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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, DC 2031 0-0200 

DAMO-FDO 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR OF MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: The Army Stationing Strategy 

1. Reference VCSA memorandum, 16 August 1993, Subject: Strategic Requirements for 
BRAC '95. 

2. As directed in referenced memorandum, DCSOPS constituted a Stationing Task Force 
(co-chaired by ADCSOPS and ACSIM) to develop an operational blueprint for use as a 
departure point for BRAC '95 planning and analysis. The Army Stationing Strategy 
outlines that operational blueprint and is to be used by The Army Basing Study Group 
(TABS) in their analysis. As with other aspects of the BRAC '95 process, this document 
remains "closehold/sensitive" and is releasable only as a component of the Army's BRAC 
'95 recommendation package. 

w 3. The Stationing Strategy does not outline specific stationing decisions nor does it 
recommend the closure or realignment of any installation. It does, however, provide an 
operational context within which base closure planning and analysis may be conducted. 
The Strategy permits the Army to balance various, and often competing, considerations, 
and to ensure that the base closure recommendations are developed without incurring 
unacceptable risks to the Army's operational requirements. 

4. This stationing strategy is not an application of the selection criteria promulgated 
under the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) recommendation process. It is 
however, provided to TABS for its use in the BRAC recommendation process. The 
Stationing Task Force will continue to support TABS, providing the operational 
perspective and ensuring that the impact of any significant changes in force structure or 
resourcing levels are appropriately reflected in the operational blueprint. 

Encl 

Vice Chief of 
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PREFACE 

This stationing strategy does not outline specific 
stationing decisions nor does it recommend the closure or 
realignment of any installation. It does, however, provide 
the operational context within which base closure planning 
and analysis may be conducted. The strategy permits the 
Army to balance various, and often competing, 
considerations, and to ensure that base closure 
recommendations are developed without incurring unacceptable 
risks to the Army's operational requirements. This 
stationing strategy is not an application of the selection 
criteria promulgated under the Base Closure and Realignment 
(BRAC) recommendation process. It is, however, provided to 
the Army Basing Study Group (TABS) for its use in the BRAC 
recommendation process. 
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I. Introduction 

The National Military Strategy, and subsequently America's 
Army, is undergoing a profound transformation driven by world 
events, technology, and fiscal realities. This transformation 
takes advantage of the latest technological advances, yet is 
tempered by a historical tradition and ethos of service to nation 
extending back 218 years. 

As the United States moves from a Cold War strategy of 
containment to a post Cold War strategy of engagement, the Army 
is changing to execute the new strategy and to prepare itself for 
the challenges of the twenty-first century. No longer oriented 
on defending against a superpower onslaught in Europe, America's 
Army today is becoming a US-based power projection force. This 
force is capable of remaining engaged in a complex international 
security environment and of responding to threats against United 
States interests around the globe. This extraordinarily rapid 
change in strategy is evidenced by the fact that in 1989, only 62 
percent of the Army was stationed in the continental United 
States. However, by 1995, the new strategy and resultant 
restationing of forces will increase the percent of Army forces 
stationed in the continental United States to 80 percent. 

The new power projection Army gives the President and 
Secretary of Defense the option of employing tailored infantry, 
armored, airborne, air assault, and special operations forces to 
meet crises wherever they occur. Supported by the United States 
Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM), the Army can project a 
ground combat force anywhere in the world to meet the strategic 
needs of the nation. 

This strategic mobility requires Army installations that are 
true power projection platforms, capable of sending large forces 
to war quickly and sustaining those forces after deployment. The 
post Cold War Army drawdown has created an expensive 
infrastructure surplus. To maintain trained and ready forces 
with available resources, the Army must divest unneeded, 
unaffordable installations and ensure that remaining 
installations maintain quality services and facilities. Just as 
the conduct of warfare has evolved to include the joint 
application of power from all services, so to must the supporting 
infrastructure be tailored to economically satisfy the common 
needs of a11 services. 

The National Military Strategy translates into broad 
operational requirements that, when considered in the context of 
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fiscal reality and projected force structure, result in 
stationing requirements that govern the final stationing plan. 
In support of this effort, the Army stationing strategy provides 
the strategic framework for formulating stationing requirements 
and an operational blueprint for stationing forces and defining 
the infrastructure required by the new strategy. 

The Cold War that governed United States strategy for over 
40 years is over. Although the threat of global or nuclear war 
has receded, the still-evolving international environment poses 
four fundamental dangers to the security of the United States: 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional 
instability, collapse of democratic reform in the former Soviet 
Union and eastern Europe, and economic dangers to national 
security. Dangers to our national interests did not disappear 
with the end of the Cold War. For example, American interests 
are increasingly confronted with a new set of dangers, often 
referred to as transnational because they reach beyond 
territorial borders (e.g., international terrorism/crime and 
illegal drug trafficking). Such transnational dangers impede 
economic progress, destabilize developing new democracies, and 
contribute to regional instability. At the other end of the 
spectrum, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction -- 
nuclear, chemical, and biological -- and their associated means 
of delivery is perhaps the most troubling danger confronting the 
United States. The current effort to obtain such weapons by a 
number of countries, particularly those historically unfriendly 
to the West, presents great risk for the United States and our 
allies. 

The threats we face today are both widespread and uncertain 
- with conflict probable yet unpredictable. The United States 
must prepare for a challenge from a potentially well-equipped, 
but ill-defined enemy. Confronting these dangers demands an 
increasingly versatile, trained and ready military. 

Although these evolving dangers pose new and often complex 
challenges, economic realities dictate that the United States 
meet them with smaller, higher quality armed forces. In 
addition, operations other than war such as peacekeeping and 
disaster relief are increasing in scope and frequency. The very 
real potential for future armed conflict, increasing missions, 
and decreasing force structure suggests little likelihood of a 
decrease in the Army's operational requirements or operational 
pace. 
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c ~ r  Ill. Planning Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made in formulating the 
stationing strategy: 

a. When published, The National ~ilitary Strategy will be 
consistent with the Bottom-Up Review. 

b. When published, the Force Structure Plan will reflect 
the force structure decisions outlined in the Bottom-Up Review. 
 his assumption is reinforced by the interim 1995 Base 
Realignments and Closures Force Structure Plan, dated 7 February, 
1994. Should the final Force Structure Plan significantly 
deviate from the interim report, this stationing strategy will be 
updated accordingly. 

c. The Army's future force structure will consist of 10 
fully structured active component divisions. Elements of two 
active divisions will be stationed in Europe while elements of a 
third will be stationed in Korea. The National Guard will 
consist of approximately 42 National Guard brigades, 15 of which 
are enhanced readiness brigades. The ~ctive Component end 
strength is projected to be 495 thousand with 575 thousand 
projected for the Reserve Components. 

d. Near-term changes in the international security 
environment will not alter the requirement for a US-based power 
projection Army. 

e. The Army will retain the ability to expand the capacity 
of its infrastructure to meet any force generation requirement 
resulting from a threat to American interests. 

f. Operations other than war will continue to constitute a 
major part of Army operations. This will, however, be an 
evolutionary development with minimal stationing impact. The 
focus on these unique operations in no way diminishes the 
requirement to fight and achieve decisive victory in support of 
the National Military Strategy. 

IV. Strategic Requirements 

In response to the evolving international environment, the 
Department of Defense conducted a Bottom-Up Review (BUR) and is 
preparing a revised National Military Strategy to define the 
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strategy, force structure, modernization programs, industrial 
base, and infrastructure needed to meet new dangers 
and seize new opportunities. This new strategy has significant 
implications for how the Army stations its forces. 

The nation's basic security goals remain unchanged: to 
protect the lives and personal safety of Americans at home and 
abroad; to maintain the political freedom and independence of the 
United States with its values, institutions, and territory 
intact; and to provide for the well-being and prosperity of the 
Nation and its people. In addition to these fundamental goals, 
America promotes core values of democracy and human rights, the 
peaceful resolution of conflict, and the maintenance of open 
markets in the international economic system. 

To protect and advance these goals, the United States is 
pursuing a strategy of political, economic, and military 
engagement. This approach helps avoid the risks of global 
instability, shapes the international environment to protect and 
advance long-term United States interests, and seeks to prevent 
threats to our interest from arising. 

Remaining engaged with allies and friends around the world, 
through regional cooperation and constructive interaction, 
promotes stability and potential coalition relationships. To 
this end, the Army is working to strengthen the local self- 
defense capabilities of its friends and allies through training 
programs, combined exercises, interoperability and shared defense 
with potential coalition partners, military-to-military contacts, 
and security assistance programs that include judicious foreign 
military sales. This strategy envisions that the United States w will remain the leading security partner in Europe, East Asia, 
and Southwest Asia. 

The Bottom-Up Review gives the following major objectives 
for the armed forces: 

- deter the use of nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons 
against the United States, its forces, and its allies. 

- deter and, if necessary, defeat major aggression in 
regions important to the United States. 

- fight and win two near-simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. 

- prepare United States forces to participate effectively in 
multilateral peace enforcement and unilateral intervention 
operations. 

- protect fledgling democracies from subversion and external 
threats. 

- redirect resources to investments that improve both our 
defense posture and our competitive economic position. 

- facilitate reinvestment that allows defense industries to 

vllr shift to non-defense production. 
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- use our long-standing security relationships to build a 
bridge to greater economic cooperation and to sustain and enhance 

'(IIL, global free trade. 

V. Operational Requirements 

The strategic requirements outlined in the Bottom-Up Review 
translate directly into operational requirements that ensure the 
Army is trained and ready to support the National Military 
Strategy. Should the Army fail to satisfy these critical 
requirements, the nation's military strategy will be at risk. 
These requirements form the basis of the operational blueprint 
governing the stationing of Army forces. The operational 
requirements that significantly affect Army installations and 
readiness are outlined below: 

Power Projection 

O~erational Remirement: Develop and maintain the capability to 

411 rapidly deploy and sustain decisive combat force from bases 
in the United States to any region of the world. 

To respond effectively to crises, the nation adopted a power 
projection strategy requiring trained and ready forces to deploy 
anywhere in the world on short notice. This strategy is designed 
to confront a threat that develops quickly, possesses 
technologically advanced weapons, but whose size and location is 
currently unknown. As the dominant land force, the Army is the 
strategic core of the nation's joint warfighting capability. 

The advent of the power projection strategy marks a new era 
for Army installation management and philosophy. The strategy 
requires installations to play a more sophisticated and difficult 
role than the traditional "home to the force" and "work and 
training base." The new role is that of a "power projection 
platform." Many of our installations are not only responsible 
for training and deploying forces stationed at them during 
peacetime, but for training and deploying reserve component units 
upon mobilization, reconstituting forces following redeployment 
from the theater of operations (possibly enroute to a second 
regional conflict), and ultimately reconstituting a national 
reserve once all forces have been committed. 

The concept of "power projection platform" is not limited to 
installations housing only combat forces. As well as projecting 
combat power, power projection platforms may launch and recover 
critical sustainment packages like personnel replacements, 
communications, materiel, and technology. 
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Versatility 

O~erational Reauirement: Maintain the capability to respond to a 
wide variety of missions, across the full range of military 
operations and environments; performing at the tactical, 
operational, and strategic levels of warfare; while 
smoothly transitioning from one mission to another. 

The uncertain international security environment requires 
the Army to maintain versatile and reliable forces - capable of 
employment across the entire continuum of military operations. 
An appropriate mix of light, armored, and special operations Army 
forces - and of combat, combat support and combat service support 
units - must be maintained in a ready status to ensure America 
can respond appropriately to any future situation. These forces 
must remain flexibly organized to facilitate the creation of 
adaptive joint force packages that can respond to any type of 
conflict or conflict resolution requirement anywhere in the 
world. 

Similarly, Army leaders must be flexible and adaptable 
enough to be able to shift focus, tailor forces, and move from 
one role or mission to another rapidly and efficiently. 
Versatility is the result of well-led, well-trained, and well- - equipped forces ; high standards; and detailed planning. 
Versatility ensures that units can conduct many different kinds 
of operations, either sequentially or simultaneously, with the 
same degree of success. 

Strategic Agility 

O~erational Reauirement: Develop and maintain the ability, 
through strategic mobility and stationing, to deploy and 
strike faster than a potential enemy. 

Strategic agility is the ability to deploy and strike faster 
than the enemy. It is a prerequisite for seizing and holding the 
initiative. Stationing forces to ensure the most rapid response 
time to the theater of operations is a vital component of 
strategic agility. Stationing forces close to a potential 
theater of operations (such as in Alaska and Hawaii) can 
significantly reduce the response time required to deploy combat 
forces and facilitates sustainment of these forces once 
committed. 

A rapid response time is also a function of strategic 
mobility. As such, the capability of an installation's local 
transportation network to connect with national transportation 
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assets is pivotal to its success as a power projection platform. 
Similarly, national assets must be sufficiently robust to 

t accommodate rapid deployment of large scale military forces to 
any region of the world. 

Deterrence 

operational Reauirement: Maintain sufficient global military 
capability to convince adversaries that the cost of 
aggression will exceed any possible gain. 

Deterrence can be achieved through actual or perceived 
intimidating presence, as well as through partnerships, 
alliances, and forward stationing. The United States has a 
continuing commitment to allies in Europe, East Asia, and 
Southwest Asia. Stationing American forces on foreign soil 
demonstrates American resolve and commitment to our allies. We 
must station forces in areas that leverage strategic agility and 
serve as deterrence to potential aggressors. 

Training and Education 

w Operational Reauirement: Maintain a high quality of combined, 
joint, and service specific training in both individual 
training conducted at institutional schools and collective 
training conducted at home station, major training areas, 
and Combat Training Centers. 

Training is the key to maintaining a trained and ready Army 
to ensure success on the battlefield. Training builds 
versatility into our leaders and converts warfighting doctrine 
into tactics, techniques, and procedures for conducting military 
operations. The cornerstone of the Army training process is an 
individual and collective training system that conducts training 
in accordance with set tasks, conditions, and standards. The 
Army's institutional schools provide individual training required 
to prepare for combat. They also provide the Army's doctrinal 
foundation. Tactical units sustain individual training while 
conducting collective training at home station, major training 
areas, or the Army's Combat Training Centers. 

~echnological advancements directly impact training 
requirements. Today's weapons shoot farther than ever before and 
tactical units maneuver over greater expanses of terrain than 
ever. well-trained forces require sufficiently large maneuver 
areas and firing ranges to allow them to exercise the full, 
integrated capabilities of their weapons systems, practice the 
tenants of maneuver warfare, replicate the stress of combat, and 

1(1 synchronize the battle£ ield operating systems. While advanced 
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simulations now complement field training for units of division 
size and above, smaller units rely on tightly coordinated 
maneuver, fire control, and teamwork not adequately replicated by 
simulations. The Army must maintain training areas and ranges to 
conduct this training. 

Leader Development 

Operational Remirement: Provide for the continuous professional 
development of Army leaders - a requirement paramount to 
achieving battlefield success with the minimum cost in terms 
of lives and resources. 

The most essential dynamic of combat power is competent and 
confident officer and noncommissioned officer leadership. 
Leaders inspire soldiers with the will to win. They provide 
purpose, direction, and motivation in combat. Leaders determine 
how maneuver, firepower, and protection are used, ensuring these 
elements are effectively employed against the enemy. Thus, no 
peacetime duty is more important for leaders than studying their 
profession, understanding the human dimension of leadership, 
becoming tactically and technically proficient, and preparing for 
war. These help them understand the effects of battle on 
soldiers, units, and leaders. The regular study and teaching of 
military doctrine, theory, history, and biographies of military 
leaders are invaluable. 

Over the past 15 years, the Army has built the best 
professional military education system in the world. The 
versatility and capability we expect from tomorrow's Army leaders 
depends on our ability to maintain this quality military 
education system. The infrastructure supporting the professional 
military education system is essential to leader development and 
a professional military. 

Sustainment 

Operational Reauirement: Develop and maintain the ability to 
sustain large scale, ground combat forces from bases in the 
United States, thereby insuring the viability of the 
nation's power projection strategy. 

The Army's mission is to conduct sustained land combat. A 
dependable, uninterrupted logistics sustainrnent system helps the 
fighting force 'seize and maintain the initiative, while an 
inadequate system can cause defeat. Future conflicts may be 
located in areas with inadequate host nation support 
infrastructure, as demonstrated in Somalia. The requirement for 
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the CONUS sustainment base may therefore, be the total 
sustainment of the force, without reliance on potentially non- 
existent host nation resources. While these scenarios are 
envisioned within the context of joint operations, the lack of 
mature host nation support will significantly affect all 
components of the joint force. 

The CONUS sustainment base is the strategic foundation of 
the logistics system and includes the national industrial base. 
The decentralized execution of sustainment operations at the 
operational and tactical levels of war, a basic ingredient of 
battlefield success, is facilitated with centralized management 
and distribution of supplies and materiel at the strategic level. 
The sustainment infrastructure must strike a balance of 
sufficient support without burdening the Army by requiring a 
greater percentage of the resources than is necessary to succeed. 

Technology Development 

O~erational Reauirement: Maintain technological superiority to 
counterbalance potential adversaries, reduce risk, and 
enhance the potential for swift, decisive conflict 
termination. 

One of the keys to the Army's success in recent conflicts 
and future power projection is the application of advanced 
technology to warfare. Developing those technologies into 
military applications requires extensive research, development, 
engineering, and testing. The requirement for continuous 
modernization will intensify as the development of new systems 
slows. The Army will pursue high payoff, emerging technologies 
to generate system enhancements. Reduction of the cycle time and 
risks involved in developing these technologies will be a high 
priority. The use of advanced distributed simulation and 
technology demonstrations will expand, bringing Army researchers, 
industry, and the user together into a seamless technology 
generation process. Putting technology into the hands of our 
soldiers within the acquisition cycle of our adversaries will be 
a key to battlefield dominance. 

Our reliance on the private sector, academia, international 
community, and other government agencies for technology 
generation will expand. The Army will increase the use of 
private sector technology, and aggressively pursue opportunities 
to form consortia to reduce the costs, risks, and development 
time for technology generation. Key in-house research and 
development capabilities must be retained in order to produce 
technologies that are responsive to Army imperatives. The Army 
will strive to incorporate excellence, emphasizing continuous 
improvement as we move toward attaining world class status in 
technology generation for the Army. The Army needs dedicated 

'II laboratory, engineering and test facilities integrated with 
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acquisition and logistics support to retain the technological 
edge on the modern battlefield. 

Qu 

Acquisition Excellence 

O~erational Requirement: Provide a flexible industrial base, 
capable of providing an uninterrupted flow of critical 
supplies, on short notice, without major retooling. 

The Army must be supported by a responsive and flexible 
industrial base and acquisition process that fully integrates the 
capabilities of the commercial sector and Army Reserve Stocks 
(formerly War Reserve Stocks) to achieve an uninterrupted flow of 
critical supplies. The industrial base must be flexible enough 
to provide for our continuing technological superiority and to 
produce required numbers of critical items on short notice 
without major retooling. Our acquisition system must balance 
the levels of risk and cost in all areas to ensure we get the 
highest quality products from the most reliable producers, proven 
by past performance, at the most affordable life cycle price. 

All aspects of the acquisition process, to include test and 
evaluation, must reflect a commitment to quality and concurrent 
engineering principles. The Defense Industrial Base will be 
smaller, but must still be capable of supporting a deployable, 
strategic Army capable of force projection for the full spectrum 
of contingency missions to include humanitarian relief 
operations. We must take an aggressive role in identifying the 
qualities that we are looking for in our suppliers and then 
ensure that those qualities are enumerated in our acquisition 
strategies. The qualities we are looking for must be in those 
requests for proposal and in our source selection process. If 
they are, we will be buying not just the immediate product, but 
also the Defense Industrial Base that will support us into the 
next decade. 

Force Generation 

O~erational Rea-uirement: Size the operational and industrial 
base infrastructure to support force generation 
contingencies resulting from the requirement to conduct 
two near-simultaneous major regional conflicts. 

The Army must be able to constitute additional forces 
rapidly in response to a deterioration of the international order 
or the emergence of a major threat to United States interests. 

w 
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~ctive component forces engaged overseas in lower priority 
missions may be recalled, reorganized, and retrained to meet 
these emergencies. To backfill active forces and to prepare for (IC unforeseen contingencies, some reserve component forces can 
expect to be mobilized immediately and remain on active duty 
throughout the conflict, even if they are not directly involved 
with the conflict. As the level of conflict escalates, reserve 
component combat units will be mobilized, trained, and deployed 
to join the conflict on a time-phased basis. Infrastructure must 
be available to support these contingencies, not simply sized to 
support the current active component force structure. The Army 
must be able to expand the capabilities of the operational and 
industrial base infrastructure to meet these force generation 
contingencies. 

Fiscal Responsibility 

O~erational Recruirement: Adequately fund a balanced program of 
critical operational and infrastructure requirements, 
assisted by the reduction of infrastructure costs 
commensurate with the force drawdown. 

While remaining focused on winning the nation's wars, the 
Army will remain sensitive to the needs of the domestic economy. w By reducing infrastructure capacity that is no longer affordable. 
the Army can conserve scarce resources better used to support 
operations. The Army must also reconcile requirements among 
installation categories to achieve the best overall balance 
between competing fiscal requirements. Excessive spending in any 
category will negatively affect overall readiness. 

Environmental Stewardship 

O~erational Recmirement: Conserve environmental resources to 
ensure availability of training lands both now and in the 
future. 

Proper maintenance of the natural resources entrusted to the 
Army's care is not only a civic responsibility, but an important 
component of readiness. The Army depends heavily upon land 
resources for training purposes. Like any other resource, it is 
important to conserve and maintain it for future use. To ensure 
proper management of these resources. the Army has developed an 
environmental vision as part of its environmental strategy for 

'(I the twenty-first century. The vision states that "the Army will 

13 CLOSEHOLD 12 July 1994 



be a national leader in environmental and natural resource 
stewardship for present and future generations as an integral 
part of our mission." To this end, the Army will focus on 
environmental planning, restoration, compliance, conservation, 
and pollution prevention. 

Quality of Life 

Owerational Reauirement: Provide soldiers and their families a 
quality of life designed to attract and retain quality 
volunteers to man a modern, professional Army. 

Modern warfare requires high quality soldiers able to use 
and maintain complex weapons systems. Today's Army is an army of 
volunteers. To attract and retain volunteers of sufficient 
quality to man a modern force, the Army must sustain quality of 
life programs that benefit soldiers and their families. An 
adequate quality of life requires an investment in installations 
that provide soldiers and their families with programs and living 
conditions that reinforce their desire to serve their nation. 
Such an investment ultimately results in lower early discharge 
rates, lower training costs, and greater combat effectiveness. 

'e 
VI. The Army Stationing Strategy 

General 

a. Descriwtion: 

As discussed earlier, stationing is the combination of force 
structure and installation structure to satisfy an operational 
requirement. To facilitate analysis of Army stationing 
requirements, installations are grouped into thirteen categories 
according to their primary function. The installation categories 
are : 

- Maneuver ~nstallations 

- Major Training Areas 

- Training Schools 
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- Professional Education 

- Command & Control and Administrative 
Support Installations 

- Commodity Oriented Installations 

- Depots 

- Ammunition Production Facilities 

- ~mmunition Storage Facilities 

- Proving Grounds 

- Industrial Facilities 

- Ports 

- Medical Centers 

b. Facilitv Ca~acitv: 

The capacity of the fixed facility assets are one of the 
most important determining factors in stationing. Capacity 
measures vary widely between the categories of installations, and 
excess capacity in one category is not always a suitable 
substitute to fill a requirement in another category. 

Our installations' facilities have not kept pace with rapid 
changes in weapon systems, force structure design, or the higher 
quality of life standards required to man a volunteer Army. Unit 
stationing is based first upon readiness. This criteria requires 
a combined arms team balance, including all of the support and 
service units required to sustain it. In order to meet this 
requirement, many units occupy facilities that were not designed 
to accommodate them, thereby creating some excess capacity due to 
design/utilization mismatch. It is not unusual to have an 
installation with some excess capacity, but no plausible way to 
reduce it without an adverse effect on unit readiness. 

Within many of the industrial categories, capacity is 
measured in terms of workload. The Department of Defense has 
adopted the concept of "core" workload to govern workloading of 
facilities. This concept is designed to meet the readiness and 
sustainability requirements of weapon systems that support 
warfighting missions. Core capabilities comprise only the 
minimum facilities, equipment and skilled personnel necessary to 
ensure a ready and controlled source of required technical 
competence. - 

Whether considering the capacity of training land, 
facilities, or industrial infrastructure, any reduction of 
capacity must be limited by the requirement to maintain unit 
readiness, organizational effectiveness, and operational 
versatility and adaptability. 
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c. O~erational Reauirements: 

The multi-functional nature of many of the Army's 
installations makes it difficult to consider the relationship 
between operational requirements and installation categories in 
terms of absolutes. As explained earlier, instal.lations are 
assigned to categories based upon the "primary" function of the 
installation. In many cases, more than one function exists on a 
single installation. Ft Sill presents an excellent example. 
Considered a "training school" because it is the home of the 
Field Artillery School, Ft Sill also serves as a "maneuver 
installation" in support of I11 Corps Artillery. Continued 
realignment and consolidation will create increasingly multi- 
functional installations. While routine stationing decisions 
consider primarily the operational implications of the specific 
action, base closure decisions must weigh a broader range of 
operational concerns as many different types of tenants may be 
af fected. 

Each category supports the operational requirements 
differently. The following table summarizes the relationship 
between the operational requirements and the installation 
categories that support them. 
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P = primary function S = secondary function C = command & control relationship 

Regardless of the category, all installations affect the 
operational requirements of "fiscal responsibility," 
"environmental stewardship," and "quality of life." During this 
period of reduced fiscal resources, stationing actions must be 
affordable. Significant new construction costs may eventually be 
offset by base closure savings, but the initial cost of 
relocation can be devastating if not considered in the context of 
the overall Army budget. A balance must be achieved between the 
need to reduce the cost of operating a base, and the expense of 
implementing the associated relocation strategy. However, base 
closure decisions should not be made solely on the basis of 
economic factors. It is imperative that operational requirements 
continue as the primary focus of all such decisions. 

The Army depends heavily upon land resources for training 
purposes. Like any other resource, it is important to conserve 
and maintain it for future use. The Army is committed to 
preserving the nation's natural resources as a matter of routine 
installation management. In order to allow the land to recover 
from the impact of maneuver exercises, large tracts of land are 
set aside to lay dormant while training occurs in other areas of 

CLOSEHOLD 12 July 1994 



CLOSEHOLD 

the installation. This land rotation policy successfully 
protects the land, but also limits the amount of land available 

)r for training. In practical terms, environmental stewardship 
decreases the functional size of many of the Army's primary 
training installations. 

The quality of life afforded soldiers and their families 
must be maintained as the Army downsizes. Adequate facilities 
and services supporting quality of life should be included in all 
stationing plans. Providing housing, community services, medical 
support, and recreational opportunities for soldiers and their 
families are also important missions of installations. If this 
operational requirement is not satisfied, the Army will neither 
attract nor retain the quality soldiers necessary to maintain 
readiness levels commensurate with success on a high-tech 
battlefield. 

d. station in^ Reauirements: 

Stationing requirements provide specific guidelines to 
ensure that operational requirements are met during redesign of 
the post Cold War Army. The final stationing and infrastructure 
solution must satisfy all stationing requirements outlined in 
this document. 

The operational blueprint provides the parameters within 
which infrastructure decisions can be made without incurring 
unacceptable risk to the Army's operational requirements. This 
portion of the stationing strategy provides a road map for each 
category of installation. The following stationing guidelines 
apply to all installations but are listed here to avoid 
redundancy: 

1. Eliminate excess capacity. 

2. Minimize use of leased space in lieu of government-owned 
property. 

3. Eliminate functions and installations whose purposes are 
not relevant to the post Cold War security environment. 

4. Privatize functions where economic benefits can be 
achieved while satisfying current and future operational 
requirements. 

5. Collocate tenants from different major commands where 
functional synergy can be obtained and facility support is 
available. Developing "multi-functional" installations is not an 
end in itself, but is encouraged where appropriate. 

6 .  ~chieie the greatest degree of efficiency by reducing 
operating and support costs. - - 

7. Maximize inter-service integration of similar functions. 
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8.  Minimize the surcharge paid by Defense ~usiness 
Operations Fund(DB0F) customers to support infrastructure costs 
generated by retention of excess infrastructure. 

The following sections provide brief category descriptions, 
explanations of how each category supports the Army's operational 
requirements, specific stationing requirements, and the 
operational blueprint for use in reducing infrastructure for each 
of the thirteen installation categories. 

Maneuver Installations 

% 

Maneuver installations are power projection platforms upon 
which our major combat forces are stationed. They provide 
facilities and resources to house, sustain, maintain, train, and 
deploy these forces. On a regional basis, maneuver installations 
also support both active and reserve activities that do not have 
immediate local access to required services and may be used as 

II training and mobilization stations for the reserve force. 

b. O~erational Reauirements: 

Maneuver installations, due to their size and flexibility, 
support the broadest array of operational requirements. In 
support of "power projection," these installations generate the 
majority of the Army's military power through trained and ready 
combat forces, and project that power using local transportation 
networks connected to national transportation assets. 

The large land areas and range facilities associated with 
maneuver installations support the critical "training" 
requirement. It is at these installations that doctrinal 
education is put into practice and internalized at both 
individual and unit levels. The synergy of combined arms 
operations and the synchronized application of combat power can 
only be experienced through unit training. 

The unsettled international security environment presents 
challenges across the entire spectrum of military operations. 
The Army's ability to respond to these challenges is a measure of 
the operational requirement of "versatility." Armored, light, 
airborne, air assault and special operations forces each play a 
vital role in maintaining the Army's versatility. The Army must, 
therefore, maintain this variety of units, each requiring access 
to a specific type of terrain or facilities, in order to respond 

r) to challenges across the entire continuum of military operations. 
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Reliance on these characteristics to support mobilization, 
as well as their ability to accommodate potential increases in 
force structure demonstrate maneuver installation support of the 
"force generation" requirement. 

The remaining operational requirements, "deterrence" and 
"strategic agility" are supported by the location of the 
installation as well as other specific characteristics such as 
the servicing transportation network. In both cases, the ability 
to position large combat units relative to evolving international 
situations is uniquely characteristic of this category of 
installations and vital to the National Military Strategy. 
Because of their proximity to the region, forces stationed in 
Alaska and Hawaii best support these operational requirements 
with respect to the pacific ~egion. Such stationing sends a 
clear message to both allies and potential adversaries alike, 
that the United States intends to remain actively engaged in this 
vital region of the world. Beyond that, deployment times to 
potential hot spots throughout the region are minimized by the 
reduced distances. 

1. Maintain the capability to station 10 division 
equivalents (30 maneuver brigades) and two Armored Cavalry 
Regiments (ACRs) in the United States (including Alaska and 
Hawaii) along with the "echelons above division" command and 
control and support force structure as outlined in the Bottom Up 

II Review. 

2. Leverage deterrent and crisis response by maintaining 
forward presence through forces stationed in Hawaii and Alaska. 

3. Maintain the capability to station three corps 
headquarters with support elements in the United States. 

4. Station armored forces in the western United States to 
facilitate power projection to the pacific theater. 

5. Facilitate power projection of assigned units. 

6. Provide the ability to train tenant units and ensure 
their readiness. 

7. Ensure sufficient land and range facilities are 
available to support mobilization and training requirements of 
the reserve components. 

8. Provide sufficient training land and range facilities to 
support joint and combined training exercises. 

The current maneuver installation structure accommodates the 
size and composition of the force (as established by the Bottom- - Up Review) , includes sufficient land and facilities to support a 
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trained and ready force, and provides adequate flexibility to 
meet the challenges of an uncertain future. 

Within the continental United States (CONUS), maneuver 
installations with certain unique characteristics are 
operationally crucial to the National Military Strategy and must 
be retained. These unique characteristics include the capability 
to support two, division-size units; close proximity to large 
port facilities; and special facilities designed to support 
unique military capabilities such as airborne or air assault 
units. Unique facilities at Ft Bragg (airborne/special 
operations) and Ft Campbell (air assault), joint operations at Ft 
Bragg and Pope Air Force Base (providing rapid deployability), 
immediate access to large port facilities from Ft Stewart and Ft 
Lewis (providing rapid deployability), and operational synergies 
and efficiencies resulting from collocation of large maneuver 
forces at Ft Hood, all provide operational capabilities unique to 
those installations and critical to the Army's warfighting 
mission. 

In order to support USCINCPAC strategy in the Pacific 
Theater, the Army must maintain a credible force stationed in 
Alaska and Hawaii. Installations there provide the unique 
opportunity to accomplish this forward presence while stationing 
forces within the United States. In addition to reinforcing our 
long-standing regional relationships, forces stationed in Alaska 
and Hawaii present clear evidence of American commitment in the 
Pacific Theater - assuring our allies and deterring potential 
adversaries. Operationally, these forces provide the requisite 
warfighting capability for immediate USCINCPAC use; support w forward presence, contingency, and combat operations ; contribute 
significantly to joint interoperability; and are positioned to 
rapidly deploy in support of regional contingencies. As the 
force structure in Alaska is downsized from a maneuver division 
to a maneuver brigade with associated support elements, the 
installation structure can be tailored to meet the specific needs 
of the current force structure. Flexibility to meet future 
contingencies should, however, be maintained by placing any 
excess infrastructure in layaway status. Such action will 
preserve the land for future training purposes while reducing the 
rate of facility deterioration, allowing cost-effective use of 
the buildings in the future. 

As the post Cold War international security environment 
continues to evolve, the Army must retain the stationing 
flexibility to respond to these changes. Major unit relocations 
could be prompted by such changes. As a major component of 
strategic agility, unit location may need to be changed as 
security threats evolve in different areas of the world. 
Similarly, changes in the international security environment may 
reduce the need for forward presence. In either case, as long as 
the National Military Strategy includes the requirement to fight 
and win two near-simultaneous major regional conflicts, the Army 
requires a 10 division force (as determined by the Bottom Up 
Review). Whether stationed overseas or in the united States, the 
location of the force does not alter the force structure required 
to generate decisive victory. The Army must retain the 'w flexibility to locate these units in the United States. 
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Should the Army fail to maintain the maneuver installation 
structure required to accommodate these scenarios, implementation 
of future stationing decisions may not be possible without the 
expenditure of billions of dollars and considerable delay. C he 
international security environment is subject to change. The 
Army must retain the stationing flexibility necessary to respond 
in support of the National Military Strategy. The nation can 
ill afford the risk of allowing near-term installation structure 
decisions to dictate future force structure/stationing decisions. 

The table below outlines the capacity of existing maneuver 
installations (in terms of maneuver brigades only), and the 
potential capacity of these installations achievable through a 
significant investment in new construction. 

Note: This simplified analysis is intended to 
demonstrate the thought process and is not intended to 
substitute for a detailed, formal capacity analysis. 
Additionally, it does not consider the stationing 
requirements generated by the substantial number of 
additional, non-brigade forces currently stationed both in 
the United States and abroad. 

CAPACITY REQUIREMENT TO STATION BOTTOM-UP REVIEW FORCE 
(19 Mechanized Brigades and 13 Light Brigades) 

INSTALLATION 

Brags7 
Campbell 
Carson 
Drum 
Hood 
Lewis 
Richardson 
Riley 
Stewart 
Wainwright 
Schof ield 

Barracks 
Benning 
Bliss 
Knox 
Polk 

W/O CONSTRUCTION W/ CONSTRUCTION 

* light forces only 

Currently, 24 maneuver brigades (12 mechanized and 12 light) 
and 2 ACRs (1 mechanized and 1 light) are to be stationed in the 
United States. As shown in the table above, current installation 
capacity can ac2ommodate 29 brigades (15 mechanized and 14 light) 
without additional construction.  his is less capacity than 
required to station the force in the United States (19 mechanized 
brigades/ACRs and 13 light brigades/ACRs) . Any further reduction 
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in the Army's ability to station tactical forces in the United 
States creates excessive operational risk and carries with it, 
the potential for future expenditures (facility construction and 
land acquisition) far in excess of savings achieved through base 
closure. 

Major Training Areas 

1 
a. Descriwtion: 

Major training areas provide facilities to both active and 
reserve components for large unit training exercises. With the 
exceptions of the Combat Training Centers located at Fort Irwin 
and Fort Polk, no active tactical units are stationed at these 
locations, which vary in characteristics, capabilities, and 
organization. 

Major training areas primarily support the collective 
component of the "training" requirement. The Combat Training 
Centers provide state-of-the-art training, while other 
installations in this category serve as training areas for 
reserve forces. These installations not only support sustainment 
training, but as major components of our mobilization strategy, 
they also support the "force generation" requirement by serving 
as mobilization stations and locations for major unit training of 
mobilized reserve component forces. 

c. Stationin0 Requirements: 

1. ~aintain Combat Training Centers for both armored and 
light forces. 

2. Retain sufficient training acreage and range facilities 
to meet current and potential needs of both the active and 
priority reserve component forces (Contingency Force Package 
units, Special Operations Forces, and National Guard Enhanced 
Brigades) . 

3. Minimize the number of major training areas focused 
primarily on reserve component training support. 

d. Owerational Blueprint: 

Combat Training Centers(CTC) are one of the primary reasons 
the Army was able to recover from the era of "hollowness" that 
developed during the 1970's. Installations supporting these 
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Combat Training Centers must be retained to insure continued 
support for this vital component of readiness. 

Major training areas that support reserve components should 
be realigned to accomplish the mission in the most cost effective 
manner. As field training is the focus, cantonment areas can be 
minimized by eliminating all functions other than those required 
to support unit training in a field environment. ~dditionally, 
installations where the workload can be reasonably relocated to 
other installations may be closed with minimal impact on 
operational requirements. Priority of training support will go 
to Contingency Force Package units, Special Operat,ions Forces, 
and National Guard Enhanced ~rigades. 

Training Schools 

a. Descriwtion: 

Training installations provide a home for the institutional 
component of the Army's training system. The functions the Army 
must perform on the battlefield are encompassed by the Army's 
branches which are housed on these posts. At the foundation of - each branch, is a school where the branch's doctrine is written; 
functional training takes place; leader development accomplished; 
warfighting organizations designed; and modernization 
requirements developed. These posts also provide space for 
initial entry training where civilians begin the soldierization 
process. Additionally, these installations house schools that 
provide purely specialized training, such as language training. 

These schools represent a training system unique among the 
military services. This system has evolved and matured over 
time. It is the foundation for the nation's land warfare 
university and, as such, represents a national resource. 

b. Owerational Requirements: 

Training schools primarily support the "training and 
education" requirement. Schools and training centers located on 
these installations focus on the individual combat and functional 
skills a soldier requires to be effective on the battlefield. In 
doing so, they provide tactical units with the foundation needed 
to achieve successful collective training. The schools on these 
installations combine classroom education, state of the art 
simulations, and hands on field training to produce soldiers 
capable of functioning in today's technologically complex Army. 
Without successful individual training, combat units cannot 
achieve the level of collective training required to maintain 

r readiness. 
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The operational requirement of "leader development" for both 
commissioned and noncommissioned officers is also conducted at 
training installations. They provide our noncommissioned officer - corps with opportunities to expand their leadership skills and 
learn advanced technical skills associated with their military 
occupational specialty. Similarly, an officer's basic and 
advanced military skills are developed at the branch schools 
located on training installations. 

A companion to "leader development," the operational 
requirement of "versatility" is, in part, a product of the 
flexibility and adaptability of military leaders at all levels. 
The Army's training and education programs train our soldiers in 
the skills required to successfully lead our forces in an ever 
expanding variety of difficult missions. 

Finally, training schools must retain the capability for 
accommodating fluctuations in the student workload in support of 
the "force generation" requirement. In times of conflict, these 
schools provide refresher training for mobilized individual 
reservists and must meet the needs of an expanding force. In 
this role, training schools also support the operational 
requirement of "sustainment." By training individual soldiers, 
they sustain the strength of deployed forces through a steady 
flow of trained replacements. 

c. Stationina Reauirements: 

1. Retain a branch school for each branch. 

w 2. Locate branch schools to facilitate combined arms 
training and operational efficiency. 

3. Consolidate basic training, advanced individual 
training, and one station unit training to accomplish the mission 
in the most efficient manner. 

4. Ensure that the entire range of military skills can be 
trained. 

5. Provide sufficient area (land, airspace, and water) with 
proper facilities to adequately support training, combat 
development, and doctrine development. 

6. Maintain the capability to support "logistics over the 
shore" training. 

7. Maintain a training capacity sized to support the 
peacetime operational and sustainment needs of the force (both 
active and reserve). 

8. Provide adequate training airspace and facilities to 
support rotary wing pilot training. 

9. Provide adequate facilities to establish and support a 

Qw single ROTC Summer Camp. 
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Y The ongoing reshaping of the force and concurrent drawdown 
affects the workload on training installations. However, not all 
trends indicate a decrease in student workloads. For example, 
beginning in 1997, Army accessions are projected to increase from 
70,000 to 90,000 per year. This increase in accessions will 
result in significantly higher student workloads in Basic Combat 
~raining, Advanced Individual Training, and many other related 
schools. Additionally, the continued growth of joint and 
combined force warfighting doctrine will increase the training 
requirement at selected training schools. As a result of these 
and other fluctuations in student workload, little excess 
facility capacity will be created, certainly not enough to 
warrant closure of an institution or installation. Changes in 
the training base workload are often the result of influences 
beyond the control of the training community (i.e., international 
environment, personnel policy decisions, new courses resulting 
from technological developments, etc.) . Such changes do not 
afford the training schools time or resources to construct 
additional training capacity. Therefore, infrastructure savings 
in this category must result from the relocation of an existing 
institution, not its inactivation. 

As the Army approaches "steady state," opportunities will, 
however, exist to consolidate functionally similar training 
schools on fewer, high capacity, modernized installations. Such 
consolidation is intended to facilitate the integration of leader 
development, functional training, doctrine writing, and combat w development for branches that support a common battlefield 
operating system. 

From an operational standpoint, certain consolidations 
initially suggest themselves. These include a Mobility/ 
Survivability Center, formed from assets of the Engineer, 
Chemical and Military Police schools and a Logistics Center, 
formed using assets from the Ordnance, Ordnance Missile and 
~unitions, Quartermaster, Transportation schools and the Army 
Logistics Management College. Additionally, seek to collocate 
language training to facilitate follow-on training and/or 
employment. Finally, consolidate basic combat training at fewer 
locations consistent with the projected workload. 

School consolidation should allow closure of installations. 
However, training schools are facility intensive, making such 
consolidation extremely expensive, as no installation is 
currently structured to receive another institution without 
significant new construction. Additionally, training school 
relocation creates tremendous turmoil throughout the force. When 
combined with the trauma of the drawdown, the continuity and 
readiness of the Army could be threatened by an overly aggressive 
restructuring of training schools. While the temptation exists 
to redesign the entire school system at once, the Army cannot 
withstand the financial and destabilizing effects of such a grand 
realignment. BY focusing on the recommended options, both costs 
and turmoil can be adequately contained while achieving the 
operational benefits of warfighting centers and reaping base 
closure savings. 
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V 
Professional Education 

Installations 

a. Description: 

Professional education institutions provide professional 
military education for officers and Department of the Army 
civilian employees. This education is the combat multiplier that 
separates the United States Army from all others and provides the 
intellectual basis upon which the future of the Army will be 
built. Each facility provides an academic environment geared to 
a specific level of professional military education. Officer 
professional education ranges from the tactical level at the US 
Military Academy at West Point, through the operational level at 
the Command and General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, and 
culminates at the strategic level in the senior service colleges 
at Fort McNair and Carlisle Barracks. 

b. O~erational Remirements: 

w These primarily academic installations support the 
operational requirement of "leader development." The 
professional education received at these installations develop 
the competent leaders that are critical to success on the modern 
battlefield. As one of the six imperatives for a trained and 
ready force, leader development enables the Army to remain the 
world's premier land combat force without having to be the 
largest. 

The operational requirement of "versatility" is, in part, a 
product of the flexibility and adaptability of military leaders 
at all levels. The Army's educational programs imbed in our 
soldiers, the skills required to successfully lead our forces in 
an ever expanding variety of difficult missions. 

c. Stationina Reauirements: 

1. Meet the Army's requirements for trained, professional 
leaders. 

2. Maintain the unique characteristic of each academic 
level (tactical, operational, and strategic). 

3. Maintain educational capacity to support the peacetime 
needs of the force and the flexibility to respond to significant 
fluctuations in student workload. 

'W 
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d. Owerational Bluewrint: 

For most of our Army's history, these academic institutions .* have formed the professional foundation upon which our Army has 
been built. This vital function must continue if we are to 
sustain a professional Army. The current force drawdown may 
affect student workloads at these institutions. but not to the 
extent that such excess facility capacity is created as to 
warrant realignment of the institutions or closure of the 
installations. 

Command & Control and 
Administrative Support 

Installations 

a. Descriwtion: 

~nstallations in this category provide facilities through 
which the Army leadership commands. controls, and manages the 
systems that generate combat and sustaining forces. Major Army 
Command(MAC0M) headquarters such as Forces Command(F0RSCOM) and 
Training and Doctrine Command(TRAD0C). provide command and 
control over units and organizations which are functionally 

w organized to perform a specific mission. These headquarters. 
like other command and control organizations, require ready 
access to modern communications facilities in order to 
efficiently exercise their command and control functions. 
Continental United States Army(C0NUSA) headquarters are critical 
to the mobilization and deployment of reserve component forces. 
They are regionally oriented to facilitate their mission. The 
field army headquarters must be stationed with ready access to 
other joint headquarters and have the ability to rapidly deploy 
in the event of a crisis. Army Force(ARF0R) command and control 
headquarters locations are primarily dictated by the location of 
the supported joint headquarters. Joint planning activities. 
reliable communications, and rapid deployment capability all 
influence the positioning of these elements. In addition to 
these command and control functions, many of these installations 
primarily provide housing and quality of life services to 
soldiers and their families. 

b. Owerational Requirements: 

The functions accomplished at these installations support 
the entire range of operational requirements. Command, control. 
management, and integration functions generate decisions 
significantly agfecting support for both current and future 
operational requirements. Without these functions, the Army 

V 
could not exist as a viable organization. 
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c. Stationina Reauirements: 

w 1. Maintain the capability to station one field army 
headquarters, a minimum of 2 Continental United States 
Army(C0NUSA) headquarters, all major army command(MAC0M) 
headquarters, and a United States Army Reserve Command(USARC) 
headquarters in the United States. 

2 .  Facilitate ARFOR command and control for regionally- 
oriented, US-based, unified commands and the Special operations 
Command. 

3. Maintain installations for the sole purpose of providing 
family housing and other quality of life functions only where 
fiscally advantageous. 

d. Operational Blue~rint: 

The high operational value of many of these installations is 
derived from the installations unique geographic location as it 
supports the mission requirements of the tenant units. In these 
cases, the installations should be retained. Included in this 
group are Ft Myer, and Ft Belvoir. 

Ft Myer is uniquely located to provide immediate support to 
the Pentagon, Arlington National Cemetery, and other key 
facilities in the nations capital. The missions associated with 
units stationed at Ft Myer cannot be satisfactorily accomplished 

911r from another installation. 
In addition to housing several key organizations, Ft Belvoir 

provides the Army the opportunity to relocate organizations from 
leased facilities in the National Capital Region to federally 
owned property. 

TRADOC Headquarters should be stationed in the joint 
environment of the Tidewater Region to allow immediate access to 
doctrine development processes of other Services as well as Joint 
organizations stationed at Fort Monroe and in the region. 

In cases where an installation exists solely to provide 
quality of life functions for forces stationed in the immediate 
area, closure should be considered only when similar quality of 
life can be provided through a less costly alternative. 

In most situations, current stationing is not vital to 
successful mission accomplishment of tenant units. Any closure 
recommendations should, however, carefully consider operational 
requirements when considering relocation options. 

Finally, Ft Meade offers a unique situation among 
installations in this category. Despite its relatively large 
size, Ft Meade does not possess significant operational value to 
the Army. The vast majority of the installation exists to 
support non-Army organizations. Those Army units currently 
stationed at Ft Meade are not operationally dependent upon that 
installation and can be easily relocated. . 
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'91 Commodity Oriented 
Installations 

Commodity oriented installations include integrated centers 
for research, development and engineering, fielding and 
sustainment of weapons systems; laboratories; National Inventory 
Control Points and acquisition. They perform extensive research 
and engineering development, integrated materiel management, 
acquisition, technical assistance, security assistance and matrix 
support to Program ~xecutive Officers. At the installation 
level, commodity-oriented engineering and logistics functions are 
largely the melding of the private and public industrial base 
whereby support is provided to Army and Department of Defense 
Program Managers, and equipment is placed in the hands of 
soldiers. 

Commodity oriented installations support the operational 
requirement for "power projection" by coordinating the flow of 
supplies, equipment and repair parts into the theater of 

w operations. Additionally, Supply and Maintenance Technical 
Assistance personnel are often provided to assist with new 
equipment fielding, maintenance, and other aspects of supply 
operations. 

The "sustainment" requirement is enhanced through their role 
in providing uninterrupted logistics support from the wholesale 
level to the retail level. Commodity oriented installations are 
a key component of the acquisition process, providing matrix 
support to Program Executive Officers and Project Managers. In 
this manner, they support the operational requirement of 
"acquisition excellence." 

The research and development centers imbedded in multi- 
functional commodity commands play a significant role in 
developing technologies that are suitable for military use. As 
such, they support the "technology development" operational 
requirement. 

These same functions that provide supply support to active 
duty forces, support mobilizing forces as the Army expands to 
meet the needs of the situation. These functions, therefore, 
support the operational requirement of "force generation." 

c. Stationina Requirements: 

1. Preserve only crucial research, development, test and 
evaluation capabilities that the private sector and academia 

'W 
cannot or will not sustain with their own investment. 
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2 .  Optimize the operational efficiency of the Army's RDT&E 
and materiel/maintenance management functions. 

V 3. Provide seamless item materiel. management across all 
commodity groupings. 

4 .  Maintain the capability to support reconstitution of 
Army forces in transition from one theater of operations to 
another, or following two near-simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. 

Efficiency, achieved through collocation and integration of 
research, engineering, acquisition and logistics functions, as 
well as reduced overhead, should be the key considerations in 
stationing commodity-oriented organizations. Collocation or 
consolidation of similar functions (e.g., commodity-specific 
research, engineering support, acquisition, item management, 
logistics support, and matrix support to Program Executive 
Officers) provides a more efficient solution than maintaining 
separate installations organized to perform only commodity- 
specific research and engineering support. 

Commodity Commands are generally comprised of three 
interrelated functional elements. The first is oriented on 
research and development of a commodity group, focusing primarily 
on new technology and product improvement, but also including 
engineering support to items in production. The second element 
is focused on the acquisition function, supporting the 
development and production requirements of Program Managers. The 
third is oriented on the sustainment of the commodity group 
through acquisition and distribution of repair parts, higher 
level maintenance, and technical support to the field. These 
three elements function best when a high degree of organizational 
integration and collocation are achieved. Given the expense of 
the facility requirements, the most cost-effective, long term 
stationing solution is the collocation or consolidation of these 
like elements. 

~ncreasingly sophisticated technology is best bred in a 
cross-disciplined environment. The Army can rapidly leverage the 
skills of its research and development, acquisition and logistics 
network force only if its components are concentrated in a 
relatively few locations. While it is unlikely that all research 
and development functions can be focused at a single location, it 
is possible to consolidate into a smaller number of integrated 
commodity management centers. 

At the same time, the Industrial Operations Command at Rock 
Island Arsenal provides a base upon which to station the 
sustainment-oriented elements of commodity commands. The 
significant commonality between the ~ndustrial operations Command 
and these sustainment elements of the commodity commands suggests 
that infrastruczure and operating efficiencies can be achieved by 
collocating or consolidating these elements. 

Qv While Ft Detrick is a very small installation, it is of 
significant military value in that it is home to the ~edical 
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~esearch Development Command. C his unique facility conducts 
highly specialized research in the medical field and would be 
extremely difficult to replicate at another location. 

The reorganization and relocation of commodity command 
elements can assist in the development of a single integrated 
materiel management system for all commodity groups, improve 
efficiency in the research and development field, and reduce 
costly infrastructure overhead. Similar efficiencies may also be 
achieved by taking advantage of interservicing opportunities. 

a. Description: 

Depots perform a variety of maintenance, supply, and storage 
missions. They overhaul, rebuild, modify, convert, repair, and 
fabricate Army equipment. Depots provide logistics and supply 
support for weapons, operate repair facilities, distribute 
maintenance information, respond to maintenance questions, 
recondition materiel, and conduct maintenance testing, repair, 
storage, and disposal of commodities. 

QU b. Owerational Reauirements: 

~aintenance depots support the "sustainment" requirement by 
replenishing Army equipment stocks at the wholesale level and by 
providing immediate on-site technical assistance to field units 
as required. These same functions support mobilizing forces, 
thereby contributing to the operational requirement of "force 
generation." 

c. Stationina Re~uirements: 

1. Retain only core capabilities sized to support the 
sustainment needs of the force. 

2 .  Maintain the capability to support reconstitution of 
Army forces in transition from one theater of operations to 
another, or following two near-simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. 

d. Operational Bluemint: 

The specialized equipment and expensive facilities inherent 
in this category, argue for reduction of facility capacity to the 
level required to support only the core workload. In cases where 
similar workloads are performed at separate locations, 

Y consolidation should be the primary objective . Further reduction 
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in facility requirements is possible by pursuing commercial 
alternatives to materiel stockage. Consolidation of workload and 
infrastructure reduction are necessary in order to achieve 
maximum efficiency and reduce unaffordable operating and overhead 
costs. 

To this end, depot facilities should be reduced and 
realigned according to commodity group workloads. While multi- 
functional depots are possible, long term requirements suggest 
separate ground, air, and electronic-oriented maintenance depots 
best match the Army's battlefield functions of the future. 

Interservicing may offer the best solution to improving 
efficiency and reducing duplication of depot functions within the 
Department of Defense and should be considered before arriving at 
a stationing decision incorporating Army workload only. 

Ammunition Production 
Facilities 

rW These facilities manufacture, receive, issue, store, 
renovate, test, and demilitarize conventional and chemical 
ammunition . They also provide quality assurance for special 
ammunition and depot storage for ammunition and strategic 
materials. 

Ammunition production facilities support the operational 
requirement of "power projection" by producing ammunition, a key 
component of military power. The requirement for "acquisition 
excellence" is supported with facilities that produce state-of- 
the-art munitions as well as conventional ammunition. With many 
ammunition plants in layaway status, the Army is positioned to 
bring several production lines into action should changes in the 
international environment dictate. In this way, ammunition 
production facilities also support the operational requirement of 
"force generation." The ammunition produced at these facilities 
helps sustain warfighting forces deployed in support of the power 
projection strategy. In this way, these facilities support the 
operational requirement of "sustainment." 

c. Stationina Recmirements: 

1. ~aintain a core capability sized to support the 

'W 
peacetime training needs of the force. 
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2. Maintain the capability to "accelerate" current 
production to support two near-simultaneous major regional 

(I conflicts. 

3 .  Maintain the capability to reconstitute ammunition 
stockpiles following two near-simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. 

4 .  Retain critical production capabilities that cannot be 
readily reconstituted during mobilization or duplicated by 
commercial manufacturers. 

5 .  Maintain capability to act as Department of Defense 
executive agent for ammunition. 

d. O~erational Blueprint: 

As is common in all Army-operated industrial facilities, 
similar functions should be collocated or consolidated for 
greatest efficiency. However, this particular set of facilities 
and installations provides an additional requirement for 
redundancy, either within the public or the private sector. In 
many cases, functions can be combined based upon capacity 
analysis. However, such consolidation would necessitate the loss 
of a critical redundant capability, needed in the event of a 
catastrophic, production line failure caused by an explosion. 

Given these considerations, the Army has reduced ammunition 
production facilities to the minimum number required to meet the 'w needs of two near-simultaneous major regional con£ licts while 
providing the necessary production line redundancy. 

Ammunition Storage 
Facilities 

a. Description: 

~mmunition storage facilities receive, store, maintain, 
demilitarize, and dispose of conventional and special ammunition 
and other commodities. They store critical and strategic 
commodities and perform quality assurance surveillance for 
ammunition and strategic storage. 

~mmunition storage facilities support the operational 
requirement of "power projection" by managing ammunition 
stockpiles for use in executing the National ~ilitary Strategy. 
These stockpiles help sustain warfighting forces deployed in 
support of the power projection strategy. In this way, these 
facilities support the operational requirement of "sustainment . " 
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c. Stationinff Reauirements: 
Y 

1. Maintain a core capability sized to support the 
peacetime storage requirements for training and readiness 
sustainment, as well as combat requirements necessary to fight 
and win two near simultaneous major regional conflicts. 

2 .  Retain critical capabilities that cannot be readily 
reconstituted during mobilization. 

3. Maintain capability to act as Department of Defense 
executive agent for ammunition. 

d. Owerational Bluewrint: 

Storage capacity requirements of current ammunition 
stockpiles has reached and exceeded the design capacity of the 
storage facilities for two reasons. First, the drawdown in 
Europe has brought ammunition items back to the continental 
United States, to facilities that were not projected to store the 
additional European stocks. Second, the ammunition 
demilitarization program is being slowed by environmental 
constraints and a lack of funding on the scale needed to remove 
excess or obsolete ammunition from the inventory. Even so, 
several of the smaller ammunition storage sites are projected to 
be excess to Army requirements within the next several years. 
The Army is focusing resources for demilitarization of ammunition 
stockpiles at these installations in order to close excess 
facilities as rapidly as possible. 

The Army has adopted a "tiered concept" to manage ammunition 
storage facilities. This concept reduces the number of active 
storage sites and creates efficiencies by realigning the required 
and non-required stockpile into an appropriate tier activity 
level. The ammunition stockpile is being distributed within 
geographically oriented regions using a minimum of installations 
in each region. Regional distribution fully supports area 
training requirements and provides an active installation within 
the proximity of sea ports of embarkation for supporting power 
projection requirements. 

Three levels, or tiers, of installations are organized 
within each region for identifying the level of act-ivity an 
installation performs. Tier I supports a normal/full-up daily 
activity level with a stockage configuration of primarily 
required stocks and minimal non-required stocks for 
demilitarization. Tier I1 performs static storage of follow-on 
war reserve requirements and will eventually store production 
offset stocks and limited non-required demilitarization stocks. 
Tier 111 will be minimally staffed until the non-required stocks 
are completely reduced to a zero balance and the facilities 
closed. 
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Jw Proving Grounds 

I 
a. Descriwtion: 

Proving grounds support developmental tests that evaluate 
the battlefield application of new technology over a wide range 
of terrain and climatic conditions.  his testing includes all 
types of equipment and munitions, including specialized weapons 
systems. 

b. O~erational Reauirements: 

proving grounds provide capabilities in support of 
"technology development" requirements not available in private 
industry. As the Army downsizes, technological advancements play 
an even greater role in battlefield success. Throughout history, 
victory has gone to the side that makes the best use of available 
technology. The twenty-first century will be no different. 

c. Stationina Reauirements: 

1. Maintain adequate acreage, range capacity, and 'w facilities to support the Army testing program. 

2 .  Retain those proving grounds with the greatest 
capability for facility and range expansion. 

3. Maintain the capability to evaluate materiel over the 
full range of terrain and climatic conditions. 

4. Locate soldier-intensive testing at installations with 
large soldier populations such as maneuver installations. 

Proving grounds have, over time, been developed at several 
different geographic locations. The testing community has 
gradually aligned its facilities around specific commodities, 
attempting to minimize duplication of facilities. Operationally, 
the best approach to achieving greater efficiency i-s collocation 
of test functions.  his could be done on as few as two of the 
major proving ground installations with smaller test facilities 
located on installations from other categories. Additionally, 
proving grounds should be sized to minimize duplication of 
capabilities available in either private industry or the 
Department of Defense. 

Collocation of proving grounds allows closure of 
installations and realignment of affected testing facilities. 
However, proving grounds are facility intensive, making 
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relocation extremely expensive as no installation is currently 
structured to receive another testing facility without 
significant new construction. Interservicing may offer the best 
solution to improving efficiency of proving grounds and reducing 
duplication of functions within the Department of Defense. 

Industrial Facilities 

a. Descriwtion: 

~ndustrial facilities include manufacturing plants that 
receive, store, and incorporate raw materials and sub-components 
into the manufacturing process for end-items and components   hey 
perform quality assurance and conduct acceptance testing of their 
products. 

b. O~erational Remirements: 

~ndustrial facilities manufacture end-items and components, 
thereby supporting the operational requirement for "acquisition 
excellence." The products manufactured at industrial facilities 

'9 help sustain warfighting forces deployed in support of the power 
projection strategy. As such, they support the "sustainment" 
operational requirement. These facilities also maintain some 
surge capability in support of the "force generation" 
requirement. 

c. Stationina Remirements: 

1. Retain critical capabilities that cannot be readily 
reconstituted during mobilization or duplicated by commercial 
manufacturers. 

2 .  Maintain the capability to assist in the generation of 
forces required to support two near-simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. 

d. Owerational Bluewrint: 

The industrial base that was developed in response to 
potential Cold War requirements is no longer needed to support 
the National Military Strategy. Wherever possible, the nation's 
commercial industrial capacity should be used to provide military 
production requirements. Given the similarity of some production 
facilities and the commodities they produce, consolidation at the 
largest, most modern facility is advisable. In general, this 
consolidation can be accomplished with little additional 
construction or renovation. Only those industrial production 
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lines that have requirements programmed in Army POM 96-01 and the 
FY95 President's Budget should be retained. ~acil-ities that 
produce unique products, not readily available in the private 
sector, should be retained or, if not currently funded, be 
mothballed for future use. 

Ports 

Ports are industrial facilities, including ocean terminals 
and an ammunition terminal, that support the deployment of US- 
based power projection forces. These installations conduct 
transportation engineering, traffic management, and terminal 
operations. They provide terminal facilities as well as staging 
areas for forces and equipment. 

b. Operational Reauirements: 

Ports provide support for the operational requirements of 
"power projection" and "strategic agility." Without ports, the 
power resident in the United States could not be projected to the 
appropriate theater of operations. Proper location, capacity, 
and ease of access to port facilities contribute significantly to 
the fast reaction times required for strategic agility. 

c. Stationina Reauirements: 

1. Maintain the capability to support the Army's power 
projection strategy. 

2. Maintain the capability to project forces from the 
Atlantic, pacific, and Gulf coasts. 

3 .  Maintain the capability to ship unique cargo not allowed 
in commercial ports. 

d. Operational Blueprint: 

Sufficient commercial port capacity is available on each 
coast to support the power projection requirements of the 
~ational Military Strategy. While military ports provide control 
and security not available at commercial facilities, there are 
few unique military requirements that cannot be accomplished at 
commercial port2. 

There is no operational requirement to retain military ports 
whose primary capabilities can be duplicated at a commercial 
port. However, military ports that satisfy unique military 
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requirements such as shipping large, bulk quantities of live 
ammunition must be retained. 

av 

Medical Centers 

a. Description: 

Medical centers provide patient care, graduate medical 
education, and medical research. Patient care ranges from simple 
outpatient treatment to sophisticated specialty care and includes 
referral care from other facilities. Graduate medical education 
provides military-oriented graduate medical training essential to 
the recruitment and retention of military physicians. Medical 
center research has produced significant medical advances. 

b. Owerational Reauirements: 

Medical centers support the operational requirements of 
"sustainment" and "training and education." Whether by providing 
medical care to casualties of war or preventive medicine for 
soldiers in training, medical centers sustain the human dimension iw of combat power. Modern technology has enhanced the direct 
impact of medical centers on battlefield medicine by linking 
CONUS-based medical experts with combat medics through satellite 
communications. By increasing the medical expertise available on 
the battlefield, preventive medicine and treatment of minor 
wounds make a significant contribution to the sustainment of 
combat power in theater. 

The graduate medical education (GME) conducted at Army 
medical centers supports the operational requirement of "training 
and education." This specialized training allows medical 
students to focus on aspects of medicine peculiar t.o the Army. 
BY concentrating on the illnesses and wounds most likely to 
impact on soldiers, Army medical training provides the most 
efficient and effective use of scarce resources. 

c. Stationing Reauirements: 

1. Maintain the capability to conduct graduate medical 
education and research. 

2 .  Using a combination of military and private service, 
meet peacetime requirements for military and military family 
patient care. 

3 .  Maintain the capability to medically support two near- 

'I, 
simultaneous major regional conflicts. 
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4. Maintain the capability to support reconstitution of 
Army forces in transition from one theater of operations to 
another, or following two near-simultaneous major regional C conflicts. 

5. Where possible, maintain the capability to provide 
wartime medical support at a facility located in the theater of 
operations. 

6. Avoid significant .construction costs due to 
recapitalization of substandard facilities where reasonable 
alternatives are available. 

d. Owerational Bluewrint: 

Where possible, medical centers should reduce excess patient 
capacity, minimize uneconomical referral practices, eliminate 
duplication of Graduate Medical Education (GME) programs, and 
focus on providing efficient medical support to active duty 
populations. The Army cannot afford to maintain medical 
facilities that primarily support a retired population. Medical 
centers not collocated with sizable active component populations 
do not provide cost-effective medical care, nor do they 
contribute to the quality of life for active component soldiers 
and their families. In such cases, the medical center fails to 
support the operational requirements of the Army. 

On the other hand, medical centers that, as a result of 
geographical location, provide support directly to a potential 'w theater of operations possess significant military value and 
should be retained. 

THE ARMY'S VISION 

America's Army, trained and ready to fight, 
a strategic force, serving the nation at home 
and abroad, capable of decisive victory ... 

into the 21 st century. 
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I Stationing Requirements I 
Station: 

BUR force structure in U. S. 

Forces in Alaska + Hawaii 

Support: 

Training 
-w Power Projection 

I Mobilization and RC training 

MANEUVER 
JNSTALLATIONS 
Ft Bragg 
Ft Campbell 
Ft Carson 
Ft Drum 
Ft Hood 
Ft Lewis 
Ft Richardson 
Ft Riley 
Ft Stewart 
Ft Wainwright 
Schofield Barracks 

L 

Operational Blueprint 

. Maintain unique capabilities 
(Hood, Bragg, Campbell, Lewis, Stewart) 

Station forces in Alaska and Hawaii to support +- USCINCPAC strategy 

Size base structure in Alaska to support one 
maneuver brigade and associated support units ' 

Retain all CONUS maneuver installations to enable' 

Potential 
Impact 

stationing of BUR force in U.S. I 

t 
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DACS-TAB 30 MAR 94 

MEMORANDUM TO ALL TABS PERSONNEL 

SUBJECT: The Army Basing Study Management Control Plan 

1. Reducing the Department of the Army's installation structure through base closures and 
realignment is a top Army priority. We have made good progress through past BRAC actions. I 
look to you, individually and collectively, to recommend further reductions consistent with the 
force structure plan and DoD Selection Criteria. 

2. As we begin the 1995 base realignment and closure process, significant reductions can only be 
achieved after careful studies involving excess capacity and structural change. 

3. The attached Management Control Plan (MCP) establishes the management controls to be 
used during this process. This guidance is in compliance with Public Law 101-501, as amended, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum dated 7 JAN 94, and Chief of Staff, Army 
memorandum dated 21 MAR 94. This supersedes the BRAC 93 Management Control Plan dated 
AUG 1992. 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

Attachment 
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MANAGEMENT CONTROL PLAN 

The Army Basing Study 
Office of the Chief of Staff of the Army 

Base Realignment and Closure Process (BRAC 95) 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

The exclusive procedures by which the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) may pursue 
closure or realignment of military installations, inside the United States, are contained in Part A, 
Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510, entitled as the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990; as amended; hereafter referred to as Base Closure Act (Annex A). The Base Closure Act 
also includes a provision for the President to appoint an independent Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to review the SECDEF recommendations in calendar years 1991, 
1993, and 1995. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) memorandum dated 7 January 1994 * (Annex B), sets forth policy guidance, procedures, authorities, and responsibilities for the 
forthcoming base closure and realignment study effort for 1995. DEPSECDEF guidance 
includes a requirement for the establishment of BRAC-95 Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSG) in 
five functional areas to identify significant cross-service opportunities as well as a sixh JCSG to 
develop improvements in economic impact assessments. 

The Army Basing Study (TABS) Charter establishes the authority of the TABS office 
and assigns responsibilities for execution of the BRAC 95 process (Annex C). The charter was 
signed by the Acting Secretary of the Army and the Vice Chief of Staff, Army on 1 August 1993. 

The Chief of Staff of the Army memorandum dated March 1994 (Annex D), kicks off the 
BRAC 95 process and identifies the policy oversight role of the Under Secretary of the Army 
and the Vice Chief of Staff, Army. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Logistics 
and Environment) is responsible for policy and management of all BRAC initiatives. The 
Director of Management will coordinate the BRAC 95 effort, identifing actions and milestones 
critical to synchronizing the Amy's effort with that of DoD and the other Services. 

B. Mission 

TABS will examine the issues surrounding the realignment and closure of Army 
installations within the 50 States, the District of Columbia and U.S. commonwealths, territories 

w and possessions, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff 



concerning potential realignments and closures. Additionally, TABS will serve as the single 
point of contact with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, established under 
the provisions of the Base Closure Act. 

TABS will assess the Army's CONUS installations resources, identify the Army's 
CONUS basing requirements, and present base realignment and closure recommendations 
consistent with Department of Defense @OD) force structure plans and BRAC selection criteria. 

C. Purpose 

The purpose of this Management Control Plan (MCP) is to provide a consistent set of 
management controls for the Army's BRAC 95 process. The objective of the controls, presented 
herein, is to ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integration of all information upon which 
Secretary of the Army recommendations for base closure and realignments are based and to limit 
the possibility of disclosure of BRAC 95 information prematurely. This MCP meets the 
requirements established by the DEPSECDEF memorandum, Army BRAC 95 memorandum, 
and the Charter for The Army Basing Study (TABS) regarding the Army's process. This MCP 
also identifies procedures for integrating the efforts of the Joint Cross-Senrice Groups into the 
Army process. 

D. Critical Success Factors 

To ensure success of the TABS mission and objectives, the following factors were 
identified as critical. 

Senior Army Leadership commitment to significantly reduce the installation 
infrastructure to meet the Defense Guidance as well as goals set forth in the 
DEPSECDEF memorandum. 

Coordination with the Joint Cross-Service Groups, other Services and Defense Agencies 
to identify significant cross-service or intra-service opportunities to consolidate activities. 

Adherence to a well defined scope, definitive objectives, and accountable process. 

11. SELECTION CRITERIA AND RELATED ISSUES 

A. General 

The Base Closure Act requires the DoD to submit to Congress and the Commission a 
force structure plan and the selection criteria that are used in developing DoD recommendations. 
These documents are the cornerstone of the Army procedures and process. 

w 



Title 10 U.S.C. 2687 establishes closure and realignment numerical thresholds that 
require Congressional review. The threshold for closure is an installatiordactivity that employs 
at least 300 permanent-type civilians. The threshold for realigninglreducing an 
installation~activity is the reduction of more than 1000 permanent-type civilians or 50% of that 
installation/activity's authorized civilians, whichever is less. 

B. DoD Force Structure 

The force structure plan incorporates an assessment by the Secretary of Defense of the 
probable threats to the national security, and takes into account the anticipated levels of funding 
for the period 1996 through 2001. The plan is comprised of a military threat assessment, a need 
for overseas basing, and a force structure. This plan is used by the ARSTAF along with other 
operational guidance in developing the Army's Stationing Strategy. 

C. DoD Selection Criteria 

The final eight selection criteria published by DoD cover a broad range of military, fiscal, 
and environmental considerations (see figure 11.1). The first four criteria relate to the military 
value of that installation, the fifth criteria is concerned with the fiscal implications of a potential 
recommendation, while the last three criteria address a recommendation's impact on the 

II 
economy, community and installation infrastructure, and environment. 

The Army assesses the military value of an installation by first grouping like installations into 
functional categories. The rnilitay value ranking of each installation is established by comparing 
installation quality assessments with the operational needs of the Army. Quality assessments are 
derived from the first four criteria of the DoD selection criteria, commonly referred to as military 
value. These criteria are mission requirements, land and facilities, contingency and future 
mission, and cost and manpower. The needs of the services are documented in the Army's 
Stationing Strategy. Installations that place relatively lower in military value assessment are 
examined as potential candidates for BRAC. The return on investment calculation for each 
alternative and associated scenarios are accomplished using DoD approved Cost of Base 
Realignment Action (COBRA) model, version 5.0. The impacts of an alternative are evaluated 
using the DoD approved Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) model for economic impacts, 
while environmental baseline studies are used to determine the infrastructure and environmental 
impacts on the affected installations and economic area. 



MILITARY VALUE: 
1. THE CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS 
AND THE IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS OF DOD's 
TOTAL FORCE. 

2. THE AVAILABILITY AND CONDITION OF LAND AND 
FACILITIES AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL 
RECEIVING LOCATIONS. 

3. THE ABILIN TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY 
MOBILIZATION AND FUTURE TOTAL FORCE REQUI~EMENTS 
AT BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING LOCATIONS. 

4. THE COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS. 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT: 
5. THE EXTENT AND TIMING OF POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS 
INCLUDING THE NUMBER OF YEARS BEGINNING WITH T H I ~  DATE OF 
COMPLETION OF THE CLOSURE OR ~EALIGNMENT, FOR THE SAVINGS 
TO EXCEED THE COSTS. 

COMMUNITY IMPACTS: 

BOTH THE EXISTING AND POTENTIAL RECEIVING 
RASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSIONS, 

C 
Figure 11.1 - DoD Selection Criteria 

D. Installations 

Active Army installations will be included in the assessment process if they meet the 
following requirements: 

"... an aggregation of contiguous or near contiguous, cornmon-supporting real property 
holdings under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, controlled by and at which 
an Active Army unit or activity is permanently assigned." (Army BASOPS Primer, 
JAN 93) 

Therefore three criteria must be present: real property, people, and control by the active 
component. Using this definition, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installations (ACSIM) queries 
the real property inventory and provides TABS with the installations to be considered. 

E. Leases 

Leases are considered in one of three categories, as a stand alone lease (installation), as 
'CI part of the off-post assets of a active installation, or as part of a Metropolitan Statistical Area 



illrlpr 
(MSA). All stand alone leases, above and below threshold, are included in the installation 
assessment process. The other two categories will be considered for inclusion in the BRAC 95 
process if mission changes suggest a closure or realignment. 

F. Reserve Enclaves 

Reserve enclaves, Reserve and National Guard, will be considered in four steps. They 
are: 

- The first step is to evaluate all enclaves/installations in the same manner as other Army 
installations on federal land. The milestones are given in figure IV.3 for the first phase and are 
the same for the rest of the process thereafter. This includes the development of a set of 
attributes that describe military value (DoD Criteria 1-4) and analyze those installations for 
realignment or closure. This evaluation should be commensurate with the Reserve and National 
Guard reductions of 25.9%, adjusted for the over-facilitized nature of enclaves. 

- The second step will be to consider total force structure, mobilization, and contingency 
requirements in all categories of active installations. This is done by establishing attributes that 
evaluate reserve needs in the military value criteria (DoD Criteria 3). 

- The third step is to evaluate all potential active installation closures for impact on 
1(1 Reserve and National Guard training requirements. 

- The last step is to evaluate the potential transfer and use by the Reserve and National 
Guard, as a installation enclave. 

111. CONTROLS 

A. General 

The General Accounting Office has established the internal control standards that include 
general, specific and audlt standards. This plan establishes the uniform guidance that: defines 
data requirements and sources; documents the procedures for selecting bases for closure or 
realignment and provides for the certification of the recommendations as accurate and 
complete; and, set up procedures for checking data, and independent testing of internal controls. 
The techniques to accomplish this are: 

- Documenting the process to be used by TABS. 

- Establishing standing operating procedures (SOP) for administrative and analytical 
procedures to be followed by TABS personnel. 

I0r - Establishing a training program to ensure knowledgeable employees. 



- Establishing internal control mechanisms to check all aspects of the TABS process. 

B. Process 

The TABS process is documented in section IV of this MCP. In general, the process is 
grouped into three time periods. The first period, March - June 94, will evaluate its installations 
military value, in a quantitative terms, using measures derived from DoD selection criteria. The 
second period, July 94 - February 95, will assess feasibility of potential BRAC alternatives while 
incorporating Joint Cross-Service Group recommendations and assessing all required impacts. 
The last period, March - September 95, begins the support process to the BRAC Commission. 

Section IV documents this three period process through each of the five phases of the 
TABS process. These five phases are process preparation in time period 1. In time period 2 are 
detailed analysis, DA review, and OSD review. Commission support makes up time period 3. 

TABS PROCESS NODE TREE 
TABS MISSION 

DEVELOP ARMY BRAC RECOMMENDATION 

INSTALLATON 'REVIEW PANEL REVIEW PANEL 
'MILITARY VALUE 

*ANALYSIS 

INSTALLATION DEVELOPMENT 
ENVIRONMENT 
ASSESSMENT ,CROSS-CATEGORY 

INTEGRATION 

PHASE I TIME 

This is reflected in the following chart (see figure III. I). 

Figure III. 1 - TABS Time Periods and Phases 



C. Standing Operating Procedures (SOP) 

Two SOPS are established to document the procedures to be used by TABS personnel in 
support of all administrative and analytical work conducted by the TABS office. 
The TABS Administrative SOP is the single-source document on procedures and formats to be 
followed in all staff actions. The Administrative SOP is published in a separate document. The 
Analytical SOP will establish the detailed procedures to be used in the conduct of evaluating all 
candidate installations. It will establish t.he categories of installations through the BRAC 
recommendation. The Analytical SOP is located in Annex J of this MCP. 

D. Training 

The training plan, Annex K, provides the detailed training that is provided to all TABS 
personnel ensuring they have the basic knowledge and skills to conduct the mission as stated in 
this MCP. This training includes BRAC process orientation, TABS process (e.g. analytical, 
environmental, economic, etc.), software training (e.g. COBRA, D-PADS, Powerpoint, Word 
Perfect, OEA, DSS, etc), and DA staff proponent orientation (e.g. JAG, DCSOPS, DM, ASA 
(L&E)). 

E. Internal Controls 

w An Internal Control Plan, Annex H, provides a consistent set of management controls to 
ensure the accuracy, completeness, and integration of all information upon which the Secretary of 
the Army recommendations for base closure and realignment are derived and to limit the 
possibility of disclosure of BRAC 95 information prematurely. 

IV. PROCESS DESCRIPTION 

A. Overview 

The TABS process was developed using the Integrated Definition (IDEF) modeling 
techniques, and the activity based analysis approach promoted by the Corporate Information 
Management (CIM) initiative as the optimum methodology for business process improvement. 
This technique permits functional experts to assess the efficiency of the business through 
examination of its activities, and through the analysis, discover improvement opportunities. 

The activity models developed are a representative of the TABS' functions and its 
relationship with the BRAC process. At a high level, the models may be used to understand what 
work is performed in the BRAC process (e.g. the five phases described above). At a lower level, 
the models will depict how the work is performed (described below). All activities will 
transform a set of inputs into products, enabled by resources and constrained by a set of controls. 

Cr 



TABS has identified the key issues associated with each activity and translated these 
issues into this management plan and its associated milestones. The first level of the process is 
defined by the five phases displayed in the node diagram above (figure III. 1). These five phases 
are then transformed into the first level process diagram shown below (figure IV. 1). 
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Figure IV. 1 - TABS Process Overview 

This diagram shows the top level phases of the TABS process with their associated 
inputs, outputs, controls, mechanisms, and the inter-relationships of the sub activities in the 
process. This diagram gives an overview of information flow through the TABS process. 

B. Process Preparation Phase 



The process preparation phase is the first phase of the TABS process and sets the 
foundation for all work to follow. There are five key sub-processes that encompass this phase 
of TABS. These sub-processes are policy development, training, installation assessment, 
installation environmental as!jessment, and installation reviews. This phase is illustrated below 
(figure IV.2). 
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Figure IV.2 - Process Preparation Phase 

This phase of the prclcess is started by the planning cell of TABS, see charter in Annex C, 
and is developed as the office is brought up to full strength. The challenge is to train incoming 
analysts, define all requirements for the process, assist in the development of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups, and develop, staff, and implement the installation review/assessment functions. 

The key products that emerge from this phase are the TABS program policy, trained 
'Irl analysts, COBRA model 5.0, and the initial review and assessment of all installations to be 



analyzed in the next phase of the process. The milestones associated with process preparation 
are illustrated below. Inclucled in the milestones below are the AAA audit validation objectives 
and their respective time lines (figure IV.3). 
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Figure IV.3 - Process Preparation Milestones 

TABS does not generate BRAC policy or make BRAC policy decisions; however, 
TABS, as well as the other Service BRAC offices, are involved in all aspects of the formulation 
of BRAC policy. Throughcut the TABS Process there are a number of control devices within 



w 
which all actions must occur. These controls include: 

Time: Milestones are established as the points in time when products must be 
delivered. Those products are identified as outputs throughout the process. A milestone example 
is 1 January 1995, the Service recommendations are due to OSD. 

Law: The Base Closure Act governs all BRAC procedures. 

The Army Stationing Strategy and Force Structure: These inputs from 
Department of the Army provide the guidance on the shape of the force of the present and future 
by which TABS analysts fonnulate alternatives and scenarios. 

DoD Criteria: These eight criteria define and prioritize military value analysis. 
Within the framework of the TABS Process are a series of inputs which influence and provide 
direction to the development of policies for the TABS operation. The inputs include: 

Lessons Learned: These include all documentation on the subject from previous 
BRAC processes and reports, and historical data and paper files on each installation. Each 
previous BRAC published lessons learned as part of the project. 

Joint Cross-Service Group Input: The JCSG will provide guidance to TABS .I for the purpose of studying 6 areas of interest to the OSD. The primary purpose of these studies 
is to identify common support functions with related candidate alternatives and scenarios for 
cross-service consolidation. This guidance includes an assessment methodology to be used by all 
Services to evaluate excess capacity within each common support function. The areas are: 

- Laboratories (LABS) 
- Test & Evaluation (T&E) 
- Undlergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) 
- Depots 
- Graduate Medical Training (GME) 
- Economic Impact 

The process preparatton section includes the development of all internal control 
mechanisms to be used to control the TABS process. This includes the MCP, internal control 
plan, training plan, and the AAA audit plan. These documents become controls on the process 
once they are approved. 

The final area involved in process preparation is the establishment of a Joint Process 
Action Team (JPAT) to develop and improve the COBRA model. The result of this process is 
the current approved model (COBRA 5.0 that will be used by all Services in the BRAC 95. 

w 2. Training: The TABS Detailed Training Plan is contained in Annex L of this 



document. Because of the sequential build-up of the TABS group and the need to train all 
analysts, prior to the conduct of analysis, it is necessary to implement a training plan that is 
flexible and builds upon the experience of current members. Training covers BRAC and TABS 
process orientations, DA Sta-ff orientations and their specific roles in the BRAC process, 
Management Directorate orientation, TABS models and application orientation, TJAG 
participation and availability and the BRAC law, Joint Cross-Service Group participation and 
purpose, summaries of economic and environmental considerations of BRAC, PC software, 
office procedures summaries, and HQ, DADSS classes and certification. 

3. Installation Assessment: The BRAC 95 Installation Assessment (AI) 
program is designed to provide the senior Army leadership a measure of the relative military 
value of installations and facilities used by Army organizations. The proponent office for the IA 
process is TABS. 

The IA process is a systematic method to assess and compare the value of installations 
with similar functions. This process ranks all installations within a set category (1 to n) on an 
order of merit list. Installatilons are staffed with the Army's Major Commands (MACOM) to 
determine the appropriate categories. The categories for BRAC 95 are: Maneuver, Training 
Areas, Training Schools, Professional Schools, Maintenance Depots, Ammunition Production, 
Ammunition Storage, Industrial, Commodity Oriented, Ports, Medical Centers and Leases. 

'II There are about 100 installal.ions included within these categories. 

Each category of ins1;allations is compared using a set of attributes such as square feet of 
facilities, size of maneuver and impact areas, cost to operate, etc. There are 20 to 30 attributes 
per category. Each attribute is linked to one of the four DoD selection criteria that measure 
Military Value: Mission Requirements, Condition of Land and Facilities, Cost and Manpower, 
and Future Requirements. 

The IA process requires MACOMs to provide products and data to HQDA that will be 
published in the Army's BRAC recommendations. Because of this, all IA data must be certified. 
AAA will work with TABS in insuring the process and data meet the certification requirements. 

4. Installation Environmental Assessment: The environmental analysis 
process required in support of the Army's BRAC 95 recommendations is shown in the chart 
below (figure IV.4). The environmental analysis is performed by the Environmental Review 
Committee (ERC). The ERC is composed of several Subject Matter Experts from the Army's 
Environmental Programs Directorate and are designated as trusted agents worlung in a close hold 
forum for TABS. The TABIS Environmental Integrator will have oversight over the ERC and be 
responsible for the integration of the analysis into the Army's recommendations. 

The environmental analysis runs concurrently with TABS' recommendation process during which 
coordination and the transaction of data between TABS and ERC is required. During the first 

Ilr stages of the recommendation process, the Installation Environmental Baseline Summary (IEBS) 
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data call is analyzed by the ERC, producing an initial environmental assessment of all BRAC 
installation study candidates from both a closure and realignment perspective. This assessment 

Figure IV.4 - Environment Process 



indicates an installation's environmental carrying capacity and potential hurdles for a BRAC 
recommendation. These IEBS are then incorporated into the installation reviews. 

As the Army's recommendations become site specific, the ERC will study each case in 
greater detail and will provide TABS with a finalized environmental assessment during the 
Detailed Analysis phases. In addition to the final analysis, the ERC will be utilized by TABS in 
an ancillary support role during DoD, Congress and the Commissions review. 

5. Installation Reviews: Installation reviews represents a one stop information 
source for all above threshold installations. Each review will include historical research, location 
information, missions, units supported, basic budget information, personnel summaries, past 
BRAC actions, new missions, newlplanned facilities, range improvements, restructuring actions, 
DoD selection criteria / attributes, environmental considerations, facility capacities, economic 
profile, and installation unique characteristics. The format for these reviews is in Annex N. 
These reviews will be researched, compiled, and briefed by the functional area expert to the 
TABS group to educate and surface concerns and to develop possible alternative candidates for 
analysis, either as a gaining or losing installations. The draft form of these reviews will be 
completed prior to MACOM and installation visits and finalized with the certified and 
installation visit data. These installation reviews will be published by installation category as 

Irl supporting documentation to BRAC 95 recommendation. 

C. TABS Detailed Analysis Phase: 

This phase is at the heart of the TABS process. During this phase, 'TABS analyzes 
potential BRAC alternatives to develop the initial recommendations to be reviewed in follow-on 
phases. The controls during this phase remain constant from the previous phase and the 
following inputs are carried forward: lessons learned, Task Force output, and MACOM input. 
New inputs include certified data from the IA data call, an installation order of merit list (OML), 
installation review narratives, environmental installation baseline studies (IEBS). These 
combined inputs are used to develop the Military Value Assessment from the installation IA 
OML. Once the values are determined, the installations are placed into three bands of 
consideration; enduring installations, high military value, and lesser military value. Installation 
category screening is performed to determine feasible category candidates and possible scenarios. 
At this point, COBRA, and OSUB models are run to examine scenarios and identify initial 
affordable candidates. These initial candidates will then go through an integration process that 
looks at cross-category solutions. Additional inputs at this level will include Leased facility data 
and JCSG activity candidate data. The detailed procedures for this analysis is contained in the 
Analytical SOP located at Annex K. 

The key outputs from this phase include the final Environmental Impact Considerations 

'av (EIC), Detailed Installation Narratives, and the Initial Army Recommendations for closure and 



realignment. 

The following charts show the detailed process (figure IV.5) and milestones (figure IV.6) 
associated with this second phase of the TABS process. 
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Figure IV.5 - Detailed Analysis Phase 
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Figure IV.6 - Detailed Analysis Milestones 

1. Installation Military Value: The installation military value bands are 
developed from the IA OML developed in the Policy Preparation phase of the TABS process. 
The IA OML is evaluated and adjustments are made in accordance with operational requirements 
of the Army Stationing Strategy (TASS), provided by Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations (ODCSOPS). The Stationing Strategy incorporates the MACOM level requirements 
to meet the needs of the Amly. Banding of installations into enduring, high military value, and 
lower military value is achieved through a combination of the stationing strategy requirements, 
ACSIM facility capacitylrequirements system and by a general statistical process. These bands 
are then used to start the detailed alternative analysis. 

2. Initial Ca.tegory Screening: The focus of this operation is determining 
losing and gaining installations based on the military value bands and JCSG activity 
recommendations; and determining possible scenarios within each category of installations. The 
product is feasible category candidates for scenario runs. At this point the study candidates must 
be identified using a standard format contained in the analytical procedures SOP. The steps at 
this stage are: 

- Identifying organizations and installations by source, e.g. MVA band, TASS, MACOM 
Vision, etc. 

- Data review of the installation per the ASIP Troop List Ordered by Major Unit and the 
Station Report. 

w' - Using the HQRPLANS Stationing Data Input and Output Report Work sheet to prepare 



w 
stationing scenarios. 

3. Category Scenario Development: Inputs include the previous information 
plus leased facilities. At this point cost, economic, and environmental inputs are considered and 
the product of initial affordable candidates is presented. Detailed instructions for this action is . 

contained in the TABS Analytical Procedures SOP. The steps included in this process include: 

- Record the BRAC Alternative using the TABS standard system. 

- Analyze the BRAC Alternatives using Stationing Reports from HQRPLANS. 

- Entered data into COBRA. 

- Analyze COBRA output. 

- Terminate analysis as not feasible or consider it as an initial BRAC Recommendation. 

- Document alternative analysis. 

4. Cross-Category Integration: This is the integration of and further 
development of candidates using all the same sources of information and tools previously, but 
now looking at the Army view of what is best for the Army (may include installations changing 
categories). The JCSG inputs may influence the analysis at this point and will be considered in 
all analyses and recommendations. Additional alternative scenarios will be analyzed and 
documented, the same as above. The output from this phase is the initial Army BRAC 
recommendations to be reviewed. 

D. DA Review Phase 

This phase begins the review and revision process that will ultimately culminate in the 
DoD BRAC 95 recommendations approved through Congress. This phase involves the review 
by Department of the Army by the Environmental Review Boards, ARSTAF Task Force, 
Program Budget Committee (PBC), Select Committee (SELCOM), and finally by the Secretary 
of the Army. This is a two step process that is cycled through all review groups. This process 
will be iterative by nature. Recommendations from the Army will be evaluated and alternative 
scenarios run, analyzed, and documented as necessary and set forth in the Detailed Analysis 
phase. This process 11s shown below (figure IV.7): 
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The first review will be conducted by the ARSTAF Task Force, using a "hot wash" process. The 
review panel will review analyses and scenarios for completeness, accuracy, logic, and potential 
for cross-category possibilities. The results of the reviews will then enter the formal Army Staff 
review process and will continue to cycle through the various layers of review until the Secretary 
of the Army approves the recommendations using the milestones above (figure IV.8). 

E. OSD Review Phase 

This phase begins with a review of the Army BRAC 95 Recommendation with respect 
to incorporating any Joint Cross-Service Group recommendations by the BRAC 95 Review 
Group and OSD BRAC office, and a review by the JCSG for Economic Impact of the cumulative 
economic impacts of all Service recommendations. These reviews will be iterative by nature. 
Suggested recommendations from the OSD will be evaluated and alternative scenarios run, 
analyzed, and documented by TABS, as necessary, and set forth in the Detailed Analysis phase. 
Finally, OSD will recommend to the Secretary of Defense that the Service Recommendations 
should be recommended as the DoD BRAC 95 Recommendations. The process shown below 
(figure IV.9) and the milestones shown above (figure IV.8) document the TABS process for this 
phase. 
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The primary responsibility at this point in the process is historical, statistical, and 
decisional support to the Army representatives to the Commission (figure IV. 10). 

1. Data: This process includes providing the commission with alkrequested 
information to include the Army Annex to DoD Recommendations, Army Leadership input, 
Certified Data, Installation OML and Installation Review Narratives. 

2. Hearing Preparation: This process consists of review and organization of all 
previous documentation to ensure rapid response to questions regarding process, alternatives and 
scenarios, and recommendations. A library of standard format professional quality briefing 
books needs to be available prior to entry into this phase of the process. Design, preparation, and 
construction responsibility will be the TABS administration section's. This information will be 
cross referenced to ensure easy access to all information for all Army officials who must testify. 
There are two phase of hearings. The first is early in the commission support phase and is an 
overview of the process and recommendations from the services. The second set of hearings are 
more detailed testimony details of each recommendation or lack of a reconlrnendation. These 
hearings are after the community visits and commission analysis. 
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3. Anialysis: This analysis will again be an iterative process in accordance with 
Figure IV. 10 - Commission Support Phase 

w the detailed analysis phase of the process. A system of Army Review will have to be established 



(I 
for rapid return requests from the Commission for any non-evaluated alternative scenarios. 

4. Community Visit Support: TABS personnel will accompany the 
Cornrnission to Army installations to hear and record the testimony provided to the Commission. 
This record of visits will be used in follow-on Army official testimony to the Commission. 



... ........ 
LTC Charles Fletcher 

r.. THE "- ARMY BASING STUDY /i ' 

L ............................ --' 

This briefing is based on my participation in the Army's BRAC 95 
base closure analysis and does not contain US Army policy on 
methodology or candidates for future US Army base closures 

BRAC 95 was the third and last round of base closures authorized by 
the BRAC Act of 1990. 

The Army's methodology, assumptions, data and procedures were 
refined and improved during each round of base closures. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed and reported on 
BRAC analysis after every BRAC round. Its report on BRAC 95 states: 

"The Army completed its BRAC 1995 review using basically the 
same process it had used in prior BRAC rounds. The Army's 
process for recommending installations for closure and 
realignment generally complied with legislation and OSD policy 

"II guidance, was well documented, was supported by generally 
accurate data, and appeared reasonable. 1, 



The Army Process 

Key Players 

Guidance 

The Army Study Team 

The Army Methodology 

Base Closure Example 

Summary 

This briefing provides a quick review of the Army's overall process for 
selecting bases to close or realign during the BRAC 95 round of base 
closures. 

I will briefly cover several key areas of the process including the key 
personnel, the structure of the study group, the methodology and the 
timeline. 

I will use an example of a base the the Army recommended for 
closure to show the type of analysis the Army provided to the senior 
leaders. 



I Establish the Study Team I I 
I Receive Guidance I I 
I Develop Methodology I I 
I Gather Data I I 
I Conduct the Analysis 

I Present Alternatives l i 
I Prepare the Recommendations 

Defend BRAC Recommend 

This shows the step by step process that the Army used during BRAC 
95 to select bases for closure or realignment. 

The Army's goal was to align the base structure with the future 
requirements of the Army. 
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This chart shows that Base Closure analysis requires many specialists 
- in areas such as: 

Policy 

Congressional liaison 

Operational requirements 

Priorities 

Law 

Installation Support 

Auditors 

These specialist assist and direct the study effort as required. 

It was important to provide a consistent message about the Army's 
base closure efforts to the Public, Congress and the Base Closure 
Commission. 



THE ARMY BASING STUDY (TABS) 

I The Army's BRAC study team mission - 

I Examine the issues surrounding the realignment and closure of Army 
installations within the 50 States. I 

I Make recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff 
concerning potential realignments and closures. I 

I Serve as the single point of contact with the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. I 

Assess the Army's CONUS installations resources, identify the Army's 
CONUS basing requirements, and present base realignment and closure 
recommendations consistent with Department of Defense (DoD) force 
structure plans and BRAC selection criteria. 

Provide Sound Recommendations that are 
Approved by The Department Of Defense 
and the Base Closure Commission 

To accomplish the mission assigned, the study group completed the 
following sequential tasks: 

Organize and train the study group 

Develop Methodology for Selecting Installations 

Gather data 

Conduct Analysis 

Provide analysis to Army leaders for decision 

Prepare the Army's BRAC Recommendations 

Assist in Defending BRAC Recommendations 



(SENIOR ARMY LEADERSHIP GUIDANCE) Y 

Support the Future Army 

Develop Stationing Strategy 

Reduce Excess Infrastructure While Preserving Readiness 

I Size Installations Properly l I 
I Ensure Analysis is Rigorous and Auditable I I 
I Maintain Power Projection Capability I I 

Retain Heavy and Light Combat Training Centers 

Seek to Locate Reserve Units to Active Bases 

I Study Consolidation of Schools and Logistics l I 
Retain Affordable, World-class Power Projection Platforms as 

Enduring Installations 

.......................... 
DRAFT 

This broad guidance was provided to direct the study group. 

It follows and augments the guidance provided by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. 



BRAC Study Group Structure 

STUDYGroup . . . . .  
DIRECTOR 

I CORE ANALYSIS 

Training Forces 

and Control 

NATIONAL 

RESERVE 

PORTS 

Proving Grounds 

Laboratories 

and InduMal 

Computer 1 7 1  - 
Environment h ? q  Administration - OFFICE PROCEDURES n CLK TF COST INTERFACE ANALYSIS 

PA0  I FOIA 
BRIEF I CON I VISITS 
R&A S PT 
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A small group of analysts worked on base closure issues between 
the BRAC rounds. This small group prepared the training program and 
computer models for the full study group. 

This study group was formed about 1 year in advance of the Base 
closure recommendations. Each analyst received about 1 month of 
training on BRAC computer models and methodology before the group 
began to conduct analysis. 

The members of this group came from different staff sections within 
the Army staff. They served as BRAC analysts for one year, then 
returned to their staff position. 

This study group worked independently for the Army Chief of Staff 
and Secretary of the Army. 

Information concerning base closure candidates was not released 
outside of this study group. 



This chart shows the overall Base Closure strategy - - achieve 
balance between the requirements for bases and the number of bases. 

The Army must station, maintain, train, and deploy units to 
accomplish a wide variety of missions. 

The number and type of forces and their requirement to train and 
deploy determine the requirements for land and facilities. 

We want to create the correct balance between forces and 
installations, but that will cost money to accomplish. How much can 
the Army afford to pay for base closures? 

The result of poor analysis and poor timing can have a negative 
affect 

- close too many bases then training and readiness will suffer 
immediately, due to lack of facilities. 

- close too few bases then training funds will be used to keep 
bases open that we do not need, that provides less have less 
money to conduct training later. 



ENVIRONMENTAL 

ECONOMIC 8 
COMMUNITY 

REQUIREMENTS 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

URE REQUIREMENTS 

The Army's methodology for BRAC 95 was structured to analyze all 8 
of the DoDJs criteria. 

Mission Requirements 
Land and Facilities 
Future Requirements 
Cost and Manpower 
Fiscal lmpact 
Economic Impact 
Environmental Impact 

Starting in the lower right corner, the Army began with the Installation 
Assessment and the Stationing Strategy. These two studies, when 
combined, measured each installation's military value to the Army. 

Analysis of the study candidates included fiscal, economic and 

w environmental analysis. The resulting analysis was provided to the 
Army Leadership for review and decision. 



-1 DRAFT 

The Army Military 
Stationing Value Installation Assessment 
Strategy Assessment 

1 
Capacity 

Attribute National 
Assessment Enduring 

Milltary - Installat~ons 

- M~litary 
Requirements 

O M  

(subjective) 

This slide reviews how the Army determined the military value of its 
installations for BRAC 95. 

The installation assessment is an objective measurement of 
characteristics that an installation provides, such as: Land, Facilities and 
the cost to operate the installation. 

The Army Stationing Strategy used the National Strategy to determine 
strategic and operational requirements. The stationing strategy is 
developed based on subjective military judgment. 

When the Installation Assessment and the Stationing Strategy are 
combined, military value is the result. 

The Army evaluated 11 categories of installations in this manner for 
BRAC 95. 

'I All installations of low military value were studied as closure 
candidates 

Installations determined to be critical for mission accomplishment were 
excluded from further closure consideration 



ORIGINAL STUDY LlST 

MILITARY VALUE REDUCED STUDY LIST 
ASSESSMENT 

ASSESSMENT 

REDUCED STUDY LlST 
DUE TO HIGH COST B 
INFEASIBILITY 

.- 

ARMY RECOMMENDS 26 JAN 95 
INSTALLATIONS BE CLOSED OR PRELIMINARY 
REALIGNED 
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The Army started the base closure process almost 1 year before the 
recommendations were due to OSD 

The initial inventory of installations was 97. 

After studies and analysis were conducted, the list of closure 
candidates became smaller. Only the installations determined to be low 
in military value were selected for further study. 

The analysis methodology reduced the number of closure candidates 
from 94 to 36. In some cases an installation of low military value was 
too expensive to close or closure was infeasible, in that case it was 
dropped from further study. 

The Army's leaders reviewed each of the final study candidates and 
selected 26 installations for closure or realignment. 



INSTALLATION DATA CALLS - 
INSTALLATION 

VlSlTS 

INITIAL 
ANALYSl 

APPROVED 
~ &. STUDY LIST 

INTEGRATIO 

REDUCED b 
STUDY LlST 

ARMY 
LEADERSHIP 

REVIEW 

i........ .............................. ---' 

BRIEFING I DECISION 

This slide shows the timeline followed by the Army during BRAC 95. 

Almost 112 of the available time (Feb to August) was used to 
determine which bases would be studied for closure or realignment. 
That time was used to gather data and conduct the military value 
analysis. 

The second 112 of the time was used to analyze the study candidates 
and determine which closure options were best. 

Major decisions by the senior Army leaders were required on three 
occasions: 

Approve study candidates 

Refine the study Candidates to eliminate installations that cost 
too much to close 

Approve the final closure recommendations 



OPERATIONAL STRATEGY I I 
LOCATE BRANCH SCHOOLS TO FACILTATE 
TRAINING & EFFICIENCY. CONSIDER A 
MOBILITY + SURVIVABILITY (EN, CM, MP) AND A 

1. (6.9) FT BLISS LOGISTICS CENTER (OD, QM, TC) 
2. (5.9) FT BENNING 
3. (5.3) FT JACKSON RETAIN TRAINING AIRSPACE AND FACILITIES 
3. (5.3) FT KNOX TO SUPPORT ROTARY WING PILOT TRAINING 
5. (5.0) FT SILL 
5. (4.9) FT GORDON 

This chart shows how the Army analyzed the military value of all 
training installations. The Army conducted similar analysis for 11 other 
categories of installations. 

The box on the left shows the Installation Assessment, a ranking of 
the bases from the best to the worst. This ranking is based on adding 
together a list of weighted factors, such as: amount of maneuver land, 
number and type of facilities available, cost to operate. 

The highest ranking installations were generally larger and more 
efficient to operate. 

In the center of the chart is a list of the operational strategy for 
Training installations 

On the right side of the chart is the final Military Value ranking, this list 
is was constructed by combining the installation Assessment and the 
Operational requirements. 

The study candidates are highlighted, these are the bases that were 
studied further for closure or realignment. 



Operations 37 
Construction 200 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

STEADY STATE ($M) 47 (2000) 

RELOCATE MP 8 CM SCHs TC) LEONARD WOOD 20 YEAR NPV ($M) 
RELOCATE POLYGRAPH INSTITUTE TO JACKSON 
RELOCATE BASIC TNG FROM LW TO SILL, KNOX 8 JACKSON 
RC ENCLAVE 

............................................. , 
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This is an example of the analysis the Army provided to senior leaders 
for all study candidates. 

This chart shows the closing base (FT McClellan) and where all the 
units move when the lbase closes. In this case the Military Police and 
Chemical schools move to Ft Leonard Wood. Basic Training courses 
move to 3 different locations and the polygraph institute moves to Ft 
Jackson. 

On the right side of the chart is a group of financial results of the 
closure. The COSTS ($M) are the investments needed to build new 
facilities at the gaining locations, transfer personnel and transfer 
equipment. 

In general closures are judged to be economical if the payback period 
is around 6 years or less. 



OPERATIONAL: 

- DoD's recommendation l o  close rejected by Coinmission during BRAC 91 and BRAC 93 
- Collocates Engineer, Military Police, and Chemical training schools in accordance 

the with Stationing Strategy 
- Rebuilds necessary trainling facilities at Fort Leonard Wood 

ENVIRONMENTAL: Chernical Defense Training Facility requires expedited permitting 
before Commission convenes 

ECONOMIC: 22% direct and indirect job loss from total civilian employment of 48K 

MILITARY ClVlLlAN 

OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: None 

PERSONNEL: REDUCTlONlj 230 

REALIGNMENTS 2384 

I ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED Close Leonard Wood and realign Engineer School to 
McClellan and BT to Sill, Knox and Jackson. 
Cost = $612M 1 8 yrs. I 

537 

764 

This chart provided information to the senior Army leaders for each 
study candidate. 

This information helped our leaders make decisions about which bases 
to close. 

This information was also used to answer questions about our 
recommendations and provide some of the operational reasons for 
closing the base. 

Key information, such as the number of personnel reductions and 
transfers is provided, as well as the impact of job losses on the local 
economy. This information is important to the Congress, local officials 
and the news media. 

Additionally, this slide lists other alternatives considered and shows 
that the Army recomniendation is the best alternative. 
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In summary, the BRAC 95 recommendations for the Army provides an 
annual savings of over $700 Million per year after the end of 
implementation in 2001. 

The cost to implement these recommendations was estimated at $1 .I 
Billion. 

The Army closed or realigned 26 Army installations. 





Data from The Army 
Basing Study (TABS) 

Minutes of all Deliberative 
Meetings 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON. DC 2031 0-0200 

DACS-'TAB S 3 Mar 95 

MEh4ORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 - COMMSSION STAFF - MR. EDWARD Bl<i)\4'N 

SUBJECT: Data from The Army Basing Study (TABS) 

1. The following are provided by TABS to your office: 
. - 

- 

Information Need 
I Minutes of all deliberative meetings 
2 Internal Control Plan 
-) Lists of leases 
4 Ammunition Study 
5 All guidance Memorandums 
6 ASIP 
7 EHSC document -- U.S. Army Real Property 1nven:oly hn~ln l  

PRV Analysis 
8 CSS Consolidation Study - Final Report 

J 
3.  TMIS cahnot provide the following: 

I rlfo~-mation Need Reason 
* Ammunition Plant Study One does not exist. See Amnia Tierir-12 Stud:; 
* Results of -May 94 -- Wainwright1 

Richardson Consolidation Study One does not exist per Forces Cornnl;~:~ci 
* FORSCOM Master Plan -- Gillem to 

h4cPherson (May 94) One does not exist per Forces Com::~ld 
* Anv special studies done by anyone 

for TABS None requested by TABS 

4. TABS will provide Commission Staff with the following as soon as possible: 

Tnformation Need 
* Documentation for all alternatives 
* Data call responses with documentation for any changes 
* ACSIRl Buyout Analyses 
* Index of installations 
* RAND Study of Language Training Alternatives 
* Breakout of 45k force structure reduction by installation 

t * Breakout of Depot maintenance capabilities 
+ 

* COBRA Screen 4 for all installations 
w 



DACS-TABS 

w SUBJECT: Data from The Amy Basing Study (TABS) 

* Base Operating Support Manpower Data 

5.  The following can be found in our reference volume set: 

I~lformation Need Source 
* D-PAD algorithms Volume I1 
* D-PAD input Volume I1 
* All COBRAS COBRA Reports. Detail COBRAS will be 

-- provided in Beddown packages. 

6 Information provided to Commission Staff, has also been provided to each Congressional 
Library. POC for this action is Cathy Polmateer at (703)-693-007718. 

----a 
MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200 

DACS-TABS 8 Mar 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC 95 - COMMISSION STAFF - MR. EDW.ARD BROWN 

SUBJECT: Data from The Army Basing Study (TABS) 

1. The following are provided by TABS to your ofice: 

Information Need 

* Real Property Index for Army Installalions 
* Executive Summary - Economic Impacts by State/Installation 

2. TABS cannot provide the following: 

Information Need Reason 

* RAND Study of Language Training Alternatives One does not exist per 
A - RANDIARSTAF 

3. TABS $ll provide the following as soon as possible: 

Information Need 

* Documentation for all alternatives 
* Data call responses with documentation for any changes 
* Breakout of 45k force structure reduction by installation 
* Breakout of Depot maintenance capabilities 
* COBRA Screen 4 for all installations 
* Base Operating Support Manpower Data 

4. Information provided will also been provided to each Congressional Library. The information 
forwarded is accurate and complete to the best of our knowledge and belief. 

+ks - CHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 



CLOSE HOLD I SENSITIVE 

Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
The Army Basing Study 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Br~ef~ng for the Secretary of the Army, December 9, 1994, 1530-1 730 hours 

1. The purpose of tnls mssting was to: 

a. prepare for the decision briefing, scheduled for December 22nd, 
b. provide information on the overall strategy for BRAC 95, preliminary 

recommendations and the Joint Cross Service Groups. 

2. Principal attendees: Mr. West, Mr. Reeder (Undersecretary), GEN Tilelli (Vice Chief 
of Staff), Mr. Walker (Assistant Secretary for Installations, Logistics & Environment), 
Mr. Coleman (General Counsel), Mr. Baskir (Principal Deputy General Counsel), and 
Mr Takakoshi (Special Assistant to the Undersecretary). COL Jones (Director,TABS) 
gave the briefing. 

3. After discussing the purpose of the meeting, COL Jones stated BRAC 95'holds the 
promise of producing greater savings and a quicker return on investment than the 
previous rounds combined. He explained that a strategy which minimizes cost and 
maximizes savings seems to be advantageous to the Army. After reviewing mzjoi 
milestones tb date, he reprted TABS is evaluating whether the recent f o r e  stn;ctur~ 
announcement affects any analyses. COL Jones highlighted the remaining study 
candidates (35 installations and 9 leases) and identified an qdditional 13 minor 
- -. - 

.. .~.ti"z:,zns :szss:iy dccla;ec excess 5;: r n z ; ~ ;  c~;nmznes. ,&i:hoilgh any BRAC a c t i x  
involving these properties would be below threshold, he explained the advantages of 
including them in the BRAC process. COL Jones surveyed each of the installations 
and leases on the preliminary list of recommendations, addressing pertinent 
operational and financial considerations. 

4. There was general agreement on the desirability of adding the 13 minor installations 
to the BRAC process. There was a general discussion of the recent force structure 
announcement and whether that announcement would have an effect on any study 
candidate. It was felt that the announcement could have implications for Fort Drum 
only. The Secretary returned Fort Drum to the current list of active study candidates. 
After l~stening to tlCle information presented, Secretary West also moved Fort Dix and 
Fort Buchanan from the category of "unlikely" recommendations to the category of 
"likely" recommendations. He expressed overall satisfaction with the briefing. 

Enclosure 
- Briefing Slides 

Mr. Nergerl697-1766 
Approved by: COL M. Jones 

CLOSE HOLD I SENsr I~IVE 





/ PURPOSE 

CLOSEHOLD I SENYI 1 IVE 

PREPARE FOR DECISION BRIEFING ON 22 DEC 

PROVIDE INFORMATION ON: 

BRAC 95 STRATEGY 

PRELIMINARY RECOMMEFIDATIONS 

JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUPS 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

B 
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- - - { T O S E I I O L O  I SENSITIVE 

ft INSTALLATIONS COST SAVINGS 
(CLOSURE I REALIGNMENT) 

-# - BRAC 88 
--+ - BRAC 91 

CUM 



BALANCED APPROACH THAT: 

FOCUSES ON FUTURE - FORCE XXI 

CONSISTENT WITH STATIONING STRATEGY 

MEETS OSD EXPECTATIONS (ROBUST LIST) 



I 

CLOSIl I CLOSE 22 OTHER* 
HIGH COST LOWER COST 
INSTAI-LATION INSTALLATIONS 

COST $688  M STRATFORD ENGINE PLANT (C) 
SIERPA DEPOT (C) 

STEADY STATE SAVINGS $ 1  18 M DETR JIT TANK PLANT (R) 
SELFRIDGE (C) 
PRICE SUPPORT CTR (R) 
FT PICKETT (C) 

PAYBACK 6 YEARS (2005) 1 YEAR (1 999) ~~.~{~~E,~Cd,T (R) 
FITZSIMMONS AMC (C) 
FT INDIANTOWN GAP (C) 

PLANT REPLACEMENT 
VALUE (PRV) $1,721 M 

NET PRESENT VALUE 
(NPV) (20 YEARS) 

BQTTOM LINE: 
L 

5 TIMES THE ANNUAL SAVINGS 
6 YEARS SOONER BREAK-EVEN 

SENECA DEPOT (C) 
FT HUtJTER LIGGETT (R) 
FT HArAlLTON (C) 
FT GREELEY (R) 
CROWN RIDGE (L) (R) 
SAVANNA (R) 
FT RlTCHlE (C) 
BAYONNE (C) 
KELLY SUPPORT (C) 

C - CLOSURE 
R- REALIGN 

1 6 TIMES THE PRV I 8 TIMES THE NPV 

THE ARMY BASING 

B 





AANEUVER 
IF!STALLATIONS --. . 

1. FT RILEY 
--2-;ffDRU+ 

3 .  FT RICHARDSON 
- .-.4rF-T-WAINWRIGHF 

MAJOR 
TRAINING 

AREAS 
1 .  FT AP HILL 
!. FT CHAFFEE 
3. FT GREELY 
4. FT PICKETT 
5 .  FT DIX 
6. FT HUPJTER LIGGETT 
7. FT INDIANTOWN GAP 
8. FT McCOY 

( PROVING GROUNDS 
1. DUGWAY PG 

TRAINING 
SCHOOLS 

1. FT EUSTlSlSTORY 
2. FT LEE 
3. FT McCLELLAN 
-4;.PREStBfO;-MOMTEREY 
5. FT LEONARD WOOD 

C21ADMIN CENTER? 
1. PRICE SPT CENTER 
2. FT BUCHANAN 

* F ~ ~ 4 4 - - - - - - -  
4. FT MEADE 
5. FT MONROE 
6. FT RlTCHlE 
7. KELLY SPT CENTER 
8. FT HAMILTON 

~ ~ f h t - - -  
...-. qQ;FRE9tDt(-J;-cJF--. 

11.SELFRIDGE 

EAST FT BAKER, CA 
CAMP BONNEVILLE, WA 
IIELLMORE, WA 
SIEVERSANDBERO, NJ 

L 
(:AMP KILt.IER, NJ 

--- 

COMMODITY 
INSTALLATIONS 

1. NATICK RDEC 
2. PICATINNY 

AMMUNITION STORAGE 
1. SAVANNA DEPOT 
2 .  SENECA DEPOT 
3. SIERRA DEPOT 

-+;Ptt- 
-*MASttW-D- 

PORTS 
1. BAYONNE 
2. OAKLAND 

#%++ 
9 

DEPOTS I INDUSTRIAL 
FACILITIES 

1. LETTERKENNY DEPOT 
2. RED RIVER DEPOT 
3. LIMA TANK PLANT 
4. STRATFORD ENG P U N T  
5. (DETROIT TANK PLANT) 

LEASES 
1. HQAMC 
2. HQ ATCOM 

--adiQ-f=ERSCOM---- 
4. USA PERS CTR 

--5;31WOe-------- 
6. BAILEY'S X-ROAD 

*f &SPACE-e* 
8. CAA 

-9FAR6--------- 
10. PARK CTR 
I. BAL LSTON-WEBB 

12. CRYSTAL CITY 

MEDICAL FACILITIES 
--I 3 ; - f 0 R E W E e e t - -  
...... lb;..JAG..6CwC)k--- 

1. FITZSIMONS AMC 1 5 .  MELPAR I CROWN RIDGE I 
MINOR INSTALLATIONS [131 

F T  MISSOULA, MT RECREATION CENTER Y2. NC 
81 C O P P E n  KEY, OA 8 BRANCH USDB, LOMPOC, CA 
RI VISTA USARC. C 4  BALTIMORE PUBS CENTER, h 
S<OEUIIY TRAININO ANNEX, MA 
111 O I ~ A M  ~ S S E T  USARC, MA --r--- .- I 

r -  







RATIONALE 

I RECOMMENDATIONS 1 ,  
UNLIKELY 

FT AP HILL OPERATIONALLY INFEASIBLE DUE TO RC TRIIINING REQUIREMENTS 
FT DIX . ' . /  . -  

, t b  * 
BRAC LANGUAGE CHANGE TO ELIMINATE AC GARRISON, AND IS 
OPERATIONALLY INFEASIBLE DUE TO RC TRAINING REQUIREMENTS 

FT McCOY OPERATIONALLY INFEASIBLE DUE TO RC TRAINING REQLJIREMENTS 
FT RILEY HIGH COST ($688 M), UNABLE TO EXCUTE STATIONING STRATEGY 
F T  BUCHANAN ~. , . t . BRAC 91 REJECTION, INFEASIBLE DUE TO ENCLAVE REOUIREMENTS 

I AMC --- 
LIMA TANK PLANT 

i 

REQ,UIRE 1 TANK PLANT - DETROIT TANK PLANT RECOMMENDED 

TRADOC -- -- 1 

FT LEONARD WOOD HIGH COST ($632 M) - RECOMMEND FT MCCLELLAN 
FTMONROE --. BRAC 93 REJECTION, JOINT WARFARE CENTER 
FT EUSTlS HIGH COST ($832 M), LONG PAY-OFF 10 YEARS 
FT LEE BRAC 93 REJECTION, HIGH COST ($703 M), LONG PAY-OFF 30 YEARS 

USARPAC -- 
FT RICHARDSON 

MDW - --- 
NCR LEASES' 
FT MEADE '. 
HQ, AMC LEASE 

SIGNIFICANT COST ($373 M), UNIQUE ENVIRONMENT 

LONG PAY-OFF 16 YEARS 
HlGH COST ($648 M), LONG PAY-OFF 11 YEAnS 
LONG PAY-OFF 26 YEARS 

P_T H E.R 
USAR PERSONNEL CTR LEASE LONG PAY-OFF 29 YEARS 

' INCLUDES BAILEY'S CROSS ROADS. CRYSTAL CITY. 
BALLSTON, AND WEBB 

. I n  ., I ( : I  O!;l I 1 0 1  1 )  I !iENfiI I I V  THE ,'.RMY I\ASING STUDY 
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ALTERNATIVES 

ARMY 
DEMANDS TRI-SERVICE COOPERATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
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JOINT CROSS-SERVICE,GROUP 
ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

I .JC SG GENERAL ARMY IMPACT 1st I M P R E S S I O N  - I 

I TEST & EVALUATION REALIGN MINOR GAINERS: YUMA, WHITE SANDS, NO BRAC IMPi.CT 
WORKLOAD HUACHUCA 

LOSERS: RUCKER, REDSTONE 

GAINERS: PICATINNY, MONMOUTH, SUPPORTS PICATItINY 
REDSTONE, ADELPHI RETENTION1 OTHERS 

LOSERS: REDSTONE, RUCKER, ARI UNDER REVIEW 

UNDERGRADUATE AF & NAVY LOSE 2&3 GAINERS: RUCKER NO EFFECT ON ARMY 
PILOT TRAINING INSTALLATIONS; ARMY LOSERS: NONE RECOMMENDATION 

GAlfJS HEL UPT 

MEDICAL AF LOSES 3 MEDCEN & GAINERS: WALTER REED 
5 HOSPITALS; NAVY LOSERS: FITZSIMMONS, 
LOSES 2 HOSPITALS; MEADE, BELVOIR, LEE, 
ARMY LOSES 1 MEDCEN Ut McCLELLAN, RUCKER 
5 HOSPITALS 

SUPPORTS FlTZSllAMONS 
RECOMMENDATION 1 
OTHERS UNDER REVIEW 

NAVY LOSES 4-5 DEPOTS GAINERS: ANNISTON, TOBYHANNA SUPPORTS LETTERKENNY AND 
AF LOSES 1-2 DEPOTS LOSERS: RED RIVER, LETTERKENNY, RED RIVER RECOrAMENDATlONS 
ARMY LOSES 2 DEPOTS ANNISTON 

PREMATURE TO E S 7 A B L I S H  ARMY POSl ilOrJ 

--- -- 
, $ I  I /  

1 .0  II 1t.1 CLOSt t lOLIJ  I SENSI I I'JI; TI11 I I I I , l Y  l3A1)ItIf - 
I 



1 B RAC SUkflMARY I 

CLOSES I REALIGNS 25 - 27 INSTALLATIONS (+ 13 SMALLER SITES) 

1-TIME COST: $1.1 R - $1.5 B 

ANNUAL SAVINGS: $0.7 B - $0.9 B 

20 YR NET PRESENT VALUE: $7.8 B - $9.6 B 

CIVILIAN REDUCTIONS: 7.8 - 9.6 K 

MILITARY SPACE SAVINGS: 638 - 864 



REDUCES 1NF:RASTRUCTURE AND OVERHEAD SIGNIFICANTLY 

PRODUCES SUBSTANTIAL SAVINGS QUICKLY AT AN AFFORDABLE COST 

RETAINS INSTALLATIONS WITH HIGH MILITARY VALUE FOR FUTURE 

MINIMIZES LOSS TO MANEUVER LAND 
I 

COMPLETES RESHAPING EFFORT BEGUN IN BRAC 88 
t 

REFLECTS JOINT CROSS-SERVICE I GROUPS RECOMMENDATIONS 



'k 4;lri.# CL08ElIOL.D I8tN31TIVI: 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES 
($M) 

1 TIME STEADY STATE ROI POM 20 YR 

I PACKAGE - COST SAVINGS YEAR - - NET - NPV REASON I 
FT LEONARD WOOD 554 
FT RILEY 682 
FT EUSTIS 832 
FT AP HILL 4 
FT DIX 19 
FT McCOY 33 
FT BUCHANAN 70 
FT MONROE 108 
FT MEADE 847 
LIMA TANK PLANT 2 
DUGWAY PG 28 
USA PERSONAL CTR (L) 47 
BAILEY'S X-ROADS (L) 1 28 

COSTlMcCLELLEN 
cos r 
COSTILEE 
RC REQUIRED 
HC REQUIRED 
RC REOUIRED 
QUALITY OF LIFE 
BRAC 93 REJECTIOF 
COSTILEASES 
DETPOIT TANK 
SAFARI COST 
LONG ROI 
LONG ROI 

BALLSTON (L) 
CRYSTAL CITY (L) 5 0 1 OO+ -4 -3 LONG ROI 

POM NET AND 20 YR NPV 
NEO - INVESTMENT STILL NOT RCCOVER1:D 
POS - SAVINGS ABOVE RECOVERED INVESTMENT 

.-7 .-- - 
CI  ( IT,[-1101-D I SENSITIVE THE ARMY UASING -- STUDY 
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I -- . P 

I CI.OOEIIOI r )  !,I NIIITIVP. 
- -  - 

I 

I I 

HIGH PAYOFFS (291 OTHER ALTERNATIVES (1 6) 
P 

I 

F T  RICHARDSON (C) FT LEONARD WOOD HIGH COSTISELECTED McCLELLEN 
FT CHAFFEE (C) FT RILEY HIGH COST 
F T  PICKETT (C)  FT EUSTIS HIGH COST I SELECTED LEE 
FT INDIANTOWN GAP ( C )  FT AP HILL RC REQUIRED 
FT RITCHIE (C) FT DIX RC REQUIRED 
SAVANNA DEPOT (C) FT McCOY RC REQUIRED 
SENECA DEPOT (C) FT QUCHANAN Q U A L I N  OF I-IFE 
SIERRA DEPOT (C) FT MONROE BRAC 93 RE.'SCTION 
RED RIVER DEPOT (R) FT MEADE HIGH COPT - 'ECEIVER SITE 
STRATFORD ENGINE PLANT (C) LIMA TANK P U N T  SELECTE 1 [ TROlT 
DETROIT TANK PLANT (I?) DUGWAY PO LONG RO 
KELLY SUPPORT (C) USA PERSONAL (L) LONG RO 
SELFRIDGE (C) BAILEY'S CROSS-ROADS (L) LONG ROI 
FT HUNTER LIGGETT (R) BALLSTCN (L) LONG ROI 
FT HAMILTON (C) CRYSTAL CITY (L) LONG ROI 
FITZSIMMONS AMC (C) MELPAR (L) NO LONGER A ACTIVE LEASE 
FT GREELEY (R) 

LETTERKENNY DEPOT (R) 
PRICE SUPPORT CTR (R) 
HQ, AMC (L) (R) 

I HQ, ATCOM (L) (R) 
CAA (L) (R) 

I 
PARK CENTER (L)  (R) 

PROPER MIX 
NATICK (C) 
PICATINNY (C) 
FT McCLELLAN (R) REQ.UIRES JUDGMENTS 
FT LEE ( c )  CONCERNING MILITARY VALUE 

AND FISCAL CONSTRAINTS 

(C) - CLOSURE 
(I?) RTALIGN 

CI ()!;I Ilol I7 l3EN31TIVE 
--. - I. .....a. 



* 
. -w-v. . CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 

r 

POTENTIAL 
/ BELOW THRESHOLD 1 

/ INSTALLATIONS (181 

I FORSCOM EAST FT BAKER, CA 

PROS BELLMORE, WA 
SIEVER-SANDBERG USARC, NJ 

AMPLIFIES 6RAC 95 EFFORTS CAMP KILMER, NJ 

SUPPORTS MACOMS FT MISSOULA, MT 
BIG COPPETT KEY, GA I HOUSE CLEANING 

MINIMAL CONTROVERSY 

CONS 

DIFFERENT PROCESS 
MINOR SAVINGS 

I 

BOTHELL USARC, WA 
BRANCH USDB, L 3MPOC, CA 
FT WARDEN CEMGTERY, WA 
FT STEVENS CEMETERY, OR 

- - 

RIO VISTA USARC, CA 
DEFENSE SUPPORT ACT IVIlY-BOSTON 
SUDBURY TRAINING ANIJEX, MA 
HlNGHAM COHASSET USARC, MA 
RECREATION CENTER #2, NC I 

1 1 1 ~ 1  0 I 8ENSITIVC \ TI {E  - - ARMY BAY, . 

I RECOMMENDATION: REVIEW FOR INCLUSION 
ON ARMY'S LIST 

- ISC 
BALTIMORE PUBLICATIONS CENTER 

AMC , - 
RAVENNA AAP 



- 
'% ~ l s r  

CCOOCI IOLD I OI:N311 IVC t 

NOV I DEC I L. JAN I FEB I MAR 
ARMY 

1 I 14 

A 
US*XSA ARITAFF E l E C U T l M  WKSA 

lPR SELCOM 

HQDA REVIEWS L I 
FINALIZE PRELIMINI*RY 

RECOMMENDATIOYS 2 

a- SUPPORT OSD EVALUATWN* 
OF ARMY RECOMMENDATION 

h - 4  PUBLISH ARMY 

1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

I 
PRESENT 

- --- TO OSD 

JCSG I OSD REQUIREMENTS 

:sP 
JCSG ALTERNATIVES A--- A 1.lTl.L "ESP0.S. 

EVALUATION OF JCSQ ALTERNATIVES (INCL. COB 
I; 

2 

HQOA REVIEW &u 

1 - h  CUM ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

JCSO REVIEW 

x 
SECDEF APPROVAI 27 

A A 
PUBLISH OSD 1 

RECOMMENDATIONS A 
PRESENT TO 
COMMISSION 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
..-.. . -. 



CLOSE HOLD / SENSITIVE 

Department of the Army 
Ofice of the Chef ot'Std1' 
The Army Basing Study 

h1~\1nR:"\NL~Ll FOR RECORI) 

a. prepare for the decision briefing scheduled for 22 Dccrnlbcr, 

b. provide infomiation on the overall strategy for BRAC 95, preliminary recon~rnendrltions, 
and the Joint Cross Service Groups 

2 Principal attendees: hlr. West (SA); General Sullivan (CSA); hlr. Reeder (USof.);  
General Tilclli (VCSA); Mr. U'alker (ILBrE); hls. Lister (nl&RA); hls. hlcCoy (FhIkC); hlr. 
1)rcker (SARDA); hlr. Coleman (SAGC); hlr. 1-lamilton ( S . W ) ;  Gencral Salomon (CG, XAIC). 
LTG Dominy (DAS); LTG Wilson (DCSLOG); Mr. Reardon (TAG); MG Putman (DCSOPS); 
hllG Nardotti (TJAG); hlG Harrison (SALL); and BG Shane @hQ. BG Shane gave the 
introductory portion of the briefing; COL Jones pirector, TABS) and Mr. Nerger @e;)uty 
Director, TABS) were briefers 

EG S!:2n.= begzn thc h;icSn? \\.ith an ovenicw. ofthe .AArm>-'s I3Tt-2C 55 strsteg). .A.?ii:iox!i.,, , 

he presented the Bl t4C 95 process that has led to :he reducrion ofm original study iisi of 4'7 
installations and 15 ieases, to the current focus on 37 installations, 9 leases, and 15 rnino: sites 
suggested by MACOhls. COL Jones then discussed the status of'Joinr Cross Senice G;oups 
(JCSG) 2nd gave a summar). of firs; impressions of JCSti aternatlves. COL Jones m d  hlr 
Nerger provided TABS recommendations for ciosure and reaiiznment. The 42 recornmendn:ionc 
for closure and realignment included 24 instaI!ations, 3 leses, md 15 rnino: sites. X detsiled 
discussion of each recommendation w x  presented to the group. .4Iso, two installations, Pica!inn!. 
Arsenal and Letterkemy Depot, were briefed as possible additions. COL Jones indicated t f n t  
economic impact assessment data were tentative due to a late breakin: change in the \yay OSD 
cr?lcul~;cs i t  I'hcsc data will have to be recalculated. 

4 The following decisions were made: ( I )  add Fort Totten. NY back into thc stud\. c%>n Iluc 
to its interrelationship with Fort Hamilton and the recommendation of FOKSCOLl, k n h e i  
analysis suppons a closer look at i t s  potential for reali~nrnent and closure. (2) The list of 15 
nlinor i:. -*,~'la~ions recommended by hlACOXls \\ . i l l  be added to ,the Army's study list I'1lc.r c. 

wcrc no further decisions made. Because of time constraints, thc I I 'R  \ \ . i l l  recon\,cne on 20 
L)ccembcr to review the "not recommcndcd" installstions 

LI'C Lanib,'u97- 1 ::>r\ 
.Approved by. COI. hl J o n c >  
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ARMY BRAC 9 

I ,  I , 

FT McCLELLAN 
PRICE SPT CTR 42 INSTALLATIONS / SIT 
FT UlICHANAN RECOMMEND 24 INSTALLATIONS 

3 LEASES 
IS MINOR SITES 

S t  .FHIDGE 
COST - S 1.3 B 
ROI: IMMEDIATE (2000) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS: S 71 
POM NET: S 1.0 8 
2 0 Y R  NPV: $ 7 . 9  B 

PIC 4 I It414 1 AnSENAL 

F 1 . iILEY 
FT )RUM 
F'f . I I ( ;~~ARDSON 
F'T A I' HILL 
F T McCOY 
F r EUSTISETORY 
F T LEE 
FT LEOIJARD WOOD 

LETTEIIKENNY DEPOT 

FT MEADE 
n MONROE 
LIMA TANK PLT 
HQ, AMC LEASE. 
USAPERSCTRLEASE 
BAILEY'S X-ROADS LEASE 
PARK CTR LEASE 
BALLSTON LEASE 
CDYSTAL CITY LEASE 

2 INSTALLATIONS - 
THE "TOUGH CALLS" I 

NOT 17 INSTALLA_TlONS 
11 INSTALLATIONS 

6 LEASES 
HIGH COST 
OPERATIONAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 

- 
BEHOLD I SENSITIVE THE ARMY BASItJCa STUDY - - y 



- - -  - - ._ - 

CLOSEHOLD ISENSITIVE 

INSTALLATION INDEX  GUT^ 
. - _  

.. . . i. . . .>-'$- 
0 I l l  

:'?r4TEs of 
RECOMMENDED NP' REC(.J~.'".ENDED 

--. ._... 

I A , I ~ - I O R  FT C  HAFFEE - l 1  MANEUVER FT RILEY 7 9 
FT G R f  T '  " 3 .- TNG F T  p s r  I" 8 1 

I a ' f i ~ ~  . . r'tLhF ? . , , , , . ' , , . , '  ; . ' : I ! ; ( , ' .  8 3 L 
FT DIX 1: 

FT HUNTER L ICGC11 2 1 

MAJOR FT A P HILL 85 
PROVING GRD DUGiYAY .PROV G R D  - 2 3 TNG F T  McCOY 8 7 

TRAIN SCH F T  McCLELLAN 
AREA 

-- 2 5 

TRAIN  S C H  F T  EUSTlSlSTORY 8 9 
C? ADh71N PRICE S P 1  C T H  7 -  . ~ 

- ,  FT LEE 9 1 
F T  BUCHANAN 2 9 FT LEONARD WOOD 9 3 
F T  RlTCHlE 3 1 
KEL L Y SPT CTR 

-. .. 
J 3 

F T  HAP.1ILTON 3 5 
F T  TOTTEN 37 CZ/ADMlN FT MEADE 9 5 

SELFRIDGE 39 F T  MONROE 9 7 

INDUSTRIAL L IMA TANK P L T  9 9 

COfi1hIODITIES NATICK 4 1 
9 -  

PICATINNY ARSENAL 3 3  .-- LEASES HQ, AhlC LEASE 101 w U S A P E R S C T R L E A S L  1 0 2  
AMRIOSTG SAVANNA DEPOT 4 5 NCR LEASES- 105 

S E N E C A D E P O T  47 BAILEY 'S  X-ROACS L E A S E  
SIERRA DEPOT 4 9 PARK CTR LEASE 

B A L L S T O N  L E A S E  

PORTS BAYONNE 5 1 C R Y S T A L  CITY LEASE 

OAKLAND 5 3 

MEDlCA L FITZSIMMONS AhlC 5 5 

i 

i 

1 

DEPOT RED RIVER DEPOT 5 7 
LETTERKENNY DEPOT 5 9 

LETTERKENNY 8 R E D  RIVER 63  

IN0L-L STRATFORD E N G  P L T  6 5 
DETROIT TAtJK PLGtdT 6 7 

HO. ATC0I. I  L E A S E  6 9 
L E A S E S  LnH LEASE 7 1 

CROLYN RIDGE LEASE 7 3 

r.llr!OR IPJsTALLATIOPJS 7 5  

90 
; - - . . . . . 

: CLOSEHOLD i SErJSITlYE 
I ~: 



PROVIDE 1t.F;)- .. A" "N 

BRAC 95 STRATEGY 

PRELIMINARY RECO 

ON: 

lMMENDA1 

CUMULATIVE 
(COST - SAVINGS) 

LL PAST BRACs 



- F,? ;UsES 0'. FUTURE - FORCE X X I  

- CONSISTENT WITH STATIONING STRATEGY 

MEETS OSD EXPECTATIONS (ROBUST LIST) 

, 
k-.g-,.,\. 

-r* \ ;.p-; . .Y?: ,',*<+ ,'- . - . - b: . 3 ..-. st- ,- \, ;.-, s--...-- 
.- # 

I CLOSE 1 CLOSE 23 OTHER' 
HIGH COST LOWER COST 
INSTALLATION INSTALLATIONS 

COST 5 715 hl $ 7 1 5  M 

At;!.: &. 5: . ' , ' .>Z > 1 1 e 1.1 1 5 8 9 M  

NET PRESENT VALUE 
(NPV) (3 YEAwgl S 752 1.4 16.8?6 M 

PAYaLcu ; YEARS ,:>:<,' Ih?t.'E? \?>x! 

1 P L A ~ ~ T  REPLACEMENT 
1::. 11: ,2a :, I.: 721 t.5 

. 5 Tlh4ES THE ANNUAL SAVINGS 

. E, TI*:: 7 -C.E NPV 

. 7 YEARS SOO1JER PAYRACK 

-- 



ao-, U I I I L I I  

ARMY BRAC 95 PROCESS 
i ,, .-. 
\.ki7, 

O R ~ G # U A L  STL ' :~ .  . \ .  

9 -  l N 3 1 & 1 ~ 1 ~ 1 : ~ h \  

I?. L E A S E S  

. L - -'- 5." : ' .  , I.. 

. . .  t T u R O u S -  

A S S E ~ S M F ' . '  UI.ITAPY V I L U E  A \ > !  5 . s ~ ~  P.- 

R E D U C E D  S l U D v  LIST 

DUE ' 0  
-.;* C O S '  

A l h C E A S B ' .  7 ,  

5 I u D v  LIST 

~ N S ~ A L L A T I O N  
E I P A N D E 3  

A S S E 5 5 W f  t . 7  A S  R E S U L T  or F 3 N T f  SlQu;.dPE 

AWN3UN;EMEh: 

37 INSTALLATIONS 

7-1 ..I. a.-. I'UO. 

I MANEUVER TRAINING C O M M O D I T Y  D E P O T S  1 INDUSTRIAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O ~ ~ S  S - C H ~ O L S  INSTALLATIONS FACIL IT IES I 

. . 2.b ;: ,: , - 

M A J O R  
TRAINING 

AREAS 

...A. ..LL 

2 .I C U t . I I  
I r7 C . f f . .  
a I l C I . , . .  

I p!,+?. -: 
(4: .- r. .- 

s I 1  P. 
V l  U.1. LC-S IT1  

r .I I-1- L.. 

CURRENT BRAC 95 1 

CZ IADMIN C E N T E R S  
1 *.XI S P l  C C Y l t *  
1 *IB,K- 

- . L . & L O Y C L -  
4 I1.I.DI . .'D...Of 
6 S T  .,,<-I 
: .'.L. 1.1 ; L , . ' , "  
I r *  W L  1- ... .,.,.-- ....... - 2 .  

9 %  11~s.1DC.r 

q-.. - ..: STUDY CANGi3ATES j . 

I i 

A M M U N I T I O N  S T O R A G E  
I SAW-  0 1 . 0 1  
2 arB . t cADI rO I  
1 Y..A D t C O I  -- *-- 

M E D I C A L  F A C U S  
I V I l Z L 4 1  YC 

L E A S E S  
* m I I  
I r C ) A l C m  - 
4 U Y W . 1 C I .  -- 
a b . , L I T l  ,,-a:, 

-- 
8 C U  - 
I 0  CA." CI. 
* *  .AlLll-.. 
7 2  Crn.1.I~ C!.. 

*+-.f- 
. .. ...-...- 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

7-- F-&zA, -- 
<-.. < t(,&?; -L 1 ARMY BRAC 95 

b;ke ci. i PRELIMINARY REALIGNMENTS & C!-CJUKES 
*-. <P L - " - - - - ,.---. - -  

4 1 I N ) I L L L A T I O N S  I SITES 
e t c m n c * ~  . 14 INSIILLATIONS 

- 3 LEASES . 1 l ) M l U M  9 1 E S  
C O S T .  a 1 1 0  
R O I  IMMEDIATE ( X M I  

u'@.PmILL, 
' 

ANNUAL SAVINGS 718  1 
I..."-" I. n -w. r 
---I - Y C O " . ~ O .  Y -M-o P W W E T  $ 1 0 0  
n.8- - L ) . s ? . Y U L  I. h- r U m c 1 . r C P I . O  ? O Y R U W  I 1 3 8  
.....Y.QCgY .IPLCIUe.L.- - m u  
-I-. U -U -..', rY.i -. r U r .  U1 LLL.. I 

- 0 I Y . L I  

- - - - - - . 
UY nnsc1a L s u r  
L U W S  IC- L U R  -- : :ILy::& 
r A m u  C 1 1  U . S I  
b A U S l P  L U S S  . OPERATIONAL 
r.rn.r o r r  u ~ s r  C W S I D E R A T I O N S  



.Pzq<: 
? - b y  - 1 JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP '-+ .- e$- 

Kz-..-4 ' ALTERNATIVES SUMMAF;!Y I 
G E N E R L L  A R M Y  IMPACT 1 rl IMPRESSION . --- I 

L.lll.1 -A -11 S U D S  10 S*AC I)..C 1 

r O . C U .  
~ 0 1 1 . l  *VC. f .  L I D s ' m l  

UNDERGRADUUATF AF L NAVY LOSE 3 L l  G A I N E R S  RUCXER 
P!; CT T R A r N l W G  IIIALL.~O*S A.m ~ 0 1 1 . 1  -1 

C U 1  *I L u-1 

!YO EFFECT O N  A R M \  

I I I C C I I W D A I ~  



FORT CHAFFEE, AR 
.r 

,5-.,, p,,, 

'?%+;,: '&-:+. -. 
y,. c ,- ;- FT CHAFFEE, AR 
'&>-,' 

s 12 06 1.1 
MILCON S 0 

o r H E R L 1  
TOTAL S 12  (--G5-3 GARRISON / ! 

j 
' PAYBACK PERIOD ,,tam,, IMMED ! i 

1999 ' BREAK EVEN YEAR , 

OPERhTIOtJhL 

- N o  unacceplable adverse operaIlona1 tmpacts due  t o  c losure  
Supports  91 RC BNS l r a i n ~ n g  : can  dtvert l o  other  ~ n s t a l l a l t o n s  
BRAC 9 1  C o r n m ~ s s ~ o n  re la ined AC gar r i son  l o  suppor t  R C  t ra ln ing aher .1RTC len  
Provldes DS'GS rnalnl lor  USAR In Northern AR. Nonheas t  TX. Soulheasl  OK 

CLOSE FT CHAFFEE 

ENCLAVE RC BLDG AND RETAIN 
SMALL ARMS RANGES FOR USE B Y  RC 

PERSONNEL MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALICNMEl4TS 

STEADY STA' IE 1 ~ .  $23 (1999) : 

20 YEAR NPV(sw) $35 I . 

ENVIRONMENTAL. NO s i g n ~ f ~ c a n t  l ~ r n ~ t a t ~ o n s  

'. 
\- 

I*& ..m .a- 1r"D. 11 

I ECONOMIC: 0.9 dlrect a n d  lndlrect l o b  l o s s  f r o m  to ta l  c l v ~ l i a r l  employment of 86K. I 
OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: None 

Close Ft Chat lee ( n o  enclavel  
ALTERNATIVES C0NSIDEPE.D Cos t  = S 46 M 

Payback = 2 years 



"JlI.*V 

.A.-L L -. 
~ J % I X - C - '  FORT GREELY, AK I 

I 1  C O L .  \ I - . _  * 

t r  %-. I, < j . -  2: 
*. 4 .  N ' L  
f 1  Y C O I  

! * 
,' + "*. 

-\ 
n w u ~ r  
n r r n e  r u e r n  

/'--- I T  .arrrarMr 

COSTS ( I . . ; ,  
-', 

Forl  W a ~ n w r ~ g h l  
01 M 

I 
MILCON 12 

Nonhrrn W a r f a l r  Ttaonlng Crnlr l  (NIVTC) 

- -  - 

OTHER --- 3 
TOTAL. I 

: PAYBnCK PERlClD .,.., I 
Fort G r n l y  e 1 ! BREAK EVEN YEAR 1999 

REALIGN FT GREELY - MOVE UNITS TO FT WAINWRIGHT I STEADY STATE tru) 20 I19991 
DOWNSIZE GARRISON 
"SAFARI" TO FT GREELY FOR CRTA 6 NWTC 20 YEAR NPV i 243 
NORC ENCLAVENEEDED 

-- 

\ . RETAIN SMALL CARETAKER FORCE I 

-- 

I OPERATIONAL. - Home of Cold Reg~ons Test Act tv~ty  & Northern Warfare Tralnlng 
Center 

- Closure ornrationallv ~n feas~b le  because of NWTC 6 CRTA rqmts I 
I 

- -.- ~ 

- Realtqnrnent retalns cold weather testlng at FGA I 
~ e e ~ ;  open test stte at Bol lo L?ke and Black R a p ~ d s  for 
Northern Warfare Tralnlng Center 
No recornmcndat~ons from any prevlous BRAC rounds 

I M I L I T A R Y  CIVILIAN 
PERSONNEL 

R E D v C ~ I O N S  

I ENVIRONMENTAL No s~gncrlcant I ~ m ~ l a t ~ o n s :  however. an  Inactive nuclear power 
plant 1s located on  m i n  post. Scheduled l o  tw r-vcd In  2023. I 

I ECONOMIC: 45 X d~rect and tnd~rect l ob  loss f rom total c ~ v l l ~ a n  employment of 2.100 I 
OTHER SERVlCEfDOD FACTORS: 
(1) Delta Junct~on ' r  public school IS located on  Ft Greely 
(2) Delta Juncl~on's morale~wel lar t  needs are aconvrrrdaled by  F I  G rc t l y  I 



FORT PICKETT, V A  
*4.4 (< 3" 

i b,, , c if* 
V ?  . . -1 ) , 4 ,  a. k 
g v  w c m  r' " n 

- 
I: LDIUXIY CIr 7 

(COSTS ( S f J ]  

s 1 2  
MILCON 

I 
, _ ..____ ~ 

I 

I 
I 

' PAYBACK PERIOD !.I.., FyD 

C l O s E  F T PlCKEJT BREAK EVEN YEAR 

ENCLAVE MINIMUM ESSENTIAL FACILITIES STEADY ST 

AND TRAINING AREA FOR RC 
20 YEAR NF'V (SM) 

I - i  
1 C . O U . . c n - r  S U V ' 4 ' 1  

/--,= . IF< .* .L: . . ;' h, ' : 
i 
I IMPACT SUMMARY i 

.. +,.+;?. .,# 

.'&\ + e3:. I F.T. PICKETT, V A  
<-;A?, 

OPERATIONAL suppons  4- RC ENS - h. lob~l~:at~on s ~ t c  for one r n h a n c c d  brigade - Army R r s e r v r  ~ n s t a l l a t ~ o n  
Only FORSCOM pet to lcum t r a ~ n l n g  modu le  (FPTM) .  
P r o v ~ d c s  water and  sewage treatment t o  town of Blackstone. VA 
BRAC 9 1  C o r r m l s s ~ o n ' s  recocrmendat~on t o  transfer t o  RC rejected 

PERSONNEL: 
Y I L I T A R T  CIVIL IAN 

I ENVIRONMENTAL NO s ~ g n ~ f ~ c a t ~ o n s  l ~ m ~ t a l ~ o n s  I 
I ECONOMIC. 5 *- dlrcct and  Indtrect l o b  loss f r o m  total c lv l l lan ~!mploymcnt  of  16K 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Close ( n o  rnc lave)  
Cost  = S62 M 
Payback = 3 y r r  

L__ 



REALIGN FT DIX. NJ : PAYBACK PERIOD lvrr.,, WD ; 
1 

IMt.qD B R E A K E V E N Y E A R  - 
ENCLAVE MINIMUI.! ESSENTIAL 

FAc lL lT lEs  AND TRAINING AREA FOR R c  STEADY rrnrr ,,. p 2  (zoo,{ 

AC GARRISO 

TRANSFER TO USAR COI.II.1AND / 20 YEAR NPV ( S U )  I 
$ 6 3 4  , I 

06 M S 25 
MILCON S  0 

I 

OTHER f 1 
TOTAL S 26 

I 

7-- 

.'&g-;-. ,, 
C<3L1-C)cD 0 -7-  

.y &- *%. 
b .- .J;d;*. :: 

1 IMPACT SUMMARY) 
!.. F L f2:. I F i .  DIX, NJ i I 

. . 
-22 - 

I I 

I OPERATIONAL 
BRAC 9 1  C o r r v n t \ ~ ~ c ~ r i  ' -Rrd l t yn  to s u p p o n  R C  th rouoh  retenl!ori  o! A =  G a r r ~ s o n  and 

cssenl ta l  l ac l l l l l r s  (wh lch  lnc ludr  por t lons o t  Walston Army tiosp1:al and  hous tng  
f a o l ~ t ~ e s ) .  ranges a n d  t ra ln lng areas". 

Suppor ts  15. RC BNs : t r a ~ n ~ n g  area b e ~ n g  re lamed - -  . 
C l o s ~ n g  t r n g  area causes 5'RC ENS lo  t ravel  > 300 rn l lcs ! MAJOR TENANTS 

PERSONNEL Y I L I ~ A R ~  CIVILIAN i Atmy (111271 
Fw.ral Zorrmtonr I U Y ) )  (1XIOi 

REDUClIC)N5 HJ Stale PDIX~ Acaoemy (200) 
REA:IGNMENTS P + r n b M a  Scheoc I 4 n l  

.As, uoa.lmr bvanar. C.nt.r 1%) 
AS U O ~ D I U ~  (3921 

KNVIRONMENTAL' N o  s t g n ~ l ~ c a n t  l ~ r n ~ l a l ~ o n s  Army R.wr*r (!Be) 
Ua1,onal Guam (211 

1-1 POD 7 # K 

ECONOMIC: 
0.4 3; dtrec l  a n d  t n d ~ r e c l  job l oss  f rom total c ~ v ~ l ~ a n  Army 526 

employmen1 o f  2.3 M 
OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: 

Navy,  A I ~  Force. Coast  Guard.  FBI. Federal Correct tons.  

OIhcr 671 
Acres 

C ~ n t o n m m t  4 2 K 
Trr .~n~np 16 6 K .... .- 

N J  Poltce Academy. Pember lon School. N J  P r ~ s o n s  

ALTERNATIVES C O N ~ I D E R E D . C I O ~ I ~ ~  Ft. DIX IS opcra l tonal ly  ~ n l e a s ~ b l e  
due  l o  RC t n g  r e q u ~ r e m c n t  



aoLtrPC6 I .u.mTY. 

I .  . ,  

LIGGETT, CA . . - ., , 

TT A* U L  
n. u c m  k 
i i  cmn~v 

-n 
n -111 ,_ -- 
n wrvrrauur 
n a r m c  

COSTS (SM) 

FT  BLISS S 4 
MILCON S 0 
OTHER $ 2 
TOTAL $ 6  

/ 

PAYBACK PERIOD ,VIA.,, 1 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 1999 

I REALIGN FT HUNTER LIGGETT I I STEADY STATE (-1 Move Tcxcom t o  F I  B l ~ s r  (only ac t~ve  mtsslon) 

Rclaln m n ~ m u m  c s s c n l ~ ~ l  f a c ~ l ~ l ~ e s  for enclave I 20 YEAR NPV (SM, 
Relalo t ra ln~ng area ! 

--- &" " C.C>cFuXD I X I P I V I  - iQ, I ":&, - IMPACT SUMMARY 
L.2- L- 1 FT. H U N T E R  LIGGETT, CA / 
xz-2. ' , 

I OPERCTIONAL 

I 
- Army Reserve lnstal lat~on 

Suppons 15* RC BNS t ra~n lng  
Closlng w ~ l l  cause 12. BNS to  travel over 300 ml ler  l o  l r a ~ n  

I PERSONNEL- 
M l L l l A R Y  C l V l L l A h  

REALIGNMENTS 376 I ao I 
ENVIRONMENTAL' No slgnlficant I~mt la t~ons  

ECONOMIC 1 I*,. d ~ r e c l  and ~ n d t r u t  job loss from total c r v ~ l ~ a n  rmploymcnl  of 154K 

I OTHER SERVIC-D FACTORS. None I 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED- None 



. - 1 . 1  

INDIANTOWN GAP, PA 

' :' *,. %, 
r' 

/'. 1 COSTS (SM) 

OTHER $ 1- 
TOTAL S 'I3 

-- .- .- - . 

I PAYBACK PERIOD . T I A . ~  1 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 1999 

CLOSE FT INDIANTOWN GAP STEADY STATE 1-1 I22 (19991 

RETAIN h3lNlMUM ESSENTIAL FACILITIES 20 YEAR NPV [SM) f280 
F O R R C  ENCLAVE 

7-- 

r IMPACT SUMMARY 
! 

I 

7 FT. INDIANTOWN GAP, PA 
+-, ,--/' . d 
O P E R L T I O P ~ ~ L _  - Larqe n,obtltzalton mtsston - Support 8-  RC BNS tralntng - SIatr  owned proper ly  leased b y  actlve component - hlatnlatns enclave lor EOD team and RC - BRAC 91 Commtsston's recommcndat ton l o  1ranr.ler l o  RC: r e ~ e c t c d  
PERSONNEL MIL I T A R r  CIVILIAN 

REDOCTIONS 4 1 315 3 

I ENVIRONMENTAL N o  stgntf icatton Itmttaltons. I 
ECONOMIC. 0 5% dt rec l  a n d  ~ n d t r e c l  job  l o s s  from tota l  clvl l tan cmlployrncnt o f  314 K I 
QTXEF; SERV1CE;DOD FACTORS. None I 
A L T E R N ~ ~ T I V E S C O ~ I _ D E R E D  c l o s e  ( n o  enclave) Ft lndtanlown Gap I-- - Cost  = $323 M 

Payback = 11 years 



W G W A Y  

REALIGN DUGWAY PROVING GROUNDS 

CLOSE ENGLISH VILLAGE 
RELOCATE SMOKE & TROPIC TESTING 
TO YUMA 
RELOCATE CHEt.1 . BIO TESTING 
T O  ABERDEEN 
RETAIN UNIQUE TESTING FACILITIES 

Y 

-....... --- 
\ 

ros:: (SM)  f-- ', 
! 01 M 

I 
MILCON l8 1 10 

! OTHER 
, TOTAL iI 

............................................................ 

/ PAYBACK PEFtIOD ,.I.., lMh4ED 

/ BREAK EVEN YEAR l M 4 D  

STEADY STATE tu, 27 (2000) 

20 YEAR NPV I 

1 

\ --- 
1-1 ..* wr L A %  X l W ,  

OPERATIOCAL Only DoD stle that per forms defense tests u s m g  lethal agents 
- Transfer of  Smoke I Obscurants t o  Y w  requlres permlnlng ( 2 Yr lead) 
- l nc ludrs  'Safar l "  tes l  costs - f 2  6Ml  year per d lem 
- 167 personnel  r c t a ~ n e d  as warrn-bcd force 
- N o  r e c o r r m e n d a l ~ o n s  dur lng  prevtous BRAC round.. 

PERSONNEL M I L I T A W ,  CIVILOA~. 

REDUCTIONS 

RLALIGHMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL None 

I E,-ONO~!IC 16 'A d ~ r e c t  and  ~ n d ~ r r c l  job  loss f r o m  to la l  clv111an employmcnf  of 12K 
Reuse opportunity very l lml led 
Slate tnleresled tn obta ln lng the h o u s ~ n g  

I OTHER SERVlCEfDOD FACTORS: A d ~ o m s  USAF Utah Test & Traln lng Range 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDE_R_E& Closure operattonally ~n feas lb le  \--- 



CLOSE MC- - - - RELOCATE MP a CM S C ~  10 LEONARD WOOD I - RELOCATE POLYGRAPM INSllTUTF TO JACISON 

, - R E L W - A ?  BASIC TkG FROM 1- TO SILL INOI L JACP~SON I 

COSTS (SM) I i 0.. 5 7  I 
MILCON 200  
OTHER 
TOTAL 

If 
258 

PAYBACK PERIOD , . ~ a * r ,  - 6  

BREAK E V E N  YEAR 2005 

STEADY STATE (IM) 47 ( 2 0 0 0 ~  

20 YEAR N W  (SM) 350 

LICENSE P E L W A Y  RAN;E 7 0  ALABAMA NAT8ONA. GUARD '- 1 

1 IMPACT S U M M A R Y  

1 FORT MCCLELLAN, A k  1 - - - 
\ 

\ 
8 OPERATIONAL: I 

- DoD's r u m n d a l t o n  to  c l o s r  r e j r c t r d  b y  t o m m ~ s s ~ o n  d u r ~ n a  BRAC 91 a n d  BRAC 93 
- Collocates Engrncer. Mllr lary Polrcc. and Chernlcal tralnlng schools 

IAW Stalionrng Strategy 
- Reburlds CDTF at Leonard W o o d  (S30 m~l )  
- Increased cost  due l o  

- ITRO decls lon whrch added approxlnuIcbly 
1600 s luden ls  & lrarners that used  m u c h  o f  excess fac l l r t~cs 

- new barracks s landard (1 1 rnslead of 2  + 2 )  

PERSONNEL RE"U"1ONS 

REr.~Guwf srS 

ENVIRONMEATL\L: CDTF rcqulres expedl led p t n n l n l n g  before C m r s s ~ o n  c o n v e n e r  I 
I ECONOMIC 22% d ~ r e c t  a n d  r n d ~ r e c l  job l oss  from to ta l  clvllran c m p l o y r n c n ~  of  48K I 
I OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS, None I 

Close Leonard Wood and rcalrgn E n g r n u r  S c h w l  t o  
McClel lan and  131 lo  S111. Knox and Jackson. 

C L 0 S I . C ) .  0 .*.r*i'NI 
Cost = 1612 tA  1 8  yrs  







REASONS TO DISCONTINUE STUDY 

- IF COST PROHIBITIVE - IF UNABLE TO EXECUTE 

ADVANTAGES d 

- FOCUSES ANALYSIS ON REMAINDER 
- BETTER POSTURED TO INTEGRATE JCSG INPUT 

RESULTS 

- 45 ACTIVE STUDIES 
- STILL 3 112 TIMES AS MANY CANDIDATES AS IN 

BRAC 93 



STUDY CANDIDATES 
' 

BRAC 95 
I 1 1  1 . I , r t m t n c . 7 w  . " 1 1  ~ , r . r r .  rr nmc~w(..t. I 

CLOSEHOLD I SENSlf IVE 

, 

1 1 1 s  

SrjiT$~ of . - 

I 
'% 
0 

MANEU'JER TRAINING COMMODITY DEPOTS I INDUSTRIAL 
INSTALLATIONS- - SCHOOLS i . tNsTALLATloNs - FAcILIT!Es -- 

1. FT RILEY 1. FT EUSTlSlSTORY 1. NATICK RDEC 1. LETTERKENNY DEPOT - 
L. W R U M  --- 2. FT LEE 2. PICATINNY 2. RED RI\'ER DEPOT 
3. FT RICHARDSON 3. FT MCCLELLAN -- S r e e m m r t t A s  3. LIMA TANK PLANT 

R-WAIN'NRIGHT -4 ;PRESlBl~ONTERY 4. STRATFORD ENG PLANT 
5. FT LEONARD WOOD 5. (DETROIT TANK PLANT) 

MAJOR 
TRAINING 

AREAS - 

1. FT AP HILL 
2. FT CHAFFEE 
3. FT GREELY 
4. FT PlCKETl 
5. n DIX 
6. FT HUNTER LlGGElT 
7. Ff INDIANTOWN GAP 
8. FT McCOY 

PROVING GROUNDS 
1. DUGWAY PG 

C2lADMIN CENTERS 
1. PRICE SPT CENTER 
2. FT BUCHANAN 
'3 
V. FwIMM----- 
4. n MEADE 
5. FT MONROE 
6. FT RlTCHlE 
7. KELLY SPT CENTER 
8. FT HAMILTON Ei.i- 

I & P R E S i D ~ F - - - -  
11 .SELFRIDGE 

AMMUNITION STORAGE - 

1. SAVANNA DEPOT 
2 .  SENECA DEPOT 
3. SIERRA DEPOT 

4uEffte-f3EPBf- 
- H M A + H d H W -  

1. BAYONNE 
2. OAKLAND 

MEDICAL FACILITIES -- 

1. FllZSlMONS AMC 

LEASES 
1. HQAMC 
2. l 0 ATCOM 

-+P,!2-PERSCOM- 
4. USA PERS CTR 

--fi;-tlO-SDe---- - 
6. BAILEY'S X-ROAD 

-733SASPACE C O W  
8. CAA 

+AR- .- 

10. PARK CTR 
11. BALLSTON-WEBB 
12. CRYSTAL CITY 
13;fOREiGr+TEC-H-- 
144AGSCHOOL- 
15. MELPAR BLDG 

45 OF ORIGINAL 60 CANDIDATE INSTALLATIONS 
REMAIN FOR BRAC 95 - STUDY DISCONTINUED 

11 OCT I 
CCOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE --,,,~-5 



(I v - (I 
CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 

JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 
S 7 q  4 ~ r b M ~ +  r I 

H I 
CI  OSEHOLD 1 SFNSITIVE THE ARhlY BASING STUDY 

JCS G -- STATUS 

LABS lllll..- ALTERNATIVES RECEIVED 

DEPOTS ------ ALTERNATIVES BY MID-NOV 

ANTICIPATED IlvlPACT 

WORKLOAD SHIFTS 

1 TO 2 DEPOTS 

MEDICAL --I--- 

T & E  

UPT 

UNKNOWN 

WORKLOAD SHIFTS 

CONSOLIDATION 
AT FT RUCKER 



I SMALL POM WEDGE $729M 

I -. CLOSEHOLD I SENSlTl 

MIX OF INSTALLATIONS IS CRUCIAL 

ISSUES 

ARMY CAN ACHIEVE AN AGGRESSIVE BRAC BY IDENTIFING 
INSTALLATIONS THAT: 

, 

- MINIMIZE UP FRONT COST 

I , . *  

I - MAXIMIZE SAVINGS IN THE OUT YEARS 
I - ACHIEVE SAVINGS QUICKLY 



I I - CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE ] 

1 > f f . ,  ... 

OPTIMIZE POM WEDGE ($729M) 

MAXIMIZE # INSTALLATIONS 

MAXIMIZE OPERATIONAL BENEFIT TO ARMY 

BUILD OPTION PACKAGES 

I DEVELOP RESOURCE PLAN TO IMPLEMENT OPTION PACKAGES 
I 

BE PREPARED TO SEEK ADDITIONAL DOD FUNDS 

DEVELOP AGGRESSIVE IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 

a 

- - 
II I I  

(,LOSCI IOLD 1OI:NOITIVE lllr ~ 1 t r . 1 ~  n A 1 .  ! I ( .  ' I  I 
1 1 1 1 1 1  114 



NOV I DEC I I JAN I FEB I MAR 
ARMY 

P - u  
U S A K S t  ARSTAFF ? I C  I E L C W  OUCOA 

IPR HODA REVIEWS d 
flNALlZE PRELIMINARY 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

OF ARMY RECOMMENDAnON 

PUBLISH ARMY 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

X 
PRESENT 

TO OSD 

JCSG / OS[) REQUIREMENTS 

L 
, y 

Jr ;G ALTr '>NATIVES 

A 
11 

M n A L  RESPOMSE A 
EVALUATION OF JCSG ALTERNATIVES (INCL COBRA 

I 4 HODA REVIEW .KIA 

4 
CUM ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

x 
SECDEF APPROVA 

JCSG REVIEW A------ 
PUBUSHOSD 1 

RECOMMENDATIONS A 
PRESENT TO 
COMMI<SION 

{THE ARMY B A ~ I I I G  STUDY - 



CLOSE HOLD I SENSITIVE 

Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
The Army Basing Study 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Briefing for the Undersecretary of the Army and Vice Chief of Staff, November 
17, 1994, 1430-1530 hours 

1. The purpose of this meeting was to: 

a. reexamine two maneuver installations (Ft Drum 8 1-1 Wa~nwright) and obtain a 
decision whether the most current data support keeping them off the active study list; 

b. provide information on preliminary cost assessments and an approach for 
making an affordability assessment for BRAC 95; 

c. obtain approval to evaluate a number of smaller, below-threshold sites for 
possible inclusion in the BRAC process; 

d. review the remaining milestones for BRAC 95. 

2. Principal attendees: Mr. Reeder (Undersecretary), GEN Tilelli (Vice Chief of Staff), 
Mr. Walker (Assistant Secretary for Installations, Logistics & Environment), LTG Dominy 
(Director of the Army Staff), MG Putman (Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations & 
Plans), Mr. Stockdale (Deputy General Counsel), BG Shane (Director of Management), 
BG Heebner (D~rector, Program knalys~s 8 Evaluation) and Ivls Men~g (Deputy Assistant 

.I Chief of S t f i  for Installation Managemen!). COL Jones (Director,TABS) gave the briefing 

- -  3. After reviewing the two maneuver bzses, COL Jones advised t h a w d a t e d  
analyses warranted keeping them off the active siudy list. Next, he discussed plans for 
upcoming deliberative sessions and reminded everyone that all retammendations must be 
consistent with the force structure plan and are evaluated in terms of DoD's selection 
criteria. While noting that each recommendation must stanC on its own financially, he 
explained the desirability of pursuing an overall strategy which addresses the financial 
implications of the BRAC 95 recommendations as a whole. He added that preliminary 
analyses showed that a significant number of closures and realignments were possible. 
COL Jones requested permission to review a list of excess real property holdings recently 
submitted by the major commands. Although any BRAC action involving these properties 
would be below threshold, he explained the advantages of including them in the the BRAC 
process. Lastly, COL Jones reviewed major milestones for IBRAC 95. 

4. The Undersecretary and Vice Chief of Staff revalidated the original decision on 
October 11 to discontinue study of Fort Drum and Fort Wainwright, and asked TABS to 
review the below-threshold sites for possible inclusion In the final list. They expressed 
general agreement with the need for developing an overall strategy for BRAC 95. 

Enclosure 
1 - Briefing Slides 

CLOSE HOLD I SENSITIVE: 

Mr. Nergerl697-1766 
Approved by: COL M. Jones 
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17 NOV 94 

STUDY d 
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CLOSCHOLD I SENSITI 

V 

MANEUVER TRAINING COMMODITY DEPOTS I INDUSTRIAL 

1NSTALLATlONS SCHOOLS INSTALLATIONS FAClLlTl ES 
1. FT RILEY 1, FT EUSTlSlSTORY 1. NATlCK RDEC 1. LETTERKENNY DEPOT 

I ~ H - O R U M -  2. FT LEE 2. PICATINNY 
2.  RED RIVER DEPOT 

3. FT RICHARDSON 3. FT McCLELLAN ~ f e S B t f W f 3  
I 
J ,  u 3 .  LIMA TANK PLANT 

---4r-FT-WAINWRIGHT- W R E 4 1 0 1 ~ B h F f f  ftfV 4.  STRATFORD ENG PLANT 

5. FT LEONARD WOOD 5. (DETROIT TANK PLANT) 

MAJOR 
TRAINING CPlADMlN CENTE!RS AMMUNITION I. SAVANNA DEPOT STORAGE LEASES , 

AREAS 1. PRICE SPT CENTER 1. HQAMC 

2. FT BUCHANAN 2. SENECA DEPOT 2. HQ ATCOM 

1. FT AP HILL 
-I &€M----- 3, SIERRA DEPOT --aAQPER6COM- 

2. FT CtiAFFEE i: Z E A D E  --4+tEetwEK+- 
4. USA PERS CTR 

3. FT GREELY 5.  FT MONROE - 6 7 t w W E P 8 F  
-!?ttQfDe-------- 

4. FT PICKETT 6. FT RlTCHlE 
6 .  BAILEY'S X-ROAD 

5. FT DIX 7. KELLY SPT CENTER 
--.77Wf A . S P A C f  .COtrS. 

6. FT HUNTER LIGGETT 8. FT HAMILTON PORTS -. . 
8. CAA 
9*R* ..--.- 

7. FT INDIANTOWN GAP -9:FT-TOTTEn-- .A n ~ n u  ~ T D  

8. FT McCOY lO:PRE31DtO;SF---' 1. BAYONNE 
IU .  rnnr\ u I w ,  

1 1 .SELFRIDGE 2, OAKLAND 11. 12. BALLSTON-WEBB CRYSTAL CITY 

MEDICAL FAClLlTlES 
.- 1-~fW.ElGfJ-.TECFt- 

PROVING GROUNDS - ~ H A G - S G H O ~ ~ - - -  
1. FITZSIMONS AMC 15. MELPAR BLDG 

REDUCED TO 60 ON 11 AUG 
REDUCED TO 45 ON 11 OCT 

-.-- DlSCONrlNUED STUDY 
11 OCT 

- - _ _ _  .. -- . 

1\11 AllMY I\I\';INr, 





OPERATIONAL: - Option maintains 10th ID (-) integrity 
- Based on available land and radge resources 
- Five maneuver brigades remain at Hood 
- Retains Drum's training land 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

I ECONOMIC: 38% direct and indirect jab loss from employment base of 39500 I OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: 
(1) Potentially large leased buyout costs for 801 housing, water & sewage, and heat plant 
(2) New post, most facilities are 10 years old 
(3) Large RC training facility - largest in NE - Mob Station for 65,000 so l i e r s  
(4) Large area support mission 
f K nanortl - Griffjss AFB 



s+s,.. CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 

7 

MILITARY 

I\SSESSMENT 

FT BRACG 
FT STEWART 
FT CARSON 
FT CAMPBELL 

1 
F T  DRUM 

1' 

COSTS ($M) ORIGINAL NEW 
O&M 38 30 

Ft Wainwight 

Brigade (-), Garrison (-), 

Ft Richardson - MILCON 
AFH 
OTHER 43 - 114 
TOTAL 371 357 

ORIGINAL 
PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 14 
BREAK EVEN YEAR 20 1-3 
STEADY STATE (SM) 36 (2000) 

I 
NEW 

I REALIGN FT WAINWRIGHT I PAYBACK PERIOD WEARS) 1 
MOVE ALL UNITS FROM WAINWRIGHT TO RICHARDSON 

RETAIN A RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE AT WAINWRIGHT 
BREAK EVEN YEAR 
STEADY STATE (SM) 62 (2000) 

MA 10-2-1M10-3  
CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 



I OPERATIONAL: - Consolidates all Brigade units at Richardson (consolidation at 
Wainwright is much cheaper) 

ORIGINAL NEW 

EN\'IRONMENTAL: No significant limitations I- 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY C IVlLlAN MILITARY CIVILIAN 

ECONOMIC: 20.5 % direct and indirect job loss from employment base of 37,000 I- I 

OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: 1 ( I )  Large training land at Wainwrioht - 078.000 acres vs 45,000 at Richardsorl 
(2) Can fire all weapons systems Gt wa\nwright 
(3) Large population of soldiers to move to Richardson - larger constructiorl bill at Richardson 

I 

I (4) US Army Hospital at Wainwright 

318 
540 

8 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Richardson to Wainwright: 
(1) Construction costs are less -- $61 M vs $245M 
(2) One-time costs are less -- $1 12M vs 3?3fVl 357 
(3) Steady state savings -- marginal difference -- $61 M vs $63M 
- . - - . . - - - - - - 

( ; I  ( ) : \ I  IiOI l) l !)r:Nsl THE ARMY BASING 

\ 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

232 
4,271 



MATCHES SECRETARY OF ARMY AND CSA GUIDANCE 

I CONSISTENT WITH ARMY'S STATIONING STRATEGY 

I ACCOMMODATES FISCAL I ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

PROVIDES FOUNDATION FOR FORCE XXI 

GIVES SENIOR LEADERSHIP FLEXlBlLl lY TO MAKE DECISIONS 

I 
. . 

1  l ! !  1194 THE A R I ~ I Y  nASlNG STUDY 
. ... . . .. .. .-. I 
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CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE I -, 

COSTS 

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY 0 I TOTAL 

SAVINGS 360.0 61 5.0 997.0 1263.0 1263.0 1263.0 5761.0 

-729.0 -729.0 -729.0 -1458.0 NET 
L 

POhl 

1500 

I I II )O 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

178.0 283.0 268.0 
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-\ CLOSCI~OLO I SENSII IVE 

-- "4% 
1 g4p,., \ '\< 3 

; -i'-.\q 
, y.; +-! / 

ILLUSTRATIVE BASE CASE 
I rr.s 0-11. 
:.w* 

1-TIME STEADY STATE 
PACKAGE COST I SAVINGS 

DETROIT TANK PLANT $ 1 1  M $ 2 M  
FT INDIANTOWN GAP $ 14 M $ 23M 
RED RIVER DEPOT $ 54M $127 M 
STRATFORD ENGINE $ 2 M  $ 5 M  
SENECADEPOT $ I O M  $ 20M 
SIERRA DEPOT $ 2 6 M  $ 4 6 M  
FT HUNTER LIGGETT $ 2 2 M  $ 23M 
FT HAMILTON $ 6 M  $ 1 8 M  
SELFRIDGE $ 8 M  $ 1 3 M  
FT RITCHIE $ 4 2 M .  $ 6 4 M  
SAVANNADEPOT $ 3 0 M  $ 1 3 M  
FT CHAFFEE $ I O M  $ 23M 
FT RICHARDSON $ 6 6 M  $ 61 M 
FT PICKETT $ 9 M  $ 21 M 
KELLY SPT CTR $ 1 8 M  $ 5M,,  

?!< .. I .' , . . .. 

ALL HAVE ROI WITHIN POM, WITH HIGH 
COST I SAVINGS RATIO 

CLOSEHOLD 1 SENSITIVE THE PSMY BASING :iTUDY -- 



BUILDING A BRAC LIST 
FROM THE BASE 

4 .7 - 4 
.,*d' 

CLOSEIIOLD I3ENSI  1 IVC 

N E;T 
4 0 0 

2 0 0  

0 

- 2 0 0  

- 4 0 0  

- 6 0 0  

- 8  0 0 

MUST CHOOSE ADDITIONAL INSTALLATIONS THAT: 
MINIMIZE COST UP FRONT 
MAXIMIZE SAVI~GS FOR THE FUTURE 
ACHIEVE SAVINGS QUICKLY 

'1(llll4(,f I Of l l?A 

- .-- - -  
(>I o a s l  lI( 11 I )  1:~ i .N '~ lT lVC Tl l r  I \ I ~ M Y  IIASING <,TUDY 
- 

FT RICHARDSON (R) 
FT CHAFFEE (C) 
FT PICKET1 (C) 
FT INDIANTOWN GAP (C) 
FT RlTCHlE (C) 
SAVANNA DEPOT (C) 
SENECA DEPOT (C) 
SIERRA DEPOT (C) 
RED RIVER DEPOT (R) 
STRATFORD ENG PLT (C) 
DETROIT TPVK PLANT (R) 
KELLY SUr'l'ORT (C) 
SELFRIDGE (C) 
FT HUNTER L l G G E n  (R) 
FT HAMILTON (C) 



- 

UNDERSTANDING 
TRADE-OFFS 

a 4 
h*r. 

r, CLOSE CLOSE 22 OTHER* 
HIGH COST LOWER COST 
INSTALLATION INSTALLATIONS 

COST $622 M $626 M 
_ _ _ _ - -  - - 

STEADY STATE SAVINGS $120 M $775 M 

1 PAY BACK 2005 1999 I 
PLANT REPLACEMENT 
VALUE (PRV) 1.6 B 12.2 B 

NET PRESENT VALUE 
(NPV) (20 YEARS) $853 M 

fin nnn A R  
S0 , t )UY I V l  

BOTTOM LINE: 
1 

BASE CASE*LEAO*PORTS* 
FA'.IC *GREELEY*HQ. AMC*OPTEC 
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--c- BASE(? 5) 
.- BASE+1(25) 
--I-- BASE+l+2(28) 
-.-- BASE+l+2+3(29) -- POM 



OASE+1 ALWAYS LINDEII POM 

a 4 
>.,I. 

.s. .:.. ,..b; 
CLOSEHOLD I SENS\T\VE 

$105M $447h1 $93M 

O B A S E  ( 1 5 )  
8 0 0 E l B A S E + l ( 1 5 )  

6 0 0 u B A S E + 1 + 2 ( 2 8 )  
0 B A S E + 1 + 2 + 3 ( 2 9 )  

400 

2 0 0 

0 
ALL OPTIONS 

- 2  0 0 ACHIEVE MORE 
SAVINGS THAN 

- 4 0 0  POM 

-600 

- 8 0 0  $1  24  M BASE+1+2 
S 99 M BASE+1+2+3 

1 0 0 0  
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: c. 1 r -  + :.. $4: ;., ;i,,+p 
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FOR DEFER;RAL 

MANEUVER TRAINING COMMODITY DEPOTS I INDUSTRIAL 
INSTALLATIONS SCHOOLS INSTALLATIONS FACILITIES 

1. FT RILEY 1. FT EUSTlSlSTORY 1. NATICK RDEC 1. LETTERKENNY DEPOT 
-d 2. FT DRUM 2. FT LEE 2. PICATINNY 2. RED RIVER DEPOT 

3. FT RICHARDSON 3. FT McCLELLAN 6 i j  3. COLD REGION LAB 3. LIMA TANK PLANT 
d 4. FT WAINWRIGHT qf 4. PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY 4. STRATFORD ENG PLANT 

5. FT LEONARD WOOD 5. (DETROIT TAFlK PLANT) 

MAJOR 
TRAINING CZIADMIN CENTERS AMMUNITION STORAGE LEASES 

AREAS 1. PRICE SPT CENTER 1. SAVANNA DEPOT 1. HQAMC 
2. FT BUCHANAN 2 .  SENECA DEPOT 2. HQ ATCOM 

;f 1. FT AP HILL G$ 3. FT GILLEM 3. SIERRA DEPOT ,J 3. HQ PERSCOtA 

2. FT CHAFFEE 4. FT MEADE 4. PUEBLO DEPOT 4. USA PERS C TR 

3. FT GREELY 5. FT MONROE rd 5. UMATILLA DEPOT 5. HQ SDC 

4. FT PICKETT 6. FT RlTCHlE 6. BAILEY'S X-I IOAD 

-i/ 5 FT DIX 7. KELLY SPT CENTER 7. USA SPACE :OM 

6 FT HUPdTER LlGGETT !. FT !-!AM!LTON PORTS 8. CAA 

7 FT INDIANTOWN GAP $#?f 9. FT TOTTEN 9. ARO 

4 8 FTMcCOY iqf 1O.PRESIDIO OF SAN FRAN 1. BAYONNE 10. PARK CTR 
11 .SELFRIDGE 2, OAKLAND 11. BALLSTON-WEBB 

12. CRYSTAL CITY 

PF'OVING GROUNDS MEDICAL FACILITIES 
rJ 13. NAT'L GRD INT CTR (FSTC) 

- J 14. JAG SCHOOL 
1 .  DUGWAY PG ' 1. FlTZSlMONS AMC 15. MEI-PAR BL'IG 

42 OF ORIGINAL 60 CANDIDATE INSTALLATIONS 
REMAIN UNDER CONSIDERATION 

- - 
1 AI(MY 1IA';INC; ' B  I - -- 
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FT CAMPBELL 
SCHOFlELD BRKS 

FT DRUM 
FT WAINWRIGHT 
FT RICHARDSON COSTS ($M) 

- - - - -  * I  Div HQS & 1 t ivy Bde 1 

REALIGN FT RILEY 
MOVE ONE HVY BDE TO CARSON 8 REFLAG AS 3RD BDE, 41D 
INACTIVATE 1ID HQS 8 ONE H W  BDE AT RILEY 
INACTIVATE 2AD HQS & SPT CAP AT HOOD 
REFLAG TWO REMAINING 2AD BDES AT HOOD AS 1 AD AND 1 ID 

O&M 44 
MILCON 221 
AFH 282 
(AVO ID) - 23 
MPA 15 
HAP 3 
OTHER - 52 
TOTAL 594 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 5 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 2004 

RETAIN A RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE AT RILEY STEADY STATE ($MI - 

THE Af<MY BASING ST[JDY -- 
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MANEUVER 
- --.- 

FT LEWIS 
FT BRAGG 

FT CAMPBELL 
SCHOFIELD BRKS 

A 

FT RILEY 
FT DRUM4 
FT WAINWRIGHT 
FT RICHARDSON 

1 

Carson 'j COSTS ($M) 
/ 

O&M I 6 
MILCON 473 

I 
AFH 733 

1 Heavy Brigade (AVO I D) - 24 
2 Hvy Bdes MPA 69 

HAP 6 
OTHER -- 298 
TOTAL 1,7 51 

+ < ~ t  H O O ~  1 
REALIGN FT DRUM & FT RILEY PAY BACK PERIOD (YEARS) 

I 
INACTIVATE 2AD HQS, SPT CAP, & ONE BDE AT HOOD 

REMAINING 2AD BDE TO CARSON AND REFLAG AS 3RD BDE, 41D 
M 3VE LT DIV TO HOOD BREAK EVEN YEAR 
MOVE TWO HVY BDES ALIGNED W/ 1 ID 8 1AD TO BLISS 
RETAIN RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE AT DRUM 8 RILEY STEADY STATE ( r  u) 

THE ARMY BASING ST( 
- _ - -  

Div HQS & 1 Hvy Bde 
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MANEUVER 

FT CARSON 
FT CAMPBELL 
SCHOFIELD BRKS 

FT RILEY 
FT DRUM 
FT WAINWRIGHT 
FT RICHARDSON 

Brde (-), Garrison (-), 
and Arctic Spt Bde (-) 

v 

Ft Wainwright 

R :ALIGN FT RICHARDSON - 
I {ELOCATE TO WAINWRIGHT 
RETAIN A RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE AT RICHARDSON 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 34 
MILCON 15 
AFH 85 
MPA 6 
HAP 3 
OTHER 10 
TOTAL 153 

- 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 

BREAK EVEN YEAR - 2001 

STEADY STATE -- 82 

- - - 
CLOSFHOLD I SENSITIVE 
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-- 
(t 

:NSITlV [iJ 

FORT RICHARDSON 

!)PERATIONAL: - All Brigade units at one installation - ease of C2 
- Newer facilities at Ft Wainwright 
- Can fire all weapons systems at Wainwright - no need to travel to train 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: 4% direct and indirect job loss 

OTHER SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: 
(1) RichardsonIElmendorf is the planned site for the Joint Mobility Complex 
(2) Alaskan ARNG HQS, TAG, and Reserve Coordination Center are located on Richardson 
(3) CDR, USARAK (MG) located at Richardson 
(4) Anchorage is the HQS for most ~ederal l~gencies:  FBI, FAA, ATF, BLM, DOE, E 'A, etc 
(5) Insufficient housing at Wainwright to support increase in population 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Closure of Ft Richardson 
--- 

THE ARMY BASING STU 



FT BELVOIR 
FT McPHERSON 

FT SHAFTER 

FT MONROE 
FT RlTCHlE 
FT GILLEM 
SELFRIDGE 
PRICE SUPPORT CTR 
FT BUCHANAN 
PRESIDIO OF Sf: 
KELLY SUPPORT CTR 
FT HAMILTON COSTS ($M) 
FT TOTTEN 

O&M 5 
! MILCON 4 
I OTHER 1 - 

10 

- --------- 

99th ARCOM 
PAYBACK PERIOD YEARS) 

3 

BREAK EVEN YEA& 2001 

STEADY STATE (SM) 
4 

CLOSE KELLY SPT CTR 
REALIGN 99th ARCOM TO FORT MEADE 
REALIGN RC UNITS TO FT INDIANTOWN GAP 

TI  IF. ARMY RASING STUDY 



OPERATIONAL: - demographics may not support additional RC units at Ft Ind Gap 
- significant impact on readiness of USAR units 
- 97th ARCOM at Ft Meade slated to deactivate 

PERSONNEL: i MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: 0 % direct and indirect job loss from employment base of 1.1 M 

OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORSi None 

h ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: None 

CLOSEHOLD /SENSITIVE THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
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Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
The Army Basing Study 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Briefing for the Secretary of the Army , November 9, 1594, 1700-1 800 
hours 

1. The purpose of this meeting was to provide a progress report. 

2. Principal attendees: Secretary West, Mr. Reeder (Undersecretary),Mr. Walker 
(Assistant Secretary for In:;tallations, Logistics & Environment), LTG Dominy (Director 
of the Army Staff), Mr. Stockdale (Deputy General Counsel) and BG Shane (Director of 
Management). COL Jones (Director of TABS) presented the briefing. 

3. COL Jones reviewed the major milestones since first briefing the Secretary on the 
original list of study candidates on August 11, 1994. He reported that of the initial list 
of 97 Army installations as:sessed, 60 had been selected as study candidates. He 
added the Undersecretary and Vice Chief of Staff decided to discontinue study of 15 of 
these candidates on Octobler 11, leaving 45 active candidates remaining. COL Jones 
discussed the latest status for each of the Joint Cross Service Groups and noted 
schedule changes affecting the delivery of fink1 recommendations to the secretary of 
Defense. He also raised the issue of affordability and the importance of 2 sound 
strategy, given the fiscsl constaic.ts qn-funding for BRAC 95 in the Program Objective 
Memorandum. 

4. The Secretary aci<nowi€?dged the efforts of the study effort and was pleased with the 
progress made thus far. He asked the Undersecretary and Vice Chief of Staff to review 
their decision to discontinue the studies of two maneuver bases (Fort Drum and Fort 
Wainwright) at the next in-progress-review to be certain that the most current data 
support keeping these installations off the active study list. Mr. West asked that they 
provide their advice at the earliest opportunity. 

Enclosure 
- Briefing Slides 

Mr. Nergerl697-1765 
Approved by: COL M. Jones 
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Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of Staff 
The Army Basing Study 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Briefir.; for the Under Secretary and Vice Chef of Staff to discuss BRAC 
95 study candidates, August 8, 1994, 1500 hours. 

1. The purpose of this meeting was to review the study candidates for base closure 
and realignment being proposed by The Army Baslng Study (TABS) for more detailed 
analysis. 

2. r " ~  ; I  I C I C ) ~ ;  allendees: Mr. Reeder, GEN Tilelli, LTG Domirly (Director of the Army 
Staff), LTG Blackwell (Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 2nd Plans), Mr. Baskir 
(Acting General Counsel), MG Little (Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation 
Management), and Mr. Johnson (Deputy Assistant Secretan! for Installations and 
Housing). COL Jones (Director of TABS) presented the briefing. 

3. COL Jones discussed the methodology for selecting stucfy candidates and the 
milestones for the study process. He indicated TABS woulcl report on the results of its 
initial analysis in 2 months to obtain further guidance before! continuing its evaluation. 
TABS will assess the costs and savings associated with each scenario using the 
COBRA model and identify any environmental and local economic impacts. While all 
installations are initially eligible to be selected as study candidates, COL Jones said 
the proposed list considers both the results of the installaticln assessments along with 
the operational guidance expressed in the Army's stationing strategy. The proposed 
list includes installations both above and below the reporting threshold (300 direct hire 
civilians). He reminded the audience that the lengthy list of' study candidates was not 
an endorsement of the closure or realignment of any specific installation. In response 
to a question, he remarked that there were opportunities to add additional study 
candidates at a later date, if necessary. 

4.  The Under Secretary directed TABS to present the briefing to the Secretary for 
review later in the week. Several changes were suggested to the format, not the 
content, of the briefing slides. 

Enclosure 
F - Briefina ,$I8<:; 
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I AGENDA 

BACKGROUND 

CATEGORY BY CATEGORY REVIEW 

WHAT NEXT? 

I 

cia C 0 -  

Y L = 

; 

STUDY CANDIDATES FOR BRAC 95 
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6 

TASK FORCE 
(ODCSOPS -- ACSIM) 

ARSTAF MACOMs 

ARMY 
STATIONING 
'VRATEGY Q PHASE I 1  

A P r  I l l  

PHASE l Pi-inac I I I  

(JAN - JUL 94) (AUG - DEC 94) (JAN - JUL 95) 

TASK FORCE LEAD TABS LEAD 
TABS SUPPORT 

#b 4---. 
TASK FORCE SUPPORT 

______) 

--- -- 
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TABS 
(DM) 
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k 
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BRAC TIME LINES 
5 $4 * LEADERSHIP REVIEWS 

1993 1994 1995 

NOV DEC JAN FEE3 MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEE 

m 
INSTALIATION , 

/ .."/' ,*, 7 
'-4" 

- , (  

, JCSG -7 

INSTALLATION 
4. 

-1 PROPOSALS <' -'- .- -- 
r -  --1 

./ 

., ..w 

f *  OSD 
REVIEW 

- -- 
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*t-.. $3 CLOSE HOLOI SENSITIVE' 
I 

JY - 

Military 
Value 

Assessment 

RECOMMENDATlONS 
Commu~~ity 
Irnpact 
Analysis 

LEADERSHIP 
REVIEW 

PROCESS NOT PRE-JUDSMENTAL 
'-1 'J  

Cost Environmental 
lrnpact 

ALL INSTALLATIONS LOOKED AT 
Benefit 
Analysis Analysis 

EQUALLY 1 
RECOMMENDATIOF.r.5 DRiVEN B'u' 

STATIONING DATA CALLS 
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G OD CRITERIA * 
:ILITARY VALUE 

I I. ' he current and future misslon 
rc. ;'!irements and the impact 
o!:orational readiness. 1- 
2 .  , he availability and condition 
of  I .nd and facilities at both the 
e:.i ting and potential receiving 
Ir .-tion. 

' le  ability to accommodate 
a ingency, mobilization, and 
f re total force requirements at 
I I the existing and potential 
r . -iving location. 

I. ^he cost and manpower 
* lications. 

5 .  The extent and timing of 
r .  ' Wial  cost savings, ..... 

INSTALLATION 
ASSESSMENT (IA) 

ORDER OF MERIT 
LIST BY CATEGORY \ 

* REQUIRED BY LAW 
NON - STUDY 
CANDIDATES 

STUDY 
CANDIDATES 

f conomic impacts ..... 
7 .... communities infrastructure 

8. The environmental impacts. 

FORCE STRUCTURE 
PLAN * __ usARMi /iiii!& 
NATIONAL STRATEGY STATIONING 

MACOM INPUTS 
/ STRATEGY 

MILITARY 
VALUE 

ASSESSMENT 

THE ARMY BASING 
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f-L$\ 
\ . - J  ,.'l$%. + 

-1. . r$$-:,Cb 

B'  :/1GG 
CAMPBELL 
CIIRSON 
DRUM 
I '  3 D  
L1:wIS 
RICHARCSON 
R'LEY 
STEWART 
V l  AlNWRlGHT I SCllOFlELU BKS 

SAP HILL 
*CHAFFEE 
DIX 
*GREELY 
HUNTER-LIGGETT 
INDIANTOWN GAP 
IRWIN 
McCOY 
PICKETT 

POLK 

SUPPORT m 
BELVOIR 
BUCHANAN 
GILLEM 
*KELLY SPT 
*HA MILTON 
McPHERSON 
MEADE 
MONROE 
MYER 
PRICE SPT 
*PRESIDO, SF 
RlTCHlE 
*SELFRIDGE 
SHAFTER 
*mTrE.h! 

I 

I TRAINING ( 
I SCHOOLS ( 

BENNING 
BLISS 
EUSTlSlSTORY 
GORDON 
HUACHUCA 
JACKSON 
KNOX 
LEE 
LEONARD WOOD 
McCLELLAN 
POM 
RUCKER 
SAM HOUSTON 
SILL 

PROFESSIONAL /ICHOOLS] 
CARLISLE BKS 
LEAVENWORTH 
MctJAIR 
WEST POINT 

BELOW BRAC 
THRESHOLD 

- - 
THE ARhlY 'IASING ST[ 

. ... _... , ...... _ ...... ....... .... ... .. 
-. - 
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PRODUCTION t r l  
*HOLSTON 
*IOWA 
*LAKE CITY 
*LONE STAR 
Mc ALESTER 
*MILAN 
PINE BLUFF 
ORADFORD 

ABERDEEN 
DUGWAY 
WHITE SANDS 
YUMA 

STORAGE r"""l 
BLUE GRASS 
*HAWTHORNE 
mPUEB LO 
SAVANNA 
SENECA 
SIERRA 
TOOELE 
*UMAnLU\ 

MEDICAL 
CENTERS 

COLD REGION 
ALDELPHI 
DETRICK 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
MONMOUTH 
NATICK RESEARCH 
PICATINNY ARSENAL 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL 

INDUSTRIAL 
FACILITIES 

BAYONNE 
OAKLAND 
#SUNNY POINT 

ANNISTON 
' LErnRKENNY 
RED RIVER 
TOBYHANNA 
(CORPUS CHRISTI) 

*(DETROIT TANK PLANT) 
*LIMA TANK PLANT rn m ,, , 

t 

WALTER REED *STRA TFORD ENG PLANT 
WATERVLIET ARSENAL 

*BELOW BRAC 
\ THRESHOLD 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
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OPERATIONAL BLUEPRINT 

RETAIN INSTALLATIONS SUPPORTING CTCS 

MINIMIZE MTA STRUCTURE BY ELIMINATING 

ASSESSMENT 

ISSUES: 

RC TRAINING 

-- 
THE AI'MY B SING 
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OPERATIONAL BLUEPRINT 

INSTALLATION 
ASSESSMENT 

6.6) FT BLISS 
5.8) FT BENNING 

. 5.3) FT JACKSON 
1 5.1) FT KNOX 

5.? j f=T GORDON 
( 4.8) FT SlLL - 4.6) FT LEONARD WOOD' 
: 4.2) FT McCLELLAN4 
' 4.0) FT HUACHUCA 

t ,3.9) FT RUCKER . (3 ,8)  FT SAM iS iON 

12.(3.7) FT LEE* 
13.(3.0) FT EUSTISI$ TORY 
i 4 . j i . S )  POM 

ISSUES: 
DL1 I POM 

CONSOLIDP.TE SCHOOLS: 
MOBILITY + SURVIVABILITY (EN, CM, MP) 
LOGISTICS CENTER (OD, QM, TC) 

I I 
I 

RETAIN TRAINING AIRSPACE AND FACILITIES 
TO SUPPORT ROTARY WING PILOT TRAINING 

RELOCATE LANGUAGE TRAINING TO FACILITATE 
FOLLOW-ON TRAINING 

-T BLISS 
T BENNING 

FT JACKSON 
FT KNOX 
=T GORDON 
IT SlLL 

FT HUACHUCA 
FT nfi IPV~-n r I nubncn 

y<":'T{!Q(< <>'/',,'f"<,<f,yF 
1 rpr<.., 

, \ . < i ? F * ~ ~ y  ~-.~.*??q.J ,yp--,-cATw,, ,'f<.*.<. !. . "- ., I I 
i .. ., * . . : ,,,. ,; 2,, L* ,,a,, > >.* *,, ,, .>,, ,,. , , 9 < b U i . * , A '  . d. ": ,,* , . .  \ 

FT SAM HOUSTON I 

) CANDIDATES 3- 
CLOSE HOLD I SENSITIVE THE ARMY EASING STUDY 
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OPERATIONAL BLUEPRINT 

INSTALLATION DOWNSIZE ARMY PRESENCE AT FT MEADE 

ASSESSMENT 
RETAIN FT BELVOIR AND MYER DUE TO 
LOCATION AND MISSION IN NCR 
STATION TRADOC HQ IN TIDEWATER REGION 
MAINTAIN FT SHAFTER (USCINCPAC ASSESSMENT 
OPERATIONAL. REQUIREMENT) 

FT BELVOIR 
FT McPHERSON 
FT MYER' 
r T  SHAFTER' 

FT BUCHANAN 

ISSUE: FT HAMILTON 
FT TOTTEN 

KELLY SPT CENTE,? 

CANDIDATES 
CONUSA DECISION 



I COMMODITY 

CLOSE HOLD I SENSITIVE 
. A 

OPERATIONAL BLUEPRINT 

CONSOLIDATE SINGLE PURPOSE INSTALLATIONS 
RETAIN INSTALLATIONS WHICH SUPPORT 
INTEGRATED LIFE-CYCLE MANAGEMENT 

INSTALLATION RETAIN FT DETRlCK DUE TO MEDICAL RESEARCH 

ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT 

. (7.1) REDSTONE 
2. (6.4) PICATINNY' 
3. (5.0) DETROIT 
4. (4.7) ROCK ISLAND f g J m C y g y  
5. (4.6) FT MONMOUTH 
6. (3.6) ADELPHI 
7. (3.5) FT DETRlCK 
8. (2.7) COLD REGION 
9. (2.7) NATICK RDEC 

I 
I 

rCANDIDATES 

ISSUES: 

CLOSE HOLD I SENSITIVE THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

REDSTCINE 
DETROIT 
ROCK ISLAND 
FT MONMOUTH 
ADELPtII 
F7- DETftICK 

PICATIN N Y  
COLD REGION 
NAT!CK RDEC I - I  
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RETAIN EXISTING STRUCTURE 

INSTALLATION 
ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT 

ISSUES: 
CANDIDATES 

NONE 





ABERDEENPG 



@ - "- 
CLOtlC I lOLD I I;l.NtiIl IVL. 

SIZE TO "CORE" 

CONSOLIDATE FUNCTIONALLY, 
MAINTAINING SEPARATE C&E, 
GROUND, AIR DEPOTS 

INSTALLATION 
ASSESSMENT 

ASSESSMENT 

1. (6.4) TOBYHANNA 
2. (6.2) ANNISTON 
3. (4.9) RED RIVER 
4 .  (2.3) LETTERKENNY 

IS.SUES: 

CORPUS CHRIST1 DEPOT 

IIOD MISSILE MISSION ASSIGNED 
TC LETTERKENNY IN BRAC 93 

\ 2'49 PM 
WI~OI THE ARMY BASING STUDY 20 
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METHODOLOGY: 
INDIVIDUAL OR GROUP OF LEASES IN SUPPORT OF A SINGLE TENANT 

I LEASES COSTING GREATER THAN $200K I 
I EXCLUDES: PORT FACILITIES, RECRUITING, MILITARY ENLISTING PROCESSING CENTERS, AND 

INSTALLATION CONTROLLED LEASES 

CONSIDER COSTIBENEFIT OF REALIGNMENT ONTO GOVERNMENT OWNED PROPERTY 

TENANTS: 
1. HQ ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND - NCR 
2. HQ AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND - MO 
3. HQ PERSONNEL COMMAND - NCR 
4. USA PERSONNEL CENTER - MO 
e un E D A P C  n c c c L l e C  r n n a \ n n k l n .  A I  
J .  I I U  c ) r m u ~  ULI L I V U L  W V I I I I V I A I . ~  - n n -  

6. BAILEY'S X-ROAD - NCR 
7. USA SPACE COMMAND - CO 
8. CONCEPT ANALYSIS AGENCY - NC!? 
9. ARMY RESEARCH OFFICE - NC 
10. PARK CTR - NCR 
11. BALLSTON-WEBB - NCR 
12. CRYSTAL CITY - NCR 
13. FOREIGN TECH - VA 
14. JAG SCHOOL - VA 
15. MELPAR BLDG - NCR 
16. MDW ADMlN - NCR 

SUMMARY: 

GROUPS OF LEASES 
I LEH3L3 ~ A C C C  I~,I\IAI I I Y  v W L V  \ ~ c n  LV 

ADMIN SQFT 
TOTAL COST 1 YR 

ISSUES: 

EPG 

-- 
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COSTS (SM) 1 
( 3  PARCELS) 

06 M 4 
MILCON 29 

3 -. 

n TOTAL 3f; i 

REALIGN CHARLES E KELLY SUPPORT CENTER 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

&.,Y .. 
u% ;,,\ " &,A,'..', 

1 IMPACT SUMMARY 
\, 

4 -A - 

O P E R A T I O U  

- 12 mi les SW of  Ptl tsburgh: 5 separate properttes: sub-tnsta l la t~on o f  Drum 
- Home l o  99th ARCOM & R e a d ~ n r s s  Group P lnsburgh  
- Rec-endatton malntatns readrness of  USAR unl ts  - Rec-ndatton closes apprcatmately 237 acres: reta lns 50 acres 
- N o  recomrnendat~ons dur tng  prevtous BRAC rounds  r TENANT I PERSONNEL. MI;IlLnY 

/ 
rrvtl IAN 

I ENVIRONMENTAL. N o  s ~ g n t i ~ c a n t  I~mtta l tons.  

f.cllllly u u g c  -- 
Z E R Y  :$I 
USAR 
RES SPT GP 
VET D R  

,-- 

I ECONOMIC_ 05. d ~ r c c t  and  ~ n d ~ r e c t  job loss  l r o m  lo la l  c ~ v ~ l ~ a n  employment of  
0 9 h? I 

I OTHER SERVICEtDOD FACTORS: I 
ALTERNATIVES C O N S I D m D  



FT HAMILTON, NY I 

i COSTS (SM) I I 
I ! OTHER 

TOTAL 

CAVEN I m T  - FT HAMILTON I ( USARC> I PAYBACK PERIOD PI..., IMMED 

i B R E A K E V E N Y E A R  1999 

REALIGN FT HAMIILTON STEADY STATE t r r ,  7 12000) - REDUCE GARRISON FUNCTIONS 
CLOSE HlOUSING 7 9 - 
DISPOSE OF EXCESS PROPERTY 
CLOSE CAVEN POINT USARC AND , 
RELOCATE TO FT HAMILTON '. 

. . -- 
1-6 ..m u m  STUD. -- 35 

r- - 
c,ocrrow . a - l vr  

K'=-z - T.d2 L ,?"t&.. IMPACT SUMMARY 
(;- .- .- I i 

OPERATIONAL. - Supports p ro toco l  m l s s l o n  o f  NYAC. 
- E l ~ m ~ n a t e s  family h o u s ~ n g  for appox 261 famt l~es.  
- Considered b y  C-lsslon In 91  a n d  93. 

; HOUSING 
USA 26 1 

; ushr I I 
PERSONNEL MILITARY CIVILIAN i USAF 13 j 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

ENVIRONI'.fENTAL N o  s tgn~hcant  I ~ m ~ t a t ~ o n s .  

ECONOhAlC 0% d ~ r e c t  and  tndlrecl job  loss  l r m  lo ta l  c l v ~ l ~ a n  i COMMISSARY f i  
employment of  3 5 M i MEPS 

l USAR 7% 

OTHER SERVICEICOD FACTORS- 

Navy hous lng  a1 M ~ t c h c l l  Manor 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

i ME0 5% 
i M F E S  I 

N o n r  





I CLOSE SELFRIDGE I vm9 1998 
I - II 

- E lnn~r ia tc  m o s t  of T A C O M  Suppor t  A c t ~ v ~ t y  20 YEAR NPV i r )  I) I 
- Relocarc s o m e  I \ r m y  tenants t o  D t t r o ~ t  Arsenal  , 

--d 

I 0PERLTlC)hAL 
1 - D ~ s ~ t a c e ~  rs~dr v.)riety o l  tenants (Other Serv ices a n d  mul t ip le  A r m y  o r ~ a n ~ z a t ~ o n s )  I 

- Loses  hrqh q u a t ~ t y  h o u s l n g  convnun l t y  d isp laces occupants o n t o  Warren.  M I  
c o n m u n i t  y 
- N o  recornmrnda t rons  d u r i n g  p rev ious  BRCC r o u n d s  

I ECONOMIC. 0 1% di rect  & cnd~rect  l o b  l o s s  f r o m  tota l  c ~ v t l ~ a n  emp loyment  o f  2 m l l l ~ o n  I 
I OTHER :SERVICEICOD FACTORS 

- USN.'USMC. USCIS il AF ANG w ~ l l  need  t o  absorb  severa l  be low th resho ld  r c t t v ~ t ~ e s  I 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED None 



NATICK , MA 

OTHER u! 
TOTAL S 160 

! -- -- - -. . . 

I PAYBACK PERIOD ..I..,. I_ 
I 

' BREAK EVEN YEAR 20 03 
1 

I I STEADY STATE e r r .  27 119991 
CLOSE NATICK 
- Rca l~gn  mtsstons l o  Abr rdecn P r o v ~ n g  Ground 20 YEAR NPV ,s-. i - Rcaltgn ti0 TEC8DM f rom Aberdecn P r o v ~ n g  

\ ~ r o u k d  t o  W h ~ t e  Sands Mtsstlc Range 1 

/-7 .-- .: 
e< .L. 

O h  . . ! IMPACT SUMMARY) 
/ NATICK, MA 

OPERATIONAL 
- Nal~c k s rntsston IS l o  develop rru lcr la ls and techno log~es  (food. 

c l o th~ng  shelter ~ I C  ) to  sustatn the soldter I n  order t o  Improve combat 
eflccttveness and qua l~ l y  of It lc 

- Altgrls Nattch RDEC w ~ t h  soldtcr support stte t o  Aberdeen Provtng Ground 
- Al,gns HO TECOM wtfh p;tmary test s ~ l c  t o  Wht l r  Sands Mtsstle Range 
- No rcc m n d a l t o n s  f rom prevtous BRAC rounds  

PERSONNEL MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDIJCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

--- 

[3FEF1 
ENVIRONMENTAL No stgnt f~cant  I~mttat tons 

I ECONO'MIC: 0.2% dtrcct and ~ndt rec t  l o b  l oss  I r o m  employment h s c  ol 3.8 M I 
moves m t h  N a l ~ c k  RDEC to Aberdecn 

Cost = $219 M 
Payback = 8 Years 

-- 



.. . .- 
/--- 

COSTS (SM) 

O b  hl 
MILCON 
OTHER 1 
TOTAL 3 5 

I I PAYBACK PERIOD ~ r t r m s l  1 I 
2002 / I t BREAK EVEN YEAR - 

I i STEADY STATE t r  13  (2002)  
W E  SAVANIJA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 20 YEAR NPV '.. ,Y. 

- RELOCATE NON-AMMO MATERIAL 
- REL.OCATE USADACS TO hlcALESTER AAP 

M ~ l ~ l a r y  C ~ v l l ~ a n  
PERSONNEL: 

Rcductoons 4 I 174 7 

<LOR- '  W I Y L  
'@,=+'p .. -,.+, p j)<. ' +,$* ' i / IMPACTSUMMARY b\ p,. L+;- a 

I ECONOfAlC Sf Direct and  l n d ~ r e c l  l o b  loss  f r o m  employmcn l  base o f  8 K I 

\>-#> . 

I OTHER SERVICE!C@D FACTORS' The n o n a r m u ,  n u l e r l a l  no t  transferred t o  Tier II 1 Ill 

depots wi l l  relocrltr to DLA depo ls  I 

SAVANNA 

I ARMY DEPOT ACTIV IN ,  IL 



I COSTS (SM) ! I 
06 M 14 1 MILCON 0 

OTHER - 1 
TOTAL 15 

i 
I 

I I 1 PAYBACK PERIOD .x..i I p . ' s D  : 
/ BREAK EVEN YEAR I 

I CLOSE SENECA ARMY DE-T 1 STEADY STATE ,s- 20 (211;) 1 
- ENCLAVE HAZARDOUS MATERIAL.ORE 20 YEAR NPV 1m. 

- RELOCATE NON-Ah4t.tO MATERIAL T O  D L A  
- 

<fl*>, 
9-4;#>:, /MP&CT SUMMARY 1 &+ .- 

%5@ 
[SENECA ARMY DEPOT, ~ J Y  1 i 

i 

I OPERATIONAL' - Tter Ill lnstal lat lon 
h u n l t l o n  WIII relocale ur be deml l l lar lzed I - &ra tdous  m a l e r ~ a l  s locks w111 be  e n c l a v t d  

I gCONOHI(:: 3% D ~ r e c t  and l n d ~ r e c l  job l o s s  f r o m  employment  base o f  16K 

OTHER I,ERVICE D 3 D  FACTORS General  supp ly  a n d  ~ n d u s t r ~ a l  plan1 e q u ~ p r n n t  s tocks 
w ~ l l  re locale l o  DLA depots.  

ALTERNA'IIVES CONSIDERED None 

-- 
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OCEAN TERMINAL (MOT) 

I 

\ 
. . 

SJNh,  P O l h l  . :  . . ->I< 

t b , . , r  !?- L. 

- 

'\ 

COSTS (SM) 

OA M u i 
MILCON 2 7  
OTHER 3 

! 
TOTAL 67 i 

. . - - - -- - -- 1 
! 

! 

PAYBACK PERIOD .TI.., -4- 

BREAK EVEN YEAR @&?- 1 
! 

STEADY STATE o r ,  18 (19991 
CLOSE BAYONNE MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL --- I 
RELOCATE MThAC EASTERN AREA HQ 6 130lST 20 YEAR NPV 1-8 B !  \ MAJOR PORT COMMAND TO FORT MONMOUTH I 

\ 

1 IMPACT SUMMARY 
BAYONNE MOT, NJ / 

OPERIITIONAL - Some loss to operattonal capab~ l l l y .  s:alion!ng sr iat rgy supper,; closure 
Assc lms  cornrncrctal port capacity w ~ l l  be available to suppon power p ro j ec t~on  

r e q u t r m n l s  
Cosl Includes I a r ~ f l  charges 
Actlor1 e rpec led  t o  lower current surcharge rate at other Easlern Area pod lac1l111es 
No 1%-onmend~attons t r m  prcvlous BRAC rounds 

PERSONNEL 
TENANTS --- M~litary 

Reducttons 6 185 

Rtrlognmcnlr 3 1 6 16 - R e w l c  
L J 

j ~ a t t o n a l  A r c h ~ r c s  100) 
ENVIRONMENTAL: N o  stgn~f icant  l t m ~ t a t ~ o n s  

ECONOMIC: 1 4  % D~ rec t  and l nd~ rec t  job  loss f r o m  total clvl l lan employment of 2SOK I -- I 



FITZSIMMONS AMC 

,/' 

! COSTS ( 5 M )  
m D  ~.m-~\l I 

1 - 2  5: 

COST AVOIDANCE -255 
314 

- - -  
CLOSE I ITZSIMOh'S AMC -1 - Relocate Medtcal  Ml l t lary  t o  other Medical Cen te rs !  
- c l o s e  (;~adualc Wlcd~cal Educa l ton  p r o g r a m  i 
- Relocale O p t ~ c a l  l j c h ~ l  l o  Ft  S a m  i l o u i t o n  \ 

L - Enclave U.S A n n v  Reserve Ccnler  \ 

PAYBACK PERIOD mm.8 

B R E A K  E V E h  Y E A R  

STEADY S T A T E l v  I 
I * . ,  

20 YEAR NPV t r . ,  

IMMEDIATE 1 
2000 

G 7  E 
2001 xu1 -- 
W E  

2= .* -- 
. . -?2!, I < k@*: -. IMPACT SUMMARY ? 
?I.-* ,- ; FITZSIMMONS AMC. CO / 1 

I 

I O P E R L l  l(3td;ii i 
. Pave 149t.5 Y R  tn CIiAtAPUS l o  o l l s e l  MedClr  l oss .  s h l h s  l o a d  t o  other M c d ~ c a l  Cen te rs  1 

i . - I - -  - 
-I - Closes Graduate M e d ~ c a :  Educa l ton  pqm lor  su rqery .  In ternal  mcd, pedla l r lcs  & r a d ~ o l o g ~ ~  

I 
. - 

. M o v e r  O p l ~ c a l  School 'Lab l o  F i  S a m  H o u s t o n  w i t h  other  r n d ~ c a l  schoo ls  
- Increasesi Ft  Carson  H o s p ~ t a l  (Evans)  serv lces 
- No recorrmncndat~o~?s dur lng  p rev lous  BRAC r o u n d s  

PERSONNEL Y I L I T A R v  C I V I L I A ~  

FIEDu;:IONS 

REAIIGUUFNTS 

ECONOMIC: 0.8 'i. d ~ r r c l  1 ~ n d l r e c l  l o b  loss  f r o m  to la l  c l v l l l an  e m p l o y m c n l  o f  928 K 

OTHER SERVICEQOD FACTORS 

- A l l  care e l~ rn lna led  at FAMC: l o a d  sh tned  t o  other  Mcd lca l  C t r r  I o n s e t  b y  CHAMPUS 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED None  I 



a.  pr - ,-.. 
CLOSEHOLD I SENS TIV a 

" \ 
OTENTIAL APIIENDMENTS TO \ i 

ca t PREVIOUS C~MMISSION DECISION. I 

F T  DIX (BRAC 91): 

ADJUST REALIGNMENT LANGUAGE TO PERMIT RC GARRISON (VICE AC) 

RATIONALE: ALIGNS MANAGEMENT WITH PRIMARY USER 

TRI SERVICE RELIANCE (BRAC 9 ;): 

DO NOT RELOCATE TOXICOLOGY RESEARCH.TO WRIGHT-PAlTERSON AFB 

REALIGN PORTION TO ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 

1 REMAINDER STAYS AT FT DETRICK 

RATIONALE: NO OPERATIONAL BENEFITS 

LEl7ERKENNY (BRAC 93): 

ADJUST REALIGNMENT LANGUAGE ON MISSILE CONSOLIDA-T'ION . e 

RATIONALE: NO FINANCIAL BENEFIT 
L 

I 

.* HI'M THE ARMY I1ASItIG STUDY 
- -- 

I 
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I 

I 
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IMPACT 
CLOSING 2 GROUND DEPOTS 

* - . . -.. .-\ ... . 

0 LEAD 

0 ANAD 

WAR TIME 
REQUIREMENT 

W O R K L O A D  

CAPACITY MAX 
CAPACITY 

I - SUPPORTS STATIONING STRATEGY - RElA l t IS  3 CORE DEPOTS 
- STATIONING STRATEGY INCURS RISK 

1 - JSCG !.UPPORTS I JCSG FAILS T O  CONSIDER SURGE R O M T r  

SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL SAVINGS . S 118 MILLION ANNUALLY 

- OOES NOT AFFECT FUNDED WORKLOAD. 
OVERRATED RlSK TO WARTIME SURGE . IhlSTALLATlON W L S  - ICdDUSTRIAL BASE FACILITIES 

OTHER MILDEP CAPABILITIES 
OUT SOURCING 

. ANNIS'IC)~. C A I .  ACCEPT GROUND WORK 

- P A U D D I N  CHASSIS COMPLETE I N  FY 97 

- SAVINGS DON'T JUSTIFY OPERATIONAL RlSK 

- 46% SHORTFALL I N  WARTIME (2 M R C )  
ROMT FOR COMBAT VEHICLES 

- MAY STRESS ANNISTON'S CAPABILITIES 

. PALADDIN EFFORT IS MODEL OF DOD 1 
CONTRACTOR COOPERATION 



I ( COSTS (SM) '1 I 

I I PAYBACK PERIOD ~ v r a m s ,  
I 

I 

I -7 I B R E A K  EVEN YEAR 2000 I 
CLO!;E: R E D  RIVER AND LETTERKENNY STEADY STATE 1-1 I 

: 20 YEAR NPV rcr, ' . 

- I C.0cz-C.c" I L I Y I S - L  
L 

IMPACT SUMMARY I 
, I- 

,, && *- L E F E R K E N N Y  AND RED RIVER ARMY DEPDLT i 
I 

'&-/. 
t ! 
I o P E R n r l o N n L  

-15~ st ra legy s u p p o n s  r t t e n t ~ o n  o l  3 .  no t  5 depo ts  
Some ot,c.rattonal r lsh t o  w a r l ~ n ~ r  co rc .  n o n e  t o  funded  : :?>F TW? i R 0 Y h L  / / 
work load  11 c l o s ~ n q  2 depo ts  

JCSG suppor ts  c l o s ~ r ~ g  Red R ~ v e r  & Lencrkenny  

-.--. 
@€POTS I LETTERNENNV L RED I I v E P  I I 

..- I ECONOtfiC: CAP 

RWAP 1 1  *; d t r r r t  X 1 n I t r ~ r 1  1011 l oss  f r o m  to ta l  c lv l l lan r m p t o y m e n t  

LEAD. 9 %. 
OTHER SERVICE!OD FOCTORS: L E A D  d e r ~ g n a t e d  as the D o D  m ~ s s ~ l c  center  b y  BRAC 
93 wl c o n s o l ~ d a t ~ o n s  o n q o l n q  In to  1998. R R A D  IS D L A  reg lona l  d ~ s t r ~ b u t ~ o n  center .  
B o t h  d c p o l s  d o  r m  m a ~ n l c n a n c e  lor  o ther  r e r v l c e r .  

ALTERhATlVES CONSIDERED One Only 



nr?rmr.~Ct ams 

0 C T . m  :LW hl 
I U  7.". .,& 
,....--C' ~. . . 

j COSTS ($MI 

06 M $ 2  
MILCON S 0 I OTHER 
TOTAL 

S O  

EOUlP S 2 M  
EOUl 

.. .... ... .. ......... . . -.-. 

PAYBACK PERIOD . l a m s ,  rip!(' 

1998 / BREAK EVEN YEAR - 

1 STEADY STATE ~ r .  
CLOSE STRATFORD 

TRANSFER EQUIPMENT TO CORPUS [ 2o 
NPv lr' 6 9 

i d ANNISTON DEPOTS \ ,' 

- . /=  , 1 C L O U - 0 . n  I LLIYIYL 

'. -- ;$ 
Pb,; r IMPACT SUMMARY 
f. (+; - . ; I STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT,  CT \-.--, 

O P E W T  IONAL - GOCO (2130 contract  employees). manulacturer  of t u r b ~ n e  engtnes 
Doc!. englne developrncnt. les l lng  and t e c h n o l q ~ c a l  upgraded for al l  servlces 
but c~rlmarl ly for Army 
N o  ;cc&ndatlon; d u r ~ n g  prevtous BRAC r o u n d s  

PERSONNEL 
p-- 

MIL ITART CIVILIAN 
? 

I ENVIRONMENTAL N o  n g n l l ~ r a n t  l ~ m ~ t a l ~ o n s  I I ECONOPAIC 0 *t. d ~ e c l  6 ~ n d ~ r c r t  job  loss I r a .  total c ~ r ~ l ~ r n  employment of  432 K I 
I OTHER SERVICE/DOD FACTORS. L t m ~ l e d  englne work for the Navy I 
I ALTERtiATlVES . .- - - - C0t:SIDERED: - (1) Mothbal l  f a c l l l t ~ .  

(2) Close. m o v e  equtpment l o  ANAD (ground) 6 CCAD. 
(a111 and  have contractor  establish t u h n o l o g t c ~ l  center I 



TOTAL I OTHER 

j PAYBACK PERIOD l n r - s ~  LKWTI 

I I I 

! 20 YEAR NPV rrr,  

~~___.._._._.__..__.__._ 

REALIGN DETROIT ARSENAL -- 

CLOSE. AND M O T H B A L L  TANK PLANT 
B R E A K  EVEN YEAR 

I... 1 I STEADY STATE 1-1 S-L 

0PERLTICF)b - Arsenal  and tanh plant a r r  cr,nllcj~r~,;l#. 
Dupllcatc tank plan! that i s  a GOCO w ~ t h  n o  c u r r e n l  p t o d u c t ~ o n  contract  
N o  r e c o m m r n d a l ~ o n s  dur tng  p rev lous  BRAC r o u n d s  

ga., - 

PERSONNEL: MILIIARY CIWLIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

fi?&$=; ky + +-;- 

I ECONOMIC. None  I 

IMPACT SUMMARY 

I OTHER Stz<VICElDOD FACTORS:  N o n r  I I ALTERNATJVES CONSIDERED None  I 

<%--,z* z 

i3 
- -,DETROIT ARSENAL, MI / 

, 
I I 



AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND 
(ATCOr.:; 

a0-8- 

C 

-- 
AVIATION MCMT 0 6  M S 69 

MILCON S 5 3  
OTHER $ 18 
TOTAL S 140 

CLOSE CL VACATE LEASE -- - Rclocatc mtss lons  l o  A b r r d c c n  P r o v ~ n g  
Grourtd. Delrott Arsenal. For t  Monrnou lh  
and  Rcds lone  Arscnal  

PAYBACK PERIOD tvrrmrn 3 

B R E A K E V E N Y E A R  200 1 

STEADY STATE I=, 4 7 

20 YEAR NPV I-, 469 
- - 

ANNUAL LEASE COST t w t  7.6 

I 
I IMPACT SUMMARY 
/ AVIATION TROOP COMMKND (G iCc)M), MO 

OPERL\TlONGL 
. &TCC)hd s m l s s ~ o n  IS t o  p r o v ~ d e  research d r v e l o p m c n l .  engtncer tng a n d  l o g ~ s t ~ c a l  
suppofl  lor  the Army's a ~ r r n o b ~ l c  s y s l c m  and t r o o p  support  I l C m S  

- S c e n a r ~ o  vacalcs ATCOt.l lease a n d  realtgns Avlat lon a n d  Troop  C o m m o d ~ l ~ c s  I n l o  a n  
~ n t q r a l e d  I l fe cyc le managerncnl .  
- BRAC: 91 C o m m ~ s s t o n  approved  merger  o f  Av ta l ton  S y s t m s  C o r r r n r n d  a n d  T r o o p  
Support C m n d  tn lo  ATCOM. bu t  r e c o n m e n d e d  I h a l  t h e  A r m y  constdcr  re locat ton 
l r o m  krrcd space a n d  n u k e  a p p r o p r ~ a l e  recommendat tons l o  subscqucnt  C o m m ~ s r l o n .  

PERSClNNEL: 
L I I L I I A R Y  Clvl~lAk 

REDUCTIONS 44 1 1020 'I 

I W L M !  0.6% d ~ r c c l  a n d  lndtrec l  j ob  l o s s  f r o m  employment  base  of 2.5M I 
I OTHE~;! -SERVICE,~~D FACTORS; I 
\ ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED. I 



BETHESDA. MD 

CLOSE b VACATE LEASE -- 
RELOCATE TO FT MEADE 

- COSTS IIh4) , 
Ob hl 0 3 
MILCON 3.2 1 OTHER 0 

TOTAL 3.5 
.. - - I  

PAYBACK PERIOD r v t r e r .  -: 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

STEADY STATE ,s- 1 ( lgg9)  

' 20 YEAR NPV 4rr. 

ANNUAL LEASE COST (SM) 1.5 i , 

.C- FG . r 
'2 6 \. : #;,+, . I lMPACT SUMMARY i 

1 
c. Y. LP- - 8 COt iZEFTS ANALYSIS AGFNCV M" I 

I 
( O P E R t T l 3 h , ~ -  - None ' Local Move 

. Occupy CONUSA butldtng ancr ~nacttval ton 
Eng~ncer Provtng Ground optton 
No recomrrwndaltons ourtng prevtous BRAC rounds 

PERSONNEL- MILITARI CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REAL IGNMEN~S 

I ECONOMIC None 

I OTHER SERVICEIWD FACTORS None 

I ALTERNATI*S CONSIDEREF Realtgn to  FT BELVOIR Rcnovalr  
- COSI = S 3.4 M 
- payback = 3 years 
- NPV = I l l M  i Steady S l l r  = I l M  (19991 1 



aou- ' . w I V I  

I 

CROWN R I D G E .  . . 
* .  . .  , 

I FAIRFAX.  VA I . I' 
.t.+,,, CIF&' 

a- I k . 

FT BELVOIR a COSTS (SM) 

hllLCOF; 0 

t OTHER 
7- - I  TOTAL 

-., - L W  l l h f 3 R M A 1 c b , ( .  
2 .' 

'. I I 
L-- S ~ ~ T * A R E  couur-.: I 

I i PAYBACK PERIOD , v r r .s8  2 ! 
I BREAK EVEP; YFAR 2 E  

I 
i i STEADY S T A T E  2 (1999L 

18 20 YEAR NPV ,I. 

V&L!TE LEASE ' P.'!':L':L LEASE COST (SM) 2.3 
RELOCATE TO FT BELVOIR - COLOCATE IN DLA ti0 BUILDING ! 

' . 

IMPACT SUMMARY 
NCR LE9SE - CROWN RIDGE. FAIRFAX V k  

y-~.-~ -- - 
I 

O P ~ R A T I O I ~ < A L  - El-nls 01 ln lo r rna l~on  Systems C m n d  (SoRwarr Development) 
- N o  recomrncnda l~ons  l r m  prev lous  BRAC rounds  
- E l ~ g ~ r l r r r  P r o v ~ n g  Ground o p l ~ o n  

PERSONNEL MIL I l A P r  C l v I L l A h  

( IE  r..#:ri~Ek:S 

I ENVIRONMENTAL: N o  s i g n ~ l ~ c a n t  I ~ m ~ l a l ~ o n s  I 
I Q F E R  S E R V & E ~ E D _ F A C T O R S  Based o n  AAA audit ldcnt t ty lng aval labl r  space 

I n  Ihe De l rnse  Logtstrcs Agency bulldlng. I I ALTERNATFES CONSIDERED I 



Closures 
t r s l  F t  Baker. CA 
RIO V l s l r  USARC. C A  
Be l lmor r  Log F a c ~ l ~ f y .  NY 
B l g  C o p l ~  " Kcv .  FL  
C a m p  Eonnr .  I I D ~ .  W A  
Sudbury  Tra ln lng Annex. M A  

I H lqham Cohasset. M A  
Rec Center rr2 NC 
Branch  USOB Lompoc .  C A  

nna Ttmo 

Cos ts  (SM) 
S 7.8 
S O  
s 0 
s 0 
S 0.04 
s 0.8 
s u 
s 0 
s 0 

. . % 3 
?J,,.Cl* 

S l r a d y  Slate ,, %v * 
Savings (S M )  I 

O.' *' COSTS (SM) 
s 0.01 1 

$ 5  : ::: 1 $ 6  

s 0.2 $ 5  

- Cavcn  I'olnt NJ - s t r  FI  Hamalton c l o s i ~ r r  ! 
1 6 4  Bal l lmorc Pub l l ca l~ons .  La@ 

Valley C;rove. WV - se r  K r l l )  Spl  Clr c los i l re  ' B R E A K E V E N Y E A R  2 0 0 0 '  

I Close. E x c r p l  RC enclave STEADY STATE , - .  7 ( 2000 )  
S ~ e v e r r  Sandberg. N J  S 0 1  

Camp Ktlmcr. N J  S 0.1 1 , Z O  YEAR NPV(1M) 
s 0 4  

O 4  

s 0.2 
7 3 - 

For1 hl~!.soula. M T  L 

C , O U - A 9  S W I W  &--=..> - ;':, 
? + ~ ~ ~ . * l : ;  

k,A\ L <,: <,-. ,WINOR INSTALLATIONS 

1 
OPERA'IIONAL: - A l l  ac t lons  are be low the  BRACthresho ld  

- A l l  properties are excess t o  t h e  Army's  needs 

- R e c ~ n m e n d a l o n s  p rov lded  b y  M A C O M  HQ 

I PERSONNEL. M l L l T A R I  C IVIL IAN 

*EDUCTtONS 9 7 1 

I 
. .. - -  - - -  . - . . 

ALTERIJATIVES CONSIDERED, None  
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FORT RILEY, KS 
.. ... 

Ft Carson G' 
QGD 

REALIGN FT RILEY 

COSTS (5M) 

06 M 

AFH 319 
OTHER 
TOTAL I 

PAYBACK PERIOD trt.nr, 7 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 2006 

STEADY STATE sm, 117 L2000) 

- MOVE ONE HVY BDE TO CARSON & ' 20 YEAR NPV ISM)  I REFLAG .AS 3RD BDE. 4ID 
RETAIN RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE '. 

-- 
*">?- L I 

OPERATIONAL - Alternate force structure scenarto (1 W e  vs 2 W e )  
- Reta~ns lralnbng land 
- Sub-opl~rn~zes Fort R ~ l e y  
- R ~ s k  of "Ft DIX" phenomenon would reduce wv lngs  
- No rrcommendatbons durbng any prevlous BUAC round 
- Re lent~on supported b y  slalbonbng strategy 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 1.238 
REALIGNMENTS 5.051 

I ECONOMIC: 28% dltect and ~ n d i r u l  job loss f rom total civilian cmp(oymcnt of 38.000 
Retention of installation nukes  e c o n m c  recovery dlmcull I 

OTHER 'SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: 
( I )  Large area support mlsslon 
(2) Dcpaflurc Abrfbeld - Forbes F ~ l d  
(3) RC untts dependent upon Iratning assests of Ft R ~ l e y  I 

tng  land needed l o  support R 



COSTS (SM) 1 
06 M 124 
MILCON 90 
OTHER 2 
TOTAL 359 

CLOSE FT DRUM PAYBACK PERIOD m r a r ,  3 -- 
. MOM 1.1 DW TO FT CARSON BREAK EVEN YEAR 2002 

RETAIN RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE 
STEADY STATE ISM, 126 [20001 

ASSUMPTION t 
RECENT FORCE STRUCTURE DECISION MODIFIED 20 YEAR NPV 1,90 1 - 3 ACR REMAINS AT FT BLISS - NO MOVEMENT OF ADA BRIGADES '. 

\ . 

WERATIONhJ - Most modern tnstallatton In Army 
- Optlon retains tralnlng land and support mtsslon (250-n) 
- Not supported b y  Army's statlonlng strategy 
- Largest RC tralnlng tacl l~ty In  NE - Mob Sta t~on lor 65 K soldters 
- Larqc area support mlsston 
- Large leased buyout costs for 801 hous~ng.  walerlsewage. 6 h a t  ptl 
- BRAC 91 C o n m ~ s s ~ o n ' s  recwnmendrtton to  close war r e v l e d  

PERSONN[& MILITARY CIVILIAN 

R E W C T W S  

LIEALIGNMENTS 

I ENVIRONMENTAL: No s~gnlf icanl  l ~ rn~ tahons  I I ECONOMIC-41 % d ~ r c r t  and l n d ~ r e r l  job loss from m p l y m n t  base of 39.500 I 1 OTHER SEUVICFOOD FACTORS: Depaflure airfield - Gri((lss AFB I 
Close Ft Drum. relocate Lt  In1 DIV to Ft Hood and relocate 

would renag as 3d Bde. 4th lnf DIV - Cost = S 900 M 
Pavbach = 9 vears I 

-.+'zxo. --.,,, 1 Annual savlngs = 1116 
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.," -- 
CLOSEHOLD /SENSITIVE 

SERVICE RECOMMENDATIONS 

I 

COSTS ($M) 

FIXED MANPOWER 
WING TRAINING 

.94 I TOTAL .85 1.6 .8 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) NEVER NEVER NEVER NEVER 
BREAK EVEN (YEAR) NEVER I NEVER PAEVER PL'E'V'ER 
STEADY STATE SAVINGS ($M) -.02 -.004 -. 5 -.4 

(YEAR) 1999 1999 1997 1997 
20 YR NPV ($MI -. 3 9.1 36 9 
PEfiSONNEL: 

ELIMINATIONS 0 0 0 0 
REALIGNMENTS 4 4 61 

- - 

- - 
T I { [  A R M Y  I l f i 8 , 1 ' I C ,  TTUDY 



/ ANALYSIS S 

SEVEN BASIC ALTERNATIVE:; WERE EVALUATED - ALL WERE POOR 
FINANCIAL INVESTMENTS 

OPEN TO OPEN INS1.AI-I-ATION MOVES 

RELATIVELY SMALL NUMBER OF PERSONNEL 

DID NOT RESULI' IN BASE CLOS'JRE 

PICATINNY UNLIKELY TO GAIN N A W  AND AF WORKLOAD 

FT MONMOUTI-I LII(E1.Y TO GAIN AF AND N A W  WORKLOAD 

BOTTOM LINE - 
( NO IMPACT ON CURRENT ARMY RECOMMENDATIONS I 

1 -- 

: ~ ~ r o ~ ,  I SENSITIVE T I I E  Altt. ' ' /  BASING STUDY 



:<?;Fa -&*.'c,+' 
k?,o-,_, , , ,,-. -r;,~ rTs o:.*?*+ 

-?c,,* 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 
MILCON 
OTHER 

- -  
TOTAL 

RECURRING CHAMPUS COST ($MI - - - -  $49NR $5.7NR S5.6NR 
PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
BREAK EVEN (YEAR) 3 1 1 
STEADY STATE SAVINGS ($M) 2003 1997 1997 

37 3.8 
( Y E A R )  4.0 

2 o o i 1997 
20 YR NPV ($M) 1997 

327 51 56 
- ---.- - 

\ 

- 
PERSONNEL: MIL CIV MIL CIV 

-- 
MIL CIV 

ELIMINATIONS 
REALIGNMENTS 

- 
- 

( T I  l l  ARMY E I~ ' ; l t l - c ! ;~b '  



e I 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 
MILCON 

1.3 1.4 1.2 
0 0 0 

OTHER 0.4 - 0.1 - 0.1 
TOTAL 

- 
1.7 1.6 1.4 

RECURRING CHAMPUS COST ($M) ----- $2.9NR $23.6NR S6.3NR I PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
BREAK EVEN (YEAR) I NEVER NEVER 
STEADY STATE SAVINGS ($M) 1997 NEVER NEVER 

3.5 -1 6:s 
(YEAR) -0.5 

20 YR NPV (SM) 
1997 1997 1997 

49 -2 59 -1 2 
---.- 

PERSONNEL: MIL ClV MIL CIV hllL CIV 

ELIMINATIONS 
REALIGNMENTS 

. . . --- . - - . . . . . . . .- . .. . , - -- 

CLOSEI~OLD I QENSITIVE F-.-----"I"."C -+/it(~ ~ r z r . 1 ~  OASING I TUDY 





COSTS ($M) 

O&M 
MILCON 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
BREAK EVEN (YEAR) 2003 1996 r - y y w  ~ n n n  
STEADY STATE SAVINGS (SM) 

(YEAR) 2004 . 1997 
20 YR NPV OM) 

ELIMINATIONS 
REALIGNMENTS 

- - -- 
THE ARMY BASING S 

-- - 



--  

- -- 

I 
MARINES 

1- - 
-- --- 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 5.S ,76 1.4 5. ' 9  .737 
MILCON 0 0 .4 18.37 0 
OTHER --2-- --QL.- --!XL- .2 A 
TOTAL 6.1 --- .8 1.9 23.8 .75 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 9 9 7 58 3 
BREAK EVEN (YEAR) 2006 2005 2004 2054 1999 
STEADY STATE SAVINGS (SM) 1 .I . 3  .8 .3 

(YEAR) 2007 , 2006 2006 2054 2000 
20 YR NPV ($M) 6.1 1.9 -1 1.4 3.0 .8 
PERSONNEL: 

ELIMINATIONS 0 0 0 0 

- - -.- -. 1111  1 

239 
IN c~.our-l{ol-o I Y CNY I r IVC I IIL r,rtrnr IIAI;INO r b  IUO 

- 



COSTS (SM) 

O&M 
MlLCON 
OTRER 
TOTAL 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
3nn7 BREAK EVEN (YEAR) L V V  1 

STEADY STATE SAVINGS ($M) 

TllF ARMY I1ASING STUDY . . . ..a I... 



- - -  
CLOSl t4OLD I SENSITIVE 
-- - 

MISSILES 
VEHICLES EQUIPMENT 

COSTS ($M) RED 
RIVER RIVER 

O&M .8 14.6 1.3 .2 
MILCON 5. I 10.0 5.0 

0 
OTHER -06 I.$ .I .O 2 
TOTAL 6.0 25.7 6.4 .2 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 60 11 45 0 
BREAK EVEN (YEAR) 20 35 2007 2041 1996 
STEADY STATE SAVINGS (SM) -2 .3  .6 3 

(YEAR) 2052 2008 2037 1997 
20 YR NPV ($M) -208.0 17.8 -2.5 8.8 

ELIMINATIONS 0 0 0 11 
36 708 66 0 

CLOSEHOLD /SENSITIVE 
TltE ARMY BASING STUDY - 



ACCEPT JCSG RECOMMENDATION ON CLOSURE OF LETTERKENNY  AN^ pli/cn I 
- - .  -- -. - 1 ,  du 10 ur JL~G-UM ALTERNATIVES - IN TOTAL OR 

WITH MODIFICATION 

7OBYHANNA, CORPUS CHRISTI, AND ANNIST~N WORKLOAD PACKAGES NOT 
INCLULED DUE TO: 

OPENTOOPENSCENARIOS 
OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 
MISSION COSTS OUT WEIGH RELOCATION COSTS 

OTHER CONCERNS: 

FUNDED NON-CORE WORKLOAD ELIMINATED AND CONTRACTED OUT 
JNCREACES OTHER MElDEP DEPOT EFFICIENCY AT EXPENSE OF THE ARMY 
PAST SERVICE MAINTENANCE COMPETITIONS NOT CONSlDERED 

UNLIKELY OTHER SERVICE WORKLOAD WILL TRANSFER TO ARMY DEPOTS 

CSG-DM ,ILTERNATIVE 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 



PROPOSED CI IANGES TO CURRENT ARMY RECOMMENDATIONS 

ADD PRO.IECT RELIANCE REDIRECT 

ADD REAI IGNMENT OF FT LEE HOSPITAL TO CLINIC 

ADD REAI-IGNMENT OF FT MEADE HOSPITAL TO CLINIC 

THE F0LLOWI;qG FINANCIAI. CHANGES OCCUR: 

CURRENT 

1-TIME COST (SB) $ 7  .I 

RECURRING STEADY 
STATE SAVINGS ($M) $723 

PROPOSED 

$ 7 . 7  

I 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

# OF YEARS IMMEDIATE IMMEDIATE 
YEAR 2000 2000 

20 YEAR NET PRESENT 
VALUE ($B) 

.--.- .... -- ̂ ... . _... .-.-...-".. 
$8.1 $r: .2  

J I ~  v3 CL03EIIOLD I :I[:'NSI 11 - -- 
I I IL AlcMY lIA!;lNti :; -* TUDY 



C1-06E HO1.D I SENSITIVE 

I 

ABOVE THl<ESHOLD 

1. FT RICHARDSON 15. FT LEE 
2. FT WAlNWRlGIiT 16. FT McCLELLAN 
3. FT DIX 17. POM 
4. FT HUNTER LIGGETT 18. SAVANNA DEPOT 
5. FT INDIANTOWN GAP 19. SENECA DEPOT 
6. FT McCOY 20. SIERRA DEPOT 
7. PRICE SPT CENTER 21. NATICK RDEC 
8. FT BUCHANAN 22. PICATINNY 
9. FT GILLEM 23. 3AYONNE 
10. FT MEADE 24. OAKLAND 
11. FT MONROE 25. DUGWAY PG 
12. FT RlTCHlE 26. FlTZSlMONS AMC 
13. FT LEONARD WOOD 27. LETTERKENNY DEPOT 
14. FT EUSTlSlSTORY 28. RED RIVER DEPOT 

L 

BELOW THRESHOLD 

1. FT AP HILL 
2. FT CHAFFEE 
3. FT GREELY 
4. F T  PICKETT 
5. KELLY SPT CENTER 
6. FT IiAMlLTON 
7. FT TOTTEN 
8. PSF 
9. SELFRIDGE' 
10. PUEBLO DEPOT 
11. UMATILLA DEPOT 
12. COLD REGION LAB 
13. LIMA TANK PLANT 
14. STRATFORD ENG PLANT 
15. (DETROIT TANK PLANT) 

LEASES 

1. HQAMC 
2. HQ ATCOM 
3. HQ PERSCOM 
4. USA PERS CTR 
5. HQ SDC 
6. BAILEY'S X-ROAD 
7. USA SPACE COM 
8. CAA 
9. ARO 
10. PARK CTR 
11. BALLSTON-WEBB 
12. CRYSTAL CITY 
13. FOREIGN TECH 
14. JAG SCHOOL 
15. MELPAR BLDG 
16. MDW ADhllN 

INITIAL - - STUDY 
LIST 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
COPY- 



MANEUVER 
FT HOOD 
FT LEWIS 
FT BRAGG 
FT STEWART 
FT CARSON 
FT CAMPBELL 
SCHOFIELD BRKS 

FT RILEY 
FT DRUM 
FT WAINWRIGHT 
FT RICHARDSON 

Bde (-), Garrison (-), 
and Arctic Spt Bde (-) 

7 
Ft Richardson 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 38 
MILCON 99 
AFH 191 
MPA 11 
HAP 2 
OTHER --- 30 
TOTAL 37:3 

PAYBACI( PEP.!OD (\IE,~F?s) 14 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 
REALIGN FT WAINWRIGHT 

MOVE ALL UNITS FROM WAINWRIGHT TO RICHARDSON 
RrTAlN A RESERVE COMPONENT ENCLAVE AT WAINWRIGHT 

STEADY STATE ($MI 

- .- --.- 
(:I OflLl lOl  n / ! l~Nf l l '~  1 lr AHMY ~ A S I ~ I G  S T ~ J D Y  

- - - -  -.-- - -  



FORT WAINWRIGHT 

I 0 ERATIONAL: - consolidates Brigade units at Richardson (consolidation at Wainwright - 
is much cheaper) - generates large construction bill 

PERSONNEL: 

- can fire all weapon systems at Wainwright 
- large amount of training land at Wainwright - 878,000 acres 

vs 45,000 at Richardson 

M l LITARY CIVILIAN 

REALIGNMENTS 1 4,271 1 540 I 
REDUCTIONS 232 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

31 8 I 

( ECONOMIC: 20.5 % direct and indirect job loss from employment base of 37K 

I OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: 

I Wainwright hospital also supports Eielson AFB 

( ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Closure infeasible due to military value of maneuver area 

1 I.? I '  
-- 
Cl OSTIiOI..D I SENSITIVE - - - 

... 



6 
CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 

MAJOR TRNG AREAS 

FT IRWIN 

FT AP HILL 
FT MCCOY 
FT GREELY 
FT HUNTER LIGGETT 
FT P lCKEnT 
FT INDIANTOWN GAP 
FT CHAFFEE 

rn COSTS ($M) 

O&M 5 
MILCON 1 1  
INFO MGMT 1 
OTHER I - 
TOTAL 17 

PAYBACK PERIOD NEARS) 
1 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 
1999 

I 

STEADY STATE c s ~ )  
14 

CLOSE FT A P HILL 
REALIGN UNITS TO OTHER LOCA'TIONS 

THE ARMY BASING UDY 
-- 
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CLOSEHOLD I  SENSITIVE'^ 

MAJOR TRNG AREAS 

FT MCCOY 
FT GREELY 
FT HUNTER LlGGETT 
FT P l C K E l T  - 
FT INDIANTOWN GAP 
FT CHAFFEE 

COSTS ($M) 

<%F> 

1 
T z i F -  < DIX 

CLOSE FT DIX 
REALIGN UNITS TO OTHER LOCATIONS 

- 
THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

- - - - - - 

O&M 39 
MILCON 101 
INFO MGMT 10 
HAP 3 
OTHER 4 - 
TOTAL 157 

I 

3 
PAYBACK PERIOD  EARS) 

I 7nnl 
BREAK EVEN YEAR 

L W V  

STEADY STATE (SM) 
51 

I 



- 
L- .- ~3%. [ CLOSEHOLD I SEIIISITIVE 

GI-ERATIONAL: - BRAC 91 Commission directed retention of an AC - 
garrison to support RC training requirements 

- supports training for 14 RC Bn equivalents (51 units) 
- closure would require 4 Bns to travel over 300 miles 
- current avg distance for RC units, 108 miles, would 

grow to 264 miles 1 PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

TENANTS 
Fed Corrections 
W.J Police Acad 
h J State Prison 
Pemberton School 
US Postal Service 
Navy, AF 
USAR 
National Guard 

ECONOMIC: 0.6 % job loss from employment base of 2.3 M 

OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: 

I FACILITY USE ( 
I Garrison - 46% 1 
I 
I Outgranted - 43% 1 I Excessed - 1 1 % I 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: None 





t L-r 4 - a 
+4*.-r' 

r%% 
- ~ CLOSEHOLD I SENSIT 

.4 
- +. MAJOR TRNG AREAS 

. @$$\ FTPOLK lie; q;z\\ y--+<'V2 
- 3  '.I"& ,&W\.C FT IRWIN -'v 

'1 . 8 .)-#'/.$-9 FT DIX - r&.g?r* 
FT AP HILL 
FT MCCOY 
FT GREELY 
FT HUNTER LlGGETT 
FT PICKETTT 
FT INDIANTOWN GAP 
FT CHAFFEE 

* 

INFO MGMT 5 

PAYBACK PERIOD NEARS) - 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

CLOSE FT McCOY STEADY STATE (SM) 
REALIGN UNITS TO OTHER LOCATIONS 

---- - - -- - - - 

(:l.(~trl-l loLL, I r,l N311 IVE 



OPERATIONAL: - home of Defense Language Institute 
- BRAC 93 Commission recommended retention of POM and 

consolidation of base operations with Naval Post Graduate School 
- OSD determined language training cannot be outsourcec 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: 3.6% direct and indirect job loss from employment base of 154K 

OTHER SERVlCE/DOD FACTORS: possibility of DoD or Navy (Naval Postgraduate 
School) accepting BASOPS function 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED Goodfellow AFB, TX 
- costs = $354 M 
- payback = 12 years 

t ARM' BASING STUDY - -- 

PERSONNEL: r' MILITARY CIVILIAN \ 

I . .  . . .  .... .... ..-.... - - 

123 REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 
\ 408 1185 J 

0 



*!Kt 
I .,. , 3 

@ T O F p  

FT SHAFTER 

FT MEADE 
FT MONROE 
FT RITCHIE 
FT GILLEM 
SELFRIDGE 
PRICE SUPPORT CTR 
FT BUCHANAN 
PRESIDIO OF SF 
KELLY SUPPORT CTR 
FT HAMILTON 
FT TOTTEN 

v 

COSTS ($M) 

BASOPS 

CLOSE FT GILLEM 
REALIGN SECOND CONUSA TO FT BENNING 

O&M 14 
MILCON 16 
OTHER 2 - 
TOTAL 86 

PAY BACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
2 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 
2000 

STEADY STATE ($MI 
16 

RELOCATE BASOPS TO FT McPHERSON 
ENCLAVE USAR & AAFES 

p- 

CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 1 



PRICE SUPPORT CTR 
FT BUCHANAN 
PRESIDIO OF SF 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

STEADY STATE ($MI 





COMMODITY 
REDSTONE 

PICATINNY 
COLD REGION 
NATICK RDEC 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEA:<S) 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

STEADY STATE (SM) 

CLOSE COLD REGION LAB 
REALIGN TO APG OR NATlCK 



I 

OPERATIONAL: - laboratory conducts research on physical science & engineering 
problems unique to cold regions; civii works effort focuses on cold 
weather problems in harbors & inland waterways 
- unique facility, cannot be outsourced 
- nation's only major low temperature physical science complex 
- 50% lab; 30% civil works; 20% RDEC 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant Iin-iitations 

I ECONOMIC: . I  % direct and indirect job loss from employment base of 39 K 
b 

I OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: May $e included in Lab JCSG alternatives 

Realignment to Natick, MA: [ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED - costs $53 ,,,, 
- payback in 16 years 

l t l l ~  n I ~ T N R I T I V T . ~  -- 



CLOSE UMATILLA & PUEBLO 

.- 

AMMO 
STORAGE 
HAWTHORNE 
TOOELE 
BLUE GRASS 

I SENECA 
SAVANNA 
PUEBLO 
SIERRA 
UMATILLA 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 16 
MILCON 
OTHER 

16 

PAYBACK PERIOD ( ~ t  ARS) 
IMMED 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 2001 

STEADY STATE (SM) 
48 

\ 



OPERATIONAL: - BRAC 88 realigned both to depot activities 8. recommended closure 
upon completion of chemical demilitarization 

- projected completion for chemical demil is 2nd Qtr 2004 
- Cannot meet BRAC 95 execution timelines 

PUEBLO / UMATILLA 
I 

PERSONNEL: - MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No sianificant limitations 

ECONOMIC: Pueblo: 3% direct and irdirect job loss from employment base of 49 C 
Umatilla: 3% direct and indirect job loss from employment base of 28 K 

OTHER SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: t\l o n e 

- -  
TtiE A1<MY OASING S7  [ J O Y  

.- 



CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 0 
MILCON 116 
OTHER 11 
TOTAL 127 

PAY BACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
NEVER 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 
NEVER - 

STEADY STATE (SM) 
2 

- 

ANNUAL LEASE COST ($M) 9 

LEASE COSTIPERSONNEAR 2.1 K 

BASOPSIPERSONNEAR 

CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 
THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

P 

PERSCOM a 
VACATE LEASE 

REALIGN PERSCOM TO FT BELVOIR 



:)PERATIONAL: - None, local move 
- Requirement for large workforce 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 
I 

REDUCTIONS 
\ 

REALIGNMENTS 833 3554 
\ # 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: None 

OTHER SERVlCElDOD FACTORS: None 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED Realign to ~t Meade: 
-cost ~ $ 1 2 7  M 
- payback = 43 years 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

D 
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CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 0 
MILCON 19 

2 INFO MGMT 
TOTAL 2 1 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEAR: NEVER 

BREAK EVEN YEAR NEVER 

STEADY STATE (SM) 
1 

ANNUAL LEASE COST (SM) 1.7 

LEASE COSTIPERSONNEAR 1.8 K 

BASOPSIPERSONNEAR 

THE ARMY nASlNG STlJDY 

VACATE LEASE 
REALIGN SSDC TO REDSTONE ARSENAL 



.". 

HUNTSVII..LE, AL 

OPERATIONAL: - none, local move 
- synergy with major PMs and Missile Command at Redstone 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 
f 

REDUCTIONS 
3 

REALIGNMENTS 35 91 5 
\ / 

ENVIRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: - None 

OTHER SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: None 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED None 

CLOSEIiOLD I SENSITIVE -{ THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
--- w 



SPACE CMD 0 

COSTS ($M) 

O&M 0 
MILCON 14 

1 INFO MGMT 
TOTAL 15 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) NEVER 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 
NEVER 

STEADY STATE (SM) 0.3 

1 

L 
I ANNUAL LEASE COST (SM) 0.5 
I 

' /ACATE LEASE LEASE COSTIPERSONNEAR 1.1 K 
REALIGN SPACE COMMAND TO FT CARSON 

BASOPSIPERSONNEAR 

.41111L. . -  THE ARMY BASING ST - P 





1 
1993 f 1994 1995 

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY .IUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEE MAR 

DATA CALLS 
y m m  

INSTALLATION 

INSTALLATIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS -PILOT TRAINING 

ARMY 
LEADERSHIP 

REVIEW 

A 
f *. ..YF.yj 

- SENIOR ARMY LEADERSHIP OSD 
BRIEFING I DECISION RECOMMENDATIONS REVIEW 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY L 

, 



k U #  

CLOSEHOLD / SENSITIVE 
' 

, TRAINING SCHOOLS 
FT BLISS 
FT  BENNING 
FTJACKSON 

FT HUACHUCA 
FT RUCKER 
F T  SAM HOUSTON 

F T  LEONARD WOOD 
FTMcCLELLAN 
FT LEE 
F T  EUSTIS I FT STORY 
PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY 

A COSTS ($M) 

HUACHUCA 

CLOSE PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY 
REALIGN TO FORT HUACHUCA, AZ. 

O&M 34 
MILCON 31 ?I 
INFO MGMT 35 
AFH 33 
MPA 2 
HAP 2 
TOTAL 424 

PAYBACKPERIOD(YEARS) 22 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 2022 

STEADY STATE ($MI 26 

CI OSFliOI D 13-1 THE ARMY RASING STUDY 



OPERATIONAL: - examined & rejected by BRAC 93 Commission 
- inextricably linked to Ft McPherson (BASOPS) 
- minimal buildable area at Ft McPherson 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 

I ENVRONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: 0.1 % direct and indirect job loss from employment 
base of 1.7 M 

OTHER SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: - 

TENANTS 
HQ, 2d Army (-) 
3d Army (-) 
AAFES Dist Ctr 
HQ, Regional CID 
Criminal Inv Lab 
USARC 
DOL 1 DEH 
PX & Colnmissary 
Storage Facilities 

- Red Cross 
- FEMA 
- other 

FACILITY USE 
AAFES - 33% 
USAR - 20% 
Garrison - 20% 
GA NG - 5% 
DRMOIFEMA -5% 
Other - 17% 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: closure with no enclave costs $350 M, primarily because 
of the high cost to relocate AAFES 

CLOSEHOLD tSENS(TNE1 4 ( THE ARMY BASING STUDY 1 



FT BELVOIR 
FT McPHERSON 

FT SHAFTER 

FT MEADE 
FT MONROE 
FT RlTCHlE 
FT GILLEM 
SELFRlDGE 
PRICE SUPPORT CTR 
FT BUCHANAN 
PRESIDIO OF SF 
KELLY SUPPORT CTR 
FT HAMILTON 
FT TOTTEN 

77th ARCOM 
PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 

STEADY STATE (SM) 

CLOSE FT TOTTEN 
REALIGN RC UNITS TO FORT HAMILTON 
ENCLAVE COAST GUARD STATION 



T I *  ". 

FORT I'OTTEN, NY 
I 

I 

OPERATIONAL: - home of Ernie Pyle USAR Center, largest in USAR 
- - few base opns savings ($2M) to offset MILCON 

- relocating RC units outside of NY area has adverse 
readiness impact 
- retention of housing in high-cost area is a quality of 
life consideration 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 

REDUCTIONS I 11 I 11 I 
REALIGNMENTS 236 I 280 

ENVIRONMEbJTAL: No significant limitations 

ECONOMIC: 0 % direct and indirect job loss from employment base 
of 3.5 M 

I OTHER SERVfCElDOD FACTORS: None, 

TENANTS 
USAR 
77 ARCOM 
Other (28 units) 

Coast Guard 
Other 

NY Police 
NY Fire 
Emergency Med 

FACILITY USE 
u SA R-f.2 % 
Garrison - 23 % 
Coast Guard - 9% 
Other - 6% 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: R e t a i ~  USAR in enclave and relocate other USAR units: 
- no room at Ft Hamilton to build; limited excess facilities 
- neaiest site is Ft Monmouth, 70 miles away - too 

TIIF ARMY nASlNG STUDY 
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ARMY SPACE COMMAND, CO 

I 
OPEG ATIONAL: - none, local move 

- synergy with CINCSPACE at Peterson AFB 

ENVII 'ONMENTAL: No significant limitations 

PERSONNEL: MILITARY CIVILIAN 
r 3 

ECOt\'OMIC: None 

OTHE 3 SERVICEIDOD FACTORS: None 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED ,None 

-- - b 

105 

REDUCTIONS 

REALIGNMENTS 363 



VACATE LEASE 

\ REALIGN ARO TO ADELPI11 lA0 
I 
I 

I 
CLOSEHOLD /SENSITIVE 1 

COSTS ($M) \I 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 
NEVER l 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 
NEVER 

STEADY STATE (SM) 

ANNUAL LEASE CO: T ($M 0.4 1 
LEASE COSTIPERSONNEAR 3.4 K 

/ 
THE ARMY BASING STUDY 





LEASES 

FORMERLY FOREIGN SCIENCE & 
- -A.  .. a - .  -a. - --- 

I tL t iNVL(JbY C; I K 

MEADE a, COSTS ($M) 
O&M 10 
MILCON 17 
OTHER 1 
INFO MGMT 2 
TOTAL 30 

BREAK EVEN YEAR I oo+ 

STEADY STATE ($MI 
0.4 

ANNUAL LEASE COST ($M) 1.3 

VACATE LEASE 
REALIGN TO FT MEADE 

I 

I 
LEASE COSTIPERSONNEAR 2.1 K 

i 
I 

BASOPS/PERSONNEAR 
I 

CLOSEHOLD I SENSITIVE 





MEADE c3 
<&> SCHOOL 

COSTS ($M) 
O&M 1 
MILCON 5 
OTHER 0 
INFO MGMT 0 
TOTAL 6 

PAYBACK PERIOD (YEARS) 13 

BREAK EVEN YEAR 201 1 

STEADY STATE (SM) 0.6 

ANNUAL LEASE COST ($M) 0.9 

LEASE COSTIPERSONNEAR 4.9 K 

BASOPSIPERSONNEAR 1.3 K 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
. .-. I D 

- - - -  -4 
P 

VACATE LEASE 
REALIGN TO FT MEADE 



1993 1994 1995 

NOV DEC JAN FEE  MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AVO SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR 

INSTALLATIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

ARMY 
8 L L M W L R ~ ~  r n n ~  CUIO l l r  

REVIEW 

- SENIOR ARMY LEADERSHIP 
BRIEFING I DECISION 

THE ARMY BASING STUDY 
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S T A T I O N I N G ,  REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 

1 - - - - - - - - - - 

I 
I 
I 

I 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR 
OPERATIONS AND PLANS 

THE TOTAL ARMY BASING STUDY BRIEFING 
BRIEFER - MR. JENKINS 
8 APRIL 97,1000-1030HRS <<--- L - MR. - W. JENKINS, -- - - -- - - SR2,693-8051 - - - - - -- 1 I -- 

b 
+ 



4 
STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 

-- - ~ -- - -  ~ - -  - - -- A- -- - -~ -- - - - 

I 

I 

I SELECTION PROCESS - INTRODUCTION: 
Army effort to reduce unnecessary infrastructure began with 
SECDEF's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure in 
1988. 
Army initiatives resulting from 1988 SECDEF Commission 
recommendations: I 

II - Reduced AC soldiers from 770K to 540K. II 
- Reduced active divisions from 18 to 12. 
- Closed 77 installations (US) and was in the process of 

closing 6 others. 

I - Over overseas 500 sites (mostly in Europe) were returned to 
host nation w l  plans to return 150 more. I 

- Announced further end strength reduction in force to 495K 
and division reduction from 12 to 10 by FY 96. 

I 
- - - -- - -- 

~ I R .  W. JEVKINS, ~ ~ 2 , 6 9 3 - 8 0 5 1  - 2 3/2/1999 ODCSOPS - FDF 
C - --- -- - -- 
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IONING, REAL 
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AND REFLAGGING 
- -- 

TEAM 
- - -  

HISTORY 
12 DIVISION FORCE DESIGNATIONS 

10 MTD 

MR. W. JENKINS, SRZ, 693-8051 - 4 ODCSOPS - FDF 
L--- 







STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 

TABS PLANNING OFFICE 
MISSION STATEMENT 

Examine lessons learned from BRAC 93 studv, make 
refinements to study process, and lay the gro;ndwork for 
BRAC 95 study efforts. TABS PO personnel will provide a I 
foundation for the fully staffed TABS Study ~ r o u b  when it 
begins the detailed analysis of realignment and closure 

I scenarios. 

L 

- --  - 
I 

MR. W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 7 - 1/9/1000 1 IDCSOPS - FDF -7 



S T A T I O N I N G ,  REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM m+ - - -- - -- 

STATIONING TASK FORCE - (DAMO-FDO [IeadIlTABS PO [assist]) 
RESPONSIBILITIES: 

- Develop operational blueprint 

11 >) Requirements 
N Stationing Strategy 
N Prioritize installations 

- Incorporate MACOMIARSTAF input 
- Conduct installation assessments 
- Identify candidates for realignmentlclosure 

h 
- - 

MR. W. J E N K ~ ~ S ,  ~ ~ 2 , 6 9 3 - 8 0 5 1  - 3/2/1999 ODCSOPS - FDF 
p p  J 
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STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 
~p - ~ - - -  - --- - - - ~ -  

I 

! 

DAMO-FDO - Stationin?, Realignment, and Reflaggin? Division 
ORGANIZATIONAL, STRUCTURE, AND MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 

DAMO-FDO STAFF (Full-time basis): 

CHIEF 
(COL) 

I 

5 Military Officers 

OPERATIONAL BLUE PRINT 
REQUIREMENTS 

LTC 

3 Enlisted 
Note: DAMO-FDO is the DCSOPS element of the Strategy Task Force to provide stationing 
alternatives (that were subject to the BRAC Act of 1990) to the TABS Study Group for 
evaluation. 

OPERATIONAL BLUE PRINT: 
STATIONING STRATEGY 

LTC (2) 

-- 
I 

MR. W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 - 9 ODCSOPS - FDF 
-- 

OPERATIONAL BLUE PRINT 
PRlORTlSE INSTALLATIONS 

LTC 

REQUIREMENTS NClOC 
ENLISTED 

STATIONING STRATEGY NCOlC 
ENLISTED 

NCOlC SUPPORT FOR 
PRIORITIZATION OF INSTALLATIONS 



STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING T E A M  
- - - ~ --- - - -- -- 

TABS PLANNING OFFICE 
RESPONSIBILITIES: 

- Refine analytical process & decision support tools used in BRAC 93. 

- Act as DoD executive agent to provide program management & contractor supervision for the 
development and refinement of the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model. 

- Conduct comprehensive, detailed military value assessments of CONUS Army installations. 
- Initiate, monitor, & report on any independent studieslresearch conducted to address 

unresolved issues from BRAC 93 to prepare for BRAC 95. 
- POC for Army staff for BRAC 95. Maintain visibility of BRAC process and BRAC 95 

milestones. Conduct updates to Army leadership on BRAC studylanalytical process. 
- Review currenttplanned ArmylOSD initiatives which may affect CONUS basing realignments. 
- Conduct on-site visits to installations as needed to updatelverify data elements for use in 

BRAC 95 analytical process. 
- Update standard factors used in cost analysis of BRAC study candidates. Collecttanalyze 

data elements to be used in cost analysis for BRAC 95. Collect data from previous BRAC 
actions to establish a body of historical data to support BRAC 95 analysis. 

- TABS POIAAA develop & implement effective internal control procedures to maintain accurate 
& validation of processes, methodology, assumptions, calculations and data used by TABS 
PO. 
Co-ordinate realignment and closure actions being implemented with BRAC Office. 
Keep ASA (IL&E) and the ACSlM informed of mission accomplishments. 

- -- 
r -] - - --- 

MR. W. JENKINS, SRZ, 693-8051 - 10 3/2/1999 ODCSOPS - FDF 



STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 
-- - - - - - - 1 

TABS PLANNING OFFICE 
ORGANIZATIONAL, STRUCTURE, AND MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 

CHIEF 
(COL) 

TABS PLANNING OFFICE STAFF (Full-time basis): 
3 Military 
2 Civilians 

I 
I 

Note: 3 DMOs and 2 Civilian overhires were authorized to satisfy manpower requirements - 
not to exceed 21 Jul95 

MACOM 
ANALYSTS (3) 

MAJ-LTCIGM 13-14 

S - FDF F 

~ r ~ r = ~ ~ l ~ ~ = r ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ r n ~ I  

OPERATIONAL RESEARCH 
SYSTEM ANALYST 

(MAJ) 

~ l r l l r l l r l l l l l l l  lllllllllllilll* 

ARMY AUDIT AGENCY : I 
I rn SUPPORT I I 

I 

I I (1-2 PERSONNEL) I 

I 

I 
I 
n 



STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING ZTEAM 
- - -- - - - J 

TABS STUDY GROUP 
MISSION STATEMENT 

Examine the issues surrounding the realignment and closure of Army 
installations within the 50 territories and possessions, and make 
recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff 
concerning potential realignments and closures. The Study Group 
will also serve as the Army's single point of contact with the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, established under the 
provisions of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990. 

The Study Group will assess the Army's CONUS installation resources, 
identify the Army's CONUS basing requirements, and present base 
realignment and closure (BRAC) recommendations, consistent with 
Department of Defense (DoD) force structure plans and BRAC 

i selection criteria, which may be necessary to meet requirements. 

- - - - - - - - - - -- 
MR. W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 

I 

L- - -- - - 



STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM -- 
- -- - - - -  -~~ - 

TABS STUDY GROUP 
PRINCIPLES TO OBSERVE IN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE MISSION: 

- Comply with Defense BRAC Act of 1990 and other relevant legislation. 
- Comply with OSDISECARMYICSA guidance. 

II - Maximize productive use of existing installation resources. 
- Balance long-term BRAC savings with near term affordable implementation 

costs. 

\ - - - - - - - -- 
MR. W. JEVKINS, SR2,693-8051 

L- -- - - - - - 
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*&-- ;=-?-A* STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 

saA\ \&. - - 
- - -- -- - - - - -- - - 

TABS STUDY GROUP 
RESPONSIBILITIES: 

- Developldocument BRAC alternatives. 
- Evaluate all BRAC alternatives for consistency - consistent wlArmy, OSD, and 

BRAC Commission selection criteria. I 
- Develop, document, and publish BRAC recommendations to be submitted to OSD 

and Defense BRAC Commission for 1995. I 
- Document the Army's process for identifying BRAC options and 

recommendations. 
- TABS SGIAAA will co-develop, document, and implement effective internal control 

procedures to review the accuracylvalidate Study Group's processes, 
methodology, assumptions, calculations and data. 

- Co-ordinate w/Army BRAC Office on matters that implicate BRAC actions 
currently being implemented. 

- Ensure that all relevant documents pertaining to the TABS process for BRAC 95 
are provided to the Chief, BRAC Office upon conclusion of Study Group's 
activities. 

MR. W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 +, 14 i<,2,,,, -1 oDCSoPS 



TABS STUDY GROUP 
ORGANIZATIONAL, STRUCTURE, AND MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 

I I 
I 

I 
CHIEF, REVIEW & ANALYSIS ANALYTICL SUPPORT ADMlNSTRATllON & I 

s MACOMSIHQDA 
TEAM TEAM OPERTIONS TEAM1 
(LTC) I .............................. I 

I : ..... : 

AMCllSC ANALYST* 
- (MAJ-LTCIGMI 3-14) (MAJ-LTCIGM13-14) 

TRADOCIMDWIHSC ANALYST* FACILITIES & ENVIRONMENT 
- (MAJ-LTCIGMI 3-14) - SPECIALIST 

COMMAND & CONTROL ANALYST WRITERIEDITOR 
- (MAJ-LTCIGMI 3-14) - (CPT) 

C ........................................ 
FORSCOMlUSARPACllNSCOM ARMY AUDIT AGENCY SUPPORT 

- ANALYST (3 PERSONNEL) 

(MAJ-LTCIGMI 3-14) 
i NOTE: 

ARMY RESERVE ANALYST by 3 auditors from either AAA or GAO. - (MAJ-LTC) 
- Three Military12 Civilians fiom TABS PO (*) form the 
nucleus of the TABS Study Group. 

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
ANALYST - Duration of detail - 1 Aug 94 to 3 1 Jul 95. 
(MAJ-LTC) 

-- -- - 

MR. W. JENKIWS, SR2,693-8051 
L- - - 



STATIONING, REALI-NT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 
- - - -  - -  - - .  - - J 

REFINES 
CANDIDATES 

DOCUMENTS THE 
ARMY PROCESS 

PROVIDES 
INCORPORATES MACOM/ARSTAF RECOMMENDATIONS 
INPUT TO ARMY/ OSD 

LEADERSHIP 
CONDUCTS INSTALLATION 
ASSESSMENTS SUPPORTS 

COMMISSION 
IDENTIFIES CANDIDATES REQUIREMENTS 
FOR REALIGNMENT/ csum 

r-- - --- - - - -- 
I -- 

MR. W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 ODCSOPS - FDF 
L ------ -1 3/2/1999 

I OCT 93 JUL 04 JAN 95 MAR 95 

STATIONING 
TASK FORCE 

TASK FORCE TABS 

THE ARMY BASING 
STUDY OFFICE 

' COMMISSION TABS PO 
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1994 1995 
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STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 

Stationina Task Force 

- Operational perspective 

- Co-ordinate MACOM input 

The Army Basing Studv 
- Governed by Public Law 101-510 

- DoD Selection Criteria 

- Certified Data 

i- -- 
MR. W. JEYKINS, SRZ, 693-8051 ODCSOPS - FDF 
I- - --- - 1 



STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 
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MR. W. JENKINS, 
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SR2,693-8051 
I 
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ODCSOPS - FDF 



I Stationing Requirements 

Station: - - 

BUR force structure in U. S. 

Forces in Alaska + Hawaii 

Support: 

Training 
w Power Projection 

MANEUVER 
INSTALLATIONS 
Ft Bragg 
Ft Campbell 
Ft Carson 
Ft Drum 
Ft Hood 
Ft Lewis 
Ft Richardson 
Ft Riley 
Ft Stewart 
Ft Wainwright 
Schofield Barracks Mobilization and RC training II 

Operational Blueprint 

Maintain unique capabilities 
(Hood, Bragg, Campbell, Lewis, Stewart) 

Station forces in Alaska and Hawaii to support 
USCINCPAC strategy 

3," Ah5 1 Size base structure in Alaska to support one 
maneuver brigade and associated support units 

Retain all CONUS maneuver installations to enable 
stationing of BUR force in U.S. 

--- 
~ T ~ - ~ - ~ ~ I I I N ~ T , & - & ~  1 12 I -- I ODCSOPS - vnw 





STATIONING, REALI-NT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 

Current Stationing Strategy 

I Affected Installations: 

Ritchie 
Fitzsimmons 
Oakland 
Greely 
Gillem 
Wainwright 
Savanna AD 
Detroit Tk Plt 
Presidio of San 

Francisco 
FIG 

McClellan 
Bayonne 
A.P. Hill 
ATCOM Lease 
Red River AD 
Seneca AD 
Sierra AD 
Stratford Army Engine Plt 
Totten 
Hunter-Liggett 
Dix 

Chaffee 

) Further Study: 

I Expanded Stationing Strategy 
Long Term Savings: $90M 
Net over POM: cost $102M 
Payback: 8 years 

@+-~ l -@ 
MTA 

CARSON O+q@+=--.@ 
reflag 

Long Term Savings: $102M 
Net over POM: save $207M 
Payback: 4 years 

Probable: Possible: 

-- - - 

7 -- 
MR. W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 24 ODCSOPS - FDF - _ -  I ----------. 31211999 

I 

Natick 
Tobyhanna 
Price 

Selfridge Buchanan 
POM Adelphi 

Monmouth Eustis 
Letterkenny Lee 
Detroit Ars Yuma PG 
Dugway PG Picatinny Ars 



STATIONING,  REALIGNMENT, AND REFLAGGING TEAM 
~~ - -~ 

~ 

Affected Installations: b 
RItc-hie McClel'laii 

* Fitzsimmons Bayonne 
Oakland A.P. Hill 
Greely ATCOM Lease 
Gillem Red River AD 
Wainwright Seneca AD 
Savanna AD Sierra AD 

*Detroit Tk Plt *StratFord Army Engine Plt 
Presidio of San *Totten 

Francisco 
FIG 

Hunter-Liggett 
* Dix 

* C haffee 
* estimated cost analysis 

1 Probable: Possible: ' - 7 2  

Natick 
Tobyhanna 
Price 

Detroit Ars Buchanan 
Selfridge POM 
Adelphi Eustis 
Monmouth Lee 
Letterkenny Picatinny Ars 
Dugway PG Yuma PG 

r--- -- - - -- 

I 
-- 

MR. W. JENKIUS, SR2, 693-8051 
L ---- - - - - - - 

Long Term Savings: $397M 

Net over POM: save $296M 

Payback: 6 years 

Probable Possible II 
$4621 Long-Term Savings $726M II 

save $2431111 POM Savings cost $8841111 
6 years Payback 8 years 

ODCSOPS - FDF 



STATIONING, REALIGNMENT, AND =FLAGGING TEAM -- - -- -- - - - -~ - - - - - ~ . -- -- - - - ~p --- - ~~ - - 
~ - 1 

I Current Stationing Strategy Expanded Stationing Strategy I 
I / Affected Installations: 

Ritchie McClellan 
Fitzsimmons Bayonne 
Oakland A.P. Hill 
Greely ATCOM Lease 
Gillem Red River AD 

@4-p1-@ 

MTA 

Long Term Savings: $90M 
Net over POM: cost $102M 
Payback: 8 years 

BDE 

reflag 

Long Term Savings: $102M 
Net over POM: save $207M 
Payback: 4 years 

~ - @ + + @  ADA CORPS BDE TRP 
CARSON 

Long Term Savings: $119M 
Net over POM: save $166M 
Payback: 5 years 

Wainwright Seneca AD 
Savanna AD Sierra AD 
Detroit Tk Plt Stratford Army Engine Plt 
Presidio of San Totten 

Francisco Hunter-Liggett 
FIG Dix 
C haffee 

pizziiq 
Probable: Possible: 

nG i-- MR. W. - JENKINS, - -  - SRZ, - 693-8051 - - - - - I- 1 - - 1  26 ----- ODCSOPS - FDF 

Natick 
Tobyhanna 
Price 

Selfridge Buchanan 
Adelphi POM 
Monmouth Eustis 
Letterkenny Lee 
Detroit Ars Yuma PG 

Picatinny Ars 

-- - - --- - - 





TYPe Excess(SF) 
Caretaker Costs 

Operations 43% Deactivate $1.5M 
Maintenance 56% Maintain $1.8Mlyr 
Barracks 28% Reactivate $2.3M 

over POM $1 1 .OM 

-- - - - - - - - - - -- 

R W. JENKINS, SR2,693-8051 - 
L - - - - - - - _17L2s 

3/2/1999 ODCSOPS - FDF 
- -- I 

I Excess Training Capacity 

Minimum of 8 battalions and 10 separate companys 
of excess training capacity 







Tooele Army Depot, Utah. Ranks 4/11 Depots. Tooele Army 
Depot has responsibility for the Army's tactical wheeled vehicles 
and power generation equipment plus all associated secondary 
items. In addition, Tooele performs the regular depot mission of 
receipt, storage and issue of a wide variety of supplies and 
equipment. The renovation, modification, maintenance and 
demilitarization of conventional guided missile and chemical 
munitions is another of Tooelefs prime missions. Selected for 
study in BRAC 93. 

Lexington - Blue Grass Army Depot Activity, Kentucky. Ranks 
7/11 depots. Lexington - Blue Grass Activity is responsible for 
the receipt, storage, issue, maintenance, demilitarization and 
renovation of all ammunition operations, including conventional, 
toxiclnon-toxic chemical and rocket systems. Lexington - Blue 
Grass serves as the center for Special Operations Forces (SOF), a 
government owned-contractor operated mission. The GOCO operation 
provides support for various types of nonstandard equipment in 
rotary aircraft and provides engineering and logistical support 
for all aircraft modifications. As a result of the 1988 
Commission's decision, Lexington is closing with functions 
realigning to Blue Grass. Deferred from further study. 

Pueblo Army Depot Activity, Colorado. Ranks 9/11 Depots. 
BRAC I identified Pueblo for closure following demilitarization 
of chemical ammunition stocks. Pueblo is responsible for 
demilitarization of chemical munitions. The Army is taking 

J action to close this installation after the demilitarization 
mission is completed. 

Savanna Depot Activity, Illinois. Ranks 9/11 Depots. The 
mission of Savanna Army Depot Activity is the receipt, storage, 
and issue of conventional ammunition as well as critical 
strategic material. The installation provides support service to 
the U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and School located on the 
installation. Deferred from further study. 

Uraatilla Army Depot Activity, Oregon. Ranks 11/11 Depots. 
BRAC I identified Umatilla for closure following demilitarization 
of chemical ammunition stocks. Umatilla is responsible for 
demilitarization of chemical munitions. The Army is taking 
action to close this installation after the demilitarization 
mission is completed. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

a. Recommendations 

- Realign Letterkenny Depot to a depot activity. Transfer 
depot maintenance functions and associated workload. Retain the 
conventional ammunition storage and the regional Test Measurement 
Diagnostic Equipment (TMDE) missions. Retain the Systems 



N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment p rov ides  a s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  i n  
the e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does not produce 
a d e c i s i o n  on which b a s e  should close or be rea l igned .  Although 
the assessment  of fers a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging p o s s i b l e  
oppor tun i  t ies  for c l o s u r e  and rea l ignment ,  i t i s  j u s t  one element 
i n  the Army 's  o v e r a l l  e va lua t ion .  

3. INSTALLATION SCREENING 

Army Research Laboratory, Adelphi, Maryland. Ranks 8/12 
commodity oriented installations. The mission of ARL is to 
conduct a broad program of scientific research and advanced 
technology directed toward new and improved materials, 
components, subsystems, techniques, and processes; and perform 
independent analyses of weapon system performance including 
atmospheric effects, MANPRINT, and vulnerability and/or 
lethality. Since the 1991 commission realigned laboratory 
functions, this installation was deferred from further study. 

Belvoir Fuels Research Activity, Texas. (Leased) Ranks 
12/12 commodity oriented installations. The BFRA research 
program responds to a broad range of Army and natio~lal needs. 



The scope ranges from exploration of the basic fundamentals of 
lubrication, fuel chemistry, and combustion phenomena to field 
application studies. The program objectives are determined by 
requirements such~as insecure defense fuel supplies, changes in 
crude sources/refinery processing techniques, demands for 
enhancement of armored vehicle fire .safety, environmental quality 
and control of hazardous wastes, advanced fuellenergy systems, 
and the need for advanced lubrication concepts. The nature of 
the program conducted by the facility during 35 years of its 
existence has encouraged development of breadth in technical 
capability. Since closure or realignment does not break any 
threshold of the BRAC Act, this installation was deferred from 
further study. 

Cold Regions Research Laboratories, New Hampshire. Ranks 
7/12 commodity oriented installations. The research conducted 
by CRREL addresses: ( 1 )  problems associated with the winter 
battlefield which affect design criteria for material developers; 
(2) winter and Arctic operational requirements for training, 
wargaming, and doctrinal literature; (3) cold regions base 
support requirements for design, construction and operation of 
facilities; (4) requirements of the other W D  services including 
sea ice characterization and modeling for the Navy and design and 
operation of strategic facilities for the Air Force; and (5) the 
Corps of Engineers Civil Works mission by improving the nation's 
ability to efficiently manage and utilize the inland waterways 
system in winter and exploitation of remote sensing technology 
for Civil Works planning and operational activities. Since 

ill closure or realignment does not break any threshold of the BRAC 
Act, this installation was deferred from further study. 

Detroit Arsenal, Illinois. (including Keweenaw Field and 
Selfridge Air National Guard Base) Ranks 5/12 commodity 
oriented installations. The mission of the Detroit Arsenal is to 
provide services to the U.S. Army Tank Automotive Command in 
support of their mission to provide the Army's tank automotive 
research, development and readiness missions. The Army is 
already downsizing the Detroit Tank Plant as a result of a DoD 
initiative in 1990. The 1988 Commission closed Pontiac Storage 
Activity, a sub-installation of this base. 

Fort Detrick, Maryland. Ranks 6/12 commodity oriented 
installations. Fort Detrick is a multi-mission installation 
providing space for offices, laboratories, and advanced 
communication facilities. The Army Medical Department uses Fort 
Detrick as a state-of-the-art microbiological containment 
research center. Because of its unique capabilities, it was 
deferred from further study. It is already affected by the 1991 
Commissionfs realignment of the Army's medical research labs. 



Fort Monmouth, New Jersey. (including leased space, Evans, 
Charles Wood and Wayside) Ranks 4/12 commodity oriented w installations. The Communication Electronics Command mission is 
to exercise life oycle integrated management of assigned 
communications and electronics materiel/systems. Selected for 
study in BRAC 93 as a result of ongoing restructuring actions 
(restationing of the Military Intelligence brigade) and high 
lease costs. 

Hatick Research, Development and Engineering Center, 
Massachusetts. Ranks 11/12 commodity oriented installations. 
The primary mission of Natick is the maximum survivability, 
sustainability, and supportability of the individual soldier in 
all environments through research, development and engineering in 
the areas of food, clothing, shelters, airdrop individual and 
organizational equipment. Because of it's unique capabilities, 
it was deferred from further study. 

Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey. Ranks 2/12 commodity 
oriented installations. The U.S. Army Armament Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (ARDEC) is responsible for 
research, development and life cycle engineering for all assigned 
armament and munitions systems and materials. Since the Army 
Material Command identified no significant restructuring 
initiative, it was deferred from further study. However, planned 
workload reductions will result in a significant reduction of 
operations at this installation, an action that does not break 

a' the BRAC Act thresholds (10 U.S.C., Sec 2687). 

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama- Ranks 1/12 commodity oriented 
installations. The Missile Command's mission is to conduct, 
perform, or manage basic and applied research and engineering, 
acquisition, integrated logistics material readiness management 
and maintenance support functions for all missile weapons 
systems/subsystems and associated equipment. This includes 
execution of assigned missions in support of PEOS/PMS and other 
DoD elements having centralized management responsibility for 
specific weapon systems or items. It was deferred from further 
study. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois- Ranks 3/12 commodity 
oriented installations. The arsenal's material responsibility 
currently includes infantry weapons, artillery and air defense 
weapons, armament for tanks and vehicles, copper crush gages, 
common tools and maintenance equipment for items managed by more 
than one command, and special tools and tool sets related to its 
assigned items. It was selected for further study due to the 
availability of administrative space and because the Army 
Materiel Command requested a re-examination of the 1991 
Commission's realignment of Armaments, Munitions and Chemical 
Command (AMCCOM). 



has affiliation agreements with many local hospitals and 
universities for training, consultant and interchange and w teaching. Selected for study as a result of a rec:ommendation 
from the acting Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs). 

4, RECOIQ!ENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

a, Recommendations 

None. 

b. Justification 

The Army excluded Fitzsimons Army Medical Center from 
further study due to an unacceptable return on investment 
(closure did not pay back). DoD must complete its ongoing 
studies of graduate medical education and medical infrastructure 
before building sound rationale to justify divestiture of medical 
facilities. 

5. PERSONNEL IMPACTS 

Not Applicable. 



N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i  t a t i v e  assessment provides  a s t a r t i n g  point i n  
the e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the Army's base s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does  not produce 
a  decision on w h i c h  base  should close or be r e a l i g n e d .  A1 though 
the assessment  o f fers  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  judging ,poss ib le  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c l o s u r e  or real ignment ,  i t  i s  j u s t  one element 
i n  the Army's o v e r a l l  eva lua t ion .  

3- INSTALLATION SCREENING 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina. Has high military value. 
Ranks 2/11 for maneuver installations. 82nd Airborne Division 
is retained under the Force Structure Plan and is a member of 
the five-division contingency force. Home of the John F. Kennedy 
Center for Military Assistance and the 1st Special Operations 
Command, as well as the XVIII Airborne Corps headquarters. 
Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 

Fort Campbell, Kentucky, Ranks 6/11 for maneuver 
installations. lOlst Air Assault Division is retained under 
the Force Structure Plan and is a member of the five-division 
contingency force. Therefore, it was deferred from further 
study . 



Fort Carson, Colorado. Ranks 5/11 for maneuver 
installations. Ft Carson has been designated as the future 
home of the 10th Special Forces Group. 4th Infantry Division 
(Mechanized) is retained under the Force Structure plan. 
Therefore it was deferred from further study. 

Fort Drum, New York. Ranks 9/11 for maneuver installations. 
The 10th Infantry Division (MTN) is retained under the Force 
Structure Plan. Selected for study as a result of the plan to 
inactivate two light divisions. 

Fort Hood, Texas. Ranks 1/11 for maneuver installations. 
Ft Hood is the home of I11 Corps and five additiona1,separate 
brigades. 1st Cavalry Division and 2nd Armored Division are 
retained under the Force Structure Plan with the 1st Cavalry 
Division being a member of the five-division contingency force. 
Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 

Fort Lewis, Washington. Ranks 3/11 for maneuver 
installations, is the home of I Corps and numerous non-divisional 
units and has high military value. Ft Lewis was scheduled to 
receive the 7th Infantry Division (Light), being restationed from 
Ft Ord, California. Two brigades of the 7th ID (L) are 
inactivating, leaving one brigade at Ft lewis. The excess 
capacity resulting from this action is being retained in the 
event forces return from overseas. Therefore, it was deferred 
from further study. 

(I Fort Richardson, Alaska. Ranks 11/11 for maneuver 
installations. This installation, along with Ft Wainwright, 
supports the 6th Infantry Division (Light). The division is 
being downsized to a separate infantry brigade, with support 
forces . 

Fort Riley, Kansas. Ranks 8/11 for maneuver installations. 
The 1st Infantry Division (Mechanized) is retained under the 
Force Structure Plan. Therefore, it was deferred from further 
study . 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii. Ranks 10/11 for maneuver 
installations and is home to the 25th Infantry Division (Light). 
Selected for study. 

Fort Stewart, Georgia. Ranks 4/11 for maneuver 
installations. The 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) is 
retained under the Force Structure Plan and is a member of the 
five-division contingency force. Therefore, it was deferred from 
further study. 



, 
N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment  provides  a s t a r t - i n g  p o i n t  i n  the 
e v a l u a t i o n  of  the Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does  n o t  produce a 
d e c i s i o n  on w h i c h  base  should close or be r e a l i g n e d .  Although the 
assessment  o f fers  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging possib.Le opportuni  t i e s  
for c l o s u r e  or rea l ignment ,  i t  i s  j u s t  one element  i n  the Army's 
o v e r a l l  e v a l u a t i o n .  

3. INSTALLATION SCREENING 

FORT CHAFFEE, AR. Ranks 5/10 for Major Training Areas. A Sub- 
installation of Ft Sill and the temporary home of the Joint Readiness 
Training Center (JRTC). A major Reserve Component (RC) training area 
for Fifth Army. Examined as a candidate for transfer to the U.S. 
Army Reserve Command or the Army National Guard. The 1991 Commission 
realigned this installation to semi-active status. 

FORT DIX, NJ. Ranks 8/10 for Major Training Areas. A major 
Reserve Component (RC) training area for First Army. Command and 
operational control transferred from Training and Doctrine Command 
(TRADOC) to Forces Command (FORSCOM) on 1 Oct 92. The 1991 
Commission realigned this installation to support the reserve 
component force structure. 

FORT GREELY, AK. Ranks 3/10 for Major Training Areas and is a 
sub-installation of Ft Richardson. Home of the Northern Warfare 
Training Center, and is a critical cold weather training and testing 



site. It is a one of a kind installation in that it contains the 
only extensive, fixed instrumentation to support this critical 

ilCr mission. 

FORT A.P. HILL, VA. Ranks 7/10 for Major Training Areas and is 
a sub-installation of Ft Meade. The main usage is as a site for 
weekend training and annual training for Reserve Component units. 
Examined as a candidate for transfer to the US Army Reserve Command 
or the Army National Guard. 

FORT HUNTER-LIGGETT, CA. Ranks 5/10 for Major Training Areas. 
A site for a large test and evaluation activity and is a site for 
weekend training and annual training for Reserve Component units. It 
is currently a sub-installation of Ft Ord, and plans are to transfer 
command and control to Ft Lewis. Other than Fort Irwin, it is the 
only large maneuver and training area in California. Examined as a 
candidate for transfer to the US Army Reserve Command or the Army 
National Guard. 

FORT INDIANTOWN GAP, PA. Ranks 10/10 for Major Training Areas 
and is a sub-installation of Ft Meade. First Army NCO Academy is 
currently located at Ft Indiantown Gap, but movement to Ft Dix is 
under review. Its main usage is as a site for weekend training and 
annual training for Reserve Component units. Provides a major combat 
arms training area for First Army. Site for weekend training and 
annual training for Reserve Component units. 

FORT IRWIN, CA. Ranks 1/10 for Major Training Areas. Home of 
the National Training Center. Ft Irwin contains fixed 
instrumentation to support its unique training mission for armor and 
mechanized units. It would be extremely costly to replicate this 
unique capability elsewhere, especially due to the maneuver training 
acreage requirement. One of two major training area installations to 
extensively train active component units stationed within its 
boundaries. 

FORT McCOY, WI. Ranks 4/10 for Major Training Areas. Largest 
mobilization station in this category and the only major Reserve 
Component (RC) training area in the old Fourth Army area. Serves 
numerous Reserve Component units as a training area. Examined as a 
candidate for transfer to the US Army Reserve Command or the Army 
National Guard. 

FORT PICKETT, VA. Ranks 9/10 for Major Training Areas. A sub- 
installation of Ft Bragg whose main usage is as a site for weekend 
training and annual training for Reserve Component units. Site for 
weekend training and annual training for Reserve Component units. 
Examined as a candidate for transfer to the US Army Reserve Command 
or the Army National Guard. 

FORT POLK, LA. Ranks 2/10 for Major Training Areas. Will be 
the permanent home of the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC). Is 



scheduled to accept its first JRTC rotation during 4th QTR FY 93. 
One of two major training area installations to extensively train 

w active component units stationed within its boundaries. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

a. Recommendations 

None. 

b. Justification 

Several of the installations in this category were studied 
to determine requirements to support RC training. Forts Dix, 
Chaffee, A.P. Hill, Hunter-Liggett, Indiantown Gap, McCoy, and 
Pickett were studied for retention to support RC training. Our 
analysis indicates the retention of these Major Training Areas is 
necessary to ensure sufficient training areas are available to 
support RC training in accordance with applicable training standards. 
There are minimal changes in the programmed RC end strength, 
suggesting that the existing training areas are still required. 
Although the complete study of RC training support requirements will 
not be finalized until the end of 1993, interim results indicate that 
these Major Training Areas will be fully utilized in support of RC 
training. 

The Army is now evaluating the feasibility of transferring most 
of the installations in this category to the U.S. Army Reserve or the .I Army National Guard. 
5 ,  PERSONNEL IMPACTS 

Not Applicable. 



N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment  prov ides  a  s t a r t i n g  po in t  i n  
the e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  cloes n o t  produce 
a  d e c i s i o n  on which base  should close o r  be r e a l i g n e d .  A1 though 
the assessment  o f f e rs  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging p o s s i b l e  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c l o s u r e  and real ignment ,  i t  i s  j u s t  one element 
i n  the Army's o v e r a l l  e v a l u a t i o n .  

3. INSTALLATION SCReENING 

Fort B e ~ i n g ,  Georgia, Ranks 2/13. It is home of the U.S. 
Army Infantry School, the School of Americas, the 75th Ranger 
Regiment headquarters and 3d Battalion, and three FORSCOM 
deployable units (3d Brigade, 24th Infantry Division; 36th 
Engineer Group and the 988th Military Police Company). Fort 
Benning is a large installation with approximately 182,000 acres 
or 284 square miles. As a major training base there is an 
extensive range and/or maneuver space requirement. There are no 
restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect this 
installation. Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 



Fort Bliss, Texas. Ranks 1/13. It is the home of Air 
Defense Artillery School, the U.S. Army Sergeants Major Academy, 
and various deployable FORSCOM units (3d Armored Calvary Regiment 
and the llth Air Defense Artillery Brigade). As a major training 
base there is an extensive range and/or maneuver space 
requirement. There are no restructuring or reshaping 
initiatives that affect this installation. Therefore, it was 
deferred from further study. 

Fort Eustis and Fort Story, Virginia. Ranks 11/13. Fort 
Story is a subpost of Fort Eustis. They are the home of 
Transportation School, Aviation Logistics School and the 7th 
Transportation Group. Training conducted is unique to ports and 
Fort Eustis and Fort Story have unique port facilities not found 
at other Army installations. The Army is currently studying 
consolidating the following combat service support functions 
which are below BRAC thresholds: logistics, transportation, 
aviation logistics, ordnance, and missiles and munitions 
training. Therefore, it was deferred from further study under 
BRAC . 

Fort Gordon, Georgia. Ranks 6/13. It is home of the Army 
Signal School, the National Science Center for Communications and 
Electronics, and the Army Graduate Medical Education program at 
Eisenhower Medical Center. The Military Intelligence Brigade 
from Fort Monmouth will relocate to Fort Gordon in FY 93. There 
are no additional restructuring or reshaping initiatives that 
affect this installation. Therefore, it was deferred from 
further study. 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona. Ranks 11/13. It is home of the 
Intelligence School and Center, Headquarters, US Army Information 
Systems Command, the Electronic Proving Grounds, the llth Signal 
Brigade and various other tenants. The Intelligence School at 
Fort Devens is being consolidated with the Intelligence School at 
Fort Huachuca as the result of a decision by the 1988 Commission. 
Fort Huachuca provides a unique and irreplaceable c:ondition of an 
electromagnetic-free environment for test and evaluation of 
communications and electronic systems training and testing of 
intelligence and electronic warfare systems. There are no 
additional restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect 
this installation. Included in this report is a recommendation 
to realign the Defense Language Institute to this installation. 

Fort Jackson, South Carolina. Ranks 7/13. Fort Jackson is 
the only Army Training Center without a branch school. In FY95 
the Soldier Support Warfighting Center will be established here. 
The Adjutant General School, Finance School, the Recruiting and 
Retention School, and the Non Commissioned Officers Academy will 
move to Fort Jackson. It trains about one half of the Army's 
basic training soldiers and represents a significant capability 
to accept rapid growth in basic training under emergency 



conditions. The 1991 Commission realigned the Soldier Support 
Center from Ft Benjamin Harrison to this installation. There are 
no additional restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect 
this installation. Included in this report is a recommendation 
to realign the Chaplain School to Fort Jackson. 

Fort Knox, Kentucky. Ranks 3/13. It is home of the Army's 
Armor School (one of the largest branches) and the US Army 
Recruiting Command. Numerous training simulation facilities are 
only part of the 600,000 SF of applied instructional facilities 
for armor and mechanized simulation. As a major training base 
there is an extensive range and/or maneuver space requirement. 
There are no restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect 
this installation. Therefore, it was deferred from further 
study . 

Fort Lee, Virginia. Ranks 11/13. Home of the Army's 
Quartermaster School, Army Logistics Center, Army Logistics 
Management College, and the Defense Commissary Agency. Fort Lee 
is a multifunctional post with a significant number of tenants. 
The Army is currently studying consolidating the following combat 
service support functions which are below BRAC thresholds: 
logistics, transportation, aviation logistics, ordnance, and 
missiles and munitions training. Therefore, it wa8s deferred from 
further study. 

Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Ranks 5/13. It is the home of 
the Engineer School. As a major training base, there is an 

i )  extensive range and/or maneuver space requirement. There are no 
restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect this 
installation. Included in this report is a recommendation to 
realign the Military Police and Chemical Schools to Fort Leonard 
Wood. 

Fort McClellan, Alabama, Ranks 9/13. It is the home of the 
Chemical and Military Police Schools and the DOD Polygraph 
Institute. It is the smallest branch school installation in 
terms of population and facilities. TRADOC identified an 
initiative to collocate the Chemical and Military Police Schools 
with the Engineer School. DOD submitted a recommendation to 
close Fort McClellan to the 1991 Commission. The Commission did 
not accept this proposal. Therefore, it was selected for further 
study in BRAC 93. 

Fort Rucker, Alabama. Ranks 10/13. It is the home of the 
Army Aviation School and the Army Safety Center. As a major 
training base, there is an extensive range and/or air space 
requirement. The Army is currently studying consolidating the 
following combat service support functions which are below BRAC 
thresholds: logistics, transportation, aviation logistics, 
ordnance, and missiles and munitions training. Army controlled 
airspace and the extensive airfields and aviation facilities 



represent a unique asset. Therefore, it was deferred from 

w further study under BRAC. 

Fort Sam Houston, Texas, Ranks 8/13. Home of the Academy 
of Health Sciences which trains solders in medical skills and 
provides initial and professional development training for 
medical and Medical Service Corps personnel. There are no 
restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect this 
installation. Therefore, it was deferred from furtiher study. 

Fort Sill, Oklahoma. Ranks 4/13. Home of the Army's Field 
Artillery School. As a major training base, there is an 
extensive range and/or maneuver space requirement. There are no 
restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect this 
installation. Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATIONS 

a. Recommendation 

- Close Fort McClellan. Realign the US Army Chemical and 
Military Police Schools and the Department of Defense Polygraph 
Institute (DODPI) to Fort Leonard Wood. Transfer accountability 
for Pelham Range and other required training support facilities 
through licensing to the Army National Guard (ARNGE. Retain an 
enclave for the U.S. Army Reserves. Retain the capability for - live-agent training at ~ o r t  McClellan. 

b. Justification 

(1)  Military Value 

Collocation of the schools provides substantial 
advantages for operational linkages among the three branches. 
These linkages enable the Army to focus on the doctrinal and 
force development of three key maneuver support elements. 
Synergistic advantages of training and professional development 
programs are: coordination, employment, and removal of 
obstacles; conduct of river crossing operations; internal 
security/nation assistance operations; operations in rear areas 
or along main supply routes; and counter drug operations. The 
missions of the three branches will be more effectively 
integrated. Some example are: 

Operation-River Crossing: Enaineer-assault crossing, 
rafting and float bridging; Chemical-smoke obscuration; Militarv 
Police-traffic control. 

Operation-Combined Arms Obstacle Breaching: Enaineer 
(with Combined Arms team)-breach obstacles, mark lanes; Chemical- 
obscurants; Militarv Police-traffic control. 



N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment prov ides  a s t a r t i n g  po in t  i n  
the e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does not produce 
a d e c i s i o n  on which base  should close or be rea l igned .  A1 though 
the assessment  o f fers  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging possible 
oppor tuni  t ies for c l o s u r e  and real ignment ,  i t i s  j u s t  one element 
i n  the Army's o v e r a l l  eva lua t ion .  

3. INSTALLATION SCREENING 

Carlisle Barracks, Pe~sylvania. Ranks 5/5 .  Home of the 
Army's War College. There are no restructuring or reshaping 
initiatives that affect this installation. Therefore, it was 
deferred from further study. 

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Ranks 1 /5 .  Home of the Army's 
Command and General Staff College. There are no restructuring or 
reshaping initiatives that affect this installation. Therefore, 
it was deferred from further study. 

Fort Leslie McNair, Washington, DC. Ranks 4 / 5 .  Home of the 
National Defense University, which includes the National War 
College and the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. There 
are no restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect this 
installation. Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 

Presidio of Monterey, California. Ranks 3 1 5 .  Home of the 
Defense Language Institute. The Commander, TRADOC, through his 
vision, requested it be reviewed under BRAC 93. 

United States Military Academy, New York, Ranks 2 1 5 .  West 
Point is a special one-of-a-kind installation whose purpose is to 



provide quality academic, military and physical development of 
this nation's future military leaders. The main post area is 
designated as a National Register of Historical Places site. '1111 There are no restructuring or reshaping initiatives that affect 
this installation. Therefore, it was deferred from further 
study. 

4. RECOMMEIQDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

a. 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 tzraining with a 
public university which must be able to provide training at or 
near Fort Huachuca, Arizona. 

b. Justification 

(1) Military Value 

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 should be considered. 

aP 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 
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 
o n  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 
"~olderization" which is a critical factor in the development of 
all military personnel. Finally it will enable the Army to 
integrate the students 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 (BNCOC) and continue with advanced language 



training or attend the Advanced Non Commissioned Officers Course 
and then continue with intermediate language training. This 
would save travel and per diem costs. 

An agreement of this kind is not unique. For example, 
the University of Virginia at Charlottesville is.the location of 
the 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. They will continue to 
serve as the technical authority and provide qualitative 
assessment of foreign language training activities. In addition 
they will also conduct research and evaluation 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. 

(2) Return on Investment 

The Cost of Base Closure and Realignment. Actions 
(COBRA) model used for ranking alternative closure/realignment 
actions distributes the costs into six major categories. They 
are Mission, Personnel, Overhead, Construction, Moving and Other. w A short explanation and description of each category follows. 

Mission: Direct mission costs are not addressed in 
this exercise. However, those changes in mission costs result 
from a closure or realignment action are estimated and are 
captured in this element. 

Personnel: This cost category captures all those costs 
associated with military and civilian pay and allowances (not 
including closure generated Permanent Change of Station (PCS) 
moves.) Besides savings of service funded salaries due to 
decrease in authorizations, differentials in variable housing 
allowance and/or basic allowance for quarters are also included. 

Overhead: Changes in Real Property Maintenance, Base 
Operations Support, and Family Housing maintenance requirements 
are the primary components of Overhead. Costs associated with 
the maintenance and caretaking of an installation are also 
included as are administrative and support costs generated in the 
accomplishment of a closure or realignment. 

Construction: Military construction (MXLCON) cost and 
avoidances are the main components. MILCON includes estimates 
for design; supervision, inspection, and overhead; contingency; 
and site preparation. Site preparation includes the supporting 



(I N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment provides a s t a r t i n g  poin t  i n  - - 
t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the Army's base s t r u c t u r e .  I t  goes not produce 
a decision on w h i c h  base should close or be real igned.  A1 though 
t h e  assessment  o f fers  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging p o s s i b l e  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c losure  or realignment,  it i s  j u s t  one element 
i n  the Army's o v e r a l l  evaluat ion .  

3. IIOSTALLATION SCREENING 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Ranks 1/11, It is located in the 
National Capital Region (NCR) and contains the only land 
available to the Army, in the NCR proper, for expansion. Under 
the provisions of the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988, 
Fort Belvoir is scheduled to receive the majority of the missions 
and activities from Cameron Station, VA, which was directed to be 
closed, Additionally, the 1988 Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission encouraged the Army to develop the Engineer Proving 
Grounds (EPG) as an administrative center to decrease the amount 
of leased space occupied by the Army in the NCR. In 1989, the 
Congress passed unique legislation, Public Law 101-189, Section 
2821, which allows the Army to pursue a public-private 
development venture at the EPG. Further, Fort Belvoir is the 
largest source of Army housing in the NCR, a region with 
extremely high housing costs. These Fort Belvoir housing assets 



are an important part of providing well maintained, affordable 
housing for a large number of service members and their families. 
Fort Belvoirrs assets are key to the Army's long term presence in 
the NCR. As a result of initial analysis, Port Belvoir was 
excluded from further consideration for realignment or closure. 
See the chapter on the NCR, Tab N, for discussion on the Belvoir 
Research, Development and Engineering Center (BRDEC). 

Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, Rqnks 9/11. It is the only 
Active Army installation in the Caribbean Sea and is located six 
miles southeast of metropolitan San Juan. Fort Buchanan is a 
Lead Mobilization Station and serves as the coordinating and 
supporting installation for all Reserve Components in Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands. It was identified for review as a result 
of BRAC 91. Since Fort Buchanan supports the mobilization 
mission and other Reserve Component activities, the Reserve 
Component may be interested in taking over management of Fort 
Buchanan. The Reserve Component is currently proposing to take 
over management of some Active Component installations. The 
Reserve Component's preference is to work into the arrangement by 
taking over management of a few (Forts McCoy, Pickett, Hunter- 
Liggett and Chaffee) and develop lessons learned before taking on 
other installations. Although selected for study during BRAC 93, 
as a result of the Reserve Components demonstrated interest in 
managing Active Component installations, Fort Buchanan was 
deferred pending possible transfer to the Reserve Component. 

Fort Gillem, Georgia. Ranks 8/11. It is a sub-post of Fort 
McPherson and .is located within metropolitan Atlanta. Fort 
Gillem supports the operation of HQ, Forces Command (FORSCOM), 
3rd U.S. Army, 2nd U.S. Army, the Army Air Force Exchange 
Regional Distribution Center and U.S. Army Criminal Investigation 
Lab. Fort Gillem provides a significant amount of general 
administrative and warehouse space for HQ FORSCOM, 3rd U.S. Army 
and the Fort McPherson Garrison. The space is required to 
supplement the deficit of these facilities on Fort McPherson. 
The realignment or closure of Fort Gillem is dependant upon the 
actions taken at Fort McPherson to correct the deficit of 
administrative and warehouse requirements. Although selected for 
study during BRAC 93, Fort Gillem was excluded from further 
consideration. 

Fort Hamilton, New York. Ranks 10/11. It is located in 
Brooklyn and supports the operations of the New York Area Command 
(NYAC). This post is the administrative center for all Army 
activities in the New York metropolitan area. Fort Hamilton 
performs support missions and functions for the active duty 
population of the Armed Forces that are stationed in the area. 
The installation provides essential quality of life services 
including on post housing for area active duty soldiers and their 
families. Fort Hamilton was studied during BRAC 93 and deferred 
from further consideration during the analysis due to its site 



specific mission. Realignment or closure of this installation 
does not break the thresholds in the BRAC Act. w 

Fort Meade, Maryland. Ranks 2/11. It is located 
approximately 20,miles north of Washington D.C. and is the home 
of the 1st U.S. Army and the National Security Agency (NSA). 
Under the provisions of the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1988, selected activities realigned to other posts from Ft Meade 

- and approximately 9,000 acres of training area was excessed, 
Fort Meade's role in supporting the NSA is absolutely critical to 
national security. Any disruption of NSAfs operation caused by 
realignment or closure activities would be unacceptable. 
Additionally, Fort Meade offers some expansion possibility for 
Army activities within the NCR. There are no restructuring or 
reshaping initiatives that affect this installation. Therefore, 
Fort Meade was deferred from further study. 

Fort McPherson, Georgia. Ranks 4/11. It is located in 
metropolitan Atlanta and supports HQ FORSCOM and the 3rd U.S. 
Army. The location of HQ FORSCOM and 3rd U.S. Army are not site 
specific. Since HQ FORSCOM's area of responsibilit~y includes the 
entire continental United States, it could be located anywhere 
that adequate facilities and transportation support is available. 
The 3rd U.S. Army is the Army component to the U.S. Central 
Command (CENTCOM) and is a deployable headquarters., The major 
requirements for this headquarters are adequate facilities and 
the ability to deploy. Force structure decisions, driven by 

1(1. budget and mission changes, are imminent. It is anticipated that 
these decisions will significantly impact tactical and supporting 
units assigned to FORSCOM. HQ FORSCOM will have to manage force 
structure adjustments while maintaining current military 
operations and warfighting capabilities of the Army. Following 
initial analysis in BRAC 93 which included cost analysis using 
COBRA, Fort McPherson was eliminated from further consideration 
for realignment or closure as it would be imprudent to consider 
any relocation of this major headquarters given the current force 
structure turmoil. 

Fort Monroe, Virginia, Ranks 61 1 1  . It is located in the 
Norfolk-Newport News area of southeastern Virginia. Fort Monroe 
supports Headquarters, Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and 
the Army Cadet Command. The locations of HQ, TRADOC and Cadet 
Command are not site specific. There are no strategic nor long 
term requirements for these activities to remain in their current 
locations. HQ TRADOC is currently deeply involved in the task of 
restructuring the combat development, doctrine, and training 
support systems, as well as their internal command management 
organizations to better mesh with the ongoing warfighting 
restructuring and down-sizing of the Army. They, like HQ FORSCOM 
will be faced with additional adjustments following release of 
pending force structure decisions, Although it was selected for 
study in BRAC 93, Fort Monroe was deferred because of operational 



reasons. 

Fort Myer, Virginia. Ranks 4/11. It is located in 
Arlington, Virginia and supports the 3rd U.S. Infantry Regiment 
(The Old Guard),,the Military District of Washington headquarters 
activities and a significant amount of family housing. The post 
directly supports the operation of Arlington National Cemetery 
and the extensive protocol requirements mandated within the 
Washington area. Fort Myer also provides a significant portion 
of the General Officer housing available in the NCR, including 
quarters for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Chief of Staff of the Army. Its role in supporting the Army's 
long term operations in the NCR is critical and-is expected to 
remain. There are no restructuring or reshaping initiatives that 
affect this installation. Therefore, Fort Myer was deferred from 
further study. 

Fort Ritchie, Maryland. Ranks 7/11. It is located in 
western Maryland approximately 70 miles northwest of Washington, 
D.C. and supports the 7th Signal Command and the Alternate Joint 
Communications Center and the National Military Command Center 
(Site R) and Camp David, MD. Because these organizations depend 
directly on Fort Ritchiefs support and infrastructure its 
existence is site specific. Fort Ritchie was deferred as a study 
candidate since there were no restructuring or reshaping 
initiatives affecting the installation. Subsequently, OSD 
directed the Army to study the impact of closing Site R. The 
possible elimination of Site R will represent only a minor impact 

(I on Fort Ritchie. 

Fort Shafter, Hawaii. Ranks 3/11. It is 1oca.ted on the 
island of Oahu and supports the U.S. Army, Pacific (USARPAC), the 
Pacific Ocean Division of the Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Army 
Support Command, Hawaii. The installation supports the 
headquarters and planning functions for all Army forces assigned 
as elements of USARPAC, the Army component of the United States 
Pacific Command. There are no restructuring or reshaping 
initiatives that affect this installation. Therefore, Fort 
Shafter was deferred from further study. 

Fort Totten, New York. Ranks 11/11. It is located in 
Queens and as a sub-installation of Fort Hamilton also supports 
the operations of the New York Area Command (NYAC) and reserve 
component training. The primary mission of Fort Tatten is to 
serve as a regional reserve component training site. Its primary 
link to the NYAC mission is to provide family housing. Following 
initial analysis, it was determined that Fort Totten is below the 
threshold for Base Closure and Realignment actions. The Army, 
using its discretionary authority, is examining possible down- 
sizing of this installation. 



N o t e :  T h i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment  provides  a  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  i n  
the e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  goes n o t  produce 
a decision on w h i c h  base  should close or be rea l igned .  Although 
the assessment  o f f e rs  a  l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging possible 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c l o s u r e  or r e a l f  gnment, i t  i s  j u s t  one element  
i n  the Army's o v e r a l l  e va lua t ion .  

3, INSTALL24TION SCREENING 

Anniston Army Depot, Alabama. Ranks 2/11 depots. Anniston 
Army Depot has the mission to receive, store, issue and maintain 
equipment and ammunition and to operate a depot maintenance, 
rebuild, and production overhaul facility for tracked and wheeled 
combat vehicles. The depot provides logistics support for 
assigned missile systems; operates a small arms repair facility; 
and performs a calibration mission for six southeastern states. 
Selected for study in BRAC 93. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania. Ranks 4/11 depots. 
Letterkenny Army Depot has the mission to receive, store, 
preserve, package, issue and.ship ammunition and missiles. This 
also involves the renovation, modification and demilitarization 
of ammunition materials. Letterkenny performs interservice 
missions for the Air Force SIDEWINDER, SPARROW, FALCON and Strike 



Missile Systems. Selected for study in BRAC 93. 

Red River Depot, Texas. Ranks 3/11 depots. Red River Army 
Depot is the Armyls primary depot for the overhaul and conversion 
of the MI13 Armored Personnel Carrier family of vehicles. As 
part of its mission, the depot operates a 24 hour hotline to 
answer maintenance questions from the field. The depot is also 
the designated maintenance point for overhaul of the Bradley 
Fighting Vehicle and Multiple Launch Rocket System. In addition, 
Red River serves as the Center of Technical Excellence for the M2 
and M3 Bradley Fighting Vehicles, the Multiple Launch Rocket 
System and the M981 Fire Support Team Vehicle (FIST-V). Other 
unique missions include the overhaul of the Chaparral Guided 
Missile Launcher; sole source, CONUS and OCONUS for the HAWK air 
defense missile, maintenance testing, repair and storage of the 
Patriot missile; overhaul of the Vulcan air defense system; 
storage, issue, maintenance and disposal of hundreds of assigned 
commodities; extensive training and logistical support for Army 
Reserve and National Guard Units. Selected for study in BRAC 93. 

- 
Seneca Army Depot, New York. Ranks 6/11 Depots. The 

mission of Seneca Army Depot is the receipt, storage, issue, 
maintenance, demilitarization and disposal of special weapons, 
conventional ammunition and other commodities. The special 
weapons mission is departing, under agreement with, the Department 
of Energy. Selected for study in BRAC 93. The Army, using its 
discretionary authority, is taking action to realign this 
installation to a depot activity since it does not break the 
thresholds (1 0 U. S .C . ,  Sec. 2687) under the BRAC Act. 

Sierra Army Depot, California. Ranks 7/11 depots. The 
mission of Sierra Army Depot is the receipt, storage, maintenance 
surveillance, issue, demilitarization and calibrat-ion of special . 
weapons, conventional ammunition and general suppl.ies. This 
mission also includes the storage of Southwest Asia Petroleum 
Distribution Operational Project (SWAPDOP) and Water Support 
Equipment Project for the U.S. Army. Destruction of obsolete and 
unsafe munitions by detonation in a complex of 14 demolition 
pits. The special weapons mission is departing, under agreement 
with the Department of Energy. Selected for study in BRAC 93. 
The Army, using its discretionary authority, is taking action to 
realign this installation to a depot activity since it does not 
break the thresholds (10 U.S.C., Sec. 2687) under the BRAC Act. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania. Ranks 1 / 1 1  Depots. 
The mission of Tobyhanna Army Depot is to receive, store, ship 
and maintain a variety of assigned communications-electronics 
equipment and general supplies. Tobyhanna's primary maintenance 
mission is providing for the overhaul, rebuild, modification, 
conversion repair and fabrication of strategic and tactical 
communications and photographic equipment. Se1ect:ed for study in 
BRAC 93. 



St Louis Federal Center, Missouri, (includes the Charles M. 
Price support center, the Leased federal building and the St 
Louis Army Ammunition Plant.) Ranks 10112 commodity oriented 
installations. ATCOM is responsible for the research, 
development, engineering and logistical support for Army 
airmobile systems and support of field and troop support items. 
The Charles Melvin Price Support Center provides administrative, 
logistics, and morale, welfare and recreation services to Army 
reserve components and other federal government elements in the 
St. Louis metropolitan area, as delineated in support agreements 
and/or area support assignments. Most assigned mission 
responsibilities are executed by service contractor. As 
recommended by the 1991 Commission, it was selected for study to 
determine whether this command could relocate to government-owned 
facilities. The high relocation costs make realignment or 
closure impractical and prohibitively expensive. 

Vint Hill Farms Station, Virginia, Ranks 9/12 commodity 
oriented installations. The mission of Vint Hill Farms Station 
is to provide base operations support to resident CECOM 
activities and other tenant organizations to support intelligence 
and electronic warfare systems. Selected for study because of 
the basing strategy to consolidate similar functions and close 
small single purpose installations where feasible. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

a. Recommendations 

- Close Vint Hill Farms Station, VA. Realign the 
maintenance and repair function of the Intelligence Materiel 
Management Center (IMMC) to Tobyhanna Depot, PA; realign the 
remaining elements of IMMC, the Signal Warfare Directorate, and 
the program evaluation officer (PEO) for Intelligence and 
Electronic Warfare (IEW) to Fort Monmouth, NJ. 

- Realign the headquarters of U.S. Army Communications 
Electronic Command (CECOM) from leased space near Ft Monmouth, 
NJ, to Rock Island Arsenal, IL, and realign the Chaplain School 
to Ft Jackson, SC. Vacate leased space adjacent to Ft Monmouth 
and consolidate activities from Evans and Wayside sub-posts onto 
the main post and Charles Woods sub-post. Dispose of excess 
facilities on main post at Ft Monmouth and at the Charles Woods 
and Evans sub-posts. 

- Instead of sending the materiel management functions Of 
U . S .  Army Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) to 
Redstone Arsenal, AL, as recommended by the 1991 Base Closure 
Commission, realign these commodities under Tank Automotive 
Command (TACOM) and leave the functions in place at Rock Island 
Arsenal, IL. 



PRODUCTION INSTALLATIONS MILITARY VALUE SCORES r 
N o t e :  T h i s  quanti  t a t i  ve assessment provides a s t a r t i n g  point  i n  
t h e  eva lua t ion  o f  the Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does  n o t  produce 
a decision on which base  should close or be real igned.  A1 though 
the assessment o f fers  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  judging poss ib le  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c l o s u r e  or realignment,  i t  i s  j u s t  one element 
i n  the Army's o v e r a l l  eva lua t ion .  

3, INSTALLATION SCREENING 

Hawthorne Army Ammunition Plant (AAP), Nevada. Ranks 3/13 
Production Installations. Hawthorne Army Ammunition Plant 
receives, issues, stores, renovates, tests, demils, and provides 
Q A S A S / D ~ ~ O ~  storage for conventional ammunition. It also 
operates a calibration lab and ballistics test facility; 
maintains the capability to receivelship containerized cargo; and 
maintains the capability to LAP ammunition items. Deferred from 
study in BRAC 93. 

Holston Army Ammunition Plant (AAP), Tennessee. Ranks 10/13 
Production Installations. Holston Army Ammunition Plant . 
manufactures explosives and chemical materials and stores 



strategic and critical materials. Deferred from study in BRAC - - 

'(3 
93. 

Iowa Army Ammunition Plant (AAP), Iowa. Ranks 6/13 
Production ~nstallations. Iowa Army Ammunition Plant 
manufactures 8 inch rocket assisted artillery ammunition, 
demolition blocks, mine dispensing systems, and . . various warheads. 
Deferred from study in BRAC 93. 

Lake City Army Ammunition Plant ( A A P ) ,  Hissouri. Ranks 8/13 
Production Installations. Lake City Army Anununitian Plant 
manufactures small arms ammunition and chemical materials, proof 
tests small arms ammunition and maintains the capability to 
receivelship containerized cargo, Deferred from study in BRAC 
93, 

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant (AAP) , Texas .. Ranks 6 / 1 3 
Production Installations. Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant loads, 
assembles and packs ammunition items, and maintains the 
capability to receive and/or ship containerized cargo. In 
addition, Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant performs quality 
assurance ammunition and storage surveillance functions. 
Deferred from study in BRAC 93. 

McAlester Army Ammunition Plant (AAP), Oklahoma, Ranks 2/13 
Production Installations. McAlester Army Ammunition Plant 
produces, renovates, demils and stores conventional ammunition 
and related components, performs industrial engineering and 
product assurance and operates a calibration lab. Deferred from 
study in BRAC 93, 

Milan Army Ammunition Plant (AAP) , Tennessee. Ranks 5 / 1 3 
Production Installations. Milan Army Ammunition Plant loads, 
assembles, and packs ammunition items; maintains the capability 
to receivelship containerized cargo; handles and stores 
ammunition; and, provides ~~S~S/storage surveillance functions. 
Deferred from study in BRAC 93. 

Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas. Ranks 4/13 Production 
Installations. Pine Bluff Arsenal has the mission to operate and 
maintain production facilities for manufacture of assigned 
materiel, store, survey and ship supplies and equipment. it also 
performs demilitarization of chemical munitions, and produces 
binary munitions. Deferred from study in BRAC 93. 

Radford Army munition Plant ( M P )  , Virginia. Ranks 811 3 
Production Installations. Radford AAP has been identified as a 
Group Technology Center .for Propellants, (~olvent/Solventless and 
Single Base). Radford AAP is the center of expertise for 
Propellant manufacture and is the last active plant capable of 
producing TNT. Deferred from study in BRAC 93. 



Saginaw Army Aircraft Plant, Texas. Ranks 13/13 Production 
Installations. The plant is a government-owned facility that was 
contractor-operated by Bell Helicopter-Textron to store and 
refurbish aircraft and provide test flight capability for 
Department of Defense helicopters. Due to economic reasons, Bell 
Helicopter-Textron suspended operations, discontinued the lease 
agreement, and vacated the premises in January.1989. Since that 
time, the facility has been vacant and idle-   he Army, using its 
discretionary authority, is taking action to close this plant 
since it does not break any threshold under the BRAC Act. 

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut. Ranks 11/13 
Production Installations. Stratford Army Engine Plant is a 
government-owned engine manufacturing facility which, unlike the 
usual GOCO facility, is contractor-operated under a no-fee 
facilities contract. The contract provides for rent-free use of 
real and personal property on government contracts, and rental 
use of same on commercial contracts. The facility is staffed and 
operated solely by contractor personnel. The "resident" 
contractor, Textron Lycoming, has been operating in the plant 
since 1951. The AGT-1500 engine used in the M1 Abrams Tank is 
the primary military product line. Aviation engine product lines 
are the T55 series engine for CH/MH-47 application, and the 
out-of- production T53 series engine used on the UH-1, AH-1 and 
OV-1. There are also some active contracts for the Navy and 
other Defense agencies. A study is underway which examines 
options to:(a) transfer Army workload to a contractor-owned 
facility; (b) transfer Army workload t a government-owned 

ly facility; and (c) dispose of the plant. The study will be 
complete by August 1993. The Army, using its discretionary 
authority, is taking action to close this plant since it does 
not break any threshold under the BRAC Act. 

Tarheel Army Missile Plant, North Carolina- Hanks 12/13 
Production Installations. Preliminary Assessment Study in 
process to determine condition and cleanup requirements. Current . 
plan is to maintain and protect, as required, pending release to 
GSA as excess to Army requirements. The Army, using its 
discretionary authority, is taking action to close this plant 
since it does not break any threshold under the BRAC Act. 

Watervliet Arsenal, New York. Ranks 1/13 Production 
Installations. Watervliet Arsenal's mission is to perform 
procurement, fabrication, industrial engineering,' and product 
assurance of assigned materiel. The arsenal also provides 
administrative and logistical support services to tenant 
activities. Primary materiel responsibilities include mortars, 
recoilless rifles, canons for tanks, towed and self- propelled 
artillery, components, special tool sets, and related training 
devices and simulators. Deferred from study in BRAC 93. 



Note: This  quanti t a t i  ve assessment provides a  s t a r t i n g  point i n  
the  evaluat ion of  the Army's base s tructure .  I t  does not  produce 
a  dec i s ion  on which base should c lo se  or be real igned.  A1 though 
the  assessment o f f e r s  a  1  ogical  b a s i s  for judging poss ib le  
oppor tuni t i e s  or closure and realignment, i t  is  jus t  one element 
i n  the  Army's overal l  evaluation.  

3 .  INSTALLATION SCREENING 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland (APG). Ranks 114 proving 
grounds. The mission of Aberdeen Proving Ground is a major Army 
Research, Development and Testing installation. APG provides 
administrative management to numerous organizations. This 
support includes readiness and mobilization preparedness. As 
AMCts only Mobilization Station APG is the host to a potential of 
25 to 50 company sized Army Reserve and National Guard units. In 
addition, APG is the host of the AMC Mobilization Deployment 
Processing Center. APG has extensive facilities and 
infrastructure in place. APG has the highest replacement value 
of any Army installation. The high cost to duplicate or replace 
facilities requires APG to be deferred from consideration as a 
closure candidate. 

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah (DPG). Ranks 414 proving 
grounds. RPG plans, conducts, and reports the results of 
developmental tests of chemical warfare munitions, chemical and 
biological defense systems and flame, incendiary, smoke obscurant 
and illuminating weapons systems. The proving ground safeguards, 
stores, transports, and uses chemical surety materiel, and 
provides security and removal/disposal of unwanted chemical 
surety materiel. Also, it plans, conducts, and reports the 
results of performance and survivability of DoD materiel in a 
tropical environment. Although Dugway was considered for closure 
or realignment, it ultimately was excluded due to its unique 



capability to conduct chemical and biological testi-ng. 

'lr) White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico (WSMR). Ranks 214 
proving grounds. vWSMR is operated and maintained primarily for 
support of research, development, and testing of weapon and space 
systems, subsystems,,and components.. The major range and test 
facility base is available to all DOD components, other 
government agencies and domestic commercial agencies and foreign 

- governments when sponsored by the U.S. Government. White Sands 
Missile Range is unique because it is one of the only sites in 
the United Stated that is large enough (2 million + acres) to 
fire all organic missile and artillery systems. Because of this 
unique capability, WSMR was deferred from study for closure or 
realignment. 

Yuma Proving Grounds, Arizona (YPG). Ranks 3/4 proving 
grounds. YPG plans, conducts, analyzes, and reports the results 
of developmental tests and other tests; reviews plans; and 
monitors developmental testing planned or conducted by proponent 
materiel developers, producers, and contractors fox the following 
types of materiel: tube artillery systems, aircraft armament 
systems, air delivery systems, and air mobility equipment. The 
proving ground also performs~desert environmental tests on all 
classes of Army materiel. YPG is designated as a National Test 
Range and has unique facilities for Joint testing that cannot be 
replicated without a large capital investment. Because of the 
unique facilities available, YPG was deferred from study for 
closure,' It is also receiving functions as a result of the 1988 
  om mission"^ decision to close Jefferson Proving Ground, Indiana. 

4, RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATIO~ 

a. Recommendations 

None. 

- b, Justification 

Although Dugway Proving Grounds was considered as a 
candidate for closure, no recommendation is being made due to its 
unique chemical and biological testing mission. The other 
installations in this category were deferred from further study 
after initial evaluation due to their unique military value. 

5 ,  PERSONNEL IMPAClCS 

Not Applicable. 



PORTS MILITARY VALUE SCORES 

Note: Th i s  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment p rov ides  a  s t a r t i n g  po in t  i n  
t h e  eva lua t ion  of  the  Army's base  s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does  no t  produce 
a d e c i s i o n  on which base  should close or be r e a l i g n e d .  Although 
t h e  assessment o f fers  a  l o g i c a l  b a s i s  f o r  judging p o s s i b l e  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  for c l o s u r e  and real ignment ,  i t  is  j u s t  one element 
i n  t h e  Army's o v e r a l l  e va lua t ion .  

3. INSTALLATION SCREENING 

SUNNY POINT, NC. The mission of Military Ocean Terminal. 
Sunny Point is to plan, coordinate, and accomplish movement of 
ammunition and other dangerous cargo to support the Department of 
Defense. No other Army-owned ammunition terminal exists on the 
east, West, or Gulf coasts. Sunny Point is also a prime US Army 
Reserve training site for rail, terminal, and port security 
units. Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 

BAYONNE, NJ. Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne provides the 
only Army secure water terminal facility in support of European, 
African, and Southwest Asian Theaters of Operation. Current 
location and facilities meets the criteria for handling 
throughput of a brigade-sized element with little, if any, 
difficulty. Therefore, it was deferred from further study. 

OAKLAND, CA. Military Ocean Terminal, Oakland, provides the 
only Army secure water terminal facility in support of the 
Pacific and Far East Theaters of Operation. Current location and 
facilities meets the criteria for handling throughput of brigade- 
sized elements with little difficulty. Therefore, it was 
deferred from further study. 



w 

MEDICAL CENTER MILITARY VALUE SCORES 

Note: This  q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment provides  a s t a r t i n g  point i n  
the evaluat ion of  the  Army's base s t r u c t u r e .  I t  does  not  produce 
a dec i s ion  on which base should close o r  be rea l igned .  
A1 though the  assessment o f f e r s  a l o g i c a l  b a s i s  for judging 
p o s s i b l e  oppor tun i t i e s  for  c losure  or realignment, i t  i s  j u s t  one 
element i n  the  Army's overa l l  evaluat ion.  

3 .  INSTALLATION SCREENING 

WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, WASHINGTON, DC. 
Ranks equally with Fitzsimons Medical Center in mi.litary value. 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center (WRAMC) is the Armyfs largest 
medical center and 'has more than 61,400 beneficiaries in the 
immediate-,Washington metropolitan area. WRAMC supports the Army 
in three important areas of medical science: patient care, or 
the maintenance of the Armyfs fighting strength; medical 
education; and training and medical research. WRAMC is the 
principal clinical teaching hospital for the Unifo:rmed Services 
University of the Health Sciences as well as a teaching hospital 
for medical students from George Washington, Howard, and 
Georgetown Universities., There are no restructuring or reshaping. 
initiatives that affect this medical center. Therefore, it was 
deferred from further study. 

FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, AURORA, CO. Ranks 
equally with Walter Reed Army Medical Center in military value. 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC) is one of seven Army 
medical centers in the US and has two catchment areas of service. 
With a roughly 40-mile radius, it provides primary care for 
approximately 67,000 beneficiaries. The second catchment area 
region includes Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Kansas, 
Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and Missouri, with more than 500,000 
beneficiaries eligible for tertiary care when needed. FAMC 
provides daily health care, medical training, mobilization, and 
installation support. Graduate medical education is offered at 
the intern, resident and fellowship levels. FAMC also supports 
medical training for active duty and reserve component personnel 
including courses for licensed practical nurses, operating-room 
and radiology technicians, occupational and physical therapy 
specialists, nurse anesthetists, and critical care nurses. FAMC 



3. INSTALLATION SCREENING 

The analysis of ARNG installations focused on the federally 
owned Army real estate or facilities under license, permit, or 
executive order to the ARNG. These properties are listed in the 
HQDA Integrated Facility System (HQIFS) and account for 4% of 
total ARNG installations. This catebory does not include all 
ARNG facilities on active installations, leased facilities, or 

- other non-Army federal facilities. Facility requirements were 
determined using the FY92 ARNG force structure pending HQDA 
reconciliation of the FY93 Congressional mandated versus DOD 
programmed end strength. 

The assessed category consists of 154 properties. 126 of 
these properties have buildings, while 28 are training land only. 
Each of the properties was analyzed, however the assessment of 
facilities on each was limited to the following major types of 
facilities: Armory, Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS), 
Combined Support Maintenance Shop (CSMS), Mobilization and 
Training Equipment Site (MATES), Unit Training Equipment Site 
(UTES), and aviation facilities. A total of 167 facilities (in 
an assessed categories) are located on the 126 properties with 
facilities: 

- 119 Armories. (64 are temporary buildings for the Alaska 
Scout units. ) 

- 26 Organizational Maintenance Shops. 

- 5 Combined Support Maintenance Shops. 

- 3 Mobilization and Training Equipment Sites. 

- 9 Unit Training Equipment Sites. 

- 5 Aviation Facilities. 

All the assessed properties fall below the thresholds 
established by U.S.C. 2687. Cost reductions, without adverse 
impacts on ARNG unit readiness, are achieved through the 
efficient management of installation and facility infrastructure. 
As force structure changes occur and specific unit inactivations 
are determined, potential candidates for realignment or closure 
may be identified. Three of the assessed installations have been 
identified as excess and are in the process of being closed. 

Except for the three properties identified as excess, the 
existing facilities directly support the ARNG missions of 
manning, equipping, maintaining, training, and mobilizing combat 
ready units. 

Accessibility and modernization of training facilities and 



supporting installation infrastructure is an imperative for Army 
National Guard mission 'readiness. w 
4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

There are no recommended realignments or closures in this 
category. All of the ARNG installations reviewed fall below the 
threshold of U.S.C. 2687. However, three properties were 
identified as excess and are being closed. 



Expandability -Land available for future expansion? 
-Capacity for additional units to term leases? 
-Would expansion create environmental problems? 
-Local utilities have capacity for expansion? 
-Existing information management/telecommhication 
systems able to accommodate facility expansion? 

Quality -USAR presence cons$dered an asset by community? 
of Life -Facility provide a healthy work environment for 

assigned persqnnel? 
-Crime rate in area have negative impact on 
mission training and personally on unit members? 
-Proximity of community support facilities 
(exchange, commissary)? 

The process used to assess reserve facilities involved a 
number of actions. The 3 Sun 92 version of the Army.Stationing 
and Installation Plan (ASIP) Volume IV (USAR) was updated by the 
MUSARC to develop a current and complete list of facilities. 
This list was then compared with the inventory developed in 
preparation for BRAC 91 which resulted in the addition of 55 new 
locations, most of which are leases. Responses for the 
attributes were then developed for the additional facilities. 

Having developed the attribute responses for the additional 

w facilities enables analysis of the entire facility inventory to 
identify those which are of lessor value and therefore more 
susceptible to closure. 

All reserve facilities are below the threshold prescribed by 
Section 2687, Title 10, U.S.C. for nomination to t:he BRAC 
process. The USAR is therefore not bound by the HRAC timetable 
and a facility can be turned-in to the controlling installation 
for disposal as soon as it becomes excess. The Army Reserve is 
continually reviewing its real property inventory in this manner 
to identify opportunities for reducing costs and improving 
utilization and conditions whenever possible. 

This assessment confirmed that the Army Reserve has a low 
percentage of facilities "on-hand" versus what is "required" as 
stated in paragraph 1 above, the lowest when compared to reserve 
components of other services. To help bridge the gap, the Army 
Reserve has acquired a considerable number of leases. These 
leased facilities are costly and are of marginal utility since 
they are not designed in accordance with reserve specifications. 
Although they do not fully support the varied training needs of 
the tenant units, they must be retained until new training 
facilities can be constructed. 



4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

There were no reserve centers or facilities above the BRAC 
threshold identified for closure as a result of this assessment. 
However, two other properties were identified as excess and are 
being closed. 

Congress has directed an FY 93 end-strength for the Army 
Reserve 22,225 below the FY 92 level. A five-phase unit 
inactivation plan has been developed'to achieve this reduction 
and sent to the field for review prior to implementation. MUSARC 
Commanders have been directed to consider maximizing facility 
utilization and reducing leases when developing the stationing 
portion of the plan and to reinforce that guidance, USARC has set 
a goal to reduce lease costs by $3 million per year in FY 93 and 
FY 94. When this "winter Command plan" is finalized it will be 
possible to identify excess facilities and determine the best 
disposition. 

Where inactivations cause a facility to become vacant or 
underutilized it can be either filled with units from a nearby 
overcrowded facility, used to reduce or terminate a lease, or 
declared excess and turned in for disposal. In recent years the 
Army Reserve has been able to identify and terminate 38 leases 
through this process for a savings of $1,452,485. A preliminary 
scrub of the inactivation plan indicates there will be more 
opportunities to vacate excess facilities and terminate unneeded 
leases when implemented. 

Y 



c. Quality of Life. 

Places Rated Almanac. 

Health Care Support Index - The Army needs to ensure 
that its active duty personnel, dependents, government employees 
and retirees are afforded the best health care-possible. 

Under the direction of the Deputy Secretary for Defense, the 
DA&M conducted a study of DoD activities and during Phase I 
defined which must remain in the NCR and which activities may be 
susceptible to relocation. Phase I1 of the study required an 
economic review of each activity selected to determine which 
relocations, if any, would be feasible and cost effective. 

The activities listed below are those activities identified 
in the DA&M study for review in Phase I1 which met Army criteria 
for relocation outside of the NCR. 

- Belvoir Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(BRDEC). (See below) 

- Operational Test and Evaluation Command (OPTEC). 
(The Army. has a plan which is expected to relocate the majority 
of OPTEC outside the NCR.) 

0 - Recruiting Support Command. (The Army has already 
taken action to relocate this activity to Ft Knox, KY.) 

None of these activities trigger the thresholds of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Act, requiring submission to the 
Commission. However, they are being included IAW DoD policy 
guidance. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS AND JUSTIFICATION 

a. Recommendation 

Belvoir Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia: Disestablish the BRDEC. 
Relocate the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water 
Purification and Fuell~ubricant 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 
~ o s t / ~ o w  Observables Business Areas to the Night Vision Electro- 
Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication and Electronics 
Research, Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC), Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia. 



b. Justification 

(1 ) Military Value 

On July 21, 1992, the Secretary of the Army requested 
that the Army Science Board appoint-a panel of members and 
consultants to conduct a review of the Army Materiel Command 
Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC) business 
plans. Specifically, the Secretary requested the panel determine 
which RDEC capabilities the Army can afford during the POM, as 
well as address funding decreases across the POM of 18, 20 and 30 
per cent compared to today. The panel based its findings on an 
objective assessment of the missions, functions, business areas, 
core capabilities, customers~ needs and major fields of technical 
endeavor of each RDEC measured against at least the following 

- criteria to determine which RDEC capabilities are essential and 
affordable: Relevance to the Army customer; Availability from 
other sources; R&D Quality; and In-house cost and efficiency. 
The study identified technical areas to be emphasized, 
de-emphasized and eliminated. Areas identified for elimination 
are Tunnel Detection, Materials, Marine Craft, Topographic 
Equipment, Support Equipment and Construction Equipment. The 
Army Science Board panel recommended closure of the Belvoir RDEC 
and dispersal of the business areas that were not recommended for 
elimination. 

The relocation of the Supply, Bridging, Counter 

.(y Mobility, Water Purification and ~uell~ubricant business areas to 
TARDEC is consistent with the conclusions of the Army Science 
Board Study. There is a synergy between these functions and the 
mission of building military vehicles. For example, the bridging 
area requires heavy vehicles such as tanks, and heavy mobile 
logistics to move across demountable bridges and light spans. 
Supply, Fuell~ubricants, Water Purification and Counter Mobility 
also complement the mission of TARDEC. Realignment of the ~uel/ 
Lubricant business area is part of DoD Project Reliance and has 
already commenced. 

The transfer of operational control of the Physical 
Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine 
~etection/~eutralization, Environmental Controls and Low ~ o s t l ~ o w  
Observables Business Areas from the Belvoir RDEC to the Night 
Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication 
and Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(CERDEC), also located in the same general area of Fort Belvoir 
supports the study recommendations, while avoiding any additional 
costs. 


