnk ? - O ~ I  

the time ant1 argue, you're putting ;ill 
that money in 1131 the South ant1 the 
LVesr,;lntl this is not fair,we want our I I 11 
hI1:irc. 
1151 It almost got to the point where we 
were 1161 patl yo'' 

n'ssile in everyStateto l i i l  with 
it, that in fact because of the way you 
tlistributed I I H ~  the military build-up over 
the years and the shift toward 1191 the 
Sollth the \Vest,particllhrly afterthe 
Vietn;im 1201 ~lr;iwtlown, that it wotlld be 
inevit;ible that these bases [rll worlld go 

oversight agency or botly or tlrsignre to very much. 
171 expedite that process. bcc;~rlsc the Page 128 
conflicts that occur 181 lxtwrrn these 
levels of (;overnnlent are enormotls, i I 1 1  Mr. Kerb. :ippreciate it.Dr.Haynes. 

1 121 Mr. Holn~es, Mr. I'erle, we appreciate 
191 ~ r .  Perle. / your coming this 131 morning. Yon m:ly 
1101 MR. PERLE: I am loath to consider / be excused. 
that a new 1 1  11 Government institution is [.,, =he ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ~  will stay in session 

I the ~ollltion to collflict~ alllollg 1111  So / for the 15) pilrposes of (]iscussing any 
nlany exisrjllg ones. / motions that the Commission or  161 indi- 
1131 DR. HAYNES: Besides that. I think 1 vidual commissioners woultl like to 
the issrle is Il.rl that State government i nlake. does exist, ant1 i t  exists for this 115) pur- I ri.1 I renlen~ber, there were some convrr- 

in areas that are alreadv srlffering high I Pose. and I think we should use it ac- sations and 181 some letters I believe that 
1111 unemployment. I were sent by some 191 commissioners 
,231 I cjon't see any \my around that. I the link between the ! ~ " l % e ~ ~ i n g  that we look at a particular 
think the 1111 ;inswer is that you have this I activities that 1171 take place here iintl tlie : base 11°1 o r  for considen1tion 
conversion pro-m and you 1251 need to local conmmunities, ant1 I think 1 I,! grt- r en l i~nn len t  0" '11~ ~ c f e n ~ c  Or  closllre " I 1  is 
get on \virh it because you're just post- / ting thmm involved in swaagic clcvclol~ , Ucpannicnt s list. 
poning the I ment and asking 1191 questions about j 1121 I writ to explain something here. 

Page 125 wh;lt tlo wr do with this ant1 Iiow does Keep in mind 1151 that untlrr. rhr 
1 it 1201 fit into an overall regional develop i amended statute that created the Com- 

1 1 1  inevir;lblc. Lf you don't do i t  this !'ear, .lent stmtegy for 1111 cemin ;~ re ;~s  of , mission 11.11 there 1 t . n ~  nn attempt basi- 
nu!'he lhen 1.1 !'ou'll 'lave (lo it in '95- their State is ;i very important question, cally to cod@ that ~vhich the 1151 1991 
or  wllenever, and it's the job 1.31 the  1121 ant1 it's something they c;tn help out ' (:omnlission did with respect to substi- 
(;overnment to help people get through I ,,ith, , tutes ant1 add- 1161 ons, nuking th;it cod- 
tllis, not to 1.11 postpone the agony, be- ! : ific~ition a very fornlnl process. 
c;luse it really doesn't deal with the I L ~ I  MR. KORB: There ;ilre:idy is in esis- 

tcnce ~ r . ~ ~  PrrsitlcIlt's Economic ~ ~ l j , l s t -  11-1 I t  ~ I l t k t f  by the Statute bring nlOdi- 
problem. 

nlenr (;omllli~tcr, It's mori])untl ,251 for firti such rh;lt 1181 in ordrr for this Corn- 
lo1 COMMISSIONER LEVITT: We've 1 211 pncric;ll pllrposc-, l ~ l l t  it (l(lcs exist , mission to physically pot on :I hare I I . ) I  
seen some b:ises thar 171 earlier commis- I th:tt is not now on one by w y  of atltl-on 
io113 1l;lrl \.orcd t o  close rrmxin opc 'n  for - - - -. -- - - -- or >til,>[i[u[c>. . - : I  rllcr-c \ \ O L I I C I  11.1\ i. i t )  

;I p.1 wflile. \V'r've srrn recomrnrntl:~- 1)e :I cletermination ofsubstanri:~l 1211 tlr- 
[ions t o  th;it cffcct from tlie la)] I>cp;irt- 

1 1 1  suwest we activ:ite that. viation from the eight final selecriun 
mcnt of 1)cfense. criteri;~ :rnd 12.1 force strrlcttlrr. or force 
i101  110 you have the feeling that the 1.1 MR. PERLE: \%'hen you ask thr rlues- srrucrure. th;lt roll c;lll ,.cIrr 

1)epartnlent of 1 1 1 1  Defense and the var- tion, is tlirre 131 no  iinlount of that , would h;lve to and Tvoulcl h;l,.e 
ious services are acting on rlrl 

should be borne. if you have ;i I~ase i - I I  occur before Iz,,l June Ist, 
commissions' reconmment1;itions as that's not seming a useful nii1it;iry pur- 

; pose, or least l r l  a less llseflll ll,ilitary 1251 Tllere was illen ;In intcrcst in nuny 
promptly and as 1131 efficiently as they 

purpose than other bases, it seems 161 to coninussioners 
possibly could? 

me reasonable to me to ask whether ! Page 129 
1111  MR. I my in 19RHq thcrr is - sumc 1-1 other things lieing tll:lt felt if tilat ,,x,y likely be tile case 'v"~' the first Conmlission cs. eq~i:il,there isson~eotliergo:o.rrnmental 

\vitll respect to one or or t]lrer tablishctl, there was some 1161 retuct:lnce ~ 181 activity that might be put into that -110t a lot. hopefully. but a nrlmber rl of on the p:in of the services to get in- base, so if 191 yousre out 5e;lrching 
volvetl in 11-1  the process. You nxiy re- fora  Ilcw ;lccollnting c.rntcr 

kicilitics that in essence put those com- 

member Senator Eagleton's 1181 st;lte- fo; a secllrity region, nxlyl,r you ; 
munitirs on 1-11 notice. not I?!. ;i for1ixi1 

I vote that would establish a 151 substanti;ll ment when he left the Conmission. de- try to ,nco,l,ge I l l ]  tile social secllrity ; tleviation :ind therefore a fornu1 :idtlon. 
liberations to 1191 the effect of, the Naly / ~ ~ i ~ u ~ i ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  to look at tllar ;IS 1121 i 
refused to provide us any list and 1201 we , that it might locate. , but 161 by a motion to say that ;1 facility 

tlitln't close ;iny Navy bases. In fact, I ought to be looked at 1-1 for consider- 

Lvllen the N~~ 1211 t e S ~ e d  in l9ggaS.they 1131 The Government is doing enough so 1 ation as to whether it should be added 

said they wanted to open bases. 
1121 But I think everybody recognizes 
now that tile 12.31 Cold War is over, mili- 
t;iry budgets are going to go down, 12.11 

th;it iinless it 11-11 is a foolish thing to do, on the far list. 
perhaps there ought to be an 1151 effort , 191 The purpose of all of that is simply to 
to encounge the Government to miti- give as 1101 much notice to conmiunities 
gate the 1161 partic111ar situation. 1 as possible, because although 1111  the 

and tllerefore they can't waste any of , 1171 MR. HOLMES: If1 could adcl jrlsr one I st;ltute s;iysJune 1 .that decision must be 
their money, and so In1 I wotlld be sur- 1 brief (1. point. At best, the klilure to i n~x ie .  1121 otherwise those bases simply 
prised $from llereon you don't get tllat , close a base for pilrely [I*  ccononuc cannot be considered at a11 1131 for clo- 

; reasons is a temporary solution, I tlon't ! and realignment unless they're on 
Page 126 ! tllink 120] that you could go bilck every the Defense 11-0 Secretary's list. 

111 coopention fron1 the IJut I year and justify it for very 1211 lung. and / 1151 There is a body of opinion from the 
do know back in 1988 121 it ~roba131~ ' that being the case, yo11 might ;is \veil ' conmlunity, 1161 and in fact from this 
wasn't what it should have been. 1 just get ,221 on with tlie bosincss of tak- ' Conmussion, that if you sense th:lt 11-1  

131 COMMISSIONER LEVIIT: I agree 1 ing the pain up front and 1231 getting it I that nlay occur, you g i ~ e  more notice to 
~vitli you that the 141 coopention be- ! over with. I those communities 1181 than would oth- 
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, I  COMM~SS~ONER M ~ P H E R S O N :  I I 171 Any other f ~ ~ r t h e r  discussioo? / 111  COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. Chairnun 

guess what I'm asking (151 is whether we 181 (No response.) and Conlniissioner 121 Stuart, I wonder if 

have the authority,orwhether you think 191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Hearing 
1 we might split that motion, if you 111 

we 1101 should exercise the authority to 1 none, we will have a 1101 roll call vote, / woultl be amenable to that. 

nx~kr  our own decisions 1171 about this. 1 an(! we'll stan to my left. (;onlmissioller ; I think there are really two issues 
tlrspite the filct th;tt the Secretary has 1 1 1 1  COX. i hrre: one, 151 McClellan Air Force Rise 
said 11s1 that it is a bun1 idea in his mind. / COMM~SSIONER COX: and I'residio were both taken off 161 the 

list by the Secretary in sending it to the 
1191 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I think 1 1131 CHAIRMAN COURTER: ~ruart .  I (;on~rnission. 1 ~ 1  anti at least in DOD res- 
the Department of 1201 Defense o w ~ ~  i ,, STUART: A!.e, timony by the secretary and by 181 others 
this Conlmission an  ;inswer on why that I 

, there doesn't seem to have been an w;ls not 1211 fonllconling when it was a i 1\51 CHAIRMAN COURTER: XlcI'herson. 
objective lo] nlilitary assessment, much 

very high profile realignment 1221 issue , l1(,1 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I less ;I statutory criteria 1101 assessment of 
in the last sever~l  years. I Aye. whether or  not that was appropriate or 
1231 COMMISSIONER MCPHERSON: I'm , 11-1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Byron. not. 
going to vote for 12.r1 it, because I rllink ! ll8l cOMM~SS~ONER BYRON: ~ y t . .  ! 1 1 1 1  Clearly from our standpoint. as the 
it is. roo, ; l f t ~ r  tjlis effort t1lat 1251 tile 1191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: D ~ \ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ,  

, ch"rm~n has 1121 said. we are not tleci(l- 
cities h;lve nxltfe. ; ing that issue at this monient. \What I I . ~ I  

Page 136 1211 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Johnson. to the 11.11 communities th;lt in fact \ve 
i~~\Vh;it I don't re;illy know myselfat this , 12.1 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Aye. 

' might be looking for that kind 1\51 of 
point 121 is,wll;\t arc we going to do with CHAIRMAN COURTER: (;ounrr, assessnient ~vl~icl l  \vr ditln't grt.fr.~nkly. 
i t ?  aye. The motion 12-tl passes. ant1 wc will frnm the II(,I Depanmrnt of Defense. 

ant1 rh:ir gi1.e~ th:~t comniunity the ; I - ]  
COMM~SSIONER BYRON: \Vrll. I contact - ~ve're  going to hear al)oi~t 1251 ;~bility to nx~kc the kind of case in Paver 

think Ila\re to I $ 1  look at the infornx1- it. I'm sure. :1nt1 I'm sure tllt.! '~~ heard of ;\Ic(:lell;in. or l\s) 1'residio for thxt 
tion. \ve have to ;~sscss it, and we h:\ve :tbout it :llready. nx~tter, that the Department of Defense 
151 to listen to the Department of I)e- Page 138 [ l o ]  did not nuke on thcir behalf. 
fense on the r~tional on I61 wily they (lid ' 

w;ls indic;ltions 
1 

not come forth with a list at this period 1 ~ 1  That infornution we don't have be- 
sonic Conmmissioners that 1.1 there nxly : fore us. 2nd in 1111 fact they nny llave of 1-1 time. They 111:iy have :I very valid i 
br out of counesy to thc conu1lunities a v e ~ ) '  gooti aqllmt-nts that were not 1121 re:ison for ;I restructiire 181 t h t  we were feeling 131 that later on in thc process I pxsenred tilc Depnnnlcnt of I>r- un;lw;lre of, but I think this Conlnlission , that we would want to go [-*I  thn)rigIi the / fense,so I agree tllat as 1231 ro ;\lcClella11. is '''I o'vc'l 'lndmtanding and that fornr~l ;~ddition of some commllnitics ! cen;linly, wi ollgllt go alle:ld :lnd pvc  iti ion ale. ;tfter ;I 151 determination that the Secre- /r.ll that c ~ n l n l \ ~ n i t \ ~  tllr opport\~nitv to 

1101 CHAIRMAN COURTER: The i tary errecl ;inti there was a 101 ~~111stantial the axunlehts that 1251 wilj be 

151 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 1 Irtl Number 3, we have to respect the ! for cons ide~~t ion  for closure or realign- 
\ylorlltl i t  itlea that i f w e  policy request 1251 from the atlministn- ! nient by 1201 the Conimission ant1 also be 
imprrssetl the sclcction anc1 by the I-] , tion ;lnd hc;lr them out as well. So t o  
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prel)aretl to consitler otllers ;it 1r11 ;I fu- 

- 
gentlenxin's qi~estion is a 1 1 1 1  good one, de~iation. necessary to ensure th;ir they ;ire not 
is where does this lead,and I have to say i 171 That was mentioned to me - a number j ultinutely 

process and thought that it was well I 137 tilre nieeting. 
done tll:it we nught 181 want to take answer your I i 1x1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: There is ;I 
.~ction ourselves to realign these de- 

five cities? 
fense 191 finance agencies, iintl to these 1 recommendation and a JOHNSON: I sec- 
110 l  COMMISSIONER BYRON: It is my Conmlission to in fact 1,tj 

\Ve cannot add them to a list unless we that we conle up with 161 the inform;ition 
now. 

feeling we do not 1 1  11 know what the five ing to the old 1991 there tlis- 
cities or four cities or  six cities 1121 are. I 151 concur with Beverly Byron's request cussion? 

i Page 139 know what 1131 tilev are. 

I'nl 1\21 not sure where it does,either.and 
yo11 knowv,it's not 1\31 that 1'111 prejudging 
this and saying th;a if we find out 1\41 that 
the se1ection process went Iron1 tllose 

' of facilities were nlentione(1 to by / 
Conmlissioners, but two 191 I mentioned 

Page 140 

last a g i n  of collrtesy 1 1 1 ,  added to the list by this Conunission. 
trying 1101 to give conm~imities ;is niuch 1 121 a linle bit more concrmcd abot~r 

120 com~nunities 1151 in 33 States down / notice in this process as 1111 possiblc.and 
to 20 best and final requests, then down ' I would ask whether there's any motion 
11a1 to 5 or  4 cen rm,  that we are neces- I with l121 respect to any facility tb:it indi- 

the 1.11 Presidio, in the sense that we haye 
a briefing this 141 afternoon. The Sccre- 
tarp m d e  h e  argllnlrnt that dlr 151 re3- 

sarily going to vote 1\71 in order to t V  to i vi(Iua1 Comnlissioners 1\31 woultl like to son he dropped that one from the list 
create that as the centers, the DFAS 1\81 1 notify that conmunity such th;it they 1 w;ls because of 161 the intelligence 
centers. I are on [I.,) notice that we're going to j conm1llnity9s objections to having it on 
1191 Number 1, I don't know wllether we ~efiollsly considera potential I151 fllrther i 1-1 the list, and since we have not been 
woultl want to 1201 do that, and number vote for addition or  realignment. 1 briefed on that. I 181 don't feel nearly as 
2,  I \vould want to nuke darn sure thar 1161 COMMISSIONER STUART: Alr. ..- conlfortable in saying tliat the lc>l Secre- 
1211 if we had it in our mind we had the Chairnun, I would be 11-1 prcp;irrd to 1 tary did not appropriately suppon his 
legal a~rrhorityto do 1221 it.and we would move that the Conmussion add XlcClrl- ! own position 1101 on tllat. as I think he 
check that out with our own counsel Ian Air l~sl Force Base and the Xlonterey j didn't do on XlcClellan. and I would 1 1 1 1  

and 12r1  others. i Presidio Language Institute to (191 the list i like XlcClell:~n to ha\.c that basis. so I 
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woultl like to put 1121 that vote off, I 
guess, for a little bit. 
I I jl COMMISSIONER STUART: My re- 
slwnse to that, 11.11 Comniissioner Cox, is 
th;lt our mission here is to piit 1151 com- 
munities on :~lert, and I cert;iinly feel 
tlirrr 1i:ls I~ccn enough kind of :~n:ll- 
ysis ant1 investigation and comment 
from 1171 thoughtful people nising the 
question. 
I 181 We're certainly not nioving to closing 
by atltling 1101 it on the list. We're just 
tlecitling to not* them that I?OI at least 
some of us on the Comnussion feel that 
this is ;I lz11 possibility we shollld con- 
sider, and that's the reason that 1221 I 
would like to alert both those commu- 
nities. 
1z.y COMMISSIONER COX: And cer- 
t:linly we woul<l want (211 to alert both 
communities. I just wonder if you might 
1251 split your motion in the sense of 
having two sepante 

Page 141 

I I I  votes. 
121 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: I 
~voultl simply second 131 Mr. Stunrt's re- 
sponse. I'm going to be voting for it not 
1.11 with the notion that I'm going to vote 
to close tlism for IS] sure, and I think 
from ;I procetlunl point ofview it nukes 
101 mort. sense to go ahead and put them 
011 now t1i;rn have to 171 reconvene in :I 

public nieeting to do it again. I me;ln, if 
181 we call do it now. I don't think it is 
suggesting that we 191 have nude a deci- 
sion to do it. 
I lo1 COMMISSIONER COX: Well. I think 
we would m n t  r l l r  to nnke that very 
clear, that in fact all we were doing is 1121 
giving the coninmnities the ability to 
n d e  a case, which, 1131 as I say,so h r  the 
Ilrpartment of Defense has not done. 
I 1.11 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 
Well, I took the 1151 Secretary's statement 
;IS shorthand for saying that he 1161 

thought on McClellan that he thoilght 
there had been piling 1171 on, or it would 
be piling on to close McClellan, that that 
[IS]  was a statement on his part that the 
econonuc criterion 1191 had been hit, 
that in effect we ought to be looking at 
the 1101 econonuc impact of McClellan, 
that if McClellan were not 1211 on the list 
I think it would be a surprise. It's been 
on 1211 the list for 20 or 25 years, isn't that 
correct? 
1231 CHAIRMAN COURTER: It would be 
:I surprise. 
1241 COMMISSIONER COX: And in fact it 
nlay be true 1251 that there is a very good 
case to be made that there is an 
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I 1 1  ccononiic piling on here, and a very 
gootl case to be made Irl that there is 
military value to McClellan that is 131 
absolutely necessary. 

, I 1 1  On tlie otlier hand, tlie Secretary and 
1 theJoirit 151 Chiefs of Staff basically said 
I th:~t the (:onmiission shoultl 161 revicw 
I their own tlecision.;intl when nsketl spe- 

cific;~lly 1-1 about some of the criteri;l, 1 indic:~trcI rhat if you're going la1 to close 
onr  1>:1\r \ \ p l i i c - I 1  rhry rhorlghf yo11 

I should tlo. that rsr this would be that one. 
1 1 0 1  I certainly agree that tlie community 
ought to I I 11  have as much time as possi- 
ble to ni;tke the best argument (1-71 they 
can , lxc ;~~ls r  they 1i;lve not gotteri,or we 
liavt: ~ io t  1151 gotten the best argument 
from tlie 1)epartrnent of Defense [ I . ~ I  for 

1 Ie;lving tli:~t Ixise open that one might 
I Iiot>e to net. 

rh;~t SOIT of 1111 sit by not saying wh;lt we 
decitletl after the classifietl 1251 briefing. 
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1 I I CHAIRMAN COURTER: Anything 
t:lse? <:ommissioner 121 Johnson. 
i 3 1  COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: I I x -  
lievc that we are - 1.11 by having tlir 
briefing this afternoon, are considering 
the 151 Presidio, and we should vote in 
klvor of considering it even before 
that meeting. We arc putting both the i-1 

I>epartment of Defense and tlie cornmu- 
rlities ant1 everyone on 181 notice t11:lt we 
w;lnt to look at tlic I'residio. 
191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I understand 
your argument. 1101 It's a very interesting I Ilsl-0n tl;e other hand, he \*s a little bit : 

, one - basically, to ntlfy that 1111 which 1 1161 different. fnnkly. on the intelligence , we.rc doing myway. 1 side.He I , - I  basically said. there are sonie . 
/ re;lsons t1i;lt I cannot at 1181 this point say ~ l z l  (hl~ghter-) 
j to you, :ind obviously, we're going to 113l CHAIRMAN COURTER: Further dis- 1 hear 1 lrl tliose this afternoon. c ussion. 
i 1201 COMMISSIONER STUART: I think 1 1  11 COMMISSIONER BYRON: If \VC 

the ;rnswcr is we 1211 ;Ire prep;iretl, just tlon't put it on, we 1151 can't have the 
/ by alening them, to ev;-luate those 1221 briefing this rtfternoon. 

argunients, and we nxly conclude that 1161 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any hinhcr 
we sho\lltl not conitlrr 1.1 Xlonterc): tllscussions 1 1 - 1  \We will have a rccordetf 
l'rcsitlio to l)c includctf. !.ott.. (:urnmissioner [ 181 Johnson. 

r 12-11 COMMISSIONER COX: And if wr 1 1 ~ , 1  COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Ayc. 
' conclutle that after 1251 this ;ifternoon. 

wc v,.or~I(f then give notice to the Presi- 
1201 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 
(:ommissioner Ilownlan. tlio 
1.11 COMMISSIONER BOWMAN: A!.c. 
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1 2 r j  CHAIRMAN COURTER: 

: 111 that \vc linve so concluded. C:ommissioner Byron. 
1.1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: No. Thilt 1,,1 COMMISSIONER BYRON: A ~ ~ .  
woultl w:lit. We 151 would have ro do t1i;lt 
after ;I roll call vote. and we would 1.11 1211 CHAIRMAN.COURTER: 
Lvant a call vote, so you C:onunissioner .\lcPlierson. 

woultI Oc waiting i51 until the next tirnc 1.51 COMMlSSlONER McPHERSON: -. 
we niert Ivliich is hlonday. I mean, it's 161 

a prett! close call as to whether I like 
basically your 1-1 amendment to the mo- 

, tion, the Stuart motion. 

, 181 On - the other concern th;it I have, 
very 191 f~lnkly, is if we hold off on the 
Language Institute until 1101 after the 
classifictl briefing this afternoon, and 
then \vc I I 1 1  trip 311 over ourselves to 
vote in hvor of adding it on 1121 for 
considc~lrion, giving the conlnitinity an 

j opportunity, 1131 everyone's going to nin 
around s;iying what did you learn 1141 in 

; that cl;lssified briefing? It must have 
been powerful. 1151 I'm a little bit con- 
cerned about that, as well. 
(161 Furtllcr discussion. We have a mo- 
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1 1 1  CHAIRMAN COURTER: 
C:ommissioner Stuart. 
l.!l COMMISSIONER STUART: A!.r. 

131 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 
(:ommissioner Cox. 
. I  COMMISSIONER COX: .-\ye. 

15, CHAIRMAN COURTER: And I ~vill 
vote ;lye. lo1 Is there any further nlotions 
- and this would 171 be along the u m e  
lines, just notification to conmiunities 181 
that we nil1 consider a closurtt realign- 
ment but not a 191 fornul deternunation 
ol' that at this particular juncture. 
[ l o ]  IS there any further motions? 

I tlon. 
1 1  11 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Mr. ' 

1171 COMMISSIONER COX: I ~011 ld  be a (:llairnlrLn, I move the l l z l  ~~~~~~~i~~ 
/ little bit 1181 concerned if, having voted 1 ;l(fd Naval Air Station to a 1 ~ 3  for 

L. 

i today to give the conmlunity 1191 consid- 1 [ I  considention for closure or realign- 
ention, we then n e s  week vote to say ; n~ent  by the (I=,] Commission. 1 well, we've 1201 changed our mind and l l , j l  CHAIRMAN COURTER: A second. 

1 on the other hand. having voted to 1211 I a 1161 on 
give tlir comniunity consideration,ifwe 
at that point have 1211 decided that we're I 1-1 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I sccontf. 
not gohig to consider it, I'm not sure 11j1 11s1 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any discus- ' it's fair to the conmiuniry, either, to let sion? 
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[ I O I  COMMISSIONER COX: Mr. (;ll;iir- 1 11.11 COMMISSIONER JOHNSON: Aye. 101 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 0kay.Th;inks 

Alderson Reporting Company 

ni;ln, I would like to 1.01 st;ltc: for the  
record I recuse myself fronl : ~ n y  discus- 

~ ~ . - 

Page 146 1 COMMISS~ONER M ~ P H E R S O N :  1 two out 01 three without being abi;  to 
I 1 1  Any discussion? There is ;I motion and look at all three, 11-11 nntf so  as a pr;lctic:~l 
;i sccontl 1.1 o n  Ag;ln:i. I matter I think this is a necessary 1151 

1211 CHAIRMAN COURTER: motion. 
1;; COMMISSIONER STUART: I will S ~ C -  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~  Snlan,  
ond. I 1161 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Is there any 
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CHAIRMAN COURTER: very much. 
Conlnlissioner Bownlan. 1-1 COMMISSIONER COX: I woultl likr 

1-31 CHAIRMAN COURTER: There  is ;I 

secontl, has been secontled. open 

sion 1.11 on  the  N;lv:ll Air St:ltion Ag:ln;i / to support  the [sl Coniniissioner's mo- 
lllltil further ~ C ~ V ~ C C  fmnl 1221 c o l l n ~ ~ l .  11"' COMMISSlONER 'OWMAN: 'yc. 

I t i on  I tilink it's very d$fic-l[ - 
1221 CHAIRMAN COURTER: I 1171 CHAIRMAN COURTER: 1 191 CHAIRMAN COURTER: IS there ;l sec- 
(:ommissioner Cox rccuses 1211 hrrsrlf  (:onlnlissionernYron. 1 ond on  the  1101 motion? 
with regard to Agana,on (;tram.Slle will 11s1 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Aye. [ I  11  COMMISSIONER COX: I'm sorry, I 
not, 1251 therefore, participate in the  tlis- 

1191 COURTER: will second the  1121 niotion. It's very dif- c~ission nor in the  vote. 1 Commissioner McPherson. ficult to make a decision on  closing I 131 

1221 C(X4fdlSSlONER STUART: Aye. j further I171 discussion on  the  motion? 
1231 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Ant1 I vote I I H I  COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 

for tliscussion. i aye. ;i11d there was 12.iI an abstention. of ; Excuse me, is that a 1191 1 ~ ~ 1  reqllire- 

161 COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: This 
course.That's Agana. mrnt o n  the  Conlmission? 

is reqllesred by 171 the  (;overnor of 1 1251Any fil"her motion? I 1201 COMMISSIONER BYRON: I have dis- 
Guam, as I understand it. 1 page 148 / covered it is. 

181 CHAIRMAN COURTER: T1l;lt is tor- 1 1 1  COMMISSIONER BYRON: Air, (:Il;lir- I"] COURTER: Let him fin- 

It W;lS for 191 historic:ll - for  t l l o s ~  / nxln, I ]lave one 121 filrtller n l o r i ~ n ,  is11 the cluestion (221 first. 
peol>lr th:lt weren't so lucky to go 11111 , , 131 CHAIRMAN COURTER: T h r  I ~ J I  COMMISSIONER McPHERSON: 
rliro~igh this 2 years ago, let me say the  gentlrlatly is recognizetl. This is to drcide which 12.11 of the  three 
(;overnor of Guam 1 1  1 1  ;rntl t he  then-tiel- is to be  p r e s c n r d ,  that it has to Re able 
e ~ i t e  from <;uanl both lobbictl h;lrtl that , [. 'I COMMISSlONER I ' to lrsl look at a11 tllree. 
we i t  on list for consitier- n1ove the Conuiiission 151 ; ~ t l t l  (;rc;lt 

Likes Naral Trtining Station for thc Page 150 
;Ition 1;ist time. 

consitlcrition of closure o r  rc;ilignmrnr. i 1 1  COMMISSIONER BYRON: Nor that is 
I 131 The process wvasson1ewh;lt different. 
l r  ,\.:is,,'t I I fc)rnL,lized, \ylc t j i t l .  ,,lit 1-1 Having been very fiimili;rr with S;in ' "0' "efi31 121 r~(lllirenlent. I'm SorrY. M?' 

llirgo N;lial TK1ining ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ) ~ . , ~ . ~ ~ i ~ ~ ,  is untlcrsranding is t11:lt to be  131 able to go tlitln't 1i:tvr time to rr:llly 1151 rs;lminc it 
in press of orl ler  blainem on tlie closing list.;ind 191 Orlantlo. rvl~icll ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ l ) : a n d  i()Ok;lt (;rc;ltbkes,l I1;lvc 

cluicl ; ly  - l l b l  p x , ~ ~ l ~ , l y  week - i sako on the closing list. I havr I)een 1101 '0 it under consi(lrration. 

rook i t  (,fffor seriolls t~iscussion,; lnt~ ififorn~rtl that I cannot look ;it (;rear 151 CHAIRMAN COURTER: The C1i:rir 
;lg,lin. tllerc's a tiiffercnt tlelrg;lte from Lakesand their 1 1  1 1  facilities ;~ncl thcir \\rill say that is I C I I  nor :i l e g 1  requirement. 
llsi (;uanl, ;inti h e  hinuelf 112s sent ;I ca~; lb i l i t i r s  wvitllO1lt having (;rrar [ I 2 ]  1-1 \%'hiit is ;I legal requirement is rh;lt 1)y 
Icrrc-r to the  (:omnlission 1191 s;lying con- h k e s  Pllt on the list for 11s to look ;~t.;lntf June I st 181 this Conlnlission. if w e  are 
sitler it for closure. So 1 \ ~ o t ~ l d  I131 nxtkc that motion with io ingro  potcntiallyafcrrtll;lt dateadtl 

that understanding. 
1201 The N;lvyls position is no .The (;over- a biise on  the  list that is not there now. 

- 1 it is the same 11.11 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Just for pur- n u k e  a 1101 fornlal recorded vote by ;i 

(;ovcrllor, I \,elieve, ;lnd 1221 lie sent ; poses of 1151 clarification, t11;lt is the , nujority of Conlnlissioners sworn 1 1  11 in 
long l r r r r r  s;,ying llC would w;lnt us (;'rat LAes Naval Tnining [I(.] (:rntrr. -that's five - that there wws a substantial 
IXX it on  1231 forconside~;ltion.Tl~;~t is the  I 11-1 COMMISSIONER BYRON: Great 1121 deviation from the  sclcction criteria 
historical context of it. 

' 
Natal TniIling llsl Centttr. 0' the force 1131 suucture,atid therefore 

12.~1 Any further discussion o n  Ag;lna? 1 N a y  is going down to one  training cen- a be added.1t 1141 

1r51 (No response.) ter. 1191 They currently have three. I think ' be way substitute Or 

i wve as a ~ ~ ~ ~ u ~ ~ i ~ ~  1201 have ol,ligl;l- tions bemuse 1151 of the  capacity re- 
Page 147 tion to loor at the three centen, 1111 ! q~iirenlenrs. That which we're doing 

111 CHAIRMAN COURTER: Basically, the  least.1 feel that I need to look at the  third : 'low is "Or fornxll 'lotion 

isfile 1 121 elless - and all know it,bur 1 center, [??I having not been fami1i;ir with i reg''rd (Jrvi;lrion. 

it's that they have an  131 international 
airport that abuts Agana Naval Air Sta- 

it, t~ nuke  the decisions. , 1181 \Vhat Conlmissioner Byron is saying 
1231 COMMISSIONER STUART: Air. i is that she  1191 feels compelled - ant1 I 

tion. 1.11 They feel th;lt the  island can't b e  ; Chairnun. 
I guess Conlnussioner Cox as well is 1x1 

properly d e v ~ ~ o p ~ d ,  tilt: 151 airport fully 
I,4I CHAIRMAN COURTER: i saying this, that if everybody knows that 

utilized while that particular naval 161 the  Navy's plan I ? I ]  is to consolidate the 
facility is there. Comnussioner Stuart. 1 naval training centers froni three to 1221 

1-1 There's o ther  room on  t h e  island. ) 1251 COMMISSIONER STUART: This end j one,ancl in an): ntional  dcternlination as 

There's ;I 181 very large Air Force base, of the table I to whether that rzJj is the  correct juclg- 
I ; ~ n d  so from the  standpoint of 191 the  page 149 1 nient, analyzing nlilitary value and the  

N a y  it's money. From the  srandpoint of I I , 1  seen, to hawre more problcnls 
I 1241 other criteria, at least one  Conunis- 

sioner feels that 1251 they're going to ( ; l lani . t l le~ [ l o ]  wo~l ld l l l ie to  I needing to recuse 121 dienaclves. 1 1 wmnt to go and, in 
and expand their runway, their  11  1 1  would like: to srate for the recortl that I 

(; re3 t xprons ; ~ n d  their airport. Any further I 131 recuse nlyself today from any p n i c i -  
disc~ission? pation on  the 1.11 discussion of (;rc;lt Page 151 

1121 A11 right. We will have a vore,smrting and I think that's all 1 ne rd  151 to 1 111 Lakes with the  o ther  two  that are on  
with 1131 Comnlissioner Johnson. the  Secretanr's list 121 and m n t s  to give 
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presidio of Montery Annex 

A. Comm recommended closing Presidio?? 

A. Agree with SecDef rec and close Fort Ord; move 7th 
infantry div. to Fort Lewis, Wash.. Fort ~unter-~igget 
left open. 

a. MB says left open portion for reserves; in 
fact have kept open much larger portion with 
two golf courses. 

A. Aspin March Rec 

1. change 1988 rec to close presidio; instead, 
relocate hq 6th army from presidio to ames (instead 
of ft carson) 

B. Adds 

1. vote -- 3/29 - voted to add presidio of Monterey to 
list. check transcript 

2. fed reg -- gave notice of vote to add POM to list. 
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June a 3 ,  1993 

Mr. James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Cour te r :  

The National ~ederation of Federal Employees 
(NFFE) represents  eTrtploY@es at Fairchild Air Force 
Base in Spokane, Washington. As you are aware, 
the BRAC added Fairchild to the o r i g i n a l  list 
submitted by the Pentagon- A S  t h e  BRAC continues 
its deliberations and begins the voting process, 
we appeal  to you to remove Fairchild from the 
final list for the following reasonc: 

1. Evidence presented at t h e  Spokane hearing 
c l e a r l y  shows that the BRAC staff provided t he  
Commission with incorrect information that 
resulted in c air child being placed on the  list of 
possible closures- The s ta f f  incorrectly told 
commissioners that the community is encroaching on 
 airc child, t h a t  the base lacks safety features, 
and that the survival school could be moved to 
a similar facility at the Air Force Academy in 
Colorado. 

2 .  On June 1 7 ,  1 9 9 3 ,  Mr. James F. Boatright, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, 
appealed before the BRAC for the r e r n w v a l  of 



F a i r c h i l d  from t h e  closure list.  Boatright 
testified t h a t  Fairchild is "essential to the U.S. 
warfighting posture in the Pacific, [and] has 
significantly g r e a t e r  military value than t h e  
bases recommended by DoD for closure." He also 
pointod out Fairchild's military value as a tanker 
base, and its significant value for peacetime 
t r a i n i n g .  

The NFFE is convinced t h a t  Fairchild is a vital 
~ C ~ C ~ E C  re8ource. Information now available makes 
it c l e a r  that F a i r c h i l d  was incorrectly placed on 
the list of possible closures. We encourage the 
Commission to votc again~t closing it. 

Sinoerely, 

R o b e r t  S .  ~ e &  
President 
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RELOCATION OF THE DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTITUTE: 

Environmental Issues 

I. Introduction 

The Base Closure Commission must be cautious in its decision to move the Defense 
Language Institute from the Presidio of Monterey, California. While the decision to close 
the Presidio may appear to be easy, the relocation of the Institute to Ft. Huachuca, Arizona, 

w is not. The relocation of the Institute proposes to be a minefield of legal entanglements, 
which could be triggered by a myriad of parties. For example, it is doubtful that there will 
be sufficient water to support a relocation of the Institute to Ft. Huachuca. Experts from 
the University of Arizona were commissioned by the County of Cochise, Arizona, 
specifically to study the San Pedro River Watershed, which encompasses Ft. Huachuca and 
the nearby town of Sierra Vista. The study concluded that the Watershed cannot support 
the influx of people and additional water uses which will result from the relocation of the 
Institute to Ft. Huachuca. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Conservation 
Specialist for the San Pedro area has confirmed this conclusion. There is currently a deficit 
of groundwater, and surface water rights are tied up in an adjudication which may last as 
long as 10 to 20 years. 

In addition, a draw-down on water supplies occasioned by the relocation could 
jeopardize or harm endangered or threatened species in the San Pedro Riparian National 
Conservation Area. Under the terms of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), this draw-down 
would be prohibited, and the Institute would be forced to search elsewhere for water. 
Finally, a relocation of the Institute must undergo a full environmental analysis pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This analysis will raise the issues 
discussed above as well as a multitude of new ones. It will be the subject of intense scrutiny 
and participation by the environmental community. 

Consequently, the Commission must be careful to thoroughly consider all aspects of 
w its decision to relocate the Institute. A decision to move to Ft. Huachuca without a full 
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analysis of the proposed relocation of the Institute could leave it in limbo. The issues raised 
above are only a few of the issues which are likely to be raised in the relocation process. .I Aov one of these issues is sufficient to defeat the siting of the Institute at Ft. Huachuca. 
Therefore, the Commission should not remove the Presidio foundation before it determines 
that the Institute can in fact be relocated in Arizona. 

11. Water Sup~lies Mav Be Inadequate 

+ It is doubtful that there will be sufficient water supplies 
available to support the permanent relocation of the Institute 
to Ft. Huachuca. 

+ A University of Arizona study of the Sierra Vistapt. Huachuca 
water system indicates that it already suffers an annual deficit 
of approximately 11,000 acre-feet in the groundwater system. 

+ Relocation of the Institute could result in an influx of 
approximately 15,000 people to the Sierra Vista/Ft. Huachuca 
area. 

+ Relocation of the Institute could increase the deficit to nearly 
14,000 acre-feet per year. (University of Arizona study). 

+ A substantial draw-down of the groundwater system can draw 
from the surface water system. 

+ Adjudication of rights to surface water of the Gila River 
System, of which the San Pedro River is part, has just begun. 
Litigation could last 10-20 years, because the Gila River System 
encompasses most of Arizona. 

+ Multiple parties claim rights to the water of the San Pedro 
River. 

Numerous Indian Tribes, known collectively as the Gila Indian 
Community, have an earlier priority date on the San Pedro 
River than Ft. Huachuca or the BLM (on behalf of the San 
Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area) (established by 
Public Law No. 100-696), which entitles them to a superior call 
on the water. 
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+ Experts at the University of Arizona and the BLM in Arizona 
conclude that an increased draw-down on the San Pedro River 
by Ft. Huachuca could reduce the amount of water available to 
the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area. 

+ A reduction in water available to the Conservation Area could 
jeopardize or harm species which are candidates for listing 
under the ESA. 

111. Endangered Species May Be Threatened 

+ Many species located in the San Pedro Riparian National 
Conservation Area are candidates for listing under the ESA. 

+ A draw-down of water caused by the expansion of Ft. Huachuca 
could jeopardize or harm these species. 

+ Legal precedent forbids the draw-down of water supplies to the 
detriment of a listed species. 

+ Relocation of the Institute to Ft. Huachuca could be ensnared 
in the ESA consultation process. 

IV. A Full NEPA Analvsis Must Be Completed 

The DOD must conduct a full environmental analysis pursuant to NEPA for the 
relocation of the Defense Language Institute (& Public Law No. 101-510, 9 2905(c)). 
Concerns must include, at minimum: 

+ Impact on Water Supplies - The DOD must throughly consider 
and evaluate the impact on Ft. HuachucaISierra Vista of 
relocating the Institute. This includes the impact of increased 
water consumption caused by an influx of 15,000 people, the 
effect the resulting draw-down has on water quality, impact of 
the increased consumption on the water system infrastructure, 
and the availability of water supplies to meet all needs. 

1111 - See Sierra Club v. Luian, 1993 WL 151353 (W.D. Tex. 1993). 
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+ Impact on Endangered Species - DOD's considerations must 
include the impact of predicted reduced water supplies to the 
San Pedro Riparian Conservation Area on ESA species in that 
Area. Species could be affected by reduced drinking water 
supplies, and reduced water supplies could also adversely affect 
their habitat. Either situtation jeopardizes or harms the species 
and is illegal under the ESA. Thus, consumption of the water 
to the extent that it adversely affects water supplies to the 
Conservation Area would be prohibited, and users would be 
forced to obtain water elsewhere. Given the geographical 
setting, water supplies from outside the San Pedro Area are 
likely to be a very expensive option. 
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RELOCATION OF THE DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTITUTE 

AT-rACHMENTS 

A. Letter from Thomas Maddock 111, and William B. Lord, University of Arizona. 

B. Arizona Daily Star Article: BLM Seeking to Transfer Outspoken Hydrologist. 

C. General Adjudication of the Gila River System and Source, Maricopa County Superior 
Court. 

D. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law No. 101-510, 
5 2905(c). 
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Deputmsnt of 
"vdroiogy and Water Reao~rces 

w 
The Honorable Jim Cmuter 
ChPLinnlan 
Defense B w  Cloai~rr: and R,ealignnent Commisaiotl 
1700 N. Moore St,, Suite 1523 
Arlington, Va 22209 

CoUege of Engintering and Mines 
6uildlng 11 
ficu>n, Adzonr $5721 
(632) 621-5082 
PAX (602) 621-1422 

May 14, 1993 

Dear Sir: 

The pttrpe  of this letter is to addresn 3ome of the potatid significant adverse 

environmental effects hnd watm issum in the Sierra Vista SubWacershed that could 
result from the transfer of the Defense Language Institute ifi Monterep, California to 

Fort H u d u c a ,  Arizona. The a-uthon of this letter are both professom at the 
University of Arizona, each with over twenty yeare of experience in their respective 

fields of hydrology and cconmaics. The authon have produced several technical reports 

on the affects of gmtnd and surface water withdrawals on the San Pedro River Basin. 
Tbc data and information supplied in this letter were drawn &om these reports, and 
others Iistcd in the attached references. Tke authors have concludcd that incre~ed  

'(r development of the ground-water in the Sierra Vista Sub-Watershed, a~ could occur 
with the traaefer of additional Army personnel to Fort Huachuca, would further 

intensify the risk of environmental impact to the San Pedro National Conmation 
Ares. 

The San Pedro River flows northward out of Mexico through  southeast^ 
Arizona and into the Gila River near Winkleman, Arizona. For much of this distance, 

the river now flows only during wet periods, although it wss perennial prior to the 
irrigation withdrawals in the laat century. However, a section of the San Pedro above 

Sierra Vista, Arizona still ,flows continuously, and suppnrts an unwually diverse and 
valuable riparian ecmystem. Much of the riparian l a d  hbs been purchased by the 
federal government, has been established by Congress in 1988 aa the nation's first 
ripkfjm nationd conamation area, and h a  been managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLX). Vnforti~nately, continued ground-vat er pumping to support 
dwindling irrigation and the growing Sierra Vista and Foi-t Huachuca area threatens to 

reduce the flow of the Sas Pedro, to the detriment of the riparian area. 

The Arizona Depaztment of Commerce (ADC, 1990) reports that the popttiation 

411 of Sierra Vista is now about U.000. Fo uca has 8 reported 12,000 militaly llnd 

WXaOCY AND WATER RGMUKES 
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civilian employees anr1 about an equal number of clepndents. The Arizona Departmat 
of Water bourcea (ADWR, 1990, Ta.ble 4-12) estimates the Siemlz Vista-Fort 
H~zachr.rca. complex consumes about 9,620 acre-ftet of wnter per year (this includes 
exporting 760 acre-feet out of the watershed). Most of thii i s  from ground water for 

there are only minor surface water qdivezsions in the area. Vestigial irrigation that 
depends on wells consurna about 4,590 acre-feet per year. The cvapotran~pirat~ion 
processes in the area itre now estimated to consume about 15,400 a,cre-feet per year. 

These data represcat the negative side of the water picttrre. Between the city, the 
army. left-over irrigators and nature, 29,610 acre-feet of water are lost from the ground- 
water system. On the plus side to the Sierra Vista Sub-Watenked ground-water 
system, there is ahlit 13,560 acre-feet of mountain front recharge, about 1,520 acre-feet 

net inflow from the stream system, axld about 3,000 acre-fcet of inflow from Mexico. 
Thus, at the prescpt time, there is a 11,230 acre-feet hsnud water deficit in the ground- 
water system. 

An expansion of the base by 5,000 personnel could be expected to bring 10,000 
a d d i t i d  people to the m a .  Such growth could be expected to induce an additional 
50 percent increase in secondary employment (Gibson ct  al, 1988), These employees 

would also bring family members, probably in excess of the ratio for the base (the mean 

0 number of petsona per household generally id abut  2.3). Thus the proposed expamion 
could be expected to increase the population of the area by at least 15,000 people. Nan 
agricultural water demand in the area is about 150 gallons per capita psr day (Aljarnul, 
1991). Applying this to the population increment of 15,000 yiclde a prospective increase 
of 2,500 acre-feet annually asd pushes the water deficit to 13,730 acre-feet per par. 

Water deficits can be made up in one of three ways: 1) taking water Gom 
ground-water storage, 2) capturing water from the river and wapotmnspiratioa and, 3) 
importing water h m  some external source. For the Sierra Vista-Fort Huachuca , 

complex. the importation of watn  is not a viable option. The ADWR reports 

32,000.000 acmfeet of water in storage for the Sierra Vista Subwatershed (ADWR, 
1991). However, this is a terribly misieadiag numb- because it docs not represent the 
quaatity of truly developable water. When w e t a  ie extracted from an aquifer (as 
aquifer is the storage unit for ground water) by a well, the pumping praccss creatm a 

'cotle of deprcst~ion" the cone is inverted with its Apex at the well and its b&e at the 
water table. the  voluhc of the cone rimes a storage d i d e n t  (usually tke effective 
pdtbsity) yidda the quantity of water taken from storage. For a quantity of pdmping, 
the cone of depression continua to grow in size until n source of cnpture is encountered. 



If them are no sourcei of capture in the region, the cone will continue to grow 

v inddinitdy until the well casing depths are exceeded and the pumps are sucking air, 
leaving vast portions of the total storage unaffected. Unfortunately. in the Siena Vista 

Sub-Waterebed, there only two aources of ca.pturc: the Saa Pedro River anct the 
evapotrrcnspiration processes in the riparian meas. At :he point of capture, the cone of 
depression induces either ns increme in inflow from the river if the river js n losing 

stream (for a losing stream, water flaws from the river to the aquifer), a dccrcaw in 
outflow to tho rivet f ~ r  s gaining stream (for a gaining strewn, water flows from the 

aquifer to the river) or a. ciecrewe in evapotranspiration by lowering the water table 
below tho root zone, 

U;hcn a ,wruce of capture is encountered, the growth of the cone of depression 

deciines aaci may actually cease to grow at d if the amount of capture is q u a  to the 
amount p~unped. As long as water comm from storage, the riparian area is not in 
d q w .  However, the Sierra Vista water companies have reported, and even 
inappropriately azgaed, that there ha been little change in water tevels in their wells. 
Unfortunately, this is a sign that the cone of depmsion is no longer growing and watar 

i s  being captured. If what the watar cornpmiss say is correct, theft dl or part of 
exiating 11,230 acrofect water deficit is being made up by low from the ripariao area. 

w Adding 2,500 a w f e e t  of pumping will only compound the problem. 
It is of interest to note that even without thje popuhtion increment duo to 

pmomel transfers, the existing water system of the City of Sierra Vista, which is 

camposed of w e r a t  private water compaaies, is inadequate to meet Arizona, fire 

insurance rccommendatiom (Ellctt, 1993). Therefore, Sierra Vista is going to be forced 
to expand their exieting ground-water development to come into compliance with the 
recommeadations. In addition, the XDWR has found the az.aals water supply is 

inadequate, undsr the tenns of the 1980 Arizona Groundwater Mwgernmt Act, 

resulting in obligatory notification of that inadequacy in hture property transactions 
' 

(Brown and Caldwell, 1984). 

hTew EPA regulations approved in Congosa in 1990 become effective at the end 
of 1992. These regulations set more stringent water quslity staadards for copper and 
lead. Same of the Sierra Vista water companies have detmincd that they are not in 
comp1imc.e with the new rcgdatioas and may find that the met to aasure complimce 
may be prohibitive. 

Finally, the right of water providers in the Sierra Vista uea to pump p u n d  

(r 
water may be curtailed in the future because of sezxior feclord resumed rights clkimr 
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downstrerun. principally by the Gila River Inciim Community, me likely to be awarded 

rl in the Gila River General Stream Adj~rdication. Ground water may some day be 
classified as appropriable water. as the law comes to reflect present hydrologic 
knowledge. Pumping in the S i m s  Viata ie of' recent origin, and cmilld be displaced by 
such senior rloa.mtream rights. 

In concluaian, the riparian zones of rivers such aa the Sm Pedro River represent 
sanctuaries of ecologicd diversity in semi-arid snvirwmcnts, which are sustained by the 
delicate balance between surface a d  subaurfacc water flow and evapotranspiratiaa, 

and which are by thdr very nature at risk through natural and asthprogeaic 
intervention in that aear surface water balhsce. Increed development of the ground- 
water in the Sierra Viata Sub-watershed further intensifies the riak to as unique region. 

Yours truly, 
/--7 

Thamaa Maddock III 
Prctfusor of Hydrology and Water Rparurces - 

/ w pyka@ 
k i a m  B. tord .. 
Profewor of Agricultural ad Resource Economics 
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A  P R O F E S S I O N A L  CORPORATION 

RELOCATION OF THE DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTITUTE 

General Adjudication of the Gila River System and Source 
Maricova Countv Suverior Court, Arizona 

A formal adjudication has been established to determine the rights to the water in 
the Gila River System, of which the San Pedro River is part. As part of this adjudication, 
the Special Master appointed to hear the case has elected to begin with the San Pedro 
Watershed. The Special Master has decided to adjudicate the water rights on a "case 
management" basis. He will select certain, typical water claims to adjudicate first. The 
decision on these claims will serve as a precedent for later adjudications of similar claims. 
The first claims to be adjudicated in the San Pedro Watershed will be the water rights of 
certain ranchers, Sierra Vista, other municipalities, and the claims filed by the Federal 
Government and the State of Arizona. Many additional parties are expected to intervene. 
The preliminaries of this particular adjudication have begun, and actual litigation is expected 
to begin in the Fall of 1993. 

Numerous parties claim rights to the water on the San Pedro River. The Federal 
Government is asserting rights on behalf of the Gila River Indian Community, Ft. 
Huachuca, and the Bureau of Land Management (for the San Pedro Riparian National 
Conservation Area). Many other entities such as the nearby town of Sierra Vista and 
ranchers also claim water rights on the River. Of the relevant parties, the Gila Indian 
Community has the earliest priority date, and, therefore, senior right to have its claims for 

(I, water filled. Next in priority is Ft. Huachuca, followed by Sierra Vista and finally the San 
Pedro Riparian Conservation Area. The amount of water available to Ft. Huachuca will 
be constrained by the water rights determined to be held by the Gila Indian Community. 
The water available to Ft. Huachuca will also be constrained to the effect that there must 
be sufficient water in the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area, such that ESA 
species are not harmed as a result of low water levels. These constraints likewise temper 
the amount of water available to Sierra Vista. 

An aggravating factor to the question of whether there will be sufficient water to 
support a relocation of the Institute is the time frame. The water adjudication at issue 
involves the entire Gila River System. This System encompasses most of Arizona. Formal, 
comprehensive water rights adjudications are new to Arizona; therefore, virtually every 
issue, down to the definition of "groundwater," must be litigated. Because of the multiple 
parties involved and Arizona's lack of precedent, it is estimated that a final settlement of 
the rights to the System could take 10 to 20 years. Thus, there is no guarantee that rights 
exercised today may not be reduced or nullified years into the future by a final, legal 
settlement. 

Another complicating factor is the extent to which a draw-down of groundwater 
affects the level of surface water. Most of the parties claiming water rights receive their 
water via groundwater wells. It is uncertain at this point exactly how much of the 
underground aquifer is recharged from surface water. Some experts have indicated that a 

'1111 substantial portion of the underground aquifer in the Ft. Huachuca/Sierra Vista area is 
currently being recharged from surface water sources. 
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AZ may be cited as the "National Defense Authorization Act $z:zFi-l ,, Year 1991". 
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I ..p t ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS: TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PUBLIC LAW 101-510 CH.R 47391; November 5, 1990 

N A ~ ~ O N A L  DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 

For Legislative History of Act, see p. 2991. 
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B~ it enacted by the e n a t e  and House of Representatives of the 
states of Amenca m Congress assembled. National 

Defense 
,,,WON 1. SHORT 'I'ITLE Authorization I 

I 1. Short title. 
2 Organization of Act into divisiom; table of conbnt.. 
3. Congreruional defenw committea defined. 

I DIVISION A-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS 

I 
PART B-B-2 A f . c u r r  PIocruy 

k. 121. Limitation on obligations. 

PAST C--Omn 9n(snarc PROGIAYI 
rred in certjn $ 131. SRAM II m i ~ i l e  proqram. 1 

3- - 
~~v~sro~s:-Thia Act is organized into four divisions as follows: 
(1) Div)s!on A-@ .artment of Defense Authorizations. 
(2) D i ~ i o n  B-M 2 rtary Construction Authorizations. 
(3) Dlvlslon C--De artment of Energy National Security 

~uthoriZati0IU and Ch R er Authorizations. 
(4) Division %Economic Adjustment, Diversification, 

Conversion, and Stabilization. 
(b) TABLE OF &NTENTS.--T~B table of contenb for thia Act is as 

follom: 

I TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 

9c 102. Navy and Marine Corps 
9c 103. Air Force. 
Sa. 104. Defem Agencim. 
~IC 105. Defenrs hpector Gene& 
Sc 106. Reserve componentr. 
k. 1107. Chemical demilitarization program. 
k. 108. Multiyear authorizations. 

I 101-906 (Comm k 109. Repeal of prior milestone authorizatiom. 
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in certain H o w  * 132 Ground-wave emergency network. 
133. B I B  Aircraft program. 
1%. Prohibition on obligation or expenditure of fucal year 1990 funds for MX 

,I 96 11mr Rail G a h n  ~rocurement. 

JL 136. Limitation on advance procurement of advanced m i a e  mhile. 
Sr 137. Limitation on obligation of fun& for KG135R aircraft pmgram. 
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( 135. .-. Report on albr*tive MX mi6sile plenr. 1 



P.L. lOl-610 LAWS OF lOlst C0NG.-2nd SESS. 
Sec. 2901 

TITLE XXIX-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

Defense Bew PART A-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REAUGNMENT C O M M ~ ~ ~ ~  
Closure and 

installations inside the Unitea States. 
10 USC 2687 SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSlON 
note. (a) E ~ ~ A B L I S H M E N T . - T ~ ~ ~ ~  is established an independent comb 

sion to be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realimment 
Commission". 
(b) DUTIES.-The Commission shall carry out the duties specifid 

for it in this part. 
(c) APPOINTMENT.-~~MA) The Commission shall be composed 

eight members appointed by the President, by and with the a d h  
and consent of the Senate. 

Pres~dent. (B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations f,, 
appointment to the Commission- 

(i) by no later than January 3,1991, in the case of memben d 
the Commission whose terms will expire a t  the end of the fia 

(el M E E T I N C S . ~ ~ )  The Commission shall meet only during 
endar years 1991,1993, and 1995. 

Public (2XA) Each meeting of the Commission, other than r n e e t i ~  in 
information. which classified information is to be discussed, shall be open to * 

public. 

104 STAT. 1808 
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DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT P.L. 101-510 

Sec. 2906 
tion to be closed or realigned under this part, the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the Governor of the State and the heads 
of the local governments concerned for the purpose of considering 

plan- for the use of such property by the local community -- . 
concerned. 

(,) APPLICABILITY. OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 
1969.-41) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et  seq.) shall not apply to the actions of the 
president, the Commission, and, except as  provided in paragraph (21, 
the Department of Defense in carrying out this part. 

(2XA) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under this 
part ( i )  during the process of property disposal, and (ii) during the 
process of relocating functions from a military installation being 
closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiv- 
ing installation has been selected but before the functions are 
relocated. 

(8) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental 
policy Act of 1969 to the processes referred to in subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the military depart- 
ments concerned shall not have to consider- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation 
which has been recommended for closure or realignment by the 
Commission; 

(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military 
installation which has been selected as the receiving installa- 
tion; or 

(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended 
or selected. 

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any require- 
ment of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent 
such Act is applicable under paragraph (2). of any act or failure to 
act by the Department of Defense during the closing, realigning, or 
relocating of f~nct ions  referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph 
(2XA), may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such 
act or failure to act. 

(dl WAIVER:-The Secretary of Defense may close or realign mili- 
tary installations under this part without regard to- 

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing 
or realigning military installations included in any appropria- 
tions or authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 10 USC 2667 

(a) IN GENERAL.-41) There is hereby established on the books of "Ote' 

the Treasury a n  account to be known as the "Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 1990" which shall be administered by the 
Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account- 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any..funds that the Secretary may, subject to approval in 

an appropriation Act, transfer to the Account from funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, except 
that such funds may be transferred only after the date on which 
the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for, 
such transfer to the congressional defense committees; and 

104 STAT. 1815 
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April 22, 1993 

Mr. Hany C. McPherson, Jr. 
Member, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson, and Hand 
901 15th Street, NW, Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Dear Mr. McPherson: 

The National Federation of Federal Employees (NFFE) represents employees at the 
Defense Language Institute (DLI) in Monterey, California. As you are aware, DL1 was 
removed from the base closure list by Secretary Aspin and was placed back on by your 
Commission. It has come to our attention that the Army has proposed to move the DL1 
from Monterey to Fort Huachuca, Arizona to contract with the University of Arizona for 
instruction in certain languages. 

The purpose of this letter is to notify the Base Closure and Realignment Commission that 
before such a contracting out proposal is accepted, the Army must conduct a cost analysis 
study pursuant to the regulations outlined in OMB Circular A-76 and the Federal 
Acquisition Regulations. As this study has not been undertaken, the NFFE has filed a 
grievance to prohibit such a violation from occurring. If necessary, the Union will request 
injunctive relief to halt the termination of any position at DL1 before the agency meets its 
obligation to conduct a cost study. 

The NFFE is convinced that the DL1 is a valuable national resource. The Army's 
proposal is not in our best national security interest, as the need for language expertise in 
this unpredictable world is greater than ever before. Furthermore, the Army's analysis 
ignores the costs associated with moving the program to an installation unequipped to 
accept it. 

I President 

Region 9 
Sonya Constantine 

Clarksville, IN 
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Clarksville, IN 

Re: Grievance To Halt Base Closure At 
Defense Language Institute, Monterey, California 

Dear Ms. Cheston: 

This letter is in response to your request for information concerning a 
grievance filed by NFFE Local 1263 to stop the Army from contracting out 
federal employee positions at the Defense Language Institute, Monterey, 
California. A representative of the U.S. Army testified in March 1993 at a 
hearing before the Base Closure and ~ e a l i ~ n & e n t  Commission that the 
Army intended to close the Defense Language Institute and contract out 
language instructors to contractors in Arizona. There are both statutory and 
regularly prohibitions against contracting out federal employee positions 
without first conducting a cost comparison study. See 10 U.S.C. Sections 
2461 and 2467(b); 48 C.F.R. Subpart 7.3 (Federal Acquisition Regulations); 
and Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76 (attached). 

On April 5, 1993, NFFE Local 1263 filed the attached grievance and 
demanded that all procedures to close the Defense Language Institute be 
halted until the Army completes a cost comparison as required by law. 
Should it be necessary to pursue this grievance to arbitration, an arbitrator 
would have broad remedial authority. If, upon review, the contracting-out 
decision is found contrary to law, the arbitrator could order termination of 
the contract and reconversion of language instruction back to performance 
in-house. See NFFE Local 1263 and DLI, 43 FLRA No. 64 
(1 99 l)(attached). 



May 7, 1993 Page 2 

I may be reached at (202) 862-4415 if you have any additional questions. 
Please note that I will be out of town from Monday, May 10 through 
Monday, May 17. 

Very truly yours, 

M7 4%- 
Joshua F. Bowers 
Staff Attorney 

cc: Alfie Khalil, President, Local 1263 
John President, NVP, Region 6 
Katy Jones, National Representative 



/ NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
LOCAL 1 2 6 3 

Post Office Box 5836 
Presidio of Manterey, California 93944 

@ c s ~  

A p r i l  5 ,  1993 

Colonel V l d b n i t  Sobichevsky 
cammuIdaat 
(Am-PIT) 
Defense Language Inacicute 
ProaidZo of Moaterry, CA. 93944 

SUBJECT: Uaioa Griwance 
Pbsa & w b  thi8 rmmMr 
when r v ~ * s q 3  

It ha6 coa# t o  tho attention of NPFE Local 1263 thar the Army has entared into 
contract ne~oc  iatians utch another org~nieat ion  to vupply eervicee currmtlp 
p t w l d e d  by our Bargaining Unit, The Anay i e  therefore in violation of+&olclU 
circular A-76 and Title 10 ~f US Code 2467 (b) and the Ncgotiared A g r e m n c .  

In the eveat that the DLIFLC is unable to respond to this grievance, we: hearby 
Invoke arbitrucion ro a tra l~ l  an ir~junction by the Arbitrocor. 

Ye requect t o  meet uixh yuu to disciss th i s  zrievance uithiu ten working days. 

President 
HPPE Local 1263 

CC: Executive Board 
Bargaining Unic h g l o y c c s  
Josh Haters, NI'FI' Staff Attorney 





Presidio of Monterey and Annex, California 

Recommendation: Close the Presidio of Monterey (POM) and the 
Presidio of Monterey Annex (part of Fort Ord). Relocate the 
Defense Language Institute (DLI) and contract the foreign 
language training with a public university which must be able to 
provide this training at or near Fort Huachuca, AZ. This 
recommendation is contingent upon the successful negotiation of a 
contract by October 1994. If agreement cannot be met, DL1 will 
remain at the Presidio of Monterey. The Army would then 
reevaluate options which might lead to another proposal to the 
1995 Commission. 

Justification: The Defense Language Institute currently has a 
staff and student population of over 4000 personnel. This 
institute offers training in over 20 languages (e.g., Russian, 
Somali, Swahili, Ukrainian). However, it has a high operating 
overhead in both facilities and staff. A new approach to the 
operation of the Institute must be considered. 

Contracting foreign language training with an existing 
university-level institution will create significant savings in 
operational overhead, both in instructors (many of whom may 
already be on staff at a university), and in administration. The 
relatively high base operations cost at the Presidio of Monterey 

i would be avoided. 

Fort Huachuca is the home of the Army Intelligence School. 
Military intelligence has the largest requirement for linguists 
in all services. The foreign language skill is most often used 
to interact with allies and better understand foreign military 
capability and intentions. Locating military personnel on Fort 
Huachuca provides advantages to both the soldier and the Army. 
First, it enables the Army to care for the needs of the soldiers 
during their formative training. It ensures "~oldierization" 
which is a critical factor in the development of all military 
personnel. Finally it will enable the Army to integrate the 
soldiers into the military intelligence concept during their 
training. 

Army students in the human intelligence field are currently 
assigned to Fort Huachuca at the end of their foreign language 
training. Soldiers can attend the basic noncommissioned officer 
course and continue with advanced language training or attend the 
advanced noncommissioned officers course and then continue with 
intermediate language training. This would save travel, per diem 
costs and movement time. 

An agreement of this kind is not unique. For example, the 
University of Virginia at Charlottesville is the location of the 



Army's Judge Advocate General School and the University of 
Syracuse sponsors the Army Comptroller graduate education 
program. 

The Army, as Executive Agent for the Defense Language 
Program, will ensure that the same high level of training 
currently taught at DL1 will continue. The Army will continue to 
serve as the technical authority and provide qualitative 
assessment of foreign language training activities. In addition, 
the Army will also conduct research and eval.uation on training 
development methodologies, instructional methodologies and 
techniques; computer-based training; computer-assisted 
instruction; and establish or approve standards or criteria for 
language training and provide various tests and evaluation 
procedures. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this 
closure are approximately $155 million. Annual steady state 
savings are about $49 million, with a return on investment in two 
years. 

Impact: The closure of the Presidio of blonterey and Fort Ord 
Annex will have an i m p a c t  on t h e  local  e c : o n o m y .  The projected 
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 4 percent 
of the employment base in the Salinas-Seaside-Monterey 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. 
There are no significant environmental impediments from this 
realignment. Environmental restoration will continue until 
complete. There are no known obstacles in the ability of the 
receiving communityts infrastructure to support the realigning 
mission. 







EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND B U D G m  

WASHINGTON. D.C. 

August 4,  1983 CIRCULAR NO. ~ 1 7 6  (REVISED) 

TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS 

SUBJECT: Per fo rmance  of Commerc ia l  Act iv i t ies  

1. Purpose. This Ci rcular  es tab l i shes  Federa l  policy regarding t h e  pe r fo rmance  
of commerc ia l  act ivi t ies .  The  Supplement t o  t h e  Circular  s e t s  for th  procedures for  
de termining  whether  commerc ia l  ac t iv i t i e s  should be per formed under contrac: 
with commerc ia l  sources o r  in-house using Government fac i l i t ies  and personnel. 

2. Rescission. OMB Circular  No. A-76 (revised), da t ed  March 29, 1979; 
Transmi t t a l  Memoranda I through 7; Supplement No. 1 t o  t h e  Circular ,  d a t e d  
March 1979. 

3. Authori ty.  The  Budget  and Accounting A c t  of 1921 (31 U.S.C. 1 et sea.), and  - 
.The O f f i c e  of Federa l  P rocuremen t  Pblicy A c t  Amendments  of 1979741 V.S.C. 
401 et seqS. . - - 
4. Background. 

a. In the  process of governing, t h e  Government should not  c o m p e t e  wish 
i t s  ci t izens.  The compe t i t i ve  en te rp r i se  sys tem,  cha rac t e r i zed  by individual 
f r e e d o m  ar?d ini t iat ive,  is t h e  pr imary  source  of nat ional  economic  streng:h. In 
recognit ion of this  principle, i t  ha s  been and cont inues  t o  be t h e  genera l  policy o i  
t h e  Governmen t  t o  rely on commerc ia l  sources  t o  suppiy t h e  products  and serv ices  
t h e  Governmen t  needs. 

b. This nat ional  policy was  promulgated  through Bureau of t h e  Budger 
Bulletins issued in 1955, 1957 and  1960. OMB Circular  No. A-76 was issued in 1966. 
The  Circular  was revised in 1967 and again  in 1979. 

5 .  Policy. I t  is the policy of t h e  United S t a t e s  Government  to: 

a. Achieve Economy and Enhance Productivi tv.  Compet i t ion  enhances  
quali ty,  economy, and productivity. Whenever commerc ia l  s ec to r  pe r fo rmance  of  a 
Governmen t  ope ra t ed  commerc ia l  ac t iv i ty  is permissible, in acco rdance  with th is  
Ci rcular  and  i t s  Supplement,  comparison of t h e  c o s t  of con t r ac t ing  and the  c o s t  o f  
in-house pe r fo rmance  shal l  be per formed t o  de t e rmine  who will d o  t h e  work. 



( 2 )  Monetarv transactions and enti t lements,  such a s  tax collection 
and revenue disbursements; control  of the  treasury accounts and money 
supply; and the  administration of public trusts. . 
f. ."\cost comparison is the  process of developing an es t imate  of the cost  

of Government performance of a cornmerclal activiry and comparing i t ,  in 
accordance with the requirements in Par t s  11, 111, and IV of the Supplement, to  the 
cos t  to  the  Government for con t rac t  performance of ,the activity. 

g. Direcriy a f fec ted  part ies a r e  Federal  employees and their 
representative organizations and bidders or offerors cln the instant solicitrtion. 

7. Scooe. 

a. Unless otherwise provided by law, this Circular and i t s  Supplement shall 
apply t o  al l  executive agencies and shall provide adrninistrative direction to heads 
of agencies. 

b. This Circular and its Supplement apply to printing and binding only in 
those agencies or  depar tments  which a r e  e x e m ~ t e d  by law from the  provisions of 
Title 44 of the  U.S. Code. 

c. This Circular and its Supplement shall no:: 

(1). . Be. applicable when contrary t o  iaw, Executive Orders, o r  any 
t rea ty  or ' international agreement ;  

( 2 )  Apply t o  Governmental  functions as defined in paragraph 6.e.; 

(3) Apply t o  the  Depar tment  cf Defense in t imes of a declared war or 
military mobilization; 

( 4 )  Provide authority t o  en te r  into co'ntracts; 

( 5 )  Authorize con t rac t s  which x t a b l i s h  a n  employer-employee 
relationship between t h e  Government and contractor  employees. An 
e m p l o y e r i m p l o y t e  relationship i ~ v o l v e s  c.lose, continual supervision of 
individual contractor  employees by Government employees, as distinguished 
f rom general  oversight of contractor  o ~ r a t i o n s .  However, limited and 
necessary interacticin between G o v e n m e r ~ t  employees and contractor  
employees, part icularly during t h e  transition period of conversion t o  
contract ,  does not establish an employer-employee relationship. Additional 
guidance on this subject is provided in the  Federal Personnel Manual issued by 
the  Office of Personnel Manzgzment; 

(6 )  Be used t o  justify c o n v e r s i ~ n  t o  contract  soleiy t o  avoid personnel 
ceilings o r  salary limitations; 

(7) Apply t o  t h e  conduct of research and development. However, 
severable in-house commercia l  activit ies in support of research and develop- 
ment, such as those listed in At tachment  .A, a r e  normally subject  t o  this 
Circular and i t s  Supplement; o r  



c. Patient  Care. Commercial  activit ies performed a t  hospitals operared 
by the  Government shall be retained in-house if the agency head, in consultation 
with the agency's chie i  medical director,  determines tha t  in-house performance 
would be in tne  best interests of d i rect  patient  care. 

d. Lower cost. Government p e r f o r m ~ i c e  of a ccmmercia l  acrivity :c 
authorized i i  a ccs; comparison prepared in accordance with Par t s  11, 111 and I\' o i  
the  Supplement demonst ia tes  that she Government is operating or can operase rhe 
activity on an ongoing basis at an. es t imated Jower ;cost than a..quaLified,.commercial 
source. . . 

9. Action Requirements. To ensure t h a t  t h e  provisions of this Circular k7d ~ T S  
Supplement a r e  followed, each agency head shall: 

a. Designate an officia! at t h e  assistant secre tary  o r  q c i v a l t n t  level zr.5 
officials a t  a i c m p a r z b l t  level in major component organizations ?o have iespx.si- 
bility ior  impiementation of this Circular and i t s  ~ u p p i i m e n t  witnin ;he cgenc-y. 

b. Establish one or  more  offices u t e n t r z l  poinzs o i  contact  ro  carry ax t  
implementation. These sffices sht l l  have access t o  all documents and 2 a t ~  

.-. pertinent :o ac:ions taken under t h e  Circular and i t s  Su?plement a d  will responc 
3 in a timely manner ;o all requests concerning inventories, schedules, rsvieuls. 
'I 
. results of cost  comparisons and cost comparison data. 

. . c. Be guided by OFPP Poiicy Le t re r  No. 78-3, "Xequests for Disclosure o i  
Contractor-Suppiied .Information Obtained in t h e  Course of a Procurement," in 
considering requests for information supplied by contractors. 

d. Impiement this Circular and i t s  S u p p l e m e ~ t  within 90 days a i ~ e r  its 
issuance with a minimum of internal instructior).~. Cost comparisons shail no? be 
delayed pending issuance cf such instructions. Copies of the  implementing 
instructions and any subsequent changes, t h e  appeals procedure required in Part I, 
Chapter 2, p x a g r a p h  I of t h e  Supplement, and t h e  names of :he d e s i g ~ t t e d  
officials  in p a r a g r z ~ h  9.a. ma t h e  oi f ices  ir, paragraph 9.5. will be :orwxded . t o  the 
Off ice of Federal Procurement Policy, OM9. 

- 
e. rnsure  t h e  initial reviews of all existing in-house commercial activit ies 

are comp!eted ir! accordance with P a r t  I, Chapter  I ,  paragraph C.i. of the  
Suppienent  by September 30, 1987. 

10. Annual Reporting Requirement. No ia te r  than March I5 of each yea:, 
agencies shall submit to  t h e  Of i i ce  of Federai  Proccrement Policy a report  on the 
implementation of 3 M a  Circular No. A-76, in accordance with instructions ir, 
P a r t  I, Chapter 4 of t h e  Supplement. 

11. OM6 Zes~ons ib i l i ty  2nd Contac? Point. A!: quts t icns  or  inquiries should be 
submitted to the  Office of Management anci Budget, Office of Federal  Procure- 
ment  Policy, 726 Jackson Place, NW, R o a n  9013, Washington, DC 20503. Tele- 
phone nurnber (202) 395-68 10. 



At tachmen t  A 
OM0 Circular No. A - 7 6  

EXAMPLES OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITTES~ 

Audiovisual Products  and Services  

Photography (still ,  movie, aer ia l ,  etc.) 
Photographic processing (developing, printing, enlarging, etc.) 
Film and videotape production (scr ip t  writing, direct ion,  animation,  

editing, ac t ing ,  e tc . )  
Microfilming and o ther  microforms 
A r t  and graphics serv ices  
Distribution of audiovisual ma te r i a l s  
Reproduction and duplication of audiovisual products  
Audiovisual fac i l i ty  managemen t  and  opera t ion  
Maintenance of audiovisual equipment  

Au tomat i c  D a t a  Processine 

ADP serv ices  - batch  processing, time-sharing, fac i l i ty  macagement ,  e tc .  
Programming and sys tems analysis,  design, development ,  and simulation 
Key punching, d a t a  en t ry ,  transmission, and teleprocessing services 
Sys tems engineering and instal lat ion 
Equipment instal lat ion,  opera t ion ,  and  ma in tenance  

Food s e r v i c e s  

Opera t ion  of ca fe t e r i a s ,  mess halls, ki tchens,  bakeries ,  dairies, 
and  commissar ies  

Vending machines  
Ice and wa te r  

Heal th  Serv ices  

Surgical ,  medical ,  denta l ,  and psychia t r ic  c a r e  
Hospital izat ion,  ou tpa t i en t ,  and nursing care 
Physical  examinat ions  
Eye and hearing examinat ions  and manufac tur ing  and f i t t i ng  glasses 

and hear ing  aids 
Medical  and den ta l  labora tor ies  
Dispensaries  
P reven t ive  medicine 
Die tary  serv ices  
Veterinary serv ices  

1 This l is t  should b e  used in conjunction wi th  t h e  policy and procedures of t h e  
Ci rcular  t o  de t e rmine  an  agency's  A-76 commerc ia l  ac t iv i t i e s  inventory. I t  
ha s  been  compiled primari ly f r o m  e x a m p l e s  of commercial ac t iv i t i e s  cu r ren t ly  
c o n t r a c t e d  o r  ope ra t ed  in-house by agencies.  I t  should not  be considered 
exhaus t ive ,  but  should be  cons idered  a n  aid in identifying commerc ia l  ac t iv i -  
ties. For example ,  s o m e  Fede ra l  l ibrar ies  a r e  primari ly recrea t ional  in n a t u r e  
and  would be deemed  commerc ia l  ac t iv i t ies .  However,  t h e  National  Archives  
o r  c e r t a i n  funct ions within r e sea rch  l ibrar ies  might  no t  be considered c o m m e r -  
c ia l  act ivi t ies .  Agency managemen t  mus t  use informed judgement on  a case- 
by-case basis in making t h e s e  decisions. , 



Office and Administrative Services 

Library operations 
Stenographic recording and transcribing 
Word processicg/ijara ennyltyping services 
Maillmessenger 
Transla tion 
Management information systems, products and distribution 
Financial auditing and services 
Compliance auditing 
Court  reporting 
Material manag, -ment  
Supply services 

Other Services 

Laundry and dry cleaning 
Mapping and chart ing 
Archi teci and engineer services 
Geological surveys 
Cataloging 
Trzining -- a c z d = n i t ,  tzchnical, vocational, and specialized 
Operation of utility systems (power, gas, water,  s team,  and sewage) 
Laboratory ?es:inq services 

print in^ and Reprokucrion 

Facility m a n a g e ~ e n t  and operation 
Printing and binding -- where the  agency or  depar tment  is exempted 

i m m  ;he provisions of Title 44 of the  U.S. Code 
Reproducticn, co?yii;g, and duplication 
Sluepriniing 

Real Froperry 

Design, engineering, construction, modification, repair, and maintenance 
of buildings and structures;  building mechanical and e lect r ica l  equip- 
n e n r  and sys:ems; elevators;  escalators; moving walks 

Construction, alterz:ion, repair, and maintenance of roads and other 
surfaced a reas  

Landscaping, drainage, mowing and c a r e  of grounds 
Dredging of waterways 

Security 

Guard and protective services 
Systems ecgintering,  ins ta lkt ion,  and maintenance of security systems 

and individual privacy systems 
Forensic laboratories 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRE.SIDENT 
OFFICE OF M A N A G E M E N T  A N D  BUDGET 

W A S ~ W T O N .  0 C. 20503 

September 2 8 ,  1 9 8 8  

Circular No. A-76 
Revised 

Transmitt.al Memorandum No. 7 

MEMORANDUM FOR HEAD% OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: e e  Of Commercial Activities 

This Transmittal Memorandum revises the treatment of 
retirement costs for both government. and contractors and 
updates certain other cost factors. Public Law 100-366 amends 
the "Federal Employees1 Retirement System Act of 1986" to 
require that all employer paid retirement costs for the 
Federal Employees Retirement System and the contractor be 
included in the A-76 cost comparison process. Transmittal 
Memorandum No. 4 is rescinded by this memorandum. Therefore, 
all renumbered lines and added lines on the cost comparison 
forms at Illustrations 1-1 and 5-1, and added paragraphs in 
the Supplement introduced by Transmittal Memorandum No. 4 are 
-hereby deleted. In addition, this Memorandum updates the 
federal pay raise assumptions for 1989 through 1993, updates 
the cost factor for miscellaneous fringe benefits, deletes 
the mark-up rates applied to General Services Administration 
(GSA) materials, revises the mark-up rates applied to Defense 
Logistics Agency (Dm) materials, and revises contractor tax 
rates. This Memorandum also changes the instructions for 
publication of inventories and study schedules, and deletes 
all of Chapter 4 ,  "Annual Reporting Requirementgt in Part I of 
the Supplement. 

Paragraph C . l . b ,  Chapter 1, Part I, of the Supplement 

The requirement in this paragraph for agencies to 
publish their schedules for conducting cost 
comparison studies in the Commers Business pailv - 
and the a Reuister is deleted. Executive 
Order 12615 requires the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) to publish the schedules for public 
review. OMB will publish the schedules not later 
than 30 days before the start of each fiscal year 
in both publications cited above. 



Paragraph D.3.g(l)(a), Chapter 2, Part IV, of the Supplement 

The revised standard retirement cost factor to be 
used is 21.7 percent for all agencies except the 
Department of Medicine and Surgery (DM&S) within 
the Veterans Administration (VA) . The factor for 
DM&S is 11.4 percent. The standard factor 
represents the Government's share of the full 
dynamic normal costs of' the Civil Service 
Retirement System (CSRS) and the Federal Employees' 
Retirement System (FERS) . This factor also 
includes the Government's contributions to the Old 
Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) 
portion of Social Security and thrift savings plan 
costs. 

The revised retirement cost factors for special 
class employees are 26 percent for air traffic 
controllers and 25.5 percent for law enforcement 
and fire protection employees, except for fire 
fighters within DMCS. The factor for DM&S is 15.6 
percent. 

Paragraphs D. 3 .g(l) (b) . Chapter 2, Part IV, of the 
Supplement. 

Revised standard fringe benefit cost factors to be 
applied under palagraph D.3.g. in the Supplement to 
the Circular are as follows: 

Frinae Benefit Factor Revised C o z t  

Federal employee 
miscellaneous fringe 
benefits (workmen's 
compensation, bonuses 
and awards and unemployment 
programs) 

The factor for Federal employee insurance remains at 4.7 
percent. The factor for FICA (Medicare) remains at 1.45 
percent. 

Paragraph D.3.g(2), Chapter 2, Part IV, of the Supplement 

Add the following paragraph at the end of D.3.g(2) to 
Chapter 2, Part IV of the Supplement: (The original paragraph 
was deleted by Transmittal Memorandum No. 4 )  

"The Federal Insurance Contributions Act (FICA) 
cost factor listed below, will be applied to 
civilian employees not covered by either of the two 



the total of lines 7 through 11 and enter the 
difference on line 13." 

Chapter 4, Part IV, of the Supplement 

Delete the renumbering of line nunlbers referenced 
by Transmittal Memorandum No. 4. Proper numbering 
is the original numbering contained in Chapter 4, 
Part IV of the Supplement dated August, 1983. 

Illustration 5-1, Chapter 5 ,  Part IV, of the Supplement 

Lines 15 through 19 of the *Cost Comparison Form 
for Expansions, New Requirements and Conversion to 
In-House PerformanceN should be changed back to the 
original nomenclature and format specified in the 
Supplement, dated August, 1983. Delete the Line- 
Social Security (OASDI) and Savings Plan Costs 
(Deduct), which was added by Transmittal Memorandum 
No. 4. Lines 15 through 19 should be as follows: 

TOTAL CONTRACT COSTS -------------.--------- Line 15 

CONVERSION DIFFERENTIAL (For -------------- Line 16 
Expansions, note net difference, 

Chapter V, E.) 

TOTAL (Line 8 & 16) ---------------.-------- Line 17 
COST COMPARISON (Line 17 minus line 15) ---Line 18 

COST COMPARISON DECISION ------------------ Line 19 
Appendix D, Part IV, of the Supplement 

A revised Tax Rate Table, Appendix Dl with new tax rates 
is attached. This tax table will be substituted for the 
Appendix D found in Part IV of the Supplement to the 
Circular. 

This revision is effective as follows: all changes 
. affecting retirement costing procedures shall be effective as 

of July 13, 1988 and shall apply to all cost comparisons in 
process where the Government's in-house cost estimate had not 
been opened before July 13, 1988. All other changes in the 
Transmittal Memorandum are effective upon the date of this 
signed memorandum and shall apply to all cost comparisons in 
process where the Government's in-house cost estimate has not 
been opened before this date. 

Attachment 



PART IV---- COST COMPARISON HANDBOOK 

CODE NO. 

APPENDIX D 

TAX RATE TABLE * 

INDUSTRY 

Extractive Industries 

10-01-0400 Agriculture Production 
10-01-0600 Agricultural Services 
20-02-1010 Mining Iron Ores 
20-02-1070 Mining Copper, Lead, Zinc, Gold 

and Silver Ores 
20-02-1098 Mining Other Metals 
20-03-1150 Coal Mining 
20-05-1430 Sand, Gravel, Dimension, Crushed 

and Broken Stone 

TAX 
RATE [ % 

Construction 

30-06-1510 General building (construction) 0.5 
30-06-1531 Operative builders (construction) 1.2 
30-07-1600 Heavy construction 0.7 
30-08-1711 Plumbing, heating, air conditioning 0.5 
30-08-1731 Electrical work 0.5 
30-08-1798 Other special trades 0.6 

Manufacturing 

Meat products 
Dairy products 
Preserved fruits and vegetables 
Grain mill products 
Bakery products 
Sugar and confectionary products 
Bottled soft drinks and flavorings 
Other food and kindred products 
Men's and boy's clothing 
Women's and children's clothing 
Other apparel and accessories 
Other fabricated textile products 
Logging, sawmills and planing mills 

Tax Rates are in relation to business receipts. 

* *  Does not reflect revisions contained in the 1987 Standard 
Classification Manual. 



CODE NO. INDUSTRY 

Manuf acturina (continued) 

Ordnance and accessories, except 
vehicles and guided missiles 
Miscellaneous fabricated metal products 
Farm machinery 
Construction and related machinery 
Metal working machinery 
Special industry machinery 
Off ice and computing machines 
Other machinery, except electrical 
Radio, television, communic:ation 
equipment 
Electronic components and accessories 
Other electrical equipment 
Motor vehicles and equipment 
Aircraft, guided missiles and parts 
Ship and boat building and repairing 
Other transportation equipment, except 
motor vehicles 
Scientific instruments and measuring 
devices; watches and  clock:^ 
Optical, medical and opthalmic 
goods 
Photographic equipment and supplies 
Miscellaneous manufacturing and 
manufacturing not allocable 

Trans~ortation And Utilities 

Railroad transportation 
Local and interurban passenger transit 
Trucking and warehousing 
Water transportation 
Transportation by air 
Pipe lines, except natural gas 
Transportation services nct else- 
where classified 
Telephone, telegraph and other 
communication services 
Radio and Television broadcasting 
Electric services 
Gas production and distribution 
Combination utility servic:es 
Water supply and other sanitary 
services 

TAX 
mxE(%) 



CODE NO. JNDUSTRX 

Services 

Motion picture production, distribution 
and services 
Motion picture theatres 
Amusement and recreation services, 
except motion pictures 
Physicians' services 
Dentists' services 
Nursing and personal care 
facilities 
Medical Laboratories 
Other medical services 
Legal services 
Educational services 
Miscellaneous services, not 
elsewhere classified 

TAX 
RATE ( 9 ) 



*.3vp sjql * . t o ~ q  peIPaAe3 uaaq 
W u  S Q q  aqomlqee qso3 esnoq-u; 8,3uaanrrah09 oqq 8Jaqn s s a ~ o ~ d  

ul m u o t q a u d ~ o ~  qsoa llo 03 Xldde lluqs puo p a u 6 j s  r l  m p u e l o m a m  
8 q3 03ep Oq3 uodn @AT>3effO 9 l U  PnpUQJOQaU lU~~TUIsuo3,!, li 0q3 u; r a  U Q ~ D  lie : O A O ~ ~ O J  SP O A J ~ C J ~ J J ~ P  SJ U O J O J A ~ J  I~ (U 

:&-A1 pU8 9 . ~ 1  rebod ' q o q p u e ~  u o r y ~ P d m o ~  qro3 l w q u a m s f d d n ~  
8- 20 3 ydeadprud aed pojlddu oq plnoqs r z o q a o ~  b u ~ n o l l o j  

*U ' Z66 t  arex ~ o s s ~ ~  303 rabpog r,queplrsld aqq uy p e p l ~ o l d  
SW ~ r o s o ~ ~ ~ u ~  qsoa Xed-uou puw f a u u o r ~ e d  asnoq-uf r,3uemu2e~o9 

my) bulqndaoj l o 3  pasn m ~ o q o e ~  u o l q s ~ f u l  pu. suoyqdmssu 
@ S ~ o a  Xed IraepeJ aw roawpdn unpuoroaex ~ u q q ~ m s u w ~ ~  s j ~  



Tbis Trannltt .1 Muorandurn update8 tho ?odor81 pay r a i a o  
a s s u p t i o n #  and inf lat ion  factors  u8.d for  soaputing tho 
Govrrrtmontte in-hourr praonnal and non- y cost h c r e a s ~ r ,  as r provided in tho  Prosidantt8 Budget f o r  ? 8-1 Year 1993. 

The following fac tors  should be rpplid p u  rrgra 
pagas IV-6 and IV-7 o t  t h e  Om Circular A-76 EuppEent.pbC:st 
Comparison Randbe&. 

Jrnuuy 1992 
April 1993 
January 1994 
Juruay 1995 
January 1996 
Juruly 1997 

Tha above porsonnal pay ra i se  factors shall be applied 
consideration is given t o  tha Interim Geographic Adjurbent*  
provided by Section 302 of the Federal Employers Pay 
Conparability A c t  of 1990 (P.L.  101-509). 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUffiET 

WASHNGTOCJ. D.C. 20503 

March 26, 1993 

Circular No. A-76 (Revised) 
Transmittal Memorandum No. 12 

TO THE HEADS OF EXECXJTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

SUBJECT : Performance of Commercial Activities 

This Transmittal Memorandum updates the Federal pay raise 
assumptions and inflation factors used for computing the 
Government's in-house personnel and non-pay cost increases, as 
provided in the President's Budget for Fiscal Year 1994. 

The following factors should be applied per paragraph C 
pages IV-6 and IV-7 of the OMB Circular A-76 Supplemental Cost 
Comparison Handbook (August 1983). 

Federal Pay Raise Assum~tions Inflation Factors 
Effective Date Militarv and Civilian 

January 199 3 
January 19 9 4 
January 199 5 
January 19 9 6 
January 1997 
January 1998 

&Ion-Pay Catesories (Su~wlies and Emiwment, etc.) 

The above personnel pay raise factors do not include 
"locality pay," which is expected to begin in 1995 under the 
President's FY 1994 budget. Locality pay factors will be 
provided in a future update. Until that time, locality pay 
adjustments are not. required. Locations that received the 
Interim Geographic Adjustments (IGA), as provided by Section 302 





OVERVIEW 

ISSUE: Whether the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission has the authority to contract out for 
language instruction without conducting a cost analysis 
study pursuant to the regulations outlined in the OMB 
Circular A-76. 

SUMMARY OF OMB CIRCULAR A-76: 

Goal: To increase the quality, efficiency and productivity 
of the Department of Defense. 

Ap~roach: Use competition as a means to select the most cost 
effective operation to perform the service. 

Whether commercial work should be done by the 
government or be contracted out to the private sector. 

Method: Comparative Cost Analysis Study 
1. Identify a commercial activity for 

competition. 
2. When it is permissible to have private 

sector performance of this commercial activity, then a cost 
comparison will be performed. 

3. "A cost comparison is the process of 
developing an estimate of the cost of Government performance of a 
commercial activity and comparing it, in accordance with Parts 11, 
I11 and IV of the Supplement, to the cost to the Government for 
contract performance of the activity." 

4. "The commercial firms and Government 
agencies compete in the open market for the option to perform the 
activity.I1 p.13 of Progress Report. 

PROBLEM: 

1) 
National Federation of Federal Employees (NFFE) will 

absolutely sue over the closure of DL1 in Monterey, CA. They claim 
the Army and the Commission want to contract out the foreign 
language instruction. No matter how the Commission handles DLI, 
even if they move all the instructors to Fort Huachuca, NFFE will 
contest it. 

NFFE bases its claim on OMB Circular A-76, summarized 
above, as well as 10 U.S.C. @2461, which calls for studies and 
reports before conversion to a contractor, and 10 U.S.C. @2467(b), 
which requires DOD to consult with civilian employees who will be 
affected by a decision to contract out. 

2) 
How does OMB Circular A-76 interact with the Base Closing 

Act? 

NFFE says any attempt to get around A-76 will result in 



a sure legal victory for them. Also, NFFE insists that any change 
in the Army's report, like moving the instructors to Fort Huachuca 
instead of contracting out with a University, will look like a 
sham. Josh Bower, attorney for NFFE, insists that none of these 
instructors would move, anyway. 

Despite what NFFE claims, it is possible that the 
conflict with A-76 could be avoided if the instructors were offered 
a transfer or if the Commission implemented the closure of DL1 with 
a proviso that an A-76 would be done at Fort Huachuca to see 
whether the Government or the private sector is the most cost 
effective at handling the language teachings. 



7.203 Solicitation provision. 

7.301 Policy. [52 F'R 30076. Aug. 12. 19851 

commercial sources. 



Acquisition Regulation 

may be limited to a total of tnro no- suing a new solicitation when conduct- 



procedures as follours: 

(see 7.307); 

result of the cost comparison; 
(11) Inform interested parties 



zs when the 

( i i )  Inform intrrest,ed parties t h a t  ( a )  T h e  Circular provides t h a t  each 
the completed cost-comparison iorm agency shall c:st;~blish all npl~cals Pro- 
and detailed supporting data are  avail- cedure for informal administrative 
able for review; review of the  initial cost-comparison 1 supporting 



ing selection of one contractor in pref- the  acquiring agency is ended. 
erence to another, which shall be (3 )  Trade-in or salvage value. 

solicitation. 

sources. 

Subpart 8.1-Excess Personol Pro:, 
7.400 Scope of subpart. 

Government's advantage under tht krbpart 8.2-Jewel Bearings and F. 
circumstances. The  lease method m 4  Items 

7.401 Acquisition considerations. 

(a )  Agencies should consider urheth- the  circumstances- 

1.203-2 Offeror's certification. 

fubparl 8.3-Acquisition of U t W  S 

extent of use within that period. 
( 2 )  Financial and operating advan- should be avoided. but. may be apP* 

, tages of alternative t l ~ w  and makes priate if an option to purchase Or 1 
of equipment. other favorable terms are included. , 8JM ~cquiring utility services. 
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SUBT1TJ.E 8-LIMITATIONS 

Prohibition of the use of certuin funds for. Pf:ntagon Hascruation 
(SCC. . ! I l l )  I The House bill contained o provision (sec. 312) thnt would pro- 

hibit the use of conlributions to the Pentagon Reservation maink-  
i nunce funds for any  purpove other than  the  doy-to-day opcr~ltion of 
f these faciliti~s. It would also require a report by the Secretary of 
3 Defense no later than Deccmber 31, 199'2, regarding the proposed 

renovation of t he  Pentagon. 
The Senate nmendment contained no sirnilor provision. IIowcv* 

er, the Senate re r t  (S. Kept. 102-3.72) sddrusscd the ronovntion of R" the Pentagon wit 111 the context of the Defense Department's pres- 
ence in the Nutionnl Capital Region. I t  w;u thc Senate Armed 
Services Committee's view tha t  the Department should rea5sc.w thc 

i ? o n  to nccd of each activity which is currently within the regi 
remain there, along with a strategy to meet each activity s long- 
term facility needs. This effort should be undertaken a5 pr~r t  of the ,  
Deportment's 19'33 b u e  c T o a  Arid r6alig.nment review. 

' m e - t h e  Committee supported the renovation ol' the Pcnta- 
gon complex, it questioned whether the currcnt  scope of the roject 
could be justified in light of the reduced size of thc Defense L?cpart- 
ment. I t  nlso r e c o ~ n i 7 ~ d  thut  the  f i rs t  phnsc of this effort, the re- 
placement of the central heating and cooling plant which was au- 
thorized a t  $80.1 million in fiscal year 1992, hau bccn delayed until 
fiscal y e a r  1998 becr~use of the fiscal year 1992 rescission act. The 
Senate's proposed authorizntion icvel for thc  Fentoyoll Rcservntiotl 
maintenance fund was adjusted to providc funding for this project. 
which is badly needed regardless of the size or pace of the renova- 
tion of the Pentagon itsell'. 

The Senate rnport directed the  Secretary of UoTensc to provide 
the cong-ressionnl defense committees with J. report regarding the 
Department's long-term plans for the Nntionnl Capital Region, 11s 
well ns a rcvalidation of its plans to renovate tho Pentagon facility, 
no Inter t han  April 1.5. 1993. 

Thc Scnatc recedes with an amendment thnt would modify the 
prohibition of renovation funds to permit the replacenlent of the ,{ 
Pentagon's centrnl heating and cooling plant during fiscal year 
1993; broudarl the scope of tho required rppvrt m include all De- 
fense Dcpartrnent n c t l v i t i ~ ?  within the Nritronnl Capital Region; 
and t l d j u s t t h  reporting date to follow the I lc fense Secrctury's sub 
mission~of_r~ommcndations to thc. Defense Cummission on Ense 
Closures and 3nI ignrncnts .  

l'rohibiiri;,,n on-the use of fcindv /or ocrtain service contmcfs  (see. 
31 9) 
The I-Iousc bill contained il provision (sec. :I131 that  would pro- 

hibit the I l c ~ s r t m e n t  of Defenge fro111 c!n'tcrinr int., any contract 
for the E ~ r f d r m ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r c i a l  ;ictivity i; c 1s; in which =5 the contract rcsults from i~ cost corny~ririson study con uctcd by t x  
1lcr)artment of Dcfcnse under OM13 Circuliir A-76. This prohibitiorfln 
&&ld not i ~ p p l y  to  'J contract, or  the renoksll'of a contrict,  l'or lhe 
performance of' a n  sctivity under corltrnct on Septembcr,!iO, 1992. 

Thc Senatc amond~ncn t  cont;iined no sirnilnr provision. 
/J 
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<OM THE C O M M ~ E E  ON THE JUDICIARY clude language from H.R. 4897, I re- 
Howat OF RKPRSSENIATIYES, printed in the Cornmittee'e report on this 

C o ~ ~ r r r n t  ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Wwhingfon, DC, May 1992 eserve the right to seek a sequential referral of the Defensa 

orization bill should it contain provisiona other than the text 

A m d  Seruica 
R. 4837 that  may affect the jurisdiction of the Government 
at ions Committee. 

JOHN CONYEB~,  JR., Chairman 
Hougt or RLIRESLN~ATIVP~, 

C o m m  ON GOVELVMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, DC May 18, 1992 

matter within the jurisdiction of the Cam. 
throu h ite juridiction over the Ethim in 
. On &ember W ,  1991, the  House pasged 
n Government Act Amendments of 19911', 

closely with the Govern- 
ion. As you know, p r e  
11s within the jurisdic- 

tion of the Government Operations Committee under House Rule 
,X, clause lQX21, which provides that the Government Operatione 
Committee has jurisdiction to review legislation bearing on the 
,"overall economy and efficiency of Government operations and ac- 
.tivities, including Federal procurement." 
. I fully support this amendment and look forward to working 
with you as a conferee on H.R. 5006 to ensure its inclusion in the 

r placing a copy of thh  letter in your C6m 
306. . ration on thie h u e ,  it 
mistance in t h b  matter. With every g 

ratio- Csmmittee to 

JACX BROOKS, Chairman JOHN CONYERS, Chairman 
IOM THE C O M ~ T T E E  ON G O V E R N ~ N ~  . 

O P ~ T I O N ~  COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMITTEE ON FORSIGN &FAIRS 

HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES, HOUSE o r  R E P R E S ~ A T N E S ,  
f l f i ~ ~  ON GOVERNMENT OPPRATION~. C O M M I ~ ~ E E  ON FORZICN AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, M a y  1$ 199** Washington, DC, May 18, 1992. 

Armed Services. ttee on Armed Services. 

I underatand that the Commit 
f the Committee 

mrated within this legislation. 
2k a sequential referral in this c ction to the consideration of these provisions in 
trued as waivin or diminishing ordered reported by the Committee on Armed 
rnrnittee'~ jurAiction over the udice to the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
e hues  raised in H.R. 4837. If the 



~YX;TION 312-PROiIIBITION 'OF TIiE USE OF CERTAIN I'UNDR FOR 
P m A G O N  RESERVATION 

This section would prohibit the Department of Defense or a n y  oS 
thc  military deportrnenta from contributing to thc Pentngon Rruc:r. 
vation Mnintenance Fund for any purpovc olhcr than for the 
actual and necessary day-Mny opcratiorl of the p e n ~ g u n .  Thc. 
provision would also rcquirc a rcpori by the Secretary of Defcnse 
outlining n revised Pentagon renovntion plan. 

SECTION 313-l'WOHIfifl'ION ON 'rk1X USE OY N N U Y  FOR CERTAIN 
SKRVICR CONTRACE PERYORMKD BY CONTKAmVR PEIUONNEL 

This section would prohibit the Department of Defense from con- 
ducting further cost comparison studies for service functioru as de- 
scribed under OMB budget circular A-76, known ns contracting 

SECTION 321-mTWSlON OF RETMBCrRSEMENT RRQUITLEMENT FOR 
CONTRACTORS HANDLING IlhWllDOUS WASTM F'OK D R Y t X S E  FAClLlTIU 

This scction would extend to fiscal year 1993 the rcquircmenc 
contained in section 331 of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Public h w  102-1901 that all Dc- 
partment of Defense contracts for the uff-site treatment and dispou- 
al of hazardous wastes require the contractor to reimburse the gov- 
ernment for all liabilities incurred by thc govcrnrnent by the con- 
tractor's or subcontractor's breach of any term or provision of the 
contract or my negligent or willful act of omission. 

YECX'ION 322-EXTENSION OY PROIItBlTlON ON USE OY LVVIHO?IM1.:NTAI. 
RFSrORATION Y L f N l X  FOR PAYMENT OY QINkS PENAI.TlES 

SFCI'ION 331-LIMIl'ATlONS ON THE USE OF THE D E Y W S E  UUSINESS 
OrKBATlOh'S FUND 

This section would extend the limitation on the period of man- 
agement by the Department of Defense of the Defense Busines Op- 
erations Fund until April 15, 1994 and would add a requirement 
for separate accounting, reporting, and  auditing of funds and ac- 
tivitim, The provision would further establish milestones the de- 
partment must achieve for the implementation of the fund that are 
to be monitored and evaluntod by the Comptroller Gencrd. 

SFXTrlON  CAPITAL A%FX SUI\ACCOUNT 

This section would provide limitations for the use of ~ h c  c a p i ~ l  
ussot subaccount within the Defcnse Business Operntions Fund and 
would also require a repon by the Sccrekry of Jlcfense on this :ic- 



DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  A R M Y  
OFFICE O F  THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

W A S H I N G T O N .  DC 20310.0104 

June 18, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR MARY ANN HOOK, DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

SUBJECT: Defense Language Institute (DLI) 

we appreciate the opportunity to provide you our legal 
analysis regarding the base realignment and closure (BRAC) options 
pertaining to the DL1 as outlined in your memorandum. We are 
available to discuss other similar issues which may affect the 
Department of the A r m y .  

The following correspond to the options you raise in paragraph 
I1 of y o u r  memorandum. 

Paragraph 1I.A. proposes the Army obtain base operations 
support (BASOPS) from the Naval Postgraduate School, "an 
installation the size of the Presidio and Annex combined . . . ." We 
do not believe this option would be Jeqally obiectionable. This 
option simply creates a responsibility for the Department of the 
Navy to provide regional BASOPS support to all military departments 
in the Monterey area. As t h e  A r m v _ ~ o y e e s  providina BASnES.t.0 
the Presidio Annex at Fort Ord would not be eliminated in o r d e r  to 
provide BASOPS requirements to a contractor, we do not b e L h e v ~  the 
c6mercial activities ((:A) (cable. -- 

On a practical note, however, we would observe t h a t  the Naval 
~ c h o o i  i s  not equal in size to t h e  land areas of the Presidio and 
the Annex combined. We understand that the Presidio itself is 
larger than the school, and certainly the Presidio and the large 
family housing areas which the Army currently intends to retain to 
support the D L 1  will easily exceed the school in size. We h a v e  

attached f o r  your informationsand cons idera t ion  a copy of the 
family housing areas at Fort Ord which will be retained 
(highlighted in blue). Most of'.these a r e a s  are on t h e  north side 
of Fort Ord. A s  the Army geographically would be the l a r g e r  owner 
of land, we would recommend for practical reasons that you 
coordinate any transfer of maintenance functions with the 
Department of t h e  Navy to ensure that department does not have any 
reservations regarding such a proposal. 

Paragraph 1I.B. proposes that the City of Monterey or another 
supplier provide BASOPS to the Presidio and the Presidio Annex. We 
believe this proposal  cannot be implemented except as a result of a 
CA cost comparison. You note in your memorandum that about  450 
civilian employees support the Presidio and the Annex. 10 U S C  2461 
requires t h e  conduct of a CA cost study for a function involving 



more than 45 employees before that function can be converted to 
contract. Absent a waiver to the statute, we believe we would be 
con~pel led to advise Congress of our intent to conduct a study and 
to accomplish such a study before we could implement this option. 

Paragraph 1I.C. proposes either of the previous options, the 
retention of additional MWR facilities, and possibly providing 
excess family housing to the Navy and Coast Guard. Except for our 
reservations regardinq the requirement to conduct a CA study before 
contracting OU~-BASOPS support, we do not belleve this option would 
be legally objectionable. 

The following respond to the questions you have asked: 

In question 1, you ask whether a proposal f o r  Monterey or a 
contractor to assume BASOPS would be feasible from a contractual 
viewpoint. We do not believe it could be easily accomplished due 
to the CA requirements discussed above. We would additionally note 
that Congress has imposed a pne year moratorium aqainst awarding - 5 i p r  93 
, a y  new CA contracts for the duration -- of this fiscal year. We but 0- 

additionally have been advised that there is support In the House MLa 
Armed Services Committee to make this moratorium permanent. vine 
Consequently, we believe a recommendation to contract out BASOPS CCLL-UL 
would have to comply with the CA statutory requirements and might 

' be difficult to implement should Congress continue to extend the 

LI 

moratorium against awarding new CA contracts. 

As question 2 includes a reconunendation that the A r m y  contract 
out its BASOPS, we will not address the recommendation further. 

Question 3 asks whether it would be "more reasonable for the 
Commission to recommend the closure of the POM annex (except the 
housing) and leave the implementing decisions to the discretion" 
of the A r m y .  We do not believe this to be a reasonable option. We 
understand that the Postgraduate School narrowly escaped a Navy 
recommendation for its closure and relocation. You also have a 
recommendation from the Army, though unsupported by DOD, for the 
closure of the DL1 and its relocation to Fort Huachuca. Given the 
apparent transitory presence of the Postqraduats School. and 
possibly DL1 in the Monterey a rea ,  we would recommend that the BRAC 
hrovide no recormnendation reqardfnq closure of the POM annex, 
unless you also make a r e c o r n r n e n d a t $ o n ~  tJhe relocation o_f 
the DL1 itself. As long as the DL1 remains actlve in the Monterey 
area, the POM Annex should remain open to provide logistical and 
other support which you note cannot be provided at the Presidio 
itself due to space constraints. 

Question 4 asks whether there would be any cQntract issues 
should BASOPS be provided by the Navy. We do not believe any  
unusual contract issues.would arise'should the Navy assume the 



maintenance responsibilities for all DOD installations in the 
Monterey r e g i o n .  

I am available to discuss our o p i n i o n  with you at your 
convenience. I can be reached at 697-5120. 

Enclosures Anthony H. Gamboa 
Deputy General Counsel (Acquisition) 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE A R M Y  
OFF ICE  OF- T H E  G E N E R A L  COUNSEL 

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C  20310 OlO4 

June 18, 1 9 9 3  

MEMORANDUM FOR MARY ANN HOOK, DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

SUBJECT: Defense Language Institute (DLI) 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you our legal 
analysis regarding the base realignment and c l o s u r e  ( R R A C )  options 
pertailling to the D L 1  as outlined in your memorandurn. We are 
available to discuss other similar issues which may a f f e c t  the 
Department of the A r m y .  

The following correspond to the options you raise in paragraph 
I1 of your memorandum. 

Paragraph 1I.A. proposes t h e  Army obtain base operations 
support (BASOPS) from the Naval Postgraduate School, "an 
installation the size of the Presidio and Annex combined . . . . "  We 
do not believe this option would be Jegally obiectionable. This 
option simply creates a responsibility for the Department of the 
N a v y  to provide regional BASOPS support to all military departments 
in t h e  Monterey area. As the Armv ~mnlovees providinq BAS.OPSSto - - 
the Presidio ~ n n e x  at Fort Ord would hot be eliminated in order to 
proviae BASOPS requirements to a contractor, w e  do not beLkv-he 
c6mmercial acti es ((:A! statutes or requlations are aplicable. 
On a practical note, however, we would observe that the ~ a v ~ l  
~chooi is not equal in size to the land areas of the Presidio and 
the Annex combined. We understand that the Presidio itself is 
larger than the school, and certainly the Presidio and the large 
family housing areas which the Arrny currently intends t.o retain to 
support the D L 1  will easily exceed the school in size. We have 
attached for your information and consideration a copy of the 
f a m i l y  housing areas at F'ort Ord which will be retained 
(highlighted in blue). Most of t h e s e  areas are on the north side 
of Fort Ord. A s  t h e  A r m y  geographically would be the larger owner 
of land, we would recommend for practical reasons that you 
coordinate any transfer of maintenance functions with the 
Department of the Navy to ensure that department does not have any 
reservations regarding such a proposal. 

Paragraph 1I.B. proposes that the City of Monterey or another 
supplier provide BASOPS to the Presidio and the Presidio Annex. We 
believe this proposal cannot be implemented except as a result of a 
CA cost comparison. You note in your memorandum that about 450 
civilian employees support the Presidio and the Annex. 10 USC 2461 
requires the conduct of a CA cost study for a function involving 



more than 45 employees before that funct-ion can he  convert~ed to 
contract. Absent a waiver to the statute, we believe we would be 
con~pelled to advise Congress of our intent to conduct a study and  
to accomplisfi such a study before we could implen~enf this opLion. 

Paragraph 1I.C. proposes either of the previ-ous options, the 
retention of additional MWR facilities, and possibly providing 
excess family housing to the Navy and Coast Guard. Except for our 
reservations regarding the requirement to conduct a CA study before 
contracting out BASOPS support, we do riot believe 'this opti.orl would 
be legally objectionable. 

T h e  following respond to the questions you have asked: 

In question 1, you a ~ k  whether a proposal for Monterey or a 
contractor to assume BASOPS would be feasible from a contractual 
viewpoint. We do not believe it could be easily accomplished due 
to the CA requirements discussed above. We would additionally note 
that Congress has imposed a one year moratorium aqainst awarding - > : p r  73 
a ~ y  new CA contracts for the duration -. --. of this fiscal year. We b~c t 0- 

additionally have been advised that there is support in the House , , &  
Armed Services Committee to make this moratorium permanent. c d  
Consequently, we believe a recommendation to contract out BASOPS L C - u i  

would have to comply with the CA statutory requirements and m i g h t  pa& 
be difficult to implement should Congress continue to e~tend the 
moratorium against awarding new CA contracts. 

As question 2 includes a reconunendation that the Army contract 
out its BASOPS,  we will not address the recommendation further. 

Question 3 asks whether it would be "more reasonable for the 
Commission to recommend the closure of the POM annex (except the 
housing) and leave the implementing decisions to the discretion" 
of the A r m y .  We do not believe this to be a reasonable option. We 
understand that the Postgraduate School r l a r r o w l y  escaped a Navy 
recommendation for its closure  and relocation. You also have a 
recommendation from the Army, though unsupported by D U D ,  for the 
closure of the D L 1  and its relocation to Fort Huachuca. Given the 
apparent transitory presence of the Postqraduate School and 
possibly DL1 in the Monterey area, we would recommend that the BRRC 
provide no recormuendation reqardinq closure of the POM annex, 
unless you also make a recommendation reaardina the ploc_a&~-on_of 
tke DL1 itself. A s  long as the DL1 remains actlve in the Monterey 
area, the POM Annex should remain open to provide logistical and 
other support which you note cannot be provided at the Presidio 
itself due to space constraints. 

Question 4 asks whether these would be any cgntract issues 
should BASOPS be provided by the Navy. We do not believe any 
unusual contract: issues~would arise'should the Navy assume the 



maintenance responsfbilities for all DOD installations i n  t h e  
Monterey r e g i o n .  

I am available to discuss our opinion with you at y o u r  
convenience. I can be reached at 6 9 7 - 5 1 2 0 .  

Enclosures Anthony H. Gamboa 
Deputy General Counsel (Acquisition) 



, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL 

WASHINQTON, OC 2031 0-2200 

2 7 MAY 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, TOTAL ARMY BASING STUDY GROUP, ATTN: 
MS. MARCHE 

SUBJECT: Defense Language Institute 

1. This responds to your request for information concerning 
the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's 
(Commission) recommendation to relocate the Defense Language 
Institute (DLI) or its mission to Fort Huachuca, A Z .  

2. The following information pertains to the specific 
questions asked by Mr. Brown, the Army Team Lender  to the 
Commission. 

a. If an [Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular] 
A - 7 6  study i s  required, what is the impact of such a study on 
the requirement to initiate BRAC actions within two years? 

A c t  
real 

(1) The Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
of 1990 requires the Secretary of Defense to initiate all 
ignments no later than t w o  years after the President 

transmits his report to Congress, and to complete such 
realignments no later than six years after the transmittal of 
the report (See Public Law 101-510, §§ 2904(a)(3) and (4)). 

(2) The legislative history of the base closure acts 
provides guidance as to what actions may initiate a 
realignment. Earlier versions of the 1988 Base Closure and . 
Realignment A c t  reported by the House Committee on Rules 
defined the term "initiate" to include "any action reducing 
functions or civilian personnel positions but does not include 
studies, planning, or similar activities carrled out before 
there is a reduction of such functions or positions." (See 
H.R. Rep. No. 751, 100th Cong., 2d S e s s .  13, 18 (1988j.) 

(3) Actions that may implement a realignment or 
closure include the following: 

( a )  Involuntary separation of  civilian personnel; 

(b) Award of contracts for construction, 
alteration, or the acquisition of facilities; 

(c) Expenditures for equipment and supplies; 

(d) Removal/relocation of significant items of 
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equipment related to the realignment from the loslng 
installation; 

( e )  Installation of significant items of 
equipment related to the realignment at the gaining 
installation; 

(f) Termination or award of contracts related to 
the realignment for the affected activity at the losing 
installation; 

(g) Award of significant contracts related to the 
realignment for the affected activity at the gaining 
installation, 

(4) A studv-conducted in accordance with Title 10, 
United States Code, section 2461 (10 U.S.C. S 2461) and OMB 
Circular A-76  may also be considered initiation of a 
recommendation because the cost comparison required by these 
procedures, a5 interpreted by the ~e~artment of the Army, would 
be based on actual prices bid or offered by private 
contractors. To have a bid or offer from a private contractor, 
the Department of the Army would need to prepare 
specifications, advertise its needs, and solicit proposals. 
These actions go beyond mere studying and planning; 
accordingly, in our opinion, such a study would constitute 
"initiation" of a recommendation to realign or close DLI. 

b. Based on previous experience, how long has it taken the 
Army to complete previous A-76 studies? The averaue study 
takes approximately 24 to 36 months, to complete. 

c. Does OTJAG have any concerns about proceeding with 
consideration of the recommendation prior to completing an A-76  
study? 

(1) There is no legal impediment to the Commission 
considering a recommendation to relocate DLI, contract-out the 
function, or disestablish the mission. The Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act  does not conflict with the 
provisions of 10 U.S.C. S 2641 and OMB Circular A - 7 6 .  The 
issue presented is whether a studv must be conducted if the 
Commission makes a recommendation similar to that proposed by 
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the Army in the Department of the Armv Analyses and 
Recommendations. 

(2) BRAC waived certain statutory provisions. See 
Public Law 101-510, SS 2905(c) and (d), which waive certain 
restrictions of the National Environmental Policy Act; 10 
U.S.C. § 2662; and 10 U.S.C. $j 2687. The provisions of 10 
U.S.C. S 2641 were not waived by BRAC. Accordingly, 
recommend that the Commission incorporate lanauaqe in its 
recommend~tion that the requirements of 10 U.S.C. S 2461 and 
OMB Circular A - 7 6  be followed. 

(3) However, as noted in comment 2a(l) above, BRAC 
prescribes a two year period .to initiate a recommendation and 
six years to implement such recommendation. The average period 
of time to complete a study would permit both fie initiation 
and implementation of a recommendation within the statutorily I 
required periods. Additionally, if the Army's proposed, b+r . 
w m m e n d a t i o n  is adopted, the 1995 Commission may revise any 
recommendation the currerit Commission may propose. 

(4) The major impediment to initiating or implementing 
a recommendation is-a provision in the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 which provides: 

> 

the Secretary of Defense may not . . . enter 1 
into gnv cont;ractfor the performance of a 
commercial activity in any case in which the 
contract results from a cost comparison study 
conducted by the Department of ~ e f e n s e  under- 
Office of Management and Budget Circular A - 7 6  . . (Public Law 101-484, section 312) 

Thisprovision ends 30 September 1993. If a similar provision 
is enacted at a later date, it may im'pede implementation. 

d ,  Does OTJAG have a position on the feasibility of 
obtaining injunctive relief from any recommendation prior to 
completing an A - 7 6  study? We cannot formulate any position 
with respect to injunctive relief, as each case or petition 
would be decided on the facts stated in the petition for 
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equitable relief. 

3. Point of contact for this opinion is MAJ Stockel, extension 
44316. 

FOR THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL: 

RONALD J. BUCHHOLZ 
LTC, JA 
C h i e f ,  General Law Branch 
Administrative Law Division 
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C RECEIVE 3 

NO. DATE TIME DESTINATION PG. DURATION MODE RESULT 

5127 6-16 11:15 2026958370 4 0" 02'39" NORMAL OK 

4 8'02'39" 



2.3.1.2 Real Estate Disposal Methods 

Methods used by the Army to dispose of real estate properly are: 

Transfer to Other Federal Agency. The Army would transfer administrative or jurisdictional 
control to another federal agency. 

m Assignment Pursuant to McKinney Act. The Army would assign the property to the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, which would convey or lease the property to 
homeless providers. 

Public Benefit Discount Conveyance. State or local government entities may obtain property 
at less than fair market value when sponsored by a federal agency for uses that would benefit 
the public (i.e., health and education, parks and recreation, wildlife conservation, public health, 
and airport). 

Negotiated Sale. The Army would sell the property by negotiation to state and local agencies 
at fair market value. A sale could also be negotiated with private entities (i.e., existing third 
party leases). 

Competitive Sale. Sale to the public could occur through either an invitation for bids or an 
auction. 

2.3.2 Parcels 

As described in Section 2.2, there are at least two processes that might allow for early disposal of 
individual parcels at Fort Ord. Based on the assumption that one of these processes will be available, the 
Army is reviewing plans to initiate preparation of an Environmental Baseline Study for Transfer (EBST) and 
a Finding of Suitability for Transfer (FOST) for at least the 17 areas identified in Figure 2-5. 

This early identification of clean parcels for accelerated disposal does not include any 
resource-based analyses and is not limited to the above areas. To expedite preparation of a FOST and an 
EBST, the Army will conduct preliminary assessment screenings at the selected areas. 

2.4 ESTABLISHMENT OF PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY ANNEX 

The Presidio of Monterey is located approximately 8 miles south of Fort Ord. Because it cannot 
accommodate all operations support functions onsite, many support facilities are housed on Fort Ord. The 
residual portion of Fort Ord retained by the Army needed to continue to provide support to the Presidio of 
Monterey is referred to as the POM annex. 

To meet the goals identified above, the Army will retain control of the following elements at Fort Ord: 

Presidio of Monterey support: Includes the combined supporting engineer, maintenance, 
utilities, logistics, legal, information management, medical, contracting, and finance activities 
(requires 246,000 square feet [sfj). 

Area support: lncludes the supporting logistics, legal, finance, and education activities for the 
area other than Fort Hunter Liggett, Presidio of Monterey, and residual Fort Ord (area 
requirement included in previous item). 
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= Fort Hunter Liggett support: Includes the legal, finance, supply, troop, and transportation 
supports required by Fort Hunter Liggett (area requirement included in "Presidio of Monterey 
Support' described above). 

Army family housing requirement: Involves Army and DOD activities in the areas that have 
continuing requirement for 1,590 units of family housing; this would support the DL1 school 
requirement. 

Morale-welfare-recreation requirement: Provides recreation facilities (e.g., youth centers, child 
development center, library, and recreation center) to the active and retired military population; 
few facilities in the area are accessible to the military (requires 329,000 sf). 

Defense Language Institute Schod Support: The DL1 cannot support the entire requirement 
with existing facilities; administrative, housing, classroom, and dining facilities are required for 
an additional 500 students (requires 786,000 sf). 

= Local Department of Defense Requirements: Army and DOD activities in the area are in leased 
space; they include Defense Manpower Data Center, Personal Security Research and Education 
Center, Army Research Institute, Logistics Assistance Office, and the Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Office (requires 129,000 sf). 

The DOD's proposed plans are to establish a POM annex of approximately 1,500 acres (5% of Fort 
Ord's approximately 28,000 acres) east and south of the installation's main entrance under military control 
(Figure 2-8). This does not include land and easements that will be required for access and utilities. The 
proposed POM annex includes the following facilities, which are summarized in Table 2-1, with further detail 
contained in Appendix D in Volume 111: 1,590 housing units, including Fitch Park, Marshall Park, Stilwell 
Park, and Hayes Park housing areas; two schools (Marshall and Stilwell); post exchange/commissary 

two 18-hole golf courses; and various other support facilities identified in Figure 2-8. The housing 
will be retained to house Navy, Coast Guard, and DL1 students. 

New construction is not proposed as part of establishing the POM annex. The Army will execute 
a project to renovate or convert 14 existing buildings, on the proposed POM annex. These facilities will 
house relocated installation operations activities for the Presidio of Monterey. This work will include 
renovation of administrative buildings, warehouses, maintenance shops, chemical storage areas, and cold 
storage areas. (Appendix D in Volume Ill contains a list of facilities involved in the renovation and 
conversion project.) 

The following 14 buildings are to be renovated: 4463, 4481,4489,4488, 4499,4499A, 4512A, 45128, 
4418, 4448, 4490, 4491, 4423, and 4450. These buildings range in size from 1,883 to 19,354 square feet, 
totaling 134,400 square feet. Major effects of building modification activities, such as demolition and 
construction, could include generation of noise, air emissions, and hazardous waste. 

It has not been determined whether the Silas B. Hays Army Community Hospital would be retained. 
For purposes of this EIS, the hospital will not be retained within the POM annex. 
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Table 2- 1. Proposed Presidio of Monterey Annex 

Name Square Footage 

Administration 60,723 

Barracks 327,754 

Bachelor Officer Quarters 162,414 

Classroom 162,268 

Dining 22,798 

Administration 151,371 

Maintenance 45,148 

Storage 63,097 

Local DOD Requirement 
Logistics assist OFC (LAO) 
Army Research Institute 

Vacant buildings: 

Total 

2.5 RETENTION OF RESERVE CENTER 

The DOD's proposed plans are to retain, under military control, a 12-acre parcel of land with a 
21.000-square foot reserve center, located at lmjin Gate near Reservation Road, under military contrd 
(Figure 2-8). The reserve center provides support functions to reservists (Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marines) 
for training. The reserve center operates during standard hours during the week and operates only on those 
weekends when training occurs. Access to the reserve center is through lmjin Gate. Many camouflage 
trucks are parked in the reserve center parking lot. 

The reserve center is not contiguous with the proposed POM annex. 

2.6 REUSE 

2.6.1 Reuse Development Process 

The primary focus of this EIS is evaluation of the action required by Congress, which is disposal of 
excess Fort Ord property after closure, an action to be taken by the Army. Reuse of the property, which 
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Adminlstratkn 
Tehconfermor Contar 
Mmin Gon Purp 

' -) Mmln Gen Purp 
.- 

Print Room 
ADP Fdl l ty 
ADP Fadlily 

Subtotal 

Subtotal 

6nchelor Officer Ouarters 
(8) Offi-r Quarters-BOQ/42 EA - P4452 
(C) Officer harten-B00/42 EA P4456 

31 ": (D) Officer Quarters-BOQ/42 EA 
,.?, - r 

P44V 
' (E) *.; OM-r Ou~t0r~-B00/42 EA . - + r '  - ,  - ..PC454 

. . - '_ - -  - -4 . .. 
1%. . .. . _ , ;;-;-.. .-- * ,  ,..., 

, '9 
-. , ~. 
' *. .'-t V '  

; Cluwoom - ,  

I 2 -.. (1) DU a-m/& ~4472 
(2) DU Clatuoom/Lab P4471 

Q (A) M m  Gen Purp (POM WWII) P4444 
(0) M m  Gen Purp (POM MI) P4446 

Dining 
(A) Enl Per Din 

. (A) En1 Per Din 

Subtotal 

Administration 
1 FA0 
(2) DOC (291 + SIA (19) 

(A) Mmin purp 
(B) OM mop (family houdng) 
(C) Mmin gen purp 
(D) sn help 
(A) Fire station 
(B) Applied inat bldg 
(C) Fire station 
(A) Mmin g m  pup (dol/optm) 
(A) Td rxchg bldg (DOIM) 
(8) Mmin grn purp (DOIM) 
(A). LES/DOS admin 
(A) Troop medical clinic 
(8) Rev med and OCC health 
(A) Mmin gen purp 

Subtotal 

40,587 \ 

.I ,,. .? L X A  . . 40,653 

162,414 ;a 
'I" 

40,587 
* .  40,587 

40,541 
40,587 
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Table Dl Continued 

Name Building Square Footage 

Maintenanw 
(6) Water pump bldg 
(C) Groundwater storage tank 
(E) Grease rack 
(F) shop 
(GI Shop 
(HI Shop 
(I) Wash platform 
(J) Greasa rack 
(K) Wash platform 
(L) Wash platform 
(N) G r e w  rack 
(0) Grease rack 
(A) High fuel pump 
(Bl) Scale house 
(82) Scale house 
(Cl) With platform 
(C2) VEH maint shop 
(CS) Grease rack 
(C7) Grease rack 
((2) Wash rack 
(B) VEH Mnt shed org 
(C) Wash rack (LEC) 
(E) Grease rack 
(A) shop 

Subtotal 

Warehouse 
Storage (supply) 
lnflam mat sths 
Ger~ purpose whse 
Gen purpose whse 
lnflam mat sths 
Gdn pup whse - dry stg 
Gen purp whse - dry stg 
POM storage 
Dry cold storage 
Cold storage 
lnflam mat sths (LEC) 

Subtotal 

MWR/QOL 
(1) 

(A) Main exhange 
(B) Anthony's Pizza 
(C) Burger King 
p) am VI store 
(E) OuUet/laundry 
(F) Sew station 
(G) Shoppettes: 

(1) Monterey Road 
(2) Normandy Street 

(H) Theater w/drs rm 
(I) Warehou~/admin 

(2) Commissary 
(3) Chapel (wlrelig ed) 
(4) hJwR 

(A) Child development 
(1) Child dev ctr 
(2) Roc bldg 
(3) Rec bldg 
(4) Roc bldg 
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W e  Wilding Square Footage 

(5) 6asketbdl ct 
(B) Fitness center (gym) 
(C) Library - main 
(D) Outdoor rsc/sports 
(E) Stadium 
(F) Reid house 
(G) Youth canter 
(H) Mutti court 
(I) Playground 

Other ODL facilities: 
(A) Auto shill d w  ctr 

(1) Skill autocraft 
(2) Gas station bldg 

(8) Bowling alley 
(C) Consolidated club 
(D) GoH fadlity 

(1) Club houm 
(2) 36 holes 
(3) Washroom 

. (4) Mnt bidg 
(5) Mnt bldg 
(6) Mnt bldg 
(7) MWR warehouse 
(8) MWR warehouse 

Other outgrants 
(A) Post office 
(B) Credit union 

Subtotal 

Local DOD Requirement 
Logistics assist OFC (UO) 

Research Institute 
(A) Admin 
(B) Adrnin 

(3) PERSEREC 
(4) DMDCIDEERS 

(A) DMDC Adrnin 
(B) DMDC Storage 
(C) DEERS Storage 

(5) DRMO 
(1) lnflam mat sths 
(2) Wash rack (DRMO) 
(3) DRMO storage yard 
(4) Gen purp whse (DRMO) 
(5) Grease rack 
(6) Wash rack (DRMO) 
(7) Grease rack (DRMO) 
(8) Ram mat sths (DRMO) 

Subtotal 

Vacant buildings: 
(A) Clinic without beds 
(8) Exchange BR 
(C) Dentral clinic 
(D) Hospital clinic 
(E) Dental clinic 
(F) Chapel 
(GI VIC 

Subtotal 

Total 
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Presidio of Monterey Annex 

Retention of Land and Facilities 

Facility Measure Fort Ord 

Annex Land Area 

Acreage I 28,308 1,500 I 6 % 

Annex Buildings (total) 

With Navy and Coast Guard Housing 

Presidio of Monterey Annex 

Buildings 

Percent Retained 

4,293 
Square Footage 

1,724 
17,901,000 

40 % 
4,001,000 22 % 

Without Navy and Coast Guard Housing 
Buildings 

Square Footage (approx) 
4,293 

17,901,000 

Cantonment Area Only 

1,224 
3,262,000 

Buildings 
Square Footage 

29 % 
18 % 

1,293 
8,423,000 

Family Housing Area Only 

With Navy and Coast Guard Housing 

134 
1,648,000 

Housing Units 
Square Footage 

10 % 
20 % 

3,000 
9,056,000 

Without Navy and Coast Guard Housing 

1,590 
2,353,000 

Housing Units 
Square Footage 

53 % 
26 % 

3,000 
9,056,000 

1,090 
1,613,000 

36 % 
18 % 



Size of the Presidio of Monterey Annex 

Cantonment Area (without housing) 

by Functions Served 

Functions Served 

Base Operations 

DL1 500-man campus 

Morale, Welfare & Recreation 

Local DoD* 

* Note: Local DoD requirements are: 
Defense Manpower Data Center (now leasing space in Monterey) 
Defense Reutilization Marketing Office 
Logistics Assistance Office 
Army Research Institute 
PERSEREC 

Square Footage 

260,000 

777,000 

462,000 

128,000 

100 I Total: 

Percentage of Total 

16 

47 

2 8 

8 

Other (Reserve Center) 21,000 

& 
1,648,000 

1 



Document Separator 



FEDERAL LABOR RELATION8 XUTIIORITY 
UMHINaTON D l C 

WITIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EKPWYEEB 
LOCAL 3263 
(union) 

U*Bm DEPAJr'PHZNT OF DEPENBE 
DEPENBE ~ Q U X O X ' X N B T I T O T E  

MOXTEREY, CALXYORWIA 
(Ag-ay) 

DECIBION 

Deosmber 2 6, 1991 

'Before Chainnan H o l l e s  and nambere T a l k i n  and Xrmendarie. 

This matter is before the Authority on exceptions to 
an nward of Arbitrntor Norman Brand filed by the Agency 
under aection 7122(a) of the Federal service 
Labor-Management Relations Statute (the Statute) and part 
2425 of the AuthorityOs Rules and Regulations. The Union 
filed an opposition to the Agency's exceptions. 

The Agency contracted out the teaching of n number of 
languages. In making the determinntion to contract out, the 
Agency did not conduct a cost comparioon purnunnt to the 
proccdurea of OMB Circular A-76,!as implemented by A m y  . 

Regulation (AR)  5-20. As a result of the contracting out, 
27 civilian cmployee~ of the Agency were separated by a 
reduction-in-force (RXF). The Union filed a grievance 
contesting the.determinntion to contrnct out. The 
Arbitrator found that the grievance wan griavable and 
nrbitrable. On the merits, the ~rbitrntor found that the 
Agency violated mandatory procurement laws and regulations 
in determining to contract out without doing a coct 
comparison. The Arbitrator ordered the Agency to conduct a 



c o s t  comparison s tudy .  The ~ r b i t r a t o r  f u r t h e r  o r d e r e d  t h a t  
i f  t h e  s t u d y  shows t h a t  t h e  t e a c h i n g  o f  t h e  l anguages  should  
n o t  have been  c o n t r a c t e d  ou t ,  t h e  employees who were s u b j e c t  
t o ' t h e  RIF'rnust b e  r e i n s t a t e d  w i t h  backpay. 

 his c a s e  p r e s e n t s  an  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  u s  t o  reexamine 
t h e  A u t h o r i t y ' s  approach t o  the a u t h o r i t y  o f  a r b i t r a t o r s  i n  
procurement  c a s e s  a s  se t  f o r t h  i n  f i eaduua r t e r s ,  97 th  Combat 
S u m o r t  G r o w  ( S A C ) .  B l ~ t h e v i l l e  A i r  Z o r c e  Base. W k a n s a s  
and American Fede ra t ion  ox Government Emplovees. AFL - C I O ,  
S o c a l  284Q, 22  FLRA 656 (1986) ( p l ~ t h e v l l l e  A F B ) .  On 
reexamina t ion ,  w e  conclude t h a t  t h e  b a s i s  on which a n  
a r b i t r a t o r  may s u s t a i n  a g r i evance  d i s p u t i n g  a n  agency 's  
d e c i s i o n  t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  agency work must be modi f ied  t o  
conform t o  s e c t i o n  7 1 0 6 ( a ) ( 2 )  of t h e  S t a t u t e .  W e  a l s o  
conc lude  t h a t  t h e r e s t r i c t i o n s  p l aced  by B l v t h e v i l l e  AFB on 
t h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  a r b i t r a t o r s  t o  remedy v i o l a t i o n s  by 
a g e n c i e s  of a p p l i c a b l e  procurement law a r e  n o t  war ran t ed ,  
and we w i l l  now p e n n i t  a r b i t r a t o r s  t o  remedy v i o l a t i o n s  of 
procurement l a w .  W e  w i l l  modify t h e  award i n  t h i s  c a s e  t o  
conform w i t h  t h e  approach we now adopt .  

Backsround and A r b i t r a t o r ' s  Award 

cer ta in  languages  t a u g h t  a t  t h e  Agency have lower  
en ro l lmen t  t h a n  o t h e r s  and a r e  denominated low-dens i ty  
languages .  I n  1 9 8 9 ,  t h e  Agency determined t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  
t h e  t e a c h i n g  of 10 low-density languages  by d i v e r t i n g  f u t u r e  
s t u d e n t s  to t h e  Fore ign  Language C o n t r a c t  T r a i n i n g  Program 
used  by o t h e r  F e d e r a l  agenc ie s .  I n  making t h e  de t e rmina t idn  
t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t ,  t h e  Agency d id  n o t  conduct  a  c o s t  
comparison between t h e  c o s t  of  c o n t r a c t  performance and 
in-house performance p u r s ~ a n t ' t o  t h e  p rocedures  of  OMB 
C i r c u l a r  A-76, a s  implemented by AR 5-20. As h r e s u l t  of 
t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  o u t ,  27 c i v i l i a n  employees o f  t h e  Agency 
w e r e  separated by a R I F .  The Union f i l e d  a grievance on 
b e h a l f  of t h e  27 employees, c o n t e s t i n g  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  t o  
c o n t r a c t  o u t .  The g r i e v a n c e  was n o t  r e s o l v e d  and was 

- - .  . submi t t ed  - t o -  a r b i t r a t i o n .  .. , . . . . .  . . .___. _ _  
The p a r t i e s  Were unablk to s t i p u l a t e  an i s s u e ,  b u t  

t h e y  u l t i m a t e l y  agreed  t o  t h e  ~rbitrhtor's f o l l o w i n g  
unde r s t and ing  o f  t h e  i s s u e s :  

1. Is t h e  g r i evance  a r b i t r a b l e ?  

2 .    id the [Agencyts]  d e c i s i o n  t o  e l i m i n a t e  10 
"low-density" languages  and d i v e r t  f u t u r e  
s t u d e n t s  i n  t h o s e  languages  t o  e x i s t i n g  c o n t r a c t s  
l e t  by o t h e r  agenc ie s ,  under  t h e  C o n t r a c t  Fore ign  



Language Training Program, violate the negotiated 
agreement, laws, rules, or regulations? 

Award at 2. The Arbitrator first determined that the 
grievance was grievable and arbitrable. He ruled that 
because the grievance alleged a failure to follow mandatory, 

' 

' nondiscretionary provisions of procurement law and 
regulation, the grievance was not precluded by law under 
Authority case precedent. He found that Authority case 
precedent governed his decision, and, consequently, he 
declined to follow the decision of the court in Defense 
Jansuase In stitu&e v.  F m ,  767 F.2d 1398 (9th Cir. 1985). 
He also found that the Agency hadafailed to establish that 
this matter was not grievable under the partiesR collective 
bargaining agreement. 

On the merits, the Agency took the position before the 
Arbitrator that it had simply exercised its discretion to 
exclude the language training from coverage by Circular A-76 
and AR 5-20 pursuant to an exemption for national defense C purposes provided by both the Circular and AR 5-20. The 
Agency maintained that, therefore, it was not required to 
conduct a cost comparison under Circular A-76 and AR 5-20 
before contracting out the language training. The Union 
argued, to the contrary, that the Agency was authorized for 
national defense purposes under the procurement regulations 
only to retain performance of language training in-house 
without a cost comparison. The Union maintained that the 
exemption for national defense purposes did not authorize ) 
the Agency to contract out language training without a cost 
comparison. 

The Arbitrator concluded that it was impossible to 
reconcile the Agencyfs actions with the regulatory 
requirements. The Arbitrator found that the national 
defense exemption provides regulatory authority to perform I 
commercial activities in-house and not authority to contract 
out without performing a cost comparison. The Arbitrator 
further found that the applicable procurement regulations do 
not permit a process in which the Agency first removes the 
activity from the commercial activity program under the 
exemption for national defense and then uses its absence 
from the program to contract out without conducting a cost 
comparison. The Arbitrator ruled that the Agency's position 
was untenable. He viewed the Agency's position as "nothing 
more than an attempt to cloak the operative decision in the 
mantle of 'discretion' in order to make it unreviewable." 
J& at 18. In sum, the Arbitrator held that the exemption 
for national defense purposes can only be used to justify 

ce of a commercial activity and cannot b 3 



*\: 
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used as a  wsukterfunPw t o  avoid t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of AR 5-20, 
. '  ' 4  

#which imp'lements C i r c u l a r  No. 76 ,  DoD D i r e c t i v e  4100.15, 
and DoD ~ n s t r u c t i o n  4100.33[.]* a t  17 ,  18 .  

Accordingly, c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  ~ u t h o r i t y ' s  d e c i s i o n  
i n  ~ v t h e v i l l e  AFB, t h e  A r b i t r a t o r  found t h a t  t h e  Agency 
v i o l a t e d  mandatory procurement laws and r e g u l a t i o n s  " [ i ] n  
dec id ing  t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  wi thout  doing a  c o s t  comparison i n  
nccordance w i t h  t h e  p rov i s ions  of  AR 5-20, which implements 
OMB c i r c u l a r  No. 76 and DoD procurement r e g ~ l a t i o n s [ . ] ~  J& 
a t  19 .  . I n  nccordance wi th  w h e v j J , l e  AFB, t h e  A r b i t r a t o r  
f u r t h e r  found that t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  comply wi th  AR 5-20 and 
DoD r e g u l a t i o n s  m a t e r i a l l y  a f f e c t e d  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  c o n t r a c t  
o u t  because it permi t ted  t h e  Agency t o  make t h e  d e c i s i o n  
wi thout  t h e  c o s t  comparison on which t h e  d e c i s i o n  must be 
based. Also,  i n  accordance wi th  ~ l v t h e v i l l e  AFI3, t h e  
A r b i t r a t o r  found t h a t  t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  comply wi th  AR 5-20 and 
DoD r e g u l a t i o n s  m a t e r i a l l y  harmed u n i t  employees because t h e  
de terminat ion  t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  had caused t h e  s e p a r a t i o n  by 
RIF of 27 employees. 

A s  a  remedy, t h e  A r b i t r a t o r  ordered t h e  Agency, i n  
nccordance wi th  AR 5-20, t o  conduct a commercial a c t i v i t y  
s tudy of t h e  languages t h a t  were con t rac ted  ou t .  The 
A r b i t r a t o r  d i r e c t e d  t h a t  " [ i ] f  t h e  s tudy shows t h a t  f e d e r a l  
employee performance is c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  and t h e  languages 
should n o t  be con t rac ted  o u t ,  t h e  RIFed employees must be 
r e h i r e d  wi th  back pay, minus i n t e r i m . e a r n i n g s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  
t o  t h e i r  being RIFed." Id. a t  21 .  

111. ~ i r s t  Exception 

A. P o s i t i o n s  o f  t h e  P a r t i e s  

The Agency contends t h a t  t h e  A r b i t r a t o r ' s  award is 
deficient because t h e  A r b i t r a t o r  found t h a t  t h e  i s s u e  of t h e  
Agency's compliance wi th  C i r c u l a r  A-76 and AR 5-20 was a 
g r i e v a b l e  and a r b i t r a b l e  ma t t e r .  The Agency n o t e s  t h a t  t h e  

--U.S.-Supreme Court s t a t e d  i n  JRS v. FLm, l i 0  5 .  ct .  1 6 2 3 ,  
1 6 2 9  ( 1 9 9 0 ) ,  t h a t  only e x t e r n a l  l i m i t a t i o n s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  
a p p l i c a b l e  laws may be enforced,by unions and a r b i t r a t o r s  a s  
l i m i t s  on management's r i g h t  t o ' c o n t r a c t  out .  The Agency 
argues  t h a t  C i r c u l a r  A-76 and AR 5-20 do n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  
a p p l i c a b l e  laws wi th in  t h e  meaning of s e c t i o n  7 1 0 6 ( a ) ( 2 )  of 
t h e  S t a t u t e  and t h a t ,  consequently,  t h e  m a t t e r  of t h e  
Agency's compliance with C i r c u l a r  A-76 and AR 5-20 was n o t  
g r i e v a b l e  and a r b i t r a b l e .  

The Agency a l t e r n a t i v e l y  argues t h a t  t h e  award is 
d e f i c i e n t  a s  con t ra ry  t o  the Circu la r .  The Agency n o t e s  
t h a t  t h e  C i r c u l a r  express ly  prec ludes  coverage by a  



negotiated grievance procedure of commercial activity 
proceedings. Thus, the Agency claims that, if the Authority 
finds that Circular A-76 constitutes a Government-wide 
regulation, the Arbitrator's award is deficient because the 
Arbitrator found that the grievance was grievable and 
arbitrable in violation of the Circular's prohibition. 

The Union contends that the exception must be denied. 
The Union notes that in its grievance in support of its 
-position that the Agency was required to have conducted a 
cost comparison, it relied on lo U.S.C. 5 2462: DoD 
Directive 4100.15, 32 C.F.R. part 169: DoD Instruction 
4100.33, 5 C.F.R. part 169a; and, Federal Acquisition 
Regulations, 48 C.F.R. part 7.3, in addition to Circular 
A-76 and AR 5-20. The Union asserts that these other 
provisions relied on constitute applicable laws and 
.independently support the Arbitrator's ruling that the 
grievance was grievable and arbitrable. Therefore, the 
Union states that the Authority need not address whether 
Circular A-76 and AR 5-20 constitute applicable laws under 
section 7106 (a) (2) of the Statute. Alternatively, the Union 
argues that both Circular A-76 and AR 5-20 constitute 
applicable laws and, therefore, support the Arbitrator's 
ruling. 

The Union also disputes the Agency's contention that 
circular A-76 can legitimately preclude coverage by a 
negotiated grievance procedure of commercial activity 
proceedings. The Union asserts that a Government-wide 
regulation cannot supersede the grievance procedure 
prescribed by the Statute covering alleged violations of 
procurement law. The Union further asserts that, in any 
event, the Circular8s exclusive jurisdiction to resolve cost 
comparison disputes does not apply to preclude the grievance 
in this case because the Agency failed to conduct a cost 
comparison. 

Fnalvsis and Conclusions 

In patio&aureasurv Em~lovees Vnion and V. S. 
Department  of.the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, 
4 2  FLRA 377 (199i), petition L k  review filed sub nom, . . 

Dlartment of the Treasury. Internal Revenue Service v, ' 

FLRA, No. 91-1573 (D.C. Cir. Nov. 25, 1991) (Treasury), we 
examined the scope of the term "applicable lawsu in section 
7106(a)(2) of the Statute and whether the term encompasses. 
Circular A-76. For the reasons fully set forth in Treasury, 
we concluded that OMB Circular A-76 constitutes an 
applicable law within the meaning of section 7106(a)(2) of 
the Statute. 42 FLRA at 391. We also concluded that the 



Circular's provision for an agency-established 
administrative appeal procedure does not preclude grievances 
over compliance with Circular A-76. We held that OMB cannot 
preclude grievances enforcing the Circular by issuing 
regulations that limit the scope of the statutory grievance 6 

procedure. & at 404. 

In view of these determinations, we conclude that the 
Agency fails to establish that the Arbitratorte ruling that 
the grievance was grievable and arbitrable is deficient. As 
we stated in Treasury, gtievances over compliance with 
Circular A-76 "would require nothing more than that which is 
already required by section 7106(a) (2) of the Statute 
itself, namely, that determinatians as to contracting out 
must be made 'in accordance with applicable laws[.]tu Id,; 
accord U,S, Department of the Navy. Pacific Missile Test 
Center. point Musu. Califor~ia and National Association ot 
Government Em~lovees, Local R 12-33, 43 FLRA 157 (1991). 

Furthermore, in our view, the Arbitrator's findings 
and references to AR.5-20 and DoD regulations do not render 
the award deficient. Clearly, Circular A-76 was the source 
and the authority of the Arbitrator's findings. The 
violations he found were based on the requirements of 
circular A-76 and not DoD regulations or AR 5-20. As 
specifically recognized by the Arbitrator, AR 5-20 merely 
implements the requirements of Circular A-76 in the Agency. 
Likewise, DoD ~irective 4100.15 and DoD Instruction 4100.33 
implement the requirements of Circular A-76 throughout the 
Department of Defense. 32 C.F.R. 5 169.1: 32 C.F.R. 
g 169a.l(a). AR 5-20 is simply the formal means by which 
the requirements of the Circular are applied in the Agency. 
AR 5-20, promulgated in response to circular A-76, sets out 
Agency guidelines that both reiterate and incorporate the 
requirements of Circular A-76. As the summary of AR 5-20 
states, the regulation "implements office of Management and 
Budget Circular A-76,  DOD Directive 4100.15, and DOD 
Instruction 4100.33 [and] . . . provides guidance for 

.- managing and carrying out the Commercial Activities (CA) . 
Program." Consequehtly, we view the Arbitrator's findings 
with respect to AR 5-20 and DoD regulations simply to 
constitute the Arbitrator's refdrences to the means by which 
the requirements of Circular A-76 are applied within the 
Agency. The Arbitrator's mere referencing of AR 5-20 and 
DoD regulations does not establish that he required anything 
more than is required by Circular A-76. 

Accordingly, we will deny the exception. 



A. position of the Pa- 

'The Agency contends that the award is contrary to 
management's right under section 7106 (a) (2) (B) of the 
Statute to make determinations with respect to contracting 
out because it orders the Agency to rehire the employees 
separated by the RIF if a cost comparison favors in-house 
performance. The Agency argues that under the Authority's 
decision in Utheville AFB, it is the agency, and not the 
arbitrator, that determines what action to take as a result 
of the reconstruction of the procurement process. The 
Agency notes that in ~ v t h e v ~ ,  the ~uthority held 
that if the decision to contract out can no longer be 
justified, the agency must determine whether considerations 
of cost, performance, and disruption override cancelling the 
procurement action and must take whatever action is 
appropriate on the basis of that determination. The Agency 
argues that by prescribing the remedy if the decision to 
contract out can no longer be justified, the award is 
deficient because it precludes management from determining 
what "action is appropriate on the basis of that 
determinationw and prevents management from exercising "its 
discretion to fashion other remedies appropriate to the 
circumstances. " Exceptions at 7 (quoting dvtheville AFB, 
22 FLRA at 662). 

The Union concedes that the Arbitrator exceeded his. 
authority under current Authority case precedent by ordering 
the employees separated by the RIF reinstated with backpay 
if the decision to contract out could not be justified. 
However, the Union requests that we reconsider Blvtheville 
AFD and hold that an arbitrator has authority to award 
employees reinstatement and other compensation for injuries 
suffered as a result of an agency's violation of procurement 
laws. 

The Union argues that the limits on an arbitrator's 
authority set forth in Blvtheville AFB are inconsistent with 
the Back Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. § 5596, and are inconsistent with 
the authority granted arbitratdrs in other areas. The Union 
maintains that under the Back Pay Act, an employee who is 
affected by an unjustified or unwarranted personnel action 
is entitled on correction of the action to the pay, 
allowances, or differentials that the employee would have 
received if the action had not occurred. The Union asserts 
that in order to conform to the Back Pay Act, the Authority 
must permit arbitrators to order reinstatement with backpay 
when a reconstructed commercial activity study determines 
that in-house performance is more cost effective than 



conversion to contract. The Union also asserts that 
procurement laws should be no less enforceable by 
arbitrators than other laws, such as the laws governing 
performance appraisals. The Union claims that it is 
inconsistent for an arbitrator to,have authority to remedy 
agency violations of laws governing performance appraisals, 
but not to have the authority to remedy violations of 
procurement law.. In the Unionfs view, in either case, " 

employees are entitled to be made'whole by the arbitrator. 

B. Analysis and Conclusions 

This case presents us with the opportunity to 
reexamine the ~uthority~s approach, as set forth in 
Blvtheville AFB, to the role of arbitrators in resolving 
grievances disputing determinations by agencies to contract 
out agency work. , .  .. . ' I  ' 

In J3lvtheville krB, the Authority noted that, in 
recognition of the substantial discretion accorded agency 
officials under procurement law and regulation, and the many 
decisions made as a part of the p~ocurement process that 
necessarily involve judgment and managerial choices, the 
scope of review of procurement actions by courts and 
administrative bodies has been narrow and limited. 22 FLRA 
at 659. The Authority recognized that courts generally hold 
that a procurement decision may not be overturned unless it 
is demonstrated that there is no rational basis for the 
agency's decision and that no public interest considerations 
override cancelling the procurement. at 660. The 
~uthority held that in view of the substantial discretion 
vested in agency procurement officials, the paramount public 
interest in the efficient procurement of goods ahd services, 
and the avoidance of excessive costs, arbitrators are 
'without authority to order cancellation of a procurement 
action or to review an agency decision in the procurement 
process concerning n matter of agency judgment or 
discretion." Id, at 661. The Authority concluded that 

- - arbitrators "are authorized to consider only grievances 
ch'allenging a decision to contkact out on the basis that the 
ngency failed to comply with mandatory and nondiscretionary 
provisions of applicable procurdment law or regulationm and 
that *[t]hese provisions must be sufficiently specific to 
permit the arbitrator to adjudicate whether there has been 
compliance with such provisions.* & 

The Authority advised thnt'when an arbitrator is 
presented with such a grievance, the arbitrator may sustain 
the grievance if the arbitrator finds that the agency failed 



to comply with such provisiohs of procurement laws or 
regulation. However, the Ahthopity ruled that in sustaining . 
the grievance', the arbitrator is limited to ordering the 
agency to reconstruct the procurement action. ;LEL, at .- 
661-62. Under -& Am, the agency must determine on 
reconstruction whether the decision to contract out is in 
accordance with law and regulation and, if the decision to 
contract out cannot be justified, "the agency must determine 
whether considerations of cost, perfbrmance, and disruption 
override cancelling the procurement action and take whatever 
action is appropriate on the basis of that determination." 

at 662. 

On reexamination, we conclude that the basis on which - 
an arbitrator may suetain a grievance directly challenging . 
an agericyts decision to contract out agency work must be "--*4.1 

modified to conform to section 7106 (a) (2) of the Statute, as 
discussed in Treasury. On reexamination, we further 
conclude that the restrictions on the authority of 
arbitrators to remedy violzitions by agencies of applicable 
procurement law are not warranted, and we will now permit 
arbitrators to remedy violations of procurement law in , 

conformity with the remedial authority of Federal courts in 
such matters. 

In LRS v.  FTIRA, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed the 
Authority's holding that compliance with OMB Circular A-76 
could be enforced through a riegotiated grievance procedure 
because the Circular constituted a law, rule, or regulation 
within the meaning of section 7103(a) (9) of the Statute. 
The Court stated that the Authority's holding was "flatly 
contradicted by . . . 5 7106(a)'s command that nothina in 
tJJs chawtey . . . shall affect the authority of agency 
officials to make contracting-out determinations in a 

accordance with applicable lawsba 110 S. Ct. at 1627 
(emphasis in original). The Court stated that "there aye no 
'external limitationst on management rights, insofar as 
union powers under,§ 7106(a) are concerned, other than the 
limitations imposed by 'applicable laws. at 1629 '- '--.. 
(emphasis in original). 

f 

The Court also held that the term "applicable lawsa in 
section 7106 (a) (2) is not' synonymous with the phrase "any 
law, rule, or regulationa in section 7103 (a) (9) of the 
Statute. The Court stated that "[i]t cannot be true . . . 
that all actions not in accordance with a 'law, rule, or 
regulationf under 5 7103(a)(9) are, by definition, also . 
actions not #in accordance with applicable laws' in 
g 7106 (a) .a (emphasis in original) . However, the Court 



s t a t e d  t h a t  it is a "permissible  (though n o t  an i n e v i t a b l e )  
cons t ruc t ion  o f . t h e  . [S ] tn tu te  t h a t  t h e  term ' a p p l i c a b l e  
laws' i n  § 7106(a) extends t o  some,' b u t  n o t  a l l ,  r u l e s  and 
r e g u l a t i o n s  . . . ;T$, ( foo tno te  omi t t ed ) .  Because t h e .  
scope of t h e  term aapp l i cab le . l awsR i n  s e c t i o n  7 1 0 6 ( a ) ( 2 )  
was n o t  considered by t h e  U.S. Court of  Appeals f o r  t h e  D.C. 
C i r c u i t ,  t h e  Supreme Court remanded t h e  c a s e  t o  t h e  D.C. 

. C i r c u i t  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h a t  i s s u e  o r  "await [ t h e  Author i ty ' s ]  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  on remand, of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  p e r m i s s i b l e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of ' app l i cab le  lawst  ( i f  any) it b e l i e v e s  
embraces t h e  Circular . "  & a t  1630. , 

The D.C. C i r c u i t  subsequently remanded t h e  c a s e  t o  t h e  
Authori ty .  JRS v ,  T m ,  No. 87-1439 (D.C.  C i r .  May 11, 
1990)  ( o r d e r ) .  Following t h e  remand, w e  examined t h e  scope 
of t h e  term "app l i cab le  lawsH i n  m s u u .  I n  Treasurv ,  we 
he ld  t h a t ,  i n s o f a r  a s  management r i g h t s  under s e c t i o n  , 

7 1 0 6 ( a ) ( 2 )  a r e  concerned, proposa ls  t h a t  r e q u i r e  compliance 
wi th  a p p l i c a b l e  laws do n o t  d i r e c t l y  i n t e r f e r e  wi th  t h e  , 
e x e r c i s e  of such r i g h t s .  We a l s o  he ld  t h a t  t h e  term 
"app l i cab le  lawsw i n  s e c t i o n  7 1 0 6 ( a ) ( 2 )  i n c l u d e s ,  among 
o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  p rov i s ions  bf t h e  U.S. Code and p r o v i s i o n s  of 
r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  having a t h e  f o r c e  and e f f e c t  of law." 
4 2  FLRA a t  390-91. We concluded t h a t  i n  o r d e r  f o r  a  
r e g u l a t i o n  t o  have t h e  f o r c e  and e f f e c t  of law, s o  a s  t o  
c o n s t i t u t e  an  a p p l i c a b l e  law, t h e  r e g u l a t i o n ,  among o t h e r  
t h i n g s ,  . n u s t  have s u b s t a n t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a f f e c t i n g  
i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s  and ob l iga t ions .  & a t  391. 

I n  view of t h e s e  dete 'rminations,  t h e  b a s i s  on which an 
a r b i t r a t o r  may s u s t a i n  a  gr ievance  claiming t h a t  an agency 
d e c i s i o n  t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  agency work f a i l e d  t o  comply with 
a p p l i c a b l e  procurement r e g u l a t i o n s  must be modified t o  
conform t o  s e c t i o n  7 1 0 6 ( a ) ( 2 )  of t h e  S t a t u t e .  I n  accordance 
wi th  JRS v,  FLRA and T r e a s u r l ,  w e  now hold t h a t  an 
a r b i t r a t o r  may s u s t a i n  a grievance d iepu t ing  an agency 's  
de tenn ina t ion  t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  on t h e  basis of a  procurement 
r e g u l a t i o n  only  i f  t h a t  r e g u l a t i o n  c o n s t i t u t e s  an a p p l i c a b l e  
law wi th in  t h e  meaning of s e c t i o n  7106(a)  ( 2 )  of t h e  
S t a t u t e .  However, a r e g u l a t i o n  m u s t  have c e r t a i n  
s u b s t a n t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  hpve t h e  f o r c e  and e f f e c t  of 
law, and, a s  noted i n  Plvtheville AFB, 2 2  FLRA a t  660, t h e  
c o u r t s  have s t r e s s e d  t h a t  t h e  procurement r e g u l a t i o n s  
a l l e g e d  t o  have been v i o l a t e d  must con ta in  d i s c e r n i b l e  
requirements  and meaningful c r i t e r i a  a g a i n s t  which t h e  
de terminat ion  t o  c o n t r a c t  o u t  may be analyzed and reviewed. 
Therefore ,  we w i l l  cont inue  t o  adhere t o  t h a t  p o r t i o n  of 
P l v t h e v i l l e  AFB, a t  661 ,  holding t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  
p rov i s ion  must be mandatory and nond i sc re t ionary  and must 
con ta in  s u f f i c i e n t l y  s p e c i f i c  s t andards  a g a i n s t  which an 



. a r b i t r a t o r  can o b j e c t i v e l y  analyze and review t h e  agency's 
. . a c t i o n s  t o  determine whether t h e  agency f a i l e d  t o  comply 

wi th  t h e  requirements .  

As we have noted,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  l i m i t i n g  t h e  b a s i s  on 
which an a r b i t r a t o r  was permi t ted  t o  s u s t a i n  a  g r i evance ,  

\ 

w t h e v m e  AFQ a l s o  concluded t h a t  " a r b i t r a t o r s  a r e  n o t  
au thor ized  t o  cance l  a procurement ac t ion . "  Jd. That  
conclusion was reached wi thout  any d i s c u s s i o n  a s  t o  t h e  
r e l i e f  g ran ted  by c o u r t s  i n  procurement cases .  O n  review of 
t h e  t y p e  of r e l i e f  granted  by t h e  Federa l  c o u r t s  i n  
procurement c a s e s ,  we cannotj justify t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  of 
p l v t h e v i l l e  AIQ o n ' t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of a r b i t r a t o r s  t o  remedy 
gr ievances  d i s p u t i n g  de terminat ions  t o  c o n t r a c t  out .  

I n  Choctaw Manufacturinq Co, Inc.. v.  United S t a t e s ,  
761 F.2d 609 (11th  C i r . .  1985) (Choctaw Mfq.)  , t h e  c o u r t  he ld  
t h a t  " [ t l h e r e  is no ques t ion  t h a t  a  d i s t r i c t  c o u r t  may 
' [ e l n j o i n  t h e  performance of a  [government] c o n t r a c t  i f  t h e  
award was t h e  r e s u l t  of procedures  n o t  comporting wi th  t h e  
law . . . . 761 F.2d a t  619 (quot ing Sea-Land Service ,  

c. v .  Brown, 600 F.2d 4 2 9 ,  433  (3d C i r .  1 9 7 9 ) .  I n  U l s t e i n  
Hari t ime.  Ltd. v .  U . S . ,  833 F.2d 1052 (1st C i r .  1987)  
( y l s t e i n  Mar i t ime) ,  t h e  c o u r t  he ld  t h a t  d i sappo in ted  b i d d e r s  

I f o r  Federa l  government c o n t r a c t s  may seek  j u d i c i a l  review 
and t h a t  when t h e  a c t i o n s  of c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r s  v i o l a t e  
a p p l i c a b l e  procurement laws o r  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  " t h e  award may 
be set as ide . "  833 F.2d a t  1057. The c o u r t  a l s o  noted t h a t  
Congress i n  enac t ing  2 8  U.S.C.  5 1 4 9 1 ( a ) ( 3 )  e x p l i c i t l y  
endorsed t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of Federal  d i s t r i c t  c o u r t s  t o  g r a n t  
e q u i t a b l e  r e l i e f  from i l l e g a l i t i e s  i n  t h e  Federa l  
procurement process .  The c o u r t  explained t h a t  i n  e n l a r g i n g  
t h e  powers of t h e  U . S .  Claims Court under 2 8  U . S . C .  
5 1 4 9 1 ( a ) ( 3 ) ,  Congress recognized and d i d  n o t  a l t e r  t h e  
p r e e x i s t i n g  powers of t h e  d i s t r i c t  c o u r t  t o  award i n j u n c t i v e  
r e l i e f  i n  procurement cases .  a t  1057-58. 

I n  p e l t a  Data Systems C o r ~ .  v .  ~ e b s t e r ,  744 F.2d 197 
(D.C. C i r .  1 9 8 4 )  ( Q e l t a  D a t a ) ,  i n  an opinion by t h e n  Judge 
(now J u s t i c e )  S c a l i a ,  t h e  c o u r t  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t ' s  r o l e  
i n  reviewing agency procurement d e c i s i o n s  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  
determining whether t h e  agency a c t e d  i n  accord wi th  
a p p l i c a b l e  s t andards  and r e g u l a t i o n s  and had a  r a t i o n a l  
b a s i s  f o r  i t s  dec i s ion .  744 F.2d a t  2 0 4 .  Although 
observing t h a t  t h e  "u l t ima te  g r a n t  of a  government c o n t r a c t  
must be l e f t  t o  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n  of t h e  government agency," 
t h e  c o u r t  he ld  t h a t  a  d i s t r i c t  c o u r t  may o r d e r  t h a t  a  
c o n t r a c t  be awarded when "it is c l e a r  t h a t ,  b u t  f o r  t h e  
i l l e g a l  behavior  of t h e  agency, t h e  c o n t r a c t  would have been 



awarded t o  t h e  p a r t y  asking t h e  c o u r t  t o  o r d e r  t h e  award." 
. a; =cord Ulstein Maritime, 833 F.2d a t  1058; Choctaw 

Mfs , ,  7 6 1  F.2d a t  619. The c o u r t  explained t h a t  " the  main 
o b j e c t i v e  of our  e f f o r t  a t  framing a  remedy is t o  a s s u r e  
t h a t  t h e  government o b t a i n s  t h e  most advantageous c o n t r a c t s  
by complying wi th  t h e  procedures which Congress sand 
a p p l i c a b l e  r e g u l a t i o n s  have provided. P u t t i n g  t h e  
d isappoin ted  b i d d e r  i n  t h e  economic p o s i t i o n  it vould have 
occupied b u t  f o r  the e r r o r  is normally t h e  b e s t  approach t o  
t h i s  r e s u l t . "  J& a t  2 0 6 - 0 7 .  The c o u r t  caut ioned,  however, 
t h a t  '[wlhere t h a t  is imprac t i ca l  . . . o r  can only  b e '  

' a ch ieved  a t  a c o s t  t o  t h e  gpvernment t h a t  w i l l  g r e a t l y  
exceed t h e  b e n e f i t s  der ived  from r e q u i r i n g  observance of  t h e  
proper  procedures  i n  [ a ]  p a r t i c u l a r  case ,  w e  must seek  a  
more reasonable  a l t e r n a t i v e . "  & a t  207.  

. '  . % I  

' S i m i l a r l y ,  th'e c b u r t  i n  Choctaw M f s ,  ield t h a t  a  
d i s t r i c t  c o u r t ,  i n  determining whether t o  e x e r c i s e  t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  t o  award a  c o n t r a c t  t o  an unsuccessfu l  b idder ,  
*must cons ide r  s e v e r a l  e q u i t a b l e  f a c t o r s ,  among them: 
whether t h e  c o n t r a c t  h a s  a l r eady  been awarded t o  another  
p a r t y  and, i f  s o ,  is being performed; t h e  e x t e n t  an o r d e r  
awarding t h e  c o n t r a c t  t o  t h e  unsuccessful  b i d d e r  is 
necessary  t o  v i n d i c a t e  t h e . i n t e r e s t  of t h e  p u b l i c ,  and 
competing b i d d e r s ,  i n  t h e  agency's adherence t o  t h e  law; and 
t h e  c o s t  t o  t h e  government, and hence t o  t h e  t axpayers ,  of 
s u b s t i t u t i n g  an 'unsuccess fu l  b idder  f o r  t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  
b i d d e r  whose p r i c e  may have been cons iderably  lower." 
761 F.2d a t  619. Because t h e s e  cases  f r e q u e n t l y  involve  t h e  
Department of Defense, c o u r t s  have a l s o  been c a r e f u l  t o  
cons ide r  t h e  p o s s i b l e  de t r iment  t o  t h e  n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t  
b e f o r e  g r a n t i n g  an i n j u n c t i o n  i n  a procurement case .  For 
m ~ l e ,  Qiebold V. U . S . ,  No. 90-5373 ( 6 t h  C i r .  Oct. 15,  
1 9 9 1 ) ,  s l i p  op. a t  1 7  (piebola) .  

Although t h e  c o u r t s  have acknowledged t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  
of e q u i t a b l e  r e l i e f ,  they  never the less  have c l e a r l y  

' recognized t h a t  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of such r e l i e f  should be 
-. ex t raord ina ry .  "They have looked c a r e f u l l y  a t  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  

t o  be a f f e c t e d  by e q u i t a b l e  r e l i e f ,  f u l l y  aware t h a t  t h e  ,' 

Government and t h e  p u b l i c  may be harmed when c o u r t s  
i n t e r f e r e  wi th  agencies1 procurement dec i s ions . "  J3.K. 
Jnstrument .  I n c ,  v .  V.S,, 715 F.2d 713, 7 3 0  (2d C i r .  1983) .  
I n  many c a s e s ,  d e s p i t e  f ind ing  m e r i t  i n  t h e  c la ims of 
d isappoin ted  biddeks,  "they have s t r u c k  t h e  ba lance  of 
e q u i t i e s  i n  f avor  o f ' t h e  government's i n t e r e s t s . i n  t h e  
smooth and e f f i c i e n t  funct ioning  of t h e  procurement process  
a t  the ' expense  of t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  unsuccessfu l  b idder  
i n  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  bidding process  and equal  access  t o  
t h e  procurement d o l l a r  (and of t h e  p u b l i c  i n  f a i r n e s s  and 



competitive bidding) ." -me Instruments. Iljrc. v ,  
~einbersey; 694 F.2d 838, 846 n.9 (D.C. Cir. 1982) .. . . . 

Moreover,' Congress in expanding the equitable powers of the 
U.S. Claims Court "affirmed this judicial reluctance to 
enjoin contract awards,;'recognizing that 'courts ordinarily 
refrain from ihterference with the procurement process by 
.declining to enjoin the Government 'from awarding a . . 
'contract.'" piebold, slip op. at 17 (quoting S. Rep. 
No. 275, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. at 23). , .  

Clearly, the circumstances warranting the grant of 
injunctive relief do not reduce to an objective . I 

delineation. However, the court in Choctaw M f s .  offers some 
guidance in the balancing of equities to determine whether 
to award a contract by contrasting the situations i n ,  ,..,.,,,-. 
Superior Oil Co. v .  Udall, 409 F.2d 1115 (D.C. Cir. 1969) 
(Superior Oil) and Delta Data. The court explained that in 
Superior Oil the district court was presented with a clear 
violation of law that required the cancellation of the 
contract. In addition, the court noted that, but for the 
violation, the unsuccessful bidder, Superior Oil, would have 
received the contract. In the judgment of the court in 
Choctaw Mf=, the district court in S , u ~ e r i o r  "had the 
authority to order that the contract be awarded to [Superior 
oil] and the relevant equities counseled that it exercise . 
that authority." 761 F.2d at 620. The court in Choctaw 
Mfa. concluded that the equities warranted award of the - 
contract because the challenged bidder and the government 
had not materially changed their respective positions and no 
significant expense or disruption of a governmental function 
would have attended the substitution of superior oil for the 
successful bidder. The court additionally concluded that 
"'the need to promote the integrity of the bidding processe 
outweighed the fact that such substitution would cost the 
government 'approximately two million dollars more in 
immediate revenue . . . . # a  LdL 

In contrast, the Court in D o c t a w  M f q .  noted that in,_, 
W t n  Data no award was fodnd to be appropriate becadsewin 
Delta D a t s  there was no showing that, but for the agency's 
failure to comply with regulatiohs, Delta Data would have 
been awarded the contract. ~olkowing the example of 
superior oil,, the court in ~hoctax M f s ,  ordered award of the 
contract to Choctaw, an unsuccessful bidder. The court was 
persuaded to exercise its discretion because, but for the . 
violations of procurement regulations, Choctaw would have 
received the contracts; the successful bidder had not. 
commenced performance of the contracts: the substitution of 
Choctaw would cause only an insignificant disruption of the 



procurements; and the interest to the public, and those who 
bid for the agency's work, outweighed the higher price the 
Government would have to pay for the procurements. 
at 621'. 

8 .  

Other courts have also recognized when there may be 
"sound reasonsm for granting equitable relief. yotor Coach 

dus I ~ c . .  v,  Dole, 725 F.2d 958, 968 (4th Cir. 1984) 
) , the court was persuaded that injunctive 
relief was necessary because the agency's actions did not 
constitute only a "technical violationa of procurement law: 
"Rather, the agency completely ignored the [Federal Property 
and Administrative Services] Act's substantive and 
procedural requirements . . . ." . ' &  at 968. In the 
court's view, "[a]llowing the purchase contract to stand in 

! s  , .I.such lcircumstances would soon'nake the procurement statutes I -  

little more than 'dead letters on a page.',, 222~ 

On the basis of our review of the remedial authority 
of Federal courts in procurement cases, we now hold, 
contrary to Blvtheville AFB, that an arbitrator may order a 
'procurement contract terminated and performance of the 
activity converted to in-hou6e.U We recognize that these 
cases have involved Federal court review, rather than 
arbitration awards, and unsuccessful or disappointed 
bidders, rather than employees'or unions representing 
employees. The reason that these cases have not involved 
employees or unions is that the courts have denied employees 
and unions standing to bring an action alleging that an 
agency wrongfully converted to contract an activity 
.previously performed in-house by agency personnel. For 
examrile, PFFE v ,  Cheney, 883 F.2d 1038 (D.C. Cir. 1989). 
However, in cases like the one before us, we are not 
constrained by a lack of standing. The lack of standing in 
court of unions and employees cannot limit the extent of 
relief available in arbitration under the Statute where 

--..I. ' .. I ;C/ For a discussion of the difference between a 
cancellation or rescission of a contract and an order to 
terminate the contract under the contract's 
termination-for-the-convenience-of-the-government clause, 
see United States v.  Amdahl Corn., 786 F.2d 387, 394-95 
(Fed. Clr. 1986) ( m d a h l  C n ) .  In accordance with p,mdaU 
-, when the contractor was not the cause of the 
illegality and was not aware of the illegality, the 
appropriate order would be to direct the termination of the 
contract and not to order the contract cancelled or 
rescinded. 



they undeniably have standing. Indeed, in Treasury, we 
determined that the inability of unions or employees to 

. .  challenge procurement decisions in court was not dispositive 

. . of whether OMB Circular A-76 constituted an applicable law 
under the Statute. In view of our decision that Circular 
A-76 is an applicable law, and the statutory right of 
employees and.unions to resolve issues concerning conditions 

_ of employment through a negotiated grievance procedure, it 
. is clear to us that arbitrators must have the authority to 
,make employees whole in cases where in-house performance of 
an activity was converted to contract in violation of 
Circular A-76 or any otherjapplicable procurement law or 
procurement regulation having the force and effect of law. 

We find no basis in procurement law or regulation or 
in the Statute or its legislative history for continuing to 
hold that this relief that is granted by the courts cannot 
be granted on the same grounds by arbitrators. We also 
agree with the Union that the Back Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. 5 5596, 
provides arbitrators with the authority to reinstate with 
backpay employees subjected to a RIF. The Authority has 
repeatedly held that the Back Pay Act authorizes arbitrators 
to make employees whole for pay, allowances, or 
differentials lost as a result of an unjustified or 
unwarranted personnel action. For example, American 
Federation of Government Em~lovees. Local 31 and U,S. 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Center. Cleveland, 
g h i ~ ,  41 FLRA 514, 517 (1991). The Authority has advised 
that, in order to award backpay, the arbitrator must find 
that: (1) the aggrieved employee was affected by an 
unjustified or unwarranted personnel action; (2) the 
personnel action directly resulted in the withdrawal or 
reduction of the employee's pay, allowances or 
differentials; and (3) but for such action, the employee 
would not otherwise have suffered the withdrawal or 
reduction. at 517. Furthermore, an "unjustified or 
unwarranted personnel actionn is specifically defined to 
include an action found to have been unjustified or 
unwarranted under applicable law. 5 C.F.R. 5 550.803. In 
our view, the Back Pay Act clearly encompasses a conversion 
to contract in violation'of Circular A-76,  or any other 
applicable procurement law or regulation having the force 
and effect of law, a s . a  result of which employees are 
separated by RIF. Moreover, the findings necessary to 
support an award of backpay under the Back Pay Act are no 
different from the findings necessary to award a contract. 
In both, a #but fora or causal connection finding is 
necessary and in both the aggrieved party is placed in the 
position the party would otherwise have achieved if the 
violation had not occurred. 



Based on our review of the law, we conclude that we 
should not permit agencies to maintain unreviewable 
discretion to "take whatever action is appropriate[.]" 
Blvtheville AFB, 22 FLRA at 662. Consequently, we will no 
longer deprive arbitrators of the power and responsibility 
under the Statute to appropriately remedy unlawful actions 
taken with respect to contracting out. In resolving such 
cases under the authority we have now prescribed, 
arbitrators will not be exercising any additional authority 
beyond that which they generally exercise in resolving other 
grievances, including those that involve the exercise of 
other management rights under the Statute. See Social 
~ecuritv Administration and ~rne&a~ Federaaon of 
_Government Emwlovees, A F J , - C Q ,  30 FLRA 1156 (1988) ; pewark 
Air Force Station and American Faration of Government 
Emwlovees. Local 616, 30 FLRA 616 (1987). Arbitrators will 
simply be examining an action by management to determine . 
whether that action Vas lawful and, if they determine that 
the action was not lawful, to make employees whole who were 
aggrieved as a result of the action. In our view, this is 
precisely one of the functions that arbitrators perform, and 
that Congress intended arbitrators to perform, under the 
Statute. 

As noted by the court in Diebold, "[tlhese wrongful 
privatization cases under procurement statutes and 
regulations like Circular A-76 are basically accounting 
cases. Courts have long dealt with disputes that required 
an accounting of one party or the other. Otherwise the 
cases are like other administrative review cases. The 
delay, judicial expertise, and floodgates arguments are no 
more persuasive here than other cases. Congress made a 
policy decision that agency action should be reviewable." 
Slip op. at 2 2 .  We would reiterate the courtts conclusion 
in terms of the authority of arbitrators to remedy these 
grievances under the Statute. In our view, in requiring 
parties to negotiate grievance procedures that result in 
binding arbitration, and in broadly defining what grievances 
could encompass, Congress fully expected arbitrators to 
review and, when necessary, to appropriately remedy a wide 
variety of actions taken by management, including 
determinations to contract out. 'Accordingly, we conclude 
that the permissible remedies available to arbitrators 
include termination of the contract and reconversion to 
in-house performance of the disputed activity as well as the 
authority to order make-whole relief to employees affected 
by the wrongful conversion to contract. 

We believe our approach accommodates the deference 
afforded the procurement process by the courts. An 



a r b i t r a t o r  may s u s t a i n  a gr ievance on t h e  b a s i s  of  
procurement law o r  r e g u l a t i o n  only  i f  t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  f i n d s  a  
v i o l a t i o n  of a  mandatory and nondiscre t ionary  p rov i s ion .  We 
w i l l  con t inue  t o  adhere t o  t h a t  p o r t i o n  of  N v t h e v i l l e  AFB 
holding t h a t  t h e  p rov i s ions  must con ta in  s u f f i c i e n t l y  % 

s p e c i f i c  s t a n d a r d s  t o  o b j e c t i v e l y  analyze  and review t h e  
agency's a c t i o n s  and permi t  an o b j e c t i v e  conclus ion  t h a t  t h e  
agency f a i l e d  t o  comply wi th  t h e  requirements .  T h i s  _. . 
approach p r o t e c t s  from i n t e r f e r e n c e  m a t t e r s  of  agency 
judgment o r  d i s c r e t i o n .  I n  our  view, t h i s  a s s u r e s  t h a t  t h e  
a r b i t p a t i o n  p rocess  does n o t  aimproperly i n t r u d [ e ]  i n t o  t h e  
agency's d e c i s i o n  making process[ . ]"  Q a t a  D a u ,  744 F.2d 

. . a t  203  (quot ing  yennont Yankee Nuclea!: Power CorD, v.  
P a t u r a l  Resources Defense c o u n a ,  435 U.S. 519, 525 (1978)) .  

....... -.. 
Although t h e  bircumstances warrant ing  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of 

e q u i t a b l e  r e l i e f  cannot  be f u l l y  p r e s c r i b e d ,  w e  n o t e  t h e  
fol lowing a u t h o r i t y  of a r b i t r a t o r s  i n  procurement cases .  
When an a r b i t r a t o r  f i n d s  t h a t  an agency h a s  v i o l a t e d  a  
handatory and nond i sc re t ionary  p rov i s ion  of  a p p l i c a b l e  
procurement law o r  procurement r e g u l a t i o n  having t h e  f o r c e  
and e f f e c t  of  law, t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  may s u s t a i n  t h e  gr ievance  
over  t h e  d i s p u t e d  procurement. We emphasize t h a t  t h e  
p rov i s ion  o f ' l a w  o r  r e g u l a t i o n  must be s u f f i c i e n t l y  s p e c i f i c  
t o  permi t  t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  t o  a d j u d i c a t e  whether t h e r e  h a s  
been compliance with such provis ion .  I n  s u s t a i n i n g  t h e  
gr ievance ,  t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  a s  a pre l iminary  remedy may 
p roper ly  o r d e r  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  procurement a c t i o n  when 
t h e  agency's noncompliance m a t e r i a l l y  a f f e c t e d  t h e  f i n a l  
procurement dec i s ion .  W e  no te  t h a t  t h i s  would l i k e l y  be t h e  
remedy i n  c a s e s  such as t h i s  case  where a r equ i red  c o s t  
comparison was never  conducted. 

An agency i n  t a k i n g  t h e  a c t i o n  requ i red  by such an 
award must r e c o n s t r u c t  t h e  procurement p rocess  i n  accordance 
with t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  that were p rev ious ly  not complied w i t h  
and must determine on r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  whether t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  
conver t  t o  c o n t r a c t  is j u s t i f i a b l e  based on a p p l i c a b l e  law 
and r e g u l a t i o h .  I f ,  a f t e r  r & c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  
c o n t r a c t  o u t  cannot  be j u s t i f i e d  and it is e s t a b l i s h e d  t h a t ,  
but  for t h e  v i o l a t i o n ( s )  of procurement law o r  r e g u l a t i o n ,  
t h e  a c t i v i t y  would n o t  have been 'converted t o  c o n t r a c t ,  t h e  
a r b i t r a t o r  must determine whether c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  
v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  t h a t  have been recognized by t h e  c o u r t s  i n  
procurement c a s e s  warrants  an o r d e r  d i r e c t i n g  t h a t  t h e  
agency t e r m i n a t e  t h e  c o n t r a c t ,  r econver t  t h e  a c t i v i t y  t o  
in-house performance, and make employees adverse ly  a f f e c t e d  
by t h e  conversion t o  c o n t r a c t  whole f o r  t h e i r  l o s s e s  
r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  u n j u s t i f i e d  conversion t o  c o n t r a c t .  I n  
t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  we r e i t e r a t e  t h e  guidance of t h e  c o u r t  i n  



\ 

Pelts Data: t h e  o b j e c t i v e  i n  framing a remedy is t o  a s s u r e  
t h a t  t h e  Government o b t a i n s  t h e  most advantageous c o n t r a c t s  
by complying wi th  t h e  requirements of a p p l i c a b l e  l a w .  
744  F.2d a t  206-07. 

I n  determining whether t o  g r a n t  t h e  conversion of  t h e  
c o n t r a c t ,  t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  must s e t  f o r t h  i n  a  f u l l y  
a r t i c u l a t e d  and reasoned d e c i s i o n  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  determining 
whether o r  n o t  t o  g r a n t  such r e l i e f .  We c a u t i o n  a r b i t r a t o r s  
t h a t  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of such r e l i e f  i s  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  and t h a t  
. c o u r t s  o r d i n a r i l y  r e f r a i n  from i n t e r f e r e n c e  wi th  procurement 
dec i s ions .  Thus, an a r b i t r a t o r  i n i t i a l l y  must determine 
whether it is c l e a r  t h a t ,  b u t  f o r  t h e  i l l e g a l  a c t i o n s  of t h e  
agency, t h e  performance of t h e  work would have remained 
in-house. The a r b i t r a t o r  should a l s o  examine whether t h e  
c o n t r a c t  has  a l r eady  been awarded t o  another  p a r t y  and, i f  
s o ,  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which it has  been performed, and whether 
t h e  c o s t  t o  t h e  Government of the contemplated remedy w i l l  
g r e a t l y  exceed t h e  b e n e f i t s  t h a t  would be de r ived  from 
observing t h e  proper  procedures.  The a r b i t r a t o r  should a l s o  
t a k e  i n t o  cons ide ra t ion  any p o s s i b l e  de t r imen t  t o  t h e  
n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t .  On t h e  f i l i n g  of excep t ions ,  w e  w i l l  
review t h e  award t o  dec ide  whether t h e  a r b i t r a t o r ' s  
de terminat ion  of remedy is a r b i t r a r y ,  c a p r i c i o u s ,  an abuse 
of d i s c r e t i o n ,  o r  o therwise  n o t  i n  accordance wi th  law. 

I n  sum, i f ,  i n  s u s t a i n i n g  a gr ievance ,  an a r b i t r a t o r  
is  a b l e  t o  determine on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e . r e c o r d  p resen ted  
t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  c o n t r a c t  ou t  cannot be j u s t i f i e d  and 
t h a t ,  b u t  f o r  t h e  v i o l a t i o n s  of procurement law o r  
r e g u l a t i o n ,  t h e  a c t i v i t y  would n o t  have been conver ted  t o  
c o n t r a c t ,  t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  need n o t  o r d e r  a  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n .  
I n s t e a d ,  t h e  a r b i t r a t o r  may d i r e c t l y  determine whether t h e  
circumstances warrant  reconversion t o  in-house performance. 

Because w e  have modified the remedial  authority of 
a r b i t r a t o r s  i n  c o n t r a c t i n g  o u t  c a s e s ,  w e  w i l l  modify t h e  
A r b i t r a t o r ' s  award t o  permit  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  
p r i n c i p l e s  w e  have announced i n  t h i s  case .  W e  conclude t h a t  
t h e  A r b i t r a t o r ' s  award must be modified t o  provide  f o r  
cons ide ra t ion  by t h e  A r b i t r a t o r ,  i f  necessary ,  of t h e  
v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  t h a t  need t o  be q a m i n e d  b e f o r e  reconvers ion  
t o  in-house performance and a make-whole remedy f o r  a f f e c t e d  
employees can be 0 r d e r e d . u  The A r b i t r a t o r  may u s e  

U we need n o t ,  and do n o t ,  dec ide  he re  whether backpay can 
be ordered under t h e  Back Pay Act i n  a c a s e  where an 
a r b i t r a t o r  f i n d s  t h a t  an agency h a s  v i o l a t e d  a  mandatory and 
nond i sc re t ionary  p rov i s ion  of a p p l i c a b l e  procurement law o r  
(Footnote cont inued on nex t  page.) 



whatever means he considers appropriate to assess these 
factors and to make his determination. Consequently, . 
we will modify the award accordingly. 

V.  Decision 

The Arbitrator's remedy set forth in paragraph 2 
of the #AWARDu is modified to provide as follows: 

2 .  DL1 must perform a commercial activity study 
of the language instruction contracted out, in 
accordance with applicable procurement law and 
regulation. If the study shows that the decision 
to contract out cannot be justified in accordance 
with law and regulation and it is established 
that, but for:the violations of OMB Circular 
A-76,  as implemented by the Agency, the languages 
would not have been contracted out, I will 
determine, after consideration of all relevant 
circumstances, the appropriate action to be taken. 

(Footnote continued. from previous page.) 
procurement regulation having the force and effect of law 
but does not order a conversion of the contract after 
applying the standards set forth above. 
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SERVICE CONTRACTS 
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I t  d e s c r i b e s  how t o  w r i t e  and u s e  t h e s e  documents. I t  
t e l l s  how t o  write performance i n t o  s t a t ements  of work and 
implements p o l i c y  concerning c o n t r a c t i n g  o u t  f o r  s e r v i c e s .  
I t  i s  w r i t t e n  f o r  mid-level  managers who w r i t e  t h e  documents 
and f o r  c o n t r a c t i n g  pe r sonne l  who review and admin i s t e r  
s e r v i c e  c o n t r a c t s .  P a r t s . o f  it apply  t o  q u a l i t y  a s su rance  
e v a l u a t o r s  who use  t h e s e  documents. 
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m .  L o t .  A c o l l e c t i o n  o f  s e r v i c e  o u t p u t s  f rom wh ich  a 
s a m p l e  is t o  b e  d r a w n  a n d  i n s p e c t e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  c o n f o r m a n c e  
w i t h  t h e  s t a n d a r d .  

n. L o t  S i z e .  The  number  o f  s e r v i c e  o u t p u t s  i n  a  l o t .  

0.  O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  ~ n a l y s i s .  The a c t  o f  l o o k i n g  a t  a n  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  k i n d  o f  s e r v i c e s  i t  p r o v i d e s .  

p .  O u t p u t .  The  a m o c n t  o f  s c m e t h i n g  p r o d u c e d  by  a s y s t e m  
o r  p r o c e s s  d u r i n g  a  g i v e n  s p a n  o f  t i n e .  

q .  P e r c e n t  of Sample  Found D e f e c t i v e .  D e t e r m i n e d  by 
d i v i d i n g  t h e  ntimber o f  d e f e c t s  by  t h e  s a m p l e  s i z e  when t h e  
r e j ec t  number h a s  b e e n  e q u a l l e d  o r  e x c e e d e d .  The  r e s u l t i n g  
number  is u s e d  t o  mzke a n  e q u i t a b l e  d e d u c t i o n  f r o m  t h e  
c o n t r a c t  p r i c e  fo r .  n o n - p e r f o r m a n c e  by t h e  c o n t r a c t o r .  

r .  P e r f o r m a n c e  I n d i c a t o r .  A c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a n  o u t p u c  
o f  a  work p r o c e s s  t h a t  c a n  b e  m e a s u r e d .  

s. P e r f o r m a n c e  V a l u e .  A c o m p o s i t e  o f  a s t a n d a r d  and  zn 
a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  l e v e l  w h i c h  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f . a n  
o u t p u t  o f  a  work  process. 

t .  Q u a l i f y .  T h a t  s tage  o f  t h e  c o n t r z c t i n g  c y c l e  i n  
w h i c h  o n e  d e t e r m i n e s  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  work s a t i s f i e s  t h e  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  SOW. 

u .  Q u a l i t y  A s s u r a n c e .  T h o s e  a c t i o n s '  t a k e n  by t h e  
g o v e r n m e n t  t o  c h e c k  g o o d s  o r  s e r v i c e s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h a t  t h e y  
meet t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  SOW. 

v.  Q u a l i t y  A s s u r a n c e  E v a l u a t o r  (QAE) . T h a t  p e r s o n  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  c h e c k i n g  c o n t r a c t o r  ? e r f o m a n c e .  

w .  Q u a l i t y  C o n t r o l .  T h o s e  a c t i o n s  taken 5 y  a ccz t r sc to r  
t o  c o n t r o l  the p r o d u c t i o n  of g o o d s  o r  s e r v i c e s  so t32t t h s y  
w i l l  meet t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of t h e  SOW. 

x .  Random Number T a b l e .  A t a b l e  of n u i i b e r s  arransed i n  
a random f a s h i o n .  A t a b l e  u s e d  t o  make random sam?les. 

y .  Random S a m p l e .  A s a m p l i n g  method  whe reby  e a c h  
s e r v i c e  o u t p u t  i n  a l o t  h a s  a n  e q u a l  c h a n c e  o f  b e i n g  
s e l e c t e d .  

z. Random S a m p l i n g .  A method  o f  l o o k i n g  a t  a f ew  
i n d i v i d u a l  i t e m s  i n  a l o t  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h a t  
l o t  a g a i n s t  a  s t a n d a r d .  



am. Uniform Service. A s e r v i c e  t h a t  i s ,  w i t h i n  def ined  
l i m i t s ,  always t h e  same. 

an. Work. A s e r i e s  of  a c t i c n s ,  cnanges,  o r  f u n c t i o n s  
t h a t  br ing  about an end r e s u l t .  

1-3. Government P c l i c y .  The government poli.cy i n  servLee 
c o n t r a c t i n g  is  a s  fol lows:  

a .  The performance o r i e n t e d  s t a t ement  of work { S C V )  fcr 
a  s e r v i c e  c o n t r a c t  inc ludes  t k ~ ?  s t a n d a r d s  of performance 2nd 
accep tab le  q u a l i t y  i e v e l s .  

C 

b. S tandards  m u s t  be measurable.  

c .  Q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  i s  a  c o n t r a c t o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

d .  A performance o r i e n t e d  SOW m u s t  no t  con ta in  d e t a i l e d  
procedures  unless  a b s o l u t e l y  necessary .  Rely cn a s t a t sment  
of  t h e  requi red  s e r v i c e  a s  an end product .  

e .  References t o  d i r e c t i v e s  i n  t h e  SOW should be held t o  
a  miniaum. 

f. The s u r v e i l l a n c e  p l a n s  desc r ibed  ii2 t h i s  doccnent  
a r e  an accep tab le  way of performing q u a l i t y  assurance .  

g. The most q u a l i f i e d  persons a v a i l a b l e  m u s t  w r i t e  the  
SOW and the  s u r v e i l l a n c e  p lan .  Standard i z s d  government 
documents, when a v a i l a b i e ,  w i l l  provide va.!uable b a s i c  
informat ion .  

1 -4 .  A Systems Approach. The  des ign  of a  SCW and t h e  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  p lan  is  based on a  s y s t e m a t i c  a r , a lys i s  of the  
f u n c t i o n  t o  be pu t  under c o n t r a c t  o r  a l r e a d y  under c o n t r a c t .  
The procedure f o r  d e r i v i n g  t h e s e  two products  is cai;ed job 
a n a l y s i s .  The procedure c a ~ s i s t s  of 2 step-by-step review of 
t h e  requirement t~ a r r i v e  a t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  ou tpu t  s e r v i c e s  and 
a s s o c i a t e d  s t a n d a r d s .  

a .  J o b s  a s  Systems. The a n a l y s r s  arscmes t h a t  an 
o p e r a t i o n  is a  system. -An o p e r a t i o n  can be c a l l e d  a  s y s t e n  
because i t  c o n s i s t s  of a  joD o r  a  c x b i n a t i o n  of jobs c a r r i e d  
a u t  by people ,  and sometimes, machines f o r  a  c e r t a i n  ?ur?cse.  
The p a r t s  of a system a r e  u s u a l l y  c a l l e d  i n ~ u t ,  wor.k, c l ; t ; u t ,  
and c ~ n t r o l  loops .  These p z r t s  a r e  shown in f i g u r e  1-1. 

(1) From a  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  view, the system c o n s i s t s  of 
t a k i n g  people ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  i n a t e r i a l ,  and the  SCW and 
i n p u t t i n g  i t  i n t o  a work p r o c e s s .  The r e s u l t  of t h i s  work is  
a c o n t r a c t  o u t p u t .  



( 2 )  Two major c o n t ~ c l  imps t r e  a r  work i n  t!~Ls 
system. Both loops use stzr .derds  a s  the basis fcr 
determining a c c e p t a b i l i t y .  

i n fo r  
t h a t  
s tand 

( 3 )  The con 
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( 4 )  On the o t h e r  ha rd ,  government q < ~ a i i t y  zsscrance 
looks a t  the o ~ t p u t  and Zets=xiz2s i t s  a c c e ~ t a b i l i t y ,  T h i s  
information then becomes s n  i r p d t  f o r  con t r ac to r  m z r . a ~ m e n t  
t o  a d j u s t  the  q u a l i t y  conkrcl  funz t ion ,  

b .  P a r t s  and Subparts .  Every s e r v i c e  c o n t r a c t  opsraticn 
can be viewed a s  a  system. F u r t h s r ,  eacn major system can be 
broken i n t o  small  p a r t s  o r  subsystems. For e x a x ~ l e ,  i f  tne 
system portrayed i n  f i g u r ?  1-1 kere  c a l l e d  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  
t he  major system couid be b r b k e ~  i n t o  small  ? a r t s  c a l l e d  
veh ic le  ope ra t i ons ,  veh ic le  maintenance, and t r a f f i c  
mznagement. Fur ther ,  each of these  pa-cs could be broken 
down i n t o  the  smal ler  p a r t s  o r  s u b p a r i s  chat ~nkke op t h a t  
p a r t ,  a s  shown i n  f i g u r e  1-2. 

(1) Note that the  t r anspo r t a t i on  work a rea  leads t o  
veh ic le  ope ra t i ons ,  which l e a5s  to v e h i c l e  d i spa t ch ,  which 
l e a d s  t o  t a x i  d i spa tch  and + d r i v e  d i spa t ch .  Each so rk  a r e s  
has i t s  own s e t  of inpu t s  and outputs. This c h a r t  does not 
conta in  a l l  of t he  work a reas  assoc ia ted .wi+h  t r ans2o r t a t i on .  
Rather? i t  only shows an examp;;. of now a system can be 
broken i n t o  i t s  p a r t s .  

( 2 )  The c h a r t  locks a g r e a t  d e a l  ilke a s t an i3 rd  
o rgan i za t i ona l  c h a r t ,  excep t  t h a t  t h i s  charx snows eacn th ing 
t h a t  happens r a t h e r  than who performs rne task .  Fur ther ,  by 
showing an i npu t ,  i t  shows what m u s t  be t he r e  f o r  sonsthi-g 
t o  take  p lace .  I t  shows t h a t  eacn job nusc have sn o u t p s t  
t h a t  c a n  be measured in some w a y .  

c .  Resu l t s  of the S y s t e m  A2proacn. X prowsed  con t r ac t  
e f f o r t  m u s t  be viewed i n  a  sys temat ic  way t o  a r r i v e  a t  an 
ou tpu t  o r  perfornance-oriznted ST4 and a means of measuring 
t h e  s e rv i ce .  T h u s ,  a  sys temat ic  a p ~ r o z c n  to  a n a l y s i s  will 
r e s u l t  i n  an enforceable ,  clear SZW. It will a l s o  ?rods2ce a 
q u a l i t y  assurance  sn rve i l l anco  g lan  thzt t e l l s  the  qovern'7ent 
i f  the  s e r v i c e  is provided a s  s ? = c i f i e e .  Fur the r ,  che 
systems approach permits  t h e  ai-.alyst zo i d ~ n t i f y  ou tpu t s  azd 
sepa ra t e  them from the s p e c i f i c  ?rocedures requi red  t o  c r e a t e  
the  ou tpu t s .  



(1) When t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  s p e c i f i e s  a  g i v e n  p r o c e d u r e ,  
i t  a s s u m e s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  i n s u r i n g  t h a t  t h e  d e s i s n  c r  
p r o c e d u r e  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  d e s i r e d  o u t p u t .  On t h e  o t h e r  
h a n d ,  i f  i t  s p e c i f i e s  t h e  o u t p u t  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  i t s  q u a l i t y  
s t a n d a r d ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  m u s t  t h e n  u s e  t h e  b e s t  m a n a g = n e ~ t  t o  
a c h i e v e  t h a t  l e v e l  o f  p e r f c r m a n c e .  

( 2 )  L a s t ,  s y s t e m a t i c  a n a l y s i s  ( ; i v e s  a c l e a r  p i c t u r e  
o f  w h a t  i n p u t  is n e e d e d  t o  g e t  t h e  j o b  d o n e .  T h i s  d a t a  is 
most u s e f u l  i n  a n a l y z i n g  a c o n t r a c t  b i d  p r i c e ,  c o n d u c t i n g  a 
p r e a w a r d  s u r v e y ,  c r e a t i n g  e L i s t  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  f u r n i s h e d  
p r o p e r t y ,  a n d  m a k i n g  p a y m e n t  d e E u c t i o n s  i n  c a s e  of 
n o n - p e r f o r m a n c e .  

1-5 .  Team A p p r o a c h .  The  d e v e i o p m e n t  of 2 q u a l i t y  SO% is a 
r e s u l t  o f  t e a m  e f f o r t .  The  l e a d i n g  members  o f  t h e  t e a m  s r s  
t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  o f f  i ce ,  t h e  l o c a l  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f  i c e ,  a n d  t h s  
m a n p o w e r / m a n a g e n e n t  e n g i n e e r i n g  o f f i c e .  The l a t t e r  c a n  
p r o v i d e  p r e v i o u s  manpower  s t u d i e s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  
j o b s  p e r f o r m e d .  

a .  R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . .  D u r i n g  t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  c y c l e ,  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  a s s i g n e d  a s  shown i n  f i g u r e  1-3. T h i s  
c h a r t  s h o w s  w h i c h  i n a j o r  f u n c t i o n s  o c c u r  d u r i n q  t h e  
c o n t r a c t i n g  cycle a n d  w h i c h  i m s o r t a n t  a*: t i o n s  take  ?lace 
d u r i n g  e a c h  f u n c t i o n .  T h e  c o i m n s  o n  t h e  r i g h t  show wko is 
r e s p o n s i b l e  a t  e a c h  s t a g e  o f  t h e  p u r c h a s e  c y c l e .  

(1) T h e  f u n c t i o n a l  a rca  c h i e f  s h o u l d  be c o n s i d e r e d  
t h e  team l e a d e r  e x e r c i s i n g  a u t h o r i t y  a n d  r e s p o n s i b ~ l i t y  f o r  
t h e  f u n c t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  b e  u n d e r  c o n t r a c t .  F u n c t i o n a l  ; e r s c n s  
s t a t e  t h e  s e r v i c e  t h a t  w i l l  b e  d e l i v e r e d ,  n e a s u r e  t h e  q i a l i t y  
o f  s e r v i c e ,  a n d  a c c e p t  t h e  s e r v i c e .  

( 2 )  T h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  c f f i c e  is z;?s m e a n s  0 5  q ~ t t i z g  a 
c o n t r a c t  a n d  e n f o r c r n g  i t s  2 r o v i s i o n s .  

- - ( 3 )  The  c o n t r a c t i n g  o i z i c e  =is(: p r c v l a e s  t k e  
n e c e s s a r y  a u t h o r i t y  a n d  t e c h n i c b l  = x ? e r i a n c e  i n  c s n t e ~ s t i c g  
t o  make t h e  c o n t r a c t  a w a r k a b l e .  d s c s ? ~ ~ . : .  

( 4 )  T h e  m a n p o w e r / r n a n q e n e ~ z  e n q i n e e r i n g  o f f  ice 
2 e r f o r n s  cos t  s t u 6 i e s  requirt6 by C53 Circular A - 7 6 .  

b .  R e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  C o n t r a c t i n g  O c t .  T h e  l i x s  cf 
a u t h o r i t y  a n d  r e s p o n s i b i l t y  t h a z  e x i s t  when a  f u n c t i o n  is 
c o n t r a c t e d  o u t ,  a r e  shown i n  f i g u r e  1 - 4 ,  

(1) When a  g i v e n  f u n c t i o n  is p e r f o r m e d  i n - h o u s e ,  
w i t h  g o v e r n m e n t  p e r s o n n e l ,  t h e  l i n e  o f  a u t h o r i t y  f l o w s  from 



0 
c -..------..---..-- 

1 
I 
I 

Contracted 
Functfon . 

d 

- Authorf t y  

Figure 1 -4. Relationships i n  Contracting. 

-- - - - -  Responsibflfty 
Agency 

Chief j 

Contracting 
Au_thori ty 

4 
i 

b 
I 

t + 

Y 7  

+ 

Functional Area 
Functional Area 
Chief 

-Qua1 i ty 
Assurance 

Buyer 
'Contractdng 
O f f i c e r  

oContrgact 
I 

- Administrator 
I 
! I 



' Analysts Phase 
I 

Performance Phase 
I 

Ffgure 1-5. Overview o f  Analysis Steps. 

b I 
I 

tlrf t e  I 

~ p e c i f i  - 
ca t lon  

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

. 
Job 
Analysis Survei 11 ance 

4 4 

Write 

I 
1 
I 
I 

I 
+jurvef 1 1 ance 

Plan 
* 

4 r  I 
I 
I 

I 



a s s u r a n c e  m e t h o d s  a r e  u s e d .  I t  a s sumes  t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  
is  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  managing  and  c o n t r o l l i n g  t h e  o u t p g t  o f  
s e r v i c e .  The g o v e r n m e n t  p l a n  s e e k s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  c o n t r a c t o r -  
p r o v i d e d  s e r v i c e  meets t h e  q u a n t i t y  and  q u a 1  i t y  s t a r d a r d s .  
The d e v e l o p m e n t  of' t h e  p l a n  i n v o l v e s  t h e s e  mzjor ste?s: 

(1) I d e n t i f y i n g  Key P e r f o r m a n c e  I n d i c a t o r s .  The j o ~  
a n a l y s i s  p h a s e  i d e n t i f i e d  many p e r f o r m a n c e  i n d i c a t o r s .  Not 
a l l  o f  t h e s e  i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  c r i t i c a l  t o  t h e  s e r v i c e  b e i n g  
p r o v i d e d .  Dur ing  t h i s  s t e p  t h e  a n a l y s t  mus t  d e c i d e  which  
i n d i c a t o r s  t o  i n c l u d e  i n  t h e  p l a n ,  u s i n g  a s  c r i t e r i a ,  t h e  
c r i t i c a l i t y  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  and  i t s  o u t p u t ,  t h e  availability 
o f  q u a l i t y  a s s u r a n c e  manpower, and t h e  a d a p t a b i l i t y  o f  e a c h  
i n d i c a t o r  t o  o v e r l a p  and  c h e c k  many k i n d s  o f  o u t p u t s .  

( 2 )  I d e n t i f y  I n f o r m a t i o n  S o u r c e s .  Each p l a n  u s e s  
many s o u r c e s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  ( f o r  e x a m p l e ,  e x i s t i n g  management 
i n f o r m a t i o n  s y s t e m s ,  c u s t o m e r  c o m ? l a i n t s ,  and  random 
s a m p l i n g ) .  

( 3 )  D e v e l o p  T o o l s .  The writer o f  t h e  s u r v e i l l a n c e  
p l a n  h a s  many tools .  T h e s e  too ls  a r e :  

( a )  The S a h p l i n g  G u i d e .  The s a m p l i n g  cjulde is 2 
w r i t t e n  p r o c e d u r e  wh ich  s t a t e s  what  w i l l  be c h e c k e d ,  t h e , .  
s t a n d a r d  o f  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  and  now t h e  c h e c k i n g  w i l l  b e  d o n e .  
( f o r  a  s a m p l e  g u i d e ,  see C h a p t e r  4 ) .  The s a m p l i n g  g u i d e s  
u s e d  i n  t h i s  r e g u l a t i o n  a r e  b a s e d  on  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e c h n i q u e s  
c a l l e d  f o r  i n  M i l  i t : a r y  S t a n d a r d  i053, S a m p l i n g  2 r o c e d u r e s  
a n d  T a b l e s  f o r  I n s p e c t i o n  by A t t r i b u t e s ,  By s a m p l i n g  a s m a l l  
p a r t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s ' e r v i c e  i n  a random f a s h i o n ,  t h e  QAE c a n  
a c c e p t  o r  re jec t  t h e  s e r v i c e ,  b a s e d  on  t h e  s t a n d a r d .  

( b )  D e c i s i o n  T a b l e s .  when a  s e r v i c e  is 
. r e j e c t e d ,  a  d e c i s i o n  mus t  b e  made a s  t o  who is a t  f a u l t  ( t h e  

c o n t r a c t o r  o r  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t ) .  A d e c i s i o n  t a b l e  is used  f o r  
t h i s  p u r p o s e .  The d e c i s i o n  t a b l e  i d e n t i f i e s  a i f  f e r e n t  k i n d s  
o f  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  p r o b a b l e  c a u s e  f a c t o r s ,  and  
t h e  t h i n g s  f rom which  t h e s e  f a c t o r s  c o u l d  r e s u l t .  

( c )  C h e c k l i s t .   he l a s t  tool  is t h e  c h e c k l i s t .  
C h e c k l i s t s  a s  u s e d  t o  r e c o r d  wha t  h a s  been  c h e c k e d  by a  
s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  and  t o  r e c o r d  i n f o r m a t i o n  on c o n t r a c t  i t e n s  
n o t  c o v e r e d  by s a m p l i n g .  

d .  D o  S u r v e i l l a n c e .  The f i n a l  s t e p  is d o i n g  
s u r v e i l l a n c e ,  t h a t  i s ,  t a k i n g  t h e  w r i t t e n  s u r v e i l l a n c e  ??an 
a n d  u s i n s  i t  on  a d a i l y  b a s i s .  I n  t h i s  s t e p ,  random samples 
a r e  drawn and  s c h e d u l e s  o f  q u a l i t y  a s s u r a n c e  i n s p e c t i o n s  
made. C o n t r a c t o r  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  a r e  documented  and  c o r r e c t i v e  
a c t i o n  t a k e n ,  I f  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  money i s  d e d u c t e d  f rom a  
c o n t r a c t o r ' s  payment  b y  t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r .  



CHAPTER 2 

J O B  ANALYSIS 

2-1. A d v a n t a g e s  o f  J o b  A n a l y s i s .  The ? r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r  
o u t l i n e d  t h e  s t e p s  i n v o l v e d  in d e v e l o p i n g  a s t a t e m e n t  o f  wort 
(SOW) and  a  q u a l i t y  a s s u r a n c e  s u r v e i l l s n c e  p l a n .  T h i s  
c h a p t e r  e x p l a i n s  j o b  a n a l y s i s  i n  g r e a t j e r  d e t a i l .  This 
p r o c e s s  e n a b l e s  t h e  a n a l y s t  t o  ? u l l  t o g e t h e r  a l l  o f  t h e  
e s s e n t i a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  needed  to  write a p e r f o r m a n c e - o r i 2 n t e 2  
SOW. I t  a l s o  h e l p s  t o  b u i l d  a  f o u n d a t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  n e l p  th? 
g o v e r n m e n t  d e t e r n i n e  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  o u t p u c  
s e r v i c e .  The s t e p s  i n  j o b  a n a l y s i s  a r , e  d e s c r i b e d  be low.  

2 - 2 .  O r g a n i z a t i o n .  The s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  i n  l o o k i n g  a t  a 
s e r v i c e  f u n c t i o n  is t o  see how i t  is o r g a n i z e d  and w h a t  k i n d  
o f  s e r v i c e  i t  p r o v i d e s .  T h i s  is n o t  t o  s a y  t h a t  t h e  Sod w i l i  
r e q u i r e  t h a t  a  c o n t a c t o r  a d o p t  t h e  gov,ernrnent s t y l e  o f  
o r g a n i z a t i o n .  R a t h e r ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  w i l l  p r o v i d e  a 
f r amework  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  w h a t  is d o n e  by t h e  o r g a n i z a t i a n .  

a .  To c a p t u r e  t h i s  d a t a ,  u s e  a n  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  
s h e e t  a s  shown i n  f i g u r e  2-1. The d a t t a  j a t h e r e d  and. p l a c e d  
o n  t h e  analysis s h e e t  will show a c o m p l e t e  sicture cf t h e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n .  Of p a r t i c u l a r  i m p o r t a n c e  is t h e  c h o i c e  of 
s e r v i c e s  p e r f o r m e d .  

b.  T h e s e  s e r v i c e s  o r  o u t p u t s  become t h e  b a s i s  f o r  
w r i t i n g  t h e  SOW, d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  s t a n d a r d s ,  d e f i n i n g  
p e r f o r m a n c e  i n d i c a t o r s ,  and  i d e n t i f y i n g  a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  
l e v e l s  o f  p e r f o r m a n c e .  B e  a s  s p e c i f i c  a s  p o s s i b l e  w h e ~  
mak ing  t h e  e n t r i e s .  

2 - 3 .  T r e e  Diagram. A f t e r  d o i n g  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  
t o  f i n d  o u t  wha t  k i n d  o f  s e r v i c e s  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  p r o v i d e s ,  
t h e  a n a l y s t  m u s t  now l i n k  t h e  s e r v i c e s  t o g e t h e r  i n  a  l o g i c a l  
f l o w  o f  a c t i v i t i e s .  The m a j o r  tool  used  is  t h e  t ree  d i a g r a m .  

a .  An example  o f  a t r ee  d i a g r a m  f o r  v e h i c l e  o p e r a t i o n s  
i s  shown i n  f i g u r e  2-2.  As shown i n  t.he f i g u r e ,  t h e  t o p  box 
s t a t e s  t h e  o v e r a l l  f u n c t i o n  ( i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t o  o p e r a t e  and  
manage  v e h i c l e s ) .  Each of t h e  fo l1owi :ng  l e v e l s  breaks t h e  
j o b  i n t o  p a r t s  and  s u b p a r t s ,  t o  d e v e l o p  a c h a r t  t h a t  f u l l y  
d e s c r i b e s  t h e  j o b  i n  terms o f  t h e s e  p a r t s .  

b .  The b o x e s  a r e  numbered t o  show t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  
t h e  p a r t s  b a c k  to  t h e  h i g h e r  l e v e l  p a r t .  F o r  e x a n p l e ,  
t e s t  is numbered " 3 . 1 n ,  b e c a u s e  it r e l a t e s  to  t r a i n  ar,d 
q u a l i f y  v e h i c l e  o p e r a t o r s  w h i c h  is numbered,  "3" .  T h e s e  
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Figure 2-4. Workload Analysis. 
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Ffgure 2-9. Perfomce Value Analysis. 
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h .  Using S t a n d a r d s .  A s t a n d a r d  is someth ing  a g a i n s t  
which a n o t h e r  t h i n g  c a n  b e  measured .  N e a r l y  e v e r y o n e  is 
f a m i l i a r  w i t h  s t a n d a r d s  o f  some sor t .  For  example ,  t h e  
s t a n d a r d  o p e r a t i n g  speed  f o r  a u t o m o b i l e s  on highways is 55 
miles p e r  hour .  I n  t h i s  c a s e  t h e  number 5 5  is t h e  s t a n d a r d ,  
w h i l e  miles p e r  h o u r  is t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  i n d i c a t o r .  

(1) I n  l o o k i n g  a t  t h e  p r o c e s s e s  and t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  
i n d i c a t o r s  chosen ,  one  must  a s k  what k i n d  af y a r d s t i c k  w i l l  
b e  used  t o  measure  t h e  p r o c e s s .  I n  some c a s e s  t h e  y a r d s t i c k  
o r  s t a n d a r d  is p r o v i d e d  by agency  a u t h o r i t i e s .  

( a )  The s t a n d a r d  f o r  a v e r a g e  t a x i  r e s p o n s e  time 
of 4 m i n u t e s  is a n  example.  However, t h e r e  is no s t a n d a r d  
f o r  bus  s e r v i c e .  

( b )  I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  t h e  a n a l y s t ,  w i t h  
management 's  h e l p ,  w i l l  have  t o  f i n d  a  r e a s o n a b l e  s t a n d a r d  
t h a t  b e a r s  some r e l a t i o n  to  t h e  c r i t i c a l i t y  o f  t h e  s e r v i c e  to  
b e  p r o v i d e d  and how w e l l  t h e  government  d o e s  t h e  j o b  
in-house .  

( 2 )  A s t a n d a r d  f o r  b u s  s e r v i c e  c o u l d  be s t a t e d  i n  
terms o f  t i m e l i n e s s  o f  a r r i v a l  a t  a bus  s t o p .  Thus ,  t h e  
s t a n d a r d  f o r  bus  s e r v i c e  would be  s t a t e d :  d e p a r t  t h e  s t o p  no 
e a r l i e r  t h a n  s c h e d u l e d  time n o r  l a t e r  t h a n  s c h e d u l e d  time 
p l u s  f i v e  m i n u t e s .  An example o f  t h e  t a x i  s e r v i c e  j o b  and 
t h e  s t a n d a r d  f o r  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  i n d i c a t o r  is shown i n  f i g u r e  
2-9. 

i.  A c c e p t a b l e  Q u a l i t y  Leve l .  The a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  
l e v e l  o f  a  s t a n d a r d  t e l l s  what  v a r i a t i o n  from t h e  s t a n d a r d  
( t h a t  i s ,  e r r o r  r a t e )  is a l l o w e d .  I t  is used t o  measure  t h e  
r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  o u t p u t  g e n e r a t i n g  p r o c e s s .  

(1) An a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  l e v e l  is  g e n e r a l l y , u s e d  
i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  a p r o d u c t i o n  l i n e  t h a t  p r o d u c e s  a  t a n g i b l e  
o b j e c t .  These  p r o d u c t s  c a n  t h e n  b e  measured  to  see i f  t h e y  
meet t h e  s t a n d a r d  w i t h i n  a n  a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  l e v e l .  

( 2 )  S e r v i c e  c o n t r a c t s  a l s o  p r o d u c e  m e a s u r a b l e  
s e r v i c e s  ( e v e n  though  t h e y  a r e  n o t  a l w a y s  t a n g i b l e )  and one  
c a n  d e t e r m i n e  how o f  t e n  t h e y  meet t h e  s t a n d a r d .  

( 3 )  An a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  l e v e l  is e x p r e s s e d  i n  
terms o f  a  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  a l % w a b l e  e r ror  i n  a  t i m e  p e r i o d .  
Us i n g  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  i n d i c a t o r  w i t h  i ts a s s o c i a t e d  s t a n d a r d ,  
the a n a l y s t  d e t e r m i n e s  what  er.ror r a t e  s h o u l d  be a l l o w e d ,  
b a s e d  on agency  d i r e c t i v e s ,  h i s t o r i c a l  r e c o r d s  o f  how w e l l  
t h e  government  p r o v i d e d  t h e  s e r v i c e ,  o r  t h e y  c a n  be 
e s t a b l i s h e d  by management d e c i s i o n .  
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Job: Vehicle Operations Pemonnel Payroll 
Cost 
Per 

X Of 
Total 

Month 

Operate Vehi c l  es XXXXXX . $ *  

U X X X  XXXXXX 

Operate S..!?edul ed Bur.. ......... 4 $4000 15.4  % 

Operate Unschedul ed Bus.. ...... 1 $1 000 3.8 X 

Trai  n/Qual i f y  Vehicle Operators MXMX 

Test.. ........................ .XXXXXX 

XXXXX 

XXXXX 

XXXXXX 

XXXXXX 

... Check Physical Condf tfon..  1 $7 000 3.8 Z 

61ve Urftten Test, ........... 1 $1 000 3.8 X 

.......... Conduct Road Test.. 1 $1 000 3 . 8  % 

................ Issue SF 46.. . 3  

Add to DO Fom 1360.. ........ . 3  

Provf de Urti t Ho ti ce ........ -. . .I 

Manage Credit Card Issuance Use. ... XXXXXX 

. Issue Cards.. .................. .2 

Process Recefpts.. ............. .2 

Dispatch Vehicles.. ................ 1 

XXXXX XXXXXX 

$ too 

XXXXX XXXXXX 

( e k e  (etc. ) (etc. ) (etc. )  

(etc. ) (etc. ) ('etc. ) (e tc . )  

TOTAL 28 $26,000 100 2 

Figure 2-1 1. Deduct Analysis. 



CHAPTER 3 

WRITING THE STATEMENT OF WORK 

3-1. S t a t e m e n t s  o f  Work. Job a n a l y s i s  makes w r i t i n g  a 
s t a t e m e n t  o f  work (SOW) r e l a t i v e l y  e a s y .  Once d a t a  h a s  b e e n  
g a t h e r e d  and  a n a l y z e d ,  o n l y  t w o  t h i n g s  r e m a i n  t o  b e  d o n e .  
The f i r s t  t a s k  c o n s i s t s  o f  a c t u a l l y  w r i t i n g  a  SOW t h a t  
s t a t e s  what  is r e q u i r e d .  The s e c o n d  t a s k  e n t a i l s  w r i t i n g  a  
Q A  s u r v e i l l a n c e  p l a n  t h a t  complemen t s  t h e  SOW. This c h a p t e r  
a d d r e s s e s  t h e  f i r s t :  t a s k .  

3-2. W r i t i n g  t h e  SOW. C o n s i d e r i n g  a l l  t h e  d a t a  g a t h e r i n g ,  
a n a l y s i s ,  and d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  h a v e  b e e n  done  t o  t h i s  p o i n t ,  
w r i t i n g  t h e  SOW s h o u l d  b e  e a s y .  A l l  t h a t  r e m a i n s  is  t o  u s e  
a  f o r m a t  o r  o u t l i n e  and  compose words  t h a t  w i l l  be  u sed  t o  
e x p r e s s  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t .  Each o f  t h e s e  t a s k s  is d e s c r i b e d  
below. A n o t e  o f  c a u t i o n :  d o  n o t  r e p e a t  m a t e r i a l  i n  the SOW 
that is a l r e a d y  i n c l u d e d  i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  t h e  c o n t r a c t ,  f o r  
e x a m p l e ,  G e n e r a l  P r o v i s i o n s ,  S p e c i a l  P r o v i s i o n s ,  e tc .  

3-3 .  S e r v i c e  C o n t r a c t  Forniat .  P r i o r  t o  b e g i n n i n g  w r i t i n g  
t h e  SOW, a n  o u t l i n e  mus t  be d e v e l o p e d  to  p r o v i d e  s t r u c t u r e . .  
f o r  t h e  document .  The f o l l o w i n g  major s e c t i o n s  p r o v i d e  the 
b a s i s  f o r  a n  o u t l i n e  and  a r e  i n  S e c t i o n  F  ' i n  most s e r v i c e  
c o n t r a c t s .  The s t a n d a r d  number ing  scheme f o r  s e r v i c e  
c o n t r a c t s  i s  n u m e r i c  ( f o r  e x a m p l e ,  I ,  1.1, 1.1.1). 

a .  G e n e r a l  ( S e c t i o n  F-1) . T h i s  s e c t i o n  p r o v i d e s  a  
b r o a d  o v e r v i e w  to  t h e  SOW. I t  c o n t a i n s  a p a r t  d e s c r i b i n g  
t h e  s c o p e  o f  work.  P e r s o n n e l  r e l a t e d  matters come u n d e r  t h i s  
h e a d i n g .  Most i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h i s  s e c t i o n  c o n t a i n s  a  p a r t  t h a t  
s t a t e s  c l e a r l y  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  s p e c i f i c  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  
q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l .  ( T h i s  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  p a r t  is i n  a d d i t i o n  
t o  wha t  may b e  i n  t h e  s t a n d a r d  c l a u s e s  i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  . 
p r o v i s i o n s  o f  a g i v e n  c o n t r a c t . )  T h i s  p a r t  of t h e  SOW t e l l s  
t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  w h a t  specific k i n d  of quality c o n t r o l  is 
r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  c o n t r a c t .  

b .  D e f i n i t i o n s  ( S e c t i o n  F-2) .  A d e f i n i t i o n s  s e c t i o n  
i n c l u d e s  a l l  s p e c i a l  terms and  p h r a s e s  u sed  i n  t h e  SOW. The 
d e f i n i t i o n s  mus t  c l e a r l y  e s t a b l i s h  wha t  is mean t  so t h a t  
d i s i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s  w i l l  f u l l y  u n d e r s t a n d  them. 

c. Governmen t -Furn i shed  P r o p e r t y  and S e r v i c e s  ( S e c t i o n  
F - 3 ) .  I f  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  w i l l  p r o v i d e  a n y  o f  t h e s e  f o r  t h e  
c o n t r a c t o r ' s  u s e  i n  p r o v i d i n g  t h e  r e q u i r e d  s e r v i c e s ,  u s e  t h i s  
s e c t i o n  t o  d e s c r i b e  w h a t  w i l l  b e  g i v e n .  I f  t h e  l i s t ( s )  is 
f a i r l y  e x t e n s i v e ,  make it i n t o  a t e c h n i c a l  e x h i b i t ( s )  and 
i n c l u d e  a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  SOW, r a t h e r  t h a n  i n  t h e  ma in  body.  





( 5  ) C o n s i s t e n t  t e r m i n o l o g y .  The same w o r d s  
and  p h r a s e s  m u s t  be  u s e d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  SOW. T h i s  is 
e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  when r e f e r r i n g  t o  t e c h n i c a l  terms and  items; 
f o r  e x a m p l e ,  a l w a y s  r e f e r  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t  by  t h e  same 
name . 

( 6 )  Numera l s .  When n u m e r a l s  a r e  u sed  on t h e  
d r a w i n g s  a n d  i l l u s t r a t i o n s ,  u s e  them i n  t h e  SOW, r a t h e r  t h a n  
s p e l l i n g  o u t  t h e  number.  

e .  S p e l l i n g .  Most w o r d s  h a v e  o n l y  o n e  acceptable 
s p e l l i n g ;  h o w e v e r ,  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  E n g l i s h  l a n g u a g e  t h e r e  a r e  
w o r d s  t h a t  c a n  be s p e l l e d  s e v e r a l  ways. To a v o i d  
m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  a d o p t  t h e  s t a n d a r d  s p e l l i n g .  

f .  P u n c t u a t i o n .  To k e e p  t h e  SOW c l e a r ,  u s e  s i m p l e ,  
s h o r t ,  a n d  c o n c i s e  s e n t e n c e s ,  so t h a t  o n l y  t h e  minimum 
p u n c t u a t i o n  is needed .  A w e l l - p l a n n e d  word o r d e r  w i l l  
r e q u i r e  a  minimum o f  p u n c t u a t i o n .  A r u l e  f o r  t h e  a n a l y s t  
s h o u l d  be:  When e x t r e m e  p u n c t u a t i o n  is n e c e s s a r y ,  rewrite 
t h e  s e n t e n c e .  

g. A b b r e v i a t i o n s .  F o r  t h e  a n a l y s t ,  a b b r e v i a t i o n s  serve 
a s  a fo rm of s h o r t h a n d .  A b b r e v i a t i o n s  c a n  make complex  
terms e a s y  a n d  p r e c i s e .  However,  many m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s  
a l s o  a r i s e  f r o m  t h e  use o f  a b b r e v i a t i o n s  b e c a u s e  t h e  r e a d e r  
i s  n o t  a l w a y s  fami l ia r  w i t h  them. The f i r s t  t i m e  a n  
a b b r e v i a t i o n  is u s e d  i n  t e x t ,  show i t  i n  p a r e n t h e s i s  
i m m e d i a t e l y  a f t e r  t h e  s p e l l e d - o u t  word or p h r a s e .  T h i s  
r e a d i l y  d e f i n e s  t h e  a b b r e v i a t i o n  f o r  f u r t h e r  u s e .  

h .  S e n t e n c e s .  S e n t e n c e s  i n  a  SOW a r e  o f t e n  s p i c e d  
w i t h  l e g a l  p h r a s e o l o g y  and  h i g h  s o u n d i n g  words .   his t y p e  o f  
w r i t i n g  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e a d  and  u n d e r s t a n d .  C l a r i t y  is 
t h e  a n a l y s t ' s  o v e r r i d i n g  c o n c e r n .  The a n a l y s t  m u s t  try to  
c o n s t r u c t  l o g i c a l  s e n t e n c e s  t h a t  wh ich  a r e  e x a c t  and  c o n c i s e .  
I t  is  b e t t e r  t o  e l i m i n a t e  a  l o n g  and  i n v o l v e d  s e n t e n c e  by 
r e a r r a n g i n g  i t  i n t o  two  o r  t h r e e  s h o r t ,  simple s e n t e n c e s  
l i m i t e d  t o  a s i n g l e  i d e a  o r  t h o u g h t .  Good w r i t i n g  of any 
t y p e  is d e p e n d e n t  upon n a t u r a l  o r d e r .  The word o r d e r  of a 
s e n t e n c e  t e l l s  t h e  r e a d e r  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  e a c h  word i n  t h e  
s e n t e n c e .  The s i m p l e  s e n t e n c e s  o n e  s t r i v e s  f o r  i n  a SOW a re  
b a s e d  o n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  o r d e r  o f  s u b  j ec t -ve rb -complemen  t or  
o b j e c t .  

i .  , P a r a g r a p h s .  Use a  p a r a g r a 2 h  t o  s t a t e  a s i n g l e  i d e a  
a n d  e l a b o r a t e  o n  it. Even t h o u g h  i t  may a p p e a r  anywhere  i n  
t h e  p a r a g r a p h ,  i t  is b e s t  t o  s t a t e  t h e  i d e a  ( t o p i c  s e n t e n c e )  
a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g ,  so t h a t  t h e  r e a d e r  c a n  g r a s p  i t  i m m e d i a t e l y .  
T h e  t o p i c  s e n t e n c e ,  t h e n ,  is t h e  f ramework  t o  wh ich  o t h e r  
s e n t e n c e s  a r e  added  t o  d e v e l o p  and  s u p p o r t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  





CHAX'ER 4 

THE SURVEILLANCE PLAN 

4-1 .  Basic Approach. T h i s  chapter  descr ibes  the major 
contents  of a surve i l lance  p l a n .  There a re  three  key ideas 
t h a t  a r e  the bas i s  fo r  a  surve i l lance  plan. 

a .  Management By Exception. Qua l i ty  assurance r e l a t e s  
t o  the output se rv ice  provided by the  cont rac tor ,  A s  pointed 
out  e a r l i e r ,  the output se rv ice  can r e s u l t  e i t h e r  from a  
contractor-developed procedure o r  from an government specif ied 
procedure. When the procedure is spec i f ied  by the government, 
compliance w i t h  the procedure is the  desi red output se rv ice ,  

(1) When the output is based on a  cont rac tor  
developed procedure, the procedures a r e  only looked a t  on a  
by-exception bas i s ;  t h a t  i s ,  s a t i s f a c t o r y  performance of the 
output se rv ice  a s  spec i f ied  i q  the cont rac t  normally 
ind ica tes  t h a t  the contractor  is using s a t i s f a c t o r y  
procedures. The government should be concerned only when 
se rv ices  a re  not adequately performed. 

( 2 )  I n  t h i s  case, the inspector looks beyond the 
l e v e l  of se rv ices  provided only t o  determine i f  the problem 
is caused by the  government o r  the contractor .  I f  government 
provided items t o  the  cont rac tor ' s  operation (such a s ,  
p a r t s ,  equipment, o r  f a c i l i t i e s )  a re  a t  f a u l t ,  ac t ion m u s t  be 
taken through government channels t o  co r rec t  the problem. No 
ac t ion  w i l l  be required of t h e  cont rac tor ,  When the problem 
i s  the  con t rac to r ' s  f a u l t ,  the cont rac tor  is told  to take 
c o r r e c t i v e  act ion.  

b. Performance Indicator.  The l eve l  of contractor  
provided serv ices  is monitored by checking the performance 
values i n  the  statement of work ( S O W ) .  A s  described i n  
chapter  2 ,  a performance value is a fea ture  of the  se rv ice  
t h a t  can be measured by a number.  For example ,  t w o  
important performance values i n  vehicle  maintenance and 
vehicle  operat ions  a r e  vehicle out-of-commission (VOC) r a t e  
and t a x i  response time. 

c.  Problem Location. When performance values show 
t h a t  the  se rv ice  is not adequately performed, the QAE uses 
decis ion t ab le s  t o  loca te  the problem., The t ab le s  provide a 
l o g i c a l  sequence to  f ind the problem cause. Basically,  they 
a r e  a  s e t  of po in te rs  which should f ind the problem's source 
i n  a step-by-step fashion. The construct ion and use of 
decis ion t a b l e s  a r e  described i n  paragraph 4-4b. 



( 2 )  When sampling by a t t r i b u t e s ,  a  c e r t a i n  number 
of observations w i l l  match the standards and the remaining 
number w i l l  not match. Therefore, a t t r i b u t e  sampling is 
u s e f u l  f o r  descr ibing how a  job is done, i n  terms of de fec t s  
per hundred observat ions ,  o r  percent  defec t ive .  Using t h i s  
concept,  sampling f o r  a  performance ind ica to r  can be 
developed by proceeding through a  number of formal s t eps  
based on MIGSTL+lOSD. The use of these concepts is 
described i n  paragraph 4 - 3 ,  Sampling Plan. 

c .  Survei l lance Checkl is ts .  Checkl is ts  a r e  a l s o  used 
t o  check cont rac t  performance. They m u s t  be used spar ingly,  
however. The use of  the  MIS and random sampling a re  preferred 
information sources. Checklists  help i n  su rve i l l ance  of 
con t r ac t  requirements t h a t  happen infrequent ly .  (For example, 
i f  a  contractor  is required to  perform a se rv ice  once a 
month, t h i s  se rv ice  would be included on a c h e c k l i s t . )  Any 
s e r v i c e  t h a t  is not provided on a  d a i l y  bas i s  should be 
considered f o r  inclusion on a  check l i s t  unless a MIS can be 
used t o  determine the q u a l i t y  of the se rv ice ,  

d .  Formal Customer Complaints, Even the bes t  
su rve i l l ance  plan w i l l  not allow the QAZ t o  check a l l  aspects  
of the  cont rac tor '  s performance. 

(1) Formal customer complaints a re  a means of 
documenting c e r t a i n  kinds of  se rv ice  problems, The  way t o  
g e t  and document customer complaints needs t o  be ca re fu l ly  
planned by the persons checking the se rv ice  con t rac t .  

( 2 )  Customer complaints a r e  not t r u l y  random. They 
are  seldom used to  r e j e c t  a  se rv ice  o r  deduct money from the 
cont rac tor .  

( 3 )  When random sampling is the chosen method of 
surve i lance ,  a  customer complaint cannot be used t o  s a t i s f y  a  
random observation. However, i t  can be used as f u r t h e r  
evidence of unsa t i s fac tory  performance i f  random sampling 
shows t h a t  the s p e c i f i c  se rv ice  is unsa t i s fac tory .  ' These 
complaints can be used to  decide i f  ac t ion  o ther  than a  
deduction should be taken. 

( a )  Gett ing Customer Complaints. An 
aggress ive  customer complaint prograri, once e s t ab l i shed ,  
needs t o  be br iefed t o  every organization t h a t  rece ives  the 
c o n t r a c t o r ' s  s e rv ices .  An operating in s t ruc t ion  should be 
g iven t o  each organizat ion out l in ing  the customer complaint 
program, the format and the content of a formal customer 
complaint, and t h e  ac t ion  which can be expected from those 
assigned to  watching and managing the se rv ice  con t rac t .  
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CUSTOMER COMPLAINT RECORD 

Date and Time of Complaint: 21 Jan 1979 / :I005 

I Source o f  Complaint  

Organi rat1 on : 382 Bomb W i  ng/LGC I 
I Ind iv idua l  : Capt John Murry 

~ ~- - - -  

Nature o f  Complaint: Ca l l ed  wrecker and i t  d i d  not  arrfve u n t i l  
3 hours a f t e r  the r eques t .  

Con t r ac t  Reference: F-5, para 5.7.1.2.5 and P e r f o m n c e  
Requirements S u m a n y .  

Val ida t ion :  C o n t r a c t  r e q u i r e s  a 1 hour response ti=. Complaint 
is va l id .  

Date and Time Cont r ac to r  I n f o n e d  o f  Complaint: 21 Jan  79/:1030 

Act lon Taken by Cont rac tor :  

Con t r ac to r  had a person out s i c k  and d i d  n o t  have a back up  d r i v e r .  
He has now developed a roster of back up drivers who can operate a I 
wrecker.  

I Received and Va 7 i d a t e d  By: H. Smyth/QAE 

6 f 

Figu re  4-1. Customer Complai n t  Record. 



A7 lowable Acceptable Qual 1 ty Levels 

Ffgura 4-2. L I s t  o f  MIL-S7D-1050 Acceptable Qual i t y  Levels. 



e.  S e l e c t i n g  t h e  R e j e c t i o n  L e v e l .  Use MIL-STD-105D 
t o  i d e n t i f y  the a c c e p t a n c e  and r e j e c t i o n  l e v e l  fo r  t h e  
sample  s i z e  (see f i g u r e  4 - 4 ) .  To u s e  t h e  f i g u r e ,  b e g i n  w i t h  
t h e  known v a l u e s  f o r  t h e  AQL and t h e  sample  size. 

(1) Find  t h e  s e l e c t e d  sample  s i z e  ( i n  t h e  sample  
s i z e  column) and r e a d  a c r o s s  t h a t  l i n e  t o  t h e  column fo r  t h e  
s e l e c t e d  AQL. A t  t h a t  p o i n t  t h e r e  w i l l  e i t h e r  be two numbers 
o r  a n  a r r o w  p o i n t i n g  up or down. 

( 2 )  If t h e r e  is a n  arrow, f o l l o w  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of 
t h e  a r row u n t i l  i t  l e a d s  t o  a  p a i r  o f  numbers.  O f  t h e  two 
numbers a t  t h e  i n t e r s e c t i o n  o r  a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  a r r o w ,  t h e  
number on t h e  l e f t  ( A c  o r  a c c e p t )  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  maximum 
number o f  d e f e c t s  which c a n  o c c u r  i n  a  sample  and s t i l l  
p e r m i t  t h e  t o t a l  g r o u p  or  l o t  t o  b e  judged a c c e p t a b l e .  

( 3 )  When t h e r e  is no a c c e p t  o f  re jec t  number f o r  a  
g i v e n  sample  s i z e  and AQL, f o l l o w i n g  t h e  a r r o w  w i l l  a l s o  
c a u s e  a change  i n  sample  s i z e . '  F o r ' e x a m p l e ,  w i t h  a n  AQL o f  
1 . 5  and a sample  s i z e  of 20, t h e  sample  s i z e  would become 32 .  

( 4 )  The number on  t h e  r i g h t  ( R e  o r  re ject)  
i n d i c a t e s  t h e  minimum number o f  d e f e c t s  t h a t  o c c u r  i n  a  
s a m p l e  which c a u s e s  t h e  t o t a l  g r o u p  o r  l o t  to  b e  judged 
u n a c c e p t a b l e .  For example ,  s u p p o s e  t h e  sample  s ize  is 
d e t e r m i n e d  t o  be  32  and t h e  AQL h a s  been set a t  6.5 d e f e c t s  
per hundred .  F ind t h e  number 32  i n  t h e  sample  size column 
and  r e a d  a c r o s s  t h a t  l i n e  u n t i l  t h e  AQL column f o r  6.5 h a s  
b e e n  r e a c h e d .  The t w o  numbers a t  t h a t  i n t e r s e c t i o n  a re  5 and 
6. 

( a )  I n  o t h e r  words ,  t h e  number on t h e  l e f t ,  5 ,  
i s  the number of d e f e c t s  which c a n  be  found i n  a sample  and 
s t i l l  p e r m i t  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  l o t .  

( b )  The number 6 ,  t o  t h e  r i g h t  of 5 ,  is  t h e  
smallest number of defects  needed to declare  the l o t  
u n a c c e p t a b l e  and s u b j e c t  t o  f u r t h e r  c h e c k ,  u s i n g  the 
d e c i s i o n  t a b l e s .  

4-4. Deve lop ing  t h e  Sampling Method. The f i n a l  t h i n g  to be 
d e c i d e d  i n  s a m p l i n g  is how t h e  sample  w i l l  be drawn.  The 
o b j e c t i v e  i n  t h e  method is t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  sample  is 
random ( t h a t  i s ,  t h a t  a l l  s e r v i c e s  have  a n  e q u a l  c h a n c e  o f  
b e i n g  s e l e c t e d ) .  To a c h i e v e  randon  s e l e c t i o n ,  use a random 
number t a b l e ,  a s  e x p l a i n e d  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  examples  ( s e e  
a t t a c h m e n t  1 f o r  t h e  whole t a b l e ) .  Most items w i l l  f a l l  
i n t o  o n e  o f  t h e s e  examples .  



a .  Use Of The Random Number T a b l e .  The random numbers  
i n  f i g u r e  4-5 a r e  a r r a n g e d  i n  g r o u p s  o f  f i v e  number s  ( 5 1 2 5 9 ,  
77452 ,  and  so o n ) .  

(1) To use t h e  t a b l e ,  b e g i n  ~y p i c k i n g  a t  random a 
g r o u p  o f  numbers  on  a n y  p a g e  o f  t h e  t a b l e .  T h i s  is u s u a l l y  
d o n e  by c l o s i n g  t h e  e y e s  and  p o i n t i n g  w i t h  a p e n c i l  o r  
f i n g e r  t o  some i n i t i a l  g r o u p .  

( 2 )  To i d e n t i f y  a d d i t i o n a l  random number s ,  f o l l o w  
a  p a t t e r n .  G o  a l o n g  a  g i v e n  l i n e  t o  i t s  end  and  t h e n  a l o n g  
t h e  n e x t  l i n e  t o  its e n d  a n d  so o n  t h r o u g h  t h e  t a b l e  u n t i l  
e n o u g h  numbers  h a v e  b e e n  s e l e c t e d  or u n t i l  t h e  t a b l e  e n d s .  

( 3 )  I f  t h e  t a b l e  e n d s  a n d  t h e r e  a r e  s t i l l  more 
number s  t o  se lec t ,  g o  b a c k  t o  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  t h e  t a b l e  and 
c o n t i n u e  u s i n g  t h e  same p a t t e r n .  Use v a r i o u s  p a t t e r n s  
a l t e r n a t e l y ;  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  u s e  l i n e s  f o r  o n e  s a m p l e ,  u s e  
c o l u m n s  f o r  t h e  n e x t  sample, and  u s e  a d i a g o n a l  p a t t e r n  f o r  
t h e  t h i r d  s a m p l e .  

b. How To U s e  t h e  Random Number Table T6 I d e n t i f y  a 
Random Sample  o f  C o n s e c u t i v e l y  Numbered W o r k o r d e r s .  Suppose  
o n e  h a s  t o  i d e n t i f y  a random s a m p l e  o f  3 w o r k o r d e r s  f o r  
i n s p e c t i o n .  This c a n  be d o n e  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  of t h e  month 
( b e f o r e  t h e  w o r k o r d e r s  a r e  w r i t t e n )  or a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  
month  ( t o  se lec t  w o r k o r d e r s  a l r e a d y  o n  f i l e ) .  

(1) I f  t h e r e  a r e ,  or  m i g h t  b e ,  200 w o r k o r d e r s  t o  
se lec t  f rom,  t h e n  o n e  b e g i n s  b y  l i s t i n g  t h e  lowest w o r k o r d e r  
number (known or  p r o j e c t e d ) .  T h i s  c o u l d  b e  # 0 0 1  o r  p o s s i b l y  
1 7 4 3 ,  f o r  e x a m p l e .  

( a )  L i s t  t h e  h i g h e s t  w o r k o r d e r  number (known 
o r  p r o j e c t e d ) ;  i n  t h i s  case, it c o u l d  b e  #ZOO or  8 9 4 3 .  W i t h  
these b o u n d a r i e s  now e n t e r  the random number t ab le  to  t h e  
f i r s t  g r o u p  o f  number s .  F o r  t h i s  e x a m p l e ,  u s e  w o r k o r d e r s  
numbered  $ 7 4 3  t o  P943. 

( b )  I f  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  d i g i t s  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
g r o u p  o f  random numbers  is n o t  be tween  7 4 3  a n d  9 4 3 ,  d i s c a r d  
t h a t  g r o u p  o f  number s  a n d  g o  t o  t h e  n e x t  g r o u p .  

( 2 )  A g a i n ,  u s i n g  f i g u r e  4-5, i f  o n e  starts a t  t h e  
i n i t i a l  77452,  d i s r e g a r d  t h e  t w o  numbers  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  
t h r e e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i g i t s ,  o r  i n  t h i s  c a s e ,  77 .  The  
r e m a i n i n g  number is 452. S i n c e  this is n o t  b e t w e e n  7 4 3  and 
9 4 3 ,  g o  t o  t h e  n e x t  g r o u p  i n  t h e  same l i n e  w h i c h  is 1 6 3 0 8 ,  
a g a i n ,  d i s c a r d  t h e  l e f t m o s t  t w o  number s ,  and  t h e  number  is 
308. T h i s  is a g a i n  too low. 



( 3 )  G o  t o  t h e  n e x t  number ,  60756.  The l a s t  p a r t  o f  
t h i s  number ,  7 5 6 ,  f a l l s  w i t h i n  t h e  b r a c k e t s  o n e  is l o o k i n g  
f o r ,  so w o r k o r d e r  756 is s e l e c t e d  t o  b e  s a m p l e d .  The n e x t  
random number g r o u p  is 92144 .  S i n c e  144  i s  n o t  w i t h i n  t h e  
b r a c k e t s ,  move t o  t h e  n e x t  g r o u p  49442. A g a i n ,  442  i s  n o t  
w i t h i n  t h e  b r a c k e t s  and  t h e r e f o r e  is not s e l e c t e d  to  be 
s a m p l e d .  

( 4 )  T h i s  p r o c e s s  would b e  c o n t i n u e d  u n t i l  t h r e e  
w o r k o r d e r s  a r e  selected.  

c .  HOW To Use The Random Number T a b l e  To I d e n t i f y  
Random Sample  From a  L i s t .  If a  number o f  items need t o  b e  
sampled  t h a t  a re  n o t  c o n s e c u t i v e l y  numbered ,  t h e  s i m p l e s t  
s o l u t i o n  i s  t o  l i s t  t h e  i d e n t i f i e r s ,  f o r  a l l  t h e  items i n  t h e  
lot, i n  a column,  on  a  p i e c e  o f  l i n e d  p a p e r .  

(1) N e x t ,  number t h e  l i n e s  c o n s e c u t i v e l y ,  b e g i n n i n g  
w i t h  t h e  number o n e  h u n d r e d .  N o w  u s e  t h e  random number t a b l e  
t o  d r a w  t h e  s a m p l e  f rom t h e  l i n e  numbers .  A s e l e c t e d  l i n e  
number  l e a d s  t o  t h e  i d e n t i f i e r  l o c a t e d  on  t h a t  l i n e  a n d  t h a t  
i d e n t i f i e r  t e l l s  wh ich  item t o  s a m p l e .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  i f  o n e  
c h o o s e s  t o  sample a s e t  of w o r k o r d e r s  w i t h  a t t a c h e d  sales 
s l i p s ,  o n e  is n o t  g o i n g  t o  h a v e  t o  h a v e  a  s e t  o f  
c o n s e c u t i v e l y  numbered w o r k o r d e r s  b e c a u s e  n o t  e v e r y  w o r k o r d e r  
h a s  a sa les  s l i p  a t t a c h e d .  

( 2 )  L i s t .  t h e  w o r k o r d e r s  w i t h  sales s l i p s  i n  a 
co lumn ,  number e a c h  l i n e  i n  t h e  co lumn,  and  r andomly  se lect  
e n o u g h  l i n e  numbers  t o  make u p  t h e  s a m p l e .  

. d .  How To Use The Random Number T a b l e  To I d e n t i f y  a  
Random Sample o f  Days.  S u p p o s e  o n e  w a n t s  t o  i d e n t i f y  4 d a y s  
i n  t h e  month on  wh ich  t o  s a m p l e  s o m e t h i n g .  The d a y s  o f  the 
month c a n  b e  numbered 0 1  t o  3 1  ( o r  less, as a p p r o p r i a t e ) .  
B e g i n  i n  t h e  random number t a b l e  i n  f i g u r e  4-5 a t  77452.  

. (1) I t  is b e s t  t o  u s e  a s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  d i f f e r e n t  
f r o m  t h e  o n e  u s e d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  e x a m p l e  b u t  f o r  t h e  p u r p o s e  
o f  t h i s  e x a m p l e  i t  is b e i n g  u s e d  a g a i n .  

( 2 )  One c a n  move down t h e  co lumn f rom random number 
g r o u p  t o  random number u n t i l  t h e  f i r s t  number b e t w e e n  0 1  a n d  
3 1  i s  s p o t t e d .  I n  t h i s  case, it is  23216 o r ,  u s i n g  Lie r u l e  
t o  d i s c a r d  t h e  number s  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  t h e  number o f  d i g i t s ,  
s i m p l y  1 6 .  Thus  t h e  1 6 t h  d a y  o f  t h e  month is  s e l e c t e d  f o r  
s a m p l i n g .  

( 3 )  C o n t i n u i n g  i n  t h i s  f a s h i o n ,  o n e  d i s c o v e r s  t h a t  
58731 ,  or  s i m p l y  31 ,  o r  t h e  3 1 s t ,  is t h e  n e x t  d a y  f o r  
s a m p l i n g .  P r o c e e d  i n  t h i s  manne r  u n t i l  t h e  f o u r  d a y s  f o r  

b s a m p l i n g  h a v e  b e e n  i d e n t i f i e d .  



t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  needed t o  sample  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  s e r v i c e .  I n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  t h e  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  is 
d e v e l o p e d  w h i l e  t h e  s a m p l i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  is b e i n g  d e r i v e d  f o r  
t h e  s a m p l i n g  p l a n .  The s t e p s  i n v o l v e d  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  

. s a m p l i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  a r e  d e s c r i b e d  i n  p a r a g r a p h  4 - 3 .  A s  
shown i n  f i g u r e  4-6,  a  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  h a s  t h e s e  s e c t i o n s :  

(1) A s t a t e m e n t  of t h e  AQL and i . t s  meaning i n  
l a y m a n ' s  t e r m s .  

( 2 )  The l o t  s i z e  f o r  s a m p l i n g .  

( 3 )  The sample  s i z e .  

( 4 )  A d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  s a m p l i n g  p r o c e d u r e  
which  t e l l s  how t h e  service w i l l  be  sampled.  

( 5.) .  .An e x p l a n a t i o n  of  t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e  
which  t e l l s  what  w i l l  be checked  d u r i n g  t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  o f  t h e  
sample .  

( 6 )  A c c e p t a b l e  p e r f o r m a n c e  c r i t e r i a  which 
s t a t e s  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  and r e j e c t i o n  l e v e l s .  

b. QAE Decision T a b l e s .  Once a p rob lem has been 
d i s c o v e r e d ,  t h e  i n s p e c t o r  must  t u r n  t o  a  d e c i s i o n  t a b l e  and 
u s e  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  t h a t  t a b l e  to  a i d  him i n  f i n d i n g  t h e  
s o u r c e  o f  t h e  problem.  The d e c i s i o n  t a b l e  l is ts  t h e  symptoms 
o f  t h e  p rob lem and i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  p o s s i b l e  s o u r c e s  o f  t h e  
problem.  Q u e s t i o n s  a r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  e a c h  p o t e n t i a l  s o u r c e  
t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i n g  f a c t o r s .  A d e c i s i o n  l o g i c  
e n t r y  is worked up f o r  e a c h  r e q u i r e d  s e r v i c e .  A s  soon  a s  i t  
i s  c o n s i d e r e d  s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  is t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  
t h e  d e c i s i o n  t a b l e .  An example  o f  a  d e c i s i o n  l o g i c  e n t r y  is 
shown a s  p a r t  o f  a  d e c i s i o n  t a b l e  i n  t h e  sample  i n  f i g u r e  
4-7.  

c.  C h e c k l i s t s .  T h e r e  a r e  t w o  main uses f o r  c h e c k l i s t s .  

(1) T a l l y  C h e c k l i s t s .  T a l l y  c h e c k l i s t s  a r e  used t o  
document  a l l  sample  o b s e r v a t i o n s  made d u r i n g  a  s a m p l i n g  
p e r i o d .  C h e c k l i s t s  may be p r e p r i n t e d  With any  f o r m a t  which . 

c o n t a i n s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n :  

( a )  C o n t r a c t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  - a  s t a t e m e n t  o f  t h e  
s e r v i c e  b e i n g  i n s p e c t e d .  

( b )  Da te ,  t i m e ,  e n t r y  for.  each .  o b s e r v a t i o n .  
1 

( c )  O b s e r v a t i o n  i d e n t i f i e r  o f  a p p l i c a b l e  
w o r k o r d e r  number, bus  s t o p ,  o r  sales  s l , i p  number, meal 
p e r i o d ,  e t c .  
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CHAPTER 5 

DOING SURVEILLANCE 

5-1. S u r v e i l l a n c e  Methods .  T h i s  c h a p t e r  t e l l s  how to  d o  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  o n c e  t h e  p l a n  is w r i t t e n .  I t  t e l l s  how t o  b u i l d  
a m o n t h l y  s c h e d u l e ,  how t o  u s e  t h e  s u r v e i l l a n c e  p l a n ,  and  
w h a t  t o  d o  when t h e r e  is p o o r  c o n t r a c t o r  p e r f o r m a n c e .  T h i s  
c h a p t e r  a p p l i e s  t o  Q u a l i t y  A s s u r a n c e  E v a l u a t o r s  (QAEs) and  
c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .  

5-2. B u i l d i n g  A S c h e d u l e .  A s u r v e i l l a n c e  p l a n  is o r g a n i z e d  
t o  f a c i l i t a t e  u s e  by t h e  QAE. The QAE is r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
d e v e l o p i n g  a  m o n t h l y  s c h e d u l e  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  b a s e d  on t h e  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  p l a n ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  C o m p l e t e  t h e  Q u a l i t y  
A s s u r a n c e  E v a l u a t o r  S c h e d u l e  b y  t h e  l a s t  workday o f  t h e  
p r e c e d i n g  month and  s e n d  a c o p y  t o  t h e  c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  
a n d  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  a r e a  c h i e f  f o r  t h e i r  i n f o r m a t i o n  and  
r e v i e w .  Each QAE b u i l d s  a s c h e d u l e  b y  f i l l i n g  i n  t h e  b l o c k s  
o n  t h e  s c h e d u l e .  S p e c i f i c  i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  f i l l i n g  o u t  t h e  
s c h e d u l e  a r e  p r o v i d e d  be low.  

a .  Q u a l i t y  A s s u r a n c e  E v a l u a t o r  S c h e d u l e .  An example  o f  
a s u r v e i l l a n c e  s c h e d u l e  is show i n  f i g u r e  5-1. The l e f t - h a n d  
s i d e  o f  t h e  s c h e d u l e  d i v i d e s  t h e  s h e e t  i n t o  d a y s  o f  t h e  week. 
T h i s  e x a m p l e  shows o n l y  a 7-day s c h e d u l e .  The QAE m u s t  make 
u p  enough  s h e e t s  t o  i n c l u d e  e a c h  d a y  o f  t h e  month.  Along  t h e  
t o p  o f  t h e  s c h e d u l e ,  i n s e r t  t h e  items t o  b e  c h e c k e d  d u r i n g  
t h e  month .  Along  t h e  b o t t o m  o f  t h e  s c h e d u l e ,  i n d i c a t e  t h e  
number  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n s  t o  be made d u r i n g  t h e  month ( t h a t  is,  
how o f t e n  a  MIS is c h e c k e d ,  how many s a m p l e s  w i l l  be t a k e n ,  
how o f t e n  a  s u r v e i l l a n c e  c h e c k l i s t  w i l l  be u s e d ) .  

b. F i l l i n g  In And U p d a t i n g  t h e  S c h e d u l e .  To f i l l  i n  
t h e  i n s p e c t i o n  s c h e d u l e ,  t h e  QAE r e f e r s  t o  t h e  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  
f o r  e a c h  s e r v i c e  b e i n g  m o n i t o r e d .  The s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  is used 
with t h e  random number table  to d e t e r m i n e  t h e  i n s p e c t i o n s  
( o b s e r v a t i o n s )  t o  b e  made d u r i n g  t h e  month (see c h a p t e r  4 ,  
p a r a g r a p h  4 -4 ) .  

(1) C o n t r a c t  s u r v e i l l a n c e  m u s t  c o v e r  a l l  h o u r s  o f  
o p e r a t i o n .  Random o b s e r v a t i o n s  a r e  s c h e d u l e d  a t  n i g h t ,  on  
weekends  a n d  h o l i d a y s  when s e r v i c e s  a r e  p e r f o r m e d  d u r i n g  
t h e s e  p e r i o d s .  A r e a s  t h a t  a r e  m o n i t o r e d  on a  s e t  s c h e d u l e  
( f o r  e x a m p l e ,  VIMS s t a n d a r d s  a n d  a n a l y s i s  r e p o r t s )  a r e  
i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  m o n t h l y  s c h e d u l e .  T h i s  m o n t h l y  s c h e d u l e  
s h o w s  where  and wha t  t h e  QAE is m o n i t o r i n g  a t  a l l  times. 



( 2 )  P o s t  a n y  c h a n g e s  t o  t h e  s c h e d u l e  w e e k l y  and  
s e n d  c o p i e s  t o  t h e  c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  and  to  t h e  
f u n c t i o n a l  a r e a  c h i e f .  Document and  e x p l a i n  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  
e a c h  c h a n g e .  A c t u a l  s u r v e i l l a n c e  a c t i v i t y  r e c o r d e d  on  t h e  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  c h e c k l i s t  m u s t  b e  c o m p a r a b l e  t o  t h e  m o n t h l y  
s c h e d u l e .  

( 3 )  A s  u p d a t e d ,  o n e  m u s t  b e  a b l e  t o  c o n d u c t  a  
c o m p l e t e  a u d i t  t r a i l  f r o m  t h e  m o n t h l y  s c h e d u l e ,  t o  o b s e r v i n g  
t h e  QAE p e r f o r m  s a m p l i n g ,  t o  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  t h e  s u r v e i l l a n c e  
c h e c k l i s t .  

( a )  T h e r e  m u s t  a l so  b e  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
c o n t r a c t o r  p e r f o r m a n c e  v e r s u s  s t a n d a r d s ,  AQLs,  c h e c k l i s t s  and  
a c t i o n s  t a k e n  by  t h e  c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  The s a m p l e  i n  
f i g u r e  5-1 s h o w s  t h e  s c h e d u l e  f o r  o n e  week. The QAE 
c o m p l e t e s  t h e  b l a n k  f o r m s ,  i n d i c a t i n g  week o f  (Monday t h r o u g h  
S u n d a y ) ,  and  e n t e r s  t h e  time, o b s e r v a t i o n ,  and  c h e c k  ( i f  
p e r t a i n i n g  t o  a c h e c k l i s t ) ,  i n  t h e  b l o c k s  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  t o  
t h e  item and  day. 

( b )  A f t e r  i t  is c o m p l e t e d  and f i l l e d  i n ,  t h i s  
f o r m  is "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLYn and  -- m u s t  - n o t  b e  shown to  t h e  
c o n t r a c t o r .  

5-3. Doing S u r v e i l l a n c e .  m i n g  s u r v e i l l a n c e  i n v o l v e s  u s i n g  
t h e  s u r v e i l l a n c e  p l a n  c a l l e d  f o r  i n  t h e  m o n t h l y  s c h e d u l e .  
Use t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p r o c e d u r e  to  r e c o r d  o b s e r v a t i o n s  and  t a k e  
a c t i o n  when t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  d e f e c t s  e x c e e d  t h e  a l l o w a b l e  
number .  

a .  R e c o r d i n g  O b s e r v a t i o n s .  Mon th ly  t a l l y  a n d  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  c h e c k l i s t s  are  u s e d  f o r  e a c h  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  
a n d  less  f r e q u e n t l y  c h e c k e d  s e r v i c e s .  They a r e  u s e d  to  t a l l y  
i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  s c h e d u l e d  o b s e r v a t i o n s  and d e f e c t s  n o t e d .  
Each  o b s e r v a t i o n  i n  t h e  s a m p l e  is r e c o r d e d  on  t h e  c h e c k l i s t s ,  
a n d  t h e  d o c u m e n t s  t h e n  become a f o r m a l  g o v e r n m e n t  r e c o r d  f o r  
l a t e r  r e f e r e n c e .  

(1) When random s a m p l i n g  g u i d e s  a re  u s e d ,  t h e  t a l l y  
o f  o b s e r v a t i o n s  a n d  d e f e c t s  a t  t h e  end  of e a c h  month a r e  
compared  t o  t h e  a c c e p t a b l e  number o f  d e f e c t s  a p p e a r i n g  i n  t h e  
s a m p l i n g  g u i d e .  

( 2 )  The c o n t r a c t o r  is t o l d  e a c h  t i m e  a n  e r ror  is 
f o u n d  d u r i n g  s c h e d u l e d  o b s e r v a t i o n s  and  a s k e d  t o ,  i n i t i a l  t h e  
o b s e r v a t i o n  r e c o r d e d  o n  t h e  c h e c k l i s t .  

( 3 )  Etrors  f o u n d  i n  s e r v i c e s  n o t  s c h e d u l e d  f o r  
o b s e r v a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  b r o u g h t  to  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  a t t e n t i o n  
b u t  n o t  u s e d  t o  c o u n t  a s  a d e f e c t  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  i f  t h e  AQL 
h a s  b e e n  met. 



- - 

Reference the pcrformrnce r e q u f n m t n t s  swmury E x h i b i t  12. The con t rac t  requires 
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( 4 )  When a  CDR i s  i s s u e d  f o r  a s p e c i f i c  s e r v i c e  
t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e  d e d u c t s  f rom t h e  m o n t h ' s  payment, a n  
amount  up t o  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  P e r f o r m a n c e  
R e q u i r e m e n t  Summary e x h i b i t  o f  t h e  c o n t r a c t .  W n o t  d e l a y  
t h e  d e d u c t i o n  u n t i l  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  r e s p o n d s  to  t h e  CDR. I f  
s u r v e i l l a n c e  was d o n e  r i g h t  and  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t a b l e s  u s e d ,  t h e  
u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r m a n c e  is c l e a r l y  t h e  f a u l t  o f  t h e  
c o n t r a c t o r .  F o r  a  s p e c i f i c  e x a m p l e  o f  a d e d u c t i o n ,  see 
p a r a g r a p h  5 - 5 .  

( 5 )  I f  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  d o e s  n o t  a c h i e v e  s a t i s f a c t o r y  
p e r f o r m a n c e  i n  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  s e r v i c e  by t h e  end  o f  t h e  n e x t  
mon th ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r  i s s u e s  a n o t h e r  CDR and  d e d u c t s  
t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  amount  f r o m  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  payment .  

( 6 )  If a t h i r d  CDR m u s t  be i s s u e d ,  c o n s i d e r  i s s u i n g  
a c u r e  n o t i c e .  (However ,  'a c u r e  n o t i c e  c a n  be i s s u e d  s o o n e r ,  
i f  n e c e s s a r y )  . 

( 7 )  Depend ing  o n  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  o v e r a l l  
p e r f o r m a n c e ,  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  may i s s u e  a Show C a u s e  l e t t e r  i f  
t h e  r e p l y  t o  a  c u r e  n o t i c e  is u n s a t i s f a c : t o r y ;  n e x t  c o n s i d e r  
t e r m i n a t i n g  t h e  c o n t r a c t .  

5-5. D e d u c t i o n s  F o r  Non-Performance.  Through t h e  I n s p e c t i o n  
o f  S e r v i c e s  c l a u s e ,  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  c a n  d e d u c t  f rom a 
c o n t r a c t o r l s  payment  a n  amount  e q u a l  t o  t h e  s e r v i c e s  n o t  
p r o v i d e d .  

a .  To d o  t h i s ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r  m u s t  know t h e  
major cost  c a t e g o r i e s  i n  t h e  c o n t r a c t  and  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  
c o s t  e a c h  s e r v i c e  o u t p u t  r e p r e s e n t s .  The p e r c e n t a g e  cost  o f  
e a c h  s e r v i c e  is f o u n d  i n  d e d u c t  a n a l y s i s ;  see c h a p t e r  2 ,  
p a r a g r a p h  2-9. An e x a m p l e  of how t h e  d e d u c t  f o r m u l a  works  is 
shown i n  f i g u r e  5-3. 

b. S u p p o s e  t h e  b i d  s c h e d u l e  showed t h e  m o n t h l y  c o n t r a c t  
p r i c e  f o r  v e h i c l e  o p e r a t i o n s ,  maintenanc:e,  and a n a l y s i s  as  
shown.  The p e r c e n t a g e  cost o f  t h e  s e r v i c e  o u t p u t  is  t h e n  
f o u n d  by l o o k i n g  a t  t h e  P e r f o r m a n c e  R e q u i r e m e n t s  Summary 
T e c h n i c a l  E x h i b i t  i n  t h e  c o n t r a c t  s t a t e m e n t  o f  work.  'In t h e  
e x a m p l e ,  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  cos t  o f  q u a l i t y  o f  c o m p l e t e d  work is 
1 0  p e r c e n t .  T h i s  is t h e n  m u l t i p l i e d  by $ 1 0 0 , 0 0 0  t o  o b t a i n  
t h e  maximum amount  t o  d e d u c t .  

c. I f  c o m p l e t e d  work  was u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  d u r i n g  t h e  
month  ( t h a t  is, d i d  n o t  meet p e r f o r m a n c e  v a l u e s )  and  t h e  
p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  s a m p l e  f o u n d  bad  was 2 0  p e r c e n t ,  $2000 would 
be d e d u c t e d  from. t h e  paymen t  n o r m a l l y  d u e  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r .  



d .  T h i s  amount f o r  q u a l i t y  o f  c o m p l e t e d  work is d e d u c t e d  
b e c a u s e  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  f a i l e d  to  p r o v i d e  r e l i a b l e ,  u n i f o r m  
s e r v i c e s  w i t h i n  t h e  a s s i g n e d  p e r f o r m a n c e  v a l u e s .  A 1  though 
some comple ted  work may have  m e t  t h e  s t a n d a r d  d u r i n g  t h e  
month, t h e  a c c e p t a b l e  q u a l i t y  l e v e l  was n o t  met and a t  l e a s t  
2 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  were d e f e c t i v e .  Hence, t h e  
t o t a l  q u a 1  i t y  pe r fo rmance  r e q u i r e m e n t  h a s  n o t  been a c h i e v e d .  
As a  consequence ,  t h e  s e r v i c e  o u t p u t  is u n s a t i s f a c t o r y .  

5-6. Good pe r fo rmance .  When a  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  
program works ,  good pe r fo rmance  r e s u l t s .  I f  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a  
Q A E ' s  s u r v e i l l a n c e  shows c o n s i s t e n t l y  good p e r f o r m a n c e ,  t h e  
amount o f  s u r v e i . l l a n c e  c a n  be d e c r e a s e d .  

a .  Reduced I n s p e c t i o n .  I n s p e c t i o n  c a n  be reduced  
when t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  have  been met f o r  a  sampl ing  
g u i d e .  

(1) The p r e c e d i n g  4  l o t s  ( t h a t  is ,  t h e  l a s t  4 
months )  have  a l l  been a c c e p t a b l e .  

( 2 )  The number o'f d e f e c t s  i n  e a c h  o f  t h e  p r e c e d i n g  
4 l o t s  is less  t h a n  one  h a l f  o f  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  number. For  
example ,  w i t h  a n  AQL o f  6.5 p e r c e n t  and a  sample  s i z e  o f  32 ,  
t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  number is 5. If two or less  d e f e c t s  were 
found i n  e a c h  o f  t h e  l a s t  4 l o t s ,  r educed  i n s p e c t i o n  c o u l d  be 
used .  

( 3 )  The normal  sample  s i z e  is b e i n g  used .  

( 4 )  The f u n c t i o n a l  a r e a  c h i e f  and t h e  c o n t r a c t  
a d m i n i s t r a t o r  a g r e e  t o  u s e  r e d u c e d ,  i n s p e c t i o n .  

b. Reduced Sample S i z e  and Accep tance  o r  ~ e j e e t i o n  
Numbers. Reduced i n s p e c t i o n  d e c r e a s e s  t h e  sample  s i ze  a s  
shown i n  f i g u r e  5-4. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  a c c e p t a n c e  and 
rejection numbers change  as shown i n  f i g u r e  5-5. To make t h e  
c h a n g e s  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e ,  t a k e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
s t e p s .  

(1) Make s u r e  t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  was 
u s i n g  t h e  normal  sample  s i z e .  To d e t e r m i n e  t h i s ,  see C h a p t e r  
4 ,  f i g u r e  4-3 and compare t h e  l o t  s i z e  w i t h  t h e  sample  s i z e  
i n  t h e  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e .  

( 2 )  Find  t h e  new sample  s i z e  by u s i n g  f i g u r e  5-4. 
Take  t h e  l o t  s i z e  and f i n d  t h e  new reduced  s a m p l e  s i z e .  

( 3 )  Using t h e  AQL i n  t h e  s a m p l i n g  g u i d e  and t h e  new 
r e d u c e d  s a m p l e  s i z e ,  s e e  f i g u r e  5-5 f o r  t h e  new a c c e p t a n c e  





CHAPTER 6 

QUALITY CONTROL AND PREAWARD SURVEYS 

6-1. Quality Control Clause. Each standard SOW contains a  
contractor  qua l i ty  cont ro l  clause.  T h i s  clause provides 
s p e c i f i c  implementation of the standard Inspection of 
Services clause normally present i n  se rv ice  cont rac ts .  

a .  Contracting o f f i c e r s  m u s t  pay p a r t i c u l a r  a t t en t ion  
t o  t h i s  requirement during the preaward survey and m u s t  make 
sure  t h a t  the cont rac tor  provides a  wri t ten qua l i ty  control  
program pr io r  to  the cont rac t  s t a r t  date .  

b .  To aid contractors  i n  developing a  qua l i ty  control  
program, the contracting o f f i c e r  m u s t  provide the government 
Qua l i ty  Assurance ( Q A )  Surveil lance plan along w i t h  
the  Invi ta t ion  f o r  B i d s  o r  Request f o r  Proposal. 

c. Make sure to  mark the QA surve i l lance  plan w i t h  the 
following statement: DFor Information Purposes Only. T h i s  
Qua l i ty  Assurqnce surve i l lance  plan is not pa r t  of the  
Request f o r  Proposal o r  Inv i t a t ion  f o r  B i d s  nor w i l l  i t  be 
made pa r t  of any r e su l t ing  contract ."  Use t h i s  statement 
s ince  the government m u s t  r e t a i n  the r i g h t  to  change or  
mod ify inspection methods. 

d .  An example of a clause is as follows: 

Qua l i ty  Control 

a .  Qua l i ty  Control. The contractor  s h a l l  
e s t a b l i s h  a complete q u a l i t y  control  
program t o  assure  the requirements of the 
cont rac t  a r e  provided as  specif ied.  One 
copy of the con t rac to r ' s  basic  qua l i ty  
c o n t r o l  program shall be p r o v i d e d  to the 
Contracting Off icer  a t  the preaward 
survey conference o r  not l a t e r  than a t  the 
pre-performance conference i f  a  preaward 
survey is  not conducted. An updated copy 
m u s t  be provided the Contracting Of f i ce r  
on cont rac t  s t a r t  da te  and as  chanqes 
occur. The program w i l l  include, b u t  not 
be l imited t o  the following: 

(I) An inspection system covering 
a l l  the serv ices  s t a t e d  i n  the Performance 
Requirements Summary of the Statement of 
Work. I t  m u s t  spec i fy  a reas  t o  be 



w i l l  be c o n d u c t e d  a t  (Name L o c a t i o n )  
s h o r t l y  a f t e r  b i d  o p e n i n g  by government  
p e r s o n n e l .  

b. I f  a  p reaward  s u r v e y  is c o n d u c t e d ,  
you w i l l  be r e q u e s t e d  to  have  
management o f f i c i a l s ,  o f  t h e  a p p r o p r i -  
a t e  l e v e l ,  r e p r e s e n t  y o u r  f i r m .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  y o u r  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t  manager 
s h o u l d  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  respond  to  
q u e s t i o n s  r a i s e d  d u r i n g  t h e  p reaward  
s u r v e y .  You s h o u l d  a l s o  b e  p r e p a r e d  to  
p r e s e n t  a  b r i e f i n g  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  manner 
i n  which you i n t e n d  to  a c c o m p l i s h  y o u r  
c o n t r a c t u a l  o b l i g a t i o n s .  As a  minimum, 
you s h o u l d  a d d r e s s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  items 
o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  y o u r  p r e s e n t a t i o n  ( a  
w r i t t e n  copy o f  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  w i t h  
t h e  backup d a t a  be low must  b e  s u b m i t t e d  
t o  t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r  5 work d a y s  
b e f o r e  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o h )  : 

(1) S t a r t u p  and phase - in  s c h e d u l e .  

( 2 )  Key personnel l e t t e r s  of intent 
and resumes .  

( 3 )  A v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  l a b o r  f o r c e ,  
p l a n  f o r  r e c r u i t i n g ,  t y p e  and e x t e n t  of 
t r a i n i n g .  

( 4 )  The r o l e  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  
manager and t h e  e x t e n t  o f  h i s / h e r  
a u t h o r i t y .  

( 5 )  O r g a n i z a t i o n a l .  and f u n c t i o n a l  
c h a r t s  r e f l e c t i n g  l i n e  o f  management 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

( 6 )  Manning c h a r t s  i n  a  f o r m a t  
r e q u e s t e d  by t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r  
( o n l y  to  b e  used to  e n s u r e  t h a t  you 
u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  w o r k l o a d )  . 

( 7 )  P l a n s  and  management p r o c e d u r e s  
f o r  l o g  i s t i c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s u p p o r t  
o f  a l l  f u n c t i o n s ;  t h a t  is,  c o n t r a c t o r  
f u r n i s h e d  s u p p l i e s  and equ ipment  and 
p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  t i m e l y  payment o f  pe r -  
s o n n e l .  



d .  Emphasize t o  t h e  b i d d e r  t h e . i m p o r t a n c e  o f  h a v i n g  a  
d e t a i l e d  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  program f o r  p r e s e n t a t i o n  a t  t h e  PAS.  

e .  Remind t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p e r s o n  t o  have  e s t i m a t e d  
manning c h a r t s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  PAS. 'These c h a r t s  mus t  
e s t i m a t e  what c o n t r a c t o r  manning would be r e q u i r e d  to  p e r f o r m  
t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t .  They may n o t  e s t i m a t e  what  i t  would t a k e  
government  p e r s o n n e l  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  t h e  t a s k s .  

f .  C o o r d i n a t e  t h e  d a t e  of t h e  PAS w i t h  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  
PAS team c h i e f  and t h e  c o n t r a c t o r .  N o t i f y  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  of 
t h e  f i n a l i z e d  d a t e  and l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  PAS. 

g .  Pe r fo rm t h e  PAS. Do a l l  t a s k s  i n  p a r a g r a p h  6-7a 
t h r u  67-g. 

6-7. T e c h n i c a l  E ~ r a l u a t i o n .  Pe r fo rm t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t a s k s .  

a .  E v a l u a t e  t h e  adequacy  o f  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  PAS pe r fo rmed  
by t h e  o u t s i d e  off ice. Check t h e  b i d d e r ' s  f i n a n c i a l  
s t a t e m e n t s  i f  t h e y  a r e  s u b m i t t e d .  

b. Thorough ly  a n a l y z e  manning c h a r t s  s u b m i t t e d  by t h e  
b i d d e r .  The f o l l o w i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  a p p l y :  

( F i r s t ,  v a l i d a t e  t h e  government  p r e p a r e d  
c o n t r a c t o r  manning e s t i m a t e s .  Make s u r e  t h e  government  d i d  
n o t  o v e r e s t i m a t e .  

( 2 )  Nex t ,  compare t h e  b i d d e r ' s  c h a r t s  t o  the 
government  e s t i m a t e .  I n s u r e  t h a t :  

( a )  B i d d e r ' s  t o t a l  manning is comparab le  t o  
t h e  e s t i m a t e .  A v a r i a n c e  of more t h a n  t w e n t y  p e r c e n t  s h o u l d  
b e  c o n s i d e r e d  s u s p e c t .  

( b )  The . b i d d e r  h a s  t h e  r i g h t  classes ' o f  
employees  on d u t y  a t  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  times. 

(c) The b i d d e r  h a s  s u f f i c i e n t  p e r s o n n e l  o n  
d u t y  d u r i n g  p e a k  o r  k e y  workload p e r i o d s .  

( 3 )  Next ,  a n a l y z e  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r ' s  n e t  b i d  t o  see 
i f  i t  w i l l  s u p p o r t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  manning proposed. .  Use t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  p r o c e d u r e s .  

( a )  Compute t o t a l  man-hours f o r  e a c h  l a b o r  
c a t e g o r y  i n  t h e  wage d e t e r m i n a t i o n .  



where t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  g o e s  t o  work. I n t e r v i e w  
t h e  b i d d e r  and f i n d  o u t  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h e  b i d d e r  u n d e r s t a n d s  
t h e  j o b .  

e .  B e s i d e s  t h e  t o t a l  e s t i m a t e ,  f i n a n c i a l  PAS and 
g e n e r a l  e v i d e n c e  o f  competence ,  t h e  next: most i m p o r t a n t  
f a c t o r  is t h e  b i d d e r ' s  p r o p o s e d  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  p l a n .  T h i s  
p l a n  s h o u l d  be  d e t a i l e d  enough f o r  t h e  PAS team to  e v a l u a t e  
and d e t e r m i n e  t h a t  t h e  b i d d e r  a c t u a l l y  knows what t o  do.  

f .  The b i d d e r ' s  p e r f o r m a n c e  h i s t o r y  is a l s o  a v e r y  
i m p o r t a n t  s u b j e c t  t o  be  t h o r o u g h l y  c o v e r e d  by t h e  PAS team. 
E s t a b l i s h  c o m p l e t e  and t h o r o u g h  document:a t i o n  i f  a  
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  n o n r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is g o i n g  to  be based  upon 
l a c k  o f  t e n a c i t y ,  p e r s e v e r a n c e  o r  i n t e g r i t y .  

g .  PAS r e p o r t s  must  s t a t e  t h e  f a c t s ,  draw a  c o n c l u s i o n  
b a s e d  upon t h o s e  f a c t s  and end w i t h  a  recommendation t o  t h e  
c o n t r a c t i n g  o f f i c e r .  

6-8. O u t s i d e  O f f i c e  P e r f o r m s  t h e  P A S .  I f  a n  o u t s i d e  ' o f f i c e  
s u c h  a s  DCAS is g o i n g  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  and t e c h n i c a l  
P A S ,  t h e  b u y e r  does t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

a .  Ask t h e  o f f i c e  t o  p e r f o r m  t h e  PAS. I n d i c a t e  which 
p a r t i c u l a r  a c q u i r i n g  a c t i v i t y  w i l l  a s s i s t  i n  t h e  PAS. Name 
t h e  p e r s o n n e l  i n  t h e  r e q u e s t ;  f o r  example, b u y e r ,  food 
s e r v i c e s  o f f i c e r ,  e t c .  

b .  P r o v i d e  a l l  a c q u i r i n g  a c t i v i t y  team members w r i t t e n  
g u i d a n c e  a s  t o  d u t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  P r o v i d e  i t  i n  
enough t i m e  f o r  members t o  s t u d y  and f u l l y  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e i r  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  

c. I n s u r e  t h a t  a c q u i r i n g  a c t i v i t y  team members r e a l i z e  
t h a t  t h e  o u t s i d e  o f f i c e  is r u n n i n g  t h e  PAS, and t h a t  t h e y  
u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  t h e y  h a v e  a  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  i n p u t  ( t h e  o u t s i d e  
o f f i c e  may b e  l a c k i n g  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a  o f  e x p e r t i s e  t h a t  
t h e  a c q u i r i n g  a c t i v i t y  p r o v i d e s ) .  
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ENHANCING 
GOVERNMENTAL 
PRODUCTIVITY 

THROUGH 
COMPETITION: 

A New Way of Doing Business - .  
Within The Government 
To Provide Quality Government at 
Least Cost 

A PROGRESS REPORT ON 
OM6 CIRCULAR NO. A076 

"PERFORMANCE OF 
COMMERCIAL ACnVmES" 





"I have recently promulgated an Executive Orda to fosta gnats contracting out 
of SQYiax cumntly provided by the government to private providers, many in 
America's vital small business community. Study after study . . . demanstrate 
that savings of betw#n 30 to 40 percent can be achieved by contractingat govan- 
m m  wcnk to private business If all agencies took advantage of connaaingout 
appoatPnities,tbemtalsavingswoutd~ountto$Ibillionpaycar." 

Pnsident Rmald Reagan 
Legishiverrd Achhhaivt Message 
Jammy 25,1988 





INTRODUCTION 

in August of 1983, President Reagan stated "Competition is fundamental to our 
frct entaprisc system. It is the single most important source of innovation, 
efficiency and growth in our economy." In this time of a growing competitive 
~dtc~nomy,itisvitalthatwecarrythisphil~yintoGwanmwtopaa- 
tions. Tbe competitive markaplace is a principal srwce of aational econanic 
strength, and the potential for using our free enttrprisc systcm o reduce govan- 
mcnt corn and improve service is g m L  

Tbe public stam is engaged in many activities tbat m similar to, a even the 
same as, thasc pesfolmed by the seem. Today, the Federal Govanment 
spcndsovaS21billionlm#wYnacial~ccs.suchasm~datapocess- 
ing, airaaft repair and food p p f d o a  Howevu, substantial ravings occm whn 
tkGovarimcntcompeteswithtbeopen~lace~pwidetbescraviccs.~n 
fact, since 1981 hdaat tqcnch have nalized cmnulative savings of $28 billion 
by using comp&m as a means to &amhe wbctba tk gmanmcat a tk 
phmterectarcanpaovideasaviceattkbestpri#. 

~ t m k l u ~ i t b e c l l m n t e t T o c t s o f t b e ~ t o e n s m e d r a t t h e  
Govanmtat obtains cam- s u v h  in thc  moo^ cortdectivc mama. The 
paogram fa carrying out this policy is desaibed in the Office of Management md 
Budget (OMB) Circuler No. A-76, ''F'afmnance of canma& Activities.** 
Pnsidemial ExecPtive Orda 12615 ms qa3k gaals fa the pcogmm o m  the 

JanKSCMillernI 
Direcopr 
Oflice of M m p n a u  and Budget 





WHAT IS THE A-76 PROGRAM? 

Competition is the driving force behind quality and cMnomy of operations in h e  
private sector. Private sector managers art continually challenged by competitors 
who may face than out of business if they do not opemte in the most efficient 
manner. This constant competitive f m  managers to be innovative and 
flexible as b y  promote p a f e  management to rn their customas. 

Govanment managas, in ~afmaI opaations, do not mcmm the same presstrrts 
fa efficiarcy that private secttx managtrs do. Tbcy have few bastlines for com- 
prisons ad do not face the constant thm of compuiticm. Moreova, Govan- 
mmt umapm many times fscc legidatkc md fiscal consnaina that fcrrrx them 
m a p e n u e i n e f i i c i e n t l y . ~ f i ~ d w i t b t b c p r i v a t c ~ c a n h i ~ g i l t t h c s c i n -  
c f f i c k h  ml a m s c q d y  be tbc changes ne~essary either to stream- 
tinetheGgvaPmmtopaafi~~amdemmiaewhetbatheprivatc~canmae 
~ p a d a r m r t r e r a v i c e .  

Ibepolgrmwasfamrtizcdip1955wfratbeEiamhaMAmDmrSWMI) . . 
i s s D e d  

Bmer~oftbeBadgctBPlletin554.In 1 9 6 6 ~ B m e r o o f t b e B p d g u ~ t b e  
policy as Cirarlrt No. A-76. 



WHAT FUNCTIONS ARE COMMERCIAL AND SHOULD BE 
COMPETED AND WHAT FlUNCllONS ARE GOVERNMEhTAL 

AND SHOULD NOT BE COMPETED: 

Govanrn&m which arc so intimatCly ttIatcd 00 thc public 11 intens as to mandate pafommcc by p v a n m ~ ~ t  emp1oyees. 

product cn savice that could be obtained fm a com- 11 *= 

II EXAMPUS OF COMMERCIAL OCCUPATIONS IN THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AS OFJUNE, 1987: 

Wemrstseekh~f8as ib lewaydo~aetheaostof  
cmying out Government p g r a m "  

President Lyndon Johnson 



"When the Government must perform a function, it should do 
it effkiently. Whenever free wmpetifion would do a better job 
of serving the public, the Government should stay out. " 

President Jimmy Carter 

In 1983 CircplarA-76wrsrlpinmrise&witb man infbmahprovidedm bow 
t o ~ ~ a b c t i a n d n n l A b e p a f a m a l ~ a b y ~ p r i n O e  
C01191COOC. 



Anavaagesavingsof3046 from theoxiginalgovanmmtcost: 

-20% savings for in-house government "wins". 

-35% savings fa private secmr "wins". 
:! 

i 
'Ihe very success dcscrii above proved that the program was not being irnple- 
menred fast emugh a d  that much more could be done. 

Wnm an acdMlyhasbsen thtwgh theA-t6pcess, 
tnampement at 811 hwe& has bKJeaS8d Wb@y omr the 
acthdy. Pe&mname stam&rds are dear, asso&ted 
WVMW Is d e M  and wsts for each sendm are qmdiled 
l W p r o v i d e s 8 @ m i e s a ~ n i f i & ~ a s e d ~ i o  
~ a r s t e r r d p e r l b ~ ,  andkpadsdpihebeGefdhitt 
mings ShtH wndlw to inxeasa." 

Joseph R. Wright, Jr. 
Deputy Dimtor* OMB 
Winbr* 1987 ' 



N U l l M E  EQUIVALENT (FE) GOVERNMEm WSmNS 
SNDlED AND SAVED IN THE A-76 PROGRAM 

AVERAGE PERCENT SAVINGS A076 M E S  





THE NEW EXECUTIVE ORDER AND FUTURE 
POTENTIAL 

, in the fdl of 1987, President Reagan issued Executive Orda No. 12615. ?his 
I 

! 
was in recognition of the considerable oppomities for beatr service at less cost 
rbrough compakicm, which could come about by mlcracing the implancnt~on 
of the A-76 program. Specifically, it lequbak 

a scnia official m each agmcy be designated to cadhate A-76 studies mid 

i 
other psivathation tam and nport OrtSpmgms to OMB and the President on a 
m y  basis. These privatido11 officials gave the program added stature and 
visibmy. 

I 
Bteirmingintisalyear1989,pasitiansinvalvingmlerrathreepacmtofercb 

. ~civili8nmrkfacewillbenviewedrnnPallyrmtil8llcommaciatrc- 
tivities have beca nviewsd This is  about SSJMO pbs 8 year Govanmcnt-wide. 
Orberfertm#oftbeExmlt ivcOrdcr~ 

r reqoiremmt that rgeacies develop rod d n m i n  && job placemeat 
posrrmtmdcwpauefullyininongeacyplscemma 

m O f f i c e o f ~ ~ e a t r e v i e w d p e r s a s n e t p d i c i e s m d ~  
togiveCSovanment~thefkxibilitytoaganbinlhemostefficieat 
~ a d t o r s d p a l h e d v a r e ~ e ~ t 8 o f A - 7 6 ~ f f ~ ~ 1 0 a e m p ~  

I 

I 
attofrppoxinrotelytwo~civilimganrmneatpositioas,tbeOmceof 

i MmgmaU mi Budget &mates tlme arc as many as 800~000 M timt 
ap6vaht@lE)GovmmaupositioosthatcoPldbecan~Historicallythe 
eovernnrepormsS9*700famryjob~Ammrlavin~ofovaSIJbil- 
~ r r e ~ l e i f ~ o f d r t t E d ~ ~ t o b C h l d i r R ~ t b C ~ ~ ~ ~ & s  

1 

' ~cu&mcd.TbCpOCmtirrlofthepfogmlnisgna~homva,aotaalyintamt 
of &lbr8 saved, but in ~ e r m p  of betrer quality of goods md #Nices drat resah 

1 horn dre w#1 cltkim! podoar meeting tbc Gwanmmt's needf 



GOVERNMENT COMMERCIAL. POSITIONS STUDIED AS OF 1987 

72.000 
Studied \ 

POTrNTlAL SAVINGS FROM A-76 



A11 would agree that it makes little sense for the Govanment to perform savices 
if the private senor can do part of the job as well or better. and at less c o n  
Govanment unployccs can then pursue higher priority projects. The National 
Oceanic and Afmospheric Administration realized an average savings of U.00 for 
every $1.00 spent in 31 recently completed studies. And as Commander Stevt 
Scully. task force manager for the U.S. Coast Guard. puts it, "A-76 builds most 
cfficiml o r p h h n s  that provide bcuer quality savicts to the Coast Guard." 

To exploit the full potential of A-76 is not easy. Good management is amr easy. 
It rakes commiunmt to write and administer perfomance work statancnts. 
However, A-76 allows for the employees arrrartly thing the job to be crtative, 
to come up with new ways to makc Gwanment work bettat and, as such, A-76 
is a rnanagemmt tool that allows the most efficient means to deliver scrvhs cur- 
d y  pmvidcd by Govanmeat A Logistics Managaneat Institute 0 sindy, 
"How Winnas Win", camrmsstaned . . by tbe -t of Defense in 1984 f d  
t b a t ~ ~ r s t b e i n - h w s e o r g a n i z a t i a n h r r a n ~ m a n c o m p e t i t i v e  
and tbat regardless of wbo "wins" tbe A-76 rtudy, tbc GwanmeM--Md tk 
p-timately bcnefho from tbe comp&tivc 

WevlewiheA-76cwponmasan~ncyproglanz, nota 
cvnhtdhg wt pvogram; & are ptwd of the facl that almost 
60 percent of our aost a-ns msu& in wntbed 
h-buse petformanw (at a red& awt). We fial lhat 
mgadess of outcome are realized as a mu& 
of--m==" 

ChaIleS Maea 
Depattment d the Navy 
Head, CommrdaMIetail 

ActMtie~ Branch I 





A BRIEF OUTLINE: HOW TO DO AN A-76 STUDY 
FOR COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

Here is a brief outline of how the Federal Govanment accomplishes an A-76 
ampaition. 

1. Once a canmacial activity is i & n W  for competition, an agency must develop 
a perfamawe wurk statment (PWS) defining the Govcmmcnt's r e q d e n t s  in 
tams of mcasurabk pufurmancc stand&s. 

I 
Ratba than specifying poccdrrns that may be out of datc or incffzient. the 
perfcmmcc work staoemwt dtscribes tt# suxqtable quality levels (AQL) and 
aput rapired by thi: Govaament Ibe PWS pmvidm a common base line for 
theGovanmentISdpivat~~tocompetc.?bequatityoftheptsf~is 
tbehey,nottheprocessof~gtbc~ThisallowstheGwanmcntand 
~ t o ~ t b e m a g t m o d a a , c a s t e f f e c t i v e m a n a g a n ~ t t e c h n i q u t s t o  
~ p l i s h t b e j o b .  - 

? b e h t r r t d t b e P W S i s t b e p c r f a m a n c c n q a i r r m e n u ~ ~ ) w h i C b  
pwidesrlltbeinfamatiajnscessaryOopropjfydesaibethewark~and 
to measure paf.amuwx. An example of a PRS from vehicle xduamcc . . rrd 

." r P d u n n s P r l ~ i s ~ b e l o w .  

r'2 T o 1 ~  tbe w r a t e f k h t  qpmmoo 
. . 

. I , -*,i i 
(ME0)oawh icb tObase~  

I % , ~ i ~ r ; g m c j e s ~ a m m i n t m m l ~ n v i e w d t b c i n -  
3'bocr#~Empby#inpotisvitllr.'IbekaowlcdgethMtberesaltingplan 

win farm t b c b s s i s f a r c o o r ~ w i t h p i v r r O c ~ f i r m s p r o v i d e s  
rpouafptinrativctodevclcrp~vedleJscostlywrysof~plisbing 
t k w o d r t o m s e t t b e ~ a u v l n n k  

W e  &I/ them (Ule Gowmment -IS) they have no FTE. 

1 .  Commander Steve Sarlly 

9 U.S. Coast Guard 
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REQUIRED 
SERV~Q 

(RW) 
kovide whide 
recovery service. 

(R-1 
Provldo Or8phk 
Art8 Producta 8nd 
Sorvlc08. 

Par8 8.3 

MAX. MLOWWLE 
w o i ~ ~ n o w  
FROM ma AQL 

NONE AUOWED 
a I _ '  

Lot is number of 
responses required 
in the month. 

4.0 
Lot is number of 
requests for 
graphics products 
andtor services. 

STANDARD 

Wrecker responds 
not later than 
minutes from 
notification during 
normal duty houn 
and within 
minutes after 
normal duty hours. 

Graphic Arts 
Products & services 
meet customer 
nqulrenmts and 
utisfaaion within 
times specified in 
the TE 28. 

METHODOF 
SURVNUNCE 

Customer Complaint 

Random sampling 

M A X  PAYMENT 
PERCENTAGE FOR 
MEETING THE AQL 

% 

18.0 



3. Commacial fms and Govament agencies compcte in the open market place for 
tk option to pufonn the activity. The public benefits as the most effective bidda 
wins the competition. 

4. There is a built-in bias for the status quo. Private contractors must beat the Govern- 
melt by a factor of at least ten per cent to accour! for intangible costs from dsnp 
tion and loss of productivity due to changeovu, in order to win a contract. 

"rhe beauty of the process is that you 00 to pur people and 
tind OUt not how the @b L done now, krt how they WUM do 
# I they cvuld sta~t over from scmch. *" - 

Geny Carmen 
Fonner Admbrior 
GSA 
June 23,1988 





EMPLOYEE GOALS AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The undalying philosophy of A-76 is to use the competitive marketplace to change 
the way the Govanment manages. The goverment's method of doing business in 
the past has been based on &fining the job to be dare in tams of how the Govan- 
meat thinks the w a k  should be done ratber than in tams of what the Government 
rctuany needs. This pmcess ariaucd mamgamt, gives h e  anployacs little in- 
a n t i ~ ~ ~ p P s h t h e m s e l ~ t o & d r e i r ~ w e t l . A c c a d i n g & U e L o g i s t i c s  
Managan- Institute 0 npm "How W h e n  Win", the biggcst challenge 
to Gwanmeat manages in achieving a annpcdrivt opaation is to obtain a true 
cmnmi&neat &urn tbdr employees to do tbe wak as efficicnrly and effdvcly as 
possiie. Too aftca, as many noncompetitive monapolistic opcmiar, anpbycw 
have no clear cat gods and baux little DD motivate thcm to do tbc WOPk. 

~ e r n p ~ f s e l t h e ~ ~ ~ t i s t y i n g ~ t d o e d ~ o f t b a n ~ ~  
t b e A - 7 6 p r o c e s s . w i t b i b g o a l s r a d r i m Y l a r r t r r a d ~ m t ~ W h e a  
tbestndy~thewahetlmowsthaewil lberndPctiaainMradthM~ 
w r e w a k p a n m d n i n g ~ o y c c . l b e y f e C f c b e y w i n b e ~ ~ ~ *  
LMIfinmdthatthebccPerma\lmashaveaapghttocrcr~edc6nithggalSfamcir 
Mlrlarsmrbrrscfrevhwermesnrbywbicbtomcamrecbeir~totbe 
~rvakkiagpatdRubarbrslcrertiag~vc~thitnrPbr- 
aimcedrrmnrgewatrpproachhsdoneprt tbe~~rtreOovermnear  
m m m g u u u a b ~ r n e w ~ r y r ~ e m ~ a a ~ P C I f q l l l l l C C  
r o a d a d r , d i e a n p ~ ~ h v c ~ m r v a k ~ W t i a n y , ~  
walrar~re3iffmtmlhitkindofch8ngcbatmoemygaovatbeinili8l~ 
ddopiagtbeclerPtydctirredgoels.~tendtofiid~rmpbycwhappia. 
batadjoaedmdmaepodoctim 

~ o f t b 8 ~ ~ ~ u m ~ ~ ~ t o m d r v l l l r t b e ~ w i n a f t b e .  
b m i r y ~ - l J w = r t C l m p L c ! A t f i n f ~ t r i a d  
t o p r t b e m r h a r c f d b w r ~ ~ - a m m h g s y s t a n . E ~ ~  

the md 8 one 
ofnni!mnrlmh.(Sctbebw).'IhemdDarmrctocanp)eocr~numba 
o f l P l l i t r m r ~ 8 u u n n u o f t i m e . L M I f o m d t b e ~ e O b c ~ ' I h e  
a n p l a y s e r # m b d c J s l r r l Y l l r f i n r A ~ t o ~ ~ I n ~ m O s t m r l a n  
t t r o v t t o ~ ~ g o p t r M a r l e m d ~ v i t y m t b e h n l i l y ~ u n i t m  
-w---* 
O v a r l l L M I ~ d M d w r e ~ t h r t ~ v e ~ o n ~  
~ r a d b d d i n g C m p b y b C t ~ f a t b a c g a r l s h v e b d f a r m a e r p t -  
cessinlmininpahigb~ofanpbyamotintioamnlrorjtytbar~dwrre.vbo 
boa 



FAMILY HOUSING MAINTENANCE--UNIT STANDARDS 

- 

Line No. 
Description Units 

Average 
Time 

Mow-*in. 



THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY: A CASE STUDY OF 
I A FUNCTION CONVERTED TO COhTRACTOR 

PERFORMANCE 

Trainer Aircraf.. Maintenance. ?he Chief of Naval Education and Training com- 
pleted two large A-76 cost comparisons of the maintenance of the T-2 and TA- 
4 trains aircraft at various naval air stations. The Navy was able to reassign 2,000 
military billets from thest noncombat maintenance frmctim to the maintcnancc 
of tactical combat airwaft and other combat rtadiness po&bns. Conversion to 
ammmor rtsultcd not only in significant dollar savings but thae have been ova- 
dl imeasa'in pduaivity as wcll. 

Aas t~wrrscondPcteda t thneda ir I IPt ioas t9r tbemainecnsnce  
oftbeT-2 tRinerriraak Tbe pre-shdy apaatm of 31 avitian posi- 
tixu md 81 1 military billets A Most Efficitnt O q a n h h i  (MEO) was developed 
witn 816civilirm positioar. 

Ibecoavarionmrfomye~coatnawitb-CapresPttedinddLr 
swings of 45% 6rorn tbe pmdy opaatiar tbe Sl1618000 per year diff- 
b u w e m t b i n - b a r s e M E O m d t b e ~ a c o s t + m ~ $ 1 8 0 ~ p r  
y e r r e m b y r s d P c i a g t b e i a - b o P & - m t b e M E O = r W  
rmaJsrtrialFrOfrpproxirmroelyS12s00PoO. 



. . 
A cost comparison was conducted at four naval air stations for the maintenan& 
of the TA-4 trainer aircraft. The pre-study operation consisted of 41 civilian posi- 
tions and 1.074 military billets;. A Most Efficient Organization (MEO) was 
developed with 897 civilian positions.. 

?bc convQSion to a lhnt year contra3 with Lockheed Svpport Systems, lnc. 
resulted m Qllar savings of 38% fnrn tbe prc-study opaation: the $1,483,000 pa 
yeerdiffwbaweeatbtia-borJscMEOMdtbtcantnrctor'scost+anMimatrA 
S6$40JXXl pa year in savings achieved by reducing in-bousc staffing to the ME0 
 of rppmxiamaoely S14pOOpOO. 

A -4 AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE 

6d c.))our callmcm 
Baton Did Ud 

br)r(lbiar 



The Dcpmmcnt of the Navy believes brc A-76 process made a siflicant am- 
tribution to supporting the nation's defense. Besides showing that support savices 
can be provided at equitable and economic prices through competition. this A-76 
study freed up 2,000 military billets from nowessential work, allowing fm their 
eventual &a to areas of h i g h  priority. In addition. the proccss cabled the 
Navy to take a hard look at their aaina airaaft maintamcc o m ,  and deta- 
mine what requinmmts wuc rmasary to ensure quality and timeliness of  &a. 

77w converskn dpvemmenf activities to ihe pivat8 sector 
taxsunts h wbstantial benefits tu ihe bcal etwmmy. For 
insthe, tax taxvenues and ~rdrasiw power inwas8 8s a 
resun of hareased private secror eqpbyment AS we8 k ~ a l  
and stat8 ewnomiies benefit from corrtrecdws p~tchasing 
W b s  t m h  the kcal800lyMy -88d of the federal 
supply SyS&mt udaEited by Ihe 8X&m gOY8Mnf a~8-s 
and Instalatbns." 

Conbactsenrlces 
Assodatkn 







Also crucial to the success of the VA A-76 study was the loyalty and willingness 
of the employees to participate. They contributed to the A-76 process from the - 

' 
start. Many employees had been working at the data processing center for over 
twenty years and no job descriptio~~ existed for the work being paformed It took 
a positive cornmianent from the employees to help precisely &fme the work to 
be done, in the performance work statement. and in the most efficienl o r g d t i o n .  

. . 
I 



SUCCESS STORIES 

National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration's in-house win of a 
weather satellite data gathering facility in Wallops. Virginia in July of 1987 multed 
in considerable dollar and FIE savings. The facility was able to maintain its vay 
high standard of jmformance notwithstanding 21 pactnt in annual dollar savings 
and 24 percent in annual FIE savings. 'Ihc A-76 pccss proved to be an cfiec- 
tivc management tool f a  NOAA for achieving increased productivity while main- 
taining tbc quality of the conmarial savicc. 

Camcting out its food savicts enabled the Marine Corps to 6nt 11p 1,400 FEs 
0 f i t s R a u M a r i n e F b c c . l b a e w a s n o i n - h o u s e c a n ~ f a r h i s ~ c c .  
~ ~ c i ~ w a e u s a i a s a ~ f a r r o a s t c o m p a r i s o n t o & t a m i n e a f a i r  
radreesoaablepicc.TbeMarincQlpsconsidasthistobeaecmendoPls~ 
~ 1 ~ M a r i n e s i n n o w r b l c m p c r f a m w r t t s ~ e n t i a l l n i l i t a r y c r t i v i t i e s .  

'Ibe Collst Guard finds A-76 to be an excellent way to d e b  its mitPinn md 
t l i m i n a t r . ~ t b M i n n o t ~ , f a ~ t a m p l e . i t n o l o n g c r ~  
lawnsmdplantsf lowa~~gindpsoiatbai ld ings . IheCaastGuucd 
.Is0 uses tbc A-76 process toreduce orgmhtiaaat barrias within.a camand 
~ C O l l S O l i d l l t C ~ t b Q t b y e l i m i n a t i n g ~ ~ F u r ~ p t e , t h r s e c r r -  
pcata~wae-intoonerbopasingonertaen#mrsdone~ 
dads. 

71* A* &I#) Bmnerdal AcrivMs ProgMt (A-76) has 
p r o v e n i o b e o n e o f i h e m o s t ~ l ~ p r o d i v @ t h r i t y v i ~  
pro~nuns in the Aik &I#). llw patt@Wing adivUies 
~ t h 8 k ~ r a n ~ ~ 8 ~ d 2 0 % t h r w g h  . 
management sWhs eonpleted prbr b aonpefing with 
oonlrocdws. Tne Air Fbm alone has freed trp wer 16,000 
~ r ~ a s a f e s u U o f ~ p r o o l a m  77& 
h r s h e ~ t v ~ ~ ~ h e r p r k r i t y r u o ~ o r m B e i  
monrlated- 

General Larry 0. Welch 
Air For#, Chief of Staff 11 



?be Deparrment of Tmmpomtion (DOT) review of the Library and Distribution 
Services Division resulted in the retention of both its library and distribution func- 
tions in-house. A-76 provided DOT a way to closely examine library operations 
and develop standardized and documented procedurts. The process proved to be 
a learning expcritn;;c for tht library pasonnel as well as uppa management. The 
Library and Distribution Savices division has -red horn enhanced prod=- 
tivity ever k c .  



I: CONCLUSION 

OMB's Off= of Fedtral Procurement Policy is dedicated to a fair and workable 
OMB Circular No. A-76 program to ensme the most efficient use of the taxpayers' 

I 

rcsomts. We have made notable progms t~ward changing the "performance of 

i- commercial activities" into an effective productivity initiative during the last few 
years. Tbe Rcsidart*s recent Executive Ordcr N a  12615 has m c d  to "facilitate 

a. ongoing efforts to awrc that tht Fedaal gwanmuu r c q h  needed goods and 
&ces in the most cumomid and efficient manner." Consequently, more studies 
an being conducted now with a gnara potential for enhancing productivity and 
W v i n g  savings than cva before in tbe history of the program. 

I In am, OMB CircPlar No. A-76 is an exmwly imparrant paogmn for sangthen- 
iag om d o n ' s  econany md fa making Govanment opedims more etfici~lt. 
W h i l e ~ ~ h i g a r y 0 f r c h i e v i n g ~ g s i s i m p r e s s i v e , i t s f u ~ m p o t a u i a l i s  

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
mcE OF FEDERAL PaocmEmNT muCY 

ROOM 9013 
72517THSIREET,Nw 

WASHNG'XON, DC. XBO3 
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Department of Defense Directive 
SUBJECT: Use of Contractor and DoD Resources f o r  Maintenance of 

Materiel 
I 

References: (a) DoD Directive 4151.1, "Use of Contractor and 
Government Resources f o r  Maintenance of Materiel,  I' 
June 20, 1970 (hereby canceled) 

(b) DoD Directive 415 1.16, llDoD Equipment Maintenance 
Program," August 30, 1972 

(c) DoD Directive 1130.2, "Management and Control of 
Engineering and Technical Services," June 18, 1979 

(d) DoD Directive 4100.15, "Comercia1 and Industr ia l -  
Type Act ivi t ies ,  " February 4,  1980 

(e) DoD Directive 4000.19, "Interservice,  Interdepart-  
. mental, -.and Interagency Support, It October 14, 1980 

(f) through (p); see enclosure 1 ' ' 
- .  . 1 ' 

A. REIS!$UANCE AND PURPOSE -- 
r 7 ' -7: t 

This Directive reissues reference (a) t o  update po l ic ies  and 
responsi1)i l i t ies concerning the use of contractor  and DoD resources 
f o r  DoD raa'teriel maintenance, consis tent  with'  references (b) through 
(e l  

'I r 

B. APPLI[CABILITY AND SCOPE -- 
1. This Directive applies t o  t he  Off ice -of  the Secretary of 

Defense (OSD), the Mili tary  Departments, t h e  Organization of the  
Joint  Chiefs of Staff ,  the:Unified and Specified Commands, and the  
Defense Agencies (hereafter  referred t o  co l lec t ive ly  as "DoD Com- 
ponents"). The term "Military Service," a s  used herein, re fe r s  t o  
t he  Army,, Navy, A i r  Force, and Marine Corps. 

2. This Directive w i l l  not be applied when t o  do so would be 
contrary t o  law o r  would be inconsistent  with the  terms of any 
t r ea ty  01- in ternat ional  agreement.. 

I I I Terms used i n  t h i s  Directive a r e  defined i n  enclosure-2. 

D. POLICY -- 

I t  is  DoD policy t ha t  maintenance support of DoD materiel i s  
essential .  t o  the  rapid and sustained app l ica t ion  of mil i tary  power. 
DoD Companents sha l l  provide an adequate program for  maintenance 
of assigned materiel to:  



1. Provide f o r  motlilization and surge requirements a s  spec i f i ed  i n  the  
most current  Defense Gu.idance! . 

2. Meet e f f i c i e n t l y a n d  e f f e c t i v e l y  peacetime readiness and combat sus ta in-  
a b i l i t y  objec t ives .  

E.  PROCEDURES 

1. DoD Component combat and d i r e c t  combat support  a c t i v i t i e s  s h a l l  pro- 
vide,  t o  the  maximum ex ten t  poss ib le ,  d i r e c t  ( intermediate and organizat ional)  
maintenance support f o r  assigned mater ie l .  Engineering t echn ica l  service  
a c t i v i t i e s  s h a l l  comply with DoD Direc t ive  1130.2 ( reference  (c ) ) .  During the  
in t roduct ion  of new weapon systems, con t rac t  maintenance s h a l l  be used f o r  
those items f o r  which a c a p a b i l i t y  does not  e x i s t  and cannot be developed a t  
minimal cos ts .  This colitract maintenance s h a l l  be used u n t i l  system design, 
r e l i a b i l i t y  and mainta inabi l i ty  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  maintenance procedures, and 
maintenance t r a i n i n g  requirements a r e  s t a b i l i z e d .  Contractor  personnel s h a l l  
be used throughout system operat ing l i f e  i f  the re  a r e  shortages i n  Mil i ta ry  
Service s k i l l e d  maintenance p e r s o ~ e l  and i f  such con t rac to r  personnel s h a l l  

-provide wartime support  i n  a  combat zone. (See DoD ~ n s t r u c t i o n  4151.11 and 
DoD Direc t ive  5000.39 (references ( f )  and (g)). 

2. , The source (DoD m i l i t a r y  o r  c i v i l i a n  personnel,  con t rac to r s ,  o r  hos t  
na t ion  support) of  d i r e c t  maintenance support f o r  o t h e r  than combat and d i r e c t  
combat support a c t i v i t i e s  s h a l l  be based on: 

' f - a .  The need t o  maintain a t r a i n i n g  and r o t a t i o n a l  base f o r  m i l i t a r y  
t echn ica l  personnel. 

C. ' .  I 

. . 
; - b. The s e c u r i t y  implicat ions involved. 

c. The t imely ava i l ab . i l i ty  of  p r iva te ,  commercial sources o r  hos t  
na t ion  support. 

- .  

d. .Cost and eff t tct iveness.  

3. I n i t i a l  p lans  f o r  cont rac tor  and organic support  of new systems s h a l l  
be es tabl i shed a s  p a r t  of the  in tegra ted  l o g i s t i c  support  planning process, 
p r i o r  t o  t h e  i t e m  product.ion decision.  (See reference  (g).) 

4. When appl icable ,  use of maintenance and r e p a i r  con t rac t s  *for common-use 
items, such a s  o f f i c e  machines, mater ie l  handling equipment, and fu rn i tu re ,  
s h a l l  be i n  accordance with Section 5-205 of the  Defense Acquisi t ion Regulation 
(reference (h)) .  DoD Components s h a l l  prescr ibe  i q s t r u c t i o n s  on the  ca lcula t ion  
and use of one-time r e p a i r  l i m i t s  and on replacement c r i t e r i a  f o r  these items. 
The data  and methods applied i n  determining repa i r  l i m i t s  and replacement 
c r i t e r i a  s h a l l  be reviewed pe r iod ica l ly  f o r  currency. 

5. To the  ex ten t  poss ib le ,  a  competitive commercial depot maintenance 
i n d u s t r i a l  base s h a l l  be es tabl i shed and, a s  required, s h a l l  be capable of 
expanding during mobil izat ion.  
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6 .  Ind i rec t  (depot) maintenance support of DoD mate r i e l  s h a l l  be planned 
and accomplished by contractual  sources and organic capab i l i ty .  (See DoD 
Di rec t ive  4005.1 ( reference  ( i )  ) . ) 

9 ,  

7 .  Normal.ly, each DoD Component s h a l l  provide f o r  t h e  i n d i r e c t  mainte- 
nance support of DoD mission-essential  mater ie l .  In te r se rv ice  maintenance 
support  arrangements s h a l l  be es tabl ished and executed wherever such ac t ions  
w i l l  prove more e f f i c i e n t .  (See DoD Direct ive  4000.19 ( reference  (e) ) . )  

8. Pursuant t o  DoD Direct ive  4100.15 (reference ( d ) ) ,  prime consideration 
s h a l l  be giver! t o  use of contractor  support f o r  i n d i r e c t  maintenance when such 
support  would: 

. a .  Inlprove the i n d u s t r i a l  base f o r  maintenance dr f o r  equipment, 
spa res ,  and p a r t s  manufacture. 

b. lnlprove peacetime readiness and combat s u s t a i n a b i l i t y  through 
planning f o r  postproduction support of weapon systems and equipment. 

c .  Be cos t -e f fec t ive .  

d. Enable program managers t o  implement c o n t r a c t  incent ives  f o r  r e l i -  
a b i l i t y  and main ta inab i l i ty  ( f o r  example, r e l i a b i l i t y  improvement warranty 
con t rac t s  and f a i l u r e - f r e e  con t rac t s ) .  . .  , s r 

- .  > 1 

9 .  Organic depot maintenance c a p a b i l i t i e s  and physical-capac-itises-@stab: 
l i s h e d  o r  re ta ined wi thin  t h e  DoD Components,£or support  of POD matejie!sqshall - 
be kept t o  the minimum required t o  ensure a ,.ijeady, c o n t r o l l e 9  .souic$ of ,tech- 
n i c a l  competence and resources necessary t o  m6et;military contiqgencies. 

" $ . ... AS<, ., 4 * 1 , 
* .. , 

' -. 
- 7 -  71,: , 

a .  Peacetime and time-phased mobil izatio? depot maintenanceiworkload - 
p l a n s  f o r  DoD Components s h a l l  be quan t i f t ed  i n  terms o f  required resources 
cons i s t en t  with DoD Di rec t ive  3005.6 (refe'rencei-a)) and projecte'8 *aridually a s  
a n  i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of t h e  DoD P l a ~ i n g  , Programing;- and 73udgeting';(~~~)L-p'iocess. 
Mobilization workloads s h a l l  be based upon scenar ios  contained i n ' t h e  most' 
c u r r e n t  annual Defense Guidance. DoD Component depot maintenance-workload . - : 
plans  s h a l l  address t o t a l  requirements and s h a l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  by work break- 
down s t r u c t u r e ,  customer, and fund sources supported by respect ive  customers. 

* 

Workloads s h a l l  be displayed according t o  monthly requirements f o r  a t  l e a s t  a  
12-month period.  Organic c a p a b i l i t i e s  and physical  c a p a c i t i e s  t o  be es tab-  
l i s h e d  and re ta ined a s  a&oD Component's minimum organic peacetime base s h a l l  
be  determined by use of a "decision t ree"  f o r  ass igning source of r e p a i r  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  (organic,  i n t e r s e r v i c e ,  and contract )  and f o r  determining the  
minimum (organic) resources required i n  support of t h e  mobil ization scenario.  
The "decision t ree"  used s h a l l  consider mobil ization depot maintenance mater ie l  
resources t h a t  must be ava i l ab le  i n  the  organic depot maintenance establishment 
a t  the  ou t se t  of mobil ization.  The "decision tree' '  a l s o ,  a s  a minimum, s h a l l  - 
consider the  required f a c i l i t i e s ,  p l a n t  equipment, and labor  (by s k i l l )  r e l a ted  
t o  t h e i r  planned app l i ca t ion  during the  mobil ization period.  Each DoD Com- 
ponent 's  "decision t r e e "  s h a l l  be approved by the  Ass i s t an t  Secre tary  of 
Defense (Manpower, Reserve Af fa i r s ,  and Logis t ics)  (ASD(MRA&L) ) . 



b. The appropriate Secretary of a M i l i t a r y  Department o r  Director  of a 
Defense Agency, except a s  delegated i n  paragraph E.2.c of DoD Direct ive 4100.15 
(reference ( d ) ) ,  annually s h a l l  approve the  organic  physica l  capacity and capa- 
b i l i t y  and the  peacet:ime.workload d i s t r i b u t i o n  p lan .  Major changes t o  the  d i s -  1 t r i b u t i o n  of peacetime workloads during the  program execution year a l so  s h a l l  
be approved by the  appropriate Mil i ta ry  Department Secre tary  o r  Defense Agency 
Director .  

c .  Unless otherwise j u s t i f i e d  under paragraphs E.9.a. and E.9.b., above, 
each DoD Component's organic depot maintenance peacetime physical capacity s h a l l  
be planned t o  accomplish na more than 70 percent  of i t s  gross mission-essential  
depot maintenance workload requirements. A t  l e a s t  30 percent  of the  gross m i s -  
s ion-essent ia l  and a l l  of the  nonmission e s s e n t i a l  workload requirements s h a l l  be 
decided on t h e  bas i s  of economy, the  t imely a v a i l a b i l i t y  of p r iva te ,  commercial 
sources, and the  need t o  maintain a commercial i n d u s t r i a l  mobilization base. 
The 70130 r a t i o  w i l l  not apply t o  each individual  weapon system and subsystem 
workload. However, it s h a l l  apply t o  homogenous commodity groupings within the  
gross mission e s s e n t i a l  requirement. Furthermore, considerat ion s h a l l  be given 
t o  cont rac t ing  f o r  t h e  depot maintenance of an e n t i r e  weapon system o r  subsystem 

- when the  i n d u s t r i a l  base considerations s t a t e d  he re in  dan be achieved. 
. - 

d. DoD Component f a c i l i t y  u t i l i z a t i o n  (by depot) in -  peacetime s h a l l  
be p l a ~ e d  t o  accomplish the  equivalent  of 100 pe rcen t ' o f  peacetime workload 
capacity on a 40-hour week, one-shift .  b a s i s  as .  def ined,.in DoD Ins t ruc t ion  
415 1.15 (reference (k) ) with the  equivalent  of a n  .organic'~facility,u$qilization 
of 185 percent  physical  capacity under mobilization.:  I n ~ s i z i n g  organic.-capat '  
b i l i t y  and physical  capacity of shops suscep t ib le  .to, hiih surge ,  o r  c o s t  
in tens ive  f a c i l i t i z a t i o n ;  considerat ion shall-:be?ziveb :to.-limiting individual  
shop u t i l i z a t i o n  t o  a maximum of -250 percent%£ ~ h y s ~ c a l , ' c a p a c i t y  during 
mobilization. When' 250 ,percent oT physical  t% -$'city 9 q u ~ d ~ ' b e  exceeded due t o  -g. ..,di-s.,.. . 
a mobil izat ion surge, a lower shop u t i l i i a t i o n  ~E 'peace t rme  physical  capacity 
may be jus t i f i ,ed .  . . .. pi.." * ,-?" ;;--- - 

a 
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10. A J o i n t  Support Plan, par t ic ipa ted  i n  , b y , . a l f  i%eri, s h a l l  be developed 
by the  l ead  DoD Compo~ient whenever the  same weapon system o r  equipment is  
being procured f o r  use by two o r  more DoD Components. J o i n t  Support Plans 
a lso  may be  required :;electively f o r  j o i n t l y  used major end items and com- 
ponents when such p lans  a r e  i n  the  bes t  o v e r a l l  i n t e r e s t  of  the  Department of 
Defense. The J o i n t  S ~ ~ p p o r t  Plan s h a l l  include an  assessment of ex i s t ing  depot 
maintenance c a p a b i l i t i e s  of the  DoD Components involved and s h a l l  address 

* basic cons idera t ions ;  how the  proposed assignment of  depot  maintenance responsi- 
b i l i t i e s  makes maximum use of exis t ing  DoD c a p a b i l i t i e s  required t o  s a t i s f y  
mobilization demands while reducing t o  a minimum new investment i n  addi t ional  
resources; and the  planned d i s t r ibu t ion  of depot. maintenance workloads between 
component organic and commercial sources over the  weapon system's planned l i f e  
in  considerat ion of both peacetime and mobil izat ion demands. Proposed p l a n s -  - 

sha l l  be submitted t o  the  ASD(MRA&L) f o r  approval. (See DoD Directives 5124.1 
and 5000.39 (references (1) and (g)) .) 

11. Supplemental procedural guidance i s  contained i n  DoD Direct ive 4100.15, 
DoD Ins t ruc t ion  4100.3'3, and DoD 4100.33-H ( references  (d) ,  (m), and ( n ) ) ,  
which implement Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular  No. A-76 
(reference ( 0 ) ) .  



- - ---- 
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F. PARTICULAR -- CONSIDERATIONS CONCERNING OMB CIRCULAR NO. A-76 

1. Approval by the appropriate Secre tary  of a Mi l i t a ry  Department o r  D i -  
r e c t o r  of a Defense Agency, except a s  delegated i n  paragraph E.2.c. of DoD 
Di rec t ive  4'100.15 (reference (d)), of the  peacetime workload d i s t r i b u t i o n  plan 
c i t e d  i n  paragraph E.9.b., above, s h a l l ,  f o r  in-house depot maintenance a c t i v i -  
t i e s ,  be considered a s  approval f o r  in-house performance of a DoD commercial 
a c t i v i t y  (CA) needed f o r  support of na t iona l  defense. Also see  subparagraph 
D.2.a.(4) of reference (d) .  

2. When new maintenance work, approved a s  p a r t  of t h e  minimum organic 
peacetime base ,  is  being introduced, every e f f o r t  s h a l l  be made t o  r e t a i n  
c u r r e n t  employees on t h i s  new work through t h e  use of r e t r a i n i n g .  Contracts 
f o r  maintenance-related services  t h a t  a r e  shown t o  be j u s t i f i e d  f o r  in-house 
performance i n  accordance with DoD I n s t r u c t i o n  4100.33 ( reference  (m)) s h a l l  
be terminated a s  quickly a s  in-house c a p a b i l i t y  can be es tabl ished.  When the  
a d d i t i o n a l  manpower spaces required cannot be  accommodated wi thin  the  DoD 
Component's personnel authorized c e i l i n g ,  a request  f o r  adjustment normally 
s h a l l  be submitted t.o the  Secre tary  of Defense i n  conjunction with the  
annual budget review process. 

3. I f  a pa r t i cu la r  DoD CA no longer is  required a s  p a r t  of t h e  minimum 
organ ic  peacetime base, j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  in-house performance s h a l l  be  i n  
accordance wi th  reference (d)--that i s ,  no s a t i s f a c t o r y  p r i v a t e  commercial 
source  is ava i l ab le  o r  in-house performance is  more economical than contract .  

. , 

G. RESPONSIBILITIES -- 

. , 1. The Assis tant  -- Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Af fa i r s ,  and 
'L&gis t ics) - . shal l  monitor compliance with t h i s  Directive.  I n  discharging t h i s  . 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  the  ASD(MRA&L) s h a l l :  

- 1 .. 

a .  Concurrently review departmental depot maintenance programs and the 
annual Program Objectives Memoranda (POMs) and budgets. 

b. Review DoD depot.maintenance c a p a b i l i t i e s  and physical  capac i t i e s ;  
assess a l t e r n a t i v e  plans f o r  depot maintenance support; and review and approve 
proposed p lans  f o r  depot maintenance support  of mult iservice-use weapons and 
s e l e c t e d  end items (See a l s o  DoD Direct ive  5124.1 ( reference  ( I ) ) . )  

c .  Review each major system In tegra ted  Log is t i c  Support p lan  t o  
determine adequacy of the  maintenance concept and re la ted  p lans ,  and recommend 
changes t o  t h e  acquis i t ion executive when program planning is  inadequate. 

d.  Make f i n a l  determination on a l l  requests  f o r  exceptions t o  t h i s  
Di rec t ive .  

2.  The Head of each DoD Component s h a l l :  -- I 

I 
a .  Quantify i n  terms of appropr ia te  resources ( f a c i l i t i e s ,  p l a n t  

equipment, and personnel by s k i l l ) ,  and annual ly  submit t o  the  OSD a s  a p a r t  
of the  PPB process,  project ions  of peacetime and time-phased mobil ization work- 

(@, 
loads  f o r  DoD weapon systems and equipment depot maintenance. 



" 

F 

b. Annually determine minimum organic  depot maintenance c a p a b i l i t i e s  
and phys i ca l  c a p a c i t i e s  required t o  ensure a ready, con t ro l l ed  source of 
t echn ica l  competence and resources necessary t o  meet m i l i t a r y  cont ingencies .  

--.. _ 
c.  Annually develop a peacetime workload d i s t r i b u t i o n  p lan  c o n s i s t e n t  

with the  minimum determined i n  paragraph G.2.b., abpve. 

d. Develop and present  t h e  annual depot  maintenance program a s  a p a r t  
of t h e  PPB cyc le .  The program s h a l l  r e f l e c t  t h e  t o t a l  M i l i t a r y  Department o r  
Defense Agency peacaptime requirements f o r  accomplishment by organic ,  c o n t r a c t ,  
o r  i n t e r s e r v i c e  sources,  a s  appropr ia te .  (See DoD I n s t r u c t i o n  7110.1 ( r e f e rence  
(PI 1 1 

e .  Ensure t h a t  e f f i c i e n t  u t i l i z a t i o n  i s  being r e a l i z e d  from t h a t  
organic  c a p a b i l i t y  r e t a ined  f o r  t h e  depot maintenance support  of ma te r i e l .  

f .  Maintain t h e  t echn ica l  competence necessary t o  ensure e f f i c i e n t  . : 

management of  t h e  t o t a l  depot maintenance workload program. 

-I 

g. F o s t e r  t h e  establ ishment  and r e t e n t i o n  of a competi t ive commercial 
I depot maintenance i r t dus t r i a l  base. 

6. Ensure t.hat t h e  same degree of  management emphasis and a t t e o t i 6 o  
c 

i s  g iven~ to~work loac l s  accomplished by c o n t r a c t  sources a s  t h a t  given t o  work- 
loads  performed by organic- sources.  *, (See DoD I n s t r u c t i o n  4151.11 ( re ference  
( f ) )  .) .- t;p:.-.a*-u .;- 7 .*>: - - 1.. i, - _ a . .-. ,. , a - .  

. - + * - > >  ,.;-- L .  . . . .:. '% ' -, \T" 'C .$ . 
i. Request t h a t  t h e  ASD(MRA&L) approve except ions t o  t h i s  D i rec t ive  

t o  accomodate p e c u l i a r  circumstances o r  o t h e r  ove r r id ing  f a c t o r s .  * 

j., -Determine, by  t h e  product ion .dec is ion  milestone f o r  each new weapon 
system o r  equipment, whether s u f f i c i e n t  numbers of s k i l l e d  M i l i t a r y  Serv ice  
p e r s o ~ e l  w i l l  be  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  d i r e c t  maintenance support  ( fo r  a l l  systems 
inc luding  combat and d i rec t -combat  support) .  The Head of  each DoD Component 
s h a l l  develop a p l an  t o  use con t r ac to r s  when a n  adequate number of M i l i t a r y  
Serv ice  s k i l l e d  personnel a r e  no t  a v a i l a b l e .  (See DoD Directive 5000.39 
( re ference  (g)).) 

k. Develop cost-accounting systems t h a t  w i l l  provide t o t a l  c o s t  of 
organic  maintenance support  i n  o r d e r  t o :  6 . 

(1) Make cos t -e f fec t iveness  determinat ions.  

(2) A s s i s t  i n  l i f e  cyc l e  c o s t  e s t i h a t i o n  and v e r i f i c a t i o n .  



H . EFFECTI[VE DATE AND IHPLEMENTATION -- 
This Directive is effective immediately. Forward two copies of implementing 

documents 1:o, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and 
Logistics) within 120 days. 

Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Enclosures - 2 
1. References 
2. Definitions 
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REFERENCES (continued) 

(f) DoD Instructicln 4151 .11, "Policy Governing Contracting for Equipment 
Maintenance Support, If June 11, 1973 

(g) DoD Directive 5000.39, "Acquisition and Management of Integrated Logistic 
Support for Systems and Equipment," January 17, 1980 

(h) Defense Acquisition Regulation 
(i) DoD Directive 4005.1 , "DoD Industrial Preparedness Production Planning," 

July 28, 1972 
(j) DoD Directive 3005.6, "Civilian Workforce Mobilization Planning and 

Management ," Nay 8, 1981 
(k) DoD Instructicln 4151.15, "Depot Maintenance Programming Policies, " 

November 22, 1976 
-, (1) DoD Directive 5124.1 "Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve 

Affairs, and 1,ogisti.c~) Charter ," April 20, 1977 
I (m) DoD Instructialn 4100.33, "Operation of Commercial and Industrial-Type 

Activities ," February 25, 1980 
(n) DoD 4100.33-H "DoD 1:n-House vs Contract Commercial and Industrial Activities 

Cost Compariscln Handbook," April 1980, authorized by DoD Instruction 
4100.33, February 25, 1980 

* (0) OMB Circular No. A-76, "Policies for Acquiring Commercial or Industrial 
Products and Services Needed by the Government," March 29, 1979 

.(p) DoD Instructicln 7110.1, "DoD ~ u d ~ e t  Guidance, " October 30, 1980 
.* C . . 



Jul 15, 82 
4151.1 (Encl 2) 

DEFINITIONS 

1. Commercial Activity Expansion. The modernization, replacement, ypgrade, or 
enlargement of a DoD CA that involves adding a capital investment of $100,000 
or more, or increasing the a ~ u a l  operating costs by $200,000 or more, provided 
the increase exceeds 20 percent of the total investment or annual operating 
cost. A con,solidation of two or more activities is not an expansion unless 
the total capital investment or annual operating cost exceeds the total from 
the individual activities by the amount of the threshold. 

2. "Decisialn --- Tree". A mobilization and combat support base decision methodology 
. . that is applied and used by the DoD Components as the basis for determining (a) 

the minimum resources (facilities, plant equipment, and skilled labor) required 
in support af the mobilization scenario and (b) the organic capabilities and 
physical capacities to be established and retained as a DoD Component's minimum 
organic peacetime b,ase. 

, P . r 4 %  

rial-type facility established to 
, equipment, and components. 
1 contractors. '-- 

1. 

4. Direct Combat 

Q 
..a a .; 

*J , 
- j_ 

&- - tion 'or. type of work, 
itable for performance 
eeded activity of an 

operational nature, not'h~onk-time activity of short duration associated with '* 

support of a particular project. 
. 

7. Engineering and Technical Services. Advice, instruction, and training in 
the installation, operation, and maintenance of weapon systems, equipment, and 
components used by DoD Components. These services are provided by qualified 
DoD militae and civilian personnel, or by employees of defense contractors. 

* 8. Indirect Maintenance Supp@rt. Maintenance performed on materiel after its 
withdrawal from the custody of the using military command. 

9. Interservice Maintenance Support. Maintenance either recurring or non- 
recurring, performed by the organic capability of one Military Service or 
element thereof in support of another Military Service or element thereof. 

10. Maintenance --- Capability. Availability of resources, such as facilities, 
skills, tools, test equipment, drawings, technical publications, training, 
maintenance personnel, engineering support, and spare parts, that are required 
to perform maintenance. 

/ 



I 

, 

14. Organic Maintenance. -- That maintenance performed by a Military Service 
under military contr'ol using government-owned or controlled facilities, tools, 
test equipment, spares, repair parts, and military or civilian personnel. 

11. Maintenance Support. Functions that are not a part of depot, intermedi- 
ate, or organizational maintenance, but that facilitate and perpetuate any or 
all of those levels of maintenance. Categories include programing and planning 

12. Major End Item. A final combination of assemblies, components, parts, 
and materials thatperfoms a major, complete operational function and is ready ! 

I for its intended use. r 
b 

15. Physical CapaciQ. A quantitative measure of maintenance capability 
usually expressed as the amount of direct labor work hours that can be applied 

I support, maintenance technical and engineering support, technical and engineering 
data, and technical and administrative training. 

I 

within-a specific industrial shop, or other entity, during a 40-hour week (one 

13. Mission-essential --- Materiel. That Military Service-designated materiel auth- 
orized to combat, combat support, combat service support, and combat readiness 
training forces and activities, including reserve and National Guard activities, 
that is required to support approved emergency or war plans, and that is used to 
destroy the enemy or his capacity to continue war; provide battlefield protection 

" .- 
shift.- S2days) ... . , - . 
16. Weapon System. A final combination of subsystems, components, parts, and 
materials,of an entity used.$n combat, either ~ffensively~or defensively, toy 
destroy,'.insre; 'defeat, or threaten the enemy. Examples ake'the F-4 aircraft, 

1 
of personnel; communicate under war conditions; detect, locate, or maintain sur- 
veillance over the enemy; provide combat transportation and support of men and 

1 materiel; and support training functions, but that is suitable for employment 
under emergency plans to meet purposes enumerated above. 

FBH submarine, frigate, HAWK missile, and AH-1 Cobra helicopter. 
, . . .  .- - 

17.  Workload. -Total direct actual labor hours represented by the product of 
quantity of items programed multiplied by the direct actual labor hours per -. 
unit . I 



Document Separator 



MEMORANDUM to Mary Ann Hook, Deputy General Counsel 
From: Jeff Patterson, Assistant 
Date: June 22, 1993 
Re: DL1 Bullets 

The following opinions and recommendations were made by Anthony H. 
Gamboa, Deputy General Counsel (Acquisition), in his memorandum of June 
18, 1993, in response to questions contained in Mary Ann Hookf s 
memorandum of June 2, 1993, to Mr. Gamboa: 

It is not legally objectionable for the Army to obtain base 
operations stlpport (BASOPS) from the Naval Postgraduate School. 

REASONING: This simply creates a responsibility forthe Department 
of Navy (DON) to provide regional BASOPS support to all 
military departments in the Monterey area. 

Commercial acltivities (CA) statutes or regulations do not apply to 
the Army's obtaining BASOPS from the Naval Postgraduate School. 

REASONING: The Army employees providing BASOPS to the POM Annex 
Would not be eliminated in order to provide BASOPS 
requirements to a contractor. 

It is recommended that any transfer of maintenance functions be 
coordinated with DON. 

REASONING: This will ensure they do not have any reservations 
regarding such a proposal. 

The City of Monterey, or another supplier, cannot provide BASOPS to 
the Presidio and the POM Annex unless it results from a CA cost 
comparison. 

REASONING: 10 U.S.C. 2461 requires a CA cost study be performed 
for a function involving more than 45 employees before 
that function can be converted to contract. 

It is not legally objectional for the Army to obtain (BASOPS) from 
the Naval Postgraduate School or for the City of Monterey, or 
another suppltier, to provide BASOPS (as a result of a CA cost 
comparison), in addition to retaining additional MWR facilities. 



M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: BRIAN DUFFY, SENIOR ANALYST, ARMY TEAM 
FROM : MARY .ANN HOOK, DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 
DT: MAY 28, 1993 
RE: DL1 ISSUES 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide information to the 
Army Team regarding the applicable statutes and regulations that 
may apply to various scenarios regarding the closing of the 
Presidio of Monterey Annex/Ft. Ord. Below are the relevant 
regulations ancl statutes, followed possible scenarios and the 
corresponding analyses. 

11. STATUTORY AND REGULATIONS 

There are statutory requirements and regulations that the Army must 
comply with if this recommendation is adopted. 

10 U.8.c. section 2461, Commercial or industrial type functions: 
required stud.icts and reports before conversion to contractor 
performance 

Commercial or industrial type functions that on October 1, 
1980 were being performed by a Department of Defense civilian 
employee may not be converted to performance by a private 
contractor unless the Secretary of Defense provides to 
Congress in a timely manner notification of the decision to 
study such performance for possible performance by a private 
contractor, cost comparisons, projected cost savings, a report 
of the projected economic impact and possible effect on the 
mission. 

There is a waiver of these requirements if the function is 
being performed by 45 or fewer Department of Defense civilian 
employees. (2461 (D) 

48 C.F.R. subpart 7.3 - Contractor Versus Government Performance 
This regulation prescribes policies for acquisition of 
commercial or industrial products and services subject to OMB 
Circular No. A-76. The subpart details how to conduct cost 
comparisons, determine availability of commercial sources etc. 

10 U.8.C. 2463 :Reports on savings or costs from increased use of 
DoD Civilian personnel 

This statute mandates that when the performance of a 
commercial or industrial type activity of the Department of 
Defense that is being performed by 50 or more employees of 
private czontractor is changed to performance by civilian 
employees of DOD that certain data and comparisons be made by 
DoD. (This requirement only applies in a fiscal year during 



which there is no statutory limit on the number of civilians 
employees that may be employed by DoD as of the last day of 
that fiscal year.) 

10 U.8.C. 2465 Prohibition on contracts for performance of 
firefighting or security-guard functions 

This section prohibits the Department of Defense from entering 
into a contract for firefighting or security-guard functions 
at any military installation or facility unless that contract 
is outside the U.S., is on a GOCO-government owned but 
privately operated installation or a contract (or renewal of 
a Contracl:) for the performance of a function was under 
contract on September 24, 1983. 

OMB Circular 

President Reagan promulgated Executive Order 12615 to ensure 
that government obtains commercial services in a cost- 
effective manner. The Office of Management and Budget Circular 
A-76 sets forth this policy. A-76 is a review process that 
requires studies be conducted to see whether work should be 
performed by the government or industry. 

Army Regulation 5-20 

This regulation implements E.0 12615 and OMB circular A-76 
requirements. 

11. SCENARIOS 

1) Close the presidio of Monterey AnnexIFt. Ord. and maintain the 
Defense Language Institute (DLI). The Annex currently provides base 
operatio s for DL1 with the exception of firefighting and security tT which a f ,  contracted out prior to 1983. The base operations which 
the Annex provi'des would need to be replaced by either a private 
contract or anot.her Department of Defense installation in the area. 

ANALYSES 

If the POM ANNEX was closed and the base operations that it 
supplies to DL1 were terminated and were not able to relocate 
to DLI, the Army could either use another local military 
installation's base operations (the Navy Post Graduate school 
for examplle ) or it could contract these functions to the 
private sector. If seeking to contract its commercial or 
industrial work to the private sector, the Army must comply 
with 10 U.S.C. 2461, Executive Order 12615 and corresponding 
Army regulations and the OMB A-76 circular studies. Multi- 
function service contract A-76 studies may, but are not 
required to, take up to four years for completion according to 
Army contract specialists. 

The Presidio of Monterey currently has its firefighting and 



security-guard services provided by a contract entered into 
(or renewed) on September 24, 1983 thus it falls under an 
exception of 10 U.S.C. 2463. 

Army contract specialists stated that if POM ANNEX was closed 
and DL1 was open, the maintenance services could be contracted 
to the private or city in that certain functions the city must 
provide for all land owners. 

If DL1 and the annex close and the Army relocate the language 
training to a public university near another Army 
installat.ion, the Army would have to conduct an A-76 study in 
order to hire new instructors if they were to be private 
sector instructors. The DL1 base operations would no longer be 
an issue since the base is to be closed. Any other support 
necessary could be done by DoD civilians at the receiving 
base. 

3) If DL1 clclses and the Army moves to the Navy Post Graduate 
school, anti DoD personnel assume the teaching positions, there 
would not need to be an A-76 study done for employment of 
instructors or maintenance hires as long as there are still 
DoD civiliilns but there may need to be additional union labor 
negotiatio:ns undertaken if the previously employed civilians 
at POM annlex were fired. 

* The problem with conducting an A-76 study, Army contract lawyers 
stated, is at best, the study may take approximately two years. 
When the study is for multi-function services, it may take anywhere 
from two to four years. 

** In 1991, an arbitration case was filed by the National 
~ederation of Federal Employees challenging the Department of 
Defense's decision to contract out for teaching a number of 
teaching positions without conducting a cost comparison pursuant to 
the procedures of OMB Circular A-76. The Federal Labor Relations 
~uthority decided that DoD must conduct a commercial activity study 
(A-76) in order to determine whether to contract out to the private 
sector the teaching positions. 43 FLRA No. 64. December 26, 1991. 



It is not leg'ally objectional for the Army to provide excess family 
housing to the Navy and Coast Guard for their purchase and 
maintenance. 

From a contractual viewpoint, it would be difficult for the City of 
Monterey, or another supplier, to propose assuming all BASOPS. 

REASONING: Due to CA requirements. In addition, there is a 
c!ongressionally imposed one year moratorium against 
awarding any new CA contracts for the duration of this 
fiscal year. There is support in the House Armed 
Services Committee to make this moratorium permanent. 

It is not a reasonable option for the Commission to recommend the 
closure of the POM Annex (except for the housing) and leave the 
implementing decision to the Army's discretion. 

REASONING: ?'he Naval Postgraduate School narrowly escaped a Navy 
recommendation for its closure or relocation, and the 
A,rmy has recommended the closure of the DL1 and its 
relocation to Fort Huachuca. 

It is recommended that no recommendations be made by the Commission 
regarding closure of the POM Annex unless it also makes a 
recommendaticln regarding the relocation of the DL1 itself. 

No unusual contract issues would arise should the Navy assume 
maintenance :responsibilities for all DoD installations in the 
Monterey region. 
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Privileged and Confidential 
Attorney Work Product 

Draft - May 1993 
Presidio of Montery Annex - SCC Notes 

A. Comm recommended closing Presidio?? 

A. Agree with SecDef rec and close Fort Ord; move 7th 
infantry div. to Fort Lewis, Wash.. Fort Hunter-Ligget 
left open. 

a. MB says left open portion for reserves; in 
fact have kept open much larger portion with 
two golf courses. 

A. Aspin March Rec 

1. change 1988 rec to close presidio; instead, 
relocate hq 6th army from presidio to ames (instead 
of ft carson) 

B. Adds 

1. 3/29/93 - voted to add presidio of Monterey to 
list. Did not explicitly include POM Annex/Fort 
Ord, though intended to include it. (Transcript 
refers only to POM and DLI; no mention Annex.) 

a .  fed reg -- gave notice of vote to add POM to 
list. Again, refers only to POM; no explicit 
mention of POM Annex. 

2. 5/21/93 - to clarify record, passed motion saying 
intended to include and do include POM Annex/Fort 
Ord on potential adds list. (per GC rec) 

a. base visit by commissioner already done -- 
after voted to add on 3/29 

b. will be given time at hrg to discuss annex - 
not to go over dli and things already 
discussed at last calif regional (per GC rec) 



DEPAnTMENT O f  THE AnMY 
OFFlCE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 2&71(M200 

2 2  J u n e  I ~ Y ?  

Mr. Ed 31-own 
Army Team Leader  
Defense Base Closure and 

R e a l l g n r n e n t  Cnmrn i s s lon  
1700 North Ncnre Screet, Suite 1 4 2 . 5  
Arlington, V A  22209 

T h e  e q c i c r e d  m e m o r a n d u m  r e s p o n d s  to y ~ u r  follow up q u e s t l U r l s  
concerning A - 7 6 .  

.. P o ~ n t  of c o n t ~ c t  for t h l s  dc::;n 1s ~?zlrs !.I. F!A:-chc, 5 9 7 -  
6 2 5 1 .  

Enclosure 



DEPARThlEKT OF THE ARMY - - 
oprrce OF THE JUOGC ADVOCATE GENERAL 

WASHINOTON, Dt M 3 1 0 - r n  

A C C L I  TO 
rncnr ton  om 

DAJA-AL 1993/1103 ( 2 7 - l a )  2 2 ;U:I ' (83 '  

MEMORANDUM: FOR DIRECTOR, TOTAL ARMY MSING STUDY, 
ATTN: MS. CLAIRE MARCHE 

SUBJECT: 1993 Commie8i.on Rocomendatione - Defense Language 
Inacitute 

1. T h i s  respond8 to your request f o r  comments to t h e  quea t font l  
posed by the 1993 Defonse Base Closure and Real ignment  
Comruiaaion. 

a .  How d o e s  t h e  longuago Ln t h e  Nacional Defense 
~ ~ u t h o r i z a r i o n  A c t  f o r  Fiscal year 1993 a f f e c t  the my's  
abillry to proceed with the A-76 process, i-e., can a study bo 
initiated? 

(1) The language in the NOW hao no effect on the 
Army's a b i l i t y  to i n i t F c t o  a study in accordance with OMa 
Circular A-76.  Section 312 provides t h e t :  

the Secre ta ry  of Defenso m y  n o t  . . . enter 
into any contrac t  f o r  t h e  pe r fomance  of a 
commercial activity Ln any case ic which the 
contract results from a coet c ~ n ~ a r i ~ o n  ~ t u d y  
conducted by t h e  Department of Defense unCer 
Office of Managenent afid audget Circular A-76 . 
. . ( P u b l i c  Lcw 1 0 1 - 4 8 4 ,  secticn 312) 
(emphaeis added) 

( 2 )  Thie provision ends 30 Sep~ember L993. 4 s  noted  
Ln our p r i o r  opinion to you (DAJA-AL 1993/0982, 27 ?fey 1993), u 
sLnLlar provieion, enacted a t  a l a t e r  d a t e ,  nay impeda 
implementation. If auch a provision is enacted, r h f e  o f f i c o  
would have to review any such provision i n  light of t h e  Defenss 
Basa C l o s u r e  and Real ignment  A c t r $  e ta tucory  aendata co t h e  
Secrecery o f  Defenae t o  close and zeellgn a l l  mlll:ary 
inatallations recommended by the Commieslon in its report. 

b. What i a  t h e  background and intent of :hie  p a r t i c u l a r  
provision? What are the implications f o r  t h e  nove.nent of the 
DLI? Doe8 e i t h e r  the HASC or SASC Comztitteo Xeport con ta in  on). 
discussion on this proviaion? 

( 1 )  The legislative hiato of this particular 
proviaion discloses no Congreoaionh r intent. H. R. Conf. Rep. 
No. 966, 102d Conq. 2d Sean. 681, 6 8 2  (1992) provides the 
followingr 



DAJA-AL 1993/1103 (27-la) 
SUBJECT: 1993 Commission Recommendations - Eefense Language 
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 he House b i l l  contalned a provislon (sec. 313) 
that uould prphibir the Dco~rtment of D ~ f ~ p g g  
f e  enterlnq into any cm&-t for the 
performance of a commcrclal actlvlty in any 
case i n  which the contract results from n cost 
comparison atudy conducted by the Deportment of 
Defense under OMB Circular A-76. This 
prohibition would not a p p l y  t o  a contract, or 
the renewal of a contract, for the performance 
of an activity under contract on Septe.nber 30, 
1992. 

The Senate amendment contained no similar 
provision. 

The Senate  recedes w i t h  an amendment t h a t  would 
limit thie p r o h i b i t i o n  to f i s c a l  year 1993. 
(emphasis added)  

( 2 )  Although this provision is mentioned 2. R. Rep. 
No. 5 2 7 ,  lO2d Cong., 2d S e s s .  2 2 9 ,  381 (1992), t h e  r e p o r t  f a l i p  
t o  d l s c l o s e  any Congressfonal Intent. A l e c t e r  from the 
Chairman, House of Representatives c o r n f t t ~ ~  on Gover.ment 
Operations to t h e  Chairman, House of Representrtiveo C c m m l t t e e  
or. A r m e d  Services, dated Hay ? 9 ,  i992 (contciced l r 1  the zeport), 
atates that: 

The National Defense Authorlzdtlon Act f o r  
Fiscal Year 1 9 9 3 ,  H.2. 5 0 0 6 ,  r rcencly reported 
by t h e  Armed Services C o m l t t e e ,  inclcdes a 
provision (section 3 ? 3 )  that would scspend most 
contracting-out by t h e  Departaent of Defense, 
i n  vlew of the current defense down-sizlag. 

( 3 )  Again, the info-matlon contained in t h i s  lettez I3 
insufficient to determine any Concjrcsslona? intent. 

c -  Does t h o  Army believe tha: the DL1 contracting a c t  
recommendation would qualify for any of the waivers u n d e r  OMB 
Circular A - 7 6 ,  precluding t h e  need to conducz en A - 7 6  s t u d y ?  

(1) The  exemptions do not waive  requirements to 
perfo-m e t u d i e s  in accordance with OElB Circular A - 7 6 .  
(Sea AR 5-20, COmmercfel Activities Program, pcragraph 2-3). 
The exemptlong permit the k v y ,  under cercair! cl:cumstences, 
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to r e t a i n  performance o f  8 f u n c t i o n  in-house, rather than 
contracting-out the function. 

( 2 )  Accordingly, i f  t h e  Cornissfon recomende t h a t  
language tralnlng be contracted-out, these exemptions would not 
~ P P ~ Y .  

2 .  Point of contact f o r  t h i s  oplnfon is FA3 Stockel, extension 
4 4 3 1 6 ,  

FOR THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL: 

Chief, General S a r  Branch 
AdnlnLstrative Law DlvisLon 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTART SECRETARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

Mr. Matthew P. Behrmann 
Executive Director 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 Korth Moore Slreet, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Behrmann 

The Air Force has been performing site surveys and cost validation of our 
recommendations. Our analysis will result in COBRA cost updates that are near budget fl ~ 1 1 ~ 1  
quality. These updates will be provided to the Commission as soon as they are available. cjfoJJ 

2 - 

During our process one item has come to our attention that we would like you to iLad8" consider. The current DoD recommendation concerning Bergstrom Air Force Base reads in //u 
. part, "The Regional Corrosion Control Facility at Bergstrom will be closed by ,. r 

Cdnnfi*,_. 
September 30, 1994, unless a civilian airport authority elects to assume responsibility for 
operating and maintaining the facility before that date". After further analysis, we determined f;)r W/\P 
that modification of this statement is needed to clarify the DoD's position for the dispensation & d:- 
of the Regional Corrosion Control Facility (RCCF). A more appropriate recommcndation "i would read, "The Rtgional Corrosion Control Facility at Bergstrom will be closed or . L(JI QP ql 
relocated tiy September-30, 1994, unless a ci"ilia* airdort authority elects to assumc 
responsibility for operating and maintaining the facility before that date." 

A statement similar to this would allow us the flexibility to closc, relocate, or partially I il, 
/( relocate the facility i l  the local civilian airport authority does not step up lo its operation. flndlr5 

I would appreciate your consideration of this minor adjustment. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary or thc Air Forcc 
(Installations) 



D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E C R f T f i E l Y  

W A S H I N G T O h .  D C 2 0 3 5 0  1 0 0 0  

LT-B67-F25 
BSAT/AR 
1 June 1993 

Honorable James Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Attn: Matthew P. Behrman 
Director of Staff 

Re: Technical Corrections to DON 
Portion of DoD Base Closure 
and Realignment Report 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

Continuing review of Department of the Navy recommendations 
for closure or realignment of Navy and Marine Corps installations 
has revealed minor inconsistencies between certain tlRecommen- 
dation" sections and the corresponding Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) decisions as they are recorded in the official 
minutes and deliberative reports, as well as a failure of certain 
"Recommendationtl sections to include all aspects of a proposed 
closure or realignment. The following recommended corrections, 
approved by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee during a 
policy meeting on April 22, 1993, identify these inconsistencies 
and omissions and are intended to mininizc questions that might 
arise during implementation of any Department of the Navy 
recommended closures or realignments that are adopted by the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. These corrections have been 
coordinated with the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Production and Logistics. 

In accordance with Section 2903(c)(5) of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, I certify the information in 
these technical corrections is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

Sincerely, 

JdJ, /& 2- 
/ 
Frank B. Kelso I1 
Admiral, U.S. Navl* 
Acting Secretary of the Navy 

Attachment 



TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

Continuing review of Department of the Navy recommendations for 
closure or realignment of Navy and Marine Corps installations has 
revealed minor inconsistencies between certain lfRecommendationll 
sections and t.he corresponding Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSE:C) decisions as they are recorded in the official 
minutes and deliberative reports, as well as a failure of certain 
"Recommendation" sections to include all aspects of a proposed 
closure or rea,lignment. The Department of the Navy considers 
that the "Recc~mmendation~~ paragraph controls over any 
inconsistency between that section and other sections relating to 
an individual activity. The following recommended corrections 
identify these: inconsistencies and omissions and are intended to 
minimize questions that might arise during implementation of any 
Department of the Navy recommended closures or realignments that 
are adopted by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 
These corrections are shown in line-in/line-out format. 

1. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 54 (DON 
Report, page D-9) be amended as follows: 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California 

Recommendation: Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
(NSY). Relocate the Combat Systems Technical Schools 
Command activity to Dzm Neck, Virginia. Relocate one 
submarine to the Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, 
Washington. The Naval Reserve Center disestablishes. 
Family housing located at Mare Island NSY will be 
retained as necessary to support Naval Weapons Station 
Concord. 

Rationale: Consistent with OSD policy to account for all Reserve 
component actions at closing installations, the BSEC directed the 
closure or realignment of all reserve centers at such 
installations. The Naval Reserve Center, Vallejo 
disestablishment was included in the COBRA analysis, but was 
inadvertently omitted from the recommendation. The Selected 
Reservists who presently drill at NRC Vallejo will go to NRC 
Sacramento to drill. This change has no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

2. Recommended Chanae: Recommend the OSD Report, page 55 (DON 
Report, page 1-31) be amended as follows: 

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California 

Recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El 
Toro, California. Relocate its aircraft along with their 
dedicated personnel, equipment and support to other naval 
air stations, primarilv Naval Air Station (NAS), Miramzr, 
California and MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. To 



suDport this relocation, relocate aviation assets from 
NAS Miramar, as necessary, to other naval air stations, 
includinq NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon. The Marine Corps 
Reserve Center relocates to NAS Miramar. 

Rationale: The recommended closures of NAS Barbers Point and 
MCAS El Toro, and the decision not to construct MCAS Twentynine 
Palms, involve relocation of Navy and Marine aviation assets to 
other naval air stations. This relocation was not clear in the 
recommendation as written, which could impede implementation. 
Accordingly, in order to ensure complete clarity, the additional 
language fully explains the entire range of actions. Consistent 
with OSD policy to account for all Reserve component actions at 
closing installations, the BSEC directed the closure or 
realignment of all reserve centers at such installations. The 
Marine Corps Reserve Center, El Toro movement was included in the 
COBRA analysis, but was inadvertently omitted from the 
recommendation. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

3. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 56 (DON 
Report, page 1-41) be amended as follows: 

Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, 
California and relocate its aircraft along with the 
dedicated personnel, equipment and support to SAGA 

& 
& & & NAS North Island. In 

addition, those ships currently berthed at NAS Alameda 
will be relocated to the Fleet concentrations at San 
Diego and Bangor/Puget Sound/Everett. Disposition of 
major tenants is as follows: reserve aviation assets 
relocate to NASA Ames/Moffett Field, California, NAS 
Whidbev Island, and NAS Willow Grove; Navy Regional Data 
Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS North 
Island; Ship Intermediate Maintenance Department 
disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve Center and the 
Marine Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased space at 
NASA/hmes. 

Rationale: The recommendation as written did not distinguish 
between active duty aviation assets and tenant reserve aviation 
assets. Part of the COBRA analysis for this scenario involved 
movement of reserve aircraft to NAS Whidbey Island and NAS Willow 
Grove, in addition to NASA/Ames. Mention of these movements was 
inadvertently omitted from the recommendation, and its absence 
could impede implementation. This change has no effect on return 
on invesxment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 



4 .  Recommended Chanqe: Recommend t h e  OSD Repor t ,  page 6 0  (DON 
Repor t ,  page H - 5 )  be amended a s  fo l lows :  

Naval  raining Center ,  San Diego, C a l i f o r n i a  

~ecommenda.tion: Close t h e  Naval d raining ~ e n t & r  (NTC), 
San Diego and r e l o c a t e  c e r t a i n  pe r sonne l ,  equipment and 
s u p p o r t  t o  NTC Grea t  Lakes, and o t h e r  l o c a t i o n s ,  
c o n s i s t e n t .  wi th  t r a i n i n g  requi rements .  D i s p o s i t i o n  of 
major  t e n a n t s  is a s  fo l lows:  R e c r u i t  T r a i n i n g  Command 
r e l o c a t e s  t o  NTC, Grea t  Lakes; Branch Medical C l i n i c  
r e l o c a t e s  t o  Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval R e c r u i t i n g  
D i s t r i c t  r e l o c a t e s  t o  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  North I s l a n d ;  
S e r v i c e  Sc:hool Command ( E l e c t r o n i c  Warfare)  r e l o c a t e s  t o  
Naval T r a i n i n g  Cente r ,  Grea t  Lakes; S e r v i c e  School 
Command (Sur face)  r e l o c a t e s  t o  NTC Grea t  Lakes;  t h e  
remainder  of t h e  S e r v i c e  School Command r e l o c a t e s  t o  NTC 
Grea t  Lakes, Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  Pensacola ,  and F l e e t  
T r a i n i n g  Center ,  San Diego. The bache lo r  q u a r t e r s  and 
a d i a c e n t  n o n - a p p r o ~ r i a t e d  fund a c t i v i t i e s  (mar inas )  
l o c a t e d  aboard NTC San Dieqo p r o p e r t y  w i l l  b e  r e t a i n e d  by 
t h e  Navv t.o suppor t  o t h e r  nava l  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  San - 
Dieqo area, 

R a t i o n a l e :  In format ion  brought  t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of t h e  
Department o f  t h e  Navy r e v e a l s  t h a t  t h e  b a c h e l o r  o f f i c e r  q u a r t e r s  
( B O Q s )  and bac:helor e n l i s t e d  q u a r t e r s  ( B E Q s )  p r e s e n t l y  on t h e  
p l a n t  accoun t  of NTC San Diego s u p p o r t  a l l  of t h e  nava l  
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  San Diego a r e a ,  and t h e r e  is a  c o n t i n u i n g  
requi rement  f o r  t h a t  s u p p o r t ,  no twi ths t and ing  t h e  recommended NTC 
San Diego c l o s u r e .  The language r e g a r d i n g  t h e  non-appropr ia ted 
fund a c t i v i t i e s  is s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  marinas  l o c a t e d  n e x t  t o  t h e  
BOQs/BEQs,  and is inc luded  on ly  because t h e  geography of t h a t  
p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a  might c a l l  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  whether  t h e  p r o p e r t y  is 
t o  be  d i sposed  o f .  These changes have no e f f e c t  on r e t u r n  on 
inves tment  o r  economic impact c a l c u l a t i o n s  o r  environmental  
i m p a c t  a s s e s s n i e n t s .  

5. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend t h e  O S D  Repor t ,  page 6 1  ( D O N  
Repor t ,  page 1-7)  be amended a s  fo l lows :  

Naval Air S t a t i o n  C e c i l  F i e l d ,  J a c k s o n v i l l e ,  F l o r i d a  

Recommendation: Close Naval A i r  S t a t i o n ,  C e c i l  F i e l d  and 
r e l o c a t e  i t s  a i r c r a f t  a long  wi th  d e d i c a t e d  p e r s o n n e l ,  
equipment and s u p p o r t  t o  Marine Corps A i r  S t a t i o n ,  Cherry 
P o i n t ,  North C a r o l i n a ;  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n ,  Oceana, 
V i r g i n i a ,  and Marine Corps A i r  S t a t i o n ,  Beau fo r t ,  South 
C z r o l i n a .  To s u p p o r t  t h i s  r e l o c a t i o n ,  r e l o c a t e  a v i a t i o n  
a s s e t s  from MCAS Cherry P o i n t ,  a s  n e c e s s a r y ,  t o  NAS 
Norfolk .  D i s p o s i t i o n  of major t e n a n t s  i s  a s  fo l lows :  
13arine Corps S e c u r i t y  Force Company r e l o c a t e s  t o  MCAS 



Cherry Point; Aviation Intermediate Maintenance 
Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air 
Maintenance Training Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation 
Support Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea 
operations Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry Point and 
NAS Oceana. 

Rationale: Part of the COBRA analysis for this scenario involved 
movement of Marine Corps aviation assets from MCAS Cherry Point 
to NAS Norfolk. Mention of this movement was inadvertently 
omitted from the recommendation, and its absence could impede 
implementation. Accordingly, in order to ensure complete 
clarity, the additional language fully explains the entire range 
of actions. This change has no effect on return on investment or 
economic impact calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

6. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 64 (DON 
Report, page 1-19) be amended as follows: 

Naval Air S t a t i o n  Barbers P o i n t ,  Hawaii 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) 
Barbers Point and relocate its aircraft along with their 
dedicated personnel, a-&? equipment, and support to other 
naval air stations, primarily Marine Corps Air Station 
(MCAS), Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii and NAS Whidbey Island, 
Washington. To support this relocation, relocate 
aviation assets from MCAS Kaneohe Bav, as necessary, to 
other naval air stations, includinq MCAS Miramar and MCAS 
Camp Pendleton. Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve 
Center. Retain the family housing as needed for multi- 
service use. 

Rationale: The recommended closures of NAS Barbers Point and 
MCAS El Toro, and the decision not to construct MCAS Twentynine 
Palms, involve relocation of Navy and ~arine aviation assets to 
other naval air stations. This relocation was not clear from the 
recoinmendation as written, which could impede implementation. 
Accordingly, in order to ensure complete clarity, the aeditional 
language fully explains the entire range of actions. Consistent 
with OSD policy to account for all Reserve component actions at 
closing installations, the BSEC directed the closure or 
realignment of all reserve centers at such installations. The 
Naval Air Reserve Center, Barbers Point disestablishment was 
included in the COBRA analysis, but was inadvertently omitted 
from the recommendation. The squadrons supported by that NARCEN 
will be based at MCAS Kaneohe Bay. These changes have no effect 
on return on investment or economic impact calculations or 
environmental lmpact assessments. 

7 .  Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 66 (DON 
Report, page K - - 1 1 )  be amended as follows: 



3J-a-m 
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center 
East Coast Naval In-Service Enqineerinq Directorate 

~ecommendation: Close Naval Electronics Systems 
Engineering r--t--'NS64€)- Activity (NESEA) St'. Inigoes, 
Maryland, disestablish Naval ~lectronics Systems 
~nsineerinq Center (NESEC) Charleston, South Carolina, 
NESEC Portsmouth, Virsinia, and Naval Electronics 
Security Systems Engineering Center (NESSEC), Washington, 
DC. Consolidate the Centers into an East Coast N-EGZX 

- Naval In-Service Enqineerins Directorate (NISE) a-k in the 
Portsmouth, Virginia area. The ATC/ACLS facility at St. 
Inigoes and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain 
in place and will be transferred to Naval Air Systems 
Command. 

Rationale: During deliberations on technical centers, the BSEC 
intended the movement of NESEC activities to Portsmouth, 
Virginia, to be a consolidation of the East Coast NESECs, and 
formation of an East Coast NISE, similar to the one that resulted 
from the 1991 recommendations for closure/consolidation on the 
West Coast. Inclusion of NESEC Portsmouth to make this intent 
clear was inadvertently omitted from the original recommendation 
language; the title of the recommendation is likewise changed for 
clarity. Additionally, the COBRA analysis revealed that some of 
the NESEC Portsmouth functions are currently in various locations 
in the Hampton Roads area, which will continue to be available 
for the consolidation. Omission of these changes could impede 
implementation. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

8. Recommended Chanse: Recommend the OSD Report, page 70 (DON 
Report, page A-17), be amended as follows: 

Nzvzl Station, Stzten Island, New York 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station Staten Island. 
Relocate its ships along with their dedicated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, 
Virginia and Mayport, Florida. Disposition of minor 
tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate Maintenance 
Activity, New York relocates to Earle, New Jersey and 

a .  

Norfolk, Virginia; Seerz~t~, , ,  E i s t - i c t  , New "-=I+ A V- 

k l : "  
M i &  Supenisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion 

and Repair (SUPSHIP) , Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes 
Family housinq located at Naval Station, Staten Island, 
will be retained as necessarv to support Naval Weapons 
Station, Earle, New Jersev. 



Rationale: Information brought to the attention of the 
Department of the Navy reveals that Haval Recruiting District 
(NRD), New York, is not a tenant of NAVSTA Staten Island, and was 
inadvertently included in the list of tenants to be eliminated 
only because it is in the same geographic area. NRD New York's 
area of resporlsibility covers New York, New ~ e r s e ~ :  and some of 
Eastern ~ennsylvania, and there is a continuing need for its 
existence. The BSEC had agreed during its deliberations to 
recommend to OSD that the 801 housing project associated with 
Naval Staten, Staten Island be retained to support WPNSTA Earle. 
While the majority of similar family housing recommendations were 
incorporated by OSD, this one was erroneously omitted. These 
changes have no appreciable effect on return on investment or 
economic impact calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

9. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 77 (DON 
Report, page 1:-23) be amended as follows: 

Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
White Oak, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) (Dahlgren), 
located at White Oak, Maryland. Relocate its functions, 
personnel, equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, 
Virginia-NSWC-Indian Head, Indian Head, Marvland, and 
NSWC-Dahlsren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, 
Florida. The property and facilities at White Oak will 
be retained for use by the Navy so that it may, among 
other things, relocate the Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) 
Conmand from leased space in Arlington, Virginia. 

Rationale: Part of the COBRA analysis for this scenario involved 
movement of functions and personnel to Dahlgren, Indian Head, and 
Panama City. Mention of these movements was inadvertently 
omitted from the recommendation, and their absence could impede 
implementation. This change has no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessnents. 

10. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 78 (DON 
Report, page N-7) be amended as follows: 

1st Marine Corps District 
Garden City, New York 

Recommendation: Close the 1st Marine District, Garden 
City, New York and relocate necessary personnel, 
equipment and support to the Defense Distribution Region 
East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. F L 
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Marine Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will re1ocat.e to 
Fort Hamilton, New York. 

Rationale: Information brought to the attention of the -- 
Department of the Navy reveals that DLA may not wish to retain 
the Garden City facility. The recommended change allows disposal 
of the facility consistent with DoD policy, to include 
transferral of ownership to DLA. This change has no effect on 
return on investment or economic impact calculations or 
environmental impact assessments. 

11. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 79 (DON 
Report, page S-5) be amended as follows: 

Naval Air S t a t i o n  Memphis, Tennessee 

Recommendation: ~ealign Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis 
by terminating the flying mission and relocating its 
reserve squadrons to Carswell AFB, Texas. Relocate the 
Naval Air Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, 
Florida. Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve Center, and 
relocate t.he Marine Corps (Winq) Reserve Center 
Millinston to Carswell AFB. The Bureau of Naval 
Personnel, currently in Washington DC, will be relocated 
to NAS Memphis as part of a separate recommendation. 

Rationale: Consistent with OSD policy to account for all Reserve 
component acti.ons at closing installations, the BSEC directed the 
closure or rezlignment of all reserve centers at such 
installations. The Naval Air Reserve Center disestablishment and 
the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center movement were included in 
the COBRA anal.ysis, but inadvertently omitted from the 
recommendation. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

12. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 82 (DON 
Report, page K-43) be amended as follows: 

Planning, E&&ZFE&+ Engineering f o r  Repair 
and Alteration Centers ( P E i U )  

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

(?ERA) - (CV) , Bremerton, Washington, 
(PERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 



(PEWi)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, California, 
(PEWi)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Rationale: This change is merely to correct the name of these 
activities, and has no effect on return on investment or economic 
impact calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

13. Recommended Chanae: Recommend the OSD Report, page 85 (DON 
Report, page K--55') be amended as follows: 

Naval Surf ace Warfare Center Detachment 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Recommendation:  ise establish the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC)-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, 
Maryland, and relocate the necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment and support to the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC)-Carderock, Philadelphia Detachment, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and NSWC-Carderock, Bethesda, 
Maryland. The ship survivability and propulsion/ 
auxiliary/electrical distribution systems research and 
desiqn facilities will remain in place. The tenant 
Electromaqnetic Compatibility Analvsis Center will remain 
in place. 

Rationale: The COBRA analysis for this recommendation called for 
leaving in a caretaker status all of the unique equipment and 
facilities thaz would be costly to move or replicate. The BSEC 
intention, based upon the certified COBRA data call response from 
the activity, was to transfer personnel to Philadelphia and 
Bethesda, who could then make trips to Annapolis to use the 
facilities when required. Once the decision was made to retain 
the Annapolis facilities, the major tenant likewise remained in 
place. This language was inadvertently omitted from the 
recommendation, and could impede implementation. These changes 
have no effect on return on investment or economic impact 
calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

14. Recommended Chanae: Recommend the OSD Report, page 89 (DON 
Report, page K-51) be amended as follows: 

Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning, 
and Procurement (SUBMEPP), Portsmouth, New Hampshire 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, 
Engineerincg, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPP), New 
Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at -cr of 

ir, Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 



Rationale: There is no SUPSHIP at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard; 
mention of it was mere error. The COBFLA analysis called for 
relocation of this activity to Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. This 
change has no effect on return on investment or economic impact 
calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

15. Recommended Chanse: Recommend the OSD Report, pages 96 and 
97 (DON Report, pages L-1 and L-2) be amended as follows: 

Na.tiona1 capital Region (NCR) Activities 

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

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

Naval Supply Systems Command, 
(including Food Service System Office, and 
Defense Printing Management Systems office) to 
Ship Parts Control Center 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(including Office of Military Manpower Management) to 
Naval Air Station 
Mernphi.3, Tennessee 

Naval :Recruiting Command to 
Naval 'Training Center 
Great Lakes, Illinois 

Naval Security Group Command, 
(inclu13ing Security Group Station, and 
Security Group Detachment, Fotonac) to 
National Security Agency 
Ft. Meade, Maryland 

Tactical Support Office Activitv to 
Commander-in-Chief 
Atlantic Fleet 
Norfol'k, Virginia 

Relocate the following National Capital Region activities 
from leased space to Government-owned space i~ zm-c cf 
4- I .  .ĥ rh7--- within the NCR. to include the Navy 
Annex, Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; 
Marine Corps Combat Development Conmand, Quantico, 
Virginia; e~ the White Oak facility, Silver Spring, 
Maryland: 



Naval Sea Systems Corrmand 
Naval "acilities Engineering Command 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Comnand 
Office of the General Counsel 
Office of the Judge Advocate General 
Navy Field Support Activity . 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 

* Legislative Affairs 
* Program Appraisal 
* Comptroller 
* :Inspector General 
* Information 

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Management 
International Programs Office 
Combined Civilian Personnel Office 
Navy Regional Contracting Center 
Naval  criminal Investigative Service 
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic Systems Programs Office 
Office of Naval Research 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Installations & 

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

Affairs) , U. S . Marine Corps 
Marine Corps Systems Command (Clarendon Office) 

Rationale: The BSEC decision during their deliberations was to 
move activities out of leased space and into any available 
government-owned space. The list of possible government-owned 
space was not intended to be all-inclusive, and so should be 
changed for clarity. Additionally, the Office of Naval Research 
was inadvertently omitted from the list of activities currently 
in leased space. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental. 
impact assessments. 

16. Recommended Chanqe: The following recommendation was omitted 
from the OSD Report (DON Report, page T-19) and should be added: 

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California 

Recommendation: Recommend that the Tustin assets be 
relocated to other naval air stations, primarily NAS 
Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton, as a companion to the 
closure of MCAS El Toro and relocation of its assets to 
NAS Miramar. 

Justification: In the 1991 commission Report, the 
Commission recommended the closure of Marine Corps Air 
Station, Tustin California, with proposed realignment of 
this station's assets either to the Marine Air-Ground 



Combat Center, Twentynine Palas, California, or Marine 
Corps Air Station, Camp Pendleton, California. Because 
of the approved 1999 force structure plan, and as 
detailed in Attachment I to this report, the Department 
of the Navy,is recommending a number of closures and 
relocations regarding those operational air stations that 
support the Pacific Fleet. Because of the declining 
force structure and the thus-created additional excess 
capacity to that which existed in the BRAC-91 time frame, 
the Department was able to configure these air stations 
so as to avoid the need for the substantial expenditure 
of building a new station at Twentynine Palms and still 
have adequate capacity for the assets from MCAS Tustin, 
which is being closed in accordance with the BRAC-91 
decision. 

Return on Investment: Costs and savings related to the 
closure of MCAS Tustin were addressed in BRAC-91. Cost 
avoidances associated with this recommendation to change 
the receiving sites are included in the return on 
investment calculations affecting operational air 
stations on the West Coast and Hawaii. 

Impacts: All environmental clean-ups will continue until 
complete. Economic and community infrastructure impacts 
have been incorporated into the discussion relating to 
operational air stations on the West Coast and Hawaii. 

Rationale: Although the OSD report mentions the Tustin 
recommendation change in three places (page 25, page 33, and page 
2 3 5 ) ,  the actual recommendation was omitted from the Department 
of the Navy portion of the report. 
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'I" . 
ShF/MII 
l h00 Air Iiorcc Penlngtrtl 
Wasliir~gtori, 1)C 20.330- 1660 

1 l o ~ ~ o r a l ~ l c  Jirn Courter 
C h n i ~ ~ ~ i a i i .  I)efc.nse l 3 a s ~  Closllre aritl Rcnlign~nerit C:orii~~~ission 
1700 Norill Moore Streer. Suite 1425 
Ar l in~lor i .  Virginia 22209 

'I 11e respon(ls Ic! your June 1 I ,  I YY3 (9306 1 1 - 16) request l l rn~ asked for a breaktlowri 
of  ctrxl Tor rile f ( ~ l l o w i ~ i g  oplion: "Leave the 924111 a( Bcrgs(ron1 and rnovc l t ~ e  Nnvy units 
frorn Oclroil, Dallas and Menildiis lo  Carswell's CRI~~OIIIIICII~ arc1 wil l1 l l ie 30 1st Figl~tcr 
Wirig." 'I'lic Air- Fotrc is  not awfire o f  a l l  the Navy requir~e~iiclits; tllcrcro~e, we can  1 1 o t  

provitlc y o r ~  [he exact co::t you requestetl I lowever,  we can pl.oviclc n prufcssio~ial a~\;\lysis 
of IJI~'JCCIC~I Carswell [IOU COS( ant1 liow 111cy Illny I)e affectetl hy ynur rer(rles1. 

As  yorr might recnll, the Iota1 esti~ii~ired cosf for DoD's recntn~i ie~~c{nt io~~ ns relnletl to 

(-'nr.swell was 5 126 r~ii l l iorl i r l  MII,C:ON. O l  lhis IOIRI. $82 millinrl was enrrilarkcd for [he 
Navy/Mnr.ir~c/Air Force Rcservc beddown (Air  Forcc portion 11f I l l i s  was ICSS dinn SF, r i ~ i l l i c r t i )  

A key ~ ~ o i t l l  flint affects the soluliorl o f  your reclucst IS the fact Ilia[, the Y2~1111 relocafiori fro111 
Oerps~ro~r~ to Carswell wot~ld colluc;~[e into the 301 st area and facilities wit11 orlly ~rlirior 
ncld/nlters. Therefore, tlic Air Force does rlol bclicve (hat the overall Ca1.swcl1 MILCON 
req~~ire~i lcr i t  rvool(i be rcdtrced for l l l e  Nnvy- [lie Navy wi l l  not hc able to la<c advanla~c of 
nrrv 30 1st rnci1ifie.s In nrfse.( MILCON requirc~~ie~rfs, because the 701st wil l  s t i l l  be (liere. 

f IolieTr~lly (his irlror~nation i s  l ie l l~ f~r l .  I slrggest yo11 contac~ rile N a v y  for specific 
infol.nlnliol~ on Navy MIl.<'ON reqi~ire~ncnls nf ('nrs\vell. 
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1 June 1393 

Honcrzble James C o u r t e r  
Chairman, Defence Base C l o s u r e  

and R~alignment Commission 
1700 N a r t 2 !  Ebbre Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Attn: Fatt3eW F', Behrman 
Director of Staff 

Re: Technica l  Corrections to DON 
Portion of DoD B a s e  clo- *tire 
and Realignment Report 

Cczr C h a i m a n  C o u r t e r :  

Continuing r e - ~ i e v  of D e p a r t t e n t  of the Navy recornendations 
f o r  closare or r e z l i g m e n t  of N a v y  a ~ d  Marine Corps installations 
has revealed ninor inconsistenc~es between c e r t a i n  "Xecor~en-  
dationw seccions ~ n d  t h e  corresponding B a s e  S t r u c t u r e  Evalca=ion 
Coraittee (BSEC)  d e c i s i o a s  as they are recorded in the offlcial 
n5~ates a n 6  deliberative r e p o ~ s ,  as well as a failure a: c e r t a i n  
" ~ e c ~ ~ e n d ~ t i o n "  sections to i nc lude  all aapects o f  a proposed 
~ = l c s ~ r - e  cr rssiiqnment. The following reconmended correctio~s, 
a p ~ r o v e d  by the Base S t r u c t u r r  Evalcation Committee d u r i n q  a 
p?licy zceeting on A p r i l  2 2 ,  1993, i a e n t i f y  these inco~sistencies 
s n d  ~aissions and are i n t 3 n d e d  to zinimite ques t ions  that n i g h t  
?rise d t r i ~ g  iaplecentatior, of any Deparrncnc cf the Navy 
reco-aerde2 c losu res  or r e s l i g ~ r j e n t s  t h c t  are adopted by t h e  Base 
C11;sure and Realignment Co~~ission. These corrections have been 
coorc l inz ted  w i t h  t h e  Cffice of t h e  A s s i s E a n t  S e c r e t a r y  cZ Defense  
f c r  Pr~dxction a ~ d  Logistics. 

In acrord?nce w i t h  Section 2 9 0 3 ( C )  (5) of the Defense Base 
C 1 c s ~ - e  and F e a l i ~ n ~ e n t  A c t  of 2 9 5 0 ,  I c e r t i c y  ft.e i n f o n a t i o n  in 
t!:cse technical corrections i s  accurate and coaplete to the best 
of ny k~cvledge and belicf. 

Sincerely, 

F r a ~ k  B .  Kelsc If 
Adairal, U . S .  N a v y  
Acting Secretary oi t h e  ~ a v y  



TECRNICAL CORRBCTIONB 

continuing review o f  Department of the Navy recommendations for 
closure or realignment of Navy and Marine Corps installations hao 
revealed minor inconsistsncica between certaln "Recozmandationat 
sec$ions and the corresponding Base Structure Evaluation 
C c m i t t e a  (BSEC) decisions as they  are recorded in the official 
minutss bnd d e l i b e r a t i v e  reports, a s  well as a failure of certain  
lvRecormaendation" sec t ions  to inclcde a l l  aspects of a proposed 
closure or realiynment, The Department of the Navy considers 
that the l t R e c ~ m a n d a t i o n l t  paragraph controls over  any 
i n c o ~ ~ s i s t e n c y  between that section and other sections r e l a t i n g  to 
an individual activity. The followihg recommended corrections 
i d e ~ t i f y  these inconsistencies and omissions and are Intended to 
m l n i z i z e  questions that might arise during implementation of any 
r,epaxtment of t h e  Kdvy recommended closures or r e a l i g n m e n t s  t h a t  
a r e  adopted by tha Base Closure and Realignment Connission. 
T h e s e  corrections are shown in line-in/line-out format .  

1, Recctaended !:hanqq: Reconmend the  OSD Report, ~ 3 g e  54 ( m ~  
Report, pase D-9) be amended as follows: 

Hare Island Naval Shipyard, V a l l e j ~ ,  C a l i f o r n i a  

~ c a o m e a d a t i o n a  Close the Mare Island Xaval Shipycrd 
( N S Y ) .  Relocate the Combat Systems Technical Schools 
Command activity to Dam Neck, V i r q i n i a .  Reloczta one 
subaarine to the Naval Submarine B a s e ,  Banqor, 
'uja~}\ir :cj t tn.  T h e  Pava 1 Resex-~e C e ~ t e r  d ~ t a b l  i shes 
ramily hcusing l oca t ed  a t  Mare Island NSY will be 
retained as ~lecessary to suppo- Naval Wvapons Station 
concord. 

~ a t l c n a l e :  Ccnsistent w i t h  OSD po l l ey  to account Zcr a i l  Resewe -- -- 
component k t ~ t i o f i s  nt closing installations, the BSEC directed the 
c lcsure  GI- realigment of all. reserve centers at scch 
install~ticns. The fizvzl Resene center, Va l l e jo  
disestaS3isk~enc was included in the  COBRA analysis, but w a s  
inadvertently ca i t t ed  f roa  the recom!senuatlon. T h e  Se lected  
R a s c w i s t s  who p r a s a n t l y  drill at hTC Vailejo will go to NRC 
Sacrzcei:to to d r i l l .  This change h a s  no effect on r e t u r n  on 
investzent or  eco:~omic inpact  calculations o r  e n v i r c n ~ e n t a l  
i ~ p a e t  asscssosnts. 

2 .  w-q-x.-e~dc?? C:hanc;e: Recommend the OSD Report, page  5 5  (DON 
Report, 2agz 1-31] be aEended as follows: 

~ a r i n e  C o r p s  ~ i r  Gtntion El Torc, California 

~ecocze:datlon: C l o s e  Marine Corps Air S t a t i o n  (KCAS) El 
Taro,  california. Xelocate its zircraft elong with their 
r 3 e d i c ~ t e d  personnel, ~ q u i ~ n e n t  and sLpport to c t 3 e r  ?&Val 
a j.r 5 ~ 2 t  ions,a ,ndr iJ i :  Naval Air StatiOh ( S A S )  , Kiramtrr, 
calliornia arid HC3.S C63p P e n d l e t o n ,  C a l i f c r - n i a .  



WJ~ chis- _ r e l o c a t i o n .  re locaqg  a v i d - w ~ s  _ f r ~ n  
fJkS X l r a m a x . 4 ~ e c e s s a r v ~ ~ ~ t  i o n s ,  
i n c l u d i n q  NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon. T - w - ~ e  co- 
poccrve cen te r  relocates to NAS Mlr4~- 

p a t i o n a b :  T h e  .recommended closures of h'AS Barbers Point and 
MCXS El Toro, and the decision not to construct MCAS Twentynine 
Palms, invo1.ve relocation of Navy and Marine aviation assets to 
other naval air stztions. This relocation was not clear in the 
r e c o m e ~ d a t i o z  as written, which could impede impleaentation. 
L c c o r d i n g l y ,  in order to ensure con?lete clarity, the additiohal 
language f u l l y  e:rplains the entire range of actions. Consistent 
w l t h  OSD policy to account for all Reserve component actions at 
closing installations, the BSEC directed the closure or 
r e a l i m e n t  o f  all reserve Centers at such ihetallations. The 
Marine Corps Reserve Center, El Toro movement was included in the 
COBRA znalysis, h u t  w a s  i n a d v e r t e n t l y  o m i t t e d  from t h e  
reco.wendat ion.  These changes have no effect  on return on 
investaent or ec:onoaic impact calculations o r  e n v i r o m e n t a l  
i a p a c t  asssss~ents . 
3 .  plE.co;n~e~.rded ( I ' h n n q ~ :  Recommend t h e  03D Report, page 56 (DON 
Repcr t ,  paqe I -4: i )  Le amended as follows: 

Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  Alamada,  Calif~rnia 

~ c c o m e n d s t i o n :  Close Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  (NAS), k l a ~ e d a ,  
c a l i f o r n i a  and relocate I t a  a i r c r a r r  a l o n g  with the 
dedicated p~rsonnel, equipment and support to W 

.? & m e r ~ ~  a +-A HAS Forth I s l a n d .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  t h o s e  s h i p s  c u r r e n t l y  b e r t h e d  a t  N A S  Alaneda 
will be relocated to the F l e e t  concentrations a t  San 
Diego .and Ectr~gor/P~get Sou?.d/Everett. Di8positior: of 
sajor tenants is z s  follows: w q e  a_v?3tic:: zssets 
relocz,cc to );AS.% k?ne,~~/P?of f e u e l d ,  Ca1  i f c s ~ n J  a .  NAS -- .- 
W d i c * ,  'Is1 ~ h a d  ):AS W f  L~.-Q.J%;  Navy R e g i o n a l  Data 
A u t o m z t i a n  C e n t e r ,  San  Francisco r e a l i g n s  tc NAS Korth 
rsland; S h i p  Intermediate M a i n t e n a n c e  Depar tn ien t  
disesteblishes; t h a  ?:Eva1 Air Reserve Cen te r  and t h e  
xerinc C o r p s  Reserve Center r e l o c a t e  to leasea SPGCQ at 
YASA/AmCS. 

a l e :  The recornendation as ~ r i t t e n  did not distinguish -- -. 
between active Jcty aviarior: aascrd and t e n a n t  resem.2 aviation 
assets- P a r t  o f  t h e  C C h X  a n a l y s i s  fo r  c h i s  scenario invo lved  
movezent of reserve a i r c r a f t  to N U  K'hidbey I s l a n d  end NAS Will07 
Grove, in addition to N A S X / U e s .  Hention of these ~oveaents was 
i n a d v e r t e n t l y  c n j t t e d  f ro2  the recocucendation, and its absence 
coulci jzpcde i x p l e m e n t a t i o n .  This change has  nc ef fect  on return 
o ; ~  i r v e s t n e n t  o r  econc~ic impact  c a l c u l a t i o n s  o r  e n v i z o m e n t a l  
iapacc assessments. 



4 .  B fzco~rnn~de~d~  chanae: R6commend t h e  OSD Report, page 60 (OON 
Repart, page H-5) be amended as follovs: 

Naval Training Cebter, 8.n Dirqo, California 

Recomendationt Close the kiaval Training centLr  (YTC) , 
San Diagc an.d relocate certain personnel, e g u i ~ r s l e n t  and 
support to NTC G r e a t  Lakes ,  end o t h e r  locations, 
coneistent  with t r a i n i n g  requirements. Disposition of 
najcr t e n a n t s  is a s  follows: R e c r u i t  Training Comand 
relocate5 to NTC, Great L a k e s ;  Branch Medical Clinic 

'.relocates to Submarine Base, san Diego; N a v a l  Recruiting 
District r e l o c a t e s  to Naval A i r  Station North I s l and;  
Sblvice S c h ~ o i  Command (Electronic Warfare) relocates fo 
K A V Z ~  T r a i n i n g  C e n t e r ,  Great Lakes ;  Serv i ce  School  
Coanand (Surface)  reloctt6~ to NTC Grast  b k e s :  the 
remainder o f  t h e  Service School Command relocates to NTC 
C r t n t  td):es, Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  Pensll201a, and Fleet 
Trainirg C e n t e r ,  San D i a g o .  The>achel~-~ters a n d  
a d 3  a c e n _ t . n o n . . - ? : o ~ r i a  t e e  f u n d s  -- - t i v i a i : ~  ~ r ~ ~ j ~  
l o c a t e d  ac~ax&JJ?C Sbn D i e m  DroPe r tV  will be r e t a i m d  bv 
t h ~  tigvy to :rur?c~x_t. ct.ller w --- r :  activities an t k e  Sari 
9i.eqo s r e a .  -- . .-.- 

?.aticnpie: --- f r : f o ~ - n a t i o n  b r o u g h t  to the atrantion cf t he  
Capzr t zen t  of ths X ~ v y  reveals t h a t  the bachelor officer quarters 
(EQQS) and LacheJ.or enlisted quar te r s  (BEQs) pr986ntly on the 
p l e n t  account of hTC San Diego support all of t h e  n a v a l  
sct. ivities i n  the San Diego a r e a ,  and there  is a continuing 
r ~ q u i r e ~ e n t  :or t h a t  support, r iotwithstanding the rtcomendec? NTC 
Sap Dieso c l o s u r e .  The  l x r j u a g e  regard ing  the nor-.-appropriated 
fund z c t i v i t i e s  is spec i f i c  to Lhc mar inas  l ocz t ad  n e x t  to t h e  
E @ Q s j B E ~ ~ , - & ~ d  is included o n l y  because the gecgraphy of thtt 
p3rticula~ E r e 3  c ~ i q k t  call i n t o  q ~ e s t i o r i  w h e t h e r  the property is 
t ~ r  be d i s i j c r ~ e d  of. T h e s e  c h a ~ g e s  have no ef2tct G C - r e c u r 3  on 
i n v c s t ~ e n t  cr scanomic impact calculations or enviror ,- ,ental  
i r p a c t  assess!nents. 

5 .  *-~r",~ende3 C h ~ a :  Recornend the 0SD K t p o r t ,  p ~ g c  61 (CON 
Kepc'rt, paqa f -7) be axended as tollowa: 

gaval AIX s t a t i o n  ~ o c i l  F i e l d ,  Jackaoaville, Flor ida  

~ c c o m a n d a t i o n a  Close Naval A i r  S t z t i o n ,  Cecil F i e l d  and 
relocate I t s  a i r c r e f t  a long  w i t h  d e d i c a t e d  persocnel, 
e q u i p ~ e ~ t  and supgcrt to Mari3e Corps Air S t a t i o n ,  cherry 
F o i n t ,  N2rth Czrolina: Naval A i r  Station; Oceana, 
V i r g i n i a ,  and Xarine Corps Air s t a t i o n ,  Beau fo r t ,  sou th  
C~rolina. TQSU~P-. this reh !&Z!XAL r e l ~ ~ t e  .-- bvlation 
4ss3-;?-. ,fro3 y.CAsCh%q-rl Point. a s  n e c c i ~ s a ~ q .  to X;iS 
o D ~ s F @ s ~ ~ $ o ~  of najor t e n e n t s  is E S  followsr 
? l a r i m  Corps Security Force Company reloc~ces to MCAS 



Cherry Point1 Aviation 1 n t a k s d i a t a  Maintenanca 
C e ~ z r t n ~ ~ t  relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; A i r  
Maicte2ance Training ~roup-~etachment, Fleet Aviation 
Support  Office T r a i n i n g  Group A t l a n t i c ,  a n d  Sea 
Operationa D e t a c h m a t  rolocato to YCAS C h e r r y  Point and 
NAS oceaha. I 

F!ztioi~zie:  - P a r t  of the  COBRA analysis for this scenario involved 
novement or Marins Corps aviation e s s a t 6  from MCAS Cherry Point 
to 1;AS Sorfolk. Hention of Chis movement was inadvertently 
omitted from the recommendation, and its absence  could impede 
ispiementation, A c c o r d . l n g l y ,  i n  order to ensure  complete 
clarity, the additional l a n g u a g e  fully e x p l a i n s  the entire range 
of a c t i o n s .  This change has no effect  on r e t u r n  on i n v e s t m e n t  or 
econcujc f q a c t  calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

6. Bcor~endad_chanse: Recommend the OSD Report, gage 64 (DON 
R e p - r t ,  page 1-19] be amenQad as Zollows: 

Naval A i r  E t a t i o n  Earbors Point, Hawaii 

~econrendat j .ont  Close the Navzl Air Station (KAS) 
Barbers P o i n t  a n d  relocate its aircraft a l c n g  with their 
ded ica ted  pzrsannel, & equipment, and support to othcrr 
n a v d l r  sta-- --- Marine Corps Air Station 
(KCAS) ,  Yaneche Bay, Hhwaii and NAS Whidbey Island, 
F a s h i n s t o n ,  T a t 3 2 . & j s  relocation, re1 ocate 
avia- as -- ~ e t s  b e  Bay. as necessary. tg 
-her n z v a l  a i r .  ~ ~ ~ U G ~ ! ! ~ M C E S  Y i - ~ i i , ~ ~ - a ~ d  S C A ~  
Gasp ~ Z Q J ~  pj  s e s t ~ ~ h . e . J ~ l i ~  Ge$erve 
C c p t e t .  Rotain thc f i i a i ly  h o u s i n g  as needed fo r  m u l t i -  - 
service u s e .  

m Fationa!~.: *he reco~=er.ded c i o s u r e s  o f  YAS 8 e r j e r s  P o l n t  and 
XCAS El  tor^, arid the decision n c t  to ccnstruct MCAS Wentynine 
Fa lx l s ,  i n v o l v e  relocation o f  Yavy and Marine a v i a t i o n  assets  to 
~ t h e r  n a v a l  a i r  s t a k i o n a .  This relocation w a s  n o t  c l e a r  from the 
rscc.zuntzr,d3ticn a s  written, w h i c h  could ispedz impla~ontation. 
Acccrtilr-,gly, in crder  to e n s u r e  complete clarity, the additicnal 
isnq1:3qe f u l l y  e - q l a i n s  the entire range of actions. Consistent 
~ F t h  CSL p l l c y  to &ccour~t  r o r  all ReSizXVe ccEponant actions a t  
clasinq i r . = t a l t z t i c n s ,  t h e  BSEC direcrcd the closuro o r  
r e a l i q r m e n t  of a i l  reserve centers a t  such i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  The 
Naval A i i -  9 ,~sery le  C e n t e r ,  Barbers P o i n t  d i s c s t z b i i s h m , e n t  was 
i?cLutied I r  the CO3RA analysis, but Gas i n a d v e r t s n t l y  omitted 
fror; t!>e recommendation. Tha squadrons supported by t h a t  YmCEJr 
will Ge t n s e d  at MCAS Kaneohe Bay. These changes "ve no ef fect  
or, retcrn on investment or economic impact  calculations o r  
environmental i ~ p a c t  asscssments. 

7 .  P&c-~p~ended Chen-1 Recamend the OSD Eeport, page a a  ( i W N  
Repor t ,  pegs X-11) be zner,ded am follows: 



-- 
Naval comma-nd, Contra-l 4nd Q c ~ ~ z I ,  8 ~ r ? ~ ~ u . l a n c a  C-enter 
E a 9 t  C o a ~ t  N a v a  I~-Bemic-(b B n q w L & n a  . ~ _ i r e c t o r a t e  

Reooo\olendationt Close Naval Electronics Systems 
Engineeri~g 4hnke- Activitv (NESEAL St'. I n j . g o e ~ ,  
Maryland, disestablish paval EJ.ectronfcs S v s t e r n ~  
$nc?ine_crjncf C_i3~= (NESEC) C h a r l e s t o n ,  South carol  inn, 
j=J -~r t s%outh .  V i r q i g i a L  and Kaval E l e c t r o n i c s  
Security Sysrtms Engineering Center (!:SSSEC), Washington, 
DC, Consol.i-data the Centers  i n t o  an East Coast H ~ S Z X I  

.. Nova I n - S s ~ i c e  En:&f?ri 39 J a 3 u e > X S E )  the 
?or t smc-~ th ,  Virg in ia  J~X.C?A. The ATCjACLS facility a t  St. 
~ n i g o e s  and the Aegj.9 Radio Room Labozatcry will remain 
in place and w i l l  be transferred to Paval Air Systams 
Command. 

w e & :  During deliberations on technical centers, the BSEC 
i f i ten6ed t h e  Dovcmant of NESEC a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Por t smouth ,  
Virginia, t~ be a consolidation of t h e  East Coast NESSCS, and 
f o r m a t i c n  of an E a s t  Coast NISE, o i m i l a r  to t he  one t h 3 t  resulteC 
f r o a  t h o  1931 recommendat ions  f o r  closure/consolid~tior~ oa t n c  
West Coast. Inclusion of NESEC Portsmouth tc ~ a k e  this intent 
c lear  was inadvertently o o i t t e d  fron the o r i g i n a l  r~cc - , zenda t lon  
l a n p a g e ;  t h e  t i t l e  o f  t h e  recomez~dat ion  is likewise changed for 
clarity. Additionally, the COBRA analysis revealed t h z t  scme of 
the XESEC P o r t s a o u t h  f u n c t i o n s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  i n  various locatisns 
in the Hampton Roads a r e a ,  which  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  r o  be a v a i l a b l e  
for tho consol ida t . ion .  Omission of these changes could ixpede 
inplenentation. These changes  have no effect on r e t i i r n  on 
investmsnt o r  econcnic iapact calculations o r  envircr~sntal 
impact a s s e s s m e n t s .  

6. ~gcor~en_Iri_~-d Change :  Reccmel-id the OSD R r p O r t ,  2 a q 9  7 0  (DCN 
Repirt, paga A - 1 7 ) ,  be azended a s  f o l l o w s :  

riaval StatLon,  a t a t a n  Xs l rnd ,  New York 

Reeonmendation: C l o s e  Naval S t a t i c n  S t a t e r )  f s l c ~ d .  
Relocate  its s h i ~ s  alons with their dedicatc3 p e r s o n c s l ,  
equipnent and suppor t  to Navel ~ t a t f o n s ,  Norfolk, 
Virginia and Maypor t ,  Florida. Disposition of m i s o r  
tenants is as  f o l l o w s :  Ship i 3 t e n L e 3 i b t e  Maintensnce  
~ctivity, N e w  York r e l o c a t e s  to Earle, New Jercey and 
Korfolk, ' J ' i rginia . ;  " - . - ~ ! ~ & ~ ~ ~ e - ~ ~ k  

A-ew Slzpervisor of S h i p S u i l d ~ . r . g ,  conversion 
and Repair (SGPSHIP) ,  Brocklyn D e t a c h e h t  d i s e s z a b l i s h e s .  
Family hgusar~q loca,ted at Nsval S t a t i ~ n .  St?J-eekITs-L:& 
v 2 l k  be rets-ixtd as n e c e s s a r v  t o  ~ c p p c r t  N 2 v a l  We2pons 
-ti-cn, E a r l e , -  New-J-e-rsey. 



Rationale: I n f o r m a t i o n  brought to the a t t e n t i o n  cf t h e  
Department of t h o  Navy r c v a a l s  that N G V ~ ~  Recruiting District 
( N ~ D ) ,  New York, is not  a t a n a n t  of NAVSTA S t a t e n  I s l a n d ,  and w a s  
inadvertently included in the list of t e n a n t s  to be elizinated 
o n l y  because it is in the same geographic area. h W  Few Yorkts 
area of responsibility covers Kenw York, N e w  ~ersty; and some of 
E a s t e r n  Pannsylvania, and t h e r e  is a continuing need f o r  its 
existence. The BSEC had agreed during its deliberations to 
recornend to O S D  that the 801 hous ing  project  associated with 
Naval Staten, Staten  Island be retained to support W?NSTA Earle. 
While the xria3ority of similar fanily housing recormendat ions  were 
i nco rpc ra t ed  by OSD, this one uas erroneously onitted. These 
changes have no  appreciable effect on return on i n v e s t s e n r  or 
econoaic impac t  calculations or e n v i r o m o n t a l  inpact assessments. 

9 .  P e c o m i e n d e 4 2 ~ :  Recommend the 0SD Report, page 77 (DON 
Report, page K-23) be ansnded as follows: 

Xaval 8Urface Farfare  Cantor betachnent 
a t e  O a k ,  Wkryland 

aacommeadationr Disestablish the h'hite oak C e t a c t m e n t  of 
the Kaval Surface Warfare Centcr (NSWC) (Dahlgren), 
l o c s t e d  et k?tlte Oak, Maryland. Reiocate its functicns, 
p e r g o r ~ o l ,  equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlgron, 
' ~ i r g i n i a , , ~ . ~ - r t ; - ~ ~ ; r , ~ a d ,  T n d j ~ n  Rgad. r ; ' a r r I ~ . n d ,  and 
N,SSY,CahA ren,.G.~.?s&a-s,t,e~s St at Ion, _.an-aaa C i tv , 
F w .  The property and facilities at White Oak will 
bo ratsinecl  for use by the Navy so that it may, aaong 
other things, relocate t h e  Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) 
Command Zron leased spaca in Arli~gton, V i r g i n i a .  

R ~ t 5 0 n o :  P a r t  of the COBRA a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h i s  scenario involved . - 
icovezant of functions and p e r s o n n e l  t o  Dah lg ren ,  Tndian  Read, and 
Pananr  City. Xenti3n of these movements was inadvertently 
omit ted  from t>.e recommecdation, and their absence cou1.d impede 
jmpleanntation. '!hie chhnge has no ef fec t  on r a t u r n  on 
investnent or economic impact calculations or e n v i r o x e n t a l  
i ~ p a c t  assessments. 

10. , ~ m n & 3 d e r i  Chanqg:  Recommend the CSD 2epor t ,  paqe 7 8  ( E l ;  
Repor t ,  page S-7) be amended as follors: 

la* Xarine carps District 
OarCen city, New york 

~eco~znei!dat iona Close the 1st Marine Dis t r ic t ,  Garden 
C i t y ,  N e w  York and relocate necesszry persoanel, 
e q u i p r ~ e n t  an6 support  to the Defense Distributica 2egion 
East, Nev Cucberland, Pennsylvania. - r e  
-€++?? 

, . '  
--t+Fe?+€ 1,. .. L i:-* 

- -  - .  7 4 - ,  

k-Q-cG+ik- - t , &4A-EiBa&n+ 



--- -. The 
Marine C o r p s  Kererve C e n t e r ,  Garden C i t y  will relocate to 
Fort Hami l ton ,  N e w  York. 

U t . 8 l e :  Information brought to the attention of the 
Pepartnent of the Navy reveals t h a t  DLA may n o t  w i s h  to retain 
the Garden C i t y  facility. The recornended c h a ~ g e  allows disposal 
cf the facility consistent with DoD policy, to i n c l u d e  
t rans ferra l  of ownership to Dm. Thi ~  change has no effect on 
r e t u r n  an icvestmenk or sconomic inpact calculations or 
environsental impact assessments. 

11. P.e~omnende-d Chancffg: Recornend the OSD R e p o r t ,  page 79 (DON 
R ~ p o r t ,  page S - 9 )  be amended as Eollow~; 

Reaomnoa~stieni Realign Naval Air s t a t i o n  (KAS)  Meaphis 
by terninatin? the flying mission and rclocaticg its 
resenea squadrons to Carswfll A F E ,  Texas. Relocate the 
?la*~al  Air Technical   raining Center to NAS Pensacola, 
Florida. Dises_ka,hl 5 sAk-thf.Jdv21 ~ i r  Reserve Center. q& 
re10~at.e the H e r i n e  C o r p s a i m  2eseme C e r ) t c  
o n  to C a s e  A .  The Bureau of Kaval 
Persocne l ,  c u r r e n t l y  in Khshinqton DC, will be relocnted 
to NAS Memphis as p a r t  of a separate  recommendation. 

mtiona le :  Consistent with OSD policy to account far a l l  Eeseru*e 
c m p o n e n t  actions at closing inrtallztions, the BSZC dirccted t h e  
closurc or r a a l i g r a a n t  of a l l  raserue cQnters  at scch 
installations. The Naval Air Reserve Center d i s e s t a b l i s b e n t  and 
the Marine  C c r p n  (Wing) Reserve C a n t e r  movement were inc?uc?ed ic 
the C G a a  analysis, but lnadvertontly onitted fron the 
r e c o u i e n d a t i c n .  These changes have no eifect on ~ c - t u r r .  on 
i n v e s t ~ a 3 t  or econoxic i ~ p a c t  calculatlona or e n v r r o m z n ~ a l  
impact assessments. 

1 2 -  Zsszi,m_e~d~Ci.-Cb.$~~: Reccmend the  OSD Report, pacp 6 2  (~;GN 
Report,  page K-43) be m e n d e d  as follows: 

Planning,  at- ~.c-erina $ ~ , r  Repair 
and Alteraticn Ce3t6rs (PE-) 

~aconxneadat ion:  Disestablish the following f c u r  
technical c e n t e r s  and r e loca t e  necessary f u n c t i o n s ,  
personnel, equipment ,  and sup2ort at the Supervisor of 
shi?buildinq. Conversion and Repair, San Diego, 
~alifornie, P o r t s m o u t C ,  Virginia and N e ~ ~ o r t  N2ws, 
Viruinin: 

(PEWI) - ( C V )  , 6reaerton, Washington, , 

(PE2.A)-(Surface) ~tlantic, Korfo lk ,  V i r ~ i n i a ,  



(PLRAI-(Surface) P a c i f i c ,  San Francisco, California, 
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), ~ h ~ l a d c l p h i a ,  ~ennsylvania. 

&!&ionale: This change i s  merely t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  name of these 
activities, and hhs no effect on r e t u r n  on izvestment cr econonic 
impact calculations or  environmental  impact assesshents. 

13. Recommended Chanqg: Recommend the OSD Roport, page 6 5  ( D O N  
Report, Fage K-55) be amenYed a s  follows: 

Naval 8urPace Rarfnre C O n t e X  Dotachnent 
h a p o l i s ,  Xarylrnd 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare 
Cente? (NSWC)-Cardercck, Anna3oli.s Detachment, P m a p o l i s ,  
Haryland, and  relocste t h o  necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment and support to the Haval Surface 
warfare Cerrter (NsWC) - c a r d ~ r o c k ,  Philadelphia Detactcient, 
~hilaielphi3, Fenrsylvania, and NSWC-Carderock, Bethesda,  
Maryland. Z h e & & ~ v a b I l . i t y  and F- 
~ j l i a r - ~ / e ~ e c t ~ 1 ~ ~  U i e t r i b u t i ~ ~ n  ~ v s t ~ e ~ ~ - ~ - : : s g ~ . r ~ l ~  
&e-siS.n Cacili3;.ifi~~w_illt.gr.ainin P:~CC. __ T h e  -__- +&, 

E 1  e c t rroka-aj-e-t- i t c c r a t i i b  i 1i ty-kn_a_l y es C e 11 $2 r j i  I 1 r em a iz 
in place- 

E.zti~n.a>-q: The COSRA analysis f o r  this r e c o n 3 e n d a t i o n  called for 
leaving in a caretaker  s ta tus  a l l  of the u2ique equipzect and 
facilities that would be c o s t l y  to move or replicate. The  FSEC 
intsntio~, based upon che certified COBkA data call re.Spcnse frcz 
t h o  activity, u c s  to transfer persorinel  tc Phil~dclphia and 
Eethesda,  who could then %a?.= t r i p s  to Annapolis to use the 
f a c j . ? j t i c s  Yhan required. Once the decision was zaec tc r e t 2 i ~  
the Annapol i s  faci3ities, the a a j o r  t a y ~ a n t  likewise r s r n 3 i n e d  i r  
place. ihis Isncjtizge was Fnadvert~ntly onittsd fron the 
recor,aene3tionI and c o u l d  impede ixplenentation. i .hesc. chzrqcs  
have no effect on return on Lnvestnent o r  ecmoaic  iapact 
cslculations or environaectal impac t  assessments. 

1 4 .  ~?~4~7~qr.9-~-4-Ch.3.~2g: Feco?aend t h e  CSD R e p o r t ,  Faqe 89 ( ~ y 2 : I  
Report, yaqe K-5;) b~ anendad a s  f~llovs: 

Sulmzriae Haintenanca, Engiceerin~, P l a a n i ~ q ,  
n r d  P r c c u r e m = ~ i t  ( 8 0 B X E P P )  , Portsaoutk, New H a ~ s h i  re 

> t = o m o n d n t i o ~ ;   ise establish the Suhaarlnc Kai~tenancc, 
Engiraeei- ing , T l a n n i n g  and Procurement (SVEXI??) , New 
H a o p h i r e  zn3 r e loca t e  the heccssary fu~ctions, 
personnel, equ ipaen t ,  and suppcrt  a t  f%-pWrm-02 
~ ~ @ ~ ~ t - i 4 4 i - r ~ q 7 ~ - 4 ? c ~  Forts;nouth Saval  
Sh ipyard ,  x i t c e q ,  M?line. 



Rationale: There is no SUPSHIP a t  Por t smouth  Naval Shipyard; 
mention of it vas mere er ror . -  The COBRA analysis called f o r  
relocation of this activity to P o r t s m o u t h  Naval Shipyard. Thls 
change has no effect on return on investment or scononic impact 
calculations or envi ronmenta l  impact assessments. 

15, R e c o n m ~ d e d  C-t Recommend the  OSD Repor t ,  pages 9 6  and 
97 (DON Report, pages L-1 and L-2)  be amended as follows: 

National Capital Region (NCR) Activit ies  

. Rammendation:  Realign Navy National C a p i t a l  R e g i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s  and relocate then as follows: 

Naval Air Syatems conmand, to 
Naval Air Station 
Patuxant R i v ~ r ,  Maryland 

Naval Supply Syetems Command, 
(including Food Service System O f f i c e ,  and 
D e f a c e  printing Management Syetcms of f i ce )  to 
Ship P a r t s  C~ntrol C a n t r r  
Mechanicsburg, P e n n s y l v a n i a  

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(including OEfica of Military Manpover Hanaqe~ont) to 
Naval Air Station 
Memphis, Tannessee  

Naval Recruiting Camand to 
Nzval Training C e n t e r  
G r e a t  Lakes,  Illinoiu 

Naval S e c u r i t y  G r o u p  Command ,  
( i r 1 c l u 9 i n g  S e c u r i t y  Group Station, end 
Security C r b U p  D e t a c l u ~ n t ,  Po tcnac)  to 
National SecurSty Agency 
Ft. haadc, Naryland 

Tactic21 Sapport offica m v i t v  to 
cammand~r-in-Chief 
Atlantic Fleet  
Norfolk, Virgihia 

Relocate the following National Capital Fegicn a c t i v i t i e s  
from l e a s e d  space t5 Government-owned space  
%--.b3at--kFw+ .%L$&Ln t h e N C F  tt~--i~q3.c-@-e_SBg fi avy 
k m x ,  Arlin?ton, V i r g i n i a ;  Washington N a v y  Yard, 
Uash inq ta r , ,  D. C. ; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Kighington, D. C ,  ; 
Marine C c r p s  Coxhat  Devalopment Com=hnd, Quantico, 
Virqinia; w End t h e  White Oak facility, s i l v e r  S?ring, 
~ar) . land : 



Combat Center, W e n t y n i n e  P a l m s ,  California, or K a r i n e  
corps Air Station, Camp ~endletcn, C a l i f o r n i a .  Zectiuse 
of: the approved 1994 force s tn~c ture  p l a n ,  A3d as 
detailed i n  Attachment I to this r e p o r t ,  the  Department 
of the Navy, i s  recomaending a numbor of olosures and 
relocations reqarding those operational a i r  sthtions that 
s u p p o n  the P a c i f i c  Fleet, Bccauso of the d e c l i n i n g  
force s t r u c t a r e  and the  thus-c l -eatad a d d i t i o n a l  cxcesa 
c ~ p a c i t y  to that which existed in thc BRAC-91 t i z e  frame, 
t h e  Department was able tc configure these a i r  ~ t a t L o n s  
so as to avoid the need for che substantial expetiditure 
of b u i l d i n g  a new station at Wentynine  Palrnc and still 
have adequate capacity f o r  the assets  from MCAS i u s t i n ,  
which is being c laced  in accordmce with the BFAC-91 
decision. 

Rcturn ca Xnvostaent: Costs and savings related to the 
clos\lr? of MCAS Tustin were e d d r e s ~ e d  in SRAC-?1. C c s t  
avoidance8 associated vi th  t h i s  recomcndation to cha2qe 
t h e  receiving sitos are included in the return on 
i n v e s t n t n t  calculations affecting operational air 
stationc o n  t h e  West Coast and Hawaii. 

Impacts: All e n v i r o m c n t a l  c!ean-ups will continue until 
camplete. Econonic and cornunity infrastructure i a p a c t s  
have been incorporated i n t o  t h e  discussion relatins to 
operational air stations cn t h e  West Coas t  and ~svaii. 

Rat2-al.e: Al thaugh the QSD r epo r t  nentions the mstin 
raccr.?hs:~datian z>?.ng; in t h r e ~  places  (page 2 5 ,  Fhqe  2 3 ,  aiid ?ace 
235) , thc actual r t i comendat ion  was w i t t e d  f r o a  the Departzent 
of t!12 Navy portion of t h e  r a p o e .  



Naval Sea Syetens Cornxiand 
Naval F a c i l i t i e s  Engineering Conmand 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
O f f i c e  of the General Counsel 
O f f i c e  of tho Judqe Advocata Genaral 
Navy Fiald Support Activity 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 

* ~egislative A f f a i r n  
* Program Appraisal 
4 Comptroller 
* Inspector C e n ~ r a l  
* Information 

O f f i c e  of the C h i e f  of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Management 
Internationel Programs O f f i c e  
Conbinad C i v i l i a n  Personnel ~ f f i c a  
Waty Regional Contracting Csntar 
Naval Criininal  Inve~tigative S e r ~ i o e  
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic Sygtems Programs Office 
0lvl.e Q f N a ~ & l _ F s _ s _ ~ a  
O f f i c e  of the Deputy Chie f  of S t a f f  (Znstallatjons 6 

Logistics), L.S. Marina Corps 
Of fic6 of t h e  Deputy chief of S t a f f  (('i.t.ripohle,r 6 Reserirc 

A f f a i r & ) ,  U . S .  Xarine C c r - ~ s  
Harine Corps Systeao Coasand (Clarendon Offic~) 

o n e :  'The ESEC decision durinq thei,c: deliberations use co 
~ c v e  a c t i v . i t i a s  out of leasee space and i n t o  any available 
gcvernmtnt-o'med space. T h e  list of pe5si3le q o ~ ~ ~ r r ~ ~ c ~ t - o ~ n e d  
sp&cu waa not i n t e n d e d  to be a l l - i n c l ~ s i v ~ ? ,  an$ s a  s h s u l d  be 
c h a n u d  for clarity. Addirionally, Che O f f i c e  of Naval ??esearc.? 
xas i n a d v c n e n t i y  o m j  tted froa the l ist of activities c u r r e n t l y  
in lazced s p t c e .  These c1;angc.s have no effect on r E t u r n  on 
investment or ecozo~ic Lzpact calculations gr c n v i r c r a o n t n i  
impact assesszeRta, 

1 .  ~ C :  The f oXi0vi l lq recu-dendati  on W ~ S  ~ > i t t ~ d  
fron t h e  LSD 2op0,r; ( X N  Repo,ct, page 7-19) an5 shoclc! kc- a.ldc2: 

Haline C a r p s  A i r  S t a t i o n  n s t i ~ ,  Cal i fo rn i a  

~ e c a s r ~ w n d a t i o n :  R z c o ~ b ~ n B  t h a t  t h e  T u a t i n  asset -  be 
relocated to o the r  naval air stations, p ~ - i n a r i l y  CkS 
Mir=ar and MCA5 C s m p  P m b l e t o n ,  a s  a ccnpanion tc the 
closure of FWS C1 Toro and re locat . ior .  of its a s s e t s  to 
t u ' S  Miramar. 

~ u s ' t > . f X c a t i o n :  In t h e  1991 Connizsion Report,  the 
C o a i s s i c n  r e c o m ~ n c ? e d  t h e  clcsarc ai X a r i n e  C o r p s  Air 
St;..t.ion, Tucti .n C a l i f t r t ~ i a ,  with ;;.r'Oposed rea1Lgn~er . t  of 
t h i s  sta%!onis asscrcs either to the Marine A i r - ~ r c c n d  



Pr )nOl lCT ION A N D  

LOGlSTlCg 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . 

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C .  ZOIOI-6000 

Honorable Jim Cour t e r  
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425  
Arlington, VA 22203 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds t o  your letter of May 27, 1993, r e g a r d i n g  T h e  
Department's position on converting Andersen A i r  Force Base to a 
Naval Air Station. 

I ' v e  enclosed the Navy and Air Force  positions on this 
matter. While I understand that your staff is c o n s i d e r i n g  
numerous options for c l o s i n g  Agana N A S ,  a l l  s h o u l d  assume that 
the Air Force r e m a i n  the host of Anderson =B. 

Si cerely,  A 

D a v i d  3 .  B e r t e a u  
Principal Deputy 

Enclosures 



DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
O F F I C E  OF T H E  S E C R E r A R V  - - 

W A S H I N G T O N .  D C .  20330.1000 MM-D 18-F28 
BSAT/CR 
June 2, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR ?HE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSlSTANT SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE (PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS) 

As discussed with your staff, regarding the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission letter 930527-3 of May 27, 1993, h e  Department of Navy (DON) is neutral on  
what service is the host at Andersen AFB. If  the Air Force presence at Andenen AFB 
continues at current levels. the one time costs for moving all of NAS Agana to Andersen 
AFB is $387 Million and the steady state savings would be $1 1.3 Million afer NAS Agana 
closed. 

Acting Chairman 1 

Bax.  Structure E\laluation C mrnitkc i 



SECRETARY OF THE A I R  FORCE - -  
WASHINGTON 

JUN 1 8  199.3 

The Honorable Jim Couner 
Chairman, 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Couner: 

I understand the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Convnission is 
considering the conversion of Andersen Air Force Base (AFB) to a Naval Air Station, 
with Ole Air Force becoming the tenant. The Air Force docs not suppon this proposnl. 

We would be delighrcd to host a Naby opention of any size following the 
proposed closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Agana. Howcver, Andersen is a he only 
AFEl in the Pacific capable of supponing bomber md logistics operations, and is available 
for unrestricted combat use wi~hout host nation approval. Also, Andenen AFB providcs 
the AF with excellenr capability as a mid-Pacific throughpu~ base. 

In our view. Andcrsen AFB must be retained by the Air Force to ensure we can 
meet our contingcncy/wartime requirements. In contingency/wanimc. he Air Force 
would require an extensive, in-placc base operating support (BOS) pscbge 
(;ipproxjmately 2000 USAF personnel) to effcctivcly cmploy our bomber, tanker. and 
airlift aircraft. Our in-place BOS organization and personnel are best suited to support 
large-sde, sustained. land-based combat and mobility operations; whenas, Nsvy BOS is 
tsilorcd to manage its shore installations in  support of the fleet. Therefore, transferring 
Anderscn AFB to the Navy based upon a peacetime posture would obligate the Navy to 
devote substantial BOS to suppon AF unique rnissions/requircments. 

In summary. Ihe Air Force will suppon my consolidation of NAS Agana missions 
requested by the Navy. Should the Base Closure and Realignment Commission reach a 
decision on consolidation of missions at Andcrsen AFB, the Air Force should continue to 
opcrarc Anderscn AFB as the most effective use of each Senicc's resources. 

Sincerely, 

~ f c h a e ) \  8. Donley 
A c t l n g  Secretary of  the Air Forc 



ASSISTANT S E C R E T A R Y  OF DEFENSE - 
W A S W I N G T O N .  0 C 2 0 3 0 1 - 0 0 0 0  

P A O D U C T l O N  A N D  

L O ~ I S T ~ C S  

Mr. J i m  Cour te r  
Chairman 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  and  

Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  N .  Moore S t ree t ,  S u i t e  1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209  

Dear M r .  C o u r t e r :  

Senator  P a u l  J .  Sarbanes s e n t  a l e t t e r  t o  you  on May 6 ,  
1993,  requesting y o u r  Commission's review of  t h e  p lanned dispcsal 
of Tipton A r m y  A i r f i e l d  a t  Fort Meade, Maryland. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense determined, i n  a June 4 ,  
1993,  memorandum, t h a t  h e  cannot  s u p p o r t  a request from N a t i o n a l  
S e c u r i t y  Agency (NSA)  t o  remove 4 4 0  acres a t  F o r t  bleade from 
planned c losures  r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  1988  Base C l ~ s u r e  dzd 
Realignment Repor t .  He cited t he  impor t ance  o f  rtaxim::ing the  
decrease i n  DoD f a c i l i t i e s  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  t o  match t h e  overall 
DoD d o w n s i z i n g ,  and t h a t  operational security arqurnents p r ~ v i d e i l  
b y  NSA do n o t  s u p p o r t  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  security e n v e l o p e  within the 
existing t h r e a t  possibilities a l r e a d y  s u r r o u n d i n 5  NSA. 

I f  we c a n  be of further assistance in this n a c t e r ,  ?lease 
l e t  u s  know. 

- 

David J .  E r r L e a c  
Principal Deput:; 
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DOD TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS OF JUNE 

d 5 )  Naval Air Station Cecil Field (~acksonville, Florida) 

ir Station Barbers Point (Hawaii) 
~ k f c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  3 nq,*',, L~Jgb &&/A,!#% L IL ) -~+  1, 

tronic Centers 
/ ~ d f  / ~ c - / ~ k - a G  

ace Warfare (White Oak, Maryland) 

.J10) 1st Marine Corps Dist ict ( arde City, New York) 
m ~ h c w a e .  h - / n c F Z ~ c f l  

~ ( 1 1 )  ~aGal Air statio; (Memphis , Tennessee) 
7 

~iannin~, Esti ating, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA) 
numt ~ ( ( t t - t u x  \nc\tuitd 

d13) Naval Surface warfare Center Detachment (~nnapolis, Maryland) 
7 

4 )  sdbmarine Maintenance, Engineering, Plannipg , and Procurement 
(SUBMEPP) (Portsmouth,~New Ha p 
elcur- @mmori($ Aol\ i l  tfl* a+ j u % ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - \  I ~ C I ~ C C (  dbL cola iv/(>$ ,id a 

J(15) National Cspital Region (NCR) Activities I 



TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

Continuing review of Department of the Navy recommendations for 
closure or realignment of Navy and Marine Corps installations has 
revealed minor inconsistencies between certain nRecommendationu 
sections and the corresponding Base Structure Evaluation 
committee (BSEC) decisions as they are recorded in the official 
minutes and deliberative reports, as well as a failure of certain 
lf~ecommendation" sections to include all aspects of a proposed 
closure or realignment. The Department of the Navy considers 
that the ftRecommendationll paragraph controls over any 
inconsistency between that section and other sections relating to 
an individual activity. The following recommended corrections 
identify these inconsistencies and omissions and are intended to 
minimize questions that might arise during implementation of any 
Department of the Navy recommended closures or realignments that 
are adopted by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 
These corrections are shown in line-in/line-out format. 
,n-> 
/ 1.1 Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 54 (DON 

~ ~ h o r t ,  page D-9) be amended as follows: 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California 

Recommendation: Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
(NSY). Relocate the Combat Systems ~echnical Schools 
Command activity to Dzm Neck, Virginia. Relocate one , 

I i. I a r ~ X ~ a - h  'L 
I .' 

submarine to the Naval submarine Base, Bangor, 
Washington. The Naval Reserve Center disestablishes. 
Family housing located at Mare Island NSY will be 
retained as necessary to support Naval Weapons station 
Concord. 

Rationale: Consistent with OSD policy to account for all Reserve 
component actions at closing installations, the BSEC directed the 
closure or realignment of all resene centers at such 
installations. The Naval Reserve Center, Vallejo 
disestablishment was i n c l u d e d  the COBRA analysis, b u t  was 

L micted from the recommendaFlfon. The Selected 

Reservists who p r e m y  drill at NRC Vallejo will go to NRC 
Sacramento to drill. This change has no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

2. Recommended Chanae: Recommend the OSD Report, page 55 (DON 
I Report, page 1-31) be amended as follows: 

a $ 
~ a r i n e  Corps ~ i r  Station El Toro, California 

Recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El 
Toro, Californiz. Relocate its aircraft 
dedicated personnel, equipment and 
air stztions, crimarilv Naval Air 
~alifornia and MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. To 



su~port this relocation, r e l o c m i a t i o n  assets from 
IJAs Miramar, as necessary, to (otheghaval air stations ,/t/a 
includinq NAS Lemoore and NAS w n . .  The Marine Corps 
Reserve Center relocates to NAS ~iramar. 

 ati ion ale: The recommended closures of NAS Barbers Point and 
MCAS El Toro, and the decision not to construct MCAS Twentynine 
palms, involve relocation of Navy and Marine aviation assets to 
other naval air stations. This relocation was not clear in the 
recommendation as written, which could impede implementation. 
~ccordingly, in order to ensure complete clarity, the additional 
language fully explains the entire range of actions. Consistent 
with OSD policy to account for all Reserve component actions at 
closing installations, the BSEC directed the closure or 
realignment of all reserve centers at such installations. The 
Marine Corps Reserve Center, El Toro movement was included in the 
COBRA analysis, but was inadvertently omitted from the 
recommendation. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

' 3.; Recommended Chanse: Recommend the OSD Report, page 56 (DON 
o e p o r t ,  page 1-41) be amended as follows: 

Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, 
California and relocate its aircraft along with the 
dedicated personnel, equipment and support to WAGA 

~ h w s f E c t t  2 ,  C ~ l i f i ~ ~ i . 7  a& NA5 North Island. In 
addition, those ships currently berthed at NAS Alameda 
will be relocated to the Fleet concentrations at San 

AJo Diego and Bangor/Puget Sound/Everett. Disposition of I 

major tenants is as follows: reserve aviation assets 
relocate to NASA Ames/Moffett Field, California, NAS ; 

Fhidbev Island, and NAS Willow Grove; Navy Regional Data 
Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS North 
Island; ship Intermediate Maintenance Department 
disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve Center and the 
Marine Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased space at 
NASA/hmes. 

Rationale: The recommendation as written did not distinguish 
between active duty aviation assets and tenant reserve aviation 
assets. Part of-the COBRA analysis for this scenario involved 
movement of reserve azcraftito NAS Whidbey Island 
Grove, in addition to NASA/Arnes. Mention of these 
i n a d v e r t g n t l v &  from the recommendation, and 
could impede implementation. This change has no effect on return 
on invesrment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 



Cherry Point; Aviation Intermediate ~aintenance 
Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air 
Maintenance  raining Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation 
Support Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea 
Operations Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry Point and 
NAS Oceana. 

Rationale: r this scenario invol 
movement o from MCAS Cherry Poin 
to NAS Nor was inadvertently 
omitted from the recommendation, 5nd its absence could impede 
Tmpleme-ntation. Accordingly, in order to ensure complete 

ved 
t 

clarity, the additional language fully explains the entire range 
of actions. This change has no effect on return on investment or 
economic impact calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

6 .  Recommended Chanqg: Recommend the OSD Report, page 64 (DON 
Report, page 1-19) be amended as follows: 

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) - 
Barbers Point and relocate its aircraft along with their /'. dedicated personnel, equipment, and support to other 
naval air stations, primarily Marine Corps Air Station 
(MCAS), Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii and NAS  hidb bey Island, 

,." 
,' '" 

Washington. To support this relocation, relocate ---' 
n assets from MCAS, Kaneohe ~ a v ,  as necessary, to 
aval air stations, \ includin's MCAS Miramar and MCAS 
ndleton. ~isestablTsh Zhe Naval Air Reserve 

Center. Retain the family housing as needed for multi- 
service use. 

Rationale: The recommended closures of NAS Barbers Point and I 
MCAS El Toro, and the decision not to construct MCAS T w e n t v d e  
P s involve relocation of Navy and Marine aviation assets t q  

e ~ a v a l ~ s L a . k & a r S < .  This relocation was not clear from the 
mendation as written, which could impede implementation. 

Accordingly, in order to ensure complete clarity, the additional 
language fully explains the entire range of actions. Consistent 
with OSD policy to account for all Reserve component actions at 
closing installations, the BSEC directed the closure or 
realignment of all reserve centers at such installations. The 
Naval Air Reserve Center, Barbers Point disestablishment was 
included in the COBRA analysis, but was inadvertently omitted 
from the recommendation. The squadrons supported by that NARCEN & Ld- I r  
w u b a s e d  at MCAS Kaneohe Bay. These changes have no effect ''+'afl 

on return on investment or economic impact calculations or 
environmental impact assessments. 

7. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 66 (DON 
Report, page K-11) be amended as follows: 



4 .  Recommended Chanqe: Recoamend t h e  OSD R e p o r t ,  page  6 0  (DON 
R e p o r t ,  page  H - 5 )  b e  amended a s  f o l l o w s :  

Naval T r a i n i n g  C e n t e r ,  San Diego, C a l i f o r n i a  

~ e c o m m e n d a t i o n :  C l o s e  t h e  Naval  raining c e n t k r  ( N T C ) ,  
San Diego and r e l o c a t e  c e r t a i n  p e r s o n n e l ,  equipment  and 
s u p p o r t  t o  NTC G r e a t  Lakes,  and o t h e r  l o c a t i o n s ,  
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t r a i n i n g  r e q u i r e m e n t s .   isp position o f  
ma jor  t e n a n t s  is a s  f o l l o w s :  R e c r u i t  T r a i n i n g  Command 
r e l o c a t e s  t o  NTC, G r e a t  Lakes ;  Branch Medica l  C l i n i c  
r e l o c a t e s  t o  Submarine Base ,  San Diego; Naval R e c r u i t i n g  
D i s t r i c t  r e l o c a t e s  t o  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  North I s l a n d ;  
Servicu .  School  Command ( E l e c t r o n i c  Warfare)  r e l o c a t e s  t o  
Naval  T r a i n i n g  C e n t e r ,  G r e a t  Lakes;  S e r v i c e  Schoo l  
Command ( S u r f a c e )  r e l o c a t e s  t o  NTC G r e a t  Lakes ;  t h e  
r e m a i n d e r  of  t h e  S e r v i c e  School  Command r e l o c a t e s  t o  NTC 
G r e a t  Lakes ,  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  P e n s a c o l a ,  and  F l e e t  
T r a i n i n g  C e n t e r ,  San Diego. The b a c h e l o r  q u a r t e r s  and  
a d j a c e n t  n o n - a p p r o p r i a t e d  fund a c t i v i t i e s  ( m a r i n a s )  
l o c a t e d  aboard  NTC San Dieqo p r o p e r t y  w i l l  be r e t a i n e d  b 
t h e  Navv t o  s u p p o r t  o t h e r  n a v a l  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  San - 
Dieso  a r e a .  

R a t i o n a l e :  I n f o r m a t i o n  b r o u g h t  t o  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  

y4f 
Department  o f  t h e  Navy r e v e a l s  t h a t  t h e  b a c h e l o r  o f f i c e r  q u a r t e r s  
( B O Q s )  and b a c h e l o r  e n l i s t e d  q u a r t e r s  (BEQs) p r e s e n t l y  on t h e  
p l a n t  a c c o u n t  o f  NTC San Diego s u p p o r t  a l l  of  t h e  n a v a l  
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  San Diego a r e a ,  and t h e r e  is a  c o n t i n u i n g  
r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  t h a t  s u p p o r t ,  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h e  recommended NTC 
San Diego c l o s u r e .  The l a n g u a g e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  n o n - a p p r o p r i a t e d  
fund a c t i v i t i e s  i s  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  m a r i n a s  l o c a t e d  n e x t  t o  t h e  
BOQs /BEQs ,  and is i n c l u d e d  o n l y  b e c a u s e  t h e  geography o f  t h a t  
p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a  migh t  c a l l  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  whe the r  t h e  p r o p e r t y  i s  
t o  be d i s p o s e d  o f .  These  changes  have  no e f f e c t  on r e t u r n  on 
i n v e s t m e n t  o r  economic impac t  c a l c u l a t i o n s  o r  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
impac t  a s s e s s m e n t s .  

5 .  Recommended Chanqe: Recommend t h e  OSD R e p o r t ,  page  6 1  ( D O N  
R e p o r t ,  page  1-7) be amended a s  f o l l o w s :  

Naval A i r  S t a t i o n  C e c i l  F i e l d ,  J a c k s o n v i l l e ,  F l o r i d a  

Recommendation: C l o s e  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n ,  C e c i l  F i e l d  and 
r e l o c a t e  i ts  a i r c r a f t  a l o n g  w i t h  d e d i c a t e d  
equipment  and s u p p o r t  t o  Marine Corps A i r  S t a t i o n ,  
P o i n t ,  Nor th  C a r o l i n a ;  Naval A i r  S t a t i o n ,  Oceana, 
V i r g i n i a ,  and Mar ine  Corps A i r  S t a t i o n ,  B e a u f o r t ,  S o u t h  
C e r o l i n a .  To s u p p o r t  t h i s  r e l o c a t i o n ,  r e l o c a t e  a v i a t i o n  
a s s e t s  from MCAS Cherry  P o i n t ,  a s  n e c e s s a r y ,  t o  NAS 

s i t i o n  o f  ma jo r  t e n a n t s  is  a s  f o l l o w s :  
c u r i t y  Force  Company r e l o c a t e s  t o  MCAS 
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Naval Command, 
East Coast Naval In-Service E n q i n e e r i n q  Directorate 

Recommendation: Close Naval Electronics Systems 
Engineering € e + ~ ~ h r . r r r r \  Activity (NESEA) St'. Inigoes, 
Maryland, disestablish Naval Electronics Systems 

arleston, South Carolina, 
nd Naval Electronics 
Center (NESSEC) , Washinqton, 

DC. consolidate the centers into a n . ~ a s t  cogst SEG-EG 
Naval In-Service ~nqineerinq Directorate INISE) & in the 
Portsmouth, Virginia area. The ATC/ACLS facility at St. 
Inigoes and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain 
in place and will be transferred to Naval Air Systems 
Command. 

Rationale: During deliberations on technical centers, the BSEC 
intended the movement of NESEC activities to Portsmouth, 
Virginia, to be a consolidation of the East Coast NESECs, and 
formation of an East Coast NISE, similar to 
from the 1991 recommendations for 
West Coast. Inclusion of NESEC 
clear was inadvertently omitted from the original 
language; the title of the recommendation is 
clarity. Additionally, the COBRA analysis revealed that some oY 
the NESEC Portsmouth functions are currently in various locations 
in the Hampton Roads area, which will continue to be available 
for the consolidation. Omission of these changes could impede 
implementation. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

6 .  Recommended Chanse: Recommend the OSD Report, page 70 (DON 
Report, page A-17), be amended as follows: 

Nzvzl Station, Staten Island, New York 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station Staten Island. 
Relocate its ships along with their dedicated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, 
Virginia and Mayport, Florida. Disposition of minor 
tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate Maintenance 
Activity, New York relocates to Earle, New Jersey . . Norfolk, Virginia; R e e - r u l t ~ ~ ~ ,  - A - e  - Se+-b-k - 

- Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion 
and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 
Family housinq located at Naval station, Staten Island, 

J will be retained as necessarv to support Naval Weapons / 
' $7 Station, Earle, New Jersev. 

b, 'L 



Rationale: Information brought to ion o m  ./" ' 
Department of th reveals that r U i t w t ' '  c;) 
(NRD) , New York, Island, and was 
inadvertently in to 6e eliminated 
only because it is in the same geographic area. NRD New Yorkls 
area of responsibility covers New York, New ~ersey: and some of 
Eastern Pennsylvania, and there is a continuing need for its 
existence. The BSEC had agreed during its deliberations to 
recommend to OSD that the 801 housing project associated with 
Naval Staten, Staten Island be retained to support WPNSTA Earl 
While the majority of similar family housing recommendations 
incorporated by OSD, this one -ouslLomitted+lb These 
changes have no appreciable effect on return on Investment or 
economic impact calculations or environmental impact 

9. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 77 (DON 
Report, page K-23) be amended as follows: 

Naval S u r f a c e  Warfare Center  Detachment 
White Oak, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) (Dahlgren), 
located at White Oak, Maryland. Relocate its functions, 
personnel, equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, 
Virginia, YSWC-Indian Head, Indian Head, Marvland, a n d 1  
NSWC-Dahlqren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, 
Florida. The property and facilities at White Oak will 
be retained for use by the Navy so that it may, among 
other things, relocate the Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) 
Command from leased space in Arlington, Virginia. T 

Rationale: Part of the COBRA analysis for this scenario involved 
movement of functions and personnel to Dahlgren, Indian Head, and 
Panama City. n of these movements was inadvertenwe. 
omitted from tf?%knmendation, and their absence could impede 
I lmn l Q on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 1 

10. Recommended Chanse: Reconmend the OSD Report, page 78 (DON 
Report, page N-7) be amended as follows: 

1st Marine Corps D i s t r i c t  
Garden C i t y ,  New York 

Recommendation: Close the 1st Marine District, Garden 
City, New York and relocate necessary personnel, 
equipment and support to the Defense Distribution Region 



-* r-;lltil f ~ r  t : A i z  f=;l:t 
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y~ The 
Marine Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will relocate to 
Fort Hamilton, New York. 

Rationale: Information brought to the attention of the -- 
Department of the Navy reveals that DL,Acmay not wish to 
the Ga~den City facility. The recommended change allows 
of the taclllty consBent with DoD policy, to include 
transferral of ownership to DLA. This change has no effect on 
return on investment or economic impact calculations or 
environmental impact assessments. 

11. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 79 (DON 
Report, page S - 5 )  be amended as follows: 

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis 
by terminating the flying mission and relocating its 
reserve squadrons to Carswell AFB, Texas. Relocate the 
Naval Air Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, 
Florida.  ise establish the Naval Air Reserve Center, and 

/relocate the Marine Corps (Wins) Reserve Center 
Lbo/),~illinston to Carswell AFB. The Bureau of Naval 

"9: Personnel, currently in Washington DC, will be relocate 
n4 ' /  to NAS  ernp phis as part of a separate recommendation. 

L 
Rationale: Consistent with OSD policy to account for all Reserve 
component actions at closing installations, the BSEC directed the 
closure or realignment of all reserve centers at such 
installations. The Naval Air Reserve Center disestablishment and 
the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center movement were included in 
the COBRA analysis, but inadvertently omitted from the 
recommendation. These changes have no effect on return on 
investment or economic impact calculations or environmental 
impact assessments. 

12. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, page 82 (DON 
Report, page K-43) be amended as follows: 

Planning, E&xhz&+ Enqineerinq f o r  Repair 
and Alteration Centers (PERA) 

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

(?ERA) - (CV) , Bremerton, Washington, 
(PERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 



(?ERA)-(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, California, 
(PEW)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Rationale: This change is merely to correct the name of these 
activities, and has no effect on return on investment or economic 
impact calculations or environmental impact assessfients. 

13. Recommended Chanae: Recommend the OSD Report, page 85 (DON 
Report, page K-55) be amended as follows: 

Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Recommendation: r is establish the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center (NSWC)-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, 
Maryland, and relocate the necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment and support to the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC)-Carderock, Philadelphia Detachment, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and NSWC-Carderock, Bethesda 
Maryland. The ship survivability and propulsion/ 
auxiliarv/electrical distribution systems research and 

bb @b 
desisn facilities will remain in place. The tenant 

in place. 

y+p 
Electromaqnetic Compatibility Analvsis Center will remain 

leaving in a caretaker status all of the unique equipment and 
facilities that would be costly to move or replicate. The BSEC 

Q$$$' Rationale: The COBRA analysis for this recommendation called for 

intention, based upon the certified COBRA data call response 
ph 

the activity, was to transfer personnel to Philadelphia and 
Bethesda, who could then make trips to Annapolis to use the 
facilities when required. Once the decision was made to retain 
the Annapolis facilities, the major tenant likewise remained in 
place. This language was inadvertently omitted from the 
recommendation, and could impede implementation. These changes 
have no effect on return on investment or economic impact 
calculations or environmental impact assessments. 

14. Recommended Chanue: Recommend the OSD Report, page 89 (DON 
Report, page K-51) be amended as follows: 

Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning, 
and Procurement (SUBMEPP), Portsmouth, New Hampshire 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, 
Engineering, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPP), New 
Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at -~r sf 

%-Rep%& Portsmouth Naval- 
. 9. 

Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. &-$z5~ 
4 
'0 



Rationale: There is no SUPSHIP at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard; 
mention of it was mere error. The COBRA analysis called for 
relocation of this activity to Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. This 
change has no effect on return on investment or economic impact 
calculations or environmental impact assessments. . 
15. Recommended Chanqe: Recommend the OSD Report, pages 96 and 
97 (DON Report, pages L-1 and L-2) be amended as follows: 

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities 

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

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

Naval Supply Systems Command, 
(including Food Service System Office, and 
Defense Printing Management Systems office) to 
Ship Parts Control Center 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(including Office of Military Manpower Management) to 
Naval Air Station 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Naval Recruiting Command to 
Naval Training Center 
Great Lakes, Illinois 

Naval Security Group Com~and, 
(including Security Group Station, and 
Security Group Detachment, Fotonac) to 
National Security Agency 
Ft. Meade, Maryland 

Tactical Support Office Activitv to 
Commander-in-Chief 
Atlantic Fleet 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Relocate the following National Capital Region activiti 
from leased space to Government-owned space iz ezz & 

h 7 -  - A ; -  
i w ~ u L , ~ ~  within the NCR, to include the Navy 

Annex, Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy Yard, 
Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; 
Marine Corps Combat Development Conmand, Quantico, 
Virginia; er and the White Oak facility, Silver Spring, 



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

* Legislative Affairs 
* Program Appraisal 
* Comptroller 
* Inspector General 
* Information 

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Management 
International Programs Office 
Combined Civilian Personnel Office 
Navy Regional Contracting Center 
Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Naval Audit Service 
Strategic Systems Programs Office 
Office of Naval Research 

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

Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower & Reserve 
Affairs) , U. S. Marine Corps 

Marine Corps Systems Command (Clarendon Office) 

Rationale: The BSEC decision during their deliberations was to 
move activities out of leased space and into any available 
government-owned space. The list of possible government-owned 
space was not intended to be all-inclusive, and so should be 
changed for clarity. Additionally, thesffice of Naval Research 
was inadvertentl-d from the list o-LIL:~ 
in leased space. These changes have no effect on return on 

- 

investment or economic impact calculations or environmental. 
impact assessments. -'7 
16. Recommended Chanqe: The following recommendation was omit 
from the OSD Report (DON Report, page T-19) and should be adde 

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, California 1 . I  

~ecommendation: Recommend that the Tustin assets be 
relocated to other naval air stations, primarily NAS 
Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton, as a companion to the 
closure of MCAS El Toro and relocation of its assets to 
NAS Miramar. 

Justification: In the 1991 Commission Report, the 
Commission recommended the closure of Marine Corps Air 
Station, Tustin ~alifornia, with proposed realignment of 
this station's assets either to the Marine Air-Ground 



Combat Center, Twentynine Palas, ~alifornia, or Marine 
Corps Air Station, Camp Pendleton, ~alifornia. Because 
of the approved 1999 force structure plan, and as 
detailed in Attachment I to this report, the' Department 
of the Navy,is recommending a number of closures and 
relocations regarding those operational air stations th 
support the Pacific Fleet. Because of the declining 
force structure and the thus-created additional excess 
capacity to that which existed in the BRAC-91 time frame, 
the Department was able to configure these air stations 
so as to avoid the need for the substantial expenditure 
of building a new station at ~wentynine Palms and still 
have adequate capacity for the assets from MCAS Tustin, 
which is being closed in accordance with the BRAC-91 
decision. 

Return on Investment: Costs and savings related to the 
closure of MCAS Tustin were addressed in BRAC-91. Cost 
avoidances associated with this recommendation to chang 
the receiving sites are included in the return on 
investment calculations affecting operational air 
stations on the West Coast and Hawaii. 

Impacts: All environmental clean-ups will continue until 
complete. Economic and community infrastructure impacts 
have been incorporated into the discussion relating to 
operational air stations on the West Coast and Hawaii. 

~ati~nale: Although the OSD report mentions the  ust tin 
recommendation change in three places (page 25, page 33, and 
235) the actual recommendation was omifTed rrom the Departme 

-2 Navy portion of the report. 
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FINAL DRAFT 

HEARING OF MAY 21, 1993 

A. Motions Passed 

1. I move that the Commission consider Fort Lee, VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

2. On March 29, 1993, the Commission voted to add Presidio of 
Monterev Lanquaae Institute (DLI), CA, to the list of proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list for closure or realignment. 

The POM AnnexIFort Ord, CA, is a subinstallation of Presidio 
of Monterey and was included in the Secretary of Army's 
recommendation re: Presidio of Monterey for closure. 

In order to clarify for the record that the intent of the 
Commission was and is to consider POM AnnexIFort Ord for 
closure or realignment, I move that the Commission confirm its 
intention to consider POM AnnexIFort Ord, CA, as a proposed 
addition to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

3. I move that the Commission consider Fort Monroe, VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

4. I move that the Commission consider Fort Gillem, GA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 

Motion to amendltable motion: 

Motion made by: McPhearson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart/Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman 

(6 
Vote against: Johnson (1) 

I move that the Commission consider the previously deferred 
and tabled motion on Fort Gillem, GA; specifically I move that 
the Commission consider Fort Gillem, GA, as a proposed 
addition to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, Cox, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, McPherson (2) 

5. I move that the Commission consider Marcus Hook, U.S. Army 
Reserve Center, PA, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Cox (2) 

6. I move that the Commission consider NSY Norfolk and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Norfolk, VA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox/Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox (4) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

7. I move that the Commission consider NSY Portsmouth, ME, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 



FINAL DRAFT 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Cox (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

8. I move that the Commission consider NSY Lons Beach, CA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Cox (1) 

9. I move that the Commission consider NAS Oceana, VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

10. I move that the Commission consider MCAS Beaufort and NAVHOSP 
Beaufort, SC, as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of 
military installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

I move that the Commission consider NAS Miramar, CA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 
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12. I move that the Commission consider MCAS Tustin, CA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for : Stuart, Johnson, Courter , McPherson, Bowman ( 5) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

13. I move that the Commission consider NAS Corpus Christi and 
NAVHOSP Corpus Christi, TX, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

14. I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Inqleside, TX, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

15. I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Pascaqoula, MS, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

16. I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Everett, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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17. I move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Great Lakes, IL, 
as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

18. I move that the Commission consider Ship Parts Control Center, 
Mechanicsburs, PA, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Courter, McPherson (4) 
Vote against: Johnson, Cox, Bowman (3) 

19. I move that the Commission consider NESEC Portsmouth, VA, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

20. I move that the Commission consider NAF Martinsburq, WV, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

21. I move that the Commission consider NAF Johnstown, PA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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22. I move that the Commission consider NRCIAFRC, Chicopee, NMCRC 
Lawrence and NRC Quincv, MA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman ( 6 )  
Vote against: Byron (1) 

23.  I move that the Commission consider Naval Ordnance Station, 
Louisville, KY, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list 
of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: (0 )  

24 .  I move that the Commission consider NAS Memphis, TN, for a 
proposed increase in the extent of realignment recommended by 
the Secretary and/or as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure; I 
further move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Millinaton, 
TN, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military - 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: (0 )  

25.  I move that the Commission consider Fort McPherson, GA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, Cox, Bowman ( 4 )  
Vote against: Byron, Johnson, McPherson (3) 

26.  I move that the Commission consider Plattsburah AFB, NY, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 



FINAL DRAFT 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

27. I move that the Commission consider Fairchild AFB, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
~otion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

28. I move that the Commission consider Grand Forks AFB, ND, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

29. I move that the Commission consider Tinker AFB and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Oklahoma Citv. OK, as proposed additions 
to the Secretary's list of military installations recommended 
for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Cox/Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0 )  

30. I move that the Commission consider RPC Tinker AFB (LSBA-IPC 
Oklahoma City) Oklahoma City, OK, as a proposed addition to 
the Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 



FINAL DRAFT 

31. I move that the Commission consider Warner-Robins AFB, RPC 
Warner-Robins [LSBA-IPC Warner-Robins) and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Warner-Robins, GA, as proposed additions 
to the Secretary's list of military installations recommended 
for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

32. I move that the Commission consider Kelly AFB, RPC Kellv AFB 
(LSBA-IPC San Antonio) and Defense Distribution Depot, San 
Antonio, TX, as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of 
military installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 

33. I move that the Commission consider NADEP North Island and 
Defense Distribution Depot, San Dieso, CAI as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

34. I move that the Commission consider NADEP Cherry Point and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Cherry Point, NC, as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

35. I move that the Commission consider NADEP Jacksonville and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Jacksonville, FL, as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 



FINAL DRAFT 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

36. I move that the Commission consider MCLB Albany and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Albany, GA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

37. I move that the Commission consider MCLB Barstow and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Barstow, CA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

38. I move that the Commission consider Red River Armv Depot and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Red River, TX; Anniston Army Depot 
and Defense Distribution Depot, Anniston, AL; Tobyhanna Armv 
Depot, PA; Seal Beach, Naval Weapon Station, CA; and Air Force 
Losistics Center. Osden, UT as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

39. I move that the Commission consider Defense Construction 
Sumlv Center (DCSC) and Defense Information Technolosy 
Services Orsanization (DITSO) (RMBA Columbus), Columbus, OH, 
as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 



FINAL DRAFT 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

40. I move that the Commission consider Defense Contract 
Manasement District Northeast, MA, as a proposed addition to 
the Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

41. I move that the Commission consider Defense Distribution 
Depot, McClellan AFB, CA, and Naval Depot, San Dieqo, CAI* as 
proposed additions to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

42. I move that the Commission consider DITSO Denver (RMBA 
Denver), CO; AIPC Chambersburq (MIPA Chambersburq), PA; AIPC 
Huntsville (MIPA Huntsville), AL; and DITSO Cleveland (RMBA 
Cleveland), OH as proposed additions to the Secretaryrs list 
of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

43. I move that the Commission consider Gentile AFB, OH, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0 )  

* Naval Depot, San Diego, CAI is the same thing as Motion # 3 3 .  



FINAL DRAFT 

B. Motions Failed 

1. I move that the Commission consider Fort Leonard Wood, MO, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Bowman (3) 
Vote against: Byron, Courter, McPherson, Cox (4) 

2. I move that the commission consider NSB New London, CT, for a 
proposed increase in the extent of realignment recommended by 
the Secretary and/or as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure; I 
further move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Groton, CT, 
as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Johnson, Cox (2) 
Vote against: Byron, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (4) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

3. I move that the Commission consider McChord AFB, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: No second 
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INDEX FOR MOTION BOOK 

SECTION I - ARMY 
Fort McClellan, A1 
Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA 
Fort Belvoir, VA 
Presidio of Monterey, CA 
Vint Hill Farms, VA 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
Letterkenney Army Depot, PA 
Tooele Army Depot, UT 

SECTION I1 - DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 
DDD Letterkenney, PA 
DDD Tooele, UT 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, PA 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, PA 
Defense Electronics Supply Center (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Clothing Factory, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defense Logistics Service Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, MI 
Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic, 
Philadelphia, PA and Defense Contract Management District 
Nothcentral, Chicago, Illinois 
Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC 
Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL 
 viat ti on Supply Off ice, Philadelphia, PA hh lZ  
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, PA 
Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, PA 
Disestablishment of DISA Centers (adds McClellan AFB and NCTS 
San Diego; deletes Cleveland) 
Defense Information Systems Agency Sites; DITSO Indianapolis 

IPC, IN ; DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO; DITSO Columbus Annex 
(Dayton), OH; RMBA  levela and, OH 

SECTION I11 AIR FORCE 

27. McDill Air Force Base, FL 
28. Griffis AFB, NY 
29.  March Air Force Base, GA 
30. K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, MI 
3 1 .  Homestead Air Force Base, FL 
32. Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY 
3 3 .  Carswell Air Force Base, GA 
34. Castle Air Force Base, GA 
35. MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
36. Mather Air Force Base, CA 

.(r 37. Chanute Air Force Base, IL 



38. Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH 
39. McGuire Air Force Base, NJ 
40. Newark Air Force Base, OH 
41. OtHare International Airport, Air Reserve Station, Chicago, 

- 

Illinois 
42. OtHare Clarification 
43. Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
44. Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, Ohio 

SECTION IV NAVY 

Mare Island, CA 
Charleston, SC 
NAS Agana, Guam 
NAF Midway Island 
NAS Cecil Field, FL 
El Toro, CA 
NAS Barbers Point, HI 
NAS Memphis, TN (Flying Mission see #64) 
NSB New London, Ct 
NS Staten Island, NY 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, RI 
NS Mobile, AL 
NS Treasure Island, CA 
NAS Alameda, CA 
NAS Meridian, MS 
NAS Glenview, IL G C J ~  I &  
NAS South Weymouth, MA 
NAS Dallas, TX 

( \ C W  (I 
NAF Detroit, MI 
NAS Memphis Flying Mission, TN 
NAF Johnstown, PA 
NAF Martinsburg, WV 
NTC Orlando, FL(NH See # 69) 
NTC San Diego, CA 
NH Orlando, FL 
NADEP Alameda, CA 
NADEP Pensacola, FL 
NADEP Norfolk, VA 
NAS Charleston, SC 
Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC 
Naval Supply Center, Oakland, CA 
NSC Pensacola, FL 
NH Beaufort, SC 
NH Corpus Christi, FL 
NH Great Lakes, IL 
NH Millington, TN 
NH Charleston 
NH Oakland, CA 
Reserve Centers 
Reserve Centers, Massachusetts 
DoD Family Housing and Family Housing Office, Niagra Falls, NY 
1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, MD 



85. Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, VA 
86. Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, San 

UP Francisco 

Public Works Center, San Francisco, CA 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering 
Field Division, San Bruno, CA 
NESEA St. Inigoes, MD;NESEA Charleston, SC; and NESSEC 
Washington, D.C.; NESEA Portsmouth VA 
Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft Division, Trenton, NJ 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment Norfolk, VA 
NSWC Annapolis, MD 
Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity;Yorktown, VA 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment Virginia Beach, VA 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment White Oak, MD 
Sea Automated Data Systems Activity Indian Head, MD 
Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque, NM 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, San Diego and 
Vallejo, CA 
Submarine Maintenance Engineering, Planning and Procurement 
Portsmouth, NH 
Planning Repair and Alteration Centers 
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 
National Capitol Region, VA 
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Draft Motions 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Initial Entry TraininqIBranch School 

Fort McClellan, AL: 
,'-- 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his recommendation on Fort 
McClellan, AL. Therefore, the Commission rejects and does not make the following 
recommendation of the Secretary: Close Fort McClellan. Relocate the U.S. Army Chemical 
and Military Police Schools and the Department of Defense Polygraph Institute (DODPI) to 

I 



and criterion 4 fore, that the Commissi 
Retain the Pres erey but dispose of all 
Annex, except t co~issary1 and post ex d to support 
of Monterey. n .,f inds this recommends tent with th 
structure pla 

spose all facilities at 
POM Annex except housing etc. to support POX and Naval School. Evaluate for Contracting 
BASOPS. 1 : / *  

. - .  I . '  V 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from 
the force-structure plan and criterion 4, and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the 
following recommenda$ion: Retain the Presidio of Monterey but dispose of all facilities 
at the Presidio of Monterey Annex except the housing, commissary, child care facility, and 
post-exchange required to'support-the Presidio of Monterey and Navy Post Graduate School. 
Consolidate base operations support with the Naval Post Graduate School by interservice 
agreement. The ~eparement of Defense will evaluate whether contracted base operations 
support would provide.savings for the Presidio of Monterey. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with'the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

JOHNSOW 

v 

- 0 

BYRON 

/ 

STUART COURTER 

I/ 

a . 

Hotion 

'AYEm I/ 

WHERSU~ 





Commission .adopt;.the followinga r 
Headquarters;.;Sixth U. S. Army,. f nciscb to'- NASA' 
Fort Carson, -+CO,:' as originally rise Secretary'S 
Realignment and,Closure in 1988. , a . .  

eviated substantially 
e Secretary's 

:I : 
COURTER McPHERSOll COX'! B W U N  

. ! 4 .  





DEPARTMENT O F  THE ARMY 

V i n t  Hill Farms, VA: 
f. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I I I 





/Rock Island Arsenal, IL: 

Accept DoD Recommendation [Change Rock Island 1991 recommendation. Activity stays at Rock 
Island. ] : . ..- . ._.. c , z il 

'* .. 1 .. . 
I move that' the commission find that the Secretary of .Defense did not devidte 

substantially from the force : structure plan and final criteria and, '! theref ore, athat the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of,~efense: Instead of 
sending the -@aceriel management functions of. U.S. Army Armament; Munitions and:i~hemical 
Command (AMCCOM) to ~edstone:~rsenal, Alabama, a s  recommended by thb 1991 Basei:Closure 
Commission,-reorganize these:functions underj~ank Automotive :Co 
functions reihaining:-in plaqe iVat Rock ~slaiid. ~rsenal ;.k IL. : :, , 

, - -  . . '  . 4 

MsPHERSUI I COX ' 

Reject DoD R 
on find that the Secretary deviated substant 
and final criteria in maki endation on Rock 
e, the Commission rejects a ake the following 
ry: Instead of sending the agement functi.0 
and Chemical Command (AMCC 
se'closure Commis~ion,~ reor functions under Tank 
th %the functions remaining Rock Island Arsenal, 

.. . 2 , < ;  A:; 
r . ,  . - f%?";: ;Z.  ' ' 

,ER ,' .' HSPHERCOY ' " * ~ D L \  l t c w l i  . -  

L a:. ' .!I \ - : 
( a  

4 ( 1  

' -I .. . , , '  \ . . . h  s, l? 
' 7  I $. I , . 



/ Draft Motions 

issile maintenance functions) to other mainte 
ate sector; reta 1 ammunitio 
, Diagnostic Equ ions at Let 
sfer, or elimina 

nce workload wil ed at Lett 
e the tactical 
en Air Logistics 
on found suitabl 
ation Management 
ormation Systems 
ocate Depot Syst 
the Armament, 
*'as approved b 
recommendatio 
t . - - 

, I ( cPnERw MURTER' STUART . JOHNSOW 

El. 
"AYE" - 

I \ 
6, I 

I U A V I  8 

3 

p d . . , ; .  I/ 

Base in Barstow, California, 
workload at Letterkenny. 



Retain the Systems Integration Management Activity-East (SIMA-E).,at Letterkenny Depot 
Activity until the Defense Information Systems Agency completes its review of acti.vities 
relocated under DMRD 918. Relocate Depot Systems Command to Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois, and consolidate with the Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command into the 

I Industrial Operations Command, as approved by the 1991 Commission. . , 
The  omm mission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 

and final criteria. 

Accept DoD Recomm 

substantially from 
Commission adopt-th 

maintenance activities, 

appropriate. 



Tooele Army Depot, UT: 
4 

, . 
*;* 

9 

'I, i I 
1 .  
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DRAFT MOTIONS 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

Defense deviated 
reject the Secretary's 
y, Pennsylvania, and, instead, 

adopt the following recommendation: the Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania remains open. The Commission finds this recommendation to be 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT: - 

ion find the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from final 
at the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on the Defense 

Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: disestablish 
Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah (DDTU). Relocate the depot's functions/materiel to ~efense 
Distribution Depot Red River, Texas (DDRT). Any remaining materiel will be placed in available space 
in the DoD Distribution System. Change the recommendation of the 1988 commission regarding Pueblo Army 
Depot, CO, as follows: instead of sending the supply mission to Tooele Army Depot, UT, as recommended 
by the 1988 Commission, relocate the mission t o a  location to be determined by the Defense ~ogistics 

-11115 , . is : I  I ~?i~j::4kr .Cy'(e str~c~.bfe ~ t r i  f;mi c: {&.A'& 
A ,  



DRAFT HOTIONS 

Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, PA: 

I Accept DoD Recomme 

final criteria 4, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the secretaryis 
recommendation on Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Defense Industrial Supply Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open and located within the AS0 compound in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 

) the force structure plan and final criteria. 
/ 

Y ~lternative 
I move that 

from final 

~lternative 
I move that of Defense substantially 

from final criter Secretary's 
recommendation on 

criteria. 

instead, adopt th 
Center, Columbus, 
Commission finds 

1, 



Defense Personnel  Support Center, P h i l a d e l p h i a ,  PA: 

DRAFT MOTICNS 

13 

9 
from final c 



DRAFT MOTIONS 
I 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

MOTIONS 

Electronics S u p ~ l v  Center (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio: 

Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: close the 
Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and relocate its 
mission to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 

---- ,------p --' 
substantially 

the Secretary's 
Dayton, Ohio, and, 

Supply Center 
future consolidations 
t with the force 

*- 



DRAFT H O T I O N 8  

; Defense Clothincr Factory, ~hiladelphia, Pennsylvania A . t If' A 

i ) o m w m -  &" / \ " I  

L ' i  /tp 
9 - 

v 

I move t h a t  t h e  Commission f i n d  t h a t  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense  d i d  n o t  deviate----\ 
I f rom t h e  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  and  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  

 omm mission a d o p t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  recommendation of  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense:  C lose  t h e  
Defense  C l o t h i n g  F a c t o r y ,  r e l o c a t e  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  s u p p o r t i n g  t h e  f l a g  m i s s i o n ,  and u s e  

i s t i n g  commercial  sources_to__procu 

s u b s t a n t i a p  
on Defense 

n o t - k a k e  

i a l  s o u r c e s  t o  

Alternative none. 



DRAFT MOTION8 

Defense Loqistics service Center and Defense Reutilization and Marketins Gervice, Battle 
Creek, MI: 

Accept DoD Recommendation [C relocate to Columbus] 
I move that the Commiss that the Secretary of 

substantially from t re plan and final criteriapn 
Commission adopt the mendation of the Secretqry of 
the Defense Logistics r (DLSC) and collocat&/its 
Construction Supply olumbus, Ohio. 

l4 
/" i 
Service, Battle Crepk, Michigan, to 

Ohio. DCSC wilJ provide all 
Two separate f$nctional areas, 
Distributio , will be assigned 
operationa mission areas now 

[remain in ~a-eek] : \ 
don--I-& 

Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 

Defense Logistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Creek, Michigan, and, instead, adopt the following 

Logistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and 
remains open and located in Batte Creek. The 

is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. - - - - -  ----- - - ---__.____ -.. - ---- 

Alternative Motion 2 [relocate to ~ h i ~ ] :  
i 

of Defense deviated substantially 

the Defense 

structure plan and 



DRAFT MOTION8 

i Defense Contract Manaqement District Midatlantic, Philadelphia, PA, and Defense Contract 
Manaqement ~istrict Northcentral, ~hicaqo, IL: 

Accept DoD Recommendation  ises establish DCMD Philadelphia and DCMD Chicago; relocate 
mission.1: - I--- 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 
Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defense Contract Management 
District Northcentral (DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD Northeast, DCMD South and 
DCMD West. - ---------- --- . . - -  - L- _ __ __ __ _ _ -- ---- ____ __---- I_-- ---*-_ --- - 

J I  remain open.]: 
deviated substantially 

on Defense 
Management 

.\ 
'1 

Alternative Motions: '-% 

Alternative Motion chicago relocated; 
disestablish i 

I move that the ~ommissio the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 that the commission rejectqthe Secretary's 
recommendation recommendation: the ~ ~ f e n s e  Contract 
Management remains oper+\ Disestablish 
the DCMD Northeast. District No~thcentral, 
Chicago, Illinois, ManagementlDistrict 
Midatlantic, DCMD South, and DCMD West.%lye Commission finds this recommend 
consistent with the force structure plan an final criteria. 

Alternative Motion 2 [DCMD Chicago remaih 
I move that the Commission find that the 

from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 



DRAFT MOTION 

Defense Contract Manaqement ~istrict West, El Bequndo, CA: 

Accept D o D  to L o n g  Beach]: 
that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

final criteria anti that the 
of the Secretary of the 
West)., El Segundo, , to Long Beach Naval 

z' 

endation on Defense 

Naval 
-. 

--A u = I I _ _  

1 

Segundo, CAI to Long Beach Naval shipyard, Los Angeles, CAI o&Navy space obtained *om 39 exiange of land for space between the Navy and the Port Authority/City of Long Beach. The 
commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

-- .-- - --- - - - -- - -- - . - --d-r__--_^_---- 

\ 



DRAFT MOTIONS 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, 6C: 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC (DDCS), and relocate the mission to Defense 
~istribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow moving and/or inactive materiel 
remaining at DDCS at the time of the realignment will be relocated to available storage 

substantially 

"r 
~lternative t 
I move that the deviatediqubstantially 

from final criterion 1 and, the Secretavfs 
recommendation on the Defense Carolina, ane, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Charleston remains open 
to service its existing customers. and personnel ah.the 
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston to no longer needed due to,the 
closing of the Naval Supply Center and Naval Charleston. The Commission fipds 
this recommendation is consistent with the plan and final criteria. \ 





DRAFT MOTIONS 

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL: 

A c o s p t -  
not deviate 

-substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
/ Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL (DDPF), and relocate the mission to Defense 

i ~istribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow moving and/or inactive materiel 
remaining at DDPF at the time of the disestablishment will be relocated to available 
storage space within the DoD Distribution System. , 

Alternative Motions: 
~lternative Motion 1 [remains open]: 
I move that find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final that the Co~ission reject the Secretary's 
Depot Penqacola, Florida, and, instead, adopt 
~istribution Depot Pensacola, Florida, remains 

open. The commission finds this recommendation to be consistent with the force structure 
plan and final criteria. , 

~lternative Motion 2 [Reduce]: 
I move that the Commission Sind that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: the Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida, remains 
open to service its existing customers. Realign and/or reduce assets and personnel at 
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola to reflect the number no longer needed due to the 
closing of the Naval Supply Center and Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



I", 



DRAFT MOTIONS 

Defense Personnel Sumort Center, Philadelphia, PA: 



DRAFT MOTIONS 

Defense Industrial 8 u p ~ l ~  Center, Philadelphia, PA: 

Accept DoD R commendat [Relocate DISC to New Cumberland, PA. 
I move hat the o m i  sion find that t ecretary of deviate 

substantiat f f l  structure " T i n a 1  
Commission dopt e follo ing recommeg ation of the 
Defense In stri Supply enter (DIS~) , a hardwa 
in Philade phia Pennsylvan a, to N w Cumberland, P _, 

v w I Alternative otions: 
-AL--- 1 D I S C  Qtnus~ 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 ,  5, and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Defense Industrial Supply Center, 
Philadelphia, ~ennsylvania, remains open and located within the AS0 compound in 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the fore_ -?tructure plan and final criteria. . 

I Alternative noti& [Move DIBC to SCSC OH.]: 1'----- 
I move that the 

the Secretary's 
recommendation on and, 
instead, adopt the 

plan and final criteria. 

Supply Center, Columbus, 
the force structure 

Alternative Motion 3 to DESC 0~;'l.t 
I move that the that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 4 that thqcommission reject the Secretaryf s 
recommendation on Center, PKiladelphia, Pennsylvania, and, 
instead, adopt the relocate &he Defense Industrial Supply 
Center, Columbus, Ohio, to Defense Electronics Supply'Center, Dayton, Ohio. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the'force structure plan and final 
criteria. 



i I DRAFT MOTION 

Motion 2 rAdds McClellan AFB and NCTS San Diego; deletes Cleveland.]: 
the ~omkssion find that the Secretary of ~efense deviated substantially 
and 3 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
the DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation Plan, and, instead, adopt the 

folbrmf6c~ recommendation: disestablish the 43 DISA information processing centers listed 
below: I 

N a v y  Sites 
NSC Charleston, SC 
NSC Puget Sound, WA 
NSC Norfolk, VA 
NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Kings Bay, GA 
NAS Key West, FL 
NAS Oceana, VA 
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
NCTS New Orleans, LA 
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 

AS0 Philadelphia, PA 
NCTS Pensacola, FL 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA 
FISC San Diego, CA 
FACSO Port Hueneme, CA 
TRF Bangor, WA 
NAS Brunswick, ME 
NAS Mayport, FL 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA 
BUPERS Washington, DC 
NCTS Washington, DC 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl 
Harbor, HI 

NAVDAF Corpus ~hristi, TX 

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

Air Force Sites 
CPSC San Antonio, TX 7th CG, Pentagon, VA 
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX 

Defense ~oqistics Aqency sites 
IPC Battle Creek, MI IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Philadelphia, PA IPC Richmond, VA 



DRAFT MOTIONS 

Defense Information Systems Aqencv Sites 
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 
RMBA Cleveland, OH 

Consolidate the information processing center workload at the following 16 megacenters: 

Recommended Meqacenter Locations 

Columbus, Ohio 
Ogden, Utah 
San Antonio, Texas 
Rock Island, Illinois 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Denver, Colorado 
~arner-Robins, Georgia 
Huntsville, Alabama 

~echanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
Dayton, Ohio 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
~acksonville, Florida 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
San Diego, California 
McClellan AFB, California 

The commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 
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ecommendation [Realign Grif f iss. 416 Bomb Wing inactivates. ] : 
that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 

the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Griffiss AFB, 
for realignment. The 416th Bomb Wing will inactivate. The B-52H 

to Minot AFB, North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The KC- 
aircraft from Griffiss AFB will transfer to Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota. The 485th 

Group at Griffiss AFB will relocate to Hill AFB, Utah. 

The Northeast Air Defense Sector will remain at Griffiss in a cantonment area pending 
the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it will be 
transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will remain at Griffiss AFB 
in its existing facilities as a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A minimum essential 
airfield will be maintained and operated by a contractor on an l1as needed, on call11 basis. 
The ANG will maintain and operate necessary facilities to support 
mobility/contingency/training of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division located at Fort 
New York, and operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone laboratory and the ANG 

- 

mission will 

Reject DoD 
Defense deviated 



Accept DoD Recommendation [Realign March AFB. Inactivate 22nd AR Wing.]: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: March AFB, 
California, is recommended for realignment. The 22nd Air Refueling Wing will inactivate. 
The KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) aircraft will be relocated to Travis AFB, 
California. The Southwest Air Defense Sector will remain at March in a cantonment area 
pending the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it will 
be transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). The 445th Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve 
(AFRES), 452nd Air Refueling Wing (AFRES), 163rd Reconnaissance Group (ANG) (becomes an 
Air Refueling Group), the Air Force Audit Agency, and the Media Center (from Norton AFB, 
California) will remain and the base will convert to a reserve base. Additionally, the 
Army Corps of Engineers Unit, the US Customs Aviation Operation Center West, and the 
Enforcement Aaencv aviation unit will remain. 

Reject DoD R FB remains 
nd that th 

Air Force Audit Agency, 



Accept DoD Recommendation [Close K.I. Sawyer. 410th Wing inactivates.]: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: K . I .  Sawyer 
AFB, Michigan, is recommended for closure. The 410th Wing will inactivate. B-52H 
aircraft will transfer to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The Air Force will retire its B-52G 
aircraft instead of implementing the previous Base Closure Commission recommendation to 
transfer those aircraft from Castle AFB, California, to K . I .  Sawyer AFB. 

Reject DOD Reco er remains open.] 
that the Secret ed substantially 
nal criteria in 
ssion rejects an 
I. Sawyer AFB, 
2H aircraft wil 
aircraft instea 
transfer those 

to K . I .  Sawyer AFB. 
. 

COX MURTER STUART BYRON - 
A, 

not i on 
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/I Vl/ DRAFT MOTIONS 

tead AFB with the following acti 

xas; and temporar 
Water Surviva ndall Air Force Florida. Futu 
Survival Scho t on efforts to te its func 

ense alert activity will 
dation is consistent with 

the force st 

Alternative 2 [ R e a m  AFB 482nd Fighter Wing, NORAD, and 301st Rescue 
adron remain.]: 
ove that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 1 and 3 for the military value of this strategically located base an 
criterion 4 for costs to move the 482d Fighter Wing and operate MacDill AFB and criterio 
6 for economic impact, and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Homestead AFB, Florida, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: realign Homestead AFB with the following actions. Inactivate the 31st 
Fighter Wing; all F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain temporarily assigned to 
Moody AFB, Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina; move the Inter-American Air Forces 
Academy to Lackland AFB, Texas; temporarily relocate the Air Force Water Survival School 
to Tyndall AFB, Florida. Future disposition of the Water Survival School is dependent 
upon efforts to consolidate its functions with the United States Navy. Relocate the 726th 



/' / DRAFT HOTIONS \ 

' i 
Air Control Squadron to Shaw AFB. Consolidate the Naval Security Group with other US Navy 
units. Close all DoD activities and facilities, including family housin the hospital, 
commissary, and base- exchange facilities. All essential cleanup and r toration 
activities associated with Hurricane Andrew will be completed. The 482d ighter Wing and 

i the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) and the North American Air Defense alert $, activity will 
remain in cantonment areas. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force structure plan and final criteria. 

I 
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DRAFT MOTIONS 

Plattsbursh AFB, NY: 

DoD Recommendation -- none. 

I move that the Commission find that 
from criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, the 
close Plattsburgh AFB and transfer the KC-135s to 
The Commission finds that this recommenda 
and 

- 
final 

__I 

- - - - -  

I 

WcPHERSOLl COURTER STUART BYRON 

Motion 



DRAFT MOTIONS 
A 1 .Y 

;;" .r' Carswell AFB, CA: 

Reject D o D  Recommendation [Realign 436. Training only to Dyess.]: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his recommendation on Carswell 
AFB, CA. Therefore, the Commission rejects and does not make the following recommendation 
of the Secretary: Transfer the fabrication function of the 436th Training Squadron 
(formerly 436th Strategic Training Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the maintenance 
training function to Hill AFB, Utah. The remaining functions of the 436th Training 
Squadron will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. Final disposition of the base exchange 
and commissary will depend on the outcome of the Congressionally mandated base exchange 
and commissary test program. 

CDURTER JOHNSOU STUART HcPHERSOU 

n o t i o n  

BYRW COX 



Castle AFB, CA: 

AFB, Louisia 

Reject DoD Recommendation [Castle to Fairchild.]: 
I move that the Commission fi that the Secretary of Defense 

from the force structure plan and fl a1 criteria in making his 
AFB, CA. Therefore, the Commission re ects and does not make 
of the Secretary: Redirect the B-52 a KC-135 Combat Crew 
Fairchild AFB, Washington to Barksdale \ A , Louisiana (B-52) 

~lternative Motion -- none. \ \ 



DRAFT MOTIONS 

MacDill AFB, FL: 

Reject DoD Recommendation/Alternative 1 [MacDill remains closed.]: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 1 and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on MacDill AFB, Florida, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
move the Joint Communication Support Element to Charleston AFB, South ~arolina, as 
provided for in the 1991 Defense Base Closure Commission Report to the President. The 
482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) will remain at Homestead AFB, Florida. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Accept DoD Recommendation [ 4 8 2  to MacDill, JCSE remains.]: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: The Air Force 
Reserve (AFRES) will temporarily operate the airfield as a reserve base, not open to civil 
use, until it can be converted to a civil airport. This will accommodate the recommended 
reassignment of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) from Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its 
conversion to KC-135 tankers. The Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) will not be 
transferred to Charleston AFB, South Carolina as recommended in 1991, but, instead, will 
remain at MacDill AFB. 

I 
n o t i o n  t;;;;-l. 
"AYEm 

n o t i o n  

JOHNSON 

McPHERSOW COX 
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6') DRAFT MOTION8 

Mather AFB, CA: 

Reject DoD Recommendati 
I move that the Co hat the Secretary 

from the force structur 1 criteria in 
AFB, CA. Therefore, the 

while awaiting permane 

of the Secretary: Red eling Group (AFR 
to Beale AFB, Californ 
approaching closure of 

STUART BYROU 
I \ I 

II second II I I \ I  I I 





------. 

ickenbacker Air National Guard Base (ANGB), OH: 

Accept DoD Recommendation [ANG at Rickenbacker, springfield to Wright-Patterson.] 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: The 121st Air 
Refueling Wing (ANG) and the 160th Air ~efueling Group (ANG) will move into a cantonment 
area on the present Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of the Rickenbacker Port - 
Authority (RPA) on RPAfs airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) will realign to Wright- 
Patterson AFB, Ohio as originally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing will still move to 
Edwards AFB, California. ~h .no ,-.Q--L b g- +Ce Sevuhuu\ 4 - * Grnm 

Reject DoD Recomm ive 1 [Realign ~ickenb 
move to Springfie 

I move that nd that the Secretary ed substantially 
from final criter ore, that the Commissi 
recommendation on National Guard Base (ANGB) , 
the following rec the 121st Air Refueling Wing 
Refueling Group ( ker ANGB to WPAFB as o 
reaffirms the 199 to realign the 907th 
Patterson AFB, Oh 950th Test Wing to Ed 
Commission finds ions are consistent w 
final criteria. 
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Inserts : 

\ 
~ a s t h a s t  Mobility Base Scenario 

In order deliberations aircraft air force 
Commission will make 

[pick one] \ 
Plattsburgh AF 
McGuire AFB-NJ 
Griffis AFB-NY 

being the North Eas 

McGuire AFB Insert: 

st Mobility Base; 

structure plan and final criteria. 

the military 
criterion 4 f 
MacDill AFB and 
that the Commissi 

recommendation: rea 
actions. Inactivate t 1 F-16s from the 



DRAFT MOTIONS 
L ) O a  

Air Losistics Centers I 

Newark AFB, OH: -. 

Reject I move DoD Recommen that th\ tion [Newark find stays that open.]: the Sec\fense deviate\;:ia1ly 

from the force structu plan and final criteria in king his recommendatio on Newark 
AFB, Ohio. Therefore, th Commission rejects and does t make the following 
recommendation of the Secr tary: Newark AFB, Ohio, is r commended for closure. 
Aerospace Guidance and Metr ogy Center (AGMC) depot will e closed; some work1 d will 
move to other depot maintenan e activities including the pr vate sector. We ant1 ipate 
that most will be privatized iiplace. 

McPHERSOW WRTER STUART JOHNSOW 

Motion El 
"AYE* 



Draft Motions / 
OtHare International Airport, ALf Reserves Btation, Chicaqo 
[To clarify Friday's reco 

voted to recommend 
City of Chicago de 
the full cost of r 
n to the public.uu 
eprive a community 
therwise be entitl 

that the phrase I1(except for  rants for airfield 
FAA grants rm ai 
era1 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on OtHare and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close OtHare 
ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component 
(ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or another location acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and agreement with the receiving location), 
provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate that it has the financing in place to cover 
the full cost of replacing facilities (except for FAA grants for airport planning and 
development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal financial assistance to serve the 
needs of civil aviation at the receiving location), environmental impact analyses, moving, 
and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from higher standards or a faster 
schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did not close, without any cost 
whatsoever to the federal government, and further provided that the closure/realignment 
must begin by July 1995 and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund 
the cost of relocating the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these 
conditions are not met, the units should remain at OtIiare International Airport. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria.? 



OfHare International Airport, A i r  Reserves Btation, ~ h i c a q o ,  I& 
[To clarify Friday's recommendation.] 

Draft Hotiona 

[Intro: On Friday, we voted to recommend that OfIiare Air Reserves Station be closed 
and relocated provided the City of Chicago demonstrated that it had the financing to 
cover, among other things, the full cost of replacing facilities Itexcept for FAA grants 
for airfield facilities open to the p~b1i.c.~~ We included that exception to make clear 
that we did not intend to deprive a community to which'OfHare ARS is relocated of FAA 

: grants for which it would otherwise be entitled. To ensure that our intent is clear: 

I move that the phrase It(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the 
public)" be revised to read as follows: "(except for FAA grants for airport planning and 
development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal financial assistance to serve the 
needs of civil aviation at the receiving location)." (L [FYI -- The entire recommendation now reads: 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore that the Commission reject the Secretaryf& 
recommendation on OfHare and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close OfHare 
ARS'as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component 
(ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or another location acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and agreement with the receiving location), 
provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate that it has the financing in place to cover 
the full cost of replacing facilities (except for FAA grants for airport planning and 
development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal financial assistance to serve the 
needs of civil aviation at the receiving location), environmental impact analyses, moving, 
and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from higher standards or a faster 
schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did not close, without any cost 
whatsoever to the federal government, and further provided that the closure/realignment .' 

must begin by July 1995 and be aompleted by July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund 
the cost of relocating the Army Rcscrve activity, or leave it in place. If these 
conditions are not met, the units should remain at OfIiare International Airport. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria.] 

M;CL vD6  dl- /?+ 



e 
Draft Motions 

OJHare International Air~ort, Air Reserves atation, Chiaacro, I& 
I [To clarify Friday's recommendation.] . 5 

I 

,. . 
I 

>d .,. . . r k - r . .  I. I 
[Intro t On Friday , we vbted to recommend that ;0,~$re Air Resf rves . station be closed 

I and relocated provided the City of Chicago demonstta~ek.j8hat it~ihad the financing to 
cover, among. other things, the full cost of replaci.ng'~~acil'ities .Itexcept for( FAA grants 

I for airfield facilities open to the public.@I We incl,u$ed that exception to make clear 

t + 

that we did not intend to deprive a community to w h i ~ ~ ~ o ~ ~ a r e  ARSj is relocated of FAA 
grants for which it woulddotherwise be entitled. ~o;ensure that our intent is clear: 

r - , . , - w <  @, ,. - . i , \ * ? . B " # .  : j  , 
i \ 

I move that the phrase (except for FAA grant6 for' airfield 1,facilitias open to the 
It be revised to read ':as follows: " (except for. F* :grants; for airport planning and 

development that would othe&rise be eligible for ~ederal :financial assistance to serve the 
needs of civil aviation at the receiving locati~n).~~ ' 1 

CX' I 
Q .I 

[FYI -- The entire recommendation now reads: 1 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore that the Commission reject the Secretaryt& 
recommendation on OtHare and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close OtHare 
ARS as proposed by the City-of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component 
(ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or another location /acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and agreement with tqe receiving location), 
provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate that it has the financing in place to cover 
the full cost of replacing facilities (except for FAA grants forcjairport planning and 
development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal financial assistance to serve the 
needs of civil aviation at the receiving location), environmental impact analyses, moving, 
and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from higher standards or a faster 
schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did not close, without any cost 
whatsoever to the federal government, and further provided that the closure/realignment : 
must begin by July 1995 and be aompleted by July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund 
the cost of relocating the Army Reserve activity, or leave it hiplace. If these 
conditions are not met, the units should remain at OtHare International Airport. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria.] 





DRAFT MOTION$ 



  en tile ~ i r  Force atation, Dayton, 0hio 

DRAFT MOTION8 Yq 
D o D  Recommendation -- none. 

, -  -------- --- 
I move that the Commi 

from final criterion 1 and 
recommendation: close Gen 
to operate the AUTODIN Swi 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 





Draft Motions 

Shipyards 

nd NSY. Retain family housing as necessary to 

necessary t 

from final criterion 1 and, the 

that this re 



Draft Motions - 
Alternative Motion [Close NSY Charleston.  etai in'-f lexibilities fo 

mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substanti 
and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
Shipyard Charleston, and, instead, adopt the following 

recommendation: close Naval Shipyard Charleston, but maintain the option for the 1993 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission later to recommend the retention of 
Charleston Naval Shipyard facilities that are deemed necessary to establish or support 
naval commands that are retained at, realigned to, or relocated to Charleston, South 
Carolina. The Commission finds that this recommendation is consistent with the force 
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Draft Motions . , 
1 L 

I .  - 
Air Facility, Midway 1sliind:/ - ,  

I . I *  

. . 
& .  . .  . , /  I 

~idwav ~kiand. ' ]  : .':,. .; I 

t t h e  C o s d  that .  ] t h e  ' S e c r e t a g o f  Defense: d ib  n o t  de  
f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p lan  and f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  and,;-t iherefore 
llowing~~recommendation of t h e  Secretary of ,, D e f  knse: C 

F) , Midway I s l and .  

I 

I 



Draft  Motions 

East  Coast Operational Air Sta t ions  
I 

/&a1 A i r  S t a t i o n ,  C e c i l  F i e l d ,  F L ~  

! 
a s s e t s  t o  Cherry Point ,  Oceana and 

I 

I 

I Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate its aircraft along with dedicated personnel, 
equipment and support to Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina; Naval Air 

I Station, Oceana, Virginia; and Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina. 
I Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Marine Corps Security Force Company relocates 

ment, Fleet Aviation Support Office 

I 



I 

1 

I 

I 

n ,  California. 
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D r a f t  Motions 

A c c e p t  DoD ~ e c o m m e n d M o n  on N a v a l  A i r  T e c h n i c w i n i n g  Center [ R e l o c a t e  t o  P 
1 move that tne commission find that the Secretary or uerense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Relocate the 
Naval Air Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, Florida. 

ted substantially 
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Draft Motions 

A 

substantially 
rejects and 
Submarine Base 

to homeport ships, 
support 

This relocation is 

Virginia; nother major tenant, 

cox ncPHERm CoIJRTER STUART sykw JOHN= 

/ 
/ 

I 
"AYEU 

"NAYU E: I 1 
Alternative Motions: . . 

r \ 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of De ense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 2, 4, and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Submarine Base, New London, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Naval Submarine Base, New London remains open and does not realign. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
iteria - 





Draft Motions . /v / Naval Education and Trainins Center, Newport, RI-) 
1 /" , r? I 



Draft Motions 
b 1 

t the Commission find that the Se ense did not deviate 

of Defense 



@ D r a f t  Motions w 
Coast N a v a l  S tat ions  

( ~ a v a l  S t a t i o n ,  T r e a s u r e  Island, CA: ') 



Alternative Motion 2 [NAB Alameda closes, 
.I 

J *  
that the Commission find that the S substantially 

I riteria 1 and 2 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Station Alameda, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
close Naval Air Station, Alameda, California and relocate its aircraft along with the 
dedicated personnel, equipment and support to NAS North Island. In addition, those ships 

I currently berthed at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet concentrations at San 
I Diego and BangorIPuget SoundIEverett. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: reserve 
I aviation assets relocate to NASA Ames/Moffett Field, California, NAS Whidbey Island, and 

NAS Willow Grove; Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS 
North Island; Ship Intermediate Maintenance Department disestablishes; the Naval Air 
Reserve Center and the Marine Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased space at NASAIAmes. 

I The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
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raft Motions 

6 % ~  v e 



Naval Air Facilitv, Detroit, MI: 



READ 'JH&S LANGUAGE WITH ANY MOTION RE: NAS 



Naval Air Facility, Johnstown, PA: 



Draft Motions 

Naval Air Facility, Martinsburq, WV: 

DoD ~ecommendation -- none. 



~ r a i n i n c t  Center, Orlando. 

Draft  Motions 

School at the Naval submarine Base (NSB), New London; Personnel Support Detachment 



Draft Motions 
I 

I h v a l  Training Center, San Diego, CA ) 



, -. . 

Draft Motions 
N w a l  Hospital, Orlando, FL: 

recommen 



N a v a l  A i r  D e p o t s  

~ a v a l (  A v i a t i o n  D e p o t ,  A l a m e d a .  CA: 

A l t e r n a t i v e  ~o t ion '  [NADEP A l a m e d a  r e m a  n s  open. ] : 
I move that/the Commission find at the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

4 
h / 

from final cri k i a  4 and 5 and, the~efore, that the commission re'ject the Secretaryf s 
recommendation on Naval Aviation Dep[ot (NADEP), Alameda, and, inytead, adopt the following 
recommendatioh: Naval Aviation Dep t (NADEP), Alameda, remainsicpen. The commission 
finds this recommendation is consi gent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. $ f / 

i / =  BOWAN f 3 f 

i COX McPHERSOW COURTER STUART 
.I - I I I I I 

JOHNSON 





Draft Motions 

Naval Aviation De~ot, Norfolk, VA: 
_-1-- . . - - ------ - _ __ 

-c 

.--- 

retary of Defense did not deviate 

P 
~lternative Motion [Keep NADEP Norfolk open.l: 

I move that the Commi ssi nn find t h a t  t l  / -..-------.. L-le ~ecretaf~ of Defense deviated subsyantially 
from final criteria 1, 4 and 5 and, therefore, thatrhe Commission reject the 5ecretary1s 
recommendation on Nava12Aviation Denn+ fNAnEPl. Nnr<olR, and, instead, adopt thp following 

- , , -.---fplk remains open. The ~omm~ssion finds - 

- - - -  - - r - -  \-'-A- - , I  

recommendation: ~aval!~viation Depot (NADEPI . Nor 
this recommendation is consist~nt with +hn . ----------. .. force structure plan and final criteria. 

Ba*1u - COX UcPHERSOW CafRTER 1 - STUART BYRON JOHNSOW / 

# l 
notion' 

r 
/ 

/ 

/ 
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I 

I . I 
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i 
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Defense deviated substantially from final criterion 1 and, 
therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Station Charleston, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Close-Naval Station (NS) 
Charleston, but maintain the option for the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment commission later to recommend the 
retention of Naval Station Charleston facilities that are deemed 
necessary to establish or support naval commands that are 
retained at, realigned to, or relocated to Charleston, South 
Carolina. 

The Commission finds that this recommendation is consistent with 

( the Force Structure Plan and final criteria. I 



NsC Charleston, SC: 

Draft Motions ?"I 

Accept DoD Recommendation [Close.]: 
I move that the r om mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

final criteria and, therefore, that the 
f the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 

J 
ecretary of Defense deviated substantially 
t the  omm mission reject the Secretary's 
rleston, and, instead, adopt the following 

ter (NSC) Charleston, South Carolina, is not 
mmendation is consistent with the force 

structure plan and final criteria. 

~lternative Motion 2 [Close NSC contracting Center.]: . 
I move that the Commission find deviated substantially 

from final criterion 1 and, the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, adopt the following 
recommendation: close Naval except retain 

the force structure plan and final criteria. 
regional contracting center. The commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 

A/L.* 
~lternative ~ o t i o n  3 [partially disestablish NSC Charleston; retain facilities and 
personnel as appropriate.]: 

I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: partially disestablish Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, South 
carolina, and retain the facilities and personnel appropriate for the continued support of 
Navy activities in the Charleston, S.C. area. The commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



NBC hkland ,  CA: 

Naval, 8 U p ~ l y  Centers 

K 
Draft Motions 

I 3 
f d that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
i ure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 

I i mmendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close the 
j including the Naval Supply Depot, Point Molate, and 
i val supply Center, San Diego. The Office of the 
i ivision, relocates to leased space in the Oakland area. 
i 

Motion [Open. ] r b d %bw U S C  
I move that the Commissi n find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially d 

from final criteria 1, 3 and 4 and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, ~alifornia, remains open. The 
 omm mission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure pk.. m d  final 
crtteria. 



I 
1 

i I 

1 
8 

1 Draft Motions 

f YSC Pensacola, FL: 

j ! - 
I i 

ept DoD Recommendation [Close.]: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: r is establish 

Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola. 
4, 

Alternative ~ o t i o n   p pen.]: 
1 I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
> from final criteria 1, 3, and 5 and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the Secretary's 

recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola, and, instead, adopt the following 
, recommendation: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola, ~lorida, is not disestablished. The 

 omm mission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 





paval Hospital, Charleston, BCt  
i 

Draft Hotions 

Accept DOD Recommendation [close' Naval Hospital, Charleston. 1 r 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close the 

cnaL-Ocate certain military and civilian personnel to other 

~lternative Motion [Naval Hospital, Charleston remains open.]: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 1, and 6 and, therefore, that the commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval ~ospital, Charleston, South ~arolina, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: the Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Carolina, remains open. 
The c om mission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 



Draft notions 
K; 4 I 10% Naval Hospitals 

6 -  - 

Accept DoD ~ecommendation [Close Naval ~ospital, Oakland.]: 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close the 
Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate certain military and civilian personnel to other 
Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel to the Naval ~ i r  stations at Lemoore and 
Whidbey Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, Northwest ~egion, will relocate to Naval 
Hospital, Bremerton, Washington. 1 
~lternative ~ o t i o n  [Naval Hospital, Oakland remains Open.]: 

I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 5 and 6 and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Hospital, Oakland, California, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: the Naval Hospital, Oakland, ~alifornia, remains open. The  omm mission 
finds that this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 



A exandri Lou siana \ MFdland, *;as 1 1 1 ( 
Reakiniss Comma* Diskricts\ at 

'd. 
Draft Motions 

Reject DoD Recommendation: -- - 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his recommendation on Stand- 
Alone Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers. Therefore, the Commission - 
-makesthe following  recommendation:^: t : p  Close the following reserve 
centers a c t p t  6f ~ i l l b n 9 s  M o r l b 4 ,  

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

~bilene, ' ~ s a s  

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 

C 

A- 
- 



Pacific Grove, California 
Macon, Georgia, 
Terre Haute, Indiana 
~utchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Perth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jamestown, New York 
~oughkeepsie, New York 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 

Naval Reserve ~acilities at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
j id land, Texas 

Readiness Command Districts at: 

Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
~cotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, 0hio (REDCOM 5) 

I 

j l Draft Motions 



Draft Motions 
; 

~lternative Motions: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the   om mission 
reject the Secretary's recommendations on Stand-Alone Navy and Marine Corps Reserve 
Centers, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: close the, following reserve 
centers : 

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center at: 
t 

Lawrence, Massachusetts . I 

I 

Naval Reserve Center at:. 
,. / I  

~hicopee, ~ass'achusetts ' 
~uincy, Massachusetts - 

1;. 

i 
, 1 1  

l 

and consolidate these activities at the existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the for e 
structure plan and final criteria. I 7 



8s 
D r a f t  M o t i o n s  

ilv Housins Office, Niaqara F a l l s ,  NY: 

! . , A- 

I move that 'the commission find that the Secretary of ~efekie did not deviate 
substantially from the force'structure plan and final,~riteria:and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the ~ecretary:'of Defense: Close the DoD 
~amily Housing office and the 111 housing units it'administers.: 1 

Z I 
/ + - 

I 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criterion 7 and, :theref ore, that the,  omm mission reject! the secretary's 
recommendation on DoD Family,Housing and ~amil~.~ousing Office,' ~iagara Falls, New York, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: the DoD ~amily Housing Office and the 
111 housing units it administers remains open. ~he.~ornmission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 1 



Draft Motions 

Other Bases 

Jst Marine Corps District. Garden City, NY: 

Accept DoD ~ecommendation [Close 1st Marine Corps District.]: 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close the 1st 
~arine ~istrict, Garden City, New York and relocate necessary personnel, equipment and 
support to the Defense Distribution Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. The 
Defense Contract Management,Area Office, a present tenant in the;facility occupied by this 
activity as its host, will remain in place and assume'responsibility for this facility. 

rine Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will relocate to Fort Hamilton, New York. 
' I 

D ~ D  ~ecommendation [%st Marine Corps ~istribt remains open. I :  
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of ~efense deviated substantially 

from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his recommendation on 1st 
Marine Corps District, Garden city, NY. Therefore, the  omm mission rejects and does not 
make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Close the 1st Marine District, Garden 
City, New York and relocate necessary personnel, equipment and support to the Defense 
Distribution Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. The Defense Contract Management 
Area office, a present tenant in the facility occupied by this activity as its host, will 
remain in place and assume responsibility for this facility. The Marine Corps Reserve 
Center, Garden City will relocate to Fort Hamilton, New York. 

Alternative Motions -- I 

none. 



0 
Navy Radio Transmission ~acilitv, Annapolis, MD: 

-4c 

1" 
Draft Motion 

ecommendation [Close Nk~~>~olis. j i 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense .did not dev 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Di 
the Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Annapolis. The Navy shall retain 
property on which this f a c i m  resides. 

ecommendation [NRTF remains open.]: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defen~e~deviated substantially 

from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his recommendation on Navy 
Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, MD. Therefore, the  omm mission rejects and does not 
make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Disestablish the Navy Radio 
Transmission Facility (NRTF), Annapolis. The Navy shall retain the real property on which 
this facility resides. 

Alternative Motions [Delay clbsure of NRTF Annapolis.] r 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defenseideviated substantially. 

from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: idisestablish the Naval 
Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland. Do not relocate the equipment of Naval 
Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland. Continue to maintain actively the 
equipment until September 1, 1995. If the 1995 Defense Base Closure Commission does not 
recommend otherwise, then close the Naval Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, 
Maryland. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure 
plan and final criteria. I 
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Draft Motions 

lows for disposal of Hunterf. Point..Changes 19 

on find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: permit the 
Navy to dispose of Hunters Point Annex to Naval station Treasure Island, San 
california, in any lawful~manner, includinq outleasing. 

 eject DoD ~ecommendation [I991 recommendation remains unchanged.] r 
I move that the ~ornrnission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 

from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his recommendation on Hunterfs 
Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, CA.   here fore, the commission rejects and 
does not make the following~recommendation of the secretary: ~ e ~ i t  the Navy to dispose 
of Hunters point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, San ~rancisco, ~alifornia, in any 
lawful manner, including outleasing. 1 

~lternative Motion -- none. 



I 

ublic Works \, Ban Francisco, CA- 

Accept DoD ~ecommendation [Disestablish PWC Ban ~rancisco.]: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary 

substantially from the force structure plan and final cr 
commission adopt the following recommendation of the Sec 
the Public Works Center (PWC) San Francisco. - 
~lternative Motion [PWC 8an Francisco remains open.]: 

I I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
I from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the Secretary's 
I recommendation on the Public Works Center San Francisco, ~alifornia, and, instead, adopt 

the following recommendation: the Public Works Center San Francisco, California, remains 
open and is not disestablished. The Commission finds that this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. >,,; ii 

%, , ' I  . I 
I 



Draft Motions 

pavaLSacilities Enqineerinq Command, Western Enqineerina Fi - eld Division, 8a 

ccept DoD Recommendation [Realign NAVFAC, 8an Bruno. Retain BRAC ~ngineering 
management of NAVFAC, Ban Diego.]: I I 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force;structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
 omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary ofs~Defense: Realign the 
Western ~ngineering Field Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC), San 
Bruno, ~alifornia. Retain in place necessary.personne1, equipmen* and support as a Base 
~ealignment and Closure (BRAC) ~ngineering Field Activity under the management of the 
Southwestern Field ~ i v i s i o n , " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  San Diego, California. :I 

I i 
~1tef;i;;tive Motions [NAVFAC, Ban Bruno, is not realigned.]: I 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission rejectithe Secretary's 
recommendation on the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field 
Division, San Bruno, CA, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: the Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field ~ivision, San Bruno, California, 
remains open and is not realigned. The Commission finds that this recommendation is ' 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



Draft Motions 

Tech ,der(ters (SPAWARS) 

Naval  Command, C r o l  & Ocean Burve  ce C e n t e r s  
E a s t  C o a s t  NAVAC k n - s e r v i c e  ~ n q i n ~ t d i n q  D i r e c t o r a t e  

N E S E A  6 t .  I n i q o e s ,  MD,  NESEA C h a r l e s t o n  -h d E C  Washinqton,  DC, NESEA P o r t s m o u t h ,  
VA:: - 

Accep t  DoD Recommendation [ h, V A . ]  : 
I move t h a t  t h e  C o m m i s  n s e  d i d  n o t  d e v i a t e  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  f r o m  t h e  f o r c  a n d ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  
Commission a d o p t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  recomme S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense :  C l o s e  Nava l  
E l e c t r o n i c s  S y s t e m s  E n g i n e e r i n g  Ac t iv i  a r y l a n d ,  d i s e s t a b l i s h  NESEA 
C h a r l e s t o n ,  S o u t h  C a r o l i n a  m s  E n g i n e e r i n g  C e n t e r  
( IJESSEC)  , Wash ing ton ,  DC. C o a s t  Naval  I n - S e r v i c e  
~ n g i n e e r i n g  D i r e c t o r a t e  (NISE) a  C/ACLS f a c i l i t y  a t  S t .  
I n i g o e s  and  t h e  A e g i s  R a d i o  Roo t o r y  w i l l  r e m a i n  i n  p l a c e  a n d  w i l l  be t r a n s f e r r e d  
t o  t l ava l  A i r  S y s t e m s  Comman 

I n i g o e s ,  MD, N 

C h a r l e s t o n  



(IIESSEC), Washington, DC, and NESEA Portsmouth, and, instead, adopt the 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Activity (NESEA), 

becomes the new East coast lead facility. NESSEC, Washington 
Charleston. NESEA, Portsmouth closes and moves to NESEA, 

of fewer than 60 people. IIESEA, St. Inigoes closes 
Maintenance Facility moves from Charleston Naval 

facility at St. Inigoes,M the Aegis radio 
be transferred to Naval Air Systems Command. 

~lternative Motion 2 [Consolidates N E S E A s  
I move that the Comm e deviated substantially 

from final criteria 1, 2, ssion reject the 
Secretary's recommendatio ivity (NESEA) st. 
Inigoes, Maryland, NESEA onics security Systems 
Engineering Center (IIESSE , and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: ckivity (NESEA), 
Portsmouth remains open a ity. NESSEC, Washington 
closes and moves to NESEA nd moves to NESEA, 
I'ortsmouth. lJESEA, St. I outll. The ATCIACLS 
facility at St. Inigoes a remain in place and will 
be transferred to Naval A he Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan,. final criteria. 

~lternative Motion 3 Portsmouth.] : 
I move that the of Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria the Corn~nission reject the 
Secretaryf s recommendation on /Er dronics Systems Ehgineering Activity (NESEA) St. 2 Inigoes, Plaryland, NESEA Chayly ton, South Carolina, Naval Electronics Security Systems 
Engineering Center ( ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ) / : , W a s l ~ i n g t o n ,  DC, and NBSEA '~ortsmouth, and, instead, adopt the 

aval Electronic Systems ~n~iiieeri.1~ Activity (kiESEA) , St. 
the new East coast lead flpility. NESSEC, Wasllington 

St. Inigoes. NESEA, ~ortsmouth'~1oses and moves to NESEA, St. 
of fewer than 60 people. NESEA, Charleston closes and 

moves to IIBSEA, Commission finds this recommet~dation is consistent with 
criteria. \. 



Draft Hotions 

Naval ~ i r  Warfare Center-Aircraft ~ivision, Trenton, NJ: 

~ o m m e r ~ d ~ ~ w e - F r e . ~ b ~ ~ , ] - t  - -  ____ 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close the 
Aircraft ~ivision of the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey and relocat 

upport to the Arnold Engineering 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent 

deviated substantially 
the Secretary's 
New Jersey, and, 

- Aircraft' 
Division, Trenton, New Fersey, remains open. The is 
consistent with the ce structure plan and final 

P 

! I 

I 

f -ah a zhcJ Hflm / -  

a 
c -  m C 5 ' "A 
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I 
Draft Motions 

I Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC) Detachment Norfolk, VA: 

I move that the Comrnlssion find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
i substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 

Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 

Norfolk, Vir 
recommendation is with the fo 



N8WC Annapolis, MD: 

Draft Hotions 

, 

Alternative Motions: 

on reject the Secretary's 

this recommendation is 
/ - --- ------.- I 

DoDJs technical corrections 
(underlined).]: 

I move 
substantially 
Secretary's 
instead, 

Center 

electronmasnetic comeatibilit~ will remain in plake. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is conbiste e w i t h  the force struct'ure-plan and final criteria. d 



[LID 
Draft ..tion. 

Naval Mine Warfare Enqineerinq Activity, Yorktown, VA Y 
c c e ~ D o D - R e e o m m e n d . ~ & i - o ~ k :  - 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: relocate the 
Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port 
Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal i 

Panama City, Florida. 

4 i 
I move that the mission find that the Secretary bf Defense deviated substantially 

from final criteria 1 d 5 and, therefore, that the Copmission reject the Secreta yts 
recommendation on the val Mine Warfare Engineering A~tivity, Yorktown, Virginia (now the 
Naval Surface Warfare Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment), and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendatipn: the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity, Yorktown, 
Virginia, remains opFn and is not relocated. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

1) 
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Draft Motions 

Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Detachment Virqinia Beach, VA: 
I 

I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Disestablish 
the Virqinia-Beach Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme and 
relocat; its functions, personnel, equipment and support to the ~leet Combat ~ r a i w  
Center, Dam Neck, Virginia. 

final criteria. 

I 



Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Detachment White Oak, MD: 

Draft Motions 

Accept DoD Recommendation: 0'- 
I move t h a t  t h e  Commission t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense  d i d  n o t  devSd te  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from t h e  f o r c e  and f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  and,  t h e r e f o r e c t h a t  t h e  
Commission a d o p t  t h e  of t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  D e f e n s e : , ~ i s e s t a b l i s h  

Warfare  Cen te r  (NSWC) ( ~ a h l g r e n ) ,  l o c a t e d  a t  
equipment and >uppor t  t o  NSWC- 

Dahlgren,  a t  White  Oak w i l l  be/!etained f o r  u s e  by 
t h e  Navy t h e  Naval Systems (NAVSEA) 

Alternative Motions: 
Alternative 
I move t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

from f i n a l  

S u r f a c e  Warfare C e n t e r  ("WC) 

t h e  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  and f i n a l  - c r i t e r i a .  
J 

Alternative Motion 2 [Reject DoDr8 reco Includes DoD technical 

I move t h a t  t h e  Corn ~ c Y r ? ~ e f ? e n ~  d e v i a t e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
from t h e  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  and f i n a l  c r i t e r i o n  1 and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  Commission reject  
t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  recommendation on t h e  Naval S u r f a c e  Warfare Cen te r  (NSWC) ( D a h l g r e n ) ,  
White Oak, Maryland,  and ,  i n s t e a d ,  a d o p t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  recommendation:  ise establish t h e  
White Oak Detachment of  t h e  Naval S u r f a c e  Warfare  C e n t e r  (NSWC) (Dah lg ren ) ,  l o c a t e d  a t  
White Oak, Maryland.  R e l o c a t e  its f u n c t i o n s ,  p e r s o n n e l ,  equipment and s u p p o r t  t o  NSWC- 
Dahlgren,  V i r g i n i a ,  PSWC-Indian Ifead, I n d i a n  Head. Maryland. and NSWC-Dahlsren, Coas t  
Systems S t a t i o n .  Panama C i t y ,  F l o r i d a .  The p r o p e r t y  and  f a c i l i t i e s  a t  White Oak w i l l  be  
r e t a i n e d  f o r  u s e  by t h e  Navy s o  t h a t  it may, among o t h e r  t h i n g s ,  r e l o c a t e  t h e  Naval Sea 

\ ys tems  (NAVSEA) C from l e a s e d  spa  

\ &-- 



@ 
Draft Motions 

Tech Centers (NAVSEA) G9 
Sea Automated Data Systems ~ctivity (SEAADSA) Indian Head, MD: 

substantially from the force structure plan 
commission adopt the following recommendati 

-- 
mmission finds 

recommendation 



Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque, NM: 

Draft Hotions 

Accept DoD Recommendation [Allows liaison office at Albuquerque to remain. Changes 1991 . 
the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 

substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Permit a small 
detachment of the Weapons Division to remain after the closure of the Naval Weapons 
Evaluation Facility (NWEF), Albuquerque, NM, in order to provide liaison with 

f the Department of Energy. 

Reject DoD Recommendation recommendation remains unchanged.]: 
I move that the find that the Secretary of 

from the force final criteria in making 
Weapons NM. Therefore, 

the Secretary: 
Weapons Division to remainflafter the closure of the Naval 
(NWEF), Albuquerque, NM,/in order to provide liaison with 
Department of Energy fip: 

,/ 

Alternative Motions -'- none. 



Draft Hotions 

Naval ~lectronic Bystems Enqineerinq Centers, 

Accept DoD Recommendation [Change in 1991 recommendation. Change receiving location of 
NESEA 8an Diego and NESEA Vallejo to Air Force Plant #I9 in Ban Diego vice new 

0- -8an_Diena-_CA, 
mmission find that the 

to be Air Force 

D Recommend Cniation. ~eceiving location of 

viated substantially 
endation on Naval I 
erefore, the 
the Secretary: 

eering Activity (NESEA) 
Force Plant #I9 in San 

P 

Alternative Motions -- none. I' 
P 
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Draft Motions 

submarine Maintenance Enqineerinq, Planning and Procurement Portsmouth, NH: 

gggmg&h2n-[.~bes tab1 is h ~ M E E E a n d . 1 5 ~ ~ ~ r t 8 m o . ~ ~ h ~ 8 Y .  J : - 
at the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the 

commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: disestablish 
the Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPP), New Hampshire 
and relocate the necessary functions, personnel, equipment, and support at Supervisor of 
shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 

__--- 
BUDnEpp ,] :--.--- ------------ ---- --- 

b; 
of the Secretary 

(SUBMEPP), 



Draft ~ o t i o n s  

Planning, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA) 
(planning, Estimating, Engineering for Repair and Alteration.) 

PERA-CV, Bremerton, WA, PERA-Burface, Norfolk, VA, PERA-Burface, Ban ~rancisco, CA and 
PERA-Surface, Philadelphia (HQ), PA: 

adelphia, Pennsylvania. 

I move that mmission find that the substantially 
from the force e plan and final on PERA-CV, 
Bremerton, WA, Norfolk, 
Surface, PA. 

(PERR)-(CV), ~remerton, Washington, J 
(PERA) -(Surf ce) ~tlantic, Norfolk, J 

J 
i 

(PERA) - (Sur ace) ~ a c i f  ic, San ./ 

(PERA) - (Sur ace) (HQ) , r 

Alternative ~otions: 
[PERA (CV) etaye in PERA (BURPACE) -+ BUPBHIP] 

the Commission find of Defense deviated substantially 

I 

i 



D r a f t  M o t i o n s  

N a v a l  C i v i l  E n q i n e e r i n c r  L a b o r a t o r y  ( N C E L ) ,  P o r t  H u e n e m e ,  CA: 

Hueneme, California. 
-I--... *---_UW._---. 

------a. - - 
~ l t e r n a t i v e  Motion [NCEL 

I move that the deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 reject the Secretary's 

remains 





Draft Motions 

National Capital Reqion 

1 

i retary of Defense did not deviate 

I 

I 

er, Maryland 

I tern office, and Defense 

~ennsylvania 

* Bxreau of Naval 
Naval Air 

k 1- * Naval Recruiting Command to aval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois 
J 

* Naval Security Group Command Security Group Station, and Security Group 
Detachment, Potomac) to Agency, Ft. Meade, Maryland 

* Tactical Support Office Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, 
Virginia 

Relocate the activities from leased space to 
Government-owned Annex, Arlington, Virginia; 
Washington Navy Avenue, Washington, D.C.; Marine 
Corps Combat or the White Oak facility, Silver 
Spring, Maryland: 

Naval Sea - - \ 
Naval Engineering Command 

Systems Command \ 





Document Separator 



FINAL DRAFT 

HEARING OF MAY 21, 1993 

A. Motions Passed 

1. I move that the Commission consider Fort Lee, VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

2. On March 29, 1993, the Commission voted to add Presidio of 
Monterey Lanquaqe Institute (DL11 , CAI to the list of proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list for closure or realignment. 

The POM Annex/Fort Ord, CA, is a subinstallation of Presidio 
of Monterey and was included in the Secretary of Army's 
recommendation re: Presidio of Monterey for closure. 

In order to clarify for the record that the intent of the 
Commission was and is to consider POM AnnexIFort Ord for 
closure or realignment, I move that the Commission confirm its 
intention to consider POM AnnexIFort Ord, CA, as a proposed 
addition to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

3. I move that the Commission consider Fort Monroe, VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

4. I move that the Commission consider Fort Gillem, GA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

w 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 

Motion to amendltable motion: 

Motion made by: McPhearson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart/Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman 

(6) 
Vote against: Johnson (1) 

I move that the Commission consider the previously deferred 
and tabled motion on Fort Gillem, GA; specifically I move that 
the Commission consider Fort Gillem, GA, as a proposed 
addition to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, Cox, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, McPherson (2) 

5. I move that the Commission consider Marcus Hook, U.S. Army 
Reserve Center, PA, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Cox (2) 

6. I move that the Commission consider NSY Norfolk and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Norfolk, VA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox/Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox (4) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

7. I move that the Commission consider NSY Portsmouth, ME, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Cox (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Bowman (1) 

8. I move that the Commission consider NSY Lons Beach, CAI as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Cox (1) 

9. I move that the Commission consider NAS Oceana. VA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

10. I move that the commission consider MCAS Beaufort and NAVHOSP 
Beaufort, SC, as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of 
military installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

11. I move that the Commission consider NAS Miramar, CAI as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 
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w 
12. I move that the Commission consider ?ICAS Tustin, CAI as a 

proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

13. I move that the Commission consider NAS Corpus Christi and 
NAVHOSP Corpus Christi, TX, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

14. I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Inqleside, TX, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 

-f 

installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

15. I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Pascaqoula, MS, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

16. I move that the Commission consider NAVSTA Everett, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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w 
17. I move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Great Lakes, IL, 

as a proposed additjon to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

~otion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Byron, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

18. I move that the Commission consider Ship Parts Control Center, 
Mechanicsburq, PA, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Courter, McPherson (4) 
Vote against: Johnson, Cox, Bowman (3) 

19. I move that the Commission consider NESEC Portsmouth, VA, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

20. I move that the Commission consider NAF Martinsburq, WV, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

21. I move that the Commission consider NAF Johnstown, PA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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22. I move that the Commission consider NRCIAFRC, Chicopee, NMCRC 

Lawrence and NRC Quincv, MA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

23. I move that che Commission consider Naval Ordnance station, 
Louisville, KY, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list 
of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

24. I move that the Commission consider NAS Memphis, TN, for a 
proposed increase in the extent of realignment recommended by 
the Secretary and/or as a proposed addition to the Secretaryf s 
list of military installations recommended for closure; I 
further move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Millinqton, 
TN, as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military - 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

25. I move that the Commission consider Fort McPherson, GA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, Cox, Bowman (4) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson, McPherson (3) 

26. I move that the Commission consider Plattsburqh A F B ,  NY, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

27. I move that the Commission consider Fairchild AFB, WA, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Courter, McPherson, Cox, 

Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

28. I move that the Commission consider Grand Forks AFB, ND, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

29. I move that the Commission consider Tinker AFB and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Oklahoma City, OK, as proposed additions 
to the Secretary's list of military installations recommended 
for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Cox/Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

30. I move that the Commission consider RPC Tinker AFB (LSBA-IPC 
Oklahoma City) Oklahoma City, OK, as a proposed addition to 
the Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  



FINAL DRAFT 

wv 
31. I move that the Commission consider Warner-Robins AFB, RPC 

Warner-Robins (LSBA-IPC Warner-Robins) and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Warner-Robins. GA, as proposed additions 
to the Secretary's list of military installations recommended 
for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

32. I move that the Commission consider Kelly AFB, RPC Kelly AFB 
(LSBA-IPC San Antonio) and Defense Distribution Depot, San 
Antonio, TX, as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of 
military installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson (2) 

33. I move that the Commission consider NADEP North Island and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Sari Dieso, CAI as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure o; realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

34. I move that the Commission consider NADEP Cherry point and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Cherry Point, NC, as; proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

35. I move that the Commission consider NADEP Jacksonville and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Jacksonville, FL, as proposed 
additions to the Secretary's list of military installations 
recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

36. I move that the  omm mission consider MCLB Albany and Defense 
Distribution Depot, Albany, GA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

37. I move that the Commission consider MCLB Barstow and Defense 
~istribution Depot, Barstow, CA, as proposed additions to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

38. I move that the Commission consider Red River Army De~ot and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Red River, TX; Anniston Army Depot 
and Defense Distribution Depot, Anniston, AL; Toby:hanna Army 
Depot, PA; Seal Beach, Naval Weapon Station, CA; and. Air Force 
Losistics Center, Osden, UT as proposed additio:ns to the 
Secretary's list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous ( 7 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  

39. I move that the Commission consider Defense Construction 
Supplv Center (DCSC) and Defense Information Technolosv 
Services Orsanization (DITSO) (RMBA Columbus), Columbus, OH, 
as proposed additions to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 
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Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

40. I move that the Commission consider Defense Contract 
Manaqement District Northeast, MA, as a proposed addition to 
the Secretaryr s list of military installations recommended for 
closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

41. I move that the Commission consider Defense Distribution 
Depot, McClellan AFB, CA, and Naval Depot, San Dieqo, CA,' as 
proposed additions to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

42. I move that the Commission consider DITSO Denver (RMBA 
Denver), CO; AIPC Chambersburq (MIPA Chambersburq), PA; AIPC 
Huntsville (MIPA Huntsville), AL; and DITSO Cleveland (RMBA 
Cleveland), OH as proposed additions to the Secreta.ryfs list 
of military installations recommended for closure or 
realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

43. I move that the Commission consider Gentile AFB, O H ,  as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or rea1ignmen.t. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Naval Depot, San Diego, CA, is the same thing as Motion #33. 
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B. Motions Failed 

1. I move that the Commission consider Fort Leonard Wood, MO, as 
a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Stuart, Johnson, Bowman (3) 
Vote against: Byron, Courter, McPherson, Cox (4) 

2. I move that the Coamission consider NSB New London,g, for a 
proposed increase in the extent of realignment recommended by 
the Secretary and/or as a proposed addition to the Secretary's 
list of military installations recommended for closure; I 
further move that the Commission consider NAVHOSP Groton, CT, 
as a proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Johnson, Cox (2) 
Vote against: Byron, Courter, McPherson, Bowman (4) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

3. I move that the Commission consider McChord AFB, 3, as a 
proposed addition to the Secretary's list of military 
installations recommended for closure or realignment. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: No second 
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FINAL DELIBERATIONS 
JUNE 23-27, 1993 

1. Fort McClellan, AL 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his 
recommendation on Fort McClellan, AL. Therefore, the commission rejects and does not 
make the following recommendation of the Secretary: tlClose Fort McClellan. Relocate 
the U.S. Army chemical and Military Police Schools and the Department of Defense 
Polygraph Institute (DODPI) to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Transfer accountability 
for Pelham Range and other required training support facilities, through licensing, 
to the Army National Guard. Retain an enclave for the U.S. Army Reserves. Retain 
the capability for live-agent training at Fort M~Clellan.~~ The Commission does 17 
recommend that if the Secretary of Defense wants to move the Chemical Defense School 
and Chemical Decontamination Training Facility in the future, the Army should pursue 
all of the required permits and certificates for the new site prior to the 1995 base 
closure process. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: (see below) 
Vote against: 

(b) Motion to amend motion on Ft. McClellan to read: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 1 and 4, and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: close Fort McClellan except for Pelham Range and other required 
training support facilities to be licensed to the Army National Guard, and an enclave 
to support the U.S. Army Reserves; relocate the Chemical and Military Police Schools 
to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri; close the Chemical Decontamination Training Facility 
at Fort McClellan and construct a replacement facility at Fort Leonard Wood subject 
to CDTF permits; and relocate the Department of Defense Polygraph Institute to 
another location determined by the Department of Defense. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force-structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: None 
Vote for: N/A 
Vcte against: N/A 

(c) Motion to amend fails for lack of second. Vote on original motion (above): 

Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Stuart (1) 

2. Presidio of Monterey/POM Annex, CA 
Discussion. Motion/vote tabledldeferred. 

3. Fort Belvoir, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
realign Fort Belvoir as follows: Disestablish the Belvoir Research, Development and 
Engineering Center (BRDEC) , Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Eliminate the Tunnel Detection, 
Materials, Marine Craft, Topographic Equipment, Construction Equipment and Support 
Equipment business areas. Relocate the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water 
Purification, and FuelILubricant Business Areas to the Tank Automotive Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (TARDEC), Detroit Arsenal, Michigan. Transfer 
command and control of the Physical Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, 
Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, Environmental Controls and Low Cost/Low 
Observables Business Areas to the Night Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of 
the ~ommunication and Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(CERDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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4. Presidio of San Francisco, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 2 and 4, and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: The i988  omm mission decision wiii be changed to allow only the Sixth 
U.S. Army to remain at the Presidio of San Francisco, California. The Department of 
the Interior and the Department of the Army will negotiate a lease that is favorable 
to both departments for the current facilities occupied by Sixth U.S. Army and family 
housing at the Presidio of San Francisco necessary to accommodate the headquarters 
members. If agreement cannot be reached, the Commission expects the Army to make a 
subsequent recommendation to the 1995 Commission for the relocation of Sixth U.S. 
Army. The commission further recommends the Defense commissary Agency and the Army 
and Air Force Exchange System determine the commissary and exchange requirements to 
support Sixth U.S. Army based on sound business decisions. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

5. Ft. Gillem, GA 
I move that the Commission find that Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from 
the force structure and final criteria in not recommending the closure of Ft. Gillem. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the closure of Ft. Gillem and the movement of 
the Director of Engineering and Housing and all 3rd Army Tenants to Ft. McPherson, 
Georgia, and 2nd Army to Ft. Stewart. The Commission further recommends the Army, 
directly or through GSA, make the warehouse buildings at Ft. Gillem available to the 
Army and Air Force Exchange Service as long as they wish to remain a tenant there. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: None 
Vote for: N/A 
Vote against: N/A 
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6 .  F t .  M c P h e r s o n ,  GA 
No motion. 

?,  Ft. Lee, VA 
No motion. 

8 .  F t .  Monroe, VA 
No motion. 

9 .  V i n t  H i l l  Farms, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance and repair function of the Intelligence 
Material Management Center (IMMC) to Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA. Transfer the 
remaining elements of IMMC, the Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Directorate 
(formerly the Signal Warfare Directorate), and the program executive officer (PEO) 
for Intelligence and Electronic Warfare (IEW) to Ft. Monmouth, NJ. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: N/A (0) 

1 0 .  F t .  Monmouth, N J  
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from criterion 4. The Commission finds that the Department misstated 
the cost differential between two alternative choices. Therefore, the Commission 
adopts the following recommendation: Move CECOM headquarters out of the leased space 
and into space at Ft. Monmouth vacated by the 513th Military Intelligence Brigade and 
the Chaplain School or other suitable space; relocate the Chaplain School to Ft. 
Jackson; consolidate activities to maximize utilization of main post Ft. Monmouth; 
and dispose of excess facilities and real property at Evans and Charles Woods sub 
posts, as well as main post Ft. Monmouth. The Commission finds this recommendation 
is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: N / A  
7 7 -  vote against: NjA 

(b) ~otion to make technical amendment to insert the following: ltrejects the 
Secretaryfs recommendation on Ft. Monmouth, and, instead." 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Una~limous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Vote on amended motion: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criterion 4. The c om mission finds that the Department misstated the cost 
differential between two alternative choices. Therefore, the commission rejects the 
Secretaryfs recommendation on Ft. Monmouth, and, instead, adopts the following 
recommendation: Move CECOM headquarters out of the leased space and into space at 
Ft. Monmouth vacated by the 513th Military Intelligence Brigade and the Chaplain 
School or other suitable space; relocate the Chaplain School to Ft. Jackson; 
consolidate activities to maximize utilization of main post Ft. Monmouth; and dispose 
of excess facilities and real property at Evans and Charles Woods sub posts, as well 
as main post Ft. Monmouth. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 



FINAL DRAFT 

Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Instead of sending the materiel management functions of U.S. Army Armament, Munitions 
and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as recommended by the 
1991 Base Closure Commission, reorganize these functions under Tank Automotive 
Command (TACOM) with the functions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, IL. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Byron, Stuart, Courter, McPherson, Cox, Bowman (6) 
Vote against: Johnson (1) 

12. Marcus Hook USAR Center, PA 
No motion. 

13. Presidio of Monterey/Presidio of Monterev Annex, CA [previously deferred] 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force-structure plan and criterion 4, and, therefore, that the Commission 
adopt the following recommendation: Retain the Presidio of Monterey but dispose of 
all facilities at the Presidio of Monterey Annex except the housing, commissary, 
child care facility, and post-exchange required to support the Presidio of Monterey 
and Navy Post Graduate School. Consolidate base operations support with the Naval 
Post Graduate School by interservice agreement. The Department of Defense will 
evaluate whether contracted base operations support would provide savings for the 
Presidio of Monterey. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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14. Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 4. Therefore, the Commission rejects the SecretaryJs 
recommendation on Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopts the 
following recommendation: Letterkenny Army Depot will remain open. Consolidate 
tactical missile maintenance at the depot as originally planned. Add tactical 
missile maintenance workload currently being accomplished by the Marine Corps 
Logistics Base in Barstow, California, to the consolidation plan. Retain current 
artillery workload at Letterkenny. 

Retain the Systems Integration Management Activity-East (SIMA-E) at Letterkenny Depot 
Activity until the Defense Information Systems Agency completes its review of 
activities relocated under DMRD 918. Relocate Depot Systems Command to Rock Island 
Arsenal, Illinois, and consolidate with the Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command 
into the Industrial Operations Command, as approved by the 1991 Commission. 

The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

15. Tooele Army Depot, UT 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Realign Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) by reducing it to a depot activity and placing it 
under the command and control of Red River Army Depot, TX. Retain conventional 
ammunition storage and the chemical demilitarization mission. The depot workload 
will move to other depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. The 
activities of the depot not associated with the remaining mission will be 
inactivated, transferred or eliminated, as appropriate. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

16. McGuire AFB, NJ 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially - 

from final criteria 1, 2, 3, and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on McGuire AFB, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain McGuire AFB as an active installation. The 438th and 514th 
Airlift Wings, the 170th Air Refueling Group (ANG), and the 108th Air Refueling Wing 
(ANG) will remain at McGuire AFB. Move the 19 KC-10 aircraft from Barksdale AFB to 
McGuire AFB. Move the requisite number of KC-135 aircraft to establish the East 
Coast Mobility Base at McGuire AFB. The C-130 913th Airlift Group (AFRES) remains at 
Willow Grove NAS, PA. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 

17. G r a n d  F o r k s  AFB, ND 
I move to withdraw Grand Forks AFB, ND, from further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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18. ~ r i f f i s s  AFB, NY 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
~riffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for realignment. The 416th Bomb Wing will 
inactivate. The B-52H aircraft will transfer to Minot AFB, North Dakota, and 
Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The KC-135 aircraft from Griffiss AFB will transfer to 
Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota. The 485th Engineering ~nstallation Group at Griffiss 
AFB will relocate to Hill AFB, Utah. 

The Northeast Air Defense Sector will remain at Griffiss in a cantonment area pending 
the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it will be 
transferred to the ~ i r  ~ational Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will remain at ~riffiss 
AFB in its existing facilities as a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A minimum 
essential airfield will be maintained and operated by a contractor on an "as needed, 
on calln basis. The ANG will maintain and operate necessary facilities to support 
mobility/contingency/training of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division located at Ft. 
Drum, New York, and operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone laboratory and 
the ANG mission will remain. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

19. Fairchild AFB, WA 
I move to withdraw Fairchild AFB, WA, from further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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20. March AFB, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: March 
AFB, ~alifornia, is recommended for realignment. The 22nd Air Refueling Wing will 
inactivate. The KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) aircraft will be relocated to 
Travis AFB, California. The Southwest Air Defense Sector will remain at March in a 
cantonment area pending the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the 
sector remains it will be transferred to the Air National Guard (ANG). The 445th 
Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), 452nd Air Refueling Wing (AFRES), 163rd 
Reconnaissance Group (ANG) (becomes an Air Refueling Group), the Air Force Audit 
Agency, and the Media Center (from Norton AFB, California) will remain and the base 
will convert to a reserve base. Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers Unit, the 
US Customs Aviation Operation Center West, and the Drug Enforcement Agency aviation 
unit will remain. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

21. Plattsbursh AFB, NY 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: Close Plattsburgh AFB and transfer the KC-135s to McGuire AFB, New 
Jersey. The Commission finds that this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Byron (1) 
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22. K.I. Sawyer AFB, MI 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: K . I .  
Sawyer AFB, Michigan, is recommended for closure. The 410th Wing will inactivate. 
B-52H aircraft will transfer to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The Air Force will retire 
its B-52G aircraft instead of implementing the previous Base Closure Commission 
recommendation to transfer those aircraft from Castle AFB, California, to K.I. Sawyer 
AFB . 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

23. Homestead AFB, FL 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 3 for the military value of this strategically located base 
and criterion 4 for costs to move the 482d Fighter Wing and operate MacDill AFB and 
criterion 6 for economic impact, and, therefore, that the  omm mission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Homestead AFB, Florida, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Realign Homestead AFB with the following actions. 
Inactivate the 31st Fighter Wing; all F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain 
temporarily assigned to Moody AFB, Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina; move the 
Inter-American Air Forces Academy to Lackland AFB, Texas; temporarily relocate the 
Air Force Water Survival School to Tyndall AFB, Florida. Future disposition of the 
Water Survival School is dependent upon efforts to consolidate its functions with the 
United States Navy. Relocate the 726th Air Control Squadron to Shaw AFB. 
Consolidate the Naval Security Group with other US Navy units. Close all DoD 
activities and facilities, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and 
base-exchange facilities. All essential cleanup and restoration activities 
associated with Hurricane Andrew will be completed. The 482d F-16 Fighter Wing and 
the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) and the North American Air Defense alert activity 
will remain in cantonment areas. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

24. MacDill AFB, FL 
(a) I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 1, 3 and 4 and, therefore, that the commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on ~acDill AFB, Florida, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Retain the Joint Communication Support Element at 
MacDill as long as the airfield is non-DoD operated. Retain the 482nd at Homestead 
AFB, FL. Operation of the airfield at MacDill will be taken over by the Department 
of Commerce or another Federal agency. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

(b) Motion, second and unanimous voice vote to suspend voting after Cox voted. 
Resumed after McPherson returned to room and completed. 

25. Chanute AFB, IL 
Motion to defer voting until discussion on NAS Memphis. 

Motion made by: Courter 
~otion seconded by: Bowrnan/Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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26. Castle AFB, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Redirect the B-52 and KC-135 Combat Crew Training mission from Fairchild AFB, 
Washington to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Altus AFB, Oklahoma (KC-135). 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

OtHare International Airport, Air Reserve Station, Chicaqo, IL 
(a) First motion: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, that the commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on OtHare and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Close OtHare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the 
assigned Air Reserve component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or 
another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and 
agreement with the receiving location), provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate 
that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities 
(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the public), environmental 
impact analyses, moving, and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from 
higher standards or a faster schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base 
did not close, without any cost whatsoever to the federal government, and further 
provided that the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 and be completed by 
July 1997. Chicago would also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army Reserve 
activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not met, the units should 
remain at OtHare International Airport. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
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(b) Motion to amend to change second date to "19981t: 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Vote on motion, as amended: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on OfHare and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Close OfHare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and relocate the 
assigned Air Reserve component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or 
another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and 
agreement with the receiving location), provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate 
that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities 
(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the public), environmental 
impact analyses, moving, and any added costs of environmental cleanup resulting from 
higher standards or a faster schedule than DoD would be obliged to meet if the base 
did not close, without any cost whatsoever to the federal government, and further 
provided that the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 and be completed by 
July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army Reserve 
activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not met, the units should 
remain at OfHare International Airport. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Byron 

(d) Later motion to revise: 
[Intro: On Friday, we voted to recommend that OfHare Air Reserves Station be closed 
and relocated provided the City of Chicago demonstrated that it had the financing to 
cover, among other things, the full cost of replacing facilities Itexcept for FAA 
grants for airfield facilities open to the public." We included that exception to 
make clear that we did not intend to deprive a community to which OfHare ARS is 
relocated of FAA grants for which it would otherwise be entitled. To ensure that our 
intent is clear: 
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I move that the phrase I1(except for FAA grants for airfield facilities open to the 
public)11 be revised to read as follows: I1(except for FAA grants for airport planning 
and development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal financial assistance to 
serve the needs of civil aviation at the receiving location).I1 

[The entire recommendation now reads: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 2 and 4 and, therefore that the c om mission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on OIHare and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close 
OIHare ARS as proposed by the City of chicago and relocate the assigned Air Reserve 
Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford Airport, or another location acceptable 
to the Secretary of the Air Force (in consultation and agreement with the receiving 
location), provided the City of Chicago can demonstrate that it has the financing in 
place to cover the full cost of replacing facilities (except for FAA grants for 
airport planning and development that would otherwise be eligible for Federal 
financial assistance to serve the needs of civil aviation at the receiving location), 
environmental impact analyses, moving, and any added costs of environmental cleanup 
resulting from higher standards or a faster schedule than DoD would be obliged to 
meet if the base did not close, without any cost whatsoever to the federal 
government, and further provided that the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995 
and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would also have to fund the cost of 
relocating the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are 
not met, the units should remain at OtHare International Airport. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria.] 

Motion made by: Johnson 
~otion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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28. Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: The 
121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG) and the 160th Air Refueling Group (ANG) will move into 
a cantonment area on the present Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of the 
Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA) on RPA1s airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) 
will realign to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio as originally recommended. The 4950th 
Test Wing will still move to Edwards AFB, California. There is no recommendation by 
the Secretary of Defense or the Commission to move the 178th Figher Group; it will 
stay at springfield Municipal Airport, Ohio. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

29. Newark AFB, OH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Newark AFB, Ohio, is recommended for closure. The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology 
Center (AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities including the private sector. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

30. McClellan AFB, CA; Kelly AFB, TX; ~ i n k e r  AFB, OK and Warner-Robins AFB, GA 
(a) I move that the Commission withdraw, McClellan AFB, California; Kelly AFB, 
Texas; Tinker AFB, Oklahoma; and Warner-~obins AFB, Georgia, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 
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Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
No vote. 

(b) I move to amend the motion to delete the names Kelly, Tinker and Warner-Robins. 
Amended motion reads: I move that the Commission withdraw McClellan, AFB, CAI from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Stuart (1) 

(c) I move that the Commission withdraw Kelly AFB, Texas, from further consideration 
by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

(d) I move that the Commission withdraw Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

(e) I move that the Commission withdraw Warner-Robins AFB, Georgia, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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31. Mather AFB, CA 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Redirect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) with its KC-135 aircraft to Beale AFB, 
California vice McClellan AFB, California. Because of the rapidly approaching 
closure of Mather AFB, the 940th will temporarily relocate to McClellan AFB, while 
awaiting permanent beddown at Beale AFB. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Carswell AFB, TX 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Transfer the fabrication function of the 436th Training Squadron (formerly 436th 
Strategic Training Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the maintenance training 
function to Hill AFB, Utah. The remaining functions of the 436th Training Squadron 
will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texas. Final disposition of the base exchange and 
commissary will depend on the outcome of the Congressionally mandated base exchange 
and commissary test program. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

33. Norfolk Naval Shipyard, VA 
I move that the Commission remove Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Virginia, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 
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Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson ( 6 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  
Recused: Bowman (1) 

34. Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, NH 
I move that the Commission remove Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, New Hampshire, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson ( 6 )  
Vote against: ( 0 )  
Recused: Bowman (1) 

35. Naval shipyard Charleston, SC 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Shipyard Charleston, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: close Naval Shipyard Charleston, but maintain the option for the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission later to recommend the retention 
of Charleston Naval Shipyard facilities that are deemed necessary to establish or 
support naval commands that are retained at, realigned to, or relocated to 
Charleston, South Carolina. The Commission finds that this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (6) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  
Recused: Bowman (1 )  



FINAL DRAFT 

36. Mare Island Naval Shipyard, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Relocate the Combat Systems Technical Schools 
Command activity to Dam Neck, Virginia. Relocate one submarine to the Naval 
Submarine Base, Bangor, Washington. Family housing located at Mare Island NSY will 
be retained as necessary to support Naval Weapons Station Concord. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Lonq Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the 
Commission adopt the following recommendation: Close Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
retaining parcel R, which contains drydock #I, for future emergent use. The Navy may 
lay-up or GOOCU drydock #I, as it sees fit to best maintain the dock. The Commission 
finds that this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Stuart, Byron, Johnson (3) 
Vote against: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter (4) 

38. Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT 
(a) I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criterion 2 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Submarine Base, New London, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Realign Naval Submarine Base, New London by 
terminating its mission to homeport ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel, 
associated equipment and other support to Naval Station Charleston, South ~arolina. 
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Piers, waterfront facilities, and related property shall be retained by the Navy at 
New London, Connecticut. Realign or relocate the Nuclear Submarine Support Facility 
to Charleston, South Carolina. Retain Charleston Naval Shipyard facilities deemed 
necessary to establish a nuclear submarine support facility at Charleston, South 
Carolina, including at least one graving dock. Disestablish the Nuclear Power 
Training Unit. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: N/A 

(b) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 2, 4, and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on Naval Submarine Base, New London, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Naval Submarine Base, New London 
remains open and does not realign. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

3 9 .  N a v a l  E d u c a t i o n  and ~ r a i n i n q  C e n t e r  (NETC) N e w p o r t ,  R I  
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
~ealign the Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) Newport and terminate the 
Center's mission to berth ships. Relocate the ships to Naval Station Mayport, 
Florida and Naval Station Norfolk, Virginia. Piers, waterfront facilities and 
related property shall be retained by NETC Newport. The Education and Training 
Center will remain to satisfy its education and training mission. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion sec~nded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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40. Naval Station Staten Island, NY 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its ships along with their dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, 
Florida. Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate Maintenance 
Activity, New York relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; Supervisor 
of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Not voted on. 

(b) Motion to amend Motion on NS Staten Island to include: "Retain family housing 
located at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to support Naval Weapons 
Station, Earle, New Jersey. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Voted for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Voted against: (0) 

(c) Amended Motion reads as follows: 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: close 
Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its ships along with their dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, 
Florida. Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate Maintenance 
Activity, New York, relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia; Supervisor 
of  hipb building, Conversion and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 
Retain family housing located at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to 
support Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New Jersey. 

Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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4 1 .  Naval S t a t i o n  Charleston, SC 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Station Charleston, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston, 
but maintain the option for the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
later to recommend the retention of Naval Station Charleston facilities that are 
deemed necessary to establish or support naval commands that are retained at, 
realigned to, or relocated to Charleston, South Carolina. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart (5) 
Vote against: Byron, Johnson ( 2 )  

42.  Naval S t a t i o n  Inq le s ide ,  TX 
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Station Ingleside, Texas, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

43.  Naval S t a t i o n s  Pascaqoula, M S  
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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44. Naval Station, Mobile. AL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval station, Mobile and relocate assigned ships to Naval Stations Pascagoula, 
~ississippi, and Ingleside, Texas, along with dedicated personnel, equipment and 
appropriate other support. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

45. Naval Station Alameda, CA 
I move that the Conmission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 2 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Air Station Alameda, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Alameda, California and relocate 
its aircraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support to NAS North 
Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed at NAS Alameda will be relocated 
to the Fleet concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget SoundIEverett. Disposition 
of major tenants is as follows: reserve aviation assets relocate to NASA Ames/Moffett 
Field, California, NAS Whidbey Island, and NAS Willow Grove; Navy Regional Data 
Automation Center, San Francisco realigns to NAS North Island; Ship Intermediate 
Maintenance Department disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve Center and the Marine 
Corps Reserve Center relocate to leased space at NASA/Ames. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Bowman, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (4) 
Vote against: Cox, McPherson, Byron (3) 
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46. Naval station, Treasure Island, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate personnel, as appropriate to the Naval 
Station, San Diego, ~alifornia; Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Virginia; Naval 
Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois and various Naval Reserve sites in California. 
Major tenants are impacted as follows: Naval Reserve Center San Francisco relocates 
to the NavalIMarine Corps Reserve Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20 relocates 
to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno, California. Naval Technical Training Center 
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego, Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek 
and Naval  raining Center Great Lakes. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

47. Naval Station, Everett, WA 
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Station, Everett, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

48. Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 2, and 3 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Air Station, Meridian, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Naval Air Station, Meridian will remain open. The 
r om mission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

49. Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, TX 
I move that the Commission withdraw Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas, from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

50. MCAS Beaufort, SC 
I move that the commission withdraw MCAS Beaufort, South Carolina, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

51. Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, FL 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relocate its aircraft along with dedicated 
personnel, equipment and support to Marine Corps ~ i r  Station, Cherry Point, North 
~arolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; and Marine Corps Air Station, 
Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Marine Corps 
Security Force Company relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Aviation Intermediate 
Maintenance Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Air Maintenance Training Group 
Detachment, Fleet Aviation Support Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea Operations 
Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

5 2 .  MCAS E l  Toro, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on MCAS El Toro, CA, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California. 
Relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated personnel, equipment and support to 
other naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station (NAS), Miramar, California and 
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. In an associated action, the squadrons and related 
activities at NAS Miramar will move to other naval air stations, primarily NAS 
Lemoore and NAS Fallon in order to make room for the relocation of the MCAS El Toro 
squadrons. Relocate Marine Corps Reserve Center to NAS Miramar, California. 
Additionally, change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission, which was to close 
MCAS Tustin and relocate its helicopter assets to Marine Corps Air Reserve Ground 
Combat Center at Twentynine Palms, California, as follows: relocate MCAS Tustin 
helicopter assets to NAS North Island, NAS Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton, 
California. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Bowman, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

5 3 .  NAS Barbers point, HI 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on NAS Barbers Point, Hawaii, and, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point 
and relocate its aircraft, along with their dedicated personnel, equipment and 
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support to other naval air stations, including Marine Corps ~ i r  Station (MCAS), 
Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii and NAS Whidbey Island, Washington. w is establish the Naval Air 
Reserve Center. Retain the family hocsing as needed for multi-service use. The 
commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

5 4 .  Naval ~ i r  S t a t i o n  (NAS)  A q a n a ,  Guam 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the commission 
adopt the following recommendation: Close Naval ~ i r  station (NAS) Agana. Move 
aircraft, personnel and associated equipment to Anderson AFB, Guam. Retain housing 
at NAS Agana necessary to support Navy personnel who have relocated to Anderson AFB. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Bowman, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Cox (1) 

5 5 .  Naval ~ i r  F a c i l i t y  ( N A F ) ,  Midway Island 
I movn that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval ~ i r  ~acility (NAF), Midway Island. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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56. Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda, CA 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the   om mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda and relocate repair capability as necessary to 
other depot maintenance activities. This relocation may include personnel, equipment 
and support. The depot workload will move to other depot maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

57. Naval  viat ti on Depot (NADEP), Pensacola, FL 
(a) I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject 
the Secretary's recommendation on Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Pensacola, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Completely close the Naval Aviation 
Depot (NADEP), Pensacola. Relocate repair and maintenance capabilities for H-1 and 
H-60 helicopters to Corpus Christi and the remaining repair and maintenance 
activities to the NADEP at Cherry Point. This relocation will include the personnel 
and equipment needed to accommodate the new work. Move the whirl tower and dynamic 
component facility to Cherry Point NADEP, or the private sector, in lieu of the 
Navy's plan to retain it as a stand alone facility. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 

(b) Motion to amend Motion on NADEP, Pensacola, by inserting: "Corpus Christi Army 
Depot." The amended Motion reads as follows: 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Pensacola, and, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Completely close the Naval Aviation Depot 
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(NADEP), Pensacola. Relocate repair and maintenance capabilities for H-1 and H-60 
helicopters to Corpus Christi and the remaining repair and maintenance activities to 
the NADEP at Cherry point. This relocation will include the personnel and equipment 
needed to accommodate the new work. Move the whirl tower and dynamic component 
facility to Cherry point NADEP, Corpus ~hristi Army Depot, or the private sector, in 
lieu of the Navy's plan to retain it as a stand alone facility. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

58. Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk and relocate repair capability as necessary to 
other depot maintenance activities. This relocation may include personnel, equipment 
and support. The Depot workload will move to other depot maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Johnson (5) 
Vote against: Bowman, Byron (2) 

59. NOS Louisville, RY 
I move that the Commission withdraw NOS Louisville, Kentucky, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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60. N a v a l  A i r  S tat ion  ( N A S ) ,  ~ l e n v i e w ,  I L  
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview and relocate its aircraft and associated 
personnel, equipment and support to Navy Reserve, National Guard and other 
activities. Family housing located at NAS Glenview will be retained to meet existing 
and new requirements of the nearby Naval Training Center (NTC), Great Lakes. The 
Recruiting District, Chicago will be relocated to NTC Great Lakes. The Marine Corps 
Reserve Center activities will relocate as appropriate to Dam Neck, Virginia; Green 
Bay, Wisconsin; Stewart Army National Guard Facility, New Windsor, New York and NAS, 
Atlanta, Georgia. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

6 1 .  N a v a l  A i r  S ta t ion  ( N A S ) ,  D a l l a s ,  TX 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval ~ i r  Station (NAS), Dallas and relocate its aircraft and associated 
personnel, equipment and support to Carswell, Fort Worth, Texas. The following Navy 
and Marine Corps Reserve Centers relocate to Carswell: Naval Reserve Center, Dallas; 
Marine Corp Reserve Center, Dallas; Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing) Dallas and 
REDCOM 11. Carswell AFB, Texas, will become a navy operated Carswell Joint Reserve 
Center to receive and accommodate the reserve units currently there and being 
relocated there by this 1993 Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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62. Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit, MI 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to the Naval Air Station Jacksonville, Florida and Carswell Air 
Force Base, Fort Worth, Texas. The Mt. Clemons, Michigan Marine Corps Reserve Center 
will relocate to the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 

(b) Motion to table motion 64 (a). 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Motion to amend tabled motion 64(a) by adding the language: "or NAS South 
Weymouth, Massachu~etts.~~ 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(d) Amended motion: I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense 
did not deviate substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, 
therefore, that the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of 
Defense: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft and 
associated personnel, equipment and support to the Naval Air Station Jacksonville, 
Florida; or NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts; and Carswell Air Force Base, Fort 
Worth, Texas. The Mt. Clemons, Michigan Marine Corps Reserve Center will relocate to 
the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota. 
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Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

63. Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his 
recommendation on Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA. Therefore, the Commission 
rejects and does not make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Close Naval 
Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth and relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Stations Brunswick, Maine, New Orleans, Louisiana, 
and Naval Station Mayport, Florida. The Marine Corps Reserve Center activities will 
relocate to Dam Neck, Virginia; Johnstown, Pennsylvania; Camp Pendleton, California, 
and NAS Willow Grove, Pennsylvania. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Cox 

(b) Motion to amend motion 65(a) by adding, at the end, the following language: "The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria." 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Amended motion: I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria in making his 
recommendation on Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA. Therefore, the Commission 
rejects and does not make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Close Naval 
Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth anc? relocate its aircraft and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Stations Brunswick, Maine, New Orleans, Louisiana, 
and Naval station Mayport, Florida. The ~arine Corps Reserve Center activities will 
relocate to Dam Neck, Virginia; Johnstown, Pennsylvania; Camp Pendleton, California, 
and NAS Willow Grove, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

64. Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis, TN (flyinq mission/reserve squadron) 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the portion of the Secretary's recommendation relating to the flying 
mission/reserve squadron and, instead, adopt the following: Realign Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Memphis by terminating the flying mission and relocating its reserve 
squadrons to Carswell, Texas. Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve Center and relocate 
the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center Millington to Carswell. This recommendation 
is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

65. Naval Air Facility Johnstown, PA 
I move that the j om mission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: Close the Naval Air Facility Johnstown, Pennsylvania. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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66. Naval Air Facility, Martinsburq, WV 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 3, 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the commission adopt the 
following recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg, West Virginia. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

67. Berqstrom AFB, TX 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria 1, 2 and 4, and, 
therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Bergstrom 
AFB, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Bergstrom cantonment 
area will remain open and the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 aircraft 
and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units (AFRES) remain at the Bergstrom 
cantonment area until at least the end of 1996. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
14otion to withdraw motion made by: Johnson 
Vote for withdrawal: unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against withdrawal: (0) 

(b) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria 1, 2 and 4, and, 
therefore, that the commission reject the Secretaryts recommendation on Bergstrom 
AFB, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Bergstrom cantonment 
area will remain open and the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFRES) with its F-16 aircraft 
and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units (AFRES) remain at the Bergstrom 
cantonment area until at least the end of 1996. Close or relocate the ~egional 
corrosion Control Facility at Bergstrom by September 30, 1994, unless a civilian 
airport authority assumes the responsibility for operating and maintaining the 
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facility before that date. The commission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

68. Naval ~raininq Center (NTC), Orlando, FL, and Naval Hospital Orlando, FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 2 and 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on NTC Orlando, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: NTC Orlando will remain open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: No second 

69. Naval ~raininq Center (NTC) , Orlando, FL 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and relocate certain personnel, equipment 
and support to NTC Great Lakes and other locations, consistent with DoD training 
requirements.  isp position of major tenants is as follows: ~ecruit   raining Command 
relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the Nuclear "At1 School 
relocate to the submarine School at the Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New London; 
Personnel Support Detachment relocates to NTC Great Lakes; Service School Command 
relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval 
Education and Training Program Management Support Activity disestablishes. 

~otion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 
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70. Naval Traininq Center (NTC), San Dieqo, CA 
I move that the Cornrnision find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that the  omm mission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on NTC San Diego, and, instead, adopt the 
following: Close Naval Training Center (NTC), San Diego. Relocate certain 
personnel, equipment and support to NTC Great Lakes, and other locations, consistent 
with training requirements.  isp position of major tenants is as follows: Recruit 
Training Command relocates to NTC, Great Lakes; Branch Medical Clinic relocates to 
Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval Recruiting District relocates to Naval Air Station 
North Island; Service School Command (Electronic Warfare) relocates to Naval Training 
Center, Great Lakes; Service School Command (Surface) relocates to NTC Great Lakes; 
the remainder of the Service School Command relocates to NTC Great Lakes, naval Air 
Station Pensacola, and Fleet Training Center, San Diego. The co-generation plant and 
the bachelor quarters and adjacent non-appropriated fund activities (marinas) located 
aboard NTC San Diego property will be retained by the Navy to support other naval 
activities in the San Diego area. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 

71. Naval Hospital, Orlando, FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate certain military and civilian personnel to 
other Naval Hospitals. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Bowman, Cox, McPherson, Courter, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: (0) 
Recused: Stuart (1) 
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Electronics Systems Enqineerinq Activity (NESEA) St. Iniqoes, Maryland, NESEA 
Charleston, South ~arolina, Naval Electronics security Systems Enqineerinq Center 
(NESSEC), Washinqton, DC, and NESEA Portsmouth 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 2, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Electronics Systems Engineering Activity (NESEA) St. 
Inigoes, Maryland, NESEA Charleston, South Carolina, Naval Electronics Security 
Systems Engineering Center (NESSEC), Washington, DC, and NESEA Portsmouth, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Activity (NESEA), Charleston remains open and becomes the new East Coast lead 
facility. NESSEC, Washington closes and moves to NESEA, Charleston. NESEA, 
Portsmouth closes and moves to NESEA, Charleston, except for a detachment of fewer 
than 60 people. NESEA, St. Inigoes closes and moves to NESEA, Charleston. Module 
Maintenance Facility moves from Charleston Naval Shipyard to NESEA Charleston. The 
ATCIACLS facility at St. Inigoes, the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory, IFF, LAMPS and 
special warfare will remain in place and will be transferred to Naval Air Systems 
Command. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Courter 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Naval Air Warfare center-~ircraft ~ivision, Trenton, New Jersey 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the  omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey and 
relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to the Arnold 
~ngineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, and the Naval Air Warfare 
Center, Patuxent River, Maryland. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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74. Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and 5, and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia, remains open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: McPherson, Courter, Byron (3) 
Vote against: Bowman, Cox, Stuart, Johnson (4) 
[Therefore, the Secretary's recommendation is adopted.] 

75. Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4 and 5 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Annapolis, Maryland, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
~nnapolis, Maryland, remains open and is not disestablished. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

76. Naval Mine Warfare Enqineerinq Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port 
Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
t h e  rnmmiccinn adny+ +ha fnl lc??iy r ~ c c m m s z 5 ? t i c n  of the Secretary of Defense: 
Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center-Port Hueneme, Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

77. Naval Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Naval Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Technical Services 
Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

78. Naval Surface Warfare Center -- Port Hueneme, Virqinia Beach, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the c om mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Virginia Beach Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port 
Hueneme and relocate its functions, personnel, equipment and support to the Fleet 
Combat Training Center, Dam Neck, Virginia. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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79. Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) (Dahlqren), white Oak, MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure and final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission 
reject the Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
(Dahlgren), White Oak, Maryland, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
(Dahlgren), located at White Oak, Maryland. Relocate its functions, personnel, 
equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, Virginia, NSWC-Indian Head, Indian Head, 
Maryland, and NSWC-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Florida. The 
property and facilities at White Oak will be retained for use by the Navy so that it 
may, among other things, relocate the Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) Command from leased 
space in Arlington, Virginia. The Commission finds that this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

80. &a Automated Data Systems Activity (SEAADSA), Indian Head, MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Sea Automated Data Systems Activity (SEAADSA) and relocate necessary 
functions, personnel, equipment, and support at Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) 
Indian Head, Maryland. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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81. Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility (NWEF), Albuquerque, NM 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Permit a small detachment of the Weapons Division to remain after the closure of the 
Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility (NWEF), Albuquerque, NM, in order to provide 
liaison with the Sandia Laboratory of the Department of Energy. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

82. Naval Electronic Systems Enqineerinq Activity (NESEA) San Dieqo, CA, and the NESEA 
Vallejo, CA 
I move that the  omm mission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Change the receiving location of the Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Activity 
(NESEA) San Diego, California and the NESEA Vallejo, California to be Air Force Plant 
#19 in San Diego vice new construction at Point Loma, San Diego, California. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

83. Submarine Maintenance, Enqineerinq, Planninq and Procurement (SUBMEPP), NH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning and Procurement 
(SUBMEPP), New Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, personnel, equipment, 
and support at Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

84. (PERA) - (CV) , Bremerton, WA, (PERA) -(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, VA, (PERA) -(Surface) 
Pacific, San Francisco, CA, (PERAI-(Surface) (KO), Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
 ise establish the following four technical centers and relocate necessary functions, 
personnel, equipment, and support at the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair, San Diego, California; Portsmouth, Virginia and Newport News, Virginia: 

(PEW)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington, 
(PERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 
(PERA) - (Surf ace) Pacific, San Francisco, California, 
(PERA) - (Surf ace) (HQ) , ~hiladelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

85. Naval Civil Enqineerinq Laboratory (NCEL), Port Hueneme, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL), Port Hueneme, CAI and realign 
necessary functions, personnel, equipment, and support at the Construction Battalion 
Center, Port Hueneme, ~alifornia. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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86. Naval Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on the Naval Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Aviation 
Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open. The  omm mission finds these 
recommendations are consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

87. SPCC Mechanicsburq, PA 
I move that the Commission withdraw SPCC Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, from further 
consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

88. Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, PA 
(a) I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated 
substantially from final criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, that the Commission reject 
the Secretary's recommendation on the Defense Personnel Support Center, ~hiladelphia, 
~ennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Relocate the Defense 
Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to the Aviation Supply Office 
compound in North Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
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(b) Motion to amend Motion 90(a) by adding the following language: @@and 6" (as an 
additional final criterion the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from). 

Motion made by: 
Motion seconded by: 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

(c) Amended motion: I move that the Commission find that. the Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5, and 6, and, therefore, that the 
Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on the Defense Personnel Support 
Center, Philadelphia, ~ennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
Relocate the Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to the 
Aviation Supply Office compound in North Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission 
finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

89. Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 4, 5, and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Defense Industrial 
Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open and located within the AS0 
compound in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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90. Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, OH 
I move that the Commission tind that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and 
relocate its mission to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Motion made by: Stuart 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

91. Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, OH 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation: Close Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, Ohio, except for space 
required to operate the AUTODIN Switching Center. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

92. Defense ~lothinq Factory, ~hiladelphia, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the  omm mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel supporting the flag mission, and 
use existing commercial sources to procure the Clothing Factory products. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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93. Defense Loqistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and Marketincr Service, 
Battle Creek, MI 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Logistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: The Defense Logistics Services Center and Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan, remains open and located in Battle Creek. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

94. Defense Contract Manaqement District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defense Contract 
Manaqement District Northcentral (DCMDN) 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defense 
Contract Management District Northcentral (DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD 
Northeast, DCMD South and DCMD West. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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95. Defense Contract Manaqement District West, El Sequndo, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 2. Therefore, the Commission rejects the Secretary's 
recommendation on Defense Contract Management ~istrict West, El Segundo, CAI and, 
instead, adopts the following recommendation: Relocate the Defense Contract 
Management District West, El Segundo, CAI to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, 
CAI or Navy space obtained from exchange of land for space between the Navy and the 
Port ~uthority/City of Long Beach. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: ( 0 )  

96. Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Defense Distribution Depot 
Letterkenny, Chambersburg, Pennsylvania remains open. The Commission finds this 
recommendation to be consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

97. Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense on Defense 
Distribution Depots in Charleston, South Carolina (DDCS); Oakland, California (DDOC); 
and Pensacola, Florida (DDPF) . 
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Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

[The Secretary's recommendations are as follows: 
(a) DDCS:  ise establish Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC (DDCS), and 

relocate the mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). 
Slow moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDCS at the time of the 
realignment will be relocated to available storage space within the DoD 
Distribution System. 

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

(c) DDPF: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL (DDPF), and 
relocate the mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). 
Slow moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDPF at the time of the 
disestablishment will be relocated to available storage space within the 
DoD Distribution System.] 

98. Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criterion 2 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah 
(DDTU). Relocate the depot's function/materiel to Defense Distribution Depot Red 
River, Texas (DDRT). Any remaining materiel will be placed in available space in the 
DoD Distribution System. Change the recommendation of the 1988 Commission regarding 
Pueblo Army Depot, CO, as follow: instead of sending the supply mission to Tooele 
Army Depot, UT, as recommended by the 1988 Commission, relocate the mission to a 
location to be determined by the Defense Logistics Agency. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Cox 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

99. Naval Air Station (NAS) , Memphis, TN (re: NATTC) 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Relocate the Naval Air Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, Florida. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Cox, McPherson, Courter, Stuart, Byron, Johnson (6) 
Vote against: Bowman (1) 

100. Chanute AFB, IL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final critera 4 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Chanute AFB, Illinois, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, Illinois, consolidate the Air 
Force's 16 Metals Technology, Non-Destructive Inspection, and Aircraft Structural 
Maintenance training courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis, 
Tennessee, and then move with the Navy to Pensacola. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 
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101. National Capital Region 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to realign and 
relocate Navy National Capital Region activities. 

Motion made by: McPherson 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, SC 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Charleston, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Partially disestablish Naval Supply Center (NSC) 
Charleston, South Carolina, and retain the facilities and personnel appropriate for 
the continued support of Navy activities in the Charleston, South Carolina, area. 
The  omm mission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

103. Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, 3 and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, California, remains 
open. The Commission finds this recon~rnendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

104. Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola, FL 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola. 

Motion made by: Byron 
Motion seconded by: Johnson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

105. Naval Hospital, Beaufort, SC: Naval ~ospital, Corpus ~hristi, TX: Naval Hospital, 
Great Lakes, IL; and Naval Hospital, Millinqton, TN 
I move that the commission withdraw Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval 
Hospital, Corpus Christi, Texas; Naval Hospital, Great Lakes, Illinois; and Naval 
Hospital, Millington, Tennessee, from further consideration by the Commission. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

106. Naval Hospital, Charleston, SC 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from final criteria 1, and 6 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Carolina, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: The Naval Hospital, Charleston, South 
Carolina, remains open. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force structure plan and final criteria. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

107. Naval Hospital, Oakland, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Naval ~ospital, Oakland and relocate certain military and civilian personnel to 
other Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel to the Naval Air Stations at 
Lemoore and  hidb bey Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, Northwest Region, will 
relocate to Naval Hospital, Bremerton, Washington. 

Motion made by: Bowman 
Motion seconded by: Byron 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

108. Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterion 4 and, therefore, that the 
Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Stand-Alone Navy and Marine Corps 
Reserve Centers, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close the 
following reserve centers: 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Abilene, Texas 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 



FINAL DRAFT 

Naval Reserve Centers at: (continued) 

Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, California 
Macon, Georgia 
Terre Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Perth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jarnestown, New York 
Poughkeepsie, New York 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 

Naval Reserve Facilities at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

~eadiness Command Districts at: 

Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, 0hio (REDCOM 5) 
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The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) 
Vote against: (0) 

1 0 9 .  N a v y  and Marine Corps Reserve Centers 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteria 2 and 3 and, therefore, that the 
Commission reject the Secretary's recommendations on Stand-Alone Navy and Marine 
Corps Reserve Centers, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close the 
following reserve centers: 

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center at: 

Lawrence, Massachusetts 

Naval Reserve Center at: 

Chicopee, Massachusetts 
Quincy, Massachusetts 

and consolidate these activities at the existing facilities at NAS South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Bowman 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 
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110. DoD Family Housinq Office, Niaqra Falls, NY 
I move that the commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the DoD Family Housing Office and the 111 housing units it administers. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criterion 4 in making his recommendation on 
1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY. Therefore, the Commission rejects and 
does not make the following recommendation of the Secretary: Close the 1st Marine 
District, Garden City, New York and relocate necessary personnel, equipment and 
support to the Defense Distribution Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. The 
Defense Contract Management Area Office, a present tenant in the facility occupied by 
this activity as its host, will remain in place and assume responsibility for this 
facility. The Marine Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will relocate to Fort 
Hamilton, New York. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. [Therefore 1st Marine Corps District, Garden 
City, NY, remains open.] 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

112. Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Driver, VA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close 
the Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Driver, Virginia. 
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Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

[Note: Motions 114 and 115 were voted on together.] 

113. Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Annapolis, MD 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Navy Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), Annapolis. The Navy shall 
retain the real property on which this facility resides. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Cox 
vote for: Unar.imous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

114. Hunters Point Annex to Naval Stati~n Treasure Island, CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Permit the Navy to dispose of Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, 
San Francisco, California, in any lawful manner, including outleasing. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

[Note: Motions 116 and 117 were voted on together.] 
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1 1 5 .  P u b l i c  W o r k s  C e n t e r  (PWC) San F r a n c i s c o ,  CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the Commission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC) San Francisco. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

Western ~nq-ineerinq F i e l d  D i v i s i o n ,  N a v a l  F a c i l i t i e s  E n q i n e e r i n q  Command (NAVFAC), 
S a n  B r u n o ,  CA 
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, that 
the c om mission adopt the following recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: 
Realign the Western Engineering Field Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
(NAVFAC), San Bruno, California. Retain in place necessary personnel, equipment and 
support as a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Engineering Field Activity under the 
management of the Southwestern Field Division, NAVFAC, San Diego, California. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: Stuart 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 

1 1 7 .  O f H a r e  Internati-o.nal A i r p o r t ,  A i r  R e s e r v e s  S t a t i o n ,  C h i c a q o ,  I L  
[See Motion 27(d) . ]  

1 1 8 .  D a t a  C e n t e r  C o n s o l i d a t i o n  P l a n  
I move that the Commission find that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially 
from criteria 2 and 3 and, therefore, that the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on the DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation Plan, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Disestablish the 43 DISA information processing 
centers listed below: 
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Navy Sites 
NSC Charleston, SC 
AS0 Philadelphia, PA 
NCTS Pensacola, FL 
NAWC WD China Lake, CA 
FISC San Diego, CA 
FACSO Port Hueneme, CA 
TRF Bangor, WA 
NAS Brunswick, ME 
NAS Mayport, FL 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA 
BUPERS Washington, DC 
NCTS Washington, DC 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl 
Harbor, HI 

NAVDAF Corpus Christi, 

NSC Puget Sound, WA 
NSC Norfolk, VA 
NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Kings Bay, GA 
NAS Key West, FL 
NAS Oceana, VA 
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
NCTS New Orleans, LA 
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 

TX 

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

Air Force Sites 
CPSC San Antonio, TX 7th CG, Pentagon, VA 
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX 

Defense Loqistics Aqency Sites 
IPC Battle Creek, MI IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Philadelphia, PA IPC Richmond, VA 

Defense Information Systems Aqency Sites 
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN 
DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 
RMBA Cleveland, OH 
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consolidate the information processing center workload at the following 16 
megacenters: 

Recommended Megacenter Locations 

Columbus, 0hio 
Ogden, Utah 

a San Antonio, Texas 
Rock Island, Illinois 

a Montgomery, Alabama 
Denver, Colorado 
Warner-Robins, Georgia 
~untsville, Alabama a 

Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
Dayton, Ohio 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Jacksonville, Florida 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania 
San Diego, California 
Sacramento, California 

The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

Motion made by: Johnson 
Motion seconded by: McPherson 
Vote for: Unanimous (7) [voice vote] 
Vote against: (0) 


