
Asof:09:13 14March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: NSY LONG BEACH 
Economic Area: Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

Impact of Proposed BRAC-95 Action at  NSY LONG BEACH: 

Total Population of Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA (1992): 9,053,600 
Total Employment of Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA, BEA (1992): 4,989,503 
Total Personal Income of Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA (1992 actual): $194,053,969,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (13,261) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) (0.3%)1 

~ ~ 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 U J 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1  
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (237) 0 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 (225) 0 0 0 0 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 (1) (25) 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 (61) (3,480) 0 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at NSY LONG BEACH: 

MIL 0 0 (1) (262) 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 (61) (3,705) 0 0 0 0 
TO 0 0 (62) (3,967) 0 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

Other pen din^ BRAC Actions at NSY LONG BEACH (Previous Rounds): 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total -- 
(237) 
(225) 

(26) 
(3,541) 

(2ti3) 
(3,766) 
(4,0219) 

(9,232) 
(13,261) 

0 
0 

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 3,984,000 Average Per Capita Income (1 992): $2 1,434 

Annualized Change in Civilian Emploment ( 1984- 1993) Annualized Change in Per Capita Personal Income (1 984- 1992) 

Employment: 45,889 Dollars: $732 
Percentage: 1.3% Percentage: 4.1% 

U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA and the US (1 984 - 1993 ): 

- 1985 - 1984 - 1986 - 1987 - 1988 - 1989 - 1990 - 1991 - 1992 - 1993 

Local 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% 5.9% 4.9% 4.6% 5.8% 8.0% 9.6% 9.7% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5%) 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 
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As of 09:13 14 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: NSY LONG BEACH 
Economic Area: Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts affect in^ Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA: 

- 
Direct and Indirect Job Change: (19,966) 

Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total E:mploy (0.4%) 
-- - 1  

~ ~ ~ 1 9 9 7 8 . 1 9 9 9 _ 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 T o t a l  
Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding NSY LONG BEACH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 (7) (11) 0 0 0 0 (If!) 
CIV 0 0 (3) (8) 0 0 0 0 (1 1.) 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 Z! 
CIV 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 20 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding NS'Y LONG BEACH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Cl 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL (3,142) (677) (334) 0 0 0 0 0 (4,153) 
CIV (286) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (2861) 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA Statistical Area (Including NSY LONG 
BEACH) 

MIL (3,142) (677) (342) (273) 2 0 0 0 (4,432) 
CIV (286) 0 (64) (3,713) 20 0 0 0 (4,043) 
TO (3,428) (677) (406) (3,986) 22 0 0 0 (8,475) 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: (1 1,491) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (19,966) 



As of 08:45 03 March 1995 TS10-1 C 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: FORT MCCLELLAN 
Economic Area: Anniston, AL MSA 

-- -- - -- - 

Irnuact of Proposed BRAC-95 Action at FORT MCCLELLAN: 
-- ~ ~ 

Total Population of Anniston, AL MSA (1992): 116,400 
Total Employment of A.nniston, AL MSA, BEA (1992): 62,049 
Total Personal Income of Anniston, AL MSA (1992 actual): $1,764,458,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (10,720) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period ('10 of 1992 Total Employment) (17.3%) 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 9 9 9 ~ ~  
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (317) (5,548) 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 (242) (432) 0 0 0 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 (230) 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 (1,767) 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at FORT MCCLELLAN: 

MIL 0 0 0 (317) (5,778) 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 (242) (2,199) 0 0 0 
TO 0 0 0 (559) (7,977) 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

Other Pendinp BRAC Actions at FORT MCCLELLAN (Previous Rounds): 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total -- 

(5,865) 
(674) 
(230) 

(1,767) 

(6,095) 
(2944 1) 
(8,536) 

(2,184) 
(10,720) 

0 
100 

Anniston, AL MSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1 993): 48,264 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $15,158 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal Income Data 

Annualized Change in Civilian Employment (1 984- 1993) Annualized Change in PerGpita Personal Income ( 1984- 1992') 

Employment: 442 Dollars: $695 
Percentage: 1 .O% Percentage: 5.9% 
U. S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for Anniston, AL MSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

- 

Local 10.9% 8.9% 9.6% 7.8% 7.4% 7.0% 7.0% 7.3% 8.3% 8.5% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

- -- - 
1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of 08:45 03 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: FORT MCCLELLAN 
Economic Area: Anniston, AL MSA 

- -- -- - -- 

Cumulative BRAC Im~acts Affectinp Anniston, AL MSA: 

-- 

and Indirect Job Change: 
Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employ (14.7%) 

Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding FORT MCCLELLAN) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 98 375 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 270 269 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding FORT MCCLELLAN) 

Amy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV (33) (179) (32) (32) 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Anniston, AL MSA Statistical Area (Including FORT MCCLELLAN) 

MIL 0 0 0 (289) (5,778) 0 0 0 (6,067) 
CIV 67 (179) (32) (176) (1.824) 270 269 0 (1,605) 
TO 67 (179) (32) (465) (7,602) 270 269 0 (7,672) 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: (1,446) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (9,1 18) 



As oE 0851 03 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: KIRTLAND AFB 
Economic Area: *Bernalillo County, NM 

Im~act  of Pro~osed BRAC-95 Action at KIRTLAND AFB: 

Total Population of *Bernalillo County, NM (1992): 499,300 
Total Employment of *Bernalillo County, NM, BEA (1992): 327,209 
Total Personal Income of *Bernalillo County, NM (1992 actual): $9,277,096,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (11,916) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) (3.6%) 

1 9 9 4 1 9 9 $ 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1  
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (3,651) 0 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 (2,032) 0 0 0 0 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (905) 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 (262) 0 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at KIRTLAND AFB: 

MIL 0 0 0 (4,556) 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 (2,294) 0 0 0 0 
TO 0 0 0 (6,850) 0 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

Other pen din^ BRAC Actions at KIRTLAND AFB (Previous Rounds): 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total -- 

(3965 1) 
(2,032) 

(905) 
(262) 

*Bernalillo County, NM Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 254,85 1 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $18,582 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal Income Data 

Annualized Change in Civilian Employment (1 984- 1993) Annualized Change in PerQeita Personal Income (1 984- 1992) 

Employment: 4,O 18 Dollars: $729 
Percentage: 1.7% Percentage: 4.8% 

U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for *Bernalillo County, NM and the US (1984 - 1993): 

Local 6.2% 6.7% 6.4% 6.4% 5.9% 5.1% 5.0% 5.3% 4.7% 6.6% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of: 0 8 5 1  03 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: KIRTLAND AFB 
Economic Area: "Bernalillo County, NM 

Cumulative BRAC Im~acts  Affecting "Bernalillo Countv. NM: 

- 

and Indirect Job Change: 
Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 9 9 ' ) ~ m J  
Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding KIRTLAND AFB) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C IV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C IV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding K1R:TLAND AFB) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total - 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in *Bernalillo County, NM Statistical Area (Including KIRTLAND AFB) 

MIL 0 0 0 (4,556) 0 0 0 0 (4,556) 
CIV 0 0 0 (2,294) 0 0 0 0 (2,294) 
TO 0 0 0 (6,850) 0 0 0 0 (6,850) 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: (5,066) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (11,916) 



As of: 0853 03 March 1995 LE2-1 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: ATCOM 
Economic Area: St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

Impact of Proposed BRAC-95 Action at ATCOM: 
-- 

Population of St. Louis, MO-IL MSA (1992): 2,518,500 
Total Employment of St. Louis, MO-IL MSA, BEA (1992): 1,428,582 
Total Personal Income of St. Louis, MO-IL MSA (1992 actual): $54,651,920,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (7,679) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total E~nployment) (0.5%) 1 

199419951996 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at ATCOM: 

MIL 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 
TO 0 0 0 

lndirect Job Change: 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

Other Pending BRAC Actions at ATCOM (Previous Rounds): 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total -- 
(203) 

(2,880) 

(4.4) 
(1,604) 

St. Louis, MO-IL MSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, RLS (1 993): 1,187,854 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $2 1,700 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal Income Data 

Annualized Change in Civilian Employment (1984-1993) Annualized Change in PerQpita Personal Income (1984-1992) 

Employment: 9,732 Dollars: $900 
Percentage: 0.9% Percentage: 5.2% 
U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for St. Louis, MO-IL MSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

- -- 

Local 8.1% 7.4% 7.0% 7.0% 6.0% 5.5% 6.0% 6.9% 6.0% 6.5% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

- -- - 
1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of 08:53 03 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: ATCOM 
Economic Area: St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affecting St. Louis, MO-IL MSA: 

Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 
Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employ T 

Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding ATCOM) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 (25) 2 0 0 0 (23) 
CIV 0 0 0 (200) 40 0 0 0 (160) 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C IV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C t v  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding ATCOM) 

Amy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in St. Louis, MO-IL MSA Statistical Area (Inclucling, ATCOM) 

MIL 0 0 0 (25) (245) 0 0 0 (270)' 
CIV 0 0 0 (200) (4.444) 0 0 0 (4,644)' 
TO 0 0 0 (225) (4,689) 0 0 0 (4,914)~ 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: (3,060) 
Cumulative Total Direct and 1ndi1,ect Job Change: (7,974) 



As of: 0858 03 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: NAVSTA LONG BEACH 
Economic Area: Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

- -- - - - - 

Impact of Proposed BRAC-95 Action a t  NAVSTA LONG BEACH: 

Total Population of Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA (1992): 9,053,600 
Total Employment of Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA, BEA (1992): 4,989,503 
Total Personal Income of Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA (1992 actual): $194,053,969,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 0 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) 0.0% 

19941995- 1996 1997 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at NAVSTA LONG BEACH: 

MIL 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 
TO 0 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: (3 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 0 

Other pen din^ BRAC Actions at NAVSTA LONG BEACH (Previous Rounds): 

MIL (2,686) (677) (334) 0 0 0 0 0 (3,697) 
CIV (81) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (81) 

I 

Los An~eles-Long Beach, CA PMSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1 993): 3,984,000 Average Per Capita Income (1 992): $2 1,434 

Employment Data Per Capita Personal Income Data 

Annualized Change in Civilian Employment (1984-1993) Annualized Change in P e r Q i t a  Personal Income (1984-19921 

Employment: 45,889 Dollars: $732 
Percentage: 1.3% Percentage: 4.1% 

U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

Local 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% 5.9% 4.9% 4.6% 5.8% 8.0% 9.6% 9.7% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporal:e revised methodologies and 1993 
Bureau of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of 0858 03 March 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: NAVSTA LONG BEACH 
Economic Area: Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affecting Los Angeles-Lon~ Beach, CA PMSA: 

Potential Cumulative Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 

Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding NAVSTA LONG BEACH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 '0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 (8) (273) 0 0 0 0 (281) 
CIV 0 0 (64) (3,713) 0 '0 0 0 (3,777) 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
CIV 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 20 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding NAVSTA LONG BEACH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL (456) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (456:) 
CIV (205) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (205) 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA Statistical Area (Including NAVSTA 
LONG BEACH) 

MIL (3,142) (677) (342) (273) 2 0 0 0 (4,432) 
CIV (286) 0 (64) (3,713) 20 0 0 0 (4,043) 
TO (3,428) (677) (406) (3,986) 22 0 0 0 (8,475) 

Cumulative Indirect Job Change: (1 1,491) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (1 9,966) 



As of 12:50 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Anniston, AL MSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activb -- Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Ja~bs Out : 
FORT kICCLE1,LAN 

Total Jobs Out : (2,135) (3,960) (121 1) (1,230) (8,536) 

Jobs In : 
AIWISTON ARMY DEPOT 28 0 473 0 0 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT 

-- 
0 0 539 

- 
0 

- 
0 

Total Jobs In : 2 8 0 1,012 0 1,040 

Net Job Change : (2,107) (3,960) (199) (1,230) (7,496) 



Asof 13:01 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Fort Smith, AR-OK MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors I o d  

Jobs Out : 
FORT CHAFFEE - (40) - 

0 (207) - 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (40) 0 (207) 0 (1247) 

-- - 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job1 Change : (40) 0 (207) 0 (.247) 



As of: 13:02 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Denver, CO PMSA 

Activ& -- Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CE (1,03 1) (260) (1,381) (23 1) (231) 
LOWRJ' AFB (78) 0 0 (I1) - - 

0 

Total Jobs Out : (1,109) (260) (1,392) (23 1) (2,'992) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 13:04 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
A'TCOh4 (247) 0 (3,902) (582) (582) 
CI-IARLES M. PRICE SUPPORT CE - (25) - (64) (136) - (136) 0 

Total Jobs Out : (272) 0 (3,966) (718) (4,'956) 

Jobs In : 
S-r LOUIS PUBS 2 o 40 o o 

- - 

Total Jobs In : 2 0 40 0 42 

Net Job Change : (270) 0 (3,926) (718) (4 ,'9 1 4) 



Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Carroll County, IL 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 

Jobs Out : 
SISVAKNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVI (4) (53) (393) 0 0 

- 

Total Jobs Out : (4) (53) (393) 0 (450) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job) Change : 



As of: 13:07 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Hagerstown, MD PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT RJTCHIE 

- (1901 1) 0 (878) (455) (45 5) 

Total Jobs Out : (1,01 1) 0 (878) (455) (2,344) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



,4s of: 13:09 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Detroit, MI PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors .- 'Total 

Jobs Out : 
US ARMY GARRISON, SELFRZDG 

- (54) 0 (138) (417) (4 17) 

Total Jobs Out : (54) 0 (138) (417) (609) 

Jobs In : 
DETROIT ARSENAL 8 0 178 0 0 
SELFRIDGE AGB 

- 
54 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 62 0 178 0 240 

Net Job Change : 8 0 40 (4 17) (369) 



AsoE 13:14 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Jersey City, NJ PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
CAVEN POINT (3 0 0 0 0 
MIL OCEAN TERMINAL-BAYONN 

- (1 00) 0 (946) (321) (321) 

Total Jobs Out : (103) 0 (946) (321) (1,370) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 13:16 01 March 1995 

. . . . . . . . . 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Seneca County, NY 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

- (9) 0 (3 16) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (9) 0 (3 16) 0 ((325) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (9) 0 (3 16) 0 (3 2 5) 



As of: 13:18 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Harrisburg-Lebanon-Carlisle, PA MSA 

Activity Militaty Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT INDIANTOWN GAP 

- (136) 0 (385) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (136) 0 (385) 0 (:52 1 ) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE DISTRlBUTION REGION 0 0 89 0 0 
NEW CIJMBERLAND FACILITY 

- 
0 0 297 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 3 86 0 3 86 

Net Job Change : (136) 0 1 0 (135) 



As of 13:20 01 March 1995 Economic; Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Texarkana, TX-Texarkana, AR MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT (1) 0 (820) 0 0 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 

- (14) 0 (2,887) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (1 5) 0 (3,707) 0 (3,722) 

Jobs In : 
LONE STAR ARMY AMMUNITION 

- 
0 0 510 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 510 0 510 

Net Job Change : (15) 0 (3,197) 0 (3,2 12) 



As of 13:43 0 1 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Nottoway & Dinwiddie Counties, VA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT PICKETT 

- (9) 0 (245) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (9) 0 (245) 0 (254) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (9) 0 (245) 0 (:2 5 4) 



As of: 13:36 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 
Aleutians West Census Area, AK 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAF ADAK 

- (540) 0 (61) (77) (77) 

Total Jobs Out : (540) 0 (61) (77) (678) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (540) 0 (61) (77) (678) 



As oE 13:38 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

Activitv Military Students Contractors -- Total Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
NRC POMONA (7) 0 0 (3) (3) 
NSY LONG BEACH (263) 0 (3,433) (333) (333) 
SUPSHIP LONG BEACH - (11) 0 (8) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (281) 0 (3,441) (336) (4,058) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEM 2 0 20 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 2 0 20 0 22 

Net Job Change : (279) 0 (3,421) (336) (4,036) 



As of: 13:39 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
ANDERSON AFB 
FISC GUAM 
NAVSTA GUAM 
SHPREPFAC GUAM 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Agana, Guam 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- T'otal 



As of: 13:42 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

*Boone, Hamilton, Hamcock, Hendricks, Johnson, Marion, Morgan, & Shelby Counties, IN 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
N AWCA,D INDIANAPOLIS - (3 6) 0 (2,620) (185) (185) 

Total Jobs Out : (3 6) 0 (2,620) (185) (2,84 1) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (36) 0 (2,620) (185) (234 1) 



As of 13:45 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Louisville, KY-IN MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NSWC 1,OUISVILLE (15) 0 (1,306) (143) (343) 

Total Jobs Out : (15) 0 (1,306) (143) ( 1,464) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (1 5 )  0 (1,306) (143) (1 



As oE 13:4;' 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DETRICK 0 0 (9) 0 0 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 (55) 0 0 
NDW WASHINGTON (20 1 ) 0 (860) (72) (72) 
NSWC WHlTE OAK - (1) 0 (90) (1 11) (1 11) 

- - 

Total Jobs Out : (293) 0 (1,014) (183) (1,490) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 11 0 4 1 0 0 
FORT DETRICK 602 0 334 0 0 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 3 2 0 0 0 0 
NSWC CIARDEROCK 1 0 19 0 0 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 

- 
193 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 839 0 394 0 1,233 

Net Job Change : 546 0 (620) (183) (:2 5 7) 



As of: 13:49 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Essex, Middlesex, Suffolk, Plymouth, Norfolk Counties, MA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 

NAS SOlJTH WEYMOUTH (63 7) 0 (209) (90) (90) 
SUDBUKY ANNEX 0 0 (10) (3) (3 

Total Jobs Out : (637) 0 (2 19) (93 ('349) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEM 1 0 20 0 0 
HANSCOM AFB 6 0 506 79 79 
USA NATICK RESEARCH & DEVE 2 0 160 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 9 0 686 79 '774 

Net Job Change : (628) 0 467 (14) (175) 



- - - - - - - - - - - - 

As of: 1331  01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Lauderdale County, MS 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
N AS ME;RIDIAN (768) (866) (265) (682) (682) 

Total Jobs Out : (768) (866) (265) (682) (2,581) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 1353 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAWCA.D LAKEHURST 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT MONMOUTH 
WPNSTA EARLE 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Monmouth-Ocean, NJ PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 



~ 

As of: 13:54 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) 0 (369) 
FORT DIX (3 10) 0 (429) 
NAESU X'HILADELPHIA (10) 0 (80) 
NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (223) 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER (16) 0 (294) 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 (1,395) 

Jobs In : 

NSWC PHILADELPHIA 0 0 26 1 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 26 1 

Net Job Change : (356) 0 (1,134) 

Economic Area Report 2 

Contractors -- T~otal 



As of 08:OO 02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Economic: Area Report 2 

Direct Job Change By Installation 
Sacramento, CA PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
MCCLELLAN AFB 134 0 244 1 1 

Total Jobs In : 134 0 244 1 3 79 

Net Job Change : 134 0 244 1 3 79 



As of: 08:04 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 3 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA 
% of Economic 

Direct Indirect -- Area Jabs 



As of: 14:3:5 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
GRIFFISS AIR GUARD 
ROME LABS 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Utica-Rome, NY MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 14:36 01 March 1995 

Jobs Out : 
ROSLYN AGS 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 20:27 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Economic Area Report 2 

Direct Job Change By Installation 
ayton-Springfield, OH MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
- 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 1,015 3 00 980 253 253 

Total Jobs In : 1,015 300 980 253 2,348 

Net Job Change : 1,015 300 980 253 2,548 



As of 14:39 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, & Westmoreland Counties, PA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 

SV S 0 0 0 (128) 0 0 

9 GREATER PITTSBURGH RESERV - 0 0 (347) (40) (40) 
- - 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 (475) (40) (515) 

Jobs In : 
$*:- 0 0 7 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 7 0 7 

Net Job Change : 0 0 (468) (40) (508) 



As of: 14:41 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Austin-San Marcos, TX MSA 

Activitv Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
BERGSI'ROM AFB - 

0 0 (567) (1 8) (1 8) 
- - 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 (567) (18) (585) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : 0 0 (567) (18) (585) 



As of: 14:43 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
BROOKS AFB 
KELLY AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
BROOKS AFB 
FORT SAM HOUSTON 
KELLY AFB 

LACKLAND AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Antonio, TX MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 14:45 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Lubbock, TX MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
REESE AFB 

Total Jobs Out : (760) (1 40) (284) (899) (2,083) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (760) (1 40) (284) (899) (2,083) 



As of: 14:50 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Memphis, TN-AR-MS MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRTBUTION DEPOT - (11) - 0 (1,234) (55) (55) 

Total Jobs Out : (1 1) 0 (1,234) (55) (1,300) 

Jobs In : 
BUREAU OF PERSONNEL (IN) 233 0 293 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 233 0 293 0 :526 

Net Job Change : 222 0 (94 1) (55) (774) 



- - - - - -  ~ 

As of 1452 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT (8) 0 (1,094) 
HILL AFB (254) 0 (333) 

Total Jobs Out : (262) 0 (1,427) 

Jobs In : 
HILL AFB 0 0 23 7 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 23 7 

Net Job Change : (262) 0 (1,190) 

Economic Area Report 2 

Contractors -- Total 



~- ~ - - - -  ~ - -  -- - 

As of: 1456 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Southeast Fairbanks Census Area, AK 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT G:REELY BIG DELTA ARCTI (405) (33) ( 182) (1 04) (104) 

Total Jobs Out : (405) (33) (1 82) (1 04) (724) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

As oE 14:58 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Salinas, CA MSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT HUNTER LIGGETT (393)  0 (85)  0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (393)  0 (85)  0 (478)  

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 1459 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Lassen County, CA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 15:01 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Baltimore, MD PMSA 

Activiq Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
BALTIMORE PUBS (2) 0 (1 29) 
FORT MEADE 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS 

Total Jobs Out : (91) 0 (62 1) 

Jobs In : 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 11 0 108 

Total Jobs In : 11 0 108 

Net Job Change : (80) 0 ( 5  13) 

Contractors -- Total 



As of 15:03 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Detroit, MI PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
US ARMY GARRTSON, SELFRIDG (54) 0 (138) (4 1 7) (4 1 7) 

Total Jobs Out : (54) 0 (138) (4 17) (609) - 

Jobs In : 
DETROIT ARSENAL 8 0 178 0 0 
SELFRIDGE AGB 54 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 62 0 178 0 240 

Net Job Change : 8 0 40 (4 17) (369) 



As 01': 1334 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity - Military Students Civilian -- Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 

DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (1  6) 0 (369) 0 0 
FOR'P DIX (3 10) 0 (429) 0 0 
NAESU PHlLADELPtIIA (10) 0 (80) 0 0 
NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (223) 0 0 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER (1  6) 0 (294) (38) - --- (38) - 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 (1,395) (3 8) (1,789) 

Jobs In : 

NSWC PHIL,ADEI,PHIA 0 0 26 1 0 
- . 

0 
- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 26 1 0 26 1 

Net Job Change : (356) 0 (1,134) (3 8) (1,528) 



As of: 15:04 01 March 1995 Economi~c Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FORT HAMILTON 
FORT TOTTEN 
NRC FORT WADSWORTH 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT HAMILTON 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

New York, NY PMSA 

Militarv Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 14 39 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Allegheny, Fiayette, Washington, & Westmoreland Counties, PA 

A c m  - Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
C. KELLY SUPPORT 0 0 (128) 0 0 
GREATER PITTSBURGH RESERV 0 0 (347) - -- - (40) (40) 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 (475) (40) (5 15) 

Jobs In : 
C. KEL,LY SUPPORT 0 0 7 0 

- --- 
0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 7 0 7 

Net Job Change : 0 0 (468) (40) (508) 



As of: 15:06 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Franklin County, PA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRZBUTION DEPOT (4) 0 (3 74) 
LETTER KENNY ARMY DEPOT (3 5) 0 (2,055) 

Total Jobs Out : (39) 0 (2,429) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Contractors -- Total 



As of: 15:08 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Juan, PR 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT BUCHANAN (59) 0 (123) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (59) 0 (123) 0 (182) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



- - - - - - - 

As of 15:15 0 1  March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Tooele County, UT 

Economic: Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
DUGWAY PROVING GROUND (1 65) 0 (502) (429) (429) 
UTAH TEST AND TRAINING RAN 0 0 (1 04) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (1 65) 0 (606) (429) (1,200) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 15:16 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 
Richmond-Petersburg, VA MSA 

Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
FORT LEE - (99) 0 (1 06) 

Total Jobs Out : (99) 0 (1 06) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CEN 

- 
12 0 347 

Total Jobs In : 12 0 347 

Net Job Change : (87) 0 24 1 

Contractors -- Total 



- - - - - - - - - - - 

As of: 15:31 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Monroe County, FL 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS KEY WEST 

Total Jobs Out : (19) 0 (1) 0 (20) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As oof: 1 5 3 3  01 March 1995 
. . 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
ANDERSON AFB 
FISC GUAM 
NAVSTA GUAM 
SHPREPFAC GUAM 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Agana, Guam 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 'TI' 



- - - - - - - - - - - 

As of: 15:34 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Corpus Christi, TX MSA 

Militarv Students Civilian Contractors -- T'otal 



As of 15:36 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
NUWC KEYPORT 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NSY P'IJGET SOUND 
NUWC KEYPORT 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Bremerton, WA PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

As of 15:29 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Sacramento, CA PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Contractors -- Total Civilian 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
MCCLELLAN AFB 134 0 244 1 1 

Total Jobs In : 134 0 244 1 :3 79 

Net Job Change : 134 0 244 1 3 79 



As of: 15:3'7 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
MOFFETT FIELD AGS 
ONIZUU AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Jose, CA PMSA 

Militaw Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of 15:43 01 March 1995 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
EGLIN AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
EGLIN AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Fort Walton Beach, FL MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



- - - - - - - - - - - - 

As of 15:45 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Macon, GA MSA 

Economic: Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
ROBINS AFB - (8) 0 (486) (40) (40) 

Total Jobs Out : (8) 0 (486) (40) (534) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 15:46 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Great Falls, MT MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
MALMSTROM AFB - (719) 0 (19) (41) (41) 

Total Jobs Out : (7 19) 0 (19) (41) (779) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (719) 0 (19) (41) (779) 



As of 15:48 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
KIRTLAND AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
KIRTLAND AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Bernalillo County, NM 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- 'Total 



As of 15:50 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

*Grand Forks County, ND 

Activity Militarv Students Contractors -- Total Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
GRAND FORKS AFB - (1,506) 0 (53) (66) (66) 

Total Jobs Out : (1,506) 0 (53) (66) (1,625) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : 



As of 1532 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
TINKER AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
TINKER AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Oklahoma City, OK MSA 

Militarv Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 17:35 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
BROOKS AFB 
KELLY ,4FB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
BROOKS AFB 

FORT SAM HOUSTON 
KELLY AFB 

LACKLAND AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Antonio, TX MSA 

Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 17:24 01 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT MSA 

Activity Militaty Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT (8) 0 (1,094) 
HILL AFB (254) 0 (333) 

- - 

Total Jobs Out : (262) 0 (1,427) 

Jobs In : 
HILL AFB 

- 
0 0 23 7 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 23 7 

Net Job Change : (262) 0 (1,190) 

Contractors 



As of 17:38 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc, CA MSA 

, 8 Military Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 17:41 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Francisco, CA PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Tlotal -- 

Jobs Out : 
EAST FT BAKER (47) 0 (50) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (47) 0 (50) 0 (97) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (47) 0 (50) 0 (97) 



As of: 17:47 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Econornic Area Report 2 

Pie vki, ficml R Q ~ ~ ~ u L  Direct Job Change By Installation 

C S J ~  
Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA PMSA 

- 
Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
TRAVl S AFB 

- 
14 

. - 
0 0 1 1 

Total Jobs In : 14 0 0 1 15 

Net Job Change : 14 0 0 1 15 



As of: 17:55 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Fairfield County, CT 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activitv Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Jobs Out : 
STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLA (2)- - 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (2) 0 0 0 (2) 

- . - 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (2) 0 0 0 (2) 



As of: 17:59 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Monroe County, FL 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS KEY WEST (19) 0 (1) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (19) 0 (1) 0 (20) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 18:02 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Economic Area Report 2 

Direct Job Change By Installation 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

I 

Activitv Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DETRICK 0 0 (9) 0 0 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 (55) 0 0 
NDW WASHINGTON (201) 0 (860) (72) (72) 
NSWC WMTE OAK (1) 0 (90) (1 11) (1 11) 

Total Jobs Out : (293) 0 (1,014) (183) (1,490) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 11 0 4 1 0 0 
FORT DETRICK 602 0 334 0 0 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 3 2 0 0 0 0 
NSWC CARDEROCK 1 0 19 0 0 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL - 193 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 839 0 3 94 0 1,233 

Net Job Change : 546 0 (620) (183) ((2 5 7) 



- - - - - - - - - - 

As of 18:03 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Baltimore, MD PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
BALTIMORE PUBS dF,'<r (2) 0 (129) 0 0 
FORT MEADE (87) 0 (74) 0 0 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS ( 2 )  0 (4 18) (1 02) (1 02) 

Total Jobs Out : (91) 0 (62 1) (1 02) ($14) 

Jobs In : 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 11 0 108 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 11 0 108 0 119 

Net Job Change : (80) 0 (5 13) (102) (1695) 



As of: 18:13 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 

j O h 4 4 5 e f  Direct J O ~  Change BY Installation 
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence-Lowell-Brockton, MA-NH NECMA 

Econornic Area Report 2 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
- 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : 0 0 0 0 0 



As of. 13 49 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

*Essex, Middlesex, Suffolk, Plymouth, Norfolk Counties, MA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity - Miilitary Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS SOIJTH WEYMOUTH (637) 0 (209) (90) (90) 
SUDBURY ANNEX 0 0 (10) (3) (3 - -- 

Total Jobs Out : (637) 0 (2 1 9) (93) (949) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEM 1 0 20 0 0 
tIANSCOM AFB 6 0 506 79 79 
USA NA'HCK RESEARCH & DEVE 2 0 160 0 

- 
0 

Total Jobs In : 9 0 686 79 774 

Net Job Change : (628) 0 467 ( 1  4) (1 75) 



As of: 13:01 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
ATCOM (247) 0 (3,902) (582) (582) 
CHARLES M. PRICE SUPPORT CE (25) -- 0 (64) (136) (1 36) 

-- - 

Total Jobs Out : (272) 0 (3,966) (7 18) (4,956') 

Jobs In : 
ST LOUIS PUBS 2 0 40 0 0 

- 

Total Jobs In : 2 0 40 0 42 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 18.20 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Missoula County, MT 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 



As of 18:24 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon, NJ PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 18.26 01 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Jersey City, NJ PMSA 

Activitv Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Jobs Out : 
CAVEN POINT (3) 0 0 0 0 
MIL OCEAN TERMINAL-BAYONN (1 00) 0 (946) (321) (321) - 

Total Jobs Out : (103) 0 (946) (321) ( 1,370) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (103) 0 (946) (321) (11,370) 



As of: 20:42 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 

Economic Area Report 2 

Direct Job Change By Installation 
Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) 0 (369) 0 0 
FORT Dl X (3 10) 0 (429) 0 0 

NAESU PHILADELPHlA (10) 0 (80) 0 0 

NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (223) 0 0 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER (16) 0 (294) (3 8) (3 8) 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 (1,395) (3 8) (1,'789) 

Jobs In : 

NSWC PHILADELPHIA 0 0 26 1 0 0 
- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 26 1 0 26 1 

Net Job Change : (356) 0 (1,134) (3 8) (1,528) 



As of 08 42 02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
I Direct Job Change By Installation 

Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Economic Area Report 2 

Total 

Jobs Out : 
ROSLJW AGS (8) 0 (36) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (8) 0 (3 6) 0 (44) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 18:44 01 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
FORT HAMILTON 
FORT 'TOTTEN 
NRC FORT WADSWORTH 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT HAMILTON 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

New York, NY PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 



As of: 18:47 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
F:L D irect Job Change By Installation 

Fayetteville, NC MSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
- 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 011:44 02 March 1995 Econo~nic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 

4y4t45 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

l;C6(v10d Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
CC.td4r.e 

Activitv Militarv Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DETRICK 0 0 (9) 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 (55) 
NDW WASHINGTON (20 1) 0 (860) 
NSWC WHITE OAK (1) 0 (90) 

Total Jobs Out : (293) 0 (1,014) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 11 0 4 1 

FORT DETRICK 602 0 334 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 3 2 0 0 
NSWC CARDEROCK 1 0 19 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 

- 
193 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 839 0 394 

Net Job Change : 546 0 (620) 

Contractors Total 



As of: 18:50 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
- 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



- - - - - - - - - - - - 

As of: 1851 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Wheeling, WV-OH MSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
VALLEY GROVE AREA MAINT S 0 0 (7) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 (7) 0 (7) 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : 0 0 (7) 0 (7) 



As of: 1857 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Jobs Out : 
NAS MIlWMAR 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 
NCCOSC: RDT&E SAN DIEGO 
NISE WEST SAN DIEGO 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
Fl SC SAN DIEGO 

NADEP NORTH ISLAND 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 
NAVMEDCEN SAN DIEGO 
NAVSTA SAN DIEGO 
NCCOSC' RDT&E SAN DIEGO 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Diego, CA MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 



Asof 19.01 01 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Jobs Out : 
NRC POMONA (7) 0 0 (3) (3) 
NSY LONG BEACH (263) 0 (3,433) (333) (333) 
SUPSHIP LONG BEACH (1 1) 0 (8) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (281) 0 (3,441) (336) (4,058) 

Jobs In : 

DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEM 
- 

2 0 20 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 2 0 20 0 22 

Net Job Change : (279) 0 (3,421) (336) (4,036) 



As of 1903 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NUWC: NEW LONDON 
SUBASE NEW LONDON 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
SUBASE NEW LONDON 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Joh Change : 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

New London-Norwich, CT NECMA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 



As of: 19:05 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

*Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors 

Jobs Out : 
NAWC TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 0 0 (3 8) 0 
NRLUWSREFDET 0 0 (1 00) (9) 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 (138) (9) 

Jobs In : 
NAWC 'TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 5 0 48 0 

- 

Total Jobs In : 5 0 48 0 

Net Job Change : 5 0 (90) (9) 

Total -- 



As of: 19 07 01 March 1995 Econonlic Area Report 2 

,Jobs Out : 
ANDERSON AFB 
FISC GUAM 
NAVSTA GUAM 
SHPREPFAC GUAM 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Agana, Guam 

Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 



As of: 19:09 01 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

New Orleans, LA MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
NAVSI.JPPACT NEW ORLEANS (24) 0 (16) 
NBIODYNLAB (15) - 0 (3 7) 

Total Jobs Out : (39) 0 (53) 

Jobs In : 
NAS NEW ORLEANS 0 0 2 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 2 

Net Job Change : (3 9) 0 (5 1) 

Contractors Total 



As of: 19.12 01 hlarch 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 1 
BRAC-95 Econo~rlic: Llril,,~ct 

'I 1011 Direct Job Change lly [lilslirll* 1' 

Washington, DC-WID- \/'tl.-!2'\' l'htIS:i 

Jobs Out : 
I:ORT IIE'TRICK 0 ( I  ( ')) 

NATN.4VMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 0)) 
N DW \MAS1 IINGTON (20 1) () (800) 
NSWC' WIIITE 0:IK ( 1 )  -- - -- 

0 ( 0 0 )  

Total Jobs Out : (293) (1 ( 1  01 I )  

DLFEhISE FUEL SUI'P1,Y CENTER 1 1  0 4 1 

1:ORT 1)EI RICK 602 0 j J  I 
NAVAI, RESEARCH LABORATOR 32 () O 

?.I,> WC CAIiDEROCK 1 0 I ') 
\&'ALTER I'L:ED ARhlY hlEDICAL 

-- 
193 0 ( I  

- -- 

Total Jobs In : 83 9 ( J  i') I 

IVct Job Chilnge : 546 O ( 0 2 0 )  



As of: 11:07 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Baltimore, MD PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
BALTIMORE PUBS (2) 0 (1 29) 0 0 
FORT M EADE (87) 0 (74) 0 0 
NSWC PLNNAPOLIS 

- (2) 0 (4 18) (1 02) ( 102) 

Total Jobs Out : (91) 0 (62 1) (1 02) (8 14) 

Jobs In : 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 11 0 108 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 11 0 108 0 119 

Net Job Change : (80) 0 ( 5  13) (1 02) (695) 



As of: 19:18 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Lauderdale County, MS 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS ME.RIDIAN 

Total Jobs Out : (768) (866) (265) (682) (2,581) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (768) (866) (265) (682) (2,581) 



- - - - - - - - - - - 

As of: 19:20 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Tlotal 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) 0 (369) 0 0 
FORT DIX (3 10) 0 (429) 0 0 
NAESU PHILADELPHIA (10) 0 (80) 0 0 
NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (223) 0 0 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER 

- (16) 0 (294) (3 8) (3 8) 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 (1,395) (3 8) (1 ,'789) 

Jobs In : 

NS WC PHILADELPHIA 0 0 26 1 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 26 1 0 26 1 

Net Job Change : (356) 0 (1,134) (3 8) (17.528) 



As oE 10:24 01 March 1995 Econoinic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FISC CXARLESTON 
NRRC CHARLESTON 

Total Jobs Out : 

.Jobs In : 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Charleston-North Charleston, SC MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 



~ - - - - - - - - - - - 

Asof: 19:30 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Norfblk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAS NORFOLK 
NAS OCEANA 
NAVMASSO 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NAS OCEANA 
NSY NORFOLK 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



Asof 19.14 01 March 1995 Econoniic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NRC HUNTSVILLE 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

"Madison County, AL 

Milit am Students Civilian Contractors Total 



As of 19:46 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NRC SANTA ANA 

Total Jobs Out : 

.Jobs In : 
WPNS'TA SEAL BEACH 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Orange County, CA PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 



- - - -  ~ - ~ - - ~ - ~ - -  

As of: 19:48 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Wexford County, MI 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NRC CA.DILLAC 

- (8) 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (8) 0 0 0 (8) 

Jobs In I 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 1950 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Laredo, TX MSA 

Econornic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
NRF LAREDO (6 )  0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (6 )  0 0 0 ( 6 )  

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (6 )  0 0 0 (6 )  



As of 19:52 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NRC SHEBOYGAN 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Sheboygan, WI MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Tlotal 



As of 19:54 01 March 1995 Econom~ic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Kansas City, MO-KS MSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors Total 

,Jobs Out : 
REDCOM OLATHE 

Total Jobs Out : (10) 0 (4) 0 (14) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 20:02 01 March 1995 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
MOFFETT FIELD AGS 
ONIZU KA AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Jose, CA PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 



As of: 20:04 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activitv 

JobsOut: 6&$' 
J.y 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

*Erie County, NY 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 

BUFFALO-REDCAP - (2) 0 (1) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (2) 0 (1) 0 (3) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (2) 0 (1) 0 (3 



As of: 20:1:1 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation f,fAroflI'c. k i & e  f i n / ~ a S , ~ ~  Fort Worth-Arlington, TX PMSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors 1.r 

Jobs Out : 
PLANT 4 

- (4) 0 (1) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (4) 0 (1) 0 (5) 

Jobs In : 
JRB FT WORTH 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 



~ -~~ -- ~~ -~ - - 

As oE 20: 111 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Atlanta, GA MSA 

. 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEM 

- (5) 0 (141) (23) (23) 
- - 

Total Jobs Out : (5) 0 (141) (23) (169) 

Jobs In : 
DOBBINS ARB 0 0 52 6 6 
NAS ATLANTA 319 0 7 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 3 19 0 59 6 :3 84 

Net Job Change : 3 14 0 (82) (17) 2 15 



As of 20:2!) 01 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Columbus, OH MSA 

Activitv Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPL 0 0 (358) 0 0 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT - (2) 0 (363) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (2) 0 (721) 0 (723) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (2) 0 (72 1) 0 (723) 



As of 20:35 01 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Franklin County, PA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT (4) 0 (3 74) 0 0 
LETTEKKENNY ARMY DEPOT -. 

.--.__I 
- (35) - 0 (2,055) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (3 9) 0 (2,429) 0 (2,468) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (3 9) 0 (2,429) 0 (2,468) 



- - - - -  - ~ - ~  - - -  ~- 

As of: 08: 14 02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 

Economic: Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian -- Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) 0 (369) 0 0 
FORT DIX (3 10) 0 (429) 0 0 
NAESU PHILADELPHIA (10) 0 (80) 0 0 
NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (223) 0 0 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER 

- (16) 0 (294) (3 8) (3 8) 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 (1,395) (3 8) (1,789) 

Jobs In : 

NS WC I'HILADELPHIA 
- 

0 0 26 1 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 26 1 0 26 1 

Net Job Change : (356) 0 (1,134) (3 8) (1,528) 



As of 08:16 02 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Texarkana, TX-Texarkana, AR MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTFUBUTION DEPOT (1) 0 (820) 

(14) 0 (2,887) 

Total Jobs Out : (15) 0 (3,707) 

Jobs In : 
LONE S'TAR ARMY AMMUNITION 0 0 510 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 510 

Net Job Change : (15) 0 (3,197) 

Contractors -- Total 



As o f  08.18 02 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

1 9Zfi dPf; 
5 c4D 

Activity 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Baltimore, MD PMSA 

Military Students Civilian - Contractors 

Jobs Out : 
BALTIMORE PUBS (2) 0 (1 29) 0 0 
FORT MEADE (87) 0 (74) 0 0 
NSWC ANNAPOLIS (2) - 0 (418) (1 02) (102) 

Total Jobs Out : (91) 0 (62 1) (1 02) (814) 

Jobs In : 
ABERIIEEN PROVING GROUND 

- 
11 0 108 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 11 0 108 0 119 

Net Job Change : (80) 0 (513) ( 1 02) (695) 



As of 08:22 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
b g p \ L d T  i : m R I c K  i P f l  

)7to' NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA 
NDW WASHINGTON 
NSWC WHITE OAK 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

NSWC CARDEROCK 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 



As of: 09:Otl 02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Orange County, CA PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NRC SANTA ANA 

- (12) - 0 0 (2) (2) 

Total Jobs Out : (12) 0 0 (2) (14) 

Jobs In : 
WPNSTA SEAL BEACH 5 1 0 126 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 5 1 0 126 0 177 

Net Job Change : 39 0 126 (2 )  163 



/' As of 00:06 02 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NRC SANTA ANA 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
WPNSTA SEAL BEACH 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Orange County, CA PMSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors TotaI 

SJ,+, El Taro,@ Q 3 4  not- ;n e l dd  e : /h.tfb~e C a c p ~  
I I 

\ I  Iusi-tn , @ 



As of: 09: 1 ;! 02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Economic: Area Report 2 

bova 1 P Q ( : , ~ A P  i(li5ir; C f Direct Job Change By Installation 
San Diego, CA MSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS MIRAMAR (552) (279) 0 0 0 
NAS NORTH ISLAND (423) 0 0 0 0 
NCCOSC: RDT&E SAN DIEGO (34) 0 (222) (1 18) (1 18) 
NISE WEST SAN DIEGO 0 0 (58) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (1,009) (279) (280) (1 18) (1,686) 

Jobs In : 
FlSC SA.N DIEGO 0 

NADEP NORTH ISLAND 6 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 1,409 
NAVMElDCEN SAN DIEGO 102 
NAVST'A SAN DIEGO 48 
NCCOS(2 RDT&E SAN DIEGO 154 

Total Jobs In : 1,719 

Net Job Change : 710 (32) 72 8 (1 18) 1,288 



As of: 09: 12 02 Marc11 1995 

-., BRAC-95 Economic Impact 

- e 

Economic Area Report 2 

[?fiki, SQ.' Direct Job Change By Installation 
dc*~ 9 San Diego, CA MSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS MIRAMAR 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 
NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DlEGO 
NISE WEST SAN DlEGO 0 

- . - 0 
- .. (58) 0 

- . - -. . . - . . -- -- 0 
.- 

6 

Total Jobs Out : ( 1,009) (279) (280) ( 1  18) (1,686) 

Jobs In : 
FlSC SAN DlEGO 
NADEP NORTH ISLAND 
NAS hiOR'I'11 lSLAND 
NAVklEDCEN SAN DIEGO 
NAVS'I'A SAN DIEGO 
NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DlEGO 

- 

Total Jobs 111 : 

Net Job Change : 710 (32) 728 (1 18) 1,288 



As of 09: 19 02 March 1995 I Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
NWLY 1 / 7"lq;"'p~ Direct Job Change By Installation 

*Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAWC TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 0 0 (3 8) 0 0 
NRLUWSREFDET 0 0 (1 00) (9) (9) 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 (138) (9) (1 47) 

Jobs In : 
NAWC TRNG SY S D N  ORLANDO 

- 
5 0 48 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 5 0 48 0 5 3 

Net Job Change : 5 0 (90) (9) (94) 



As of: 09:28 02 March 1995 Econonnic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
-9ANDERSON AFB 

FISC GUAM 
NAVSTA GUAM 
SHPREPFAC GUAM 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Agana, Guam 

Militarv Students Civilian Contractors 



As of: 09:41 02 March 1995 

* 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Honolulu, HI MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
FORT SHAFTER 102 0 0 
MCB KANEOHE BAY 546 0 0 
NAVMA.G LUALUALEI 80 0 246 
NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR 267 0 527 

Total Jobs In : 995 0 773 

Net Job Change : 995 0 773 

Contractors -- Total 



As of 09:45 02 March 1995 

Jobs Glut : 
NARCEN MINNEAPOLIS 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA 

Military Students Civilian Contractors 



As of 09:48 02 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors Total 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) 0 (369) 0 0 
FORT DIX (3 10) 0 (429) 0 0 
NAESU PHILADELPHIA (10) 0 (80) 0 0 
NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (223) 0 0 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER (16) 0 (294) - (38) (38) 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 (1,395) (3 8) (11,789) 

Jobs In : 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA 

- 
0 0 26 1 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 26 1 0 26 1 

Net Job Change : (356) 0 (1,134) (3 8) (1,528) 



As of 09:58 02 March 1995 

Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DETRICK 0 0 (9) 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 (55) 
NDW WASHINGTON (20 1) 0 (860) 
NSWC WHITE OAK - (1) 0 (90) 

Total Jobs Out : (293) 0 (1,014) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 11 0 4 1 

FORT D ETRICK 602 0 334 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 3 2 0 0 
NSWC CARDEROCK 1 0 19 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 193 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 83 9 0 394 

Net Job Change : 546 0 (620) 

* .  

Economic: Area Report 2 

Contractors -- Total 



BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
h Direct Job Change By Installt(tion 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Econorrtic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Ci'vilian Contractors Total -- 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DETRlCK 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA 
NDW WASHINGTON 
NSWC WHITE OAK 

- 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 
FORT DETRICK 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 
NSWC CARDEROCK 
WALTEK REED ARMY MEDICAL 

Total Jobs Jn : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 09 52  02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
/ / C ! @ c q . : ~ i w ~  Direct Job Change By Installation 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activitv Military Students Civilian Contractors TI 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DITRICK 0 0 (9) 0 0 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 (55) 0 0 
NDW WASHINGTON (20 1) 0 (860) (72) (72) 
NSWC WHITE OAK 

- (1) 0 (90) (1 11) (1 11)  
- - 

Total Jobs Out : (293) 0 (1,014) (183) (1,490) 

.Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 1 1  0 4 1 0 0 
FORT DE<TRICK 602 0 334 0 0 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 32 0 0 0 0 
NSWC CARDEROCK 1 0 19 0 0 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 193 0 0 0 

-- 
0 

Total Jobs In : 839 0 1 394 0 1,2!3 3 

Net Job Change : 546 0 (620) ( 1  83) (;! 5 7) 
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As of: 09:52 02 March 1995 /' Econornic Area Report 2 

(gfl ~ f l "  BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
A !  S t  I -  A I Direct Job Change By Installation 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors - 

Jobs Out : 
FORT DETRICK 0 0 (9) 0 0 
NAlN4VMEDCEN BETHESDA (91) 0 ( 5 5 )  0 0 
NDW WASHINGTON (201) 0 (860) (72) (72) 
NSWC WHITE OAK (1) 0 (90) (111) (1 11) 

Total Jobs Out : (293) 0 (1,014) (183) (1,490) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 11 0 4 1 0 0 
FORT DETRICK 602 0 334 0 0 
NAVAL, RESEARCH LABORATOR 32 0 0 0 0 
NSWC CARDEROCK 1 0 19 0 0 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 

- 
193 0 0 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 839 0 3 94 0 1,233 

Net Job Change : 546 0 (620) (183) ((2 5 7) 



A< of: 10:06 02 March 1995 Economic: Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Phoenix-Mesa, AZ MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 0 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
WILLIAMS AFB 0 0 38 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 3 8 0 3 8 

Net Job Change : 0 0 3 8 0 3 8 



As oE 10:07 02 March 1995 Econornic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Denver, CO PMSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
FITZSI MONS ARMY MEDICAL CE (1,031) (260) (1,381) 
LOWRY AFB (78) - 0 (1 1) 

Total Jobs Out : (1,109) (260) (1,392) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (1,109) (260) (1,392) 

Contractors Total 



As of 10:lO 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Miami, FL PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
HOMESTEAD ARS - (61) 0 (153) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (61) 0 (153) 0 (2 14) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : 



Economic Area Report 2 As of. 10.13 02March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

&rnqd~Qd Sumter, sc MSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors 1rotal -- 

Jobs Out : 
SHAW .4FB 

- (123) 0 0 (3) (3) 

Total Jobs Out : (123) 0 0 (3) (126) 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (123) 0 0 (3) (1 126) 



As of: 10:16 02March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
MACDILL AFB 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL MSA 

Militarv Students Civilian Contractors Total -- 



As of 10:20 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
GRIFFl SS AIR GUARD 
ROME I.,ABS 

Total Jobs Out 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Utica-Rome, NY MSA 

Militarv Students Civilian -- Contractors -- Total 

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Job Change : (10) 0 (1,073) (134) (1,217) 



As of 1023 02 March 1995 -k Economic Area Report 2 

@di"" BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 
Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT MSA 

Activity Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT (8) 0 (1,094) 
HILL AFB 

- (254) 0 (333) 

Total Jobs Out : (262) 0 (1,427) 

Jobs In : 
MLL AFB 

- 
0 0 23 7 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 237 

Net Job Change : (262) 0 (1,190) 

Contractors -- Total 



As of: 10:27 02 March 1995 

[ P I  D BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
029 i v v  Direct Job Change By Installation 

do Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian 

Jobs Out : 
NRC POMONA (7) 0 0 
NSY LONG BEACH (263) 0 (3,433) 
SUPSHIP LONG BEACH 

- (11) - 0 (8) 

Total Jobs Out : (281) 0 (3,441) 

Jobs In : 
I p ~ m s w ~ ~ +  -I @ANAG&. - 2 o 20 

Total Jobs In : 2 0 20 

Net Job Change : (279) 0 (3,421) 

Economic Area Report 2 

Contractors -- 'Total 



~b of 11 ::!8 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Stockton-Lodi, CA MSA 

Activity Militarv Students Civilian Contractors -- 'Total 

Jobs Out : 
STOCKTON (7) 0 0 0 0 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION 2 0 289 0 0 
TRACY FAClLITY 

- 
0 0 213 0 0 

Total Jobs In : 2 0 5 02 0 5 04 

Net Job Change : ( 5 )  0 5 02 0 497 



Direct Job Change By inst; i lI i~tio~~ 

- 0 Philadelphia, PA-N.J I'hlSA 

Activitv Military -- Studcnts ( 'i\il~;g 

Jobs Out : 
D13FENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) 0 ( 309) 
f'ORT DIX (3 10) 0 ( 4 1' 0 ) 

NrZESU 1'1 JILADELPIIIA (10) 0 ( K O )  
NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) 0 (2:!3) 

NA WCAII WARMINS'I'ER (16) 0 (20-1) 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 ( I ,  395) 

NS WC PI IILADELPHIA 0 0 20 I 
-- -- - - 

Total Jobs In : 0 0 20 l 

Net Job Change : (356) O (1,134) 

- 

Economic Area Report 2 

Total -- 



BRAC-95 Eco~rorl~ic Ir l l i , ;~c i  

Direct Job Chi~~igc  13y Irrslirll;tlio~r 

Philadell~hia, I'A-NJ lbI\ 1SA 

Activity Military I, I I I , L I I  

.lobs Out : 
DL.FENSI' INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY C (16) () ( j o 0  J 

I-ORT I1I.Y (3 10) (1 ( 1-'0) 

NAESU l)HILADEL,PI IIA (10) 0 ( 8 0 )  

NAVAL AIR TECHNICAL SERVIC (4) () ( 2 - !  3 )  

NAWCAI) WARMINSTER (16) (1 ( 2 0  1) 
-- -- 

Total Jobs Out : (356) 0 cl,l?rs) 

'Total Jobs In : 0 0 2 0  I 

Net Job C'hangc : (356) o ( ] , I  !.I) 

Eco~~ornic Area Report 2 



As of 10:Sg 02 March 1995 Economic Area Report 2 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

San Diego, CA MSA 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors 'Total -- 

Jobs Out : 
NAS MIRAMAR (552) (279) 0 0 0 
NAS NORTH ISLAND (423) 0 0 0 0 
NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DIEGO (34) 0 (222) (1 18) (118) 
NISE WEST SAN DIEGO 

- 0 0 (58) 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (1,009) (279) (280) (1 18) (1,686) 

Jobs In : 
FISC SAN DIEGO 
NADEP NORTH ISLAND 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 
NAVMEDCEN SAN DIEGO 
NAVST.4 SAN DIEGO 
NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DIEGO 

-- 

Total Jobs In 

\ ~ e t  ~ o b  Change : 710 (32) 72 8 (118) 1,288 
\ 



As of 10 43 02 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
/ v , v ~ /  C( @k C) P@Q+' 5,- ~Cfp Direct Job Change By Installation 
tk G, v vl rt7 g 5 '  Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
.I con+ 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- 'Total 

Jobs Out : 
NAS NORFOLK (551) 0 0 0 0 
NAS OCEANA (1,895) 0 (26) 0 0 
NAVMASSO - (6 )  (15) 0 0 0 

Total Jobs Out : (2,452) 0 (41) 0 (2,493) 

Jobs In : 
NAS OCEANA 
NSY NORFOLK 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 11 27 02 March 1995 

5b& BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Direct Job Change By Installation 

Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 

Economic Area Report 2 

Activity Military Students Civilian Contractors -- Total 

Jobs Out : 
FORT IIETRICK 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA 
NDW WASHINGTON 
NSWC WHITE OAK 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 
FORT DETRICK 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATOR 
NS WC CARDEROCK 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 







Army Installations 
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Army Installations 
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Army Installations 311 I95 





Army Installations 3/1/95 
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Navy Installations 

Economic Area 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Monroe County, FL 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
"Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Melbourne-Titusville-Palm Bay, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 

State 
District of Columb - 
District of Columb 
District of Columb 
District of Columb 
District of Columb 
District of Columb - 
Florida 
Florida 
Florida 
Florida - 
Florida - 
Florida . - 
Florida 
Florida - - 
Florida - 
Florida 
Florida - 
Florida 
Florida 
Florida - - 
Florida - 
Florida - 
Florida - 

Installation Name 
NCTC 
NCTS WASHINGTON DC 
NDW WASHINGTON 
NESSEC WASHINGTON 
OCPM (IN) 
PWC Washington 
FlSC JACKSONVILLE 
FLTECHSUPPCEN LANT DET MAYPORT 
MCRC TAMPA 
NADEP JACKSONVILLE 
NADEP PENSACOLA 
NAS CECIL FIELD 
NAS JACKSONVILLE 
NAS KEY WEST 
NAS PENSACOLA 
NAS WHITING FIELD 
NAVAEROMEORESLAB PENSACOLA 
NAVHOSP JACKSONVILLE 
NAVHOSP ORLANDO 
NAVHOSP PENSACOLA 
NAVORDTESTU CAPE CANAVERAL 
NAVSTA MAYPORT 
NAVSWC DET 

Florida - 
Florida 
Florida 
Florida - 
Florida - 
Florida - - 
Florida 
Florida - 
Florida - 
Florida 

NAWC TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 
NCTAMS LANT DET KEY WEST 
NCTS JAXIEOB FL 
NETPMSA PENSACOLA 
NMCL KEY WEST 
NMCRC JACKSONVILLE 
NMCRC ORLANDO 
NMCRC TALLAHASSEE 
NMCRC WEST PALM BEACH 
NRC MIAMI 

"Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 
Monroe County, FL 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Monroe County, FL 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
"Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 
Tallahassee, FL MSA 
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL MSA 

:-- Florida NRC ST PETERSBURG 
Florida NRC TAMPA 
Florida NRLUWSREFDET 
Florida -. NSC PENSACOLA 
Florida NSWC PANAMA CITY - 

Florida NTC ORLANDO 
Florida NTTC CORRY STATION - 
Florida PWC Jacksonville 
Florida PWC PENSACOLA - 

,Florida SUPSHIP JACKSONVILLE 

Miami, FL PMSA 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL MSA 
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL MSA - 
*Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Panama City, FL MSA 
"Orange, Osceola, & Seminole Counties, FL 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA 
Pensacola, FL MSA 
Jacksonville, FL MSA - 



Navy Installations 

Page 5 

State 
Georgia 
Georgia 
Georgia 
Georgia - 
Georgia 
Georgia - 
Georgia 
Georgia - 
Georgia - - 
Georgia - 
Georgia - 
Georgia . - 
Georgia - - 
Guam 
Guam 
Guam - 
Guam 
Guam - 
Guam - 
Guam 

Guam-.  
Hawaii 
Hawaii - 
Hawaii - 
Hawaii 

-. 

Hawaii - 
Hawaii - 
Hawaii 
Hawaii - 
Hawaii - 
Hawaii - - 
Hawaii - 
Hawaii 

Installation ~&-ne  
MCLB ALBANY 
MCRC MARIETTA 
MCRC ROME 
NAS ATLANTA 
NAVSCSCOL ATHENS 
NMCRC ATLANTA 
NMCRC AUGUSTA 
NMCRC SAVANNA 
NRC COLUMBUS 
NRC MACON 
SUBASE KINGS BAY 
SWFLANT KINGS BAY 
TRIREFAC KINGS BAY 
FlSC GUAM 
NAS AGANA GUAM 
NAVHOSP GUAM 
NAVMAG GUAM 
NAVSTA GUAM 
NCTAMS WESTPAC 
PWC GUAM 
SHPREPFAC GUAM 
FlSC PEARL HARBOR 
MCAS KANEHOE 
MCB KANEOHE BAY 
NAS BARBERS POINT 
NAVMAG LUALUALEI 
NAVPACMETOCCEN 
NAVSEASUPPCEN PAC FSO PEARL HARBOR 
NAVSTA PEARL HARBOR 
NCTAMS EASTPAC 
NlSE West Pearl Harbor 
NMCL PEARL HARBOR 
NMCRC HONOLULU 

Economic Area 
Albany, GA MSA 
Atlanta, GA MSA 
Floyd County, GA 
Atlanta, GA MSA 
Athens, GA MSA 
Atlanta, GA MSA 
Augusta-Aiken, GA-SC MSA 
Savannah, GA MSA 
Columbus, GA-AL MSA 
Macon, GA MSA 
Camden County, GA 
Camden County, GA 
Camden County, GA 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Agana, Guam 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu. HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 

Hawaii NSY PEARL HARBOR 
PACMISRNGFAC 
PACNAVFACENGCOM 
PWC PEARL HARBOR 
SUBASE PEARL HARBOR 

Idaho NADMINU IDAHO FALLS 
Idaho NMCRC BOISE 
Idaho NRF POCATELLO 
Idaho NSWC BAYVIEW 
Illinois 

Honolulu, HI MSA 
Kauai County, HI 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Honolulu, HI MSA 
Bonneville County, ID 
*Ada County, ID 
Bannock County, ID 
Kootenai County, ID 
*Lake County, IL 



Navy Installations 

Page 6 

State 
Illinois 
Illinois . 

Illinois 
Illinois - 
Illinois 
Illinois - 
Illinois - - 

Illinois -- - 
Illinois . - 
Illinois 
Illinois - 
Illinois - - 

Indiana - 
Indiana - 
Indiana - 
Indiana - 
Indiana - 
Indiana - 
Indiana - 
Indiana - 

Indiana 

&--. 
Iowa - 

lo=-. 
Iowa - 
Iowa - 

Kansas - 
Kansas - 
Kansas - 
Kansas - 
Kansas . - 
Kentucky - 

Installation Name 
MCRC CHICAGO 
NAS GLENVIEW 
NAVAL RECRUITING COMMAND (IN) 
NAVDENRESINST GREAT LAI<ES 
NAVHOSP GREAT LAKES 
NMCRC PEORIA 
NMCRC ROCK ISLAND 
NRCDECATUR 
NRC FOREST PARK 
NRRC GREAT LAKES 
NTC GREAT LAKES 
PWC GREAT LAKES 
NAWCAD INDIANAPOLIS 
NMCRC EVANSVILLE 
NMCRC FORT WAYNE 
NMCRC GARY 
NMCRC SOUTH BEND 
NMCRRC INDIANAPOLIS 
NRC TERRE HAUTE 
NSWC CRANE 
NSWC CRANE HYDRO TEST AREA SULLIVAN 
NMCRC DES MOINES 
NMCRC WATERLOO IA 
NRC CEDAR RAPIDS 
NRC DUBUQUE IA 
NRC SIOUX CITY 
MCRSC OVERLAND PARK 
NMCRC TOPEKA 
NMCRC WICHITA 
NRC HUTCHINSON 
REDCOM OLATHE 
NMCRC LOUISVILLE 
NRC LEXINGTON 

Kentucky -- NSWC LOUISVILLE 
1,4TH MARDIV FMF USMCR 
MCRC BROUSSARD 

Louisiana NAS NEW ORLEANS 
Louisiana 
--.Ap 

NAVSUPPACT NEW ORLEANS 
Louisiana NBIODYNLAB 
Louisiana NCTS NEW ORLEANS 
Louisiana 'NMCL NEW ORLEANS 
Louisiana NMCRC BATON ROUGE 
Louisiana INMCRC BOSSIER CITY 

Louisville, KY-IN MSA 
New Orleans, LA MSA 
'Lafayette & St. Martin Parishes, LA 
New Orleans, LA MSA 
New Orleans, LA MSA 
New Orleans, LA MSA 
New Orleans, LA MSA 
New Orleans, LA MSA 
Baton Rouge, LA MSA 
*Bossier & Caddo Parishes, LA 

Economic Area 
"Cook, DuPage, & McHenry Counties, IL 
'Cook, DuPage, & McHenry Counties, IL 
*Lake County, IL 
'Lake County, IL 
'Lake County, IL 
Peoria-Pekin, IL MSA 
Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, IA-IL MSA 
Decatur, IL MSA 
*Cook, DuPage, & McHenry Counties, IL 
*Lake County, IL 
*Lake County, IL 
*Lake County, IL 
"Boone, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Marion, Mor 
Evansville-Henderson, IN-KY MSA 
"Allen, De Kalb, & Whitley Counties, IN 
Gary, IN PMSA 
South Bend, IN MSA 
*Boone, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Marion, Mor 
'Clay & Vigo Counties, IN 
'Daviess, Lawrence, Martin & Greene Counties, IN 
Sullivan County, IN 
Des Moines, IA MSA 
Waterloo-Cedar Falls, IA MSA 
Cedar Rapids, IA MSA 
Dubuque, IA MSA 
Sioux City, IA-NE MSA 
Kansas City, MO-KS MSA 
Topeka, KS MSA 
Wichita, KS MSA 
Reno County, KS 
Kansas City, MO-KS MSA 
Louisville, KY-IN MSA 

'Bourbon, Clark, Fayette, Jessamine, Scott, & Woodford Cou 

-7 
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Navy Installations 

Page 14 

State 
Virginia -. 
Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia - - 
Virginia - 
Virginia . - 
Virginia 
Virginia 
Virginia -- 

Virginia 
Virginia - 

Virginia - 
Virginia 
Virginia - 
Washington - 
Washington - 
Washingto-n - 
Washington - 

Installation Name 
NSWC HQ 
NSWC IND HD DET YORKTOLYN 
NSWC VIRGINIA BEACH 
NSY NORFOLK 
NUWC NORFOLK DET 
OCPM (OUT) 
OGC 
ONR 
PERA (SURFACE), ATLANTIC, NORFOLK: 
PWC NORFOLK 
SEASPARROW Office 
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
SUPSHIP NEWPORT NEWS 
SUPSHIP PORTSMOUTH 
WPNSTA YORKTOWN 
AFRC YAKIMA 
EFA NORTHWEST 
FlSC PUGET SOUND 
NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND 

Economic Area 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA - 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Washington, DC-MD-VA-WV PMSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC MSA 
Yakima, WA MSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
'Island County, WA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
'Island County, WA 
Jefferson County, WA 
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Spokane, WA MSA 
Tacoma, WA MSA 
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA MSA 
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Brernerton, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA PMSA 
Brernerton, WA PMSA 
Bremerton, WA PMSA 
Wheeling, WV-OH MSA 
Parkersburg-Marietta, WV-OH MSA 
Charleston, WV MSA 
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH MSA 
Pendleton County, WV 

Washington NAVSTA PUGET SOUND (SAND POINT) 
Washington NCTS PUGET SOUND 

NMCRC SPOKANE 
Washington NMCRC TACOMA 
Washington NRCEVERETT 
Washington NRC RICHLAND 
Washington NRC SEATTLE 

NRS-T JIM CREEK 
Washington NSY PUGET SOUND 
Washington NUWC KEYPORT 
Washington 'PERA (CARRIER), BREMERTON 
Washingtori SUBASE BANGOR 
Washington SUPSHIP SEATTLE 
Washington SWFPAC SILVERDALE 
Washington- TRIREFFAC BANGOR 
West Virginia 
West Virginia 
West Virginia 
West Virginja 
West Virginia 

NMCRC PARKERSBURG 
NRC CHARLESTON 
NRC HUNTINGTON 
NSGA SUGAR GROVE 



- - 

Navy Installations 

Page 15 

State 
Wisconsir! - 
Wisconsir! - 
Wisconsir~ - 
Wisconsir! - 
Wisconsinn - 
Wisconsin1 - 
Wisconsin- - 
Wisconsin. - 
Wisconsin- - 
Wyoming 

Installation Name 
NCTAMS ELF DET CLAM LAKE 
NMCRC GREEN BAY 
NMCRC MADISON 
NMCRC MILWAUKEE 
NRC LA CROSSE 
NRCOSHKOSH 
NRC SHEBOYGAN 
NRC STEVENS POINT 
SUPSHIP STURGEON BAY 
NRC CHEYENNE 

Economic Area 
Ashland County, WI 
Green Bay, WI MSA 
Madison, WI MSA 
Milwaukee-Waukesha, WI PMSA 
*La Crosse County, WI 
Appleton-Oshkosh-Neenah, WI MSA 
Sheboygan, WI MSA 
Portage County, WI 
Door County, WI 
Cheyenne, WY MSA 
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Air Force lnstallations 

Page 2 



Air Force Installations 

State 
New Mexico 
New Mexico 
New York 
New York 
New York 
New York - 
New York 
New York 
New York 
New York 
New York - 
New York 
North Carolina - 

North Carolina - 
North Dakota 
North Dakota 
0 hio 
Ohio 
Ohio 
0 hio 
0 hio 
0 hio 
Oklahoma 
Oklahoma. - 
Oklahoma - 
Oregon - 
Oregon - 

Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 

Installation Name 
HOLLOMAN AFB 
KIRTLAND AFB 
BUFFALO-REDCAP 
GRlFFlSS AFB 
GRlFFlSS RESERVE AFB 
HANCOCK FIELD AGS 
NIAGARA FALLS IAP ARS 
PLATTSBURGH AFB 
ROME LABS 
ROSLYN AGS 
STEWART IAP AGS 
SUFFOLK COUNTY AGS 
POPE AFB 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON AFB 
GRAND FORKS AFB 

Economic Area 
Otero County, NM 

Bernalillo County, NM 
*Erie County, NY 
Utica-Rome, NY MSA 
Utica-Rome, NY MSA 
"Madison, Onondaga, & Oswego Counties, NY 
*Niagara County, NY 
Clinton County, NY 
Utica-Rome, NY MSA 
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA 
'Orange County, NY 
Nassau-Suffolk, NY PMSA 
Fayetteville, NC MSA 
Goldsboro, NC MSA 

South Dakota ELLSWORTH AFB 
Tennessee -- ARNOLD AFB 

BERGSTROM AFB 

Charleston-North Charleston, SC MSA 
Columbia, SC MSA 
Myrtle Beach, SC MSA 
Sumter, SC MSA 
'Meade & Pennington Counties, SD 
Coffee County, TN 
Austin-San Marcos, TX MSA 
San Antonio, TX MSA 
Fort Worth-Arlington, TX PMSA I 

Abilene, TX MSA 
Houston, TX PMSA 
San Angelo, TX MSA 
San Antonio, TX MSA 

MlNOT AFB 
GENTILE AFS 
NEWARK AFB 
RICKENBACKER AGB 
SPRINGFIELD BECKLEY MAP E\GS 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 
YOUNGSTOWN MAP ARS 
ALTUS AFB 
TINKER AFB 
VANCE AFB 
KLAMATH, OREGON AIR GUARD STATE 
PORTLAND IAP AGS 
GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP AC;S 
GREATER PITTSBURGH RESERVE BASE 

Ward County, ND 
Dayton-Springfield, OH MSA 
Columbus, OH MSA 
Columbus, OH MSA 
Dayton-Springfield, OH MSA 
Dayton-Springfield, OH MSA 
'Mahoning & Trumbull Counties, OH 
Jackson County, OK 
Oklahoma City, OK MSA 
Enid, OK MSA 
Klamath County, OR 
'Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington, & Yamhill Counties, OR 
*Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, & Westmoreland Counties, 
*Allegheny, Fayette, Washington, & Westmoreland Counties, 
Philadelphia, PA-NJ PMSA 
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As of: 11 :06 01 March 1995 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Alabama 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
FORT IvlCCLELLAN 
NRC HUNTSVILLE 

Direct 

Total Jobs Out : (8,555) 

Jobs ID : 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 50 1 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT ANNIS 539 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 2,569 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 11:06 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Alaska 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
FORT GREELY BIG DELTA ARCTIC 'TRA (724) 
NAF ADAK (678) 

Total Jobs Out : (1,402) 

Jobs In : 
FORT WAIN WRIGHT 

Total Jobs In : 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Net Job Change : (1,141) (0.3%) 



As of 11:06 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Arkansas 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FORT CHAFFEE 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 11:06 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT 1-WACHUCA 
WILLIAMS AFB 
YUMA PROVING GROUND 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Arizona 

Direct 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 



As of: 1 1 06 01 March 1995 State Report 1 

Activitv 

.Jobs Out : 
FORT L-FCTNTER LIGGETT 
NSY LONG BEACH 
NAS LEMOORE 
NAS MIRAMAR 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 
NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DIEGO 
NISE WEST SAN DIEGO 
NRC POMONA 
NRC SANTA ANA 
NAVCOMMSTA STOCKTON 
ONIZUKA AFB 
SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 
SUPSHIP LONG BEACH 
EAST FT BAKER 
MOFFETT FIELD AGS 

BItAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

California 

Direct 

Total Jobs Out : (12,698) 

Jobs In : 
CBC PORT HUENEME 2 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT D 22 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION WE3S 29 1 

% of State Jobs 



As oE 11:06 01 March 1995 State Report 1 

EDWARDS AFB 
FISC SAN DIEGO 
MCCLELLAN AFB 
NAS NORTH ISLAND 
NADEP NORTH ISLAND 
NAVMEDCEN SAN DIEGO 
NAVS'TA SAN DIEGO 
WPNSTA SEAL BEACH 
NAWC CHINA LAKE 
NCCOSC RDT&E SAN DIEGO 
NSWC PORT HUENEME 
TRACE' FACILITY 
TRAVIS AFB 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

3 
18 

379 
1,583 

219 
137 
197 
177 
302 
820 
107 
213 

15 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 11:06 01 March 1995 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total. Job Change By Installation 

Colorado 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER (2,903) 
LOWRY AFB 

- (89) 

Total Jobs Out : (2,992) 

Jobs In : 
FALCON AFB 
FORT CARSON 
PETERSON AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Net Job Change : (2,161) 



As of: 11:06 01 March 1995 

BWC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Connecticut 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
SUBASE NEW LONDON (2,780) 
NUWC NEW LONDON (627) 
STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT (2) 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs Out : (3,409) 

Jobs In : 
SUBAS E NEW LONDON 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 11 11 01 March 1995 State Report 1 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
NDW WASHINGTON 

Total Jobs Out : 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Tota.1 Job Change By Installation 

District of Columbia 

Direct 

(1,133) 

Jobs In : 
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 32 
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENT 193 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 225 

Net Job Change : (908) 



A s o f  11:ll 01 March 1995 

BIZAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Delaware 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



AsoE 11 11 01 March 1995 State Report 1 

BIiAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Florida 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
EGLIN AFB 
HOMESTEAD ARS 
NAS KEY WEST 
NAS PEiNSACOLA 
NAWC TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 
NRLUWSREFDET 

- 

Total Jobs Out 

Direct 

Jobs In : 
EGLIN AFB 
MACDILL AFB 
NADEP JACKSONVILLE 
NAS JACKSONVILLE 
NAS PENSACOLA 
NAS WIUTJNG FIELD 
NAWC 'TRNG SYS DIV ORLANDO 
NSWC PANAMA CITY 
TYNDALL AFB 

-- 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 4,828 



Asof: 1 1 : l l  01 March 1995 

BIWC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Net Job Change : 4,202 

Georgia 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT D (169) 
ROBINS AFB 

- (534) 

Total Jobs Out : (703) 

Jobs In : 
DOBBINS ARB 
FORT CiORDON 

NAS ATLANTA 
NAVSCSCOL ATHENS 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 88 1 

Net Job Change : 178 



Asof: 11.11 01 March 1995 

BIWC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Guam 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
NAVSTA GUAM 
FISC GUAM 
SHPREPFAC GUAM 
ANDERSON AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 



&of: 11:11 01 March 1995 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Hawaii 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT SHAFTER 
MCB KANEOHE BAY 
NAVM4G LUALUALEI 
NAVST'A PEARL HARBOR 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Asof: 11:11 01 March 1995 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Activitv 

,lobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Iowa 

State Report 1 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Asof 11:11 01 March 1995 

BItAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Idaho 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
MOUNTAIN HOME AFB 

Direct % of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



Asof: 11:l l  01 March 1995 State Report 1 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Illinois 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
CHARI,ES M. PRICE SUPPORT CENTER (225) 
NTC GREAT LAKES (570) 
SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVlTY (450) 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NTC GREAT LAKES 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

% of State Jobs 



As of: 11:11 01 March 1995 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAWCAD INDIANAPOLIS 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NSWC CRANE 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Indiana 

State Report 1 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of 11:15 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct 

State Report 1 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Iowa 

% of State Jobs 



Asof: 11:l5 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
REDCOM OLATHE 

Direct 

State Report 1 

BIUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Kansas 

% of State Jobs 

0.0% 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



Asof 11:15 01 March 1995 

BItAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Kentucky 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NSWC LOUISVILLE 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
FORT KNOX 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Asof: 11:15 01 March 1995 

BEWC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Louisiana 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAVSCJPPACT NEW ORLEANS 
NBIODYNLAB 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 
NAS NEW ORLEANS 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

State Report 1 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Asof 11:15 01 March 1995 

BEUC-95 Economic Impact 
Total. Job Change By Installation 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH 
SUDBLIRY ANNEX 

Massachussetts 

Direct 

Total Jobs Out : (949) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT D 2 1 
HANSC'OM AFB 59 1 
tJSA NATICK RESEARCH & DEVELOPM 162 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



Asof: 11:15 01 March 1995 State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FORT IIETRICK 
FORT MEADE 
FORT RITCHIE 
NATNAVMEDCEN BETHESDA 
NSWC .4NNAPOLIS 
NS WC WHITE OAK 
BALTIMORE PUBS 

Total Jobs Out : 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Maryland 

Jobs In : 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 
FORT DETRICK 
NAWCAD PATUXENT RlVER 
NS WC CARDEROCK 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Asof 11'15 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Maine 

State Report 1 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NAS BKUNSWICK 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Asof 11.15 01 March 1995 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Michigan 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NRC CA4DILLAC 
IJS ARMY GARRISON, SELFRIDGE 

Direct 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs Out : (6 17) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE REUTILIZATION AND MARKE 97 
DETROIT ARSENAL 186 
SELFRIDGE AGB 54 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



Asof: 11:15 01 March 1995 

BNAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Minnesota 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NARCEN MINNEAPOLIS 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

State Report 1 

Direct % of State Jobs 



.4s of: 11:15 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

State Report 1 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Midway 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 11:15 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NAS MERIDIAN 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
COLUMBUS AFB 
NAVOCEANO 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

State Report 1 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total. Job Change By Installation 

Mississippi 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As oE 1122 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Totall Job Change By Installation 

Missouri 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
ATCOM 
FORT 1,EONARD WOOD 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT I.,EONARD WOOD 
ST LOIJIS PUBS 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

State Report 1 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of. 11 22 01 March 1995 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Montana 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
MALMSTROM AFB 

Total Jobs Out 

Jobs In : 

Direct % of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



A s o f  11:22 01 March 1995 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

North Carolina 

State Report 1 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 
MCAS CHERRY POINT 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
MCAS 'NEW RIVER 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 1 1 ::!2 01 March 1995 

BUC-95  Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

North Dakota 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
GRANT) FORKS AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Direct % of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 1 1::!2 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Nebraska 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of 11:2.2 01 March 1995 

BRLAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

New Hampshire 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of 1 1 :2:2 0 1 March 1995 

BUC-95  Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

New Jersey 

State Report I 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

FORT DIX 
MIL OCEAN TERMINAL-BAYONNE 
NAWCAD LAKEHURST 
CAVEN POINT 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT hlONMOUTH 

WPNST'A EARLE 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of 11:22 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

N-ew Mexico 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
KIRTLAND AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
HOLLOMAN AFB 
KIRTLAND AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 1 1 :22 0 1 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Nevada 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NELLIS AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of. 11'22 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

New York 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FORT HAMILTON 
FORT TOTTEN 
NRC FORT WADSWORTH 
SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
ROME LABS 
GRIFFISS AIR GUARD 
ROSLYN AGS 
BUFFAI-,O-REDCAP 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT DRUM 
FORT HAMILTON 
STEWART IAP AGS 
WATERVLIET ARSENAL 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Direct 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 



As of: 11.22 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Ohio 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY CEN (358) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT C0IA.J (365) 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As oE 11:2:! 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Oklahoma 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
TINKER. AFB 

Direct 

(1,180) 

Total Jobs Out : (1,180) 

Jobs In : 
FORT SILL 1,607 
MCALESTER ARMY AMMUNITION PLA 272 
TINKER AFB 476 
VANCE AFB 316 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

(0.1%) 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of 1 1:22 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct 

State Report 1 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Oregon 

% of State Jobs 



As of: 11:22 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
C:. KELLY SUPPORT 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT LETTE 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTE 
FORT INDIANTOWN GAP 
LETTEKKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
NAVAL. AIR TECHNICAL SERVICES I:AC 
NAWCAD WARMINSTER 
GREAT:ER PITTSBURGH RESERVE BASE 
NAESU PHILADELPHIA 

Pennsylvania 

Direct 

Total Jobs Out : (4,554) 

Jobs In : 
C. KELLY SUPPORT 7 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION EAST 89 
NEW CI-JMBERLAND FACILITY 297 
NSWC PHILADELPHIA 26 1 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 3 00 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 



As of 11::!9 01 March 1995 

BKAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Puerto Rico 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FORT HUCHANAN 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 11:i!9 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Rhode Island 

State Report 1 

Activitv 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
NETC NEWPORT 
NUWC NEWPORT 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 11:29 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

South Carolina 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FISC CHARLESTON 
MCAS BEAUFORT 
NRRC ClHARLESTON 
SHAW AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT JA4CKSON 
MCAS HEAUFORT 
WPNSTA CHARLESTON 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 1 1219 01 March 1995 

BMC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

South Dakota 

State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



,4s of 1 1:.29 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total. Job Change By Installation 

Tennessee 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
IIEFEN SE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT MElMP (1,300) 

Total Jobs Out : (1,300) 

Jobs In : 
BUREAU OF PERSONNEL (IN) 

Total Jobs In : 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

0.0% 

Net Job Change : (774) 0.0% 



As of: 1 1::29 01 March 1995 

BMC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Texas 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
BERGSTROM AFB 
BROOKS AFB 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT RED RI 
KELLY AFB 
NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 
NRF LAREDO 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 
REESE AFB 
PLANT 4 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
BROOKS AFB 
FORT BLISS 
FORT SAM HOUSTON 
KELLY AFB 
LACKLAND AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
LONE STAR ARMY AMMUNITION PLAN 
NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 
NAS KINGSVILLE 

Direct 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 



IIS of: 1 1 ::!9 0 1 March 1995 State Report 1 

BMC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

SHEPPARD AFB 224 
.IRB FT WORTH 7 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDE 
DUGWAY PROVING GROUND 
HILL AFB 
UTAH TEST AND TRAINING RANGE 

(6,981) 

Utah 

Direct % of State Jobs 

Jobs In : 
HILL AFB 

Total Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs In : 25 1 

Net Job Change : (2,649) 



As of: 1 1 ::29 01 March 1995 State Report 1 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
FORT LEE 
FORT PICKETT 
NAS NORFOLK 
NAS OCEANA 
NAVMASSO 

BMC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Virginia 

Direct 

Total Jobs Out : (2,952) 

Jobs In : 
DEFENSE FUEL SUPPLY CENTER 52 
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CENTER 3 59 
CG MCCDC QUANTICO 12 
NAS 0C;EANA 5,330 
NSY NORFOLK 23 0 
N-S WC IIAHLGREN 24 

% of State Jobs 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



.... . 

State Report 1 As of: 11:29 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Vermont 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In 

Net Job Change : 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of: 1 1 :2!) 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Washington 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 
NUWC KEYPORT 

Direct 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

0.0% 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 
FORT LEWIS 
NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND 
NUWC KEYPORT 
NSY PUGET SOUND 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 



As of: 11:20 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Jobs Out : 
NRC SHEBOYGAN 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

Wisconsin 

State Report 1 

Direct % of State Jobs 



As of 1 1 :29 01 March 1995 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

West Virginia 

Activity Direct 

Jobs Out : 
VALLEY GROVE AREA MAINT SUP ACT (7) 

State Report 1 

% of State Jobs 

0.0% 

Total Jobs Out : (7)  

Jobs In : 

- 

Total Jobs In : 0 0.0% 

Net Job Change : (7 )  0.0% 



As of: 11:25l 01 March 1995 

Activity 

Jobs Out : 

Total Jobs Out : 

Jobs In : 

Total Jobs In : 

Net Job Change : 

State Report 1 

BRAC-95 Economic Impact 
Total Job Change By Installation 

Wyoming 

Direct % of State Jobs 



Document Separator 



CLOSURE Ah0 REALIGNMENT EFFECTS BY INSTALLATION AND STATE 

' * '  
I I I DEFENSE PERSONNEL IMPACTS I SAVINGS/PAYBACK I 
I I ~ : : = = = = a L S = f = I = = = = : a ' = = = = = ~ = = = c = ~ = = = ~ ~ = = ~ = = ~ x s = = = = = = = = = ~ x = ~ = = = = = = ~ ~ * : = = = : = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = ~ = = = = = = = = = : : l  

I I I PERSONNEL I PERSONNEL ISTATE DEFENSE 1 IMPACT I ONE 20 Y R  NET I 
I I INSTALLATIOII I OUT I IN I PRESENCE 18Y STATE I TIME ANNUAL PAY6ACK PkESEhT I 
I I AND/OR I 1 (::=====Px==xILx ~ ~ x x x = ~ x ~ ~ r c ( = ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ r 1 8 r ~ x x ~ 1 r  XILXXILXII SAVINGS SAVINGS PERIOD VALUE I 

l SVC I OPTION S T I  MIL CIV I M I L  CIV 1 MIL CIV I(PERCENT)J us ns (YRS)  ens) I 
~ r ~ ~ t l ~ ~ ~ = ~ = ~ ~ = ~ = = = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ z ~ x x ~ ~ ~ x r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

L r *  cl - I 
I (ALASKA AK I 0 0 ( 0 0 1 22,127 5,513 1 o.oOXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
(ARMY IALABW PLANT AL 1 0 1 1  0 0 1  I 1 1.24 0.03 0 1.52 1 
IARMY ICCOSA RIVER AL 1 0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 1 .46 3 s b  0.10 0 2.50 1 
(ARMY (ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT ALI 0 0 1  0 0 1  I I I 
IARMY (RED STONE ARSENAL AL 1 0 0 1  0 3 1 1  1 I I 
I IALABAMA 1 0 1 1  0 3 1 1 2 3 , 8 2 5  27 ,445)  0.06XI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I A F  (EAKER AFB AR 1 0 0 1  16 0 1  I I 1 
I IARKANSAS AR 1 0 0 ( 16 0 1 9,793 5,038 1 o . l l % I  I 
I I I I I I I I 
I A F  /DAVIS-HOWTHAW A F E  A Z I  923 LO I 440 17 1 I 1 I 
IARMY I F T  MUACHUCA AZ/ 7 9 9 1 , 2 3 3 1  45'9 9 1 7 1  I I I 
(ARMY IDAVAJO DEPOT A2 I 0 5 1  0 0 1  I I -11 a20 0.00 3.05 L 20.55)1 
IARMY IYWA PROVING GRhC) A Z  1 0 0 1  0 2 7 7 )  I I I 
I IARIZONA A Z (  1,722 1,278 1 939 1,211 1 2L,880 10,708 1 -2.3PfJ I 
I ' I I I I I I 

3EALE A F B  C A  I 0 0 1  5&3 1 9 3 )  1 I I 
A IGEORGE AFB C A I  L,852 506 ( 0 0 I I 1 -37.60 117 70.20 C 471.00 I 
( A R M Y  IHAMILTON Mi  C A  26 3 1  0 0 )  1 1 6.85qYPo 0.15 0 7.60 1 
 NAVY 1MUNTERS POlNi N S  C A I  6,132 9 3 1  0 0 1  I 1 0 . 0 0 A @ b 8 . 0 0  0 83.601 

INAVY ILWG BEACH NS CA 1 0 0 1 3 5 6  5 1  I I I 
(AF IMARCH AFB CA 1 0 0 12,238 1,182 ( I 1 I 
I A F  (MATHER AFB CAI 1,988 1,012 I 0 0 ( 1 1 -37.40 ' f r  7r 78.70 1 5 2 2 . 4 1  

A IMCCLELLAW A F B  CA 1 0 0 ( 22 209 1 I I I 
I A F   NORT TOW A F B  C A I  L,52O 2,133 1 0 0 1 I I -132.40 -67.90 3 322.701 

IARMY (PRESIDIO SF CAI 2 ,1LO3,150(  0 0 )  I 1 313.&~.h74.08 0 1018.33 1 
(NAVY ISALTON SEA TEST BASE C A I  0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 1 . 2 0 f . A * 0 . 0 0  0 1.20 I 
 NAVY 1 SAN D IEGO NS CA I o o ( 1 , ~ A  2 2 )  1 I I 
IARMY [SF AREA FACILITIES CAI 0 0 1  138 7 7 6 )  I I 1 
I (CALIFORNIA CAI 17,658 6,897 I4,815 2,387 12D6,495 137,677 1 -5.OCXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
IARMY JFT CARSON CO 1 0 0 1  312 3 8 8 1  I I I 
I A F  ILWRYAFB 1 0 0 ( 237 149 1 I I I 
(ARMY (N t  BENNETT ml 0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 2.003.aD 0.00 0 2.00 I 
[ARMY IPUEBLO DEPOT mi 4 5 4 2 1  0 0 1  I 1 -33.86 a * U  15.45 3 91.77 1 
I ICOLORADO ml 4 542 1 549 537 1 62,709 14,458 1 0.94XI 1 
I I I I I 1 I I 
I ICWNECTICUT CT 1 0 0 ( 0 0 1 7,223 4,890 1 O.OO%J I 
1 I I I I I I I 
I IDELAUARE DE 1 0 0 ( 0 0 I 4,818 1,907 1 0.OOXI I 
1 I I I I I I I 
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CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT E : i - ^ ' S  BY INSTALLAT10U AN0 STATE i- 

--- --- --------- ---- - -=l~=El=EL=========E------  - - - - - - -= - - - - - - - - - - -  ----------------I- I.lL.t=l~z~ltL*S=:;=====.:DL~=~L---~---I---------=----s-.~- _-----)------- - - - - - - - - - - -= - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I - .  I 
I I I DEFENSE PERSONNEL IMPACTS I SA\'I NGS/PAYBkCK 

( = = : 1 = = = ; ~ 5 = 1 L = r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5 - - -  ---I------------------------------------..- I 
I I .................... -------------===--- ------------------------------------.-- I 
I I I P E R S O ~ N E L  ( PERSONNEL (STATE DEFENSE [ IMPA:: )I WE 20 YR HE" I 
I I I N S T A L L A T I O N  I I IN ( PRESENCE l B Y  STATE I T l U E  ANNUAL PAYBACK PRESENT I 
I I AND/OR ~ ~ = = = L ~ Z S = ~ = = = : ~ = ~ = L I L = = E L L = ~ ~ ~ ~ L L ~ L P L L L I Z X = S I ~ I L I ~ I L I I ~ ~  SAVIN[;S SAVINGS PERIW VALUE I 
lsvc I OPTION ST 1 MIL c i v  I M I L  CIV I MIL CIV  P PERCENT)^ ns MS c r ~ s )  cur) I 
(ILL== 511:====Z=E=:======rS=======- =I ------- I (  =P=-------(IX==3==5=LIX..rL. I .L:=x..~D(=L===+Z====Etl======================~=~ 
(  ( D I S T R l C T O F C O L L M B I A  D C I  0 0 ] 0 0 1 13,048 17,206 1 0.00%I &.A - I 
I I I I I I I I 
lwrvr ~ Y R C  MINI FL  I I I I I lG.30l7.330.00 o I L . ~ O  

!ARMY ICAPE ST GEORGE, FL FL  1 0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 0 . u  ' . b q  0.00 0 0.64 / 
I I F L W l D A  F L  1 0 0 I 0 0 (  75,713 33,344 1 0.OOXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
JARMY I F T  MCPHERSON a[  4 1 7 1  0 0 1  I I 1 
1 IGEORSIA GA 1 4 17 1 0 0 1 63,909 40.231 I -0.02Xl I 
I I I I I I I I 
IARHY IKAPALAMA MIL R E S  H J  1 o 0 1  o 0 1  I I -10.99 ~ ) " ~ O . O O  o 18.98 1 
IARMY I F T  SHAFTER/SCUOi lELD H I  1 0 0 1  0 0 1  I I I 
( N A V Y  ( P E A R L  HARBOR NS HI 1 0 012,267 3 0 )  1 I I 
I IHAUA: I HI 1 0 0 (2,267 30 1 45.396 20,682 1 3.L87.1 I 
I I I I I , I I I 
I A F  I M T - H W E  AFB I D 1  1,102 57 12,961 1C7 ( I I I 
I I l D A H O  I D ]  1,102 5 7  12,961 147 1 5,877 1,378 1 26.86XI I 
I ' I 1 I I I I 
1 :HANuTE A F 8  1 L I  2,133 1,035 ] 0 0 I I I -139.COO.~O 68.70 3 309.33 1 
(AQnc (CHICAGO LEASED SPACE I L  0 0 1  336 7 9 1  I 1 I 
[ A R M Y  I F T  SHERIDAM I L I  1,319 1,681 1 0 0 1 I I L. ~ P - ~ ~ O L O .  78 0 378.Lb01 

I I I L L I N O I S  1 1 1  3,L52 2,716 ( 336 79 1 37,250 22,075 1 -9.70XI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I 
IARMY I F 1  DESMOlNES Ihl  0 0 1  0 0 1  I ( 2.00 2.00 0.00 0 2.00 I 
I IlWA I A I  0 0 I 0 0 1 380 1,543 1 0.OOXl I 
I I I I I I I I 
IARMY I F 1  BEN H A R R I S N  I ~ I ]  27 10 1 630 716 1 I I I 
IARMY I I N D I A N A  AWO )MI  0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 0.L5 0 . y ~ '  0.00 0 0.Ls (  

(ARMY (JEFFERSOII  PG IHI 3 3 8 7 )  0 0 1  I I - 5 1 . 7 0 2 5 d  6.56 6 %.LO I 
1 I I N D I A N A  1 ~ 1  30 3 9 7 1  630 7 1 6 1  6,543 15,2031 4 . ~ ~ 1  I 
I I I I I I I I 
] IKANSAS KS 1 0 0 I 0 0 (  23.127 7,258 1 0.0UXI I 
1 I I I I I I I 
(ARMY (F0111 KNOX rr 1 0 0 1 3 0 2  7 5 1  I I I 
IARMY ~LEXINCTCM DEPOT r r l  37 1,131 1 o o I I 1 - 4 5 . ~ 2  l . 0 0  6.67 6 23.49 1 
1 (KEN~UCKY rrl 37 1,131 1 302 75 1 39,196 IL,ZTJ 1 - 1 . ~ 1  I 
I I I I I I I 1 
INAW  LAKE CHARLES Y S  LLI 338 Z C I  o 0 1  I 1 5.00 r.00 1.20 o 17.50 1 
IARMY [NEW ORLEANS HOT L A  I 0 6 1  0 0 1  I I O.OOo.OO1.00 1 15.20 I 
) I L W I S I A N A  L A 1  338 3 0 1  0 O ( 2 5 , 2 G 9  9 , 0 5 9 1  -1.07XI I 
I I I I I I I I 
1) 'AHTL LAB " A ]  8 S L O ]  0 0 1  I 1 -6.67 12.00 7.13 0 81.80 I 
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CLOSURE AN3 REALIGNMENT EFFECTS BY IWSTALLATION AN0 STATE 

1- . - l I = 5 1 = 1 = = 5 2 1 = = = ; = 5 Z = = = = z ~ Z = I = = = t = = = = L = x a 5 Z -  -I---- - - - -%=I=E==Z==z~=.====:====Z=I=====zI=  I 

I I I I DEFENSE PERSONNEL IMPACTS SAVlNGS/PA\BACK 
(====1===5====r==1==r-----------zx~-----~xxz-~--~--x-----=~~====~------=------------------------ .-  

I 
I I --------- ------ - -- -- ----- ------ -----------------------..- I 
I I I PERsoWNEL ( PERSONNEL ISTATE DEFENSE 1 IMPACT I ONE 20 I R  NET 1 
I I l NSTALLATI ON I WT 1 I PRESENCE l0Y STATE ) TIME ANKUAL PAYBACK PRESENT I 
I I AND/OR I I / = = = = ~ = t a = r = = r = ( ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ t r x x  x t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x x ~ x x ~ x ~ x ~  ==r==x~==l  SAVJYGS SAVlN(;S PERIa VALUE I 
l s V C  I OPTIOW S T \  MIL CIV 1 MIL CIV I MIL CIV ((PERCENT)( US US ( Y R S )  (MS) 1 
1 Z = ~ L r l r 5 = 1 1 5 = = = = 1 1 = = = = = = = = L D = = X X I = Z = = = =  I ----,==LDXXSl==x=IS=I==X=XOLzX ----- I S ~ ~ X x X I X L I X t X t l L X X X = X = = D = = = L : = I ~ ~ = = = = = = ~  

[ARMY I F 1  DEVENS MA1 1,909 611 11,156 2,764 1 I I L-L - I 
1 IWSSACHUSSETTS MI 1,917 1,151 11,156 2,704 1 8,355 12,090 ( 4.27XI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I IRAINE ME 1 0 0 I 0 0 1 5,849 10,623 1 O.OU%I I 
I I I I I I I 1 
I A R M Y  I F 1  DETRICK #)I 0 0 ( 142 99 1 I I I 
IARMY I F 1  HOLABlRO no1 10 5 2 1  0 0 1  I I 1 
IARMY I F T  MEADE I401 230 2 8 0 1  0 0 1  1 1 -39.87 21.03 l T O . ~ 7  0 167.91 1 
/ARMY IUSARC " D l  0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 0.45 0.00 0.9-r 0 0.LS I 
!ARMY JNIKE ABERDEEN, MD 'Q1 0 0 1  0 0 1  I 1 0.02 0.00 D J L  0 O.Cl2 I 
( IMRYLAWD HDj 240 332 1 l L2  W 1 36,726 43,458 1 -O.L1%( I 
I I I I I I I I 
IARMY (DETROIT TANK PLANT "lI 0 0 1  1 1 0 0 I  1 I I 
(ARMY (POWTIAC STORAGE MII 0 0 1  0 0 1  I 1 -3.65 0.50 6 1 .78 ( 
I A F  lKlRTWlTH AF6 MI/ 0 0 1  32 0 1  I 1 I 
I lMlCHlGAN MI 1 0 0 1  33 1 0 0 1  9,300 12 ,892)  0.60%] I 
1 I I I I I I 
I ,MlNWESOTA Mk 1 0 0 I 0 0 ( W l  2 ,8& I O.OO%I I 
I I I I I I I I 
'ARMY I F T  LEONARD UOOO MCI I 0 0 1 300 52 1 1 1 I 

?MY INIKE UWSAS no I o 0 1  o 0 1  I 1 0.05 0.00 0.a' o 0 . ~ 5  I 
, l n l s s o u ~ ~  nc! I o 0 1  300 5 2 1 1 5 , 6 9 1  20,8761 0.9621 I 
I I I I I I I I 
I A F  IKEESLER AFB M!; 1 0 0 I 11" 1 I I I 
I I ~ I S S I S S I P P ~  n!; 1 0 0 ( 11L 77 1 17,470 11,471 I 0.66XJ I 
1 I I I I I I I 
I IWOWTANA MT I 0 0 I 0 0 ( 4,018 1,3W 1 O.OOX] I 
I I I I I I I 1 
I JYEBRASKA YE 1 0 0 I 0 0 1 13,498 4,004 I 0.00XI I 
1 I I I I I I I 
(AF IPEASE AFB YHI 2,250 4 0 0 1  0 0 1  I I 147.80 95.70 L l . l b  0 1031.10 1 
I lWEU HAMPSHIRE urn1 2,BO 400 I 0 0 I 4,143 1,526 1 
I I Yotc 1: The Portsmouth Shipyard ( K i t t c r i n g ,  Maine, 10 m i l e s  

I I n o r t h  o f  Pease) enploys 8000 DcO pc rsomc l .  

I I Note 2: Pease has h igh  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  re-use as a rrgioml a i r p o r t .  

I I I I I I 
IARMY )FT DIX NJI 3,140 1,516 0 0 I I 
IARMY IF1 MONWTH WJ1 60 1 4 4 1  0 0 1  I 
!ARMY INIKE PHIL NJ I 0 0 1  0 0 1  I 
/ARMY l P l  U T I W W Y  ARSENAL wJ  I 0 0 1  1 1 3 5 1  I 
I [VEU JERSEY NJJ 3,200 1,660 1 1 135 1 19;673 28,680 I 
I I I I I 
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CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EFFECTS BY INSTALLATIOW ASS STATE 

1. * ~ ~ ~ l ~ I ~ . . I . . . ~ ~ ~ * i ~ ~ D ~ ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ E t ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ z E ~ ~ x ~ x x ~ ~ ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x ~ a ~ ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ z ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :  I 

I I 1 DEFENSE PERSONNEL IMPACTS I SAVINGS/PAYBACK I 
I I I = = ; = = ~ = = = = = = = = = ~ = = ~ ~ f ~ = = = = = = = = = = ~ r x ~ = f = = z = x = x = = ~ = x ~ = ~ ~ ~ = = ~ : = = ~ = X = 8 = ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - = - - - - - - -  -------------------- ------- I 
I ! I PERSONNEL 1 PERSONNEL (STATE DEFENSE ( IMPACT I WE 2 0  YR NET I 
I I I N S T A L L A T I O N  I wT I IN ( PRESENCE (BY STATE ( T I H E  ANNUAL PAYBACK PRESENT 1 
I I AND/OR I---- -----I- I )===========I== ---_x----- - ~ = = ~ = s = ~ x ~ s x ~ = x ~ x ~  ~ = = x t t x = (  S 4 V I N C S  SAVIWGS PERIOD VALUE I 
lsvc I OPTION s r l  MIL CIV I MIL CIV I MIL C I V  I(PERCENT)I m us (YRS,  ens) I 
I X = = E I  ~ ~ S = E ~ = ~ X = ~ S = E I Z I Z = X = = = E / O = = = ~ = = = = = D E X X L ~ I X E X  I = = x X = l X L = X = t = l = L  I X X I = t S l X  XLXlX=DXILX=L=L=L===L=I==I=E===DE=---- I I I I _ _ _ - I  
IAF  ~ C A Y N W  AFB Nn 1 0 0 11,102 57 / I I &.L I 
(ARMY IFT WINGATE NC I 2 9 0 1  0 0 1  I 1 - 1 0 . 5 4  0.03 5 . 1 8  1 43.?18 I 
( A F  IK IRTLANO AFB N N  ( 0 0 ( 3 4 6  1 3 8  ( I I I 
I ~ N E U  MEXICO NM I 2 90 11 ,448  1% ( 16,567 1 0 , 1 3 2  ( 5 . 8 l X I  I 
I I I I I I I I 
(ARMY JHAUTHORNE AMMO PLANT N l ' l  0 0 1  0 3 4 1  I 1 I 
(ARMY INELLIS AFB N \ l ]  0 0 1  1 2  0 1  I 1 I 
1 (NEVADA n v  1 o o I 1 2  3 4  1 9,955 2 2 , L 4 5  1 0 . 1 ~ ~ 1  I 
I I I I I I I I 
(NAVY ~ E R C ~ L Y N  US N Y ~  2 4 4  5 4 4  I 0 0 I 1 1 8 . 3 0 ~ ' ~ “ ~ ~ . 1 5  0 4 2 . 3 2  1 
(AF  IPLATTSBURC AFB Y v  I 0 0 1 1 0 1  3 1  I 1 I 
INAVY ISTATEN ISLAUD US N'f I 0 0 I 2 4 4  5 4 4  I I I I 
I ~ N E W  YORK N Y I  2 4 4  5 4 4  I 3 4 5  5 4 7  ( 2 7 , ~ 0  1 9 , ~ ~  ( 0 . 2 2 X J  I 
I I I I I I I I 
I I N N T H  CAROLINA NI: I 0 0 I 0 0 I 9 4 , 7 8 6  1 6 , 1 6 6  1 O.OO%I 1 
I I I I I I I I 
I WORTH DAKOTA NII 1 0 0 I 0 0 1 1 1 , 0 7 6  1 , 6 1 6  1 0.OOXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I ~ O K L A U W A  0 0 ( 0 0 1 3 0 , 7 8 6  2 6 , 1 2 9  1 - 0.OOXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I / O H I O  OH I 0 0 I 0 0 1 1 1 , 7 8 0  3 4 , 1 3 0  I O . O M I  I 
I I I I I I I I 
[ARMY J W A T I L L A  DEPOT OR 1 3 1 6 1 )  0 0 1  1 ( - 2 5 . 9 1  0.03 6 . 2 7  6 2 8 . 5 6 1  

( IORECON OR 1 3 1 6 1  1 0 0 1 7 6 0  3 , 1 9 0  1 - & . I S % (  1 
I I I I I 1 I I 
(ARMY ILETTERYEYNY DEPOT PA I o 0 1  B 5 2 8 1  I I I 
INAW IPHILA~ELPHIA HOSPITAL PAI 2 7 4  1 2 6  1 o o 1 I ( 0 . 0 0 0 . o o 0 . 0 0  0 0.0C I 
!ARMY I T A C W Y  YAREHWSE PA 1 0 0 1  0 0 1  I ) 2 . 5 0  2 . ~ 3  0 . 0 0  0 2 . 5 0  1 
 ARMY ITOBYHANNA DEPOT PA I o o 1 24 LIQ 1 I I I 
1 lPENNSYLVANlA  P A  4 7 4  1 2 6  ( 32 938 ( 6,600 5 7 , 3 4 0  ( 0 .58XI  I 
I I I I I I I I 
( (RHODE ISLANO R1l 0 0 I 0 0 I 3 , 9 4 1  4,588 1 O.OO%I I 
I I I I I I I I 
(ARMY I F 1  JACK- scl  0 0 1 661 1 2 6  1 I I I 
I l S W T H  CAROLINA =I 0 0 I 661 126 1 44,629 20,735 1 1.2OXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I l a T H  DAKOTA sDI 0 0 ( 0 0 1 6,IU 1,W ( 0 .0OXJ I 
I I I I I I I I 
I ITENNESSEE 1'N I 0 0 I 0 0 ( 10 ,%9 7,696 ( O.OOX( I 
I I I I I I I I 
( A F  IBERGSTROCI AFB rx 1 o o 1 9 2 3  LO I I I I 
I CARSUELL AFF r x l  0 0 1  3 2  0 )  I I I 
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CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EFFECTS BY INSTALLATION AND STATE 

- I ~ = = ~ ~ ~ ~ S ~ P ~ ~ = ~ = = ~ = = = = ~ L ~ I I I = = ~ L P ~ ~ ~ : = ~ = = = = ~ = D ~ = ~ ~ = = = C ~ S = = ~ ~ D = L X ~ = I I I = C I D ~ = = ~ = ~ L = ~ C ~ ~ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = = : = = '  
I 

I I I DEFENSE PERSONNEL IMPACTS I SAVINGS/PAYBACK I 
I I ~ = t ~ = ~ t = = t = ~ ~ x ~ t ~ ~ t ~ = ~ ~ = = ~ = = r = = = = r = = ~ = t t x ~ = = ~ = = ~ = = t = t ~ = = ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = = = = = : =  I 
I I I PERSONNEL I PERSONNEL ISTATE DEFENSE I IMPACT I W E  20 YR NET I 
I I I N S T A L L A T I W  I our I IN I PRESENCE (BY STATE I TIME ANNUAL PAYBACK PRESENT 1 
I I AND/OR I 1 I ==DIILL=D==XIL ( = ~ t t = = = = x x t t  IXL==L===IXXLL~I= I==LIS=XL I M V l N G S  SAVINGS PERIOD VALUE I 
lsvc I OPT ION S T 1  M I L  C l V  I M I L  C l V  I M I L  C I V  I (PERCENT1I U S  US (YRS) (US) I 
( I X I I I ~ X P S ~ ~ L I D ~ ~ ~ = ~ ~ = I ~ = = ~ ~ : = ~ = ~ ~ ~ = = = I ~ ~ ~ = ~ I = ~ D S  I I C ~ L ~ ~ ~ L I ~ D ~ ~ ~ X = ~ ~ L I = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L I ~ ~  s ~ ~ ~ L I I Z I ( X ~ ~ ~ = ~ X S I ~ ~ S ~ ~ X C S Z = L = S O = = = = = ~ = = = = = S = = =  I L a  I 
IARMY I FT BL I ss 7 x 1  us a1 o 0 1  I I I 
[HAW ICALVESTW NS 1x1 4 9 2  4 5 1  0 0 1  I 1 8.00 0.03 2.50 0 34 .10  I 
IAF (G~DFELLOV AFB l x l  0 0 1 132 8 5  1 1 I I 
I M A W  ( INCLESIDE NS lX I  0 0 1  830 4 6 1  I I I 
IARMY IRED RIVER DEPOT T x l  0 0 1  0 6 3 1  I I I 
A ISHEPPARD AFB T x  I o o I 5 2 s  337 1 I I I 
I ITEXAS 1 x 1  7 3 0  128 12,445 5 7 1  ) 1 3 5 , 0 7 1  6 6 , 9 5 6  1 1.OTXI I 
I I I I I I I I 
IARMY I FT DQlGLAS U l l  1 7 4  2 3 5 1  0 0 1  I I 0.15 C.00 0.25 6 1.hO 1 
 ARMY !SALT LAKE C I T Y  AREA U 1 (  0 0 1  1 4 8  7 6 1  I 1 I 
IARMY ~ T ~ ~ E L E  DEPOT "I 1 0 0 1  0 821  I 1 I 
1 (UTAH U l l  1 7 4  2 3 5  1 1 4 8  1 5 8  1 6,044 22 ,262  1 -0.36XI I 
I I I I I I I I 
I lVERMONT "l.1 0 0 I 0 0 1 68 641 I 0.00XI  I 
1 I I I I I I I 
[ARMY ~WERON STAT+ON V A l  ' 3 3 7 4 , 3 5 5 1  0 0 1  I f -61.71dO-@*13.26 6 6 0 . 6 0 1  

' D M  HERNDON vAl 0 1 2 1  0 0 1  I ( 0.30 *Jd 0.07 0 0.69 1 
I ,FT BELVOIR VA(  2 9 3  1,390 1 5 7 8  4 , 7 1 1  ( I I I 
(ARMY ( F T  LEE V A I  0 0 1  198 4 8 1  1 I I 
( I V I R G I N I A  . V A l  6 3 0  5,757 1 776 4,759 1 99 ,950  108,636 1 - 0 . 4 1 X I  I 
I I I I I I I I 
I N A W  [EVERETT NS uAl 0 0 I 3 4 5  331 1 I I I 
I A F  l F A I R C H l L D  AFB uAl 0 0 1 1 3 8  0 )  I I I 
IARMY I F T  L E U I S  UA I 0 0 1  138 7 1  I I 
(AF (MCCHORD AFB 

I 
0 0 ( 618 137 ( I I I I 

IUW ISAND POINT NS U h l  U S  3311  0 0 1  I 1 12.5860-0 5 . 6 0  4 2 2 . 4 2 1  
1 I~~SHINGTW U A (  3 4 5  331 11,239 4 7 5  1 43,289 29,785 1 1.4tXJ I 
I I I I I I I I 
I IUEST V I R G I N I A  'n'l 0 0 1  0 0 1  420 1,6171 0.00%I I 
I I I I I I I 1 
I ~ U l S C O N S l N  U I  l 0 0 I 0 0 1 884 3,336 I 0 . 0 0 X I  I 
I I I I I I I I 
i I V r t U I N G  w l  0 0 1  0 0 1  4,141 1.1791 0 . 0 0 X I  I 
I I I I I I I I 
( (STAND ALONE HOUSIUG(52 S I T E S )  I I I I S77.6077.boS4.90 NA S W . 0 7  1 

GRAND TOTALS (S281.081  S693.59 1 NA $5.567.35 

1,309.09 
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=DEFENSE SECRETARY'S COMMISSION 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACTIONS 

Armv 

Closures: 
Fort Douglas, Utah 
Cameron Station, Virginia 
Presidio of San Francisco, California 
Coosa River Annex, Alabama 
Navajo Depot Activity, Arizona 
Fort Wingate Ammunition Storage Depot, New Mexico 
Lexington - Bluegrass Army Depot, Kentucky 
Pontiac Storage Facility, Michigan 
Alabama Ammunition Plant, Alabama 
New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal, Louisiana 

F' Fort Sherich, Illinois 
Army Material Technology Laboratory (AMTL), Massachusetts 
* Various Stand-Alone Housing Installations to include: 

FH- Manchester CT 25; FH Ansonia CT 04; FH Orange CT 15; FH Milford CT 
17; FH Fairfield CT 65; FH Westport CT 73; FH Shelton CT 74; FH New 
Britain CT 74; FH E Windsor Ct 08; FH Portland CT 36; FH Plainville CT 67; 
FH Middletown CT 48; Worth Family Housing (IL); USARC Addison Housing 
(IL); NIKE Washington-Baltimore (MD) ; FH Burlington MA 84; FH Nahant MA 
17; FH Wakefield MA 03; FH Beverly MA 15; FH Hull MA 36; FH Randolph 
MA 55; FH Bedford MA 85; FH Swansea MA 29; FH Topsfield MA 05; St. 
Louis Area Support Center Wherry Housing (MO); NIKE NY 54 Housing (NJ); 
NIKE NY 60 Housing (NJ); NIKE NY 79 80 (NJ); NIKE NY 93 94 (NJ); Dry 
Hill Family Housing (NY); Manhattan Beach Housing (NY); NIKE NY 01 
Housing (NY); NIKE NY 25 (NY); Nike NY 99 Housing (NY); Irwin Support 
Detachment Annex (PA); Pitt 02 Family Housing (PA); Pitt 03 Family Housing 
(PA); Pitt 25 Family Housing (PA); Pitt 37 Family housing (PA); Pitt 42 Family 
Housing (PA); Pitt 43 Family Housing (PA); Pitt 52 Family Housing (PA); 
Coraopolis Family Housing Site 71 (PA); Family Housing Davisville (RI); FH 
N Smithfield RI 99; Manassas Family Housing (VA); NIKE Norfolk 85 Housing 
(VA); Woodbridge Housing Site (VA); Youngs Lake Housing Site (WA); 
Midway Housing Site (WA); and Sun Prairie Family Housing (WI). 

In all, 52 Stand-Alone Family Housing installations. 



Kapalama Military Reservation Phase 111, Hawaii 
Tacony Warehouse, Pennsylvania 
Hamilton Army Airfield, California 
Jefferson Proving Ground, Indiana 
Nike Philatielphia 4 1/43, New Jersey 
Nike Kansas City 30, Missouri 
Cape St. George, Florida 
Former Nike Site at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

Realignments: 
Fort Dix, New Jersey 
Umatilla Army Depot, Oregon 
Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado 
Partial C1c)sure of Fort Meade, Maryland and Fort Holabird, Maryland and the 

realignment of Fort Devens, Massachusetts 

Closures: 
Naval Station New York (Brooklyn), New York 
Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand Point), Washington 

*, *~onstructionfor Naval Station San Francisco (Hunters Point), California not to be 
executed 

Naval Hospital Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Station Galveston, Texas - 
Naval statio; Lake Charles, Louisiana &. I 

Air Forcx 

Closures: 
Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois 
George Air Force Base, California 
Mather Ail- Force Base, California 
Norton Air Force Base, California 
Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire 

Miscellaneous 

Closure of the Defense Mapping Agency @MA) site in Herndon, Virginia 

Closure of the Bennett Army National Guard Facility, Arapahoe County, 
Colorado 



Document Separator 
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Tablc 1 
Economic Ililpact Data for M:?jor Base Closures and Realignnients 
From DoD's Office of Econo~nic Atljustment (OEA) Spreatlshet:t 

Economic Area Installation Military 
Personnel 

Anniston (hfSA) Fort McClellan 

Direct & 
lndirect 

No. 
Em~loyed 

I Anniston IMSA) I Others 1 8  

Llol>ilc: (MSA) Naval Station Mobile - 575 
I I I I hlol,ile(MSA) I Others 1 0  

C h  S;~crcnlznto (MSA) McClellan AFB 3,010 - 
I 

S:~crelnznto (LISA) Others 2,472 - 
I I I 
I S;tn Francisco (h1SA) I NS Treasure Is. 1 648 

Sari Francisco (h.1 S A) Others 

V:~lle.jo-Fairlizld-Nilpa 
Shipyard 

VaIlqjo-Fairfield-N;lpa Ot l~rrs  6,519 

Oakland (h4SA) NAS Almeda 10.586 

0;rkland (h4SA) NA Depot AI~neda 2 8 

Oakland (MSA) -s Naval I-Iospital 1,472 

1 Oakland (MSA) 

- -- -- - - - 

I NS Center O;~kl;~nd 1 1.222 

O;~kland (hlSA) Others 

Anaheim-Santa Ann (MSA) h.IC Air Station 

Anaheim-Santa Ana (MSA) Others 3,917 
- 



'1':1I)lc I ( c o r ~ t i ~ ~ ~ r c t l )  

. - - - - -- r ---- .- - -- - -. - . 
SI;IIS 

1.1, 

- 

Il l  

II. 

- 

, -. 

h l  I) 

h i  l 
-. . 

E.lA 

:.IS 
-- -UP 

.-. . . .. =.------ 

I ~ c o r i o r r ~ i c  ,lrcn 

J ~ c \ : s o r ~ v i l l c  ( A l S / l )  
- 

JAI-L:rorlvillc (:. lSA) 

o l l 3 l l ~ l o  ( L i S A )  - 
Orlnnt lo  ( A l S A )  -- 
I ' c~~snco la  ( h i S A )  

Pcnrncola ( L i S A )  

L l i a r ~ t i - l l i n I c . ~ l ~  (hf! i; l) --- 
Aii3111i-I l i 3 I c ~ l 1  (>%!?;;\) - 
I Ior1ol111~1 ( K i S t l )  - 
I l o r ~ o l ~ i l ~ ~  (K lSA)  - 
C11i1:a~o (b.1Sfl) 

- 

C l ~ i c n g o  ( h l S A )  
- 

C111cn~n (t-!!ill) 
- 

St. h i a r y s  Co. - 
Sr. h l n r y s  Co. - 
hiarc l~ i~ : ( ( c  Co. 

- - 
Il~~.c(o~~-I.n~vercr\cc-S;~lt~ti~- 

l ~ ) \ v t l l  (h1SA) 
- 

Ifoslurl-L?\~~crer~cc-S;ilc~~~- 
I -o\vcl l  ( h l S A )  

- 

1;111tlcrtlnle Co. 
- -- 

lico r lo r~ i i c  Ir11l);lct I)nl:i f o r  h! ;~jor 

l ~ ~ s t : ~ l l : ~ ~ i o ~ ~  

bJAS C c c i l  1:it:Id 

O l l r c ~ s  

N'1.C Or 1;111tlo 

O[llcr.s 

P J A l l  I 'cr~sxcoln 

O(l tcrs 

I II)IIICS~C;II~ AI:I? 

Ot l~c- rs  

l4.AS 1~:rrI)crs 1'oi11[ 

~ \ l l c r s  

N:\S G l c ~ l v i c \ v  

0 ' 1  1:1rc \]I\. A1:RS 

O l h r r s  

N.I ! lccl  S ~ T .  

0tl1c.r 

K.1.  Sn\rpycr A l : I l  

N; \S  S. \!'cy111oirt11 

O l l ~ c r s  

- -  
I4.4S Alcr i t l i : t ~ i  

p-p - 

Ilnsc Closurcs  nrld 

h i i l i t x r g  
J o l ~ s  

G,833 

14.758 

2 ,145  

827 

4 0 

2,346 

1 ,93.1 

7 

3.511 

I,I I I 

1,533 

0 

3 

3 3 

3,254 

2,354 

853 

1 4 1  3 

9 6 7  

I<cn l i g~ \ r~ r r . r l ~s  

I)irc.ct A: 
I r~ t l i r cc t  

- I,1,0?0 

10,3(% 

-13,692 

-2.222 

-3 ,120 

15,350 

-8 ,527 

-13 

-7;lG7 

6,973 

-.1,000 

0 - 
-5.1.1 

-5,638 

4,710 - 
-5,OI 1 

- 1.832 

-58.1 

-4,445 -- -. 

N o .  
E I I I ~ I ~ ~ C , I  

~ 1 6 I . I F I  

.16I , IRI  

626,115 

626.1 15 

1~19.362 

1613,962 

8?8,3 13 

&98,3 13 

392.898 

392,898 

3,OC~9,27S 

3,063,278 

3,069,278 

47.303 

47.303 

20,019 

1 .?M,.102 

1,9(%,*102 

33.803 



Table 1 (continued) 
Economic Impact Data for Major Base Closures and Realignments 

State Economic Area 

New York (MSA) 

New York (MSA) 

Dayton-Springfield(MSA), 1 12,:3 1 -:2 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) AS Office Phila. 

Installation 

NS Staten Island 

Licking Co. 

Dayton-Springfield(MSA) 

Others 

Griffiss AFB 

I I Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) I Others 11 933 1 -41,022 1 2,273,288 1 n.a. 1 -2.2 11 

Military 
Jobs 

1,773 

Newark AFB 

D. Elect. SC Dayton 

II 

Direct & 
Indirect 

-4,993 

217 

4,529 

-62 1 

-8,152 

92 

93 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

I 

-2,963 

-5,794 

Charleston (MSA) 

1 ha E;r N Shipyard 1 
11 VA I Norfolk-VA B-NNews(MSA) I NAD Depot 26 1 -12,192 1 640,790 1 -1.9 
I 

1 0.7 11 
I I 1 I I I 

Def PSA Phila. 

(I TX 1 1  

I I Norfolk-VA B-NNews(M;SA) I Others 1 8,312 1 16,996 1 640,790 1 n.a 1 0.7 11 

NS Charleston 

64 

3,323 

I / Fauquier Co. Vint Hill Farms 796 -4,120 28,559 ( -14.0 1 -14.0 11 

7 1 

Dallas (MSA) 

8,666 

-12,899 

-8,414 

-7,912 

NS Dallas 

-17,690 

243,376 

243,376 

2,273,208 

-15.3 

n.a. -15.3 

1,374 

-0.3 ]TI( 
243,376 -7.0 

-2,856 1,377,069 -0.2 1 -0.2 1 



Terms Used In Table 2 

Table 1 provides a comparison of estimates of direct and 
indirect employment impacts of closing a major military 
installation using (1) the Department of Defense's Office of 
Economic Adjustment spreadsheet (model) and (2) the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's Impact Planning (IMPLAN) model. 
Below is an explanation of the column headings: 

Heading Meaninq 

State State 

Economic Area The economic area is essentially the community 
affected by the base closure. The economic area could be a county 
or a Metropolitan statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the office 
of Management and Budget. 

Installation Name of the installation. 

OEA (no.) OEA (no.) represents the Office of Economic Adjustment's 
estimates of direct and indirect employment impacts of closing the 
installation. 

FEMA (no.) FEMA (no.) represents estimates of direct and indirect 
employment impacts of closing an installation through the use of 
indirect multipliers developed by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency developed from the IMPLAN model (documentation available on 
request). 



T a b l e  2 

Direct a n d  I n d i r e c t  Employment I m p a c t s  o f  M a j o r  B a s e  C l o s u r e s :  
C o m p a r i s o n  o f  ~ s t i m a t e s ,  OEA v s .  FEMA M o d e l s  

-- 
State 

. - 

AL 

- CA 

- 

.- 

,-- 

~-- 

.- 
F I, 

- 

,- 

- 1 1  K 

J I, 
- 

Economic  A r e a  

A n n i s t o n  (IISA) 

-- 

F l o b i l e  (IISA) 

S a n  F r a n c i s c o  (IISA) 

V a l  l e j o - F 3  i r f  ic? lc l - l~apa  
(MSA) 

O a k l a n d  (I4SA) 

O a k l a n d  ( I I S A )  

O a k l a n d  (I.ISA) 

O a k l a n d  (MSA) 

Anahe im-Snn ta  Ar~a 
(MSA) 

J a c k s o n v i  i l e  (MSA) 

O r l a n d o  (MSA) 

P e n s a c o l a  (IISA) 

Miami-Iiirll  call (!ISA) 

I i o n o l u l u  (f4SA) 

C h i c a g o  (VISA) 

I n s t a l l a t i o n  

F o r t  M c C l e l l a n  

N a v a l  S t a t i o n  
! . lobi le  

!IS T r e a s u r e  Is. 

Mare I s l a n d  N a v a l  
S h j  pya rd  

tJAS Almeda 

N A  Depot Almeda 

1Javal  I i o s p i t a l  

tlS C e n t e r  O a k l a n d  

MC A i r  S t a t i o n  

N A S  C e c i l  F i e l d  

NTC O r l a n d o  

H A D  P e n s a c o l a  

I lomes tead  AFB 

tlAS B a r b e r s  P o i n t  

NAS G l e n v i e w  

0 EA 
( n o . )  

- 8 , 8 2 8  

- 1 , 1 7 0  

- 1 , 9 6 4  

- 2 3 , 7 8 7  

- 3 1 , 1 3 8  

- 7 , 9 7 8  

- 4 , 5 6 2  

- 5 , 5 7 8  

- 1 2 , 0 0 2  

- 1 4 , 0 9 0  

- 1 3 ,  G92 

- 9 , 1 2 0  

- 8 , 5 7 2  

- 7 , 4  62 

- 4 , 0 0 0  

FElfiA 
( n o -  

- 7 , 3 6 3  

-3713 

-. 

- 1 , 5 9 4  

- 1 5 , 8 0 7  

- 1 9 , 1 7 0  
-. 

-4 ,3891  

- 3 , 9 2 1  

- 5 , 0 1 8  - 
- 1 0 , 4 5 1  

- 1 1 , 5 7 2  

- 1 2 , 1 9 6  
-. 

- 5 , 0 3 0  

- 6 , 6 4 9  

- 5 , 4 0 6  

- 2 , 8 4 3  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ - I  

OEA - 
FEflA 

-8G4 

- 1 3 1  

- 3 6 3  

- 7 , 3 0 0  

- 2 2 , 0 2 8  

- 2 , 9 8 8  

-64 1 

-5G0 

- 1 , 5 5 2  

- 2 , 5 1 9  

- 1 , 4 3 6  

- 4 , 0 9 0  

- 1 , 9 2 3  

- 2 , 0 5 6  

- 1 , 1 5 6  



T a b l e  2 ( c o n t i n u e d )  

- - 
S t a t e  

D i r e c t  a n d  I l l d i r e c t  Employmen t  Impacts :  OEA v s .  FEMA 

- 

E c o n o m i c  Area 

S t .  FIarys Co.  

M a r q u c t t c  Co.  

B o s t o n - L a w e r e n c e - S a l e m -  
L o w e l l  (FISA) 

L a u d e r d a l e  Co. 
-- 

tJew York  (MSA) 

L i c k i n g  C o .  

D a y t o n - S p r i n g f i e l d  ( M s A )  

P h i l a ,  Pa-NJ  (MSA) 

P h i l a ,  Pa-1JJ (I-ISA) 

C h a r l e s t o n  (MSA) 
- 

C h a r l e s t o n  ( M S A )  

D a l l a s  ( M S A )  

Norfolk-V,S B-tJllews (MSA) 

F a u q u i e r  Co. 

FEPIA 

N . E l e c t  S y s .  - 5 , 6 3 8  - 3 , 8 1 1  

K.I. S a w y e r  AFB - 5 , 0 1 1  - 5 ,  0139 - 
tIAS S .  Weymouth 1 I -1,6;!4 

NAS M e r i d i a n  - 4 , 4 4 5  

NS S t a t e n  I s l a n d  

Newark AFB - 2 , 9 6 3  - 2 , 8 0 3  

D .  E l e c t .  SC -5,, -4::;: 
Day t o n  

A S  O f f i c e  P h i l a .  

Def PSA P h i l a .  - 7 , 9 1 2  - 6 ,  2017 - 
NS C h a r l e s t o n  

C h a r l e s t o n  N 
S h i p y a r d  

N S  D a l l a s  1 - 2 , 9 5 6  1 - 2 , 1 5 8  

N A D  D e p o t  1 - 1 2 , 1 9 2  1 - 6 , 9 4 7  

V i n t  I l i l l  F a r m s  - 4 , 1 2 0  1 - 2 , 9 6 2  -- - -- 

O E A  - 



Terms Used In Table 3 

--. . ~ a ~ i e  3 provides a number of economic factors tnat may be used 
to describe the current economic conditions within the communities 
(economic areas) that may be affected by major base closures. 
Below is an explanation of the column headings: 

Headinq Meaninq 

State State 

Economic Area The economic area is essentially the community 
affected by the base closure. The economic area could be a county 
or a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

Installation Name of the installation. 

Unem~. % Feb92 Unemp. % Feb92 represents the community's 
unemployment rate for February 1992 as provided by the Labor 
Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Unem~. % Feb93 Unemp. % Feb93 represents the community's 
unemployment rate for February 1993 (latest data available) as 
provided by the Labor Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Per Ca~ita Income $ Per Capita Income $ represents the community's 
average per capita income for 1990 (latest data available) as 
reported by the Commerce Department's Bureau of Economic Analysis. 

PC1 Rank 320 MSAs PC1 Rank 320 MSAs represents the community's 
(the Metropolitan Statistical Area's) ranking in average per capita 
income for the 320 MSA1s in the United States. 

CPI Chanse CPI change represents the change in the communityls 
average consumer price index between 1991 and 1992. 
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'l.:~l)lc 3 ( c o ~ ~ t i ~ ~ r r c ( l )  
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h l l )  
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S C 
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-- 
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hl:!jor Uasc Closllrcs n ~ ~ d  R c n l i g r ~ r ~ l c r ~ ~ s  
-- -- - -. . - 

Ecor10111ic , \ r ~ , . i  

St. hlnr),s ('0. 

hl;lrcllrct~c (.'I). 

l l o ~ ~ o r ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ v c r c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S ; ~ l ~ ~ r r ~ ~ l  .o\\,cll 
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NAS S.  \\'cy~lloillll 

-- 

NAS h l c r i t l i ; ~ ~ ~  

PJS Sl;~trll  l s l n ~ ~ t l  

U I I C ( I I ~ .  XI 
I-~1192 

6.3 
- 

10.3 
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-- 
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21.3.17 
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20,523 

I6 , (~13  

2.1.3.12 

C J I ~ C I I I I ) .  
5 c -- 

5.5 --- 
8 . 2  

7 .3  

6.9 

7.7 

7.7 

6.5 

6.5 

7.~1 

7.4 

7.0 
-- - - -- 

l'cr C;il~itn 
Irlcon~c $ 

16.702 

l3,6.1~1 

7.3 

6.6 --- 
7 . 8  

7.9  

5 .O -- 
S . O  -- 
7 . 1  -- 
7.11 -- 
4 . 1  

2.1.31.5 

15.225 

23,711.1 

9 .~1  

7.0 

10.2 

9 . 7  

5 . 1  

10:l 



Table 4(Cont'd) 
Economic Impact Data for Major Base Closures and Realignments 

Bases Added for Consideration 

state I Economic Area 

GA(cont ' d) I Macon-Warner Robins(MS A) 

Macon-Warner Robins(MSiA) 

I Macon-Warner Robins(MSA) 

IL Lake County 

Louisville(MSA) - 
Portsmouth-Dover- 
Rochester(MSA) 

Installation 

Warn-Rob Air Log Center 

Regional Processing Center- 
DIA 

Defense Distributon Depot 

Great Lakes Naval Hospital 

Naval Ordnance Station 

Naval Shipyard-Portsmouth 

G q - r  
Impact % Impact 

Naval Reserve Center- 
Chicopee 

Naval Reserve Center- I 605 1 738 

I Naval & Marine Corps 1 354 1 439 
Reserve Center 

Boston(MSA) Defense Contract 322 580 1,441,836 0.0 
Management-NE District 

MS Naval Station-Pascagoula 1,488 2,678 83,920 -3.2 

NY , Clinton County Plattsburgh AFB 2,447 3,426 34,604 -10.5 -10.5 

Craven County Naval Aviation Depot- 2,937 7,870 32,007 -24.7 
Cherry Point 

Craven County Defense Distribution Depot- 
cherry Point 
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Bases Added for Consideration 



Table 4(Cont'd) 
Economic Impact Data for Major Base Closures and Realignments 

Bases Added for Consideration 

State Economic Area Installation Military I Direct & 
Personnel Indirect 

No. 
Employed 1 I:zt % 

Cum. 
Impact % 

Beaufort County 

Beaufort County 

Memphis, TN-AR-MS(MS.A) 

Memphis, TN-AR-MS(MS.A) 

Corpus Christi, TX 

Texarkana, TX-AR(MSA) 

Texarkana, TX-AR(MSA) 

Naval Air Station-Cop 2,107 
christi I 

Marine Corps Air Sta. 

Naval Hospital-Beaufort 

Naval Air Station-Memphis 

Naval Hospital-Millington 

Corpus Christi, TX 

Red River Army Depot 

Defense Distrib. Depot 

3,477 

634 

9,995 

727 

San Antonio, TX(MSA) 

5,563 

1.014 

17,991 

1,309 

4,865 

Naval Station-Ingleside 

Air Logistics Center-San 
Antonio-Kelly AFB 

Regional Processing Center- 
Kelly AFB 

Defense Distribution Depot 

- 
San Antonio, TX(MSA) 

9,730 

- 
San Antonio, TX(MSA) 

1,377 

18,850 

27 

2479 

33,930 

49 

Salt Lake City-Ogden, 
UT(MSA) 

Ogden Air Logistics Ctr.- 
Hill AFB 



Table 4(Cont'd) 
Economic Impact Data for Major Base Closures and Realignments 

Bases Added for Consideration 

State: Economic Area Installation 

Richmond-Petersburg, Ft.Lee,Petersburg*O.O % 

News, VA(MSA) impact if < 20 mile move 

I Norfolk-Va.Beach-Newport I Naval Shipyard-Norfolk 
I News. VA(MSA) I 

Norfolk-Va. Beach-Newp0r.t Defense Distribution Depot- 
News, VA(MSA) I Norfolk 

I Spokane, WA(MSA) 1 Fairchild AFB Ainvav Hets 

WA 

Wv I Parkersburg-Marietta, WV- Naval Air Facility- 
OH(MSA) Martinsburg 

Norfolk-Va. Beach-Newport 
News, VA(MSA) 

Norfolk-VA.Beach-Newport 
News, VA(MSA) 

Seattle, WA(MSA) 

Naval Air Station-Oceana 

Naval Electronics Support 
Engineering Center-Port. 

Naval Station-Everett 



Economic Impact--Installation Listed By State 

Base Impact Direct (military and DoD civilian personnel) and 
indirect employment impacts of closing installation 
on the communityfs employment base. 

Cumulative 
Impact Direct and indirect employment impacts of closing 

this installation and any other installation within 
the community for the 1993 proposed closings. 
Cumulative impact also includes impacts from the 
closing or realigning of bases from the 1988 and 
1991 round, if DoD personnel are leaving the base 
within the same time period as those leaving for 
the proposed 1993 closings. 

Potential 
Impact Potential impact includes the sum of the cumulative 

impact and the current (latest reported) 
unemployment rate for the community. The potential 
rate assumes no improvement in the communityfs 
economy and that those who will lose jobs from base 
closings do not move from the area--a potential 
noworst case." 



Fort McClellan 

Economic Impact 
Alabama 

Anniston ARDEP Mobile NS 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact a Potential Inlpact 



Economic Impact 
California 

Percent 
18 

0 
Presidio NAS Miramar NAD S.Diego MCAS Tustin NWS S.Beach 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
California 

MCLB Barstow McClellan AFB NS Treas Is1 Mare Is1 NS 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
California 

NAS Alameda NAD Alameda Nav IIosp Oak1 NSC Oak1 MCAS Anaheim 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Florida 

-2 , I I I I I 
NAS Cecil Fld NAD J' ville NTC Orlando NAD P'cola lIomstd liFB 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact [-I Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Georgia 

Ft Gillem 

Base Impact 

Ft McPhsn MCLB Albany War-Rob Air Log 

Cumulative Impact Potetial Impact 



Economic Impact 
Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, Maine 

.. 
NAS Barbers Point NAS Glenview NOS Louisville NSY Portsmouth 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan 

- 
NES Engr Act NAS S Weymouth NRC Chicopee NRC Quincy KI Sawyers AFB 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Mississippi, New York 

NAS Merdn NS Pasgla Plttsbg AFB Grffss AFB NS Stn Islnd 

Base Impact Cumlllative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma 

NAD Cherry Point Grand Forks AFB ALS Tinker AFl3 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Ohio 

Nwrk AFB DESC Dayt Gentile AFS 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 

DCSC Col DITSO (Ilev 

1-1 Potetial Impact 



Economic Impact 

A S 0  Phil DPSA Phil Marc 1Ik Tobyhna AD SPCC Mecll AIPC Cllam 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
South Carolina 

NS Charlstn Charlstn NSY MCAS Beaufort Nav IIosp Beaufort 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Texas 

- 
Red Rv Dep NAS Cps Crsti NS Inglsde 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 

ALC Kelly AFB NS Dallas 

0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 
Virginia, Washington 

NAD Nflk NSY Nflk NAS Ocena VntIIl Fms NS Evrt Frchld ,4FB 

Base Impact Cumulative Impact 0 Potential Impact 



Economic Impact 

NAS Memphis Naval Hosp Millingtn 

Base Impact Cunlulative Inlpact 0 Potential Impact 



Comparison of Employment Impact Estimates: 
OEA vs FEMA 

The attached charts were prepared to compare the emplsyment 
impact estimates prepared by the Department of Defense using the 
Office of Economic Adjustment spreadsheet. These estimates are the 
official DoD economic impact estimates used for DoD's 1993 Base 
Closure and Realignment recommendations. Independently, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency used the USDAfs Forest Service 
Impact Planning Model (IMPLAN) to develop indirect employment 
multipliers for the same economic areas used by DoD in assessing 
economic impacts of major base closures a:~d realignments. 

The bases are listed in order of difference between the OEA 
estimate and the FEMA estimate. They are as follows: 

Base No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2 4  
2 5  
2 6  

Base 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base 
AS Office ~hiladelphia 
Newark Air Force Base 
Naval Station Mobile 
Naval Air Station South Weymouth 
Naval Station Treasure Island 
Naval Air station ~eridian 
Naval Station Center Oakland 
Naval Station Dallas 
Naval Hospital Oakland 
Naval Station Staten Island 
Fort McCllelan 
Vint Hill Farms Virginia 
Naval Air Station Glenview 
Naval Training Center Orlzndo 
Marine Corps Air Station Anaheim 
Defense Electronics Supply Center Dayton 
Defense FSA Philadelphia 
NES St.Marys County MD 
Homestead Air Force Base 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
Naval Air Depot Almeda 
Naval Air Depot Pensacola 
Naval Station Charleston 
Naval Air Depot Norfolk 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Naval Air Station Almeda 

With the exception of K.I. Sawyer, the employment impact 
estimates using the OEA model are greater than the estimates using 
the IMPLAN model. The greatest difference occur in those 
instaliations that OEA uses the highest indirect employment 
multipliers--shipyards and aircraft maintenance facilities. 



OEA vs. FEMA Employment Impacts 
Descending, Magnitude of Difference 

Thousands - 

Base 6 Base 7 Base 8 

OEA FEMA 1-1 Difference 



OEA vs. FEMA Employment Impacts 
Descending, Magnitude of Difference 

Jobs Lost (~000) 

-16 I 
I I I I 

Base 9 Base 10 Base 11 Base 12 Base 13 Base 14 Base 15 Base 16 

OEA FEMA 1-1 Difference 



OEA vs. WMA Employment Impacts 
Descending, Magnitude of Difference 

A 

Jobs Lost (x000) 

-16 I I I I I 

Base 17 Base 18 Base 19 Base 20 Base 21 Base 22 Base 23 Base 24 

OEA FEMA 1-1 Difference 



OEA vs. FEMA Employment Impacts 
Descending, ~ a ~ n i t k d e  of Difference 

Jobs Lost (x000) 

-35 - I I I I 

Base 25 Base 26 Base 27 Base 28 Base 29 

OEA FEMA 0 Difference 





*' ? . 03-09-1993 14: 10 7036960550 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION P .02/04 

ANALYSIS OF GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

CRITERION 6 /94 -. ( 
V w @ -  

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNlTl ES 

DESCRIPTION: Public Law 101-510, SEC. 2903, PROCEDURES FOR MAKING 
R E C O M ~ A T I O N S  FOR BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS, required that the 
Military Services appl specific criteria in making closure and reali nrnent t a tecornmendations. T e criteria were reviewed publicly, revised a er public 
comments, and approved by the Congress. These criteria included criterion 6, the 
economic irnpaa, on communities. The Services received specific uidance from the 
Defense Departnient for carrying out the analysis required in the % ase closing and 
realignment process, The Services were required to develop and use one or more 
measuredfactors for analyzing each of the criteria. The DOD guidance r eciflcally 
stated that economic impact on communities will only be measured by t C e direct and 
indirect effect on employment at bases selected for closure and realignment er well 
as a t  receiving locations. The Defense Department's Office of Economic Adjustment 
was tasked w~th developing a spreadsheat and the ep ropriatc multipliofr far each P region to estimate the indirect job losses associated w th each proposed cl~sure, 
reali nment, and receiving location. The Services wen responsible for determining 
the c 1 anges in military, civrlisn, and contractor (local on-base contracts only) 
em lo rnent at each base. Thisdirect employment impact was then used with the 
mu f tip 7 iers to estimate the indirect job losses due to base closure and realignment. 

ANALYSIS: krvlcr compliance with these general procedures is analyzed below: 

Arm The Army took i t s  base personnel numbers from the Army Stationing and 
d i l t i o n  Pian (ASIP), January 1991, whlch reflects authorized manpower levels. 
The applied the multipliers given in the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) 

tr  rno el to estimate total direct and indirect job losses. 

Navv: The Navy took i ts bare personnel numbers from the FY90 Base Structure 
Annex Re ort, which reflects authorized personnel as of 30 September 1990. the 
Navy app ied the multipliers developed by OEA to estimate direct and indirect job 
l~sses. 

P 
Air Force; The Air force took i ts  base personnel numbers from the Pf89 Economic 
Resource lmpaelf Statement (ERIS), because the Air Force reparos such a document 

r P each ear and the ERIS reflects the authorized personnel evels. The Air Force 
initia ly used the US. Army Corps of Engineers Construction Engineering Research 
Laboratory (CERL)/EnviranmentaI Technical Information System (ETIS) model when 
appl ing criterion 6 because the OEA spreadsheet model was not available when J nee ed and because the Air Force dec~ded to use four measures of economic 
to help Identify which barer to recommend for dorurc or realignment. Amon 

job losses due ta base dosures and realignments. The Air force included the 
outputs of this run, the CERUETIS model yielded estimated total direct and in 

employment impacts calculated by the CERUETIS model in their recommendations in 
the 000 report,, Once the SECAF selected the bases for closure and realignment, the 
OEA model was used and the impacts a t  those bases selected and the receiving 
locations were reestimated in accordance with the DoD guidance. These latter 
estimates, because they are based on larger indirect impact multipliers, indicate a 
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larger amount af indirect job lasses due to the base closure (see below for analysis 
of multipliers used). 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF MULTIPLIERS AND DATA USED: the estimation and 
use of multipliers outside of the models from which the 
rocess that is dependent upon making a set of assump 

ge true in the real world. As a result, differences in estimates of 
found, most specifically in the case we are studying: the impact 
employment of base closures, As stated above, the Air Force ured the CERYETIS 
model developed b the Army Corps of Engineers. This model has a set of multipliers 
which have obvious 7 y been proven useful to the Corps of Engineers in estimating the 
economic impact of their projects on communities. This gives us one set of multiplier 
estimates, which appear to grve an estimate of the minimum number of indirect jab 
losses due to a base closure. Independently, the input-output model expert from the 
Federal Emer ency Management Agency has ap lied the Impact Planning (IMPLAN) fl P model from t e U.S. Forest Service to a sample o base clorings. The multrpliers 
which he provided are similar in value to the ones the Air Force initially ured in the 
CERUETIS model. For analytical reasons, the rnulti lierr from th$ lMe-MU~de l  are _ 
m n t o . h I r i w - e m .  Thus, as with t ~ i e  t ER[7mrmoael, they give iii-- 

. estimate of the minimum number of indirect jobs likely to be lost in an area due to a 
base closure. The other set of multiplier estimates is provided in the OEA 
s readsheet. These multipliers and the methodology for using them was jointly . 
ekvcloped by OEA with the regional econcrnictr from the Commerce Depsflrnmt's 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, and they are much larger --sometimes 2 or 3 times -- 
than the CERWIITIS and IMPtAN multipliers. Based on discussions with the regional 
economists at the Commerce Department who he1 ed develop the multipliers, there 

\ P estimates are likely to ive an upper bound on mu tipliervalues, that is, the indirect 
'ob loss e s t i g a t e ~ ~ e  11. &to-be-t&s rst-~lp__p_pssible, Thus, we have a ran e of 

indirectjob losses due to base closures. 
%i P &or the rnultiplicn and can give est care airdGvont case crtimrtcr o 

Because there are many factorswhich affect the actual indirect 'ob losses due to a 
base closing and because the multiplier numbers are develape d with certain 
restrictive assumptions, it is useful to l ist some of them. First of all, indirect job 
losses may not be as bad because the multipliers are applied to the authorized 
number of jobs, not the actual number wh~ch could well be less, Also, the skill levels 
of the civilian work force may be such that they are r~adily rmpioyablr in other 
nearby areas, or if not close, can obtain emplo ment i f  they are wrlling to relocate. If 
a community begins to plan aggressive1 for a asc closure and tries to bring in new r businesses, this can reduce the rrnpact o r base closure. then, too, the OEA 
multiplier estimates have al l  been rounded to the nearest 0.2, which can overstate 
as well as understate the true multiplier, Thus, by applying both the low and h ~ g h  
multiplier, estimates can give a range of indirect job losses. Given the uncertainty 
attached to the rnultipller estimates, the direct 'cb loss estimates, and thus the (, L ~ , ~  indirect job loss estimates, it is belt to ivs all jc loss crtimatcs in trrrns of a low t o j  -,$, , R b 
high range., with the statement that t e true numbers are very likely to b@ within 
that specrfic range. d,,,9'1 -21, - 

L& S4hA %C1L K. L- ) o  

2 
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I 

I NS: The Services complied with the DOD guidance in estimating the 
-rt of proposed base clow~ns, rcali P nmentr and receiving lo~ation 
based upon the uncertainty attached to the mult plien and the fact that d~rsct 
employment figures are authorized and not actual, it is best to present the total of 
direct and indirect job losses in the form of a range. 



Document S epamtor 
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I Chapter 4. Measurement of Unemployment 
in States and Local Areas 

Unemployment estimates for Starts and local areas are 
key indicators of local economic conditions. These esti- 

i mates, which are produced by State employment security 
agencies, are used by State and local governments for plan- 
ning and budgetary purposes and as determinants of the 

i 
need for local employment and training services and pro- 
grams. Local area ~~nemployrnent estimates are also used 
to determine the eligibility of an area for benefits In various 

I Federal assistance programs. -- 

Under the Federal-State cooperative program, the De- 
partment of Labor develops the concepts. definitions, and 
technical procedures which are used by State agencies for 
the preparation of labor :force and unemployment esti- 
mates. Currently, monthly estimates of employment and 
unemployment are prepared in State agencies for some 
5,400 geographic areas, which include all States, labor 
market areas &MA'S), and counties and cities having a 
population of 25,000 or more. 

Unemployment estimates have been developed for 
LMA's for over 40 years. The proDam began during 
World War I1 under the War Manpower Commission to 
identify weas where labor .market imbalance was created 
as a result of an inadequate labor supply, material short- 
ages, and transportation difficulties. After the war, em- 
phasis was placed on ~dentifying areas of labor surplus, 
and the program of classifying areas in accordance with 
severity of unemployment was established. 

In 1950, the Department of Labor's Bureau of Employ- 
ment Security (now Emp1o:yment and Training Adminis- 
tration) published a handbook, Techn~ques for Esrimating 
Unemployment, so that comparable estimates of the uriern- 
ployment rate could be produced among the States. This 
led, during the late 1950's. to the formulation of the 
"Handbook method," a series of comp~ltational steps de- 
signed to produce local employment and unemployment 
estimates. This method relied heavily on data dcrivcd from 
the unemploymefit insurance (UI) system. (See section on 
"Estimates for sub-state arcas-the Handbook metbod.") 

In 1972, the Bureau of Labor Statistics began to develop 
the concepts and methods to be used by Stdates to estimate 
labor force. employment. and unemployment. In 1973, a 

new system for developing labor force estimates was intro- 
duced which combined the Handbook method with thc 
concepts. definitions, and estimation controls from the 
Current Population Survey (CPS), the Bureau of Censuh 
survey sponsored by BLS used to measure the labor forcc 
status of individuals. The CPS estimates are based on a 
household survey sample selected in a way to provide un- 
biased estimates. (See chapter 1.) 

Since 1976, State samples of the CPS have been in- 
creased in size several t ime  to improve the quality of State 
labor force estimate. Also in 1976, the CPS was extended 
to all States as an estimation control. AS a criterion for us- 
ing the monthly CPS data directly for official publication 
of labor forcc stimates, BLS established a maximum ex- 
pected coefficient of variation (CV) of 10 percent for un- 
employment assuming an unemployment rate of 6 per- 
cmt. (The coefficient of variation of an estimate can be de- 
fined as the standard error of the estimate divided by the 
estimate.) Based on this criterion, monthly CPS data were 
used, beginning in 1978, for official statewide labor force 
estimates for the 10 largest States-California, Florida, 11- 
linois, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York. 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas-and for 2 sub-Stste 
arcas-the Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Statis- 
tical Area and New York City. 

In 1985, a State-based design for the CPS was fully im- 
plcmcnted to incorporate the 1980 census information and 
to provide for improved reliability requirements for a c h  
of the 50 States and the District of Columbia North Caro- 
lina was added as another "direct-uoc" State, and the CV 
requirement for monthly unemployment wa$ reduced to 8 
percent for these 11 large States. For a c h  of the 39 (non- 
direct-use) States and the District of Columbia, the reli- 
ability requirement was established at an 8 percent CV for 
annual average unemployment, assuming a 6-percent un- 
employment rate. 

Until 1989. official monthly etimates for the non-di- 
rect-use States and sub-state areas were based on the 
Handbook method. Since 1989. estimates for these 39 
States and the District of Columbia have been based on 
time series models developed by BLS and tested by Stare 
employment security agencies, using standardized proce- 
dures. Estimates for all other sub-state areas are based on 
the Handbook method, adjusted to annual State control 
totals. (See the sampline section of chapter 1 .) 
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Over the years, other major improvemenrs have been 
made to the UI database, an integral input ro State and 
a r a  estimation. The: 1JI database project, conducted in 
1976-78, standardized all UI claims data used in State and 
area labor force estimates, so that t h e  data would be 
more consistent with the conceptual underpinnings of un- 
employmenr used in the CPS. The rcsult of this project was 
the regular development, from computer film, of data on 
UI claimants, in the week including the 12th day of the 
month (the CPS reference week). These data are based on 
the claimants' State/county/city of residence and exclude 
those who had earnings from employment in the cenifica- 
tion week. 

Estimation Methodology 

Estlrnates for States 
The CPS is the direct source of monthly labor force data 

for 11 large State.5. fir the 39 smaller States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, monthly labor force estimates are devel- 
oped using models which treat the observed monthly CPS 
estimate as the sum af H "signal" or (true labor force value) 
plus "noise" (error dule to sampling only a portion of the 
population). The goal is to reduce the sampling variability 
in the CPS data by fx~:imating the true labor force value, 
the CPS with its noise. removed. This is done by modeling 
the true values by a time series regression with variable co- 
efficients and the sanlplidg error as a correlated noise com- 
ponent. Given these m~xiels, the K h a n  filter algorithm is 
used to disaggregate the observed CPS into a "signal" and 
"noise" component. 

Under this algorithm, the current model estirnata are 
updated as new data become available each month. Under 
the model's assumptions, the Kalmm fdter provides opti- 
mal estimates of the current value of the "signal" using all 
available information. Estimates prior to the current 
period are not updatctl as new data become available. At 
the end of each year, however, the estimates are revised by 
processing the entire data series through a process called 
"smoothing," which uses the data both before and follow- 
ing a given month. 

Using more than 10 years of data from three major 
sources (CPS, the Clurrent Employment Statistics (CES) 

- .  : survey, and UI data). two models were developed for each 
State--one to escimate the employment level and one to 
estimate the unemplo!rment rate. Each State has separate- 
ly determined models that have been specially tailored to 
its historical and current data. 

ErnpIoymenr Itvel moldels. The signal component of the 
employment lcvel nqodel consists of a time varying sto- 
chastic intercept, a b ; ~ e  variable common to all models; 
other explanatory vmiablcs; and seasonal variables. The 
~ f f i c i t n t s  of the enplanatoty vanablcs art time varying 
to reflect changing rel:ationships between the explanatory 
variables. 

The time varying intercept is a rrcnd variable that ac- 
counts for long-run vanation in employment not ac- 
counted for by the other variables in the model. The base 
variable for the employment level models is the statewide 
monthly estimate of workers on payrolls in nonfarm in- 
dustries from the CES program. As a predictor variable, 
this estimate provides for the largest portion of the total 
employed estimate. 

Other explanatory variables are included in the employ- 
ment level models to account fol- workers that are either 
not covered or only panidly covered by UI, including self- 
employed  worker^, unpaid family workers, private house- 
hold workers, agricultural workers, and agricultural ser- 
vice workers. Additional seasonal variables are used in the 
models when it is recognized that, for given months, some 
variables are not sens~tive enough to capture the stasonal- 
ity of the series being estimated. 

Ufiernploymen! raw models. These models are spectficd to 
estimate the unemployment rate rather than the level of 
unemployment. This was done bemuse the unemployment 
rate can be more accurately modeled than the unemploy- 
ment level. Like the employment model, the rate modd in- 
cludes rime varying intercept and coefficients. The base 
variable for the unemployment rate models is the srate- 
wide UI claims rate. This rate is a relative measure of the 
number of workers who are currently collecting U1. bene- 
fits and is defined in percentage terms as a ratio of State 
continued claims without earnings to total State nonfarm 
wage and salary payroll employment. Other explanatory 
variables include an employment-to-populat~on ( E n )  ra- 
tio and m entrant rare. The E/P ratio is used as a measure 
of labor market tightness. The cntrant rate is included to 
account for unemployment of new entrants and reentrants 
into the labor force and is used to measure seasonal move- 
ments of the unemployment rate in a State. 

Benchmarking. This process is a general statistical proce- 
dure used to adjust estimates to a control total. Each year, 
monthly State employment and unemployment estimates 
prepared by State employment security agencies using re- 
gression models are adjusted, or benchmarked. to the an- 
nual average CPS Ststc estimates of employment and un- 
employment. The benchmarking process involves adjust- 
ing the time series of monthly estimates so that their 
annual average equals that of the CPS. 

The goal of benchmarking is twofold: (1) To insure that 
the annual average of the final benchmarked series equals 
the CPS annual averagc, and (2) to preserve the pattern of 
the model series as much as possible. In practice, t h a t  two 
goals are conflicting, and some changes to the pattern of 
the time series are made to meet the fi tst  goal. The Dtnton 
benchmarking method-a sta~isttcal procedure that mini- 
mizes the changes to the time series partem and resolvcs 
discontinuities, or breaks, betwccn December and January 
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estimates-has been used since the introduction of model- 
based estimates in 1989. 

Estlrnates for sub-state areas-the Handbook 
method 

Until 1973, the Handbook method was the only means 
used to develop State and local area labor force and unem- 
ployment estimates. With theexception ofthe Los Angeles 
metropolitan area and :New York City, i t  continues to be 
the method used for sub-State estimation. It is an effort to 
estimate unemployment for an area, compamble to what 
would be produced by a random sample of households in 
the area, using available ~nfomation without the expense 
of a large labor force survey like the CPS. The Handbook 
presents a series of estimating "building blocks," where 
categories of unemployed workers are classified by their 
previous status. Three broad caregones of unemployed 
persons are: (1) Those who were last employed in indus- 
tries covered by State LII laws. (2) those who were hst  
employed in noncovered industries, and (3) those who 
either entered the labor force for the first time or reentered 
after a period of separ;st:ion. 

U~employrnent. In the cllrrent month, the estimate of un- 
employment is an aggregate of the estimates for each of the 
three building-block categories. The "covered" category 
consists of four unemployed worker groups: I )  Those who 
are currently collecting lJI benefits, 2) those who have ex- 
hausted their benefits, 3) those who have been disqualified 
from receiving benefits because of the reason for their sep 
aration, and 4) those who have delayed filing for benefits. 

Within the covered category, only the insured unem- 
ployed are obtained directly from an actual count of cur- 
rent UI claimants for the. reference week. All other compo- 
nents in this and the other two covered categories are 
based on special estimating equations. The estimates of 
persons who have exhausted their benefits and those in a 
disqualified status are based upon the number actually 
counted in the current period, plus an estimate of those ex- 

pected still to be unernj>loyed from previous periods. 
For the "noncovered" category. an estimate of unem- 

ployment is developed fbr each industry or class-of-work- 
er subgroup, based ~ r i i a r i l y  on the "State-covered unem- 
ployment rare" (the ratio of coveted unemployment to 
covered employment) and the estimate of current employ- 
ment for the subgroup. 

The third category, "new entrants and reentrants into 
the labor force." cannot be estimated directly from UI sta- 
tistics because unemployment for these persons is not im- 
mediately preceded by the peiod of employment required 
to receive LlI benefits. Instead, total entrants into the labor 
force arc estimated on the basis of the national historical 
relationship of entrants to the experienced unemployed 
and the experienced labor force. The Handbook estimate 
of entrants into the Yahor force is n function of: (1) The 
particular month of th,e year, (2) the lcvel of the experi- 

enced unemployed, (3) the level OF the experienced labor 
force, and (4) thc youth proportion of the working-age 
population. The estimate of total entrants for a given 
month is derived from the following equation: 

ENT = A(X+E) + BX 

where; 

ENT = total cntrant uncmploymcnt 
E = total employment 
X F total expcricnced unmploymcnt 

A, B = synthetic factors inmrporsting both seasonal 
variations, and the assumed relationship bc- 
t w t m  thc proponion of youth in the working- 
age population and the historical relationship of 
entrants to either the experienced unemployed 
(B factor) or the experienced labor force (A 
factor). 

Employment. The total employment estimate is based on 
data from several sources. The primary source is surveys 
of establishments either directly from the Federal-State 
CES survey or conducted by the S ta te  themselves. These 
are designed to produce estimates of the total number of 
employees on payrolls in nonfarm industries for the panic- 
ular area. 

These "place-of-work" employment estimates must be 
adjusted to refer to place-of-residence estimates, as in the 
CPS. Estimated adjustment factors for several categories 
of employment have been developed on the basis of em- 
ployment relationships which existed ar the time of the 
most recent decennial census. T h e e  factors are applied to 
the place-of-work employment est~mates for the current 
pried to obtain adjusted employment estimates, to which 
are added synthetically developed estimates for employ- 
ment not represented in the establishment setis-agricul- 
tural workers, nonfarm self-employed and unpaid family 
workers, and private household workers. 

Sub-state aa'justmenr for consistency and additivity. Each 
month, Handbook estimates arc prepared for labor market 
areas that exhaust the entire State area. To obtain an esti- 
mate for a given area, a "Handbook share" is computed for 
that area which is defined as the ratio of that area's Hand- 
book Himate to thcsurn of the Handbook estimate for dl 
LMA's in the Scate. This ratio is then multiplied by the 
current. statewide estirnstt for each State-either the mo- 
del-based estimate used for 39 States, or  the CPS estimate: 
uscd for thc 11 dircct-use States-to produce the final 
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where: 
U = rota1 unernplnymtrrt 

UHB = Handbook unc~nployment 
a = ara1 
s = State 
t = t i m c  

Benchmark correcrtlbrt. At the end of each year, sub-state 
estimates are revised to incorporate any changes in the in- 
puts, such as revisions in the place-oFwork-based cmploy- 
ment estimats, c:orrections in clams data, and updated 
historical relationships. These corrected estimates are 
then readjusted to sum to the revised (benchmarked) State 
estimates of employment and unemployment. 

Producing est imates  for parts of LMA's 
Current labor force estimates at the sub-LMA level arc 

required by several Federal programs. However, for areas 
this small, the dab required to compute independent 
Handbook estimates are gen.erally not available. Based on 
data availability, two alternative methods are used to dis- 
aggregate the LMA estimates to the subarea levcl. 

The population-claims n~ethod is the preferred tech- 
nique. If residence-based UX claims data are available for 
the subareas with.in the labor market area, the ratio of the 
subarea to the total number of claims within the LMA is 
used to disaggregare the Handbook estimate of experi- 

r - enced unemployed to the subarea level. The Handbook CS- 
5 timates of unemployed entrants are allocated based on the 

later available cerrsus distribution of adult and teenage 
[ population groups. ern ploy men^ is disaggregated using 
1, currc~lt population distributions prepared by the Bureau 
F ofthe Census and weighted b y  each area's decennial cen- 

i sus relative share of emplolrment to population. 
If the necess3ry UI claims data are nor available, the 

a!: census-share merb~d is used. This method uses each sub- 
arcs's decennial ct:nsus share of roral LMA employment 
and unemployment, respect.ively, in order to disaggregate 

. - . Handbook employment and unemployment. 

Uses and Limitations 

Estimates of uncmploymei~t and the ur~en~ployment 
rate are used by Federal agencies to determine the cligibil- 
i ty  of an area for benefits in  various Federal programs. 
These include the Job Training Partnership Acr (JTPA). 
the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act 
(EUCA), thc Emergency Food and Shelter Program 
(EFSP), the Publ~c Works Program (PWP), the Tempo- 
rary Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP), an,d 
Labor Surplus Area designation. Undcr JTPA, EEJ?, 
PWP, and TEFAP, unernploymcnt data are used to deter- 
mine rhe distribution of funds to be dlocatcd to each elig,i- 
ble area. In the case of the Labor Surplus Area designa- 
tions, the data are used in the determination of area e l i~ j -  
bility for benefits. Under EUCA, the State total unemplosy- 
ment rate is one of two triggers for paying extended unenn- 
ployment benefits. 

Labor force stirnates for States and arcas are based on 
sample survcy and adminislrsrive data and thus are sub- 
ject to sampling, nonsampling, and orher types of erroi-. 

The annual CPS estlmstcs used to benchmark monthly. 
statewide labor force estimates for the 39 States and rile 
monthly CPS estlrnates used directly for 11 States and 2. 
areas are based on probability samples of households arid 
are subject to both sampling and nonsarnpling errors. (See 
Limitations under chapter 1 for a discussion of errors in 
the CPS.) 

Approximate error measures for annual average esti- 
mates of major labor force characteristics for State and 
sub-state areas are published in Geographic Profile of Em- 
ployment and Unemploymenr. These error estimates are 
developed from generalized variance functions which u.se 
CPS data for the a r ea  and independently developed pa- 
rameters. As with all sampling error tables produced fbr 
CPS State and area data, a number of approximations are 
required; as a resulr, the sampling errors from genetalized 
variance functions should be interpreted wirh caution. 

Estimates not direcrly derived from sample surveys are 

.subject to errors resulting from thc estimation processes 
used as well as the limitations of the  dab^ sources used. The 
crror structure associated with these estimates is complex, 
and information on rhe magrlitudc of the overall errors is 
not available. 
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Labor  F o r c e  Emplovment 
951 , I  98 847,952 

Per i od . . . . SM5OOOOO Feb 1 9 9 2  

Jul 1992  

Feb 1993  

. . . . SM596000 Feb 1992  

Jul 1 9 9 2  

Feb 1 9 9 3  

. . . SM608000 Feb 1 9 9 2  

J u l  1 9 9 2  

Feb 1993 

~tuntbel- ' Rate 
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ORLANDO, FL MSA . . , . . . . . . 

PENSACOLAj FC MSA - . - . . s , 

? HOPiOLULU, H I M S A  . . . . , . . . . . . . . SM332000 Feb 1 9 9 2  

J u l  1992 

Feb 1 9 9 5  

C H I C A G O ,  I L P M S A  . . . . . - r . ~ . . . SM160000 F e b 1 9 9 2  
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.o .- S T .  MARY5 COUNTY . -. 
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Feb 1 9 9 3  
C4 .- -. 

E; 
MASSACHUSETTS 
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C.4 . . 
in 
-4 

. , . , SM112000 Feb 1 9 9 2  

Ju1 1992  

Feb 1993  

. . . . SM416000 Feb 1 9 9 2  

J u l  1 9 9 2  

n 
LACIRENCE-HAVERHILL, MA-NH PMSA . . . . . 
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Per i od 
. , . . . SM416000 ~ e b 3  

Labor F a r c e  -- 
t 94 ,600  

147 ,902  

152 ,596  

148 ,204  

157,831 

163,908 

1581627 

LAIIREIJCE-HAVERHILL, MA-NH PMSA(cont. 1 , . , , - 

LOWELL, MA-NH PMSA . . . . . 5&<> ! ( ~ $ 1  . . 511456000 Feb 1992  

Jul 1992  

I Feb 1993 

SALEM-GLOUCESTER, MA PMSA . . . . . . , . , , . . . SM709000 Feb 1992 
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Feb 1 9 9 3  

MARQUETTE COUNTY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . PA261650 Feb 1 9 9 2  

Jul 1 9 9 2  

Feb 1993 

v! LAUDERDALE COUNTY . . . , . . , . . . . . . , . . PA280350 Feb 1992  
el 
m 

Jul 1 9 9 2  

Fsb 1 9 9 3  

4EbI YORK 

NEW YORK, MY PMSA . . , - , - . , . , . , . . . . SM560000 Feb 1992  
G. 

Feb 1 9 9 3  

.=, 

6 LICKING COUNTY . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . , . PA390200 Feb 1992 

J u l  1 9 9 2  

.-. - Feb 1993 
c3 . . 
m DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD, OH MSA . . , . . . . . , . . . . SM200000 Feb 1 9 9 2  
.-I 

Jul 1992  

Feb 1993 
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DUTH CAROL 1 N A  ':; ? .zZ;+ V - 1  - 
CHARLESTON, SC MSA . . . . . . . , . . , , , . . S M 1 4 4 0 0 0  Feb 1 9 9 2  2 4 1 , 3 1 5  2 2 5 , 5 7 1  

J u ~  1 9 9 2  259 ,007  2 4 3 , 4 3 7  

Feb 1 9 9 3  239,195 225 ,  1 1  4 

JuL 1992  1 , 4 7 2 , 7 0 7  1 , 3 7 2 ,  540 

F e b 1 9 9 3  1 , 4 5 2 , 9 3 5  1 , 3 4 8 , 8 0 7  

, - . 
Y 

4 1 r )  

NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-t4EIIPORT N E W ,  VA MSA , , , . . , . Sf4572000 Feb 1 9 9 2  
J 

653,170 6 0 4 , 4 9 4  

Feb 1 9 9 3  6 5 6 , 8 6 9  6 1 7 , 3 4 0  

FAVQUIER COUNTY . . . . , . . . . . . . . . CN510610 Feb 1992  2 8 , 4 8 8  26 ,48  0 

Page 4 



115 :~:rn: 93  1 5 :  315 ff202 81)6 6-159 BLS ,' OEUS .* L-4U.S 

Chapter 4. Measurement of Unemployment 
in States and Local Areas 

Unm~ployment estirnatts for Statc; and local areas are 
key indicators of local economic conditions. These esti- 
mates, which are produced by Statc: employment security 
agencies, are used by State and local governments for plan- 
ning and budgetary putpose and as determinants of the 
need for local employment and training services and pro- 
g y n s .  Local arm uncmployment estimates are also used 
to determine the eligibility (of an 3 r u  for benefits in various 
Federal assistance programs. '- 

Under the Feder~l-State cooperative progtam, the De- 
partment of Labor develops the concepts, definitions, and 
technical procedures which arc used by State agencies for 
th t  preparation of labor force and unemployment esti- 
mates. Currently, monthly estimates of employment and 
unemployment are prepared in State agencies for some 
5,400 geographic areas, which include all States, labor 
market areas CLMA's), and counties and cities having a 
population of 25,000 or more. 

Background 

Unemployment. estimates have been developed for 
LUA's for over 40 y w .  The program began during 
World War 11 under the War Manpower Commission to 
identify areas where labor market imbalance was created 
as a result of an inadequate labor sxlpply, material short- 
ages, and transportation difficulties. Aftcr the ws, em- 
phasis was placed on identifying areas of labor surplus, 
and the program of classifying areas in accordance with 
severity of unemployment was established. 

In 1950. the Department of L a w s  Bureau of Employ- 
ment Security (now Employment and Training Adminis- 
tration) published a handhok, Techniques for Est imr ing 
Unemploymenf so that comparable estimates of the unem- 
ployment rate could be produced among the Statm. This 
led, during the late 1950's, to the formulation of the 
"Handbook method." a s e d a  of computational steps de- 
signed to produce local enlployment and unemployment 
estimates. This method relied heavily on data derived from 
the unemployment insurance (UI) system. (S- section on 
"Estimatcu for sub-state areas-the Handbook method.") 

In 1972, the Bureau of Liibor Statistics began to develop 
the concepts and methods to be used by States to stimatc 
labor force, employment. and unealployment. In 1973, a 

new system for developing labor force estimates was intro- 
duced which combined the Handbook method with the 
concepts, defdtions, arid estimation controls from the 
Current Population Survey (CPS). the Bureau of Census 
survey sponsored by BLS used to measure the labor force 
status of individuals. The CPS estimates are based on a 
household survey sample selected in a way to provide un- 
biased csthatrs. (See chapter 1 .) 

Since 1976, State samples of the CPS have been in- 
cresed in size several timm to improve the quality of State 
labor force estimats. Also in 1976, the CPS was extended 
to all State  as an estimation control. As a criterion for us- 
ing the monthly CPS data directly for official publication 
of labor force estimates? BLS established a maximum ex- 
pected coefficient of variation (CV) of 10 percent for un- 
employment ayuming an unemployment rate of 6 per- 
cent. (The coefficient of variation of an estimate can be de- 
fined as the standard error of the estimate divided by the 
estimate.) Based on this criterion, monthly CYS dam were 
used, beginning in 1978, for official statewide labor force 
estimates for the 10 largest Stata-California, Florida, I1- 
linois, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas-and for 2 sub-Swtt 
areas-the Los Angds-Long Beach Metropolitan Statis- 
tical Area and New York City. 

In 1985, a State-based design for the CPS was fully im- 
plemented to incorporate the 1980 census information and 
to provide for improved reliability requirements for each 
of the 50 Stat- and the District of Columbia. North Caro- 
lina was added as another "direct-use" State, and the CV 
requirement for monthly unemployment w a ~  reduced to 8 
percent for these 11 large States. For each of the 39 (non- 
direct-use) States and the District of Columbia, the reli- 
ability requirement was established at an 8 percent CV for 
annual average unemployment, assuming a &percent un- 
employment rate. 

Until 1989, official monthly estimates for the non-di- 
rect-use Stacs and sub-state areas were based on the 
Hmdhook method. Since 1989, st imata for t hee  39 
States -and the District of Columbia have been based on 
time serifs models developed by BLS and tested by Strcte 
employment security agencies. using standardized procc- 
dures. Estimates for all other substate areas arc bsscd on 
the Handbook method. adjusted to annual Statc control 
totals. (See the sampling section of chapter 1.) 
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Over the  years, other major improvements have been 
nrade to the Ul database, an integral input to State and 
area estimation. Thc UI database project, conducted in 
1976-78, stmdardizd all UI claims data used in State and 
area labor force estimates, so that these data would be 
more consistent with the conceptual underpinnings of un- 
employment used in the CPS. The result of this project was 
the regular development, from computer f i l s ,  of data on 
UI claimants, in the wcxk including the 12th day of the 
month (the CPS reference week). These data zre b=cd on 
the claimants' State/co~~nty/city of residence and exclude 
those who had earnings from employmeat in thecertifica- 
tion week. 

Estimation Methodology 

Estimates for States 
The CPS is the direct source of monthly labor force data 

for 1.1 large States. For the 39 smaller States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, monthly labor force estimates arc devcl- 
oped using models which treat the observed monthly CPS 
estimate as the sum of a "signal" or (true labor force value) 
plus "noise" (error due to sampling only a portion of the 
population). The goal is to reduce the sampling variability 
in the CPS data by estimating the true labor force value, 
the CPS with i ts  noise removed. This is done by modeling 
the true value by a t h e  series regrtssion with variable co- 
efficients and the sampling error as a correlated noise com- 
ponent. Givm t h a e  models, the K h a n  filter algorithm is 
used to disaggrepatc the observtd CPS into a "signal" and 
"noise" component. 

Under this algorithm, the currmt model estimatts are 
updated as new data become available each month. Under 
the model's assumptions, the Ralman filter provides opti- 
mal estimates of the current value of the "signal" using all 
available info ma ti or^ Estimates prior to the current 
period are not updated as new data become available. At 
the cnd of each year, however, the estimates are revised by 
processing the entire data setis through a process called 
"smoothing," which mes the data both before and follow- 
ing a given month. 

Using more t hm 10 years of data from three major 
sources (CPS, the Clirrent Eru~loyment Statistics (CES) 
survey. and UI data), two models were developed for each 
State--one to estimate the employment level and one to 
estlrnate the unemp1c)yment rate. Each State has separate- 
ly determined models that have been specially tailored to 
its historical and current data. 

Emplo.vrncnr level models. Thc signal componmt of the 
cttlploynlent levcl model consists of a time varying sto- 
chastic intercept, a base variable common to all models; 
orher enplanatory v,uiablrs; and sexiond variables. The 
coefficients of the explanatory variables are timc varyitlg 
tn reflect changing relationships between the explanatory 
variables. 

The time varying intercept is a trcrid variable that sc- 
counts for long-run variation in ernploymcrrt not ac- 
counted for by the other varivbles 111 the modcl. Thc base 
variable for the enlployment Levd models is the statewide 
monthly estimate of workers on payrolls in nonfarm in- 
dustries from the CES program. As a predictor variablc, 
this cstimate provides for the largtst portion of the total 
employed estimate. 

Other explanatory variables arc included in the emproy- 
ment level models to account for workers that are either 
not covered or only partially covcred by U1, including self- 
employed workers, unpaid family workers, private housr- 
hold workers, agricultural workers, and agricultural ser- 
vice workers. Additional seasonal vari~bles are used in the 
modcls when it is recognized that, for given months, some 
variables are not sensitive enough to capture the seasonal- 
ity of the series being estimated. 

. 

Urztmploymer~~ rate models. Thcse models s e  specified to 
estimate the unemployment rate rathcr than the level of 
unemployment. This w a  done because the unernploymerlt 
rate can be more accurately modeled than the unemploy- 
ment level. Like thc employment model, the rate model in- 
cludes time varying intercept and coefficients. The b s c  
variable for rhe unemployment rate models is the state- 
wide UI claims rate. This rate is a relative measure of the 
number of workers who are currently collecting UI bene- 
fits and is defined in percentage terms as a ratio of State 
continued claims without earnings to total State nonfarm 
wage and salary payroll employment. Other explatlatory 
variables include an employment-to-population En)  ra- 
tio and m entrant rate. The E/P rario i s  used a~ a measure 
of labor market tightness. The entrant rate is included to 
account for unemployment of new entrants and reentrants 
into the labor force and is used to measure seasonal move- 
ments of the unemployment rate in a State. 

Benchmarking. This process is a general statistical proce- 
dure used to adjust estimates to a control total. Each y ~ ,  
monthly Statc employment and unemployment estimates 
prepared by State employment security agencies using re- 
gression modds are adjusted, or benchmarked, to the an- 
nual average CPS State stirnates ol'employrnent and un- 
employment. The benchmarking process involves adjust- 
ing the time seties of monthly estimates so that their 
annual average equals that of the CPS. 

The goal of benchn~arking is rwofold: (1) To insurc tha~: 
the annual average oft he final benchmarked sene equals 
the CPS annual average, and (2) to preserve the pattern of 
the model scrim as much as possible. In practice. rhese two 
goals are wrlfljcting, and some changes to the pattern of 
the time series are made to nieet the first goal. The Denton 
benchmarking n~ethod-a stat~stical proc~dure that mini- 
mizes the changes to the time series pattcnl and resolves 
discontinuities, or breaks. befwcea Dccember and January 
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estjmates-has been used since the  iritroduction of n~odel- 
based estimates in 19g9. 

Estimates for sub-state areas--the Handbook 
method 

Until 1973, rhe Handhook method was the only nlans  
used to develop State and 1i.xal area labor force and onem- 
ployment estimates. With the exception of the LOS Angelcs 
metropolitan area and New York City, it continues to be 
the method used for subalate estimation. It is an effort to 
estimate unemployment for no area, c6mpmblt  to what 
would be produced by a r;mdom sample of households in 
the area, using available infomaticm without the expensc: 
of a large labor force sumey like the CPS. The Handbook 
presents a series of estimating "bllilding blocks." where 
categorim of unemployd workers are classified by their 
previous status. Three broad ategories of unemployed 
persons are: (1) Those who werc last employed in indus- 
tries covered by State U.I laws, (2) those who were last 
employed in nonmvtred industries, add (3) those who 
either entered the labor force for tbe fust time or reentered 
after a period of separation. 

Unemployment. In the current month, the estimate of un- 
employment is an aggregate of the estimates for each of the 
tkrw building-block categories. The "covered" category 
consists of four unemployed worker groups: 1) Tbosc: who 
are currently collecting IJI benefits. 2) those who have ex- 
hausted their benefits, 3) those who have been disqualified 
from recriving benefits because ofthe reason for their sep- 
aration, and 4) those who have delayed filing for bend~ts. 

Within the covered category, only the insured untm- 
played are obtained directly from m actual count of cur- 
rent U1 claimants for  he reference week. All other compo- 
nents in this and the other two covered categories are 
based on special estimating equations. The estimates of 
persons who have exhausted their benefits and those in a 
disqualified stntus ate based upon the number actually 
cou~lted in rhe current period, plus an estimate of those ex- 

pected still to be unemployed from previous periods. 
For the "noncoverecl" category, an estimate of unem- 

ployment is developed f ~ r  each industry or classof-work- 
er subgroup, based primarily on the  "Statecovered unem- 
ployment rate" (the ratio of covered unemployment to 
covered employment) and the estimate of current employ- 
ment for the subgoup. 

The third category, "new entrants and reentrants into 
the labor force," cannot be estimated directly from UI sta- 
tistics because unemployment for these persons is not im- 
mediately preceded by the period of ernpIoyrnent required 
to receive UI benefits. Instead, total cntmnts into the labor 
forcz are estimated on the basis of the national historical 
relationship of entrants to the errperienccd memployed 
and the experienced labor force. The Handbook =timate 
of entrants ipto the labor force is a function of: (1) The 
particular month of the y-r, (2) the level of the expcri- 

enced uncmploycd, (3) the level of the experienced lehot 
force. and (4) the youth proportion of the working-age 
population. Thc estimate of total entrants for a glven 
month is derived from the following equation: 

ENT = A(X+E) -t. B)i 

where: 

ENT = total entrant unemplopmt 
E = total employment 
X = total experienced unemploymmt 

A, 13 = spthetic factors incorporating both seasvnal 
variations, and the ssurned relationship bc- 
tween the proportion of youth in rhe working- 
age popult~tion nnd  he historical rclntionship of 
entrants to cither rhe erperienccd unmployed 
(Ei factor) or the experienced labor force (A 
rector). 

Employment. The t o t .  employment mtimate IS based on 
data from several sources. The primary source is surveys 
of establishments either directly from the Federai-State 
CES survey or conducted by the States themselves. T h e  
are designed to produce estimata of the total number of 
employees on payrolls in nonfarm industries for the partic- 
ular area. 

These "place-of-work" employment rstimates mu.t be 
adjusted to refer to placc-af-rcsidence estimates, as ~II the 
CPS. Estinlated adjustment factors for several categories 
of employment have been developed on the basis of em- 
ployment relationships which existed at the time of the 
most recent decennial census. These factors ate applied to 
the place-of-work employment estimates for the current 
period to obtain adjusted cmploynlent estirna~es, to which 
are added synthetically developed etinlates for emplay- 
ment not represented in the establishment series-agficul- 
tural workers, nonfarm self-employed and unpaid family 
workers, and private household workers. 

Sub-Store adjusrrnent f ir  consirtency and addilivity. Each 
month. Handbook estimates are prepared for labor market 
areas that exhaust the entire State area. To obtain an esti- 
mate for a givtn area, a "Handbook share!' is compured for 
that area which is defined as the ratio of that area's Hand- 
book estimate to the sum of the Handbook estimatrs for all 
LMA's in the State. This ratio is then mulriplied by the 
current, statewide estimate for e3ch S t a t u i t h e r  the mo- 
del-based atimate used for 39 States, or the CPS estirnatc 
used for the I I direct-use States-to produce the final 



Os.*(:l3.'9n 15:n-l =2,:,2 s(:ls 6 J 5 9  -. -.- 

BLS ., OELrS : LAUS 
m o l l  

adjusted LMA estimates: Uses and Limitations 

Estimates of uneniploymcn~ and the unzn~ploymenr 
ratc are uscd hy Federal ~ g e n c i s  t o  determirle rhc ellgibil- 
ity of an area for benefits in various Federal prcbgrams. 
T h a e  include the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), 

where: the Emergency Unemployment Compens~tion Act 
U = rota1 unernploymmt (EUCA), the Emergency Food and Shclter Program 

UHB = Hn~ldbmk unmploymcnt (EFSP), the Public Works Program (PWP). the Tcmpo- 
8 = X C 8  

s = Smte rary Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP), and 

t = tinlc . b b o r  Surplus Area designation. Under JTPA. EFSP,, 
P W ,  and TEFAP. unernploynlent dara are used to deter- 

~ ~ ~ ~ h ~ ~ ~ k  correcton- & the of ach y e r ,  sub-state mine the distribution of funds t0 hc allocated to each eligi- 

otimara are ,.,,,is. lo incorpordte sly in the in- ble a r m  in the case of the Labor Surplus Area da ig la -  

pa, such as rcv,sionr in the place-of-work-b~d anploy- 'ions. the data are used in the detemi~dtlon Of area elit$- 

me,.,t atimater, wrreclio,ls in claims data, and bility for benefits. Under EliCA, the State total onemploy- 
histon~dl re]r l ion~hip~ T h e e  currated esrimam are menf. rate 1s one of two tnggen for pdying extended unem- 
then readjusted to r11m to the revised (benchmarked) State pt0Yrnent benefits. 
stinlates of employment and unemployment. Labor force istimats for States and arms are bawd on 

srnple survey and administr.stive data sz~d [bus are sub- 

Producing estirniites for parts of LMA's ject to sampling, nonsmpling, and other rypes of error. 
Currc~lt labor force estimates a1 the sub-LMA lcvel are The annual CPS erimats  used to benchmark monthly. 

reclujred by Federa] programs. However, for areas statewide labor force rsrimater for the 34 States and the 
this small, the data required to compute iddependent n~onthly CPS estimates used directly for I I States and 2. 
Handbook estimstrs are genera!ly not available. Baed on areas are b a d  on probabiliry samples of households and 

data availability, two alternative methods are used to dis- are subject to both sampling and nonsampling errors. (See 
aggregate the LMA estimates to the subara level. Linlitations under chapter 1 for a discussion of errors in 

The population..claims method is the preferred tech- the CPS.) 
nique. If rsidence-basad UI claim dab are available for Approximate error measurn for m u d  avcragc a t i -  
the subareas within the labor market arm, the ratio of the mates of major labor force characteristics for Statt and 
subare3 ro thc totd number of claims within the LMA is sub-state areas art published in G~ographicProJile of Ern- 
used to disaggregare the Handbook estimate of experi- ploymenr ond Urlemployment. Thue  error estimates :ire 
enced unemployetl to the subarea level. The Handbook es- developed from generalized variarlcc functions which !use 
timers of unemployed enrrants are allocated based on thc CPS data for the areas and independently developed pa- 
latest available census distribution of adult and teenage rameters. AS with all sanlpling error tables produced for 
population group. Employment is disaggregated using CPS State and ~m data, a numkr  of appro~mstions are 
current population disttihutions prepared by the Bureau required; as a rcsul~. the sampling errors from generalized 
of the Census ancl weighted by each area's decennial a n -  variance functions should bc inrevreted wirh ca~tiorl. 
sus relative share of ernploymcnt 10 population. Estimates not directly derived from samplc surveys arc 

If the necessary UI claims data are not available, the .subject to errors resulting from the s t h a t i o n  processes 
census-share method is used. This method uses each sub- used as well as the limitations of the data sources used. The 
aret's dec.ennid census share of total LMA employment error strucrure associated with these cstirnates IS complex, 
and unemployrnc:nt, respectively, in order ro disaggregate and infomlation on the magnitude of the overall crrors is 
Handbook employment and unenlploymen~. not available. 

35  
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Economic Data- -31 Major Bases 
Servicr Installation Economic Atea FlPS EMPLOYMENT 

ARMY FORT MCCLE:LLAN ANNISTON, AL (MSA) 450 47,968 
VlNT HILL FARMS FAUQUIER CO., VA 51 -61 28,559 

NAW NAVAL STATION MOBILE MOBILE,AL (MSA) 
MARE ISLAN[) NAVAL STATION VALLEJO-FAIRFIED- 

NAPACA (PMSA) 
MC AIR STATION EL. TOR0 ANAHEIM -SANTA ANA, 

CA (PMSA) 
NAS ALAMEDA OAKLAND.CA (PMSA) 
NA DEPOT AIAMEDA OAKLAND,CA (PMSA) 
NAVAL HOSPITAL OAKLAND OAKLAND.CA (PMSA) 
NS TREASURE ISLAND SAN FRAN.,GA (PMSA) 
NS CENTER OAKLAND OA)(LAND.CA (PMSA) 
NTC SAN DIEGO SAN DIEGO,CA (PMSA) 
NAS CECIL FIELD JACKSONVILLE,FL (MSA) 
NAD P ENSAC0 LA PENSACOIA,FL (MSA) 
NTC ORLANDO ORLAND0,FL (MSA) 
NAS BARBERS POINT HONOLULU,HI (MSA) 
NAS GLENVIEW CHICAG0,IL (PMSA) 
N ELECT. SEC ST INIGOES ST MARYS C0,MD 
NAS MERIDIAN cUDERDALE,CO,MS 
NAS S. WMMOUTH BOSTON- IAWRENCE- 

3 @&3& ALEM-LOWELLM(PMSP 
NS STATEN I.SLAND NEW YORKNY (PMSA) 
AS OFFICE PHILADELPHIA PHIL,PA-NJ (PMSA) 
CHARLESTON N SHIPYARD CHARLESTON, SC (MSA) 
NS CHARLESTON CHARLESTON, SC (MAS) 
NAS DALLAS DALLAS,TX (PMSA) 
NAD NORFOLK NORFOLK-VA BEACH- 

NEWP NEWS,VA (PMSA) 

AF HOMESTEAD MIAMI- HIA,FL (PMSA) 5000 898.31 3 
KI-SAWYER MARQUETTE c O ~ W ~ J -  26.1 03 29,109 
NEWARK AFB LICKING CO,OH 39.89 64,529 
O'HARE INT. AIRS CHICAGO, 1L (PMSA) 1600 3,W9,278 

D M  D ELECT SC, DAYTON DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD, 
OH (MSA) 20W 459,763 

DEF PER SC PHILA. PHILA,PA-NJ (PMSA) 61 60 2,273,208 



NOTE: The da.ta provided in the attachment are provisional and do 
not reflect the full range of usual annual revisions to  series. These 
annual revisions have been delayed, pending a decision on incorporating an 
adjustment for the decennial census undercount of population to the independent 
population controls used in the Current Population Survey (CPS). At this time, the 
CPS population controls continue to be based on 1980 census data extrapolated to 
the present, and :reflect revisions incorporating independent administrative data on 
births, deaths, and migration through July 1989. Upon resolution of this issue, all 
State and area labor force estimates for 1990 to date will be subject 
to revision. 

State LAUS Estimates: 

For the 11 largest. States--California, Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts. Michigan, New 
Jersey, New Yorb-, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania. and Texas--where the CPS 
sample is sufficiently huge to provide reliable monthly estimates directly, data do 
not incorporate revised independent population controls. Seasonally adjusted data 
for 1988 and later are based on factors derived from data through 1992 using the 
current (that is, non-revised) populatton controls. Both the unadjusted and 
seasonally adjusted series may be subject to further revision. 

For the remaining 39 States and the District of Columbia, monthly estimates are 
produced based on repjession techniques which combine data from the CPS, the 
Current Employment Statistics (CES) program, and unemployment insurance [UI) 
statistics. The State estimates for 1993 reflect revised historical CES and UI inputs, 
only. Official data for 1992 have not been benchmarked to the CPS annual average. 
Thus. the average of the 12 monthly State estimates does not equal the CPS annual 
average. Until r~:solution of the population issue, the official LAUS series for these 
States are the previously published monthly series. Seasonal adjustment factors for 
July 1992 and later are those generated in mid-1992, reflecting the seasonal 
experience through June  1992. These provisional 1993 estimates are not strictly 
comparable to data for earlier years. 

CPS Annual Average Estimates: 

Annual average estimates of employment and unemployment from the CPS are 
subject to revision. pending the decision on the undercount adjustment. However, 
the unernp1oyrne:nt rate will not be affected except in the case of rounding. 

Sub-state Areas: 

Because of the provisional nature of the State estimates (described above) and the 
adjustment of i3U sub-state areas to the State estimates of employment and 
unemployment. data for sub-state areas for 1990 on are subject to revision. The 
1993 estlmates are comparable across areas but not with earlier years. This is 
especially the case for counties and cities disaggregated from larger areas using 
decennial census data, which. beginning with January 1993. have been updated to 
a 1990 basis . 
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VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD-NAPA, CA PMSA . . , ,, . 

m 1 
.. 'FLORIDA 
0 I 
4 '  1 JACKSONVILLE, FL MSfi n a . . . . . 

LOCAL AREA UNEMPLDYMENT STATISTICS 

Period L a b o r  F o r c e  

. , , . , . SM045000 Feb 1992  51,954 

J u l  1992 52,833 

Feb 1993  52,401 

, . . . . . SM516000 Feb 1992 223 I 639 

J u ~  1992  232, 7 03 

Feb  1993  229,446 

. , , . , . S M 0 3 6 0 0 0 F e b 1 9 9 2  1,344,550 

J u l  1992  1,379,450 

Feb 1993  1,385,906 

. , , . , . SM577500 F e b 1 9 9 2  1,110,110 

J u ~  1992  1,145,540 

Feb 1993  1,130,881 

. . , . , . S M 7 3 2 0 D O F e b 1 9 9 2  1,183,167 

Jul 1992  1 , 2 2 4 , 0 0 9  

F e b 1 9 9 3  1,201,105 

, , . , . . SM736000 Fob 1 9 9 2  884,253 

J u ~  '1992 923,025 

Feb 1993  884,918 

. . . . , . SM872000 Feb 1 9 9 2  204,299 

J u l  1 9 9 2  217,633 

Feb 1 9 9 3  214,125 

. , . . , . S M 3 6 0 0 0 0 F e b 1 9 9 2  465,134 

JuL 1992  496,891 

Feb 1993  466,098 

Unemp 1 o ymerit 
tlumb(ar R a t e  

loyment 
Rate 

6 7  





LOCAL CREA UCEKPL OYI4E!IT S T A T  l STTCS 
I.ISTItIC; F O R  DAVE H E N R Y ,  BASE CLCSI ' IG  Cfl'l?lISSIOIJ 

Avg 1 9 9 2  

. . . . . . . . . . .  LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, C A  PMSA S M 4 4 8 0 0 0  J u l  1 9 9 2  

k v g  1 9 9 2  

R IVERSIDE-SAN B E R I J A R D I N O ,  C k  PNSA . . . . . . . . . .  S K 5 7 8 0 0 0  J u l  : 5 9 2  

Avg 1 9 9 2  

SACRAMENTO, C k  MSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S?l692000 J u l  1 9 9 2  

A v g  1 9 9 2  

S A N D Z E G O , C A M S k .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S t ? 7 3 2 0 C C J u l 1 9 3 2  

A v g  1 9 9 2  

SAMTI(  CRUZ,  CA PMSA . . . . . . . . . .  SH748500 J i l l  1 9 9 2  

L v g  : 5 9 2  

DEtJVER, CO PMSk . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S1<208000 J u l  1 9 9 2  

kvg  1 9 9 2  

JACKSONVILLE,  F l  PlSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S l1360000  J c l  1 9 9 2  

Avg : 3 9 2  

ALBAIIY, GA MSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S t ~ 0 1 2 0 0 0  J 2 1  1 9 9 2  

kvg  1 9 9 2  

ATLANTA, Gk  HSA . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S,' lJ52000 J i l l  ; i 4 2  

Avg 1 9 9 2  

MACOt I -WARI IER ROBII IS,  G k  ElSA . . . . . . . . . .  5 f l 4 6 8 0 0 0  J u l  1 9 9 2  

A v g  ' 5 9 2  

LAKE COUNTY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  P S 1 7 3 3 5 0  Jd1 1992 

A v g  1 9 9 2  

L O U I S V I L L E ,  K Y - I C  MSA . . . . . . . . . .  Se'1452C00 J u l  l i 9 2  

Avg 1 9 9 2  

BOSTON, KA P M S A  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S?11 1 2 0 0 0  J u i  ! 9 9 2  
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Page 3 LOCAL A R E A  C t I E H ~ L O Y f l E I I T  S T A T I S T I C S  
L I S T I l ' i G  FOR D A V E  HEtIRY, SASE CLOSI ' IG  CCMt l ISSIOt ;  

FRAtlKL I N  COUNTY . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
P o r i o d  L a h o r  

. . P S 4 2 0 4 5 0  J u l  1 9 9 2  6 0 , 4 3 5  

BEAUFORTCOUNTY . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

MEMPHIS, TN-AR-MS MSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

CORPUS C H R I S T I ,  T X  HSA . . . . . . . . , . . . . . 

S A N A N T O N I 0 , T X H S A  . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . 

TEXARKAiIA, TX-TEXARKAtdA, A R  HSA . . . . , . . . . . . 

S A L T  L A K E C I T Y - . O G D E N ,  U T  MSA . . . . . . . . . . . . 

? (ORFOLK. -V IRGINIh  REACH-IIEIJPORT !IEI.IS, VA KSA . , . . . . . 

RICHMOND-PETERSBURG, V A  ?lSA . . . . . . . . . . .  

SEATTLE,  HA P K S A  . . . . . . , ., . . , . . . . 

PARKERSBURG-EARIETTk,  CIV-OH MSk . . 

- 

Avg 1 9 9 2  6 0 , 8 9 5  

P A 4 5 0 5 5 0  J u l  1 9 9 2  4 1 , 9 2 2  

k v g  1 9 9 2  39,049 

S?l492003 J u l  1 9 9 2  4 8 3 . 4 1  3  

kvg 1 9 9 2  4 7 3 , 9 7 2  

S H 1 8 8 0 0 0  J u l  1992  1 7 6 , 2 2 3  

2vg 1 9 9 2  : 7 1 , 7 5 3  

Sf".Z~tOCO J u l  1 9 9 2  6 3 7 , 9 0 3  

2vg  1 9 9 2  6 2 9 , 4 7 6  

SK3360CO J u l  1 9 9 2  5 8 , 4 3 3  

Avg 1 9 9 2  5 7 , 8 1 2  

i M 7 1 6 C 0 0  Ju: 1 9 9 2  5 2 5 . 8 5 4  

k v g  1 9 9 2  5 2 3 . 3 1  7  

S N 5 7 2 0 3 0  J u l  1 9 9 2  6 7 9 , 8 3 9  

Avg i i 9 2  6 6 3 , 5 5 6  

SfF676COO J u l  1 9 9 2  4 8 6 , 7 7 2  

Lug  1 9 9 2  6 7 7 , 9 6 1  

5?1760009  J u ~  1 9 9 2  1 , 1 6 8 0 8 1 4  

k v g  1 9 9 2  1 , 1 4 8 , 1 9 7  

S36C2003 J u I  1 9 9 2  7 5 , 9 0 0  

A v i j  1 9 9 2  7(t, 0 4 7  

Unano l o y n a n t  
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LOCAL AREA UNEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS 
L IST ING FOR DAVE HENRY, BASE C L O S I N G  COMMISSION 

Page 1 

Per i od 
ANEllSTON, AL HSA . , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . Sf4045000 J u l  1992  

Avg 1992  

LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA PMSA . . . , . . . . . . . SM448000 Ju l  1 9 9 2  

Avg 1 9 9 2  

R IVERSIDE-SAN BERNARDINO, CA PMSA . . . . . . . . . . SM678000 JuL 1792 

Avg 1992  

SACRAMENTO, CA MSA . . . . . , . . . . . . . . SM692000 J u l  1 9 9 2  

Avg 1992 

SAN D I E G O ,  CA MSA . . . . . . . . , . . . SM732000 J u l  1992 

Avg 1 9 9 2  

SANTA CRUZ, CA PMSA . . . . . . . . ,, . . , . SM748500 J u l  1 9 9 2  

Avg : 9 9 2  

DENVER,COPMSA . . . - , . . , . . . . . . S M 2 0 8 0 0 0 J u l 1 9 9 2  

Avg 1 9 9 2  

JACKSONVILLE, FL M S A .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . SM360000 Ju l  1992 

dvg 1 9 9 2  

ALBANY, GA M S A .  , . , . . . . . . . , . . . SM012000 J u l  1992  

Avg 1 9 9 2  

ATLANTA, GA MSA . . . . . . . , . . . . . . SM052000 JuL 1492 

Avg  1992  

MACON-WARNER ROBINS, GA MSA . . . - . . . . . . . SM468000 Ju l  1992 

Avg  1992 

LAKE COUNTY . . , . . . . . . - , . . . - . . PS I70350  J u l  1992  

Avg 1992  

LOUISVILLE, K Y - I N M S A  . . . . . . . . - . . . SM452000 J u l  1992 

Avg 1 9 9 2  

BOSTON, MA PMSA . . . . - . . . . . . , . . . . SM112000 JuL 1992  

Labor Force 
52996 3 

52,443 

4,609,000 

4,535,300 

1,155,435 

1,137,617 

799,736 

784,443 

1,215,788 

1 , \ 9 5 1 6 1 9  

157,111 

144,502 

900,167 

890,231 

488,224 

470,430 

54,971 

54,419 

1,549,199 

1,534,846 

132,229 

131r85O 

337,549 

332,050 

524,635 

514,049 

1,564 ,287  

Unemployment 
Number 4 ,803 Rate 9 . 1  



0 6 / 0 1 / 9 3  1 2 : 2 2  p . m .  LOCAL AREA UtlEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS 
L I S T l N G  FOR DAVE HENRY, BASE CLOSING COMMISSION 

P e r i o d  L a b o r  Fo rce  
BOSTON, MA PMSP.(cont. ) . . . , . . . . . , , . . . SM112000 Avg  1 9 9 2  1,532,370 

SPRINGFIELD, MA MSA . . , . . . . . . . . . . - . SM800000 J u l  1992  255,940 

A v ~  1 9 9 2  2 5 2  I 569 

BILOXI-GULFPORT, MS MSA . . . . . . . . . . . . . SM092000 Ju l  1 9 9 2  91 ,413  

Avg 1 9 9 2  89,197 

PORTSMOUTH-DOVER-ROCHESTER, NH-HE MSA . . . . . . . , . SM645000 J u l  1992  139,584 

Avg 1992  139,090 

CLINTON COUNTY . . , . . . . . . . . , - . , . . PA361800 J u l  1 9 9 2  37 ,870  

Avq 1 9 9 2  3 6 , 9 2 2  

CRAVEN COUNTY . , , , . , - . . - . - , . . , . PA370850 3ul 1 9 9 2  34,406 

Avg 1 9 9 2  32 ,398  

GRANDFORKS, NDMSA . . . - SM298500 J u I . 1 9 9 2  34,525 

Aug 1 9 9 2  34,646 

COLUMBUS, O H  MSA . . . , . . . . . . . . . . SM184000 J u l  1 9 9 2  781 ,667  

Avg 1 9 9 2  761,091 

DAYTON-SPRINQFIELD, OH MSA . , . , . , . . . - . . . SM200000 J u l  1 9 9 2  4 8 8 1  493  

Avg  1 9 9 2  477,114 

LORAIN-ELYRIA, OH PMSA . , . , , . , , . . , . . SM444000 J u l  1 9 9 2  127,984 

Avg  1 9 9 2  124,898 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK MSA . . . . , - , , . . , . , . SM588OOO J u l  1 9 9 2  502,981 

Avg  1 9 9 2  492,182 

HARRISBURG-LEBANON-CARLISLE, PAMSA . . . , , . , , . SM324000 J u l  1 9 9 2  346,322 
I Avg  1 9 9 2  342,912 

CAMBRlA COUNTY . , . , , . , . . , . . . . . . . PA420250 J u l  1 9 9 2  67,548 

A u ~  1 9 9 2  67 ,001  

MONROE COUNTY . . . . . , . . . . . - . . . . PA421950 J u l  1 9 9 2  54,801 
I - Avq  1 9 9 2  54,326 

Page 2 

 umber ' Rate 
t i 4 , 2 1 0  7 . 5  



LOCAL AREA UNEMPLOYMENT STATISTICS 
L IST IMG FOR DAVE HENRY, BASE CLOSING COMMISSION 

FRANKLIN COUNTY . . . . . . . . . - 
P e r i o d  L a b o r  Force - -- . - . . . PS420450 J u l  1 9 9 2  60 ,435  

A v g  1992  60 ,895  

BEAUFORT COUNTY - . . . . . , , - . . . - . . . PA450550 J u l  1 9 9 2  41,922 

A v g  1 9 9 2  39,069 

MEMPHIS, TN-CIR-MSMSA . . . . . . . . . . . - . SM492000 J u l  1 9 9 2  4 8 3 , 4 1 3  

Avg 1 9 9 2  473 ,972  

CORPUS CHRISTI,  T X  HSA . . . . . . . . . - . . . . SM188000 J u l  1 9 9 2  1 7 6 , 2 2 3  

Avg 1 9 9 2  1 7 1 , 7 5 3  

SAN ANTONIOI TX MSA . . . . , . . . . . SM724000 J u l  1992  637,903 

Avg  1 9 9 2  629,476 

TEXARKANA, TX-TEXARKANA, AR  MSA . . , . , . . . . . . SM836000 J u l  1 9 9 2  58,433 

Avg  1992  57,812 

SALT LAKE CITY-,OGDEH, UT MSA . . . , • - . . SM716000 J u l  1 9 9 2  525,854 

Avg 1992 523,317 

NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-NENPORT NEWS, VA NSA . . . . SM572000 J u l  1992  679 ,839  

A v g  1992  663 ,556  

RICHMOND-PETERSBURG, V A  MSA . . . . . . . . . . . . SM676000 J u l  1 9 9 2  486,772 

Avg 1992  477,961 

SEATTLE, WA PMSA . . . . . - , . . . . . . SM760000 Ju l  1 9 9 2  1 ,168 ,81  4 

A v ~  1 9 9 2  1 ,148,197 

PARKERSBURG-MARIETTA, W V - O H M S A  . . . . . . . . . SM602000 J u l  1 9 9 2  75 ,900  

Avg 1 9 9 2  7 4 , 0 4 7  
I 

Ernplovment 
55,896 

Page 3 
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Pot Perrod D7/Y2 o nempioyment -. . 
P e a  &beg Force r n ~ l o f l e n t  - =ber  Bate 

C h L l  Pbl.FIA 

O R A W E  CCUNTY- ._ .___. - . - . . . , . . . . . . . PSb60670 JU1 1592 1,3'19,V5U I ,LYh ,  JS5 - -  t34,UY> 6 .  I 

K E R N - C O U B T Y .  . . . . . . - -.--- 2 7 0 , 3 7 H  r. - L 2 - 2 2 -  1 - 2 -*- - . - ' -E~~040~u_r_r_~9L- -- - - 2 3 5 , 3 9 9  J>, 1 /Y 13 .u  - - -. - . . . . - - - . . - - - - 

9UyIE.COU.NTP . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . , . PSO6DI5U J u l  1992 82 ,U4J 73.Y7M B,Llb5 10.1 

-- 29%,7?8 - P ~ E s ~ C ~ U I ! ! ? P  ,._L-- - - . L  .- _. -.  1 .  :_ :. . .. - - . P 5 t 6 0 2 i ? 0 i J ~ L .  I Y Y ? . .  -J2dr66L.. 41rYi!7  12.5 
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U ~ B C E C  C O U N T Y  --._ ,-, . . .- ._ . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ~ 0 6 0 6 0 0  ~ u l  1932 79,7?9 63 ,778  l l , O U I  1V.7 

ST&bISLA[IS. ICCUU' IY  . . -! -! --,_ . . . . . . . . - .  . . . . .- P S 0 6 1 0 7 U  J u L I Y 9 2  - -- L ~ C J V ~ ! ~  - - 1b1,7Y 1 L > # 3 2 >  13. > 
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C O N ? R B  C O S T A  ~ 0 0 ~ 1 1  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . cn060f3 t )  J U L  ) Y Y ~  g3/,3Ll 4 U t ) , 4 1 0  f Y , U > I  b.b 

VEQU@A-CCEI_.ln--. -.... .,- .- -.- - .  . _ . -. . . . . . . . PSO612ZU J u ~  1992 - . . 393,112 JSC),YV5 34.7VY 6.8 

S H I S T A C O U N T Y  . . . . . . . . . . Pso6 1450 <"!-!'???. - - --_ 69 ,704  -_ _. - 61ry!!,- -. . I l ' 1 5 A  1 1 . 1  -. - - -  - - - . . . - .- . - --. .- . - -  

I j 1 , Y L R : I D E  C O g 4 I Y  .. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . CNUbUb>U J u l  1992 > V J  ,5'I'J 433.UY3 ' / U , P 6 4  1 L I . U  

S k U  B E B U A B D I U O  C O U N T Y  . . . . . . . . . . . . . C U D 6 0 7 1 U  J U 1  1 9 9 2  b 3 5 , l b ' /  5'1 4, rtbU bUl,'/ 1 J Y.b 

EL.COEpD0 CoUNTY , . . . . . . , . . . . . . . PA06375U J u l  1392 '12,754 6 7,838 4 ,Y lh  C . t l  

PLACE6 COUN-?Y _. . . - . . - . . . . . . . . . . PS0b 1500 J u l  b9Y2 80 , t iUU 8 I ,363- 7.LVI 8 .  L 

S A C B A I E I T U  C O U f l I ?  . . . , . , . . . . . . . . . . P S 0 6 > 3 5 U  J U L  1992 37 1 ,bVZ  31Y .442  42:.16U '1.4 

YOLO COONTY .- . . . . . . . . , . . . , . , . . PS06 14UU J u ~  1992 '!bP4b4 'I 1, > b 2  4. ,MY? b.U 

n t ~ l l 7 t  F E Y  mutrrm . . - . . . . . - . . . . . . P S C ~ O G Z I )  ~ u l  4992 1.1U,t47 I I 5 5 , W 2  1 5 , U Z Y  15.8 
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B B R I t I  CI1Ct:TY. . . . a . . . . .. . . . . . . . PS06ti550 J U I  1992 1 3 3 , 3 2 9  126.. y21. b1,8Uki 3 . 1  

S B  k FRANCISCO L l l T / C U O H P I  . . . . . . . . . . . . PS060YDU J u L  1992 . 4 17,021 3tl.l , Y J B  LY,UM?) 2.0 

S A N  H A T E C  CODl4TY . , . . . . . , , . . . . . . . P S O b l U U U  J U l  1YY2 j72 ,Zbb  332. b Z J  1 3. J 

Sa-N>&- CLAII&l_cqUX:l . . - .. . . . - , -. . . . . . . , . cNU60B5U-Ju 1 l Y  9 2  t"'!~b-!!._ . . 2 43 , -/?2- - . - 5G.Mb l 6 . 5  

ShKTA BARa!4~RA C Q U I I X  . . . , . . . . . , . . . . . PSU6101U J u l  1 9 9 2  19U, t172 1-11, 'LYb I .  9 b 1.  I 
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LZb, 143 2 11 .3UY 3 . 3  b.'7 





for P e c i o d  07/92 
eerioa kabor Pocce -- 

S f E B R 8 - C O U . ' I T Y  . . - a a a a . a . a . a - a C K I ) 6 D Y ) O J O l  1992 1 , 9 3 6  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  TUOCUORE CnUHTY Cll06lOI)O J u l  1992 

- 
Ltn%cnployment 
lumhec Bate 

11'4 6 . 9  
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NOTE: The data provided in the attachment are provisional and do 
not reflect the full range of udiual annual revisions to series. These 
annual revisions have been delayed, pending a decision on incorporating an 
adjustment for the decennial census undercount of population to the independent 
population controls used in the Ctment Population Survey (CPS). At this time. the 
CPS population controls continue to be based on 1980 census data extrapolated to 
the present, and reflect revisions incor-porating independent administrative data on 
births, deaths. and migration through July 1989. Upon resolution of this issue, 8U 
State and area labor force estimates for 1990 to date will be subject 
to revision, 

State LAUS EsCLlllaLes: 

For the 11  largest States--California. Florlda, Illinois, Massachusetts. Michgan. New 
Jersey. New York. North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas--where the CPS 
sample is sufficiently large to provide reliable monthly estimates directly, data do 
not incorporate revised independent population controls. Seasonally adjusted data 
for 1988 and later are based on factors derived from data through 1992 using the 
current (that is, non-revised) population controIs. Both the unadjusted and 
seasonally adjusted series may be subject to further revision. 

For the remaining 39 States and the District of Columbia, monthly estimates are 
produced based on regression techniques which combine data from the CPS, the 
Current Employnlent Statistics (CES) program, and unemployment insurance (UI) 
statistics. The State estimates for 1993 reflect revised historical CES and UI inputs, 
only. Official data for 1992 have not been benchmarked to the CPS annual average. 
Thus, the average of the 12 monthly State estimates does not equal the CPS annual 
average. Until resolution of the population issue, the official IAUS series for these 
States are the previously published monthly series. Seasonal adjustment factors for 
July 1992 and later are those generated in mid-1992, reflecting the seasonal 
experience through June 1992. These provisional 1993 estimates are not strictly 
comparable to data for earlier years. 

CPS Annual Average Estimates: 

Annual average estlrnates of employment and unemployment from the CPS are 
subject to revision, pending the decision on the undercount adjustment. However, 
the unemployment rate will not be affected except in the case of rounding. 

Sub-state Areas: 

Because of the provisional nature of the State estimates (described above) and the 
adjustment of all sub-state areas to the State estimates of errlployment and 
unemployment. data for sub-state areas for 1990 on are subject to revision. The 
1993 estimates are comparable across areas but not with earlier years. This is 
especially the case for counties and cities disagregated from larger areas using 
decennial census data, which, beginning with January 1993, have been updated to 
a 1990 basis . 
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BEARFACTS 

ANAHEIM- SANTA ANA, CA 
1989-90 

ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED 
STATES. I T S  1990 POPULATION O F  2,425,800 RANKED 16TH IN THE NATION. 

PER C A P I T A  PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ANAHEXM-SANTA ANA HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCP11 OF 
$24,400. THIS PCPI RANKED 17TH IN THE UNITED STATES AM3 WAS 131 PERCENT 
OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,6961 . THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE 
OF 4.2 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF 
$59,190,700*. THIS TPI RANKED lOTH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.7 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCONE 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOEdE (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS '  INCOME);  DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAnYlENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF ANAHEIM-SANTA 
M A .  IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 74.2  PERCENT OF T P I ;  D I V I D E N D S ,  INTEREST, 
AND RENT WERE 16.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS W R E  9.3 PERCENT. 
FROM 1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 6 . 5  PERCENT; D I V I D E N D S ,  INTEREST, 
AND RENT INCREASED 5.8 PERCENT; AN13 TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 10.2 
PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA INCREASED FROM 
$40,031,615' IN 1909 TO $42,917,000* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 7.2 
PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 29.0 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 16.3 
PERCENT; AND RETAIL TRADE, 10.5 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT 
ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS CONSTRUCTION (7.2 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
19901, WHICH DECLINED 3.5 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT (7.4 PERCENT OF EAFCNfNGS I N  1990)  , WHICH INCREASED 12.1 
PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

BOSTON-LAWRENCE-SALEM-LOWELL-BROCKTON, b"A 
1989-90 

BOSTON-LAWRENCE-SALEM-LOWELL-BROCKTON IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITA.l"1l' 
A R m  IN THE UNITED STATES. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 3,784,500 RANKED 7TH 
IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, BOSTON-LAWRENCE-SALEM-LOWELL-BROCKTON HAD A PER CAPTTA 
PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $24,315. THIS PCPI RANKED 18TH IN THE UNITED 
STATES AND WAS 130 PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 
PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 3.4 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 
NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, BOSTON-LAWRENCE-SALEM-LOWELL-BROCKTON HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL 
INCOME (TPI) OF $92,018,638*. THIS TPI KANKED 6TH IN THE UNITED STATES. 
THE 1990 TPI REFGECTED AN INCREASE OF 3 . 3  PERCENT FROM 1 9 8 9 .  THE 1989- 
90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPII INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AtkD PROPRIETORS' INCOME 1 ; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AN6 
RENT; AND T W S F E R  PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF BOSTON- 
LAWRENCE-SALEM-LOWELL-BROCKTON. IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 67.9 PERCENT OF 
TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT WERE 18.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER 
PAYMENTS WERE 13.5 PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 1.9 
PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT INCREASED 3.0 PERCENT; AND 
TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.0 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN BOSTON-LAWRENCE-SALEM-LOWELL-BROCKTON 
INCREASED FROM $71,794,476' I N  1989 TO $73,393,096* IN 1990, AN 
INCREASE OF 2.2 PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, 
WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 34.7 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS 
MANUFACTURING, 13.5 PERCENT; AND FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 
9.1 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT O F  
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS RETAIL 
TRADE (8.5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 19901, WHICH DECLINED 2.4 PERCENT; 
THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 6.3 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME 
DOLLARS. 

ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION PCPI ARE THOUSANDS 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMLC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

CHARLESTON, SC 
1989-90 

CHARLESTON IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITIUJ AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. 
ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 509,300 RANKED 93RD IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, CHARLESTON HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCP11 OF $14,903. 
THIS PCP1 RANKED 268TH IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 80 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($-I$, 696 ) . THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AW INCREASE OF 15 . 0  
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, CHARLESTON HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $7,589,345*. 
THIS TPI RANXED 106TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN 

, ,  INCREASE OF 17.0 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIOKAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF CHARLESTON. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 72.0 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 12.3 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 15.7 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 10.1 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 123.7 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 7.9 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN CHARLESTON INCREASED FROM $5,348,160* 
IN 1989 TO $5,886,828* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 10.1 PERCENT. THE 
LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 20.4 
PERCENT OF EARNINGS; STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 12.7 PERCENT; 
MILITARY, 12.3 PERCENT; AND FEDERAL CIVILIAN GOVERNMENT, 11.2 PERCENT. 
OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS FEDERAL CIVILIAN 
GOVERNMENT, WHICH DECLINED 5.9 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS CONSTRUCTION 
(7.1 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH INCREASED 32.2 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORNATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

CHICAGO, IL 
1989-90 

CHICAGO IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE STATES. ITS 
1990 POPULATION OF 6,075,700 RANKED 3RD IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, CHICAGO HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $22,385. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 25TH I N  THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 120 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONraL AVERAGE ( $ 1 8 , 6 9 6 ) .  THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.0 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5 . 4  PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN1990, CHICAGO HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF S136.003.887*. 
THIS TPI RANKED 3RD IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1 9 9 0  TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 6.2 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPS) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF CHICAGO. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 68.7 PERCENT OF T P I ;  DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 18.8 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 12.5 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 5.8 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 6.1 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 9.0 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN CHICAGO INCREASED FROM $104,084,463* IN 
1989 TO $109,884,281* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 5.6 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 2990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 29.5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; FINANCE, .INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 10.6 PERCENT; AND 
DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 10.5 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES rWAT 
ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS WHOLESALE TRADE (9.2 PERCENT OF EARNINGS 
IN 1990), WHICH INCREASED 0.7 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH 
INCREASED 9.7 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECOKOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECOKOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

DALLAS, TX 
1989-90 

DALLAS IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. ITS 
1990 POPULATION OF 2,569,900 RANKED 12TH IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, DALLAS HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $20,522. 
THIS PCP1 RANKED 46TH IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 3.10 PERCENT O F  THZ 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED An' INCREASE OF 4.6 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, DALLAS HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $52,740,720*. THIS 
TPI RANKED 13TH I N  THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE O F  7.2 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPL) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS1 INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF DALLAS. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 75.9 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 15.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 8.6 PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 
1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 7.0 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 6.2 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.0 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN DALLAS INCREASED FROM $43,598,674* IN 
1989 TO $45,877,577* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 5.2 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 2 7 . 9  PERCENT O F  
EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 12.5 PERCENT; AND FINANCE, 
INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 10.4 PERCENT. O F .  THE INDUSTRIES THAT 
ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC UTILITIES ('7.0 
PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 19901, WHICH DECLINED 13.4 PERCENT; THE FASTEST 
WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 12.0 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES W I T H  THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI  ARE IN THOUSANDS OF' 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD, OH 
1989-90 

DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPQLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED 
STATES. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 952,700 RANKED 54TH I N  THE IJATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF 
$17,965. THIS PCP1 RANKED 123RD IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 96 PERClENT 
OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ( $18,696) . THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE 
O F  5.1 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, DAYTON-.SPRINGFIELD HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF 
$17,114,248*. THIS TPI RANKED 59TH IN THE UNITED STkTES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.5 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI )  INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF DAYTON- 
SPRINGFIELD. IN 1990,. EARNINGS WERE 67.2 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, 
INTEREST, AND RENT WERE 15.3 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 17.5 
PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 4.8 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, 
INTEREST, AND RENT INCREASED 4.9 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS 
INCREASED 9.0 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED I N  DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD INCREASED FROM 
$12,397,994* IN 1989 TO $12,924,260* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 4.2 
PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 25.1 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 22.5 
PERCENT; AND STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 8.7 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES 
THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, WHICH 
DECLINED 0.5 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 9.0 
PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BBARFACTS 

DALLAS, TX 
1989-90 

DALLAS I S  ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS I N  THE UNITED STATES. ITS 
1990 POPULATION OF 2 , 5 6 9 , 9 0 0  RANKED 12'IIW IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 19 9 0, DNAAS HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI)  OF $20,522 . 
THIS P C P I  RANKED 46TH I N  THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 1.10 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 4.6 
PERCENT FROM 1 4 8 9 .  THE 1989-90  NATION& CHANGE WAS 5 .4  PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, DALLAS HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $52 740,720t. THIS 
TPI RANKED 13TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1 9 9 0  TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 7.2 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AMI SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF DALLAS. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 75.9 PERCENT OF T P I ;  DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 15.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 8.6 PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 
1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 7.0 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 6.2 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.0 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN DALLAS INCREASED FROM $43,598,674* IN 
1989 TO $45,877,577* IN 1 9 9 0 ,  AN INCREASE OF 5.2 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INPUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 27.9 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 12.5 PERCENT; AND FINANCE, 
INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 1 0 . 4  PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT 
ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT O F  EARNINGS I N  1 9 9 0 ,  THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1 9 9 0  WAS TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC UTILITIES (7.0 
PERCENT O F  EARNINGS I N  1 9 9 0 ) ,  WHICH DECLINED 1 3 . 4  PERCENT; THE FASTEST 
WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 12.0 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN TH0USAMI)S OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

HONOLULU, HI 
1989-90 

HONOLULU I S  ONE OF THE 3 2 0  METROPOLITAN AREAS I N  THE UNITES STATES. ITS 
1990 POPULATION OF 8 3 9 , 2 0 0  RANKED 62ND IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, HONOLULU HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $21,307. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 41ST I N  THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 114 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ( $ 1 8 , 6 9 6 ) .  THE 1 9 9 0  PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 8.9 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1 9 8 9 - 9 0  NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, HONOLULU HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $17,800,749*. 
THIS TPI RANKED 52ND I N  THE UNITED STATES. THE 1 9 9 0  TPL REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 10.3 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ( T P I  1 INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES. 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS ' INCOYE) ; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, APa 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF HONOLULU. IN 
1 9 9 0 ,  EARNINGS WERE 72.0 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 14.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 1 3 . 4  PERCENT, FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 9.6 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 8.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 16.8 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED I N  HONOLULU INCREASED FROM $12,532,268* IN 
1989 TO $ 1 3 , 7 3 4 , 7 0 3 *  I N  1990 ,  AN INCREASE OF 9 . 6  PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES I N  1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 26.7 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; RETAIL TRADE, 1 1 . 0  PERCENT; MILITARY, 10.2 PERCENT; AND STATE 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 10.2 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED 
FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS I N  1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 
1 9 8 9  TO 1 9 9 0  WAS MILITARY, WHICH INCREASED 1.5 PERCENT; THE FA$TEST WAS 
CONSTRUCTION (8.5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1 9 9 0 ) ,  WHICH INCREASED 16.2 
PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

JACKSONVILLE, PL 
1989-90 

JACKSONVILLE IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS I N  THE ITNITED STATES. 
ITS 1 9 9 0  POPULATION OF 912,800 RANKED 57TH IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, JACKSONVILLE HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) 03 
$27,675, THIS PCPI RANKED 134TH IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 95 PERCJENT 
OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTELD AN INCRFASE 
OF 4.4 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, JACKSONVILLE HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF 
$16,133,860*. THIS TPI RANKED 62ND IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 7 . 2  PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI )  INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF JACKSONVILLE. 
IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 71.0 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT WERE 14.2 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 14.8 PERCENT. FROM 
1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 6.8 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT INCREASED 5.0 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.0 
PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOY ED IN JACKSONVILLE INCREASED FROM 
$11,442,661* IN 1989 TO $12,223,149* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 6 . 8  
PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 24.8 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 11.3 
PERCENT; RETAIL TRADE, 10.4 PERCENT; AM) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 
8.9 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS 
CONSTRUCTION (6.3 PERCENT OP EARNINGS IN 1990) , W I C H  INCREASED 0.7 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, WHICH 
INCREASED 13.2 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

MIAMI - H I R C W ,  FL 
1989-90 

MIAMI-HIALEAH IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAL9 IN THE UNI'I'ED 
STATES. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 1,948,300 M K E D  23RD IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, MIAMI-HIALEAH HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF 
$17,823. THIS PCPI RANKED 126TH IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 95 PERCENT 
OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696) . THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE 
OF 3.6 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, MIAMI-HIALEAH HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI )  OF 
$34,726,249* .  THIS TPI RANKED 28TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.0 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WACES 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF 
IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 64.7 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, 
RENT WERE 20.5 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 14.8 
1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 5.8 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, 
RENT INCREASED 5.0 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS 
PERCENT. 

RND SALARIES, 
INTEREST, AND 

MIAMI - HIALEAH. 
INTEREST, AND 
PERCENT. FROM 
INTEREST. AND 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN MIAMI-HIALEAH INCREASED FROM 
$25 ,045 ,572*  IN 1989 TO $26 ,447 ,742*  IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 5.6 
PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 32.9 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 11.2 PERCENT; 
AND RETAIL TRADE, 10.9 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT 
LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 
1990 WAS FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE (8.6 PERCENT OF EARNINGS 
IN 19901, WHICH INCREASED 2.2 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT, WHICH INCREASED 9 .0  PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCP]: ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORlivIATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

MOBILE, AL 
1 9 8 9 - 9 0  

MOBILE IS  ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNlTED STATES. ITS 
1990 POPULATION O F  478 ,200  RANKED 99TH I N  THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, MOBILE HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $14,434. 
THIS PCP1 RANKED 285TH I N  THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 77 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.9 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1 9 9 0 ,  MOBILE HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ( T P I )  O F  $ 6 , 9 0 1 , 8 1 0 * .  THIS 
T P I  -ED 119TH I N  THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 7.8 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS1 INCOME) ; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, ATJD 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF MOBILE. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 66.7 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 15.1 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 18.2 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1 9 9 0 ,  EARNINGS INCREASED 8 . 1  PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 5.5 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 8 . 9  PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN MOBILE INCREASED FROM $ 4 , 3 4 3 , 3 3 7 *  IN 
1989 TO $ 4 , 6 6 3 , 4 9 2 *  I N  1 9 9 0 ,  AN INCREASE O F  7.4 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1.990 WERE SERVICES,  WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 27.6 PERCENT O F  
EARNINGS; NON-DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 1 2 . 3  PERCENT; AND STATE AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 1 1 . 8  PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT 
LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS I N  1 9 9 0 ,  THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 
1990  WAS RETAIL TRADE ( 1 0 . 9  PERCENT OF EARNINGS I N  1 9 9 0 ) ,  WHICH 
INCREASED 2 . 9  PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING (6.8 
PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH INCREASED 17.3 PERCENT. 

* INCOME: ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCP1 ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

NEW YORK, NY 
1989-90 

NEW YORK IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITE0 STATES. i T S  
1990 POPULATION OF 8,553,900 RANKED 2Na IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, NEW YORK HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL I N C O M E  (PCPI) OF $23,744. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 1 9 T H  IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 127 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ( $ 1 8 , 6 9 6 ) .  THE 1990 P C P I  REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.1 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4  PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, NEW YORK HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI )  OF $203,104,145". 
THIS TPI RANKED 1ST IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1 9 9 0  TPI  REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 6.3 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TBI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS ' INCOME) ; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST,  AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS O F  NEW YORK. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 62-7 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 19.4 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 1 7 . 9  PERCENT. FROM 1 9 8 9  
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 5.1 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 6 . 2  PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 10.8 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS O F  PERSONS EMPLOYED I N  NEW YORK INCREASED FROM $164,411,370* 
IN 1989 TO $173,261,459* IN 1 9 9 0 ,  AN INCREASE OF 5 .4  PERCENT. THE 
LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 33.5 
PERCENT O F  EARNINGS; FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 20.2 PERCENT; 
AND STATE AMI, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 11.5 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT 
ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1 9 9 0 ,  THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS RETAIL TRADE (5.6 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
19901, WHICH INCREASED 0.5 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS TRANSPORTATION AND 
PUBLIC UTILITIES ( 6 . 8  PERCENT OF EARNINGS I N  1990), WHICH INCREASED 9.2 
PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORmATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-NEWPORT NEWS, VA 
1989-90 

NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-NEWPORT NEWS IS ONE O F  THE 320 METROPOLIrI'A3i 
AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 1,402,700 m 7 K E D  
33RD IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-NEWPORT NEWS HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL 
INCOME (PCPI) OF $16,613. THIS PCPI RANXED 180TH IN THE UNITED STATES 
AND WAS 89 PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI  
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 4.0 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 5 .4  PERCENT, 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-NEWPORT NEWS HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL 
INCOME (TPI) OF $23,302,452'. THIS TPI RANKED 44TH IN THE UNITED 
STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.9 PERCENT FROM 1989. 
THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOMEI (TPI) INCLUDES THE E W I N G S  (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS1 INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF NORFOLK- 
VIRGINIA BEACH-NEWPORT NEWS. IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 70.7 PERCENT OF 
TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT WERE 1 4 . 0  PERCENT; AND TRANSFER 
PAYMENTS WERE 15.3 PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 4.9 
PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT INCREASED 5.1 PERCENT; AND 
TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 10.8 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN NORFOLK-VIRGINIA BEACH-NEWPORT NEWS 
INCREASED FROM $17,135,609* IN 1989 TO $17,972,690* IN 1990, AN 
INCREASE OF 4.9 PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 2990 WERE SERVICES, 
WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 21.2 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; MILITARY, 17.7 PERCENT; 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 10.1 PERCENT; AND FEDERAL CIVILIAN 
GOVERNMENT, 10.1 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 
5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 
WAS CONSTRUCTION (6.5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990)~ WHICH DECLINED 2.2 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 9.1 PERCENT, 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCP1 ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMaTION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

OAKLAND, CA 
1989-90 

OAKLAND IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UI\I14rET) STATES. I'i'S 
1990 POPULATION OF 2,093,700 RANKED 19TH IN THE NATIOP;. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, OAKLAND HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $23,452. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 21ST IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 125 PERCENT OF TiiZ 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED m INCREASE OF 5.a 
PERCENT FROM 1989 .  THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, OAKLAND HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $49,101,303". 
THIS TPI RANKED 17TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 199C TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 7.9 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AM) TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF OAKLAND. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 71.0 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 16.4 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAWNTS WERE 12.6 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 6.9 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 11.1 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 9.6 PERCENT. 

EaRNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN OAKLAND INCREASED FROM $30,100,989* IN 
1989 TO $32,209,568* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 7.0 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 27.1 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 13.0 PERCENT; AND RETAIL TRADE, 
10.5 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT 
OF EARNINGS I N  1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989  TO 1990 WAS 
CONSTRUCTION (7.9 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 19901, WHICH DECLINED 1.5 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 11.0 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI AXE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECOYOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

ORLANDO, FL 
1989-90 

ORLANDO IS ONE OF THE 3 2 0 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. L'L'S 
1990 POPULATION OF 1,085,100 RANKED 44TH IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ORLANDO HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $17,73 7 .  
THIS PCPI RANKED 132ND IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 95 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 3.2 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ORLANDO HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $19,246,059". 
THIS TPI RANKED 49TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 7 . 8  PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, ANI) PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF ORLANDO. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 73.1 PERCENT OF T P I ;  DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 14.4 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 12.5 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 7.9 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, I N T E R E S T ,  AND RENT 
INCREASED 4 . 7  PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.1 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN ORLANDO INCREASED FROM $14,437,378* IN 
1989 TO $15,617,670* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 8.2 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 34.6 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; RETAIL TRADE, 11.6 PERCENT; AND DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 
8.9 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS 
CONSTRUCTION (7.2 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 19901, WHICH INCREASED 0.5 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 13.9 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCP1 ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

PENSACOLA, FL 
1989-90 

PENSACOLA IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. 
ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 346,300 RANKED 132ND IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, PENSACOLA HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) O F  $14,956. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 266TH IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 80 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED Ah- INCREASE OF 5.6 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1999-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, PENSACOLA HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ( T P I )  OF $5,178,906*. 
THIS TPI RANKED 147TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 7.8 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOT& PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, P.ND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF PENSACOLA. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 65.6 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 13.2 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 21.2 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 7.2 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST,  AND RENT 
INCREMED 4.8 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.5 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN PENSACOLA INCREASED FROM $3,357,341* IN 
1989 TO $3,599,359* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 7.2 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN I990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FCR 26.4 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 1 1 . 2  PERCENT; F E D E W  CIVILIAN 
GOVERNMENT, 10.6 PERCENT; AND MILITARY, 10.3 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES 
THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 19 89 TO 1990 WAS CONSTRUCTION { 6.3 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
1990), WHICH INCREASED 1.3 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH 
INCREASED 10.2 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

PHILADELPHIA, PA-NJ 
1989-90 

PHILADELPHIA IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. 
ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 4,863,900 RANKED 4TH IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, PHILADELPHIA HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF 
$21,347. THIS PCPI RANKED 37TH IN THE UNITED STATES AISD WAS 114 PERCENT 
OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696) . THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE 
OF 5.7 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, PHIIaADELPHIA WU3 A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF 
$103,828,304*. THIS TPI RANKED 4TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.1 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF PHILADELPHIA. 
IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 67.1 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT WERE 17.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 15.3 PERCENT. FROM 
1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 5.6 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT INCREASED 5.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 8.9 
PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN PHILADELPHIA INCREASED FROM 
$69,575,626* IN 1989 TO $73,434,111* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 5.5 
PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 31.3 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 9.5 PERCENT; 
NON-DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 9.1 PERCENT; AND RETAIL TRADE, 8.8 
PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS 
CONSTRUCTION (6.0 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH DECLINED 3.2 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 9.9 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

SAN DIEGO, CA 
1989-90 

SAN DIEGO I S  ONE O F  THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. 
ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 2,519,100 RANKED 13TH IN THE NATIOE. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990. SAN DIEGO HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL 1NCC)bm (PCPI) OF $19,588- 
THIS PCPI RANKED 63RD IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS-105 PERCENT OF TEE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 3.4 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5 .4  PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1 9 9 0 ,  SAN DIEGO HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $49,344,290". 
THIS TPI RANKED 16TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED ATJ 
INCREASE OF 6.8 PERCENT FROM 1989 .  THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES A.ND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF SAN DIEGO. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 66.1 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 19 .1  PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 14.8 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARN1:NGS INCREASED 6.4 PERCENT; DTVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 6.1 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 9.3 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN SAN DIEGO INCREASED FROM $32,545,896* 
IN 1989 TO $34,628,387* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 6.4 PERCENT. THE 
LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 2,.7.7 
PERCENT OF EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 11.7 PERCENT; AND 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 10.7 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT 
ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF W I N G S  IN 1990, THE SLOWEST 
GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS CONSTRUCTION (7.2 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
19901, WHICH DECLINED 4.3 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT, WHICH INCREASED 11.7 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES W I T H  THE EXCEPTION OF P C P I  ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMZiTION SYSTEM 
BUREAU O F  ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
1989-90 

SAN FRANCISCO IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED 
STATES. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 1,606,700 RANKED 27TH IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, SAN FRANCISCO HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME; (PCP11 O F  
$29,942. THIS PCPI RANKED 2ND IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 160 PERCENT 
OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE 
OF 7.2 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1999-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, SAN FMLNCISCO HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ( T P I )  OF 
$48,106,599*. THIS TPI RANKED 19TH IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 7.9 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS8 INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 
IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 66.5 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT WERE 23.3 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 10.3 PERCENT. FROM 
1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 6.8 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT INCREASED 11.5 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 7.4 
PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN SAN FRANCISCO INCREASED FROM 
$37,954,899* IN 1989 TO $40,411,557* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 6.5 
PERCENT. THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 35.1 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE, 14.3 
PERCENT; AND TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC UTILITIES, 9.1 PERCENT. OF THE 
INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990, 
THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS WHOLESALE TRADE (6.6 PERCENT 
OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH DECLINED 0.2 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS STATE 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ( 8 . 8  PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH INCREASED 
11.4 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD-NAPA, CA 
1989-90 

VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD-NAPA IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS I N  Tii!~' 
UNITED STATES. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 454,900 ItAlTKEiD lOOTH IN TiI- 
NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD-NAPA HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPIJ 
OF $18,587. THIS P C P I  RANKED 9STH I N  THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 39 
PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 4.0 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 
PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME - 

IN 1990, VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD-NAPA HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF 
$8,455,149*. THIS TPI RANKED 96TH I N  THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI 
REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 7.3 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL 
CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME);  DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF VALLEJO- 
FAIRFIELD-NAPA. IN 1990, EARNINGS WERE 70.4 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, 
INTEREST, AND R.ENT WERE 13.6 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 16.0 
PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED -6.8 PERCENT; D I V I D E N D S ,  
INTEREST, AND RENT INCREASED 6.7 PERCENT; AND 'I'MSFER PAYMENTS 
INCREASED 10.1 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN VALLEJO-FAIRFIELD-NAPA INCREASED FROM 
$4,346,538* IN 1989 TO $4,680,135* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 7.7 PERCENT. 
THE LARGEST INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 22.1 
PERCENT OF EARNINGS; STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 14.0 PERCENT; RETAIL 
TRADE, 11.8 PERCENT; AND FEDERAL CIVILIAN GOVERNMENT, 10.9 PERCENT. OF 
THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS FEDERAL CIVILIAN 
GOVERNMENT, WHICH DECLINED 6.1 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES: WHICH 
INCREASED 15.2 PERCENT.  

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFOFWITION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

ST. W Y S ,  MARYLAND 
1989-90 

ST. MARYS IS ONE OF THE 24 COUNTIES IN MARYLAND. IT 15 NOT PART OF :' 
METROPOLITAN AREA. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 7 6 , 5 0 0  F2A.NKED 12TH IN TEE 
STATE. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ST. MARYS HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (FCPI) OF $16,702. 
THIS PCPI RANKED l8TH IN THE STATE, AND WAS 76 PERCENT OF THE STATE 
AVERAGE ($21,857) AND 89 PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERRGE ($18,6961. TRE 
1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.1 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 
STATE CHANGE WAS 4.8 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ST. MARYS HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $1,277,134*. 
THIS  TPI  RANKED 1 3 T H  I N  THE STATE AND ACCOUNTED FOR 1.2 PERCENT OF THE 
STATE TOTAL. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 7.7 PERCENT FROM 
1989. THE 1989-90 STATE CHANGE WAS 6.5 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE 
WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ( T P I )  INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME ) ; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF ST. MARYS. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 7 5 . 5  PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 10.5 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 14.0 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 7.5 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 5 . 5  PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 10 .4  PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN ST. MARYS INCREASED FROM $731,664* IN 
1989 TO $787,699* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 7.7 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES I N  1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 31.2 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; FEDERAL CIVILIAN GOVERNMENT, 19.2 PERCENT; AND MILITARY, 11.9 
PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS 
CONSTRUCTION (7.6 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH DECLINED 0.8 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS STATE AND LOCAL G O V E R m N T  (8 .9  PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH INCREASED 11.6 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 



* " .  
- -  4 :  1 FE;!; ELIRETAU ECON ANALYSIS TO 94823726 

BEARFACTS 

LAUDERDALE, MISSISSIPPI 
1989-90 

LAUDERDALE IS ONE OF THE 82 COUNTIES IN MISSISSI2PI. IT IS NOT PART OF 
A METROPOLITAN AREA. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 75,500 RANKED 5TH IN TI33 
STATE. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, LAUDERDALE HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $15,228. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 3RD IN THE STATE, AND WAS 119 PERCENT OF THE STATE 
AVERAGE ($12,830) AND 81 PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 
1990 PCP1 REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.8 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 
STATE CHANGE WAS 6.2 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, LAUDERDALE HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $1,149,894*. 
THIS TPI RANKED 5TH IN THE STATE AND ACCOUNTED FOR 3.5 PERCENT OF THE 
STATE TOTAL. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.5 PERCENT FROM 
1989. THE 1989-90 STATE CHANGE WAS 6.2 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE 
WAS 6.5 PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOMF: 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS1 INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF LAUDERDALE. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 66.4 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 14.2 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WEm 19 . 4  PERCENT. FROM 19 89 
TO 1990, E D I N G S  INCREASED 4.7 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RXNT 
INCREASED 5.3 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 8.3 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN LAUDERDALE INCREASED FROM $812,304* IN 
1989 TO $849,500* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 4.6 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 28.1 PERCENT O F  
EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 12.1 PERCENT; AND RETAIL TRADE, 
11.1 PERCENT, OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT 
O F  EARNINGS IN 1990 ,  THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS DURABLE 
GOODS MANUFACTURING, WHICH DECLINED 4.5 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS 
SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 12.0 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCP1 ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEE4 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

LICKING , OHIO 
1989-90 

LICKING IS ONE OF THE 88 COUNTIES I N  OHIO. I T  IS PART OF THE COLUMBUS 
METROPOLITAN AREA. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 228,500 KANKED 17TH IN THZ 
STATE. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, LICKING HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCPI) OF $16,412. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 30TH IN THE STATE, AND WAS 93 PERCENT OF THE STATE 
AVERAGE ($17,568) AND 8 8  PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 
1990 PCP1 REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5 . 5  PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 
STATE CHANGE WAS 5.5 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONU INCOME 
IN 1990, LICKING HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $2,109,592*. THIS 
TPI RANKED l8TR IN THE STATE AND ACCOUNTED FOR 1.1 PERCENT OF THE STATE 
TOTAL. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 6.1 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 
1989-90 STATE CHANGE WAS 5.8 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6 . 5  
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS1 INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF LICKING. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 70.7 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 13.5 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 15.8 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 5.9 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 4.8 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 8.4 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN LICKING INCREASED FROM $1,166,603* IN 
1989 TO $1,226,593* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 5.1 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 2 1 . 2  PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; DURABLE GOODS MANUFACTURING, 19.8 PERCENT; AND RETAIL TRADE, 
10.0 PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT 
OF EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS' DURA13LE 
GOODS MA?KJFACTURING, WHICH DECLINED 2 . 1  PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS 
FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE (5.7 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), 
WHICH INCREASED 10.4 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI ARE I N  THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

FAUQUIER, VIRGINIA 
1989-90 

FAUQUIER IS ONE OF THE 105 COUNTIES AND INDEPENDENT CITIES IN V I R G I N I A .  
IT IS NOT PART OF A METROPOLITAN AREA. ITS 1990 POPULATIG-\I OF 49,ZGv 
RANKED 34TH IN THE STATE. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, FAUQUIER HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCP11 O F  $24,3"/2. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 5TH IN THE STATE, AND WAS 124 PERCENT OF THE SrrSIIi'G 
AVERAGE ($19,701) AND 130 PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). 
THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 2.1 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 19H!,- 
90 STATE CHANGE WAS 4.3 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5 . L  
PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, FAUQUIER HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ( T P I )  O F  $1,198,509*. 
THIS TPI RANKED 27TH IN THE STATE AND ACCOUNTED FOR 1.0 PERCENT OF 'l'iiE 
STATE TOTAL. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.6 PERCENT FROM 
1989. THE 1989-90 STATE C W G E  WAS 5.9 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL C W G E  
WAS 6.5 PERCENT, 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE E W I N G S  (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME) ; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, ATNJ 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF FAUQUIER. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 71.4 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 2 0 . 4  PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 8.3 PERCENT. FROM 1989 TO 
1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 5.6 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 4.8 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 8.1 PERCENT. 

EAISNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN FAUQUIER INCREASED FROM $436,327* IN 
1989 TO $452,521* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 3.7 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 23.6 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS; CONSTRUCTION, 16.6 PERCENT; AND RETAIL TRADE, 10.4 PERCENT. 
OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 
1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS CONSTRUCTION, WHICH 
DECLINED 8.4 PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS MILITARY ( 6 . 7  PERCENT OF EARNINGS 
IN 1990), WHICH INCREASED 32.8 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION O F  P C P I  ARE IN THOUSANDS O F  
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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BEARFACTS 

MARQlJETTE, MICHIGAN 
1989-90 

MARQUETTE IS ONE OF THE 83 COUNTIES I N  MICHIGAN. IT IS NOT PART OF -& 
METROPOLITAN AREA. ITS 1990 POPULATION OF 70,900 RANKED 24TH IN T H S  
STATE. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, MARQUETTE HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCP11 OF $13,644. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 56TH IN THE STATE, AND WAS 74 PEECENT OF THE STATE 
AVERAGE ($18,378) AND 73 PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE ($18,696). THE 
1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 4.7 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 
STATE CHANGE WAS 4.1 PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, MARQmTTE HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $967,202*. THIS 
TPI RANKED 26TH I N  THE STATE AND ACCOUNTED FOR 0.6 PERCENT OF THE STATE 
TOTAL. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 4.6 PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 
1989-90 STATE CHANGE WAS 4 .8  PERCENT AND THE NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AND SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS' INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF MARQUETTE. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 65.6 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 14.1 PERCENT; AND T M S F E R  PAYMENTS WERE 20.3 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 2.9 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 5.1 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 9.9 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN MARQUETTE INCREASED FROM $6 8 3 ,474 * IN 
1989 TO $702,900* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 2.8 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE SERVICES, WHICH ACCOUNTED FOR 22.8 PERCENT O F  
EARNINGS; STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 20.1 PERCENT; AND MILITARY, 11.7 
PERCENT. O F  THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS MINING 
(11.4 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH DECLINED APPROXIMATELY 20 
PERCENT; THE FASTEST WAS SERVICES,  WHICH INCREASED APPROXIMATELY 10 
PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF P C P I  ARE IN THOUSANDS O F  
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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PERSONAL INCOME BY WJOR SOURCE AND EARNINGS a t  INDUSTRY I /  
For Counties end Metropol i t a n  A p e x  

(thousands o f  do1 Lars) 

(70-450) ANNISTON, AL 
- - - - - . . - -- -- 

I t e m  1985 1986 1997 1Fbd 19119 1990 

INCOME BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 

NONFARM PERSONAL INCOME 
FARM INCOME 2/ 

WPULAT 1 ON (THOUSANDS) 3f 
PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (DOLLARS) 

DERIVATION OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK 
LESS: PERSONAL CONT. FOR SOCIAL INSUR. 4 /  
PLUS: ADJUSTMENT FOR RESIDENCE 
EQUALS; NET EARN. BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
PLUS! DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 6/ 
PLUS: TRANSFER PAYMENTS 

EARNINGS BY PLACE OP WORK 

COMPONENTS OF EARNINGS: 
UACES AND SALARIES 
OTHER LABOR INCOME 
PROPRI ETORS1 1 NCOME 7/ 

FARM 
NONFARM 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY: 
FARM 
NONFARN 

PRIVATE 

AG. SERV., FOR., FISH., AND OTHER 8/ 
AGRICULTURAL SERVICES 
FORESTRY, FISHERIES, AND OTHER 8/ 

FORESTRY 
FISHERIES 
OTHER 8/ 

HlNING 
COAL MINING 
O I L  AND GAS EXTRACTION 
METAL MINING 
NONNETALLIC MINERALS, EXCEPT FUELS 

CONSTRUCT 1 ON 
GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTORS 
HEAVY CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTORS 
SPECIAL TRADE CONTRACTORS 

MANUFACTURING 
NONDURABLE GOODS 

FOOD AND KINDRED PRODUCTS 
TEXTILE M I L L  PROOUCTS 
APPAREL AND OTHER TEXTILE PROOUCTS 
PAPER AND ALLIED PRODUCTS 
PRINTING AND PUBLISHING 
CHEMICALS AND ALLIED PRODUCTS 
PETROLEUM AND COAL PRODUCTS 
TOBACCO MANUFACTURES 
RUBBER AND MISC. PLASTICS PRODUCTS 
LEATHER AND LEATHER PRODUCTS 

DURABLE GOODS 
LUMBER AND WOOD PRODUCTS 
FURNITURE AND FlXTURES 
PRIMARY METAL INDUSTRIES 

s e e  f o o t n o t e s  a t  end of table. 
T a b l e  CA05 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONONIC ANALYSIS A p r i  1 1992 
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PERSONAL INCOME BY MAJOR SOURCE AND EARNIIIGS LI 1P.OUSThY . 
F o r  Counties and M e r r o p o l i t a n  Aredo 

(thousends of d o 1  Lars) 

(70-450) ANNISTON, AL 

I tern 1985 

FABRICATED METAL PRODUCTS 61,327 
MACHINERY, EXCEPT ELECTRICAL 6,977 
ELECTRIC AND ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT (D 
TRANS. EQUIP. EXCL. MOTOR VEHICLES 0 
MOTOR VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT (D 
ORDNANCE 9/ N/A 
STONE, CLAY, AND GLASS PRODUCTS 1,576 
INSTRUMENTS AND RELATED PRODUCTS (D ) 
M I  SC. MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES 2,503 

- - ---- - 7 

13kb 1989 
--- - 

54,773 57,910 
6,lS3i' 5,957 

(U) ( D )  
(1) 1 ( D )  
( D l  ( D )  
NJA N/A 

1,853 2,033 
(1)) CD 

3,W 3,058 

TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC U T I L I T I E S  
RAILROAD TRANSPORTATION 
TRUCKING AND WAREHOUSING 
UATER TRANSPORTATION 
OTHER TRANSPORTATION 

LOCAL & INTERURBAN PASSENGER TRANSIT 
TRANSPORTATION BY AIR 
P[PELINES, EXCEPT NATURAL GAS 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

COHMUN I CAT I ON 
ELECTRIC, GAS, AND SANITARY SERVICES 

WHOLESALE TRADE 
RETAIL TRADE 

BUILDING MATERIALS AND GARDEN EQUIPMENT 
GENERAL MERCHANDISE STORES 
FOOD STORES 
AUTOMOTIVE DEALERS & SERVICE STATlOWS 
APPAREL AND ACCESSORY STORES 
HOME FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS STORES 
EATlNG AND DRINKING PLACES 
MISCELLANEOUS RETAIL 

FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE 
DEPO6ITORY & NON-DEP. CREDIT lNSTITUTlONS 
OTHER FINANCE, INSUR., & REAL ESTATE 

SECURITY & COMMODITY BROKERS & SERV. 
INSURANCE CARRIERS 
INSURANCE AGENTS, BROKERS, & SERVICES 
REAL ESTATE 
COMBINED REAL ESTATE, INSURANCE, ETC. 1 0  
HOLDING & OTHER INVESTMENT COMPANIES 

SERVICES 
HOTELS AND OTHER LODGING PLACES 
PERSONAL SERVICES 
PRIVATE HOUSEHOLDS 
BUSINESS SERVICES 
AUTO REPAIR, SERVICES, AND GARAGES 
MISCELLANEOUS REPAIR SERVICES 
AMUSEMENT AND RECREATION SERVICES 
MOTION PICTURES 
HEALTH SERVICES 
LEGAL SERVICES 
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 
SOCIAL SERVICES 11/ 
MUSEUMS, BOTANICAL, ZOOLOGICAL PARDENS 
MEMBERSHIP ORGANIZATIONS 
ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT SERVICES 1 2 /  
MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES 

GOVERNMENT AND GOVERNMENT ENTERPRISES 416,311 416,967 443,448 453,603 463,356 457,;224 
FEDERAL, C I V I L l A N  198,982 196,195 208,691 211,073 221,728 21 6,533 
WIL ITARr  117,202 114,765 124,017 122,609 111,816 105,1039 
STATE AND LOCAL 100,127 106,009 110 ,740  119,921 129,812 135.t552 

See footnotes a t  end of table. 
T a b l e  CA05 
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BEARFACTS 

ANNISTON IS ONE OF THE 320 METROPOLITAN AREAS IN THE UNITED STATES. ITS 
1990 POPULATION OF 115,900 RANKED 280TH IN THE NATION. 

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ANNISTON HAD A PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME (PCP11 OF $13,776. 
THIS PCPI RANKED 302ND IN THE UNITED STATES AND WAS 74 PERCENT OF THE 
NATIONAL AVERAGE ($10,696). THE 1990 PCPI REFLECTED AN INCREASE OF 5.9 
PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 5.4 PERCENT. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
IN 1990, ANNISTON HAD A TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) OF $1,596,394*. 
THIS TPI -.ED 292ND IN THE UNITED STATES. THE 1990 TPI REFLECTED AN 
INCREASE OF 5 . 2  PERCENT FROM 1989. THE 1989-90 NATIONAL CHANGE WAS 6.5 
PERCENT. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 
TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME (TPI) INCLUDES THE EARNINGS (WAGES AM) SALARIES, 
OTHER LABOR INCOME, AND PROPRIETORS1 INCOME); DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND 
RENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS RECEIVED BY THE RESIDENTS OF ANNISTON. IN 
1990, EARNINGS WERE 66.4 PERCENT OF TPI; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
WERE 11.9 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS WERE 21.7 PERCENT. FROM 1989 
TO 1990, EARNINGS INCREASED 3.4 PERCENT; DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 
INCREASED 5.4 PERCENT; AND TRANSFER PAYMENTS INCREASED 11.0 PERCENT. 

EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY 
EARNINGS OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN ANNISTON INCREASED FROM $1,155,59a+ IN 
1989 TO $1,191,902* IN 1990, AN INCREASE OF 3.1 PERCENT. THE LARGEST 
INDUSTRIES IN 1990 WERE FEDERAL CIVILIAN GOVERNMENT, WHICH ACCOUNTED 
FOR 18.2 PERCENT OF EARNINGS; SERVICES, 14.4 PERCENT; DURABLE GOODS 
MANUFACTURING, 12.0 PERCENT; AND STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 11.4 
PERCENT. OF THE INDUSTRIES THAT ACCOUNTED FOR AT LEAST 5 PERCENT OF 
EARNINGS IN 1990, THE SLOWEST GROWING FROM 1989 TO 1990 WAS MILITARY 
(8.8 PERCENT OF EARNINGS IN 1990), WHICH DECLINED 6.1 PERCENT; THE 
FASTEST WAS SERVICES, WHICH INCREASED 8.8 PERCENT. 

* ALL INCOME ESTIMATES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PCPI  ARE IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS. 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 





B E A R F A C T S  

S A C R 4 " E F T O t  C A L I F O R N I A  
1 9 9 9 - 9 3  

S A C R A ? ' E ' : T 3  I S  ONE O F  T H E  5 8  C O U N T I E S  I V  C A L I F O 2 N I A .  I T  I S  P A R T  O F  T 5 E  
S A C R b M c C I T ?  R O P Q L I T 4 N  AREA. I T S  199.3 P O r J U L 4 T I O : r  C F  l r C 4 9 r 7 0 C  t ? A N < E L  
R T H  I N  T H E  S T A T E .  

P E R  C A P I T A  p E Q S O ! J 4 L  I V C O Y E  
I N  1 9 9 1 ,  S A C R R Y E N T O  H A D  A P E R  C A P I T A  P E R S O Y 4 L  I N C O Y E  ( P C P I )  O F  $ 1 8 r ?  3 4 .  
T H I S  P C D I  R 1 N K E D  2 3 T Y  I N  T H E  S T A T E ,  AND W A S  9 2  PERCENT C F  T H E  ST A T E  
? , V E R r G E  ( S ? C , 6 5 9 )  AND 1C11 P E R C E N T  O F  ThE N A T I O U A L  A V E R A G E  ( $ 7 8 ~ 6 9 5  i .  
T Y E  T O 0 7  P C 0 1  R E F L E C T E D  4 N  I N C Q E A S E  O F  6 .5  P E R C E N T  F R O M  1 C 8 9 .  T H E  1 9 a 9 -  
90 STATE C N 4 N G E  WAS 4 . e  O E R C E V T  A T H E  N A T I O N A L  C H P N G E  M A S  5.4 
PE R C F F l T .  

T O T A L  P E R S O N A L  I N C O V E  
b 

I N  1 9 9 0 0  S A C Q 4 M E U T O  H A D  A T O T A L  P E R S O N 4 L  I N C O M E  ( T P I )  O F  6 1 9 8 8 7 3 r 0 4 9 * .  
T H I S  T P I  FZAYYEC l O T H  I N  T H E  S T A T E  A N D  A C C O U N T E D  F O R  3 .2  F E R C E N T  O F  T H E  
S T A T E  T 3 T A L .  THE 1 0 9 0  T P I  S E f L E C T E D  AN I N C R E A S E  O F  9.9 P E R C E N T  F R O M  
1 9 8 9 .  T H F  1 9 8 9 - 9 7  ST4TE  C H A N G E  W A S  7.5 PERCENT AND T H E  A A T I O N A L  C H A N G E  
W A S  6.5 D E R C E Y T .  

C O M P O N E N T S  C F  TOTAL D E R S D N 4 L  I N C O Y  E 
T O T A L  P E R S O Y L I L  I N C O Y E  ( T P I  1 I N C L U D E S  T H E  E A R h I N S S  ( W P G E S  P Y b  S A L A R I  E S I  
O T H E R  L A 5 0 9  I N C O Y E r  AhfP P R O P R I E T O R S  ' 1 N C G M E ) ;  DIVl D E F i D S ,  I N T E R E S T # !  A i l 3  
RENT;  4 ' l b  T Q A Y S F E F !  P A Y Y E V T S  R E C E I V E D  9Y T H E  R E S I D E N T S  O F  SACRAMENTQ. I N  
1P90,  E A R I Z U C S  M E R E  67.6 P E Q C E N T  3F T D I ;  C ~ V I D E Y D S I  I N T E R E S T 0  A N C  R E N T  
W E R E  17.1 P F 9 C E F l T ;  A V D  T R 4 N S F E R  P 4 Y " E N T S  W E R E  1 9 . 3  P E R C E V T ,  F R O H  1 3 8 9  
T 3  ?ogZ, E A P K I N G S  I N C R E A S E 0  10.2 P E R C E N T ;  D I V I D E N D S #  I N T E i i E S T ,  A h D  R E h T  
I t U C R F A S E D  4 . 5  P E R C E U T ;  AND T R A N S F E ?  PAYWEr iTS  I Y C R E A S E D  1 1 . 5  P E R C E N T .  

E A R N I N G S  3 Y  I Y D U S T R Y  
E A R N I N G S  O F  PEPSOlslS E f 4 P L O Y E D  IF: S A C 9 4 Y E N T O  I N C R E A S E D  F R O W  5 1 4 ~ 4 5 G r 0 ! 9 *  
I N  19R0 1 3  $ 1 5 1 0 2 3 , 3 2 Q *  I N  1 9 9 0 ,  A N  I N C R E A S E  O F  10.1 P E R C E N T .  T R E  
L A R G E S T  I N D ' J S T R I E S  I N  199r3 W E R E  S T A T E  A N D  L O C A L  G O V E R N M E h T 0  k H I C R  
4CCOUNTED F O Q  27.3 D E R C E Y T  9F E 4 R V I N G S ;  S E R V I C E S 0  24.C P E R C E N T ;  AND 
R E T 4 1 L  T R 4 b c r  9.6 PERCENT.  O F  T H E  I N D U S T R I E S  T H A T  A C C C L N T E D  F 3 R  AT 
L E A S T  5 PESCENT O F  E A R N I N G S  I N  1 9 9 0 ,  T H E  SLOWEST G R O W I h C -  F R O M  1 9 8 9  TO 
109'7 W A S  F E D E R 4 L  C I V I L I A U  G O V E R N M E N T  ( 6 . 0  P E R C E N T  O F  E A R N I N G S  I N  19901,  
W H I C H  I N C R E A S E 0  5 .7  P E R C E N T ;  T H E  F A S T E S T  W A S  S T A T E  A N D  LOCAL 
G C V E R N u E N f r  U H I C H  I N C R E A S E D  1 3 . 0  P E R C E N T ,  

* ALL I N C O Y E  E S T I M A T E S  4 1 T H  T H E  E X C E P T I Q ? J  O F  P C P 1  A R E  I N  T H O U S A N D S  O F  
DOLLARS. 

R E G I O N A L  ECONOMIC I N F O R M A T I O N  SYSNTEM 
B U R E A U  O F  E C O N O M I C  A N A L Y S I S  



S A F J  F R A Y C I S r J O  I S  3 U E  nF T H E  5 5  C O U N T I E S  11: C A L I F O Q r i I  E... I T  I S  P A R T  OF 
T H E  S 4 U  F Q A U C I S C O  M E T R O P O L I T A N  ARE.? ,  I T S  199 '1  D O F U L A T I O N  O F  7 2 4 , , 1 0 3  
R A N K E D  1 9 T H  I N  T H E  S T 4 T E .  

o E R  C A P I T 4  P E Q S 3 N A L  I Y C O W E  
I r J  109'70 S A Y  F R A N C I S C O  H A D  A PER C A P I T A  P E R S O N A L  I N C C Y E  ( P C P 1 1  OF 
F ? 8 , 5 3 ? .  T Y I S  P C D I  R A N K E D  3 R D  I N  T H E  S T A T E *  A N D  A A S  138  F E R C E N T  3 F  T H t  
S T A T E  A V E R A Z c  ( 9 $ 0 ~ 6 8 9 )  4 Y 3  1 5 3  P E R C E K T  O F  T d E  N A T I O W A L  A V E R A G E  
( % 1 5 , 6 3 + 5 ) .  TLIE l o g o  P C P 1  R E F L E C T E D  Ah I K C Q E A S E  G f  8 . 5  P E R C E N T  F R O V  

1 9 5 9 .  T Y F  1 Q Q 9 - 9 3  S T A T E  CHANGE dAS 4 . 5  P E q C E N T  A N D  T k E  h A T I O h A L  C H A N G E  
W A S  5 . 4  P E 9 C F N T .  

T O T A L  P E R S O h A L  IF ICOME 
!ti 1993,  S ? c d  F R A N C I S C O  H A D  A T O T A L  ? E R S O N A L  I N C O P E  ( T P f )  OF 
S Z O , l ? S Q r 4 f 4 * .  T H I S  T o 1  R A Y K E D  7 T Y  Ih: T H E  S T A T E  A Y D  A C C C U N T E D  F O R  2 .3  
D E R C E N T  O F  T H E  S T A T E  T O T A L .  T H E  1 ~ 9 0  TPI  R E F L E C T E D  ~k I N C R E A S E  O F  a,? 
P E R C E t : T  F R q V  1099. T H E  1 9 8 9 - 9 0  S T A T E  CHAhGE W A S  7.5 F E R C E N T  A U D  T H E  
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FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME EMPLDYEES BY MkJO3 r:d:JSTRY 1: 
For C o u n t i e s  and M e t r o p o l i t a n  A r e s  

(number of jobs) 

(70-450) ANNISTON, AL 

EMPLOYMENT BY PLACE OF WORK 
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 

BY TYPE: 
WAGE AND SALARY 
PROPRIETORS 

FARM 
NONFARM 2/ 

BY INDUSTRY: 

FARM 
NONFARM 

PRIVATE 
AG.SERV., FOR., FISH., AND OTHER 3/ 
M I N I  WG 
CONSlRUCTION 
MANUFACTURING 
TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC  U T I L I T I E S  
UHOLESALE TRADE 
R E T A I L  TRADE 
FINANCE, INSURANCE, AND REAL ESTATE 
SERVICES 

GOVERNMEYT AND GOVERNMENT ENTERPRISES 
FEDERAL, C I V I L I A N  
M l L l T A R Y  
STATE AND LOCAL 

S e e  footnotes at end of table. 
Teble CA25 Apr i l  1992 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATIOU SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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Fostnotes f o r  Table CA25 

1/ 1 9 6 9 - 7 4  BASED ON 1 9 6 7 S I C .  1 9 7 5 - 8 7 B A S E D  ON 1 9 7 2 S I C .  1988-90 BASED ON 1987. 
Z /  EXCLUDES LIMITED PARTNERS. 
3/ COUSISTS OF THE NUMBER OF JOBS HEU) BY U.S.  RESIDENTS EMPLOYED BY lNTEKNATIONAL O R L n d I Z n l  IdiiS AND FOREIGN 

EMBASSIES AND CONSULATES I U  THE UNITED STATES. 
4/ FAR V E S T  REGION TOTALS DO NOT INCLUDE ALASKA AND HAWAII. 
5/ CIBOLA, NU WAS SEPARATED FROM VALENICA I N  JUNE 1981 ,  BUT I N  THESE ESTIMATES VACENCIA INCLUDES C l t ( l L A  THROUGH THE EM: bI 

1981. 
6/ LA PAZ COUNTY, AZ WAS SEPARATED FROM YUMA COUNTY ON JANUARY 1 ,  1983. 
7/  ESTIMATES FOR 1979 FORWARD REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS AREAS AS DEFINED I N  THE 1980  DECENNIAL CENSUS; THOSE FOR PRIOR YEAKS 

REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS D I V I S I O N S  AS DEFlUED 1N THE 1 9 7 0  DECENNIAL CENSUS. ESTIMATES FROM 1988 FORWARD SEPARATE ALEUTIAN 
ISLANDS CENSUS AREA INTO ALEUTIANS EAST BdRWGH AND ALEUTIANS WEST CENSUS AREA. 

E THE ESTIMATE SHGUN HERE CONSTITUTES THE MAJOR PORTIOM OF THE TRUE ESTIMATE. 

( D )  NOT SHOWN 70 AVOID DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION; ( L )  LESS THAN 10 JOBS. ESTIMAIES ARE INCLUDED 1N TOTALS. 

N/A DATA NOT AVAILABLE FOR T H I S  YEAR. 
REGIONAL ECWOMlC INFORMATI ON SYSTEM 

T a b l e  CA25 April 1992 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC lNFORMATlON SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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REGIONAL ECONOMIC PROFILE 
For C o u n t i e s  and M e t r o p o l i t a n  Arccs 

(70-4503 ANNISTON, AL 
-- - ---- 

Item 1985 1986 1987 19B8 1989 1990 
----- 

PLACE OF RESIDENCE PROFILE 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME ($000) 
NONFARM PERSONAL INCOME 
FARM INCOME 

DERIVATION OF TOTAL PERSONAL JNCOME 
NET EARNINGS I/ 
TRANSFER PAYMENTS 

INCOME MAINTENANCE 2/ 
UNEMPLOYMENT lNSURANCE 
RETIREMENT AND OTHER 

DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, AND RENT 

W W L A T I O N  (THOUSANDS) 3/ 

PER CAPlTA INCCMES ($1 41 
TOTAL PERSONAL lNCOME 
NET EARNINGS 
TRANSFER PAYMENTS 

INCOME MA1 NTEUANCE 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
RETIREMENT & OTHER 

PER CAPITA DIVIDENDS, INTEREST, & RENT 

PLACE OF WRK PROFILE 

TOTAL EARNINGS (POW, $000) 
UAGES AND SALARIES 
OTHER LABOR INCOME 
PROPRIETORS' INCOME 

NONFARM 5 /  
FARM 

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT (FULL & PART-TINE) 
WAGE AND SALARY JOBS 
NUMBER OF PROPRIETORS 

NONFARM 
FARM 

AVERAGE EARNINGS PER JOB <S) 16,347 16,956 17,724 18,240 18,934 19,631 
WAOE & SALARY EARNlNOS PER JOB (S) 15,793 16,269 16,963 17,265 17,739 18,338 
AVERAGE EARNINGS PER NONFARM PROPRIETOR (O) 11,214 12,128 13,162 14,418 15,058 15.61r7 

See foo tno tes  a t  end o f  t a b l e .  
T a b l e  CA30 Apri 1 1992 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONONIC ANALYSIS 



Footnotes for Table CA30 

TOTAL EARNINGS LESS PERSONAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR SOCIAL INSURANCE ADJUSTED TO PLACE OF RESIOE~ILE.  
INCLUDES SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PAYMENTS, PAYMENTS TO F A M I L I E S  WITH DEPEEDEgT CHLLDRCII (A IL ' . , ,  LI-hERAL ASJICI -- 
PAYMENTS, FOOD STAMP PAYMENTS, AhD OTHER ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS, INCLUDING EMERGENCY ASSISTAYCt . 
CENSUS BUREAU MIDYEAR POPU1.ATION ESTIMATES. 1981-89 ARE REVISED AS OF JANUARY 1992 TO REF-I;CT 1Sri!J AlvD 1990 CcrdSLd 
POPULATION COUNTS. 
YYPE OF INCOME D I V I D E D  BY I'OPULATION YIELDS A PER CAPITA FOR THAT TYPE OF INCOME. 
EXCLUDES L I M I T E D  PARTNERS. 
FAR WEST REGION TOTALS DO NOT INCLUDE ALASKA AND HAWAII. 
CIBOLA, NM WAS SEPARATED FROM VALENCIA I N  JUNE 1981, BUT I N  THESE ESTIMATES VALEhrClA INCLUDES C ; i ; i r l A  THROUGH THE EM: i i  

1981. 
L A  PA2 COUNTY, A 2  UAS SEPARATED FROM YUMA COUNTY ON JANUARY 1, 1983. 
ESTIMATES FOR 1979 FORUARD REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS AREAS AS DEFINED I N  THE 1980 OECEIlNIAL CEl4sUS; 1H:dSE FOR PRIOR YEA , 
REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS D I V I S I O N S  AS DEFINED I N  THE 1 9 7 0  DECENNIAL CENSUS. ESTIMATES FROM 1963 i0RW f:D SEPARATE ALEUT I 

[GLANDS CENSUS AREA INTO AI.EUTIAN3 EAST BOROUOH AND ALCUTIANS WEST CENSUS AREA. 

N/A DATA NOT AVAILABLE FOR T H I S  YEAR. 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATlON SYSTEM 

A p r l  l 1992 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECOUOMIC AUALYSSS 
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(70-450) ANNISTON, A 1  

Itan 
- -- - 

TOTAL TRANSFER PAWENTS 

GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS TO INDIV IDUALS 

RET. & DISAB. INS. BENEFIT PAY. 
OLD-AGE, SURV. & D I S A B I L I T Y  INSUR. PAY. 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT & D I S A B I L I T Y  PAY. 
FEDERAL C I V I L .  EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT PAY. 
MIL ITARY RETIREMENT PAYMENTS 
STATE L LOCAL GOVT. EMPLOYEE RET. PAY. 
LXIRKERS' COMP. PAY. (FEDERAL & STATE) 
OTH. GOVT. DISAB. INSUR. & RET. PAY. I/ 

MEDICAL PAYMENTS 2/ 

INCOME MAINTENANCE BENEFIT PAYHENTS 
SUPPL. SECURITY INCOHE ( S S I )  PAYMENTS 
A I D  TO F A M I L I E S  WITH OEP. CHICD.(AFDC) 
FOOD STAMPS 
OTHER INCOME MAINTENANCE 3/ 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFIT PAYMENTS 
STATE UNEMPLOYMENT I NSUR. COMPENSATION 
UNEMP. COMP. FOR FED. CIV .  EHPL. (UCFE) 
UNEMP. COMPENSATION FOR RR EMPLOYEES 
UNEMP. COMPENSATION FOR VETERANS [UCX) 
OTHER UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 4/ 

VETERANS BENEFIT PAYMENTS 
VETS PENSIONS 81 COMP. PAY. 
EDUC ASST TO VETS, DEPEND., & SURV. 5/ 
VETERANS L I F E  INSURANCE BENEFIT PAY. 
OTHER ASSISTANCE TO VETERANS 6/ 

FED EDUC & TRNC AEST PAY (EXCL VETS) 7/ 
OTHER PAYMENTS TO I N D I V I D U A L S  8/ 

PAYMENTS TO NONPROFIT INSTITUTIONS 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT PAYHENTS 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PAYNENTS 9/ 
BUSINESS PAYMENTS 

BUSINESS PAYMENTS TO lNDIV IDL lALS 1 0 1  

See footnotes a t  end of teble. 
Table CA35 

TRANSFER PAYMENTS 
For Counties and M e t r o p o l i t a n  Are*:; 

(thousands of do1 Lars) 

A p r i l  1992 
REGIONAL ECCNONIC 1NFORMATlON SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
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Footnotes f o r  T a b l e  CA35 

I/ INCLUDES TEMPORARY D I S A B I  LII'Y PAYMENTS AND BLACK LUNG PAYMENTS. 
21 CONS1 ST3 OF NED lCARE PAYMENTS, MEII I CAL VENDOR PAYMENTS, AND CHAMPUS PAYMENTS. 
3/ INCL. GENERAL ASSIST., EMERCENCY ASSIST., REFUGEE ASSIST., FOSTER HOME CARE PAYMtKTS, EARNED 1hiCul.L I Ki  CREDITS S, t w  .dbY 

ASSIST. 
4/ CONSISTS OF TRADE READJUSTMENT ALLOWANCE PAYHENTS, R E D W  PARK BENEFIT PAYMENTS, P J B L I C  SEh\IZi ~ h r 1 3 Y t l E N T  BENkFI1  

PAYMENTS, AND TRANSITIONAL BENEFIT PAYMENTS. 
5/ IUCLUDES VETERANS' READJUSTMENT BENEFIT PAYMENTS & EDUCATIONAL ASSIST. 70 SPOUSES L CtllLDI<EN Uf U ~ S A B L E D  OR DECEASED 

VETERANS. 
6/ INCLUDES PAYMENTS TO PARAPLEGICS, PAYMENTS FOR AUTOS AND CONVEYANCES FOR DISABLED VETERANS, VETERANS' A I D  & VETERANS' 

BONUSES. - - . . - - - - - 
71 INCLUDES FEDERAL FELLOWSHIP PAYMENTS (NATIONAL SCIENCE FWNOATION, FELLOWSHIPS AND TRAINEESHIPS, SU3SISTENCE PAYMEMTS T O  

STATE MARITIME ACADEMY CADETS, AND OTHER FEDERAL FELLOWSHIPS), INTEREST SUBSIDY ON HIGHER EDllCATION LOANS, BASIC 
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS, AND JOB CORPS PAYMENTS. 

8/ INCLUDES BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS PAYHENTS, EDUCATION EXCHANGE PAYMENTS, ALASKA PERMANiNT FUND DIV IDEND PAYMENTS,,COt4YkN- 
SATION OF SURVIVORS OF PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS, COMPENSATION OF V ICTIMS OF CRIME, COMPENSATlOhl OF V ICTIMS OF HURRICANE 
HUGO AND THE LOMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE, COMPENSATIOW FOR JAPANESE INTERNMENT, AND OTHER SPECIAL PAYMENTS TO INDIVIDUALS. 

9/ CONSISTS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS FOR FOSTER HOME CARE SUPERVISED BY PRIVATE AGENCIES, STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PAYHENTS TO NONPRDFIT INSTITUTIONS, AND OTHER STATE AND LOCAL GWI. PAYMENTS TO 
NONPROFIT INSTITUT lONS,  

l o /  INCLUDES CONSUMER BAD DEBTS, PERSONAL INJURY PAYMENTS TO INDIV IDUALS OTHER THAN EMPLOYEES, AhU OTHER BUSINESS TRANSFEF 
PAYMENTS. 

11/ FAR WEST REGION TOTALS DO NOT INCLUDE ALASKA AND HAWAII. 
12/ CIBOLA, NM VAS SEPARATED FROM VALENCIA I N  JUNE 1981, BUT I N  THESE ESTIMATES, VALEliCIA INCLUDES C lBOLk  THRWGH THE END GF 

1981. 
13/ LA PAZ COUNTY, AZ WAS SEPARATED FROM YUMA CWNTY ON JANUARY 1, 1983. 
l a /  ESTIMATES FOR 1979 FORWARD REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS AREAS AS DEFINED I N  THE 1980 DECEUI:IAL CENSUS; THOSE FOR PRIOR YEARS 

REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS D I V I S I O N S  AS DEFINED I N  THE 1970 DECENNIAL CEUSUS. ESTIMATES FROM 198C FORWRRD SEPARATE ALEUTIRN 
ISLANDS CENSUS AREA I N T O  ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH AND ALEUTIANS WEST CENSUS AREA. 

( 1 )  LESS THAN 550,000. ESTIMArES ARE INCLUDED I N  TOTALS. 

U/A DATA NOT AVAILABLE FOR T H I S  YEAR. 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Table CA35 Apr i 1 1992 
REGIOdAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONOMlC ANALYSIS 
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F ~ a t t ~ o t o s  f o r  T a b l e  CA05 

1969-74 BASED ON 1967 SIC. 1975-87 BASED ON i 9 n  SIC. 1988-90 BASED ON 1 9 8 7  SIC. 
FARM INCOME CONSISTS OF PROPRIETORS' NET FARM INCOME, THE WAGES OF HIRED FARM LAGO?, THE PXY-~ ,~ - I : I I !J  OF HIRED FA'iM L 3 . .  , 

AND THE SALARIES OF OFFICERS OF CORPORATE FARMS. 
CENSUS BUREAU MIDYEAR POPULATION ESTIMATES. 1 9 8 1 - 8 9  ARE REVISED AS OF JANUARY 1 9 9 2  TO REFL tC  l 14cU - 1 9 9 0  CENSUS 

POPULATION COUNTS. 
PERSONAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR SOCIAL INSURANCE ARE INCLUDED I N  EARNINGS BY TYPE AND INDLSTRY BUY EXCLLIJ~'D FkOM PERSONAL 

t NCOME . 
U.S. ADJUSTMENT FOR RESIDENCE CONSISTS OF ADJUSTMENTS FOR BORDER WORKERS: INCOME OF U.S. RESI~JENTS ~OId4UTING OUTSIDE I f . . ; .  

BORDERS TO WORK LESS INCOME OF FOREIGN RESIDENTS COMMUTING I N S I D E  U.S. BORDERS TO UGRK PLUS CERTAI'4 CARIBBEAN S E A S C ~ A L  
WORKERS. 

INCLUDES THE CAPITAL  CONSUMPTION ADJUSTMENT FOR RENTAL INCOME OF PERSONS. 
INCLUDES THE INVENTORY VALUATlON AND CAPITAL CONSUMPTION ADJUSTMENTS. 
I1OTHERl1 CONSISTS OF WAGES + SALARIES OF U.S. RESIDENTS EMPLOYED BY INTL .  DRC. + FOREIGN EMBASSIES + CONSULATES I N  TltE 

U.S. 
9/ UNDER THE 1972 STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION, ORDNANCE WAS RECLASSIFIED TO FOUR 2 - D I G I T  INDUSTRIES: FABRICATED 

METAL PRODUCTS; ELECTRONIC EPUIPMENT, EXCEPT COMPUTER EQUIPMENT; TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT; AND INSTRUMENTS AND R E L A T t a  
PRODUCTS. 

1 0 /  UNDER THE 1987 STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION, COMBINED REAL ESTATE, INSURANCE, ETC., WAS RECLASSIFIED TO FOUR 
2 - D I G I T  INDUSTRIES: NONDEPOSITORY CREDIT INSTITUTIONS; INSURANCE AGENTS, BROKERS, AND SERVICES: REAL ESTATE: AND LEGAL 
SERVl  CES. 

111 T H I S  CATEGORY I S  NEW UNDER THE 1 9 7 2  STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION; THEREFORE ESTIMATES PRIOR TO 1975 DO NOT EXIST.  
12/ T H I S  CATEGORY I S  NEW UNDER THE 1 9 8 7  STANDARD INDUSTRIAL CLASSIFICATION; THEREFORE ESTIMATES PRIOR TO 1 9 8 8  00 NOT EXIST .  
131 ESTIMATES FOR 1979 FORWARD REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS AREAS AS DEFINED I N  THE 1 9 8 0  DECENNIAL CENSUS; THOSE FOR PRIOR YEARS 

REFLECT ALASKA CENSUS D I V I S I O N S  AS DEFINED I N  THE 1970 DECENNIAL CENSUS. ESTIMATES FROM 1988 FORWARD SEPARATE ALEUTIAN 
ISLANDS CENSUS AREA I N T O  ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH AND ALEUTIANS WEST CENSUS AREA. 

141 FAR WEST REGION TOTALS DO NO7 INCLUDE ALASKA AND HAWAII. 
151 CtBOLA, NM UAS SEPARATED FROM VALENCIA I N  JUNE 1981,  BUT I N  THESE ESTIMATES, VALENCIA INCLUDES CIBOLA THROUGH THE EUD OF 

1981. 
16/ LA PAZ COUNTY, AZ  UAS SEPARATED FROM YUMA COUNTY ON JANUARY 1, 1983. 

E THE ESTIMATE SHOW HERE CONSTITUTES THE MAJOR PORTION OF THE TRUE ESTIMATE. 

( D l  NOT SHOWN TO AVOID DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
(L )  LESS THAN $50,000. ES I IMATES ARE INCLUDED I N  IOTALS. 

N/A DATA NOT AVAILABLE FOR T H I S  YEAR. 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 

A p r i l  1 9 9 2  
RECII INAL ECONOMIC LNFORHATlClN SYSTEM 
BUREAU OF ECONONIC ANALYSIS 
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STATE BREAK DOWN OF PROPOSED FACILITIES FOR REALIGNMENT'5128193 

FOR INTER-AGENCY TEAM 

STATE FAClLlN TOWN 
'AREA 

ECONOMIC AREA 'MILPER. CIVILIAN TOT PER. EMPLOYMENT 

ALABAMA 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT ANNISTON,AL. ANNISTON, AL (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT ANNISTON,AL. ANNISTON. AL (MSA) 
ARMY INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER HUNTSVILLE HUNTSVILE,AL. HUNTSVILE, AL (MSA) 

CALIFORNIA 
PRESIDO OF MONTEREY ANNEX, FORT ORD 
NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 
NAVAL AIR STATION MIRAMAR 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION TUSTIN 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT NORTH ISLAND 
DEFENSE DIST. DEPOT SAN DlEGO 

1 NAVAL WEAPONS STATION SEAL BEACH 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT BARSTOW 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER McCLELLAN A.F.B. 

COLORADO 
DEFJNFO. TECH. SERVICES ORG. DENVER 

MONTEREY,CA. 
LONG BEACH,CA 
SAN DIEGO.CA. 
TUSTIN,CA. 
SAN DIEGO.CA. 
SAN DIEGO.CA. 
SEAL BEACH,CA. 
BARSTOW.CA. 
BARSTOW,CA. 
SACRAMNET0,CA. 

SANTA CRUZ-WATSONVILLE, CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO, CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO, CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO, CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 
SAN BERNADINO-RIVERSIDE. CA (MSA) 
SAN BERNADINO-RIVERSIDE, CA (MSA) 
SACREMENTO, CA (MSA) 

DENVER,CO DENVER,CO (PMSA) 

FLORIDA 
NAVAL AVlAlON DEPOT, JACKSONVILLE JACKSONVILLE,FLA JACKSONVILLE,FLA (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT, JACKSONVILE JACKSONVILLE,FLA JACKSONVILLE,FLA (MSA) 

GEORGIA 
FORT GlLLlAM FOREST PARK.GA. ATLANTA, GA (MSA) 
FORT MCPHERSON ATLANTA,GA. ALANTA,GA (MSA) 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE. ALBANY ALBANY,GA ALBANY, GA (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT. ALBANY ALBANY,GA ALBANY. GA (MSA) 
WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CENTER WARNER ROBINS.GA. MACON, GA (MSAO 
REGIONAL PROCESSING CTR. WARNER ROBINS WARNER ROBINS,GA. MACON, GA (MSA) 
DEFENSE INFORMATION AGENCY (A.K.A. LOGISTICS SYSTEMS BUSINESS 
ACTIVITY-INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT WARNER ROBINS WARNER ROBINS.GA. MACON. GA (MSA) 

ILLINOIS 
NAVAL HOSPITAL GREAT LAKES GREAT LAKES,ILL. LAKE CO., IL 

KENTUCKY 
NAVAL ORDANANCE STATION LOUISVILLE, LOUISVILLE,KT LOUISVILLE, KT-IN (MSA) 
A.K.A. NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER LOUISVILE LOUISVILE,KT LOUISVILLE, KT-IN (MSA) 

MAINE 
NAVAL SHIPYARD PORTSMOUTH PORTSMOUTH,ME BOSTON, MA (MSA) 



STATE BREAK DOWN OF PROPOSED FACILITIES FOR REALIGNMENT15/28/93 

FOR INTER-AGENCY TEAM 

STATE FACILITY TOWN 
'AREA 

ECONOMIC AREA 'MILPER. CIVILIAN TOT PER. EMPLOYMENT 

MASSACHUSmS 
NAVAL RESERVE CENTER CHICOPEE CHICOPEE,MA SPRINGFIELD. MA (MSA) 
NAVAL RESERVE CENTER QUINCY QUINCY.MA BOSTON, MA (MSA) 
NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE CENTER LAWRENCE LAWRENCE,MA BOSTON, MA (MSA) 
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT NORTHEAST 

MISSISSIPPI 
NAVAL STATION PASCAGOULA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NAVAL SHIPYARD PORTSMOUTH 

NEW YORK 
PLATTSBURGH A.F.B. 

PASCAGOULA.MS BILOXI-GULFORT-PASCAGOULA, MS (MSA) 390 70 460 

PORTSMOUTH,N.H BOSTON.MA (MSA) 879 7.388 8,267 

PLATTS8URGH.N.Y. CLINTON CO., NY 2.1 16 461 2,577 

NORTH CAROLINA 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT CHERRY POINT HAVELOCK. NC NEUSE CO. NC 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT CHERRY POINT HAVELOCK. NC NEUSE CO, NC 

NORTH DAKOTA 
GRAND FORKS A.F.B. EMERADO.ND GRAND FORKS, ND-MN (MSA) 4,903 738 5,641 

0 
OHIO 0 

DEFENSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY CENTER COLUMBUS COLUMBUS,OH. COLUMBUS,OH (MSA) 30 2,177 2,207 
DEFENSE INFORMATION TECH.SERVICES ORG. CLEVELAND CLEVELAND,OH. LORAIN-ELYNIA. OH (MSA) 0 
(RESOURCE MANAGEMENT BUSINESS ACTIVITY CLEVELAND) CLEVELAND,OH. LORAIN-ELYNIA. OH (MSA) 0 
GENTILE A.F.S. DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD, OH(MSA) 31 2,213 2,244 459.763 

OKLAHOMA 

OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTICS CENTER, TINKER A.F.B. MIDWEST CITY.OK. OKLAHOMA CITY, OK (MSA) 
REGIONAL PROCESSING CENTER TINKER A.F.8. MIDWEST ClT.OK. OKLAHOMA CITY, OK (MSAj 
(DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY) 
DEFNSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OKLAHOMA CITY MIDWEST CITY.OK. OKLAHOMA CITY, OK (MSA) 

PENNSYLVANIA 
MARCUS HOOK U.S. ARMY RESERVE CENTER 0 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT TOBYHANA.PA. MONROE CO, PA 47 3,716 3,763 
SHIPS PARTS CONTROL CENTER MECHANICSBURG MECHANICSBURG,PA HARRISBURG-LEBANON-CARLISLE,PA(MSI 164 6.751 6,915 
NAVAL AIR FACILITY JOHNSTOWN JOHNSTON,PA CAMBRIA CO. SOMERSET CO, PA 0 
ARMY INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER CHAMBERSBURG CHAMBERSBURG,PA. FRANKLIN CO. PA 0 
(MULTI FUNCTION INFORMATION PROCESSING ACTIVITY, 0 
CHAMBERSBURG) 0 



STATE BREAK DOWN OF PROPOSED FACILITIES FOR REALIGNMENT'5/28/93 

FOR INTER-AGENCY TEAM 

STATE FACILITY 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION BEAUFORT 
NAVAL HOSPITAL BEAUFORT 

TENNESSEE 
NAVAL AIR STATION MEMPHIS 
NAVAL HOSPITAL MILLINGTON 

TOWN 
'AREA 

ECONOMIC AREA 'MILPER. CIVILIAN TOT PER. EMPLOYMENT 

BEAUFORT,S.C. BEUFORT CO, SC 
BEAUF0RT.S.C. BEUFORT CO, SC 

MILLINGTON,TN. MEMPHIS, TN-AR-MS (MSA) 
MILLINGTON.TN. MEMPHIS, TN-AR-MS (MSA) 

TEXAS 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT.TEXARKANA TEXARKANA,TX TEXARKANA. TX-AR (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT, RED RIVER TEXARKANA,TX TEXARKANA, TX-AR (MSA) 
NAVAL AIR STATION CORPUS CHRIST1 CORPUS CHRISTI.TX. CORPUS CHRIST1,TX. 
NAVAL STATION INGLESIDE INGLESIDE,TX CORPUS CHRIST1,TX. 
SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTIC CENTER, KELLY A.F.B. SAN ANTONI0,TX. SAN ANTONI0:TX. (MSA) 
REGIONAL PROCESSING CENTER KELLY A.F.B. SAN ANTONI0,TX. SAN ANTONI0,TX. (MSA) 
(DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY) ALSO KNOWN AS LOGISTICS SYSTEMS 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY-INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT SAN ANTONIO SAN ANTONIO.TX. SAN ANTONI0,TX. (MSA) 

UTAH 
OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER, HILL A.F.6 
(TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOAD) 

OGDEN,UTAH SALT LAKE CITY-OGDEN, UT (MSA) 

VIRGINIA 
FORT LEE.PETERSBURG PETERSBURG,VA. RICHMOND-PETERSBURG, VA (MSA) 7,594 4,922 12,516 
FORT MONROE.HAMPTON HAMPTON,VA. NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS.VA(MS/ 1,033 2,941 3,974 640.790 
NAVAL SHIPYARD NORFOLK PORTSMITH.VA NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS.VA(MSI 720 15.182 15,902 640.790 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT NORFOLK NORFOLK.VA. NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS,VA(MSA) 0 0 640.790 
NAVAL AIR STATION OCEANA VIRGINIA BEACH.VA NORFOLK-VA BEACH- NEWP NEWS,VA(MS/ 9,748 1,167 10.91 5 640.790 
NAVAL ELECTRONICS SUPPORT ENGINEERING CENTER, 
PORTSMOUTH,VA PORTSMITH,VA. NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS,VA(MSA) 0 0 640,790 

WASHINGTON 
NAVAL STATION EVEREn 
FAIRCHILD, A.F.B..AIRWAY HGTS. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
NAVAL AIR FACILITY MARTINSBURG 



I 
STATE BREAK DOWN OF PROPOSED FACILITIES FOR REALIGNMENT '5128193 

FOR INTER-AGENCY TEAM 

I STATE FACl UTY TOWN ECONOMIC AREA 

ALABAMA 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT ANNISTONAL. ANNISTON, AL (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT ANNISTON.AL. ANNISTON, AL (MSA) 
ARMY INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER HUNTSVILLE HUNTSVILE,AL. HUNTSVILE, AL (MSA) 

CALIFORNIA 
PRESIDO OF MONTEREY ANNEX. FORT ORD 
NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 
NAVAL AIR STATION MIRAMAR 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION TUSTIN 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT NORTH ISLAND 
DEFENSE DIST. DEPOT SAN DIEGO 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATIO N SEAL BEACH 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT BARSTOW 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER McCLELIAN A.F.B. 

COLORADO 
DEF.INF0. TECH. SERVICES ORG. DENVER 

MONTEREY.CA. 
LONG BEACH.CA 
SAN DIEG0,CA. 
TUSTIN.CA. 
SAN DIEGO.CA. 
SAN DIEGO.CA. 
SEAL BEAGH,CA. 
BARSTOW,CA. 
BARSTOW.CA. 
SACRAMNET0,CA. 

DOD DOD 'AREA 
MILITARY CIVILIAN TWNEES TOT PER. EMPLOYMENT 

SANTA CRUZ-WATSONVILLE. CA (MSA) 3,628 1,239 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 2.336 4,289 
SAN DIEGO, CA (MSA) 11.908 1.371 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO. CA (MSA) 30 4.335 
SAN DIEGO. CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 401 5,588 
SAN BERNADINO- RIVERSIDE. CA (MSA) 622 2,172 
SAN BERNADINO-RIVERSIDE, CA (MSA) 
SACREMENTO. CA (MSA) 

DENVER,CO DENVER.CO (PMSA) 

FLORIDA 
NAVAL AVlAlON DEPOT. JACKSONVILLE JACKSONVILLE,FLA JACKSONVILLE.FLA (MSA) 30 2,539 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT. JACKSONVILE JACKSONVILLE,FLA JACKSONVILLE.FLA (MSA) 

I 

GEORGIA 
FORT GlLLlAM FOREST PARK.GA. ATLANTA, GA (MSA) 
FORT MCPHERSON ATLANTA. GA. ALANTA,GA (MSA) 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE. ALBANY ALBANY,GA ALBANY, GA (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT. ALBANY ALBANY-GA ALBANY. GA (MSA) 
WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CENTER WARNER ROBINS.GA. MACON. GA (MSAO 
REGIONAL PROCESSING CTR. WARNER ROBINS WARNER ROBINS.GA. MACON, GA (MSA) 
DEFENSE INFORMATION AGENCY (A.K.A. LOGISTICS SYSTEMS BUSINESS 
ACTIVITY-INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT WARNER ROBINS WARNER ROBINS.GA. MACON. GA (MSA) 

ILLINOIS 
NAVAL HOSMTAL GREAT LAKES GREAT LAKES,ILL. LAKE CO., IL 

KENTUCKY 
NAVAL ORDANANCE STATION LOUISVILLE, LOUISVILLE.KT LOUISVILLE, KT-IN (MSA) 
A.K.A. NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER LOUISVILE LOUISVILE,KT LOUISVILLE, KT-IN (MSA) 

MA1 N E 
NAVAL SHIPYARD PORTSMOUTH PORTSMOUTH.ME BOSTON. MA (MSA) 





JUNE 4, 1993 DRAFT, REVISEDt6/8 

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION ADD LIST 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS--PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES 

OUT--F CLOSED 

STATE FACILITY TOWN ECONOMIC AREA , MILITARY ClVlUAN TRAINEES DIRECT MULT. INDIRECT IMPACT EMPLOYMENT 
(NO.) (NO.) (No.) (No.) (No.) (%I (No.) 

ALABAMA 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT ANNISTON,AL. ANNISTON, AL (MSA) (47) (4.293) 0 (4,340) 1.0 (4,340) -16.0% 48,160 
DEFENSE DlSTRlBUTDN DEPOT ANNISTON,AL. ANNISTON, AL (MSA) 1 .O 48.1 60 
ARMY INFORMATMN PROCESSING CENTER HUNTSVILLE HUNTSVILE,AL HUNTSVILE, AL (MSA) 2 0 0 2 0.8 2 0.0% 129.091 

CALFORNIA 
PRESIDO OF MONTEREY ANNEX FORT ORD 
NAVAL SHIPYARD LONG BEACH 
NAVAL AIR STATION MIRAMAR 
MARlNF CORPS AIR STATION TUSTIN 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT NORTH ISLAND 
DEFENSE DlST DEPOT SAN DIEGO 
NAVAL WEAPONS STATDN SEAL BEACH 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE BARSTOW 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT BARSTOW 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTDN CENTER McCLELLAN A F  B 

COLORADO 
DEF.INF0. TECH. SERVICES 09G.  DENVER 

MONTEREY,CA 
LONG BEACH,CA 
SAN DIEG0,CA 
TUSTIN.CA. 
SAN DIEG0,CA. 
SAN DIEGO.CA. 
SEAL BEACH,CA. 
BARSTOW,CA. 
BARSTOW,CA 
SACREMENT0,CA 

SANTA CRUZ-WATSONVILLE CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH. CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO, CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH. CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO, CA (MSA) 
SAN DIEGO. CA (MSA) 
LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CA (MSA) 
SAN BERNADINO-RIVERSIDE, CA (MSA) 
SAN BERNADINO-RIVERSIDE, CA (MSA) 
SACREMENTO, CA (MSA) 

FLORIDA 
NAVAL AVlAlON DEPOT, JACKSONVILLE JACKSONVILLEFLA JACKSONVILLEFLA (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTiON DEPOT, JACKSONVILE JACKSONVILLEFLA JACKSONVILLEFLA (MSA) 

GEORGIA 
FORT GlLLlAM 
FORT MCPHERSON 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE ALBANY 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTDN DEPOT, ALBANY 
WARNER ROBINS AIR LOGISTICS CENTER 
REGIONAL PROCESSING CTR. WARNER ROBINS 

FOREST PARK,GA ATLANTA, GA (MSA) (270) (2,092) 0 (2,362) 0 8 (1,890) -0.3% 1,433,893 
ATLANTA,GA ATLANTA,GA (MSA) (1,629) (2,258) 0 (3,887) 0.8 (3,110) -0.5% 1,433,093 
ALBANY,GA ALBANY, GA (MSA) (1,060) (2,782) 0 (3,842) 0.6 (2.305) - 12.7% 49,363 
ALBANY,GA ALBANY, GA (MSA) 0.8 49.363 
WARNER ROBINS.GA MACON-WARNER ROBBINS, GA (MSA) (3,750) (1  1.313) 0 (15,063) 0.8 (12,050) -22.7% 123.014 
WARNER ROBINS,GA MACON-WARNERROBBINS, GA (MSA) (72) (27) 0 (99) 0.8 (79) -0.1% 123.014 

DEFENSE INFORMATDN AGENCY (A K A  LOGISTICS SYSTEMS BUS NESS 
ACTNITY-INORMATKIN PROCESSING CENTER1 
DEFENSE DlSTRlBUTMN DEPOT WARNER ROBINS WARNER ROBINS,GA MACON-WARNER ROBBINS, GA (MSA) 0 8 123014 

ILLINOIS 
NAVAL HOSPITAL GREAT LAKES GREAT LAKES,ILL. LAKE CO . IL 0.8 321,lW 

KENTUCKY 
NAVAL ORDANANCE STATDN LOUISVILLE, LOUISVILLE.KT LOUISVILLE. KT-IN (MSAJ 
A.KA. NAVAL SUAACE WARARE CENTER LOUlSVlLE LOUISVILE,KT LOUISVILLE, KT-IN (MSA) 

MAINE 
NAVAL SHIPYARD PORTSMOUTH PORTSMOUTH PORTSMOUTH- WVER-ROCHESTER (MSA) (150) (5.388) 



MASSACHUSETTS 
NAVAL RESERVE CENTER CHICOPEE 
NAVAL RESERVE CENERQUINCY 

CHICOPEE,MA SPRINGFIELD, MA (MSA) 
QUINCY,MA BOSTON, MA (MSA) 
LAWRENCE,MA BOSTON, MA (MSA) NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE CENTER LAWRENCE 

DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT NORTHEAST 

MlSSiSSlPPl 
NAVAL STATDN PASCAGOULA PASCAEJUMMS BILOXI-GULFORT, MS (MSA) 

NEW YORK 
PLATTSBURGH AF.8. PLAlTSBURGH,N.Y. CLINTON CO., NY 

NORTH CAfULINA 
NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT CHERRY POINT 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT CHERRY POINT 

HAVELOCK, NC CRAVEN CO, NC 
HAVELOCK. NC CRAVEN CO, NC 

NORTH DAKOTA 
GRANDFORKS AF.8. EMERALX).ND GRANDFORKS, NO (MSA) 

OHIO 
DEFENSE CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY CENTER COLUMBUS 
DEFENSE IMORMATDN TECH.SERVICES ORG. CLEVELAND 
(RESOURCE MANAGEMENT BUSINESS ACTIVTY CLEVELAND) 
GENTILE A F.S 

COLUMBUS,OH. COLUMBUS.OH (MSA) 
CLEVELAND,OH. LORAIN-ELYN14 O H  (MSA) 
CLEVELAND.OH. LORAIN-ELYNIA. OH (MSA) 

DAYION-SPRINGFIELD. OH(MSA) 

OKLAHOMA 
OKLAHOMA CITY AIR LOGISTICS CEMER, TINKER A.F.8 
REGDNAL PROCESSING CENTER TINKER A.F.B. 

MIDWEST CITY.OK. OKLAHOMA CITY, OK (MSA) 
MIDWEST CITY.OK. OKLAHOMA CITY, OK (MSA) 

(DEFENSE INFORMATON SYSTEMS AGENCY) 
DEFNSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OKLAHOMA CITY MIDWEST CITY.OK. OKLAHOMA CITY, OK (MSA) 

PENNSYLVANIA 
MARCUS HOOK U.S. ARMY RESERVE CENTER 
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

MARCUS HOOK,PA PHIUPA-NJ 
TOBYHANAPA. MONROE CO. PA 

SHIPS PARTS CONTROL CENTER MECHANICSBURG MECHANICSBURG.PA HARRISBURG-LEBANON-CARLISLE.PA(MS1 (164) 
JOrlYSTOt;.PA CAMBf7:ACO. SOMERSET CO. PA 3 
CHAMBERSBURG,PA FRANKLIN CO. PA 0 

NAVAL Ali i iACiLlTY JOHi-iSiOWN 
ARMY INF0RMATK)N PROCESSING CENTER CHAMBERSBURG 
IMULTIFUNCTION INFORUATDN PROCESSINGACTNITY. 

SOUTH CAFOLINA 
MARINE CORPS AIR STATDN BEAMORT 
NAVAL HOSPITAL BEALFORT 

BEWORT CO. SC 
BEMORT CO, SC 



TENNESSEE 
NAVAL AIR STATDN MEMPHIS 
NAVAL HOSPITAL MILLINGTON 

E~~lhromlc H/CA ~ L C I + R I . ,  P I * .  T ~ P I C I .  
-o , ; . c ;  ,,,,,.rlpri 

MILLINGTON,TN. MEMPHIS, TN-AR-MS (MSA) (8,339) (1,656) 0 (9,995) 0.8 (7,996) -4.0% 
MILLINGTON,TN. MEMPHIS, TN-MI-MS (MSA) 

455,182 
(525) (202) 0 (727) 0.8 (582) -0.3% 455,182 

TEXAS 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT,TEXARKANA TEXARKANATX TEXARKANA TX-AR (MSA) 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTDN DEPOT. RED RIVER TEXARKANATX TEXARKANA TX-AR (MSA) 
NAVAL AIR STATON CORPUS CHRISTI CORPUS CHRISTI,TX. CORPUS CHRISTI,TX. 
NAVAL STATDN INGLESIDE INGLESIDE,TX CORPUS CHRIST1,TX. 
SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTIC CENTER, KELLY A.F.B. SAN ANTONI0,TX. SAN ANTONI0,TX. (MSA) 
REGDNAL PROCESSING CENTER KELLY AF.8. SAN ANTONI0,TX. SAN ANTONI0,TX. (MSN 
(DEFENSE INORMATDN SYSTEMS AGENCY) ALSO KNOWN AS LOGISTCS SYSTEMS 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY-INFORMATION PROCESSING CENTER1 .- - 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTDN DEPOT SAN ANTOND SAN ANTONIO,TX SAN ANTONIO,~ (MSA) 

UTAH 
OGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER HILL AF.0. OGDEN,UTAH SALT LAKE CITY-OGDEN, UT (MSA) 0.8 502,533 
(TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOAD) 

VIRGINIA 
FORT LEE,PETERSBURG'*O 0% IMPACT IF <2OMILE MOVE 
FORT MONROE,HAMPTON"O.O% IMPACT IF c20 MILE MOVE 
NAVAL SHIPYARD NORFOLK 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTDN DEPOT NOFFOLK 
NAVAL AIR STATION OCEANA 
NAVAL ELECTRONICS SUPWRT ENGINEERING CENTER, 
PORTSMOUTH,VA 

WASHINGTON 
NAVAL STATDN EVERETT 
FAIRCHILD. AF.B..AIRWAY HGTS. 

WEST VIRGINIA 
NAVAL AIRFACILITY MARTINSBURG 

PETERSBURG.VA. RICHMOND-PETERSBURG, VA (MSA) 
HAMPTON.VA. NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS.VA(MS/ 
PORTSMITH,VA NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS,VA(MS/ 
NOPFOLK,VA NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS,VA(MSA) 
VIRGINIA BEACH,VA NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS,VA(MSI 

PORTSMITH,VA. NORFOLK-VA BEACH-NEWP NEWS,VA(MSA) 

SEATTLE.WA(PMSAJ 
SPOKANE. WA (MSA) 





Initial Entry TraininalBranch School Professional Schonl CommandlControl Commoditv Oriented USAR Training A m y  Depots 

(C) FI. McClellan, A L  (*) Presidio o f  Montereyl (R) FI. Belvoir, V A  (R) Ft. Monmouth, NJ (*) Marcus Hook (R!) k t t e r k e ~ y ,  PA 
(*) Ft. Lee, V A  POh4 Annex, C A  (*) Fl. Gillem, GA (#) Rock Isl. Arsenal. IL USAR Ctr,  PA (R!) Tooele, UT 

(*) Ft. McPherson, G A  (C) Vint Hill Farms, VA 
(*) Ft. Monroe, V A  
(#) Presidio o f  S.F., C A  

Shipvards (her.  Air Stations Trng. Air Stations East Coast Naval Bases West Coast Naval Bases Traininrr C t n .  Navy Depots 

(C) Mare lsl., C A  (C) NAS Cecil Field, F L  
(*) Long Bch., C A  (+) NAS Oceana, VA 
(*!) Norfolk, VA (*!) MCAS Beauforf, S C  
(*) Portsmouth, NH (C) hlCAS El Toro, C A  
(C!) Charleston, S C  (+) NAS hliramar, C A  

(+) h1CAS Tustin, C A  
(C) NAS Barbers Pt, HI 
(*) NAS Agana, GU 

(C) NAS hleridian, hIS (R) NSB New London, CT (C) NS Treasure Isl, C A  (C!) Orlando, F L  
(*!) NAS Corpus Chr., TX (C!) NS Charleston, S C  (C!) NS Alameda, C A  (C) San Dicgo, C A  

(C) NS Staten Isl., NY (*) NS Everett, W A  (*!) Great Lakes, IL 
Ordnance hlaintenance (R) NETC Newport, RI  

(C) NS Mobile, A L  Inventory Control 
(*) NOS Louisville, KY (*) NS Pascagoula, MS 

(+) NS lngleside, TX (C) A S 0  Phila., PA 
(+) SPCC Mechanicsburg, PA 

(C!) Pensacola, F L  
(C!) Alameda, C A  
(C!) Norfolk, V A  
(+!) N. Isl., C A  
(*!) Jacksonville, F L  
(I!) Cherry Pt., NC 
(+!) hlCLB Albany, G A  
(+!) MCLB Barstow, C A  

Tech. Ctrs. (SPAWAR) Tech. Ctrs. (NAVSEA) Reserve Air Stations Supply Centers NCR Activities Other Bases 

(C) NESEA St. Inigocs, h.ID (C) SEAADSA Indian Head, h l D  
(C) NESSEC Wash., D C  (C) PERA (CV) Bremerfon, WA 
(C!) NESEC Charleston, S C  (C) PERA (Surf) Norfolk 
(*) N W E C  Portsmouth, VA (C) NSWC Carderock, h l D  

(C) PERA H Q  Phila, PA 
(R) NSWC White Oak, M D  
(C) NUWC Norfolk, V A  det 
(C) SUBMEPP Portsmouth, NH 
(C) PERA (Surf.) S.F., C A  
(C) NSWC Va. Bch, V A  det 

AIR F O R C E  

(C) NAS Glenview, IL  
(C) NAS S.  Weymoulh, M A  
(C) NAS Dallas, TX 
(C) N A F  Detroit, MI 
(R!) NAS Memphis, T N  
(*) N A F  Johnstown, PA 
(+) N A F  Martinsburg, \IrV 
(C) NAF Midway Island 

(C!) NSC Oakland, C A  
(C!) NSC Pensacola F L  
(C!) NSC Charleston, S C  

Reserve Activities 

33 NavyiMarine Corps 
Reserve Centers & 
Facilities 

3 Readiness Cmds. 

(R) BUPERS Arlington, V A  (R) 1st h l C  Dist., Garden City, NY 
(R) NAVAIR Arlington, V A  (C) Nav. Civ. Eng. Lab., h. Ilueneme,CA 
(R) NAVSUP Arlington, V A  (R) NAVFAC San Bruno, C A  
(R) Nav. Security Grp. Arl., VA (C) PWC San Francisco, CA 
(R) Nav. Recruit Cnid., Arl., VA (C) NRTF Annapolis, M D  
(R) NAVSEA Arlington, V A  (C) NAWC Trenton, NJ 
(X) NAVFAC Alexandria, V A  (C) Family Housing Gfc., Niagara, NY 
(R) Tactical Support Ofc., Arl., V A  (C) NAVAIR Tech. Srvcs Fac, Phila, PA 

(C) NRTF Driver, VA 

DEFENSE 1,OGISTICS AGENCY 

Lawe AircraA Small AircraA Air Force Depots Chanaes to BRAC 88/91 Inventory Control Points Regional Headquarters Other DLA 

(C) KI Sawyer AFB, h l l  (C) Homestead AFB, F L  (+!) hi:Clellan AFB, C A  (#) Castle AFB, C A  (C) DESC Dayton, 011  (R) D C M D  Phila., PA (*) Gentile AFS, 011 
(R) hlarch AFB, C A  (+!) Kelly AFB, TX (f) blather AFB, C A  (R) DISC Phila., PA (R) D C M D  Chicago, IL (C) D C F  Pliila., PA 
(R) McGuirs AFB, NJ A F  Reserve (+!) Tinker AFB, O K  ( K )  MacDill AFB, F L  (*!) DCSC Columbus, OH (R) D C M D  El Segundo, CA (R) DLSCIDRMS, 
(R) Grifliss AFB, NY (+!) Robins AFB, GA (#) Chanute AFB, IL  (C) DPSC Phila., PA (+) DCMD Boston, MA Battlecreek, h l l  
(*) Grand Forks AFB, N D  (C) O'Hare IAP AFRS (+) Newark AFB, O H  (#) Rickenbacker ANGB, OH 
(*) Plausburgh AFB, N Y  (#) Bergstrom AFB, TX 
(*) Fairchild AFB, W A  (#) Carswell AFB, TX 

DATA C E N T E R  COSSOI,I I )ATION DEPOT INTERSEK\'ICli\'G MSSIIII1 , ITIES 

2 Army Data Processing Centers Rotarv Win% \'.'heeled Vehicles Ground Comm.-Electronics Tactical hlissiles 
29 Navy Data Processing Centers 
4 Marine Corps  Data Processing Ctrs (C!) Pensacola (R!) T8)osle (C!) McClellan AFB (R!) Letterkenny (*!) Red River 
4 Air Force Data Processing Centers (*!) Cherry Point (+!) Bnrstow (*) Tobyhanna (C!) Alamsda (*!) Anniston 
4 DLA Data Processing Centers (+!) Alhany (*!) Barstow (C!) Norfolk (+) Seal Beach 
9 DISA Data Processing Centers (*!) Albany (*) Tobyhanna (+) Ogden ALC 

(+!) Barstow (llill AFD) 

LEGEND 

(C) = DoD recomrncndation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(#) = DoD recomniendation for redirect 
(*) = Commission addition for further consideration 
(!) = Basc has follower installation (i.e., hospital, 

Dclcnsc Distrihution Depot) 



,o H;l& up- 19 +/+', 

Alahama / ; J  

&?~c~lcllan @ 981 7002 
&) NS Mobile 525 129 654 
&!) Anniston Dpt . 

California 
&) NSY Mare Isl. 1963 7567 9530 
Z C )  MCAS El Toro 5854 1926 7780 
&!) NS Alarncda 10586 556 1 1142 

vrffi March AFB %I@'' t-9947 3213 
7 . .  

&!) NADEP Almda 376 2672 3048 
ptC) NS Treas. Isl. 637 454 1091 
*!) NSC Oakland 2374 948 3322 
&) NTC San Diego 5186 402 5588 

I\ 
w e - 2 8  

hlIAnnex 2883 1624 4507 
40 4292 4332 

V t N A S h l i r a m a r  6610 781 7391 d MCAS Tustin 4721 39 4760 
nDEPN.1sl. 31 3394 3425 $&;is seal Bch. 401 5588 5989 

MCLB Barstow &?Z 4)(, i&GY 3f 1 2794 
Q M c C l e l l a n  AFB 2989 7844 10833 

( 6  Castle AFB LosslGain at Other Base 
( 6  Malher AFB LosslGain at Othcr Basc 
( 6  Presidio S F  LosslGain at Other Base - 

n -4 

onnecticut 
&=.London @ 11 14 5566 

D.C. - /d 
a YqNESSEC 41 $#Set. G r p  Cmd. 439 310 749 

Rorida 
&) Homestead AFB 1994 708 2702 

NAS Cecil Fld 6833 995 7828 
d!) NADEP Pcnsa. 297 3 107 3404 
&') h T C  Orlando 8727 753 9480 
4!) NADEP l'villc 28 2434 2462 

i.;i 7 6 T '  
:E) MacDill AFB LosslGain at Other 13asc 

&orria 
fl FI. Gillcm 270 2092 2362 
f l  Ft. AfcPhcrson 1629 2258 3887 
fl) hlCLB Albany J P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; H T - - S I Z  3x42 

Robins AFB 3136 11317 15063 
3810 

Hawaii 
N'AS Brbrs h. 3534 618 4152 

Klinois 
c/~)~are I A P  5 757 762 
f l )  NAS Glcnvicw 1833 389 2222 

NTC G.Lakes 7444 612 8056 
(8 Chanutc AFB LosslGain at Other Base 

&) DChlD Chicago 6 266 272 

!.fanland 
V,C) NESEA St Inig. 33 2786 2819 

Lee) NSWC Crdcrck 3 350 353 

STATE - h4lL T a  STATE - - MIL CN 

hlassach~~sc~ts  
6) NAS S. Wcyrnth 653 

(*) DChlD Boston 

hlichiran 
0) DLSC B'creek 4 
4) DRMS B'crcck 5 
4) K1 Snuyrrr AFI1 2354 
#) NAF Ds~roit 523 

h~ississipni 
) NAS Meridian 1999 
) NS Pascagoula 1401 

-9 

365 1018 &) NAS Dallas 13:! 124 279 
@!) Red River Dpt 0 174Hf 737 
&!) NAS Corpus 954CtJ1 916 1870 
r<)) NS lnglcbide 126 1 116 1377 

420 424 fi Kclly AFB 4599 14251 188.50 
401 ( 6  Bergstro~n AFB LosslGain at Other Basc & 2705 (0 Carsvrll AFB LosrlGain at Other Bnsr 

24 547 

$Tooclrr Dcpol 16 1942 I958 
1037 3036 (*) Ogden ALC. UT 

87 14x8 (Hill AFB) 

N w Harn shire Virninia 
482 

- h  5 0  8 8  5538 4) ~ i n t  ~ i i l  Farms 4 0 7 T L G 9  1446 
m m t h  34 J4 a Ft. Belvoir +BF 4 S  403 . . 

fl) BUPERS Arlgtn 1070 924 1094 
N. Carolina NAVAIR Arlgtn 543 3128 3671 
fl!) Cherry PI. Dpt. 94 2622 2716 ) NAVSUP Arl. 89  2 9 d  383 - 

Art. m w m W W  
N .  Di~koli~ . . -  3 T f  

41'0 s4 5191 . $ 0 461 fl) G.Forks AFB 4l-W 
n CI " -6% 

New Jcrsey 4295 4399 
fl) NAWC Trenton 8 456 ( - --A 
LkR) Ft. h4onniouth 425 u -2.4 
@) McGuih: AFB 3289 3458 ( C m -  22 --7f---YSI 

&) NUWC Norlolk 4 1407 1411 
New York &) Ft. Lee 3047 3898 6945 
4) NS Statcn I. 1773 1001 2774 LfL) Ft. Monroe 796 1660 2456 
4) Griffiss AFB 3599 1191 4790 NSY Norlolk 548 , 9601 10149 
(7 17 I? ""AS Oceana 391 84" 

r, 
J 6'3 *U 88- (*) NESEC hsmth 

fl Plattsburgh AFB 2095 352 2437 

Ohio - t $ e d  AFB 4 h L  576 5203 
u(13) Newark AFB 92 @ 1771 &') NS Evcrrtt 1072 3-01 1274 
#) DESC Dayton 93 28Of4  2805 I J O  -U& 
#!) DCSC Colmbus 30  2177 2207 

(#) Ricknbkr ANGB LnsslGain at Other Base West Vn. 
I l l  -* 

Oklahoma 
@) Tinker AFB 6 9 8 8  11%' 1,465 Territories 

-701"- 
Pennsvlvnnin &a t (w:. 7 r 7 6 L  
fl!) Ltrkny Dpt. 1 . 3 2  1046 J J  

4) DCF' Phila. 2 1335 1237 
e) DPSC Phila. 7gWm3.L.fft 3221 NOTES 
v(c) AS0 Phila. 0 h? 136 7 193 
m) DChlD Phila. 3 7-3 1 234 'Thc rollowing inslollation categories arc not 

ir~cluded: Navy and USMC Rssrrrve Centrrrr. Darn 
Processing Ccnlcrs. and rollowcr installn~ions. 

m v + - - - 7 = 1 0  - 
~) SPCC hlchncshg 164 6751 6915 ' 

A m  c 
I VU 1% 

4 I87 LEGEND 101 - 
\CR) DISC Phila 26 I846 I872 

(C) = DoD rccornrncndation lor closure 

Rhodrr Island (R) = DoD rccornrncndation for rcali~nnic~nt 

' g 5 ~ c w p o *  
82' 3 833 ( K )  = DoD reco~nrncndation lor redirect 

(*) = Commission addition lor ludhcr con!;idcrntio~l 

Carolina (!) = Base has lollower installalion (i.c.. hnspi~al. 

di!) NSY C h a r  7&: 4& 1901 Dcfcnss Distribulion Depot) 2;; h" Chas. 8634 1194 YX2X 
I NSC Chas. 26 408 434 

W C ! )  NESEC Chas. 3 188.5 1888 
@) MCAS Beaufor? 2815 652 3477 



Don RecommwddlCommissinn Added Installations for  Closure and Re.ienment - 
8 .  

Alabama 
(C) Fort McCIellan 
(*) Anniston Army Depot 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Anniston 
(C) Naval Station Mobile 

California 
(*) Presidio of Monterey and Annex 
(0 Presidio of San Francisco 
(C) Naval Shipyard Mare Island 
(C) Marine Corps Air Station El Tom 
(C) Naval Air Station Alameda 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Oakland 
(C) Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
(C) Naval Supply Center Oakland 
(C) Naval Station Treasure Island 
(C) Public Works Center San Francisco 
(C) Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (PERA), 

Surface, Pacific, San Francisco 
(C) Naval Training Center San Diego 
(C) Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Port Hueneme 
(R) Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western 

Engineering Field Division, San Bruno 
(*) Naval Shipyard Long Beach 
(*) Naval Air Station Miramar 
(*) Marine Corps Air Station Tustin 
(*) Naval Aviation Depot North Island 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot San Diego 
(*) Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach 
(*) Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Barstow 
(R) March Air Force Base 
(*) McClellan Air Force Base 
(#) Caslle Air Force Base 
(#) Mather Air Force Base 
(R) Defense Contract Management District West, 

El Segundo 

Connecticut 
(R) Naval Submarine Base New London 

District of Columbia 
(C) Naval Electronic Security Systems Engineering 

Center, Washington 
(R) Security Group Command, Security Group Station, and 

Security Group Detachment 

Rorida 
(C) Naval Air Station Cecil Field 
(C) Naval Supply Center Pensacola 
(C) Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola 
(C) Naval Training Center Orlando 
(C) Naval Hospital Orlando 
(*) Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville 
(C) Homestead Air Force Base 
(#) MacDill Air Force Base 

Georeia 
(*) Fort Gillem 
(*) Fort McPherson 
(*) Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Albany 
(*) Warner Robins Air Force Base 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Warner Robins 

Hawaii 
(0 Naval Air Station Barbers Point 

nlinois 
(C) Naval Air Station Glenview 
(*) Naval Training Center Great Lakes 

nlinois (continued) 
(C) O'Hare International Airport Air Force 

Reserve Station, Chicago 
(0 Chanute Air Force Base 
(R) Defense Contract Management District 

Northcentral, Chicago 

Kentucky 
(*) Naval Ordnance Station Louisville 

Mawland 
(C) Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 

Center, St. Inigoes 
(C) Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock 

Annapolis detachment 
(C) Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, 

Indian Head 
(R) Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dahlgren) 

White Oak detachment 

(C) Naval Radio Transmission Facility Annapolis 

Massachusetts 
(C) Naval Air Station South Weymouth 
(*) Defense Contract Management District 

Northeast Boston 
(*) Naval Reserve Center Chicopee 
(*) Naval Reserve Center Quincy 
(*) Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Center 

Lawrence 

Michigan 
(C) Naval Air Facility Detroit 
(C) K.I. Sawyer AFB 
(C) Defense Logistics Service Center Battlecreek 
(C) Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service 

Battlecreek 

Mississi~pi 
(C) Naval Air Station Meridian 
(*) Naval Station Pascagoula 

New Hampshire 
(C) Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, 

Planning, & Procurement Portsmouth 
(*) Naval Shipyard Portsmouth 

North Carolina 
(*) Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point 

North Dakota 
(*) Grand Forks Air Force Base 

New Jersey 
(R) Fort Monmouth 
(C) Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft 

Division, Trenton 
(R) McGuire Air Force Base 

New York 
(C) Naval Station Staten Island . . 
(R) First Marine Corps District, Garden City 
(C) DoD Family Housing Oflice, Niagara Falls 
(R) Griffiss Air Force Base 
(*) Plattsburgh Air Force Base 

g& 
(C) Newark Air Force Base 
(#) Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base 
(C) Defense Electronics Supply Center Dayton 
(*) Defense ConstructionSupply Center Columbus 

Ohio (continued) - 
(*) DlTSO Columbus 

Oklahoma 
(*) Tinker Air Force Base 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City 

Pennsylvania 
(R) Letterkenny Army Depot 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot htterkenny 
(*) Tobyhama Army Depot 
(*) Marcus Hook U.S. Army Reserve Center 
(C) Aviation Supply Office Philadelphia 
(C) PERA (Surface) Atlantic HQ Philadelphira 
(C) Naval Air Technical Services Facility, 

Philadelphia 
(*) Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg 
(*) Naval Air Facility Johnatown 
(C) Defense Personnel Support Center Philadelphia 
(C) Defense Industrial Supply Center Philadelphia 
(C) Defense Clothing Factory Philadelphia 
(R) Defcnsc Contract Management District 

Midatlantic Philadelphia 

Rhode Island 
(R) Naval Education and Training Center, Ncwport 

South Carolina 
(C) Naval Shipyard Charleston 
(C) Naval Station Charleston 
(C) Naval Supply Center Charleston 
(C) Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center, 

Charleston 
(C) Naval Hospital Charleston 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Charleston 
(*) Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort 
(*) Naval Hospital Beaufort 

Tennessee 
(R) Naval Air Station Memphis 
(*) Naval Hospital Millington 

Texas 
(*) Red River Army Depot 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot Red River 
(C) Naval Air Station Dallas 
(*) Naval Air Station Corpus Christi 
(*) Naval Hospital Corpus Christi 
(*) Naval Station Ingteside 
(#) Bergstrom Air Force Base 
(#) Carswell Air Force Base 
(*) Kelly Air Force Base 
(*) Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio 

Utah - 
(R) Tooele Army Depot 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Tooele 
(*) Ogden Air Logistics Center (Hill AFB), 

Tactical Missile Command 

LEGEND 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realigment 
(#) = DoD recommendation for redirect 
(*) = Commission addition for further considr:ration 



~~ - - .  ... .. - - - - - -.- -.- . - - - .  

Don RecommendedlCommicsioo Added Installations for  Closure and Redienmwt  - 
Virpinia 
(C) Vint Hill Farms Station 
(R) Fon Belvoir 
(*) Fort Lee 
(*) Fort Monroe 
(R) Bureau of Naval Personnel, Arlington 
(R) Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington 
(R) Naval Supply Systems Command (incl. Defense Printing 

Ofc. & Food Systems Ofc.), Arlington 
(R) Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington 
(R) Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington 
(R) Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 

Arlington 
(R) Tactical Support Office, Arlington 
(C) Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
(C) Defense Distribution Depot Norfolk 
(C) Naval Radio Transmission Facility, Driver 
(C) PERA (Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk 
(C) Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port Hueneme, 

Virginia Beach detachment 
(C) Naval Undersea Warfare Center - Newport, 

Norfolk detachment 
(*) Naval Shipyard Norfolk 
(*) Naval Air Station Oceana 
(*) Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center, 

Portsmouth 

Washington 
(C) PERA (CV), Bremerton 
(*) Naval Station Everett 
(*) Fairchild Air Force Base 

West Viminia 
(*) Naval Air Facility Martinsburg 

:Territories 
[C) Naval Air Facility Midway Island . . 
(*) Naval Air Station Agana, Guam 

PESERVE ACTIVITIES 

:!O NavyMarine Corps Reserve Centers and Facilities 
3 Naval Readiness Commands 

DATA CENTER CONSOLlDATION 

2 Army Data Processing Centers 
2.9 Navy Data Processing Centers 
4 Marine Corps Data Processing Centers 
4 Air Force Data Processing Centen 
4 Defense Logistics Agency Data Processing Centers 
'9 Defense Information Systems Agency Data 

Processing Centers 

LEGEND -- 

((3 = DoD recommendation for closure 
(K) = DoD recommendation for realigment 
(X) = DoD recommendation for redirect 
(*) = Commission addition for further consideration 





- 
i INSTALLATION NAME ' NSY Long Beach, CA 

NSY Norfolk, VA 

1 Portsmouth NSY, R" 
8F 
V 

CITY, STATE R & A STAFFER MILITARY CIVILIAN TRAINEE ~ & . A R  
, 

Long Beach, CA Larry t'O q Z 9 2  0 PO // 3 

Portsmouth, VA Larry 5q k' '3,6~ 1 0 CCE& Z c r  4 

Louisville, KY Larry dw6 0 &+a Cali 3 

Portsmouth, NH Larry I 50 5-Y?'? a c.eKA ZQc 4 



INSTALLATION NAME 
\ 

I 
NADEP Jacksonville, FL 

NADEP Cherry Point, NC 

NADEP North Island, CA 

CITY. STATE R & A STAFFER MILITARY CIVILIAN TRAINEE - s o u k ~ ~  

Jacksonville, FL ROY 23 2 4  3LC 0 coec;-,b' =erg 

Cherry Point, NC ROY 44 a b a d  2 21 
I ' t 1 

North Island, CA ROY 3 1 3,394 0 



. INSTALLATION NAME 
\ 

\ NAF Martinsburg, WV 
NAF Johnstown, PA 

I NRCrAFRC Chicopee, MA 
C -C Lawrence, MA 

NRC Quincy, MA 

\ NAS Memphis PJ 
/ 

OFFIC~~~/QZJL~~FD/EJL/ I  ur0 J 
CITY. STATE R & A STAFFER MILITARY CIVILIAN TRAINEE 

Michele - NO*- ad$€ UUGQ c ~ # S i + o ~  

Michele - ~ ~ O U E - ~ ~ S C  &&&En / / ~ & J ~ Z U @ T ' / O X )  

Michele -Acpu r/9 5e-S 279 > 

Michele ~ L D U  q18  J€UG 

Memphis, TN 



INSTALLATION NAME 

\ 
'' Everett NS, WA 

NS Ingleside Ti 
i I f i (  \ NS Pascagoula ' "' 

ADDS ASSIGNMENTS 

CITY. STATE R & A STAFFER MILITARY CIVILIAN TRAINEE 50ukck  

Everett, WA 

Ingleside, TX 

Pascagoula, MS 

Greg 

Greg 

Greg 



INSTALLATION NAME 
' y. 
. I MCAS Tustin, CA ' NAS Corpus Christi, TX 
\ NAS Miramar, CA 

\* 

CITY, STATE R & A STAFFER MILITARY CIVILIAN TRAINEE IC--. -. -, .l. -- -- - 
_R___ 

Rich IciTz] 37 3 ''U~OUJ %=r( 

Corpus Christi, TX Rich 

San Diego, CA Rich 

Virginia Beach, VA Rich @z3 
Beaufort, SC Rich 

2 325 



BASES ADDED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION 
AIR FORCE TEAM 

SOURCE: "DOD BASE STRUCTURE REPORT FOR FY 1 9 9  Y 
INSTALLATION NAME CITY, STATE 

~ i n o t  AFB, ND Minot, ND 

Cannon AFB, NM Clovis, NM 

Seymour-Johnson AFB, NC Goldsboro, NC 

Hill AFB, UT Ogden, UTO 

Ke'lly AFB, TX San Antonio, TX 

~obins AFB, GA Macon, GA 

~ i n k e r  AFB, OK Oklahoma City, OK 

- Plattsburgh AFB, NY Plattsburgh, NY 

Moody AFB, GA Valdosta, GA 

Beale AFB, CA ~arysville, CA 

Travis AFB, CA Fairf ield, CA 

 airc child AFB, \7A Spokane, WA 

Grand Forks AFB, ND Grand Forks, ND 

Davis-Monthan AFB, AZ Tucson, AZ 

Gentile AFS, OH Dayton, OH 

NET PERSONNEL LOSS R&A STAFFER 

Tot - Mil Civ J C 

5 5 9 4  5 0 0 5  5 8 9  C Cpiibs/Cantwell 

6 4 7 3  6 0 0 2  4 7 1  Dittmer/Cantwell 

5 2 4 6  4 7 1 6  5 3 0  Dittmer/Cantwell 

1 6 2 0 0  4 8 7 8  1 1 3 2 2  1' Houck/Nixon 

Combs 

Nixon/DiCamillo 

4 8 7 4  4 0 7 9  6 4627 32) ( lRf la  Y Combs/Cantwell 

5 3 7 3  4 9 0 3  4 7 0  

F F  
(4'36 481 7 G D G  CparlJs/Cantwell D ( , 

5 9 3 3  4 6 2 7  1 3 0 6  4 Dittmer 

2 2 4 4  3 1  2 2 1 3  Cambell ( I A I T )  i 



2 June 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR DAVID HENRY, INTERAGENCY ISSUES TEAM 

FROM ED BROWN, ARMY TEAM 

SUBJECT: CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The information requested by your June 1 memorandum is as 
follows: 

Installation Militarv Student Civilian 

Fort Gillem, GA 270 2,092 

Fort McPherson, GA 1,629 2,258 

Fort Lee, VA * 3,047 4,904 3,898 

Fort Monroe, VA ** 796 33 1,660 

Marcus Hook USAR Center, PA 36 3 11 

I 
Red River Army Depot, TX 

Anniston Army Depot, AL 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA 

* 2,744 military / 4,904 students / 1,872 civilians to Fort 
Eustis, VA (maybe same MSA as Fort Monroe) 

** 646 military / 7 students / 1,045 civilians to Fort Eustis, VA 
(maybe same MSA as Fort Monroe) 







Draft 6/11/93 
SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES 

FOR 
CRITERION 6 - ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Specific compliance procedures for assessing Criterion 6-- 
~conomic Impact--are divided into two parts. The first part 
consists of reviewing and verifying the data and methodology used 
by the Department of Defense (DoD) in estimating employment 
impacts. The second part consists of an independent assessment 
of employment impacts and a review of other relevant economic 
information concerning the communities affected by base closures 
that could provide additional insight into the severity of the 
economic impact. This review, both the verification and the 
additional analysis, is restricted to the 31 major bases on DoD1s 
initial closure list. 

Verification of the data and methodology used by the 
Department of Defense (DoD) consisted of the following: 

(1) confirmation of DoD personnel impacted by the 
closures, 

(2) documentation of indirect employment multipliers, 

(3) review of the process used to select communities 
(economic area) impacted by base closures, 

(4) validation of employment levels within the 
communities, and 

(5) documentation of calculations used to estimate 
installation and cumulative economic impacts, 

In addition to verifying DoD data and methodologies, 
independent. economic impact analyses included: 

(1) estimating employment impacts using the multipliers 
developed from FEMA1s IMPLAN model, and 

(2) reviewing the general economic conditions within 
the communities impacted--unemployment rates in 1992 
and 1993, average per capita income (pci), national 
ranking of the pci, and the change in the consumer 
price index from last year. 

Finally, recommendations are provided for future economic 
analyses of the employment impacts of base closures. 

DoD ECONOMIC IMPACT ESTIMATES 

A description of the data and methodology used by DoD to 



estimate economic impacts of base closures are included in a 
Logistics Management Instituters report to DoDts Office of 
Economic ~djustment (OEA) called "Data Base to Estimate Economic 
Impacts: Base Realignment and Cl~sure.~' The report is dated 
January 1993. 

DoDJs estimate of the economic impacts of base closures 
include estimating the direct and indirect employment losses as a 
result of the closure. Total direct and indirect job losses are 
measured against the level of employment within the community 
impacted. Direct e~~ployment losses are the DoD military and 
civilian personnel leaving the area. Indirect employment losses 
include job losses in the surrounding community that account for 
direct contracts to local businesses as well as DoD personnel 
spending--services, housing, utilities--in the community. 

DoD Direct Em~lovment Im~acts 

The Army estimated personnel by installation by using its 
current base information provided in the Army Stationing and 
Installation Plan (ASIP) as of 3 June 1992, which reflects 
authorized manpower levels. The Navy used the BUPERS and Marine 
Corps military installation data bases. NAVCOMPT provided 
civilian personnel data. The Air Force used the FY91 Economic 
Resource Impact Statement prepared annually at each base under 
AFR173-3. The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) current base 
personnel and civilian contractor personnel numbers were derived 
from a data call to DLA BRAC candidate activities. Military 
personnel numbers are from the Military Online Personnel System. 

The Air Force used a two-step process in determining 
economic impacts on local communities. Initially, it used the 
Economic Impact Forecasting System to determine employment, 
population, income, and local government finance impacts. 
Results of this analysis were used, in part, in the initial 
selection process. Once the bases were selected for recommended 
closure or realignment, the Air Force used the OSD-OEA model to 
estimate direct and indirect employment impacts. With the 
exception of the Air Force's preliminary economic impacts 
estimates, there were no other differences in the type of data 
and general procedures to measure economic impacts. 

DoD Indirect Em~lovment Im~act Multipliers 

Indirect multipliers take into account the indirect changes 
in an economic area's employment that arise because of direct 
personnel changes in the installation. DoDrs OEA provided the 
Services with a range of multipliers to estimate indirect 
employment impacts. The Services then used the appropriate 
multipliers to estimate the employment impacts on the civilian 
economy. The indirect multipliers were derived to estimate 
miliary personnel spending money off-base as well as military 



base direct purchases (contracts) to businesses within the 
community. 

The multipliers are based on (1) the size of the community 
affected by the closure and (2) type of personnel located at the 
installation. For installations where most of the employment is 
military, the indirect-multipliers are: 

o 0.4 for counties not considered to be metropolitan 
areas, i.e., less than 40 thousand employed, 

o 0.6 for mid-range areas (40-70 thousand employed), 
and 

o 0.8 in large metropolitan areas, i.e., greater 
than 70 thousand. 

The indirect multiplier for trainees is 0.2, full-time 
personnel at reserve installations is 0.8, and 1.0 for DoD 
employees in installations where most of the employment is 
civilian (except in a community of less than 20 thousand employed 
where the multiplier is 0.6). For shipyards, the indirect 
employment multiplier is 1.6 and for aircraft-repair 
installations the multiplier is 1.8. 

Various reference reports--from the Logistics Management 
Institute, DoDfs OEA, and Commercefs Bureau of Economic Analysis 
(BEA)--provide sufficient information on the development, general 
use, and relative accuracy of the OEA indirect employment 
multipliers1. 

In the 1991 round of base closures, BEAfs regional 
economists worked with OEA to develop indirect employment 
multipliers specifically for military base closures. In written 
testimony to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (Attachment I), BEA referred to employment multipliers 
for military base closures (page 4) and stated that: 

"In the case of military bases, it is necessary to know how 

1 "The Local Economic and Fiscal Impact of New DoD 
Facilities-A Retrospective AnalysisI1, Logistics Management 
Institute, January 1991 

llModeling the Regional Economic Impacts of Major New Military 
Basesttt DoDfs Office of Economic Adjustment, November 1980 

"The Regional Economic Impact of Military Base Spending," 
DoDfs office of Economic Adjustment, April 1983 

wRegionalMultipliers: A User Handbook for the Regional Input- 
Output Modeling System (RIMSII)," Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, May 1986 



much the base and base personnel purchase off-base in the 
local economy and how much they purchase on-base at the PX 
or from on-base housing. The greater the share of off-base 
purchases bought locally, the larger effect on the local 
area. However, since bases often purchase a large share of 
their inputs from outside the local area, regional 
multipliers not taking into account actual patterns of base 
purchases may overstate the local impacts." 

On the same page, BEA goes on to say: 

"Because . . . regional multipliers are essentially static, 
there is no time dimension to the regional multipliers; 
there is no time path of local area impacts. In the case of 
closing military bases, those impacts may occur over several 
years. Unless specific adjustments are made for the 
positive effects of mitigation programs and of other changes 
in the national economy over the time that the impacts 
occur, the local area impacts will be overstated." 

The above provides two significant reasons why the OEA 
employment multipliers are consistently overstated. 
Overstatement is not considered a flaw. The OEA multipliers were 
purposely developed to be conservative and will generate indirect 
unemployment impacts on the high-side and are likely to predict 
the highest number jobs lost. 

BEAfs review of OEAfs indirect employment multipliers for 
military installation closures or realignments is Attachment 2. 
BEA concurred with OEAfs selection of the multipliers provided by 
OEA to the Services. In its review of the multipliers, BEA said: 

"For any single installation, a more detailed analysis may 
generate different--most likely lower--multipliers. 
However, based on our years of experience with regional 
multiplier analyses, the multipliers assigned to the 
installations under study certainly fall within the expected 
range for the types of activities at the various 
installat.ions. 

In order to confirm that a more detailed analysis would 
produce different and lower multipliers, the Base Closure 
Commission requested assistance from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) (Attachment 3). FEMA developed a more 
detailed and independent set of employme~t multipliers using the 
Impact Planning Model (IMPLAN). The IMPLAN model was developed 
in 1985 by the U.S. Forest Service in response to requirements of 
the National Forest Management Act and the National Environmental 
Policy Act. 

The IMPLAN model is used by FEMA to asses economic impacts 
resulting from natural and man-made disasters to either counties 



and MSAs. The multipliers derived by the IMPLAN model are 
developed separately and independently for communities based on 
its economic activity. In this case, FEMA was requested to 
develop employment multipliers that could be used to assess 
employment impacts of base closures for the initial DoD proposed 
closure of 3 1  major bases. 

In 1990, BEA reviewed the theoretical, procedural, and 
practical differences between IMPLAN and BEA's own regional 
model--RIMS I1 (Attachment 4). BEA found their own model to be 
superior to the IMPLAN model, but conceded that IMPLAN is a valid 
model and can be used in a number of applications. 

Table 1, below, provides a comparison of the OEA and FEMA 
employment multipliers. The multipliers from IMPLAN were found 
to be generally lower than the OEA multipliers, with the 
exception of the multiplier used for K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base 
where the multiplier is the same. 

In general, the lower the multiplier, the lower the 
disparity between the OEA and IMPLAN model--such as the-0.4 OEA 
multiplier. The highest OEA multipliers are for shipyards (1.6) 
and aircraft repair facilities (1.8). IMPLAN multipliers for 
these installations range from 2.5 to 4 times lower. In the mid- 
range (0.6 to 1.0), IMPLAN multipliers range from 1.5 to 2.0 
times lower. 



Table 1 

Employment Multipliers: 
Comparison of Estimates, OEA vs. FEMA 

FEMA 

0 . 4  

0 .5  

0 . 5  

0 . 7  

0 .7  

0 .7  

0 .7  

0 . 7  

0 .6  

0.4 

0 .4  

0.5 

0 . 4  

0 .3  

0.3 

State 

AL 

CA 

FL 

HI 

IL 

Installation 

Fort McClellan 

Naval Station 
Mobile 

NS Treasure 
Is. 

Mare Island 
Nava 1 
Shipyard 

NAS Almeda 

NA Depot 
Almeda 

Naval Hospital 

NS Center 
Oakland 

MC Air Station 

NAS Cecil 
Field 

NTC Orlando 

NAD Pensacola 

Homestead AFB 

NAS Barbers 
Point 

NAS Glenview 

Economic Area 

Anniston (MSA) 

Mobile (MSA) 

San Francisco 
(MSA) 

Vallejo- 
Fairfield-Napa 
(MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Anaheim-Santa Ana 
(MSA) 

Jacksonville 
(MSA) 

Orlando (MSA) 

Pensacola (MSA) 

Miami-Hialeah 
(MSA) 

Honolulu (MSA) 

Chicago (MSA) 

OEA 

0 .6  

0 . 8  

0 . 8  

1 . 6  

1 . 8  

1 . 8  

1 . 0  

1 . 0  

0 . 8  

0 .8  

0 . 8  

1 .8  

0 .8  

0 .8  

0 . 8  



Table 1 (continued) 

Employment Multipliers: 
Comparison of Estimates: OEA vs. FEMA 

FEMA 

0.4 

0.4  

0 . 6  

0.3  

0.5 

0 .5  

0.5 

0 . 6  

0.6 

0.4 

0 . 4  

0.4 

0 .6  

0 .4  

State 

MD 

MI 

MA 

MS 

NY 

OH 

PA 

SC 

TX 

VA 

Installation 

N.Elect Sys. 

K.I. Sawyer 
AFB 

NAS S. 
Weymouth 

NAS Meridian 

NS Staten 
Island 

Newark AFB 

D. Elect. SC 
Dayton 

AS Office 
Phila. 

Def PSA 
Phila. 

NS Charleston 

Charleston N 
Shipyard 

NS Dallas 

NAD Depot 

Vint Hill 
Farms 

~conomic Area 

St. Marys Co. 

Marquette Co. 

Boston-Lawerence- 
Sal-em-Lowell (MSA) 

Lauderdale Co. 

New York (MSA) 

Licking Co. 

Dayton- 
Springfield(MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Dallas (MSA) 

Norfolk-VA B- 
N N e w s  (MSA) 

Fauquier Co. 

OEA 

1 . 0  

0 .4  

0.8 

0 . 6  

0.8 

0 .6  

1 .0  

1 . 0  

1 . 0  

0 .8  

1 . 6  

0 .8  

1 .8  

1 . 0  



Definition of Community Impacted 

DoDfs OEA defined the community or economic area for each of 
the approximately 1,000 installations in the United States 
included in the 1993 base closure economic data file. OEAfs goal 
was to select an economic area that accounts for the area where 
most of the installation's employees live and most of the labor 
market impacts would occur. Generally, the economic area is 
defined as the county where the installation is located; if the 
county is part of a metropolitan statistical area (MSA), as 
defined by the Bureau of the Census, then the economic area is 
the MSA. In a few cases, the economic area is defined as a 
multi-county, non-MSA area. 

The direct and indirect economic impacts are then measured 
as a percent of the total civilian employment (July 1992) in the 
community or economic area. Using too small of an economic area 
will lead to employment impacts that will appear to be 
disastrous. By making the economic area too large, the 
employment impacts will appear to be overly small. 

DoC1s BEA worked with DoDfs OEA on developing a basis for 
selecting an appropriate economic region. Such factors as 
natural geographic barriers, commuting distances, location of 
homes, the proximity of schools and hospitals were all considered 
in selecting the economic area. 

Based on discussions with BEA, OEA, and FEMA and review of 
the economic documentation listed in Footnote 1, the selection 
process appears to be generally sound from an economic and 
practical standpoint. 

Employment D a i  

The OEA model used July 1992 Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(BLS) employment data for the economic area or community 
impacted. The OEA model measures the installation impact and the 
cumulative impact of more than one installation within the same 
economic area. In calculating these impacts the direct and 
indirect employment losses to the community are used in the 
numerator. The BLS employment data plus military jobs lost is 
used as the denominator. Military jobs are added to the 
employment base since the BLS does not include military jobs in 
its employment and unemployment estimates &, in this case, 
military jobs lost are included in the numerator. 

In order to confirm the employment data used by DoD, the 
Base Closure Commission requested BLS' Division of Local Area 
Unemployment Statistics to provide unadjusted July 1992 
employment statistics for the economic areas for the 21 major 
bases on DoD1s initial closure list. Table 2, below, confirms 
that the DoD data is accurate and within 2 2.5% difference--most 



of the differences were below 1.0%. 

Table 2 

Employment Statistics: 
Data Comparison, OEA vs. BLS 

OEA 
(no.) 

47,933 

210,357 

1 State Economic Area Installation BLS 11 

I Anniston (MSA) Fort McClellan 

Mobile (MSA) 

San Francisco 
(MSA) 

Valle jo- 
Fairfield-Napa 
(MSA) 

NS Mobile 

NS Treasure 
Is. 

Mare Island 
Naval 
Shipyard 

NAS Almeda Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

-- ~ 

NAD Almeda 

Naval Hospital 

NSC Oakland 

Anaheim-Santa 
Ana (MSA) 

MC Air Station 

NAS Cecil 
Field 

Jacksonville 
(MSA) 

Orlando (MSA) NTC Orlando 

Pensacola (MSA) 

Miami-Hialeah 
(MSA) 

Honolulu (MSA) 

NAD Pensacola 
-- - 

Homestead AFB 

NAS Barbers 
Point 

NAS Glenview Chicaqo (MSA) 



Table 2  (continued) 

Employment Statistics: 
Data Comparison: OEA vs. BLS 

Calculatinq Em~loyment Impacts 

The Milit-ary Services received specific guidance from DoD for 
carrying out the economic analysis required in the base closing and 
realignment process. The DoD guidance specifically stated that 
economic impact on communities will only be measured by the direct 
and indirect effect on employment at bases selected for closure and 

State 

MD 

MI 

MA 

MS 

NY 

OH 

PA 

SC 

TX 

VA 

OEA 
(no. 1 

47 ,164  

2 9 , 0 4 5  

1 ,908 ,969  

3 3 , 8 2 1  

BLS 
(no- 1 

47 ,303  

29 ,019  

1 ,908 ,402  

3 2 , 9 6 2  

Economic Area 

St. Marys Co. 

Marquette Co. 

Boston- 
Lawerence- 
Salem-Lowell 
(MSA) 

Lauderdale Co. 

New York (MSA) 

Licking Co. 

Dayton- 
Spring. (MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ 
(MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ 
(MSA 

Charleston 
(MSA) 

Charleston 
(MSA) 

Dallas (MSA) 

Norfolk-VA B- 
NNews (MSA) 

Fauquier Co. 

Installation 

N.Elect Sys. 

Sawyer AFB 

NAS S. 
Weymouth 

NAS Meridian 

NS Staten I. 

Newark AFB 

D. Elect. SC 
Dayton 

AS Off ice 
Phila. 

Def PSA Phila. 

NS Charleston 

Charleston N 
Shipyard 

NS Dallas 

NAD Depot 

Vint Hill 
Farms 

3 , 5 7 7 , 4 7 2  3 ,577 ,472  

64 ,413  6 4 , 5 2 9  

459,702 459 ,763  

2 ,271 ,852  2 ,273 ,208  

2 ,271,852 

243 ,437  

243 ,437  

1 , 3 7 2 , 5 4 0  

641 ,455  

28 ,493  

,= 

2 4 3 , 3 7 6  

2 4 3 , 3 7 6  

1 , 3 7 7 , 0 6 9  

6 4 0 , 7 9 0  

2 8 , 5 5 9  

1 



realignment, as well as at receiving stations. 

DoD1s OEA developed a spreadsheet and provided the multipliers 
to assign to each installation in order to estimate indirect job 
losses. The Services were responsible for determining the changes 
for military (officer and enlisted) personnel, civilian (DoD and 
on-base contractor) personnel, and military trainees at each base. 
The indirect employment multipliers were then used with the direct 
personnel changes to estimate the indirect job losses in the 
communities (the economic area) due to base closure, realignment, 
and receiving location. 

After the Services computed economic impacts for each 
installation, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
calculated cumulative economic impacts on more than one 
installation-.-for those installations located within the same 
economic area. Economic areas used in estimating employment 
impacts of single installations were not changed in calculating 
cumulative economic impacts. 

OSD not only estimated the combined employment impacts on an 
economic area of closing the bases of one military service, but 
combined the employment impacts of closing bases across services. 
OSD also included the direct and indirect employment impacts 
resulting from the 1988 and 1991 base closures into the cumulative 
economic impact of the 1993 proposals. OSD included these impacts 
provided that the direct personnel changes from the 1988 and 1991 
closings would actually occur within the same time period as 
personnel changes from the proposed 1993 closings. 

A review of the calculations revealed that the DoD estimates 
were accurate given the data and methodology described by DoD in 
their LMI document. See Attachment 5. 

Comparison of Employment Impact Estimates: 
OEA vs. FEMA Models 

In addition to comparing the employment multipliers used in 
the two models, employment impacts were calculated using the FEMA 
IMPLAN model and compared to the employment impact calculated .by 
DoD1s OEA model. See Attachment 6. It is not surprising that the 
FEMA estimates are consistently lower, with the exception of K.I. 
Sawyer AFB, than the OEA estimates. 

It is also not surprising that the largest differences occur 
in installations that are either shipyards or aircraft repair 
facilities. The OEA assigns relatively high indirect multipliers 
for these installations--1.6 for shipyards and 1.8 for aircraft 
repair facilities. In comparison, OEA1s indirect multipliers range 
from 0.4 to 1.0 for all other installations. The FEMA IMPLAN model 
does not differentiate between military bases that are basically 
high-skill high-pay bases, such as shipyards and aircraft repair. 



Therefore, the IMPLAN indirect employment multiplier would be 
similar to those calculated for all military bases. 

General Economic conditions 

DoD confined itself to estimating the direct and indirect 
employment impacts on the communities affected by base closures and 
realignments. While these estimates provide a basis for assigning 
and comparing economic impacts, other economic factors could be 
included in the review. These other factors could be used to 
provide some insight on the communitiesf ability to absorb the 
economic impacts and to provide a broader base to compare the 
severity of the impacts on the communities. 

Attachment 7 provides, for the 31 major bases on DoDf s initial 
closure list, general economic conditions within the communities 
affected by the closure. These include unemployment rates in 
February 199;! and 93, average per capita personal income, a 
national ranking of its per capita income, and the 1992 to 1993 
change in the communityfs overall consumer price index. 

This data is meant to provide some current economic 
information on the communities that are being impacted by base 
closures and realignments. It can be used in conjunction with the 
economic (employment) impacts that are already estimated for these 
areas. For instance, the employment impact of the base closure 
could be added to the current unemployment rate to arrive at the 
"worst caseu unemployment rate for that area. The worst case 
assumes that people who lost their jobs as a result of the closing 
do not find new jobs, do not move out of the area, and that the 
general econolnic conditions of the area do not improve. 

Average per capita income, the national rank of per capita 
income, and its recent change in consumer prices provides some 
insight on the wealth of the areas and recent changes in the cost- 
of-living to shed some light on the likelihood of its ability to 
recover from additional unemployment. 

Recommendations for Future Studies 

Currently, direct and indirect employment impacts are used as 
the measure of economic impact. This method has the advantage of 
being straight-forward enough so that it is easily understandable 
and the computations can be done in one record per base. With 
approximately one thousand bases and other installations in the 
original BRAC93 economic impact data file, the advantage is 
obvious. Any other attempt, at this time, at a more sophisticated 
economic analysis would be extremely burdensome and the resulting 
economic impact estimate may not alter the Commissionfs 
recommendations. However, the Commission and Congress would be 
better served by the provision of more complete information on the 
economic consequences of base closures and realignments on affected 



communities. 

The OEA spreadsheet and multipliers used were designed to be 
conservative so as to produce the absolutely greatest number of 
jobs lost due to a base closing. That means that a more 
sophisticated analysis will probably result in a lesser impact 
being estimated. This was confirmed by the more sophisticated FEMA 
analysis of the 31 major bases on DoDfs initial closure list. 

While a more sophisticated economic impact analysis may not be 
feasible for the Commissionfs 1993 recommendations, there are two 
economic approaches that should be considered in future economic 
analysis of base closures. These are (1) adding employment impacts 
of cutbacks to defense contractors (other than base contractors) in 
the same community impacted by base closures and (2) analyzing the 
communityfs ability to absorb greater unemployment. 

In the first case, many of the same communities impacted by 
base closures are being impacted, over the same time period, by 
defense contractor cuts. It is now possible with available data 
and models to predict the combined affects of contractor cuts and 
base closures by state. These combined impacts could be 
distributed to counties or Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Since 
counties or MSAs are used as the ~~communitiesw in the base closure 
economic impact analysis, the combined impacts on a local community 
can be calculated. To reduce the administrative and analytical 
burden, some subset of the total number of bases on the closure and 
realignment list should be addressed--presumably the larger ones. 

However, sufficient time is needed to perform this kind of 
analysis--certainly longer than the usual time allocated during the 
Commission process. Between now and the next round of base 
closures in 1995, it is recommended that a state-by-state combined 
impact analysis could be completed. The analysis would include 
projections, on a national and a state basis, of losses of output, 
employment, and earnings by industry from the Future Year Defense 
Plan and the 1988, 1991, and 1993 rounds of base closing and 
realignments. This analysis could be done with the cooperation of 
the Department of Commerce (lead) , Labor, and Defense. Greater 
advantage should be made of the analytical capabilities of the 
Departments of Labor and Commerce in the socio-economic area. 

In addition, it would be possible to selectively analyze the 
"combined economic impacts" on communities for the 1995 round of 
base closures utilizing the same resources. The number of bases 
included in this analysis would depend on the time available within 
the time period of the 1995 base closure process. 

Secondly, the Department of Defense and the Commission, in 
consultation with the Department of Commerce, should develop a data 
base that would provide some insight on the community's ability to 
absorb the expected job losses due to a base closure. One way 



would be to analyze the community's industrial distribution of 
personal income. If a community's industry is predominately in the 
base service sector, then the impact on the community would be 
greater than if the community had a more diverse industrial base. 
Another way would be to include loss-of-pay impacts on the value 
added to the community as well as the local government finances in 
order to determine its ability to withstand the adverse impacts of 
a base closure. 

The commission has noted within the course of the hearings and 
the review of the community comments that there exists a wide 
disparity in the ability of various communities to assess the 
economic impact of potential base closings. Some communities have 
submitted very complete and substantial analyses while others had 
very little capability to provide such assessments. It would 
appear desirable to "level the playing field" by focusing 
additional financial resources to the communities disadvantaged in 
this regard. The Commerce Department Economic Development 
Administration or the Defense Department's OEA are potential 
sources of support. 



Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Real i gnment Comrni s s  i on 

1700 N .  Moore S t r e e t  
Arl ington, V A  22209 

x. k 
%- 

c k~r. - 
I 1 t 

'to L' ,,* 
'~.,*, @ 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

Economics and Statistics Admlnlstretlon 
BUREAU OF EC3N3MIC ANALYSIS 
M'as91nEJlon. DC 23270 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

I enclose a statement f o r  the  record of the Defense Base Closure and 
Real ignment Conlmi s s i  on e n t i t l e d  "Bureau of Economic Analysis Data f o r  Use in 
Assessing the  E:conomic Impact of Base Closures and Realignments. " I had 
discussed t h e -  submission of a wr i t t en  statement with Ms. Confor t i ,  t he  hearing 
coordinator ,  on April 5 .  

Thank you f o r  the  opportunity t o  comment. 

S incere ly ,  

Carol S. Carson 
Director  

Enci osure 



GUEEAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS DATA FOR USE IN ASSESSING 

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

Prepared by the 

Bureau of Economic Analysis 

U.S. Department of Commerce 

Carol S. Carson, Director 

Hugh W. Knox, Associate Director for Regional Economics 

The Bureau of Economic Analysis ( B E A )  of the U.S. Department o f  Commerce 

has a long history of providing the basic economic data, including regional 

economic multipliers, used by analysts to assess the local economic impacts of 

military base openings and closings. We are pleased to respond to the 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's request for comments on 

these data. 

The comments below provide a description of the data available from BEA, 

a discussion of the development and use of BEA's regional economic 

multipliers, and a case study of an application of the multipliers to a 

hypothetical base closinc. Re do not c o m ~ e n t  on the estinates of the actual 

effects cf base closings before tne Comz:ssion, since EEA's role is limited to 

pro\,iding b ~ s i c  econoxic d a t a .  

Effective analysis of the economic impacts of the projects and programs 

that affect regions requires State and local area economic data that are 

consistent conceptually. Such data on personal income and on earnings and 

~mploynent by industry at the county, metropolitan area, and State level are 

produced by 2:A and are avai1;ble from !?EA1s Regional Economic Information 
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\ 
System (REIS) on a variety of media, including CD-ROMs. Great care is taken 

to make the data series available from REIS consistent over time with respect 

to the definitions o f  industry, income component, employment, and geographic 

area. 

In addition to consistent data, systematic analysis of local economic 

impacts requires accounting for interindustry relationships within regions 

because those relationships largely determine how regional economies respond 

to project and program changes. Thus, regional researchers have developed 

regional economic multipliers, which account for interindustry relationships 

within regions, as useful tools for regional economic impact analysis. 

In the mid-1980's BEA developed its own regional modeling capability 

known as RIMS I 1  (the Regional Input-Output Modeling System) based on an 

accounting framework called an input-output (1 -0)  table. An 1-0 table shows, 

for each industry, industrial distributions o f  inputs purchased and outputs 

sold. RIMS I 1  is based on two data sets: (1) BEA's national 1-0 table, 

which shows the input and output structure of more than 500 U.S. industries, 

and (2) BEA's four-digit Stzndzrd Industrial Classificztion (SIC) county waoe- 

and-salary data, which are used to adjust the coefficients in the national 1 - 9  

table to take account of 2 recion's ind-strial structure 2nd trading pitterns. 

Using RIHS ! I ,  regional econoicic nultipliers can be estimated for any 

region composed o f  one or more counties and for any industry in the national 

1-0 table. The multipliers can be used to estimate the indirect effects on a 

local economy 05 a direct change in the local economy, such as the closure of 

1 For a detailed description of the regional economic data available 
from E E A ,  see the "User's Guide to 6EA Infor~ztion," Survev of Current 
Eusiness, 73 (January 1993): 58-62. The "User's Guide" is also available uoon 
request from tht? B E A  Pub1 ic !niormation Office (phone 202-523-0777) and is on 
the Comnerce Departmeni's Economic Bulletin Board (phone 2 0 2 - 4 8 2 - 1 9 S 5 ) .  



a military base. Empirical tests show that estimates based on the RIHS I 1  

modeling system and estimates based on expensive survey-based State 

1-0 tables are similar in magnitude. Pioreover, RIMS I 1  can incorporate 

project-specific data supplied by users on the type of change occurring in the 

local economy; such data can improve the accuracy of the multiplier 

estimates. L 

Regional multipliers from RIMS I 1  can be used to estimate the impacts of 

project and program expenditures by industry on regional output (gross 

receipts or sales), earnings (the sum of wages and salaries, proprietors' 

income, and other labor income, less employer contributions to private pension 

and we1 fare funds), and employment (number of jobs). The regional mu1 tipl iers 

used by Logistics Management Institute to assess the potenti a1 1 ocal economic 

impacts of local closures and realignments in their January 1993 report, Data 

Base to Estimate Economic Imoacts: Base Realianment and Closure, were 

developed jointly by the Office o f  Economic Adjustment, U.S. Department of 

Defense, and BEA, based on their experience using RIMS I 1  multipliers in 

earlier defense-related applications. 

Effective use of the nu1 tipl iers for local economic impact analysis 

requires urtderstandin5 their construction. Although one of the great 

strengths of regional multipliers based on 1 - 0  tables is their capacity to 

snow very detailed interindustry linkages, analysts must be careful not to 

2 For an evaluation of the RIHS I 1  multipliers, and regional multipliers 
in general, see Sharon M. Brucker, Steven E. Hastings, and William R. Latham 
1 1 1 ,  "The Variation of Estimated Impacts from Five Regional Input-Output 
Kodels," International Reaional Science Review 13 (1990): 119-39. See also, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Resional I n ~ u t -  
Outout Modelinq Svsten: Estimation. Evaluation. and Application of a 
Disaacre~ated Reaional Impact Kodel (hlashington, DC: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, ! 981) .  



o v e r r e a c h  t h e  i n h e r e n t  l imi t a t  i o n s  o f  i n p u t - o u t p u t  t a b l e s  and  t h e  r e g i o n a l  

m u l t i p l i e r s  d e r i v e d  f rom them.  

Among t h e  i m p o r t a n t  l i m i t a t i o n s  f o r  l o c a l  economic  i m p a c t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  

a r e  t h e  l a c k  o f  good i n f o r m a t i o n  on l o c a l  a r e a  t e c h n o l o g y  and t r a d i n g  p a t t e r n s  

and  t h e  need t o  u s e  t h e  r e s u l t s  f rom a  s t a t i c ,  g e n e r a l  e q u i l i b r i u m  model i n  

w h a t  i s  o f t e n  a  dynamic ,  p a r t i a l  e q u i l  i b r i u m  a p p l i c a t i o n .  The l a c k  o f  good -- 

i n f o r m a t i o n  on l o c a l  a r e a  t e c h n o l o g y  and t r ad - jng -  p - a t t e r n s  means t h a t  some s o r t  
._.___~____ . --- 

_Z ___ __.. - 
o f  t e c h n i q u e  t o  a d j u s t  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l  i n p u t - o u t p u t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  r e f l e c t  - - -- -A- - ..--- . - - . - - -  - 

J o c a l  a r e a  t e c h n o l o g y  - -- and t r a d i n g  p a t t e r n s  must  be a d o p t e d ,  and  t h e r e  i s  - _ I _ . _  ---- 
c o n t i n u i n g  d e b a t e  o v e r  wh ich  t e c h n i q u e s  a r e  p r e f e r a b l e . 3  I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  L- 

- 

mi l  i t a r y  b a s e s ,  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  know how much t h e  b a s e  and  b a s e  p e r s o n n e l  

p u r c h a s e  o f f - b a s e  i n  t h e  l o c a l  economy and how much t h e y  p u r c h a s e  o n - b a s e  a t  

t h e  PX o r  from o n - b a s e  h o u s i n g .  The g r e a t e r  t h e  s h a r e  o f  o f f - b a s e  p u r c h a s e s  

b o u g h t  l o c a l l y ,  t h e  l a r g e r  t h e  e f f e c t  on a  l o c a l  a r e a .  However ,  s i n c e  b a s e s  

o f t e n  p u r c h a s e  2 l a r g e  s h a r e  o f  t h e i r  i n p u t s  f rom o u t s i d e  t h e  l o c a l  a r e a ,  

r e g i o n a l  m u l t i p l i e r s  n o t  t a k i n g  i n t o  a c c o u n t  a c t u a l  p z t t e r n s  o f  b a s e  p u r c h a s e s  

n a y  o v e r s t a t e  t h e  l o c a l  i m p a c t s .  /' 
Because  1-0 t a b l e s  a n d ,  c o n s e q u e n t i y ,  r e g i o n a l  m u 1 ; i p l i e r s  a r e  

e s s e n t i a l l y  s t a t i c ,  t h e r e  i s  no t i m e  d imens ion  t o  t h e  r e g i o n a l  m u l t i p l i e r s :  

t h e r e  i s  no t i m e  p a t h  o f  l o c a l  a r e a  i m ~ a c t s .  In  t h e  c a s e  o f  c l o s i n g  m i l i t a r y  

b a s e s ,  t h o s e  i m p a c t s  may o c c u r  o v e r  riany y e a r s .  U n l e s s  s p e c i f i c  a d j u s t m e n t s  

a r e  made f o r  t h e  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  m i t i g a t i o n  programs and  o f  o t h e r  c h a n g e s  

i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  economy o v e r  t h e  t i m e  t h a t  t h e  i m p a c t s  o c c u r ,  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  

l o c a l  i m p a c t s  w i l l  be o v e r s t a t e d  

3 S e e  Sha ron  M .  B r u c k e r ,  S t e v e n  E .  H a s t i n g s ,  and K i l l i a r n  R .  Laiharc,  1 1 1 ,  
" R e g i o n a l  I n p u t - O u t p u t  Ana lys i s :  k Comparison o f  F i v e  "Ready-Made" Model 
S y s t e m s , "  The R o v i ~ h '  o f  R e q i o n a l  Stud&,  1 7  ( S p r i n g  1987) :  1 - 1 5 .  



Each of these limitations can be overcome to some degree depending on 

the amount of local economic data available and the amount of data on spending 

patterns available for each base closing or realignment. The BEA handbook, 

4 Reqional Multi~lierS presents four case studies designed to highlight the 

kinds of limitations mentioned above and offers ways for analysts to augment 

their studies to help overcome those limitations. One of the case studies, on 

shutting down a military base, is appended to this statement. The study 

points out where an analyst must take special care in using the mu1 tip1 iers. 

In conclusion, consistent local area economic data, including detailed 

regional multipliers, can contribute significantly to the analysis of local 

area economic impacts. Regional multipliers, i n  particular, have helped to 

provide va7uable insight into the indirect effects of changes in local 

economic activity, whether related to military base openings and closings or 

to changes in other public programs or private projects. The multipliers, 

however, must be used with caution, so that the size and timing o f  those 

impacts can be shown to be reasonable. 

L 1 . 5 .  Depsrt.ment of Commerce, bureau of Ecor~omic Analysis, Reaional 
Multi~liers: A User Handbook for the Reqion~l Input-Out~ut Modelina Svsten 
( P I E S  I I L  (h12shingt.on, DC:  U.S. Government Printing Office, May 1992) and 
U.S. Department of Defense, President's Economic Adjustment Cornnittee, Office 
of Economic Adjustmznt, Model i no the Reaional Economic Impacts of Ma-jor New 
Militarv Bzses (Vashington, DL: U.S. Department of Defense, A?ril 1953). 



APPENDIX 

Case Studv 3: Shuttinq Down a Military Base. 5 

Suppose the Federal Government plans to shut down a military base in the 

San Francisco area. Users of RIMS I 1  want to estimate the impacts of the 

shutdown on the region where most of the impacts are expected to occur. Users 

choose the San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) as the 

region for analysis. 

Suppose the Federal Government, in order to operate the military base, 

spends $100.0 niillion annually in the MSA, divided among industries as 

fol 1 ows : 

Thousands of 
do1 1 ars 

Maintenance and repair construction . . . . . . . . . .  4,969 
Manufacturing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25,891 

Machinery, except electrical . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18,394 
. . .  Lumber and wood products and furniture.. 488 

Electric and electronic equipment . . . . . . . . . .  2,795 
Fabricated metal products . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ! ,819 
Motor vehicles and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,395 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Communication 6,522 
Electric, gas, water, and sanitary services.. 19,476 
Eusiness services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0,477 
Kiscellaneous services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,055 
Earnings paid lo military personnel . . . . . . . . . .  35,600 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  100,000 

impacts of expenditures for nonmanufactured aoods and services 

The expenditures for ~aintenance and repair construction, for 

coamunication, for electric, gas, water, and sanitary services, for business 

From Recisnal Rultiol iers: R User Hzndbook for the Ceoional Inout- 
Output Modelino Svstem f R l K S  1 1 )  pp. K-11 to H-14. 
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s e r v i c e s ,  and f o r  m i s c e l l a n e o u s  s e r v i c e s  a r e  c h a n g e s  i n  f i n a l  demand.  F o r  

t h e s e  i n d u s t r i e s ,  t h e  i m p a c t s  a r e  e s t i m a t e d  by m u l t i p l y i n g  e a c h  f i n a l - d e m a n d  

change  by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  RIMS 11 m u l t i p l i e r .  

Impac t s  o f  e x ~ e n d i t u r e s  f o r  m a n u f a c t u r e d  qoods  

Suppose  a1 l  m a n u f a c t u r e d  goods  a r e  p u r c h a s e d  f rom whol e s a l e r s ;  t h e n  t h e s e  

e x p e n d i t u r e s  r e f 1  e c t  c h a r g e s  f o r  t h e  o u t p u t  o f  whol e s a l  e r s  and t r a n s p o r t e r s ,  

a s  we l l  a s  o f  m a n u f a c t u r e r s .  I n  i n p u t - o u t p u t  t e r m s ,  w h o l e s a l e  t r a d e  o u t p u t ,  

l i k e  r e t a i l  t r a d e  o u t p u t ,  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  " m a r g i n "  a n d  c o n s i s t s  o f  o p e r a t i n g  

e x p e n s e s ,  p r o f i t s ,  s a l e s  t a x e s ,  and e x c i s e  t a x e s .  B e f o r e  u s e r s  c a n  c a l c u l a t e  

t h e  i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  m a n u f a c t u r i n g ,  t h e y  mus t  c o n v e r t  t h e  

e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  e a c h  m a n u f a c t u r e d  good i n t o  c h a r g e s  f o r  whol e s a l  e  t r a d e ,  f o r  

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  and f o r  m a n u f a c t u r i n g .  For  e a c h  m a n u f a c t u r e d  g o o d ,  t h e  

c h a r g e s - - w h i c h  must sum t o  t h e  t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e  f o r  t h e  g o o d - - c a n  be  

e s t i m a t e d  by m u l t i p l y i n g  t h e  t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e  by t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  s h a r e s  o f  t h e  

p r i c e  p a i d  f o r  t h e  good ( a s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  Gove rnmen t ' s  d e f e n s e  

b u d g e t )  t h a t  a r e  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  by w h o l e s a l e  m a r g i n s ,  by t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s ,  

and by p r o d u c e r s '  p r i c e s  . / l 6 /  Fo r  example ,  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r g e s  a s s o c i a t e d  

w i t h  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e  f o r  m o t o r  v e h i c l e s  and  e q u i p m e n t  can be e s t i m z t e d  by 

m u l t i p l y i n g  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e  ( $ 2 . 4  m i l l i o n )  by t h e  s h a r e s  o f  t h e  p r i c e  p a i d  f o r  

mo to r  v e h i c l e s  and e q u i p m e n t  t h a t  ? r e  a c c o u n t e d  f o r  by w h o l e s a l e  m a r g i n s  (5 

p e r c e n t ) ,  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s  ( 3  p e r c e n t ) ,  and p r o d u c e r s '  p r i c e s  ( 9 2  

p e r c e n t ) .  

16 .  See  t h e  t a b l e  " I n p u t - O u t p u t  Commodity by F i x e d  I n v e s t m e n t  C a t e g o r y  

( 1 3 8 2 ) , "  a v a i l a b 7 e  f rom SEA'S I n t e r i n d u s t r y  Economics D i v i s i o n .  



The i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r g e s  a r e  f i n a l - d e m a n d  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  MSA i f  t h e  

w h o l e s a l e r s ,  t r a n s p o r t e r s ,  and m a n u f a c t u r e r s  a r e  l o c a t e d  t h e r e ;  o t h e r w i s e ,  

t h e y  a r e  i m p o r t s  f rom o u t s i d e  t h e  r e g i o n  and  have  no i m p a c t .  S u p p o s e  t h a t  f o r  

mo to r  v e h i c l e s  and e q u i p m e n t ,  o n l y  t h e  w h o l e s a l e r s  a r e  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  MSA,  and 

s u p p o s e  t h a t  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  m a n u f a c t u r e d  g o o d s ,  t h e  t r a n s p o r t e r s  and  

m a n u f a c t u r e r s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  w h o l e s a l e r s ,  a r e  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  MSA. The 

r e s u l t i n g  e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  f i n a l  -demand c h a n g e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  

m a n u f a c t u r e d  goods  a r e  a s  f o l l o w s :  

Thousands o f  
do1 l a r s  

Who1 esal  e t r a d e .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,637 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  175 

M a n u f a c t u r i n g  ........................:.... 20 ,798  
M a c h i n e r y ,  e x c e p t  e l e c t r i c a l  ............ 16,093 
Lumber and  wood p r o d u c t s  and f u r n i t u r e . .  407 
E l e c t r i c  and  e l e c t r o n i c  e q u i p m e n t  . . . . . . .  2 ,666  
F a b r i c a t e d  m e t a l  p r o d u c t s  ............... 1 , 6 3 2  
Motor  v e h i c l e s  and equ ipmen t  . . . . . . . . . . . .  0  

T o t a l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 ,610  

The d i f f e r e n c e  be tween  t h e  t o t a l  f i n a l - d e m a n d  c h a n g e  f o r  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  ( $ 2 3 . 6  

m i l l i o n )  and t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  ( 5 2 5 . 0  m i l l i o n )  i s  t h e  s u n  

o f  t h e  m a n u f a c t u r e r s '  and t r a n s p o r t e r s '  c h a r g e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  
- 

e x p e n d i t u r e  f o r  m o t o r  v e n i c l e s  and e q u i p m e n t .  i h e  impac t s  o f  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  

f o r  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  now c r n  be e s t i c a t e d  by m u l t i 7 l y i n g  each  f i n a l - d e m a n d  change  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  m a n u f a c t u r e d  goods  by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  RIMS 11 m u l t i p l i e r .  

Impac t s  o f  e x ~ e n d i t u r e s  b v  m i l i t a r v  ~ e r s o n n e l  

The f i n a l  F e d e r a l  Government  e x p e n d i t u r e  whose impac t s  mus t  be e s t i r r i a t e d  

i s  t h e  ~ a r n i n ~ s  p a i d  t o  m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l .  A c h a n g e  i n  t h e s e  e a r n i n g s  w i l l  

l e a d  t o  a c h a n o e  i n  consumpt ion  e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  t h e  K S A .  E s t i m a t i o n  o f  t h e  



impacts of the change in consumption Is complicated by two factors. First, 

the final-demand change to be used with RIMS I i  multipliers for impact 

estimation is the change in earnin~s spent in the MSA by military 

personnel--not the change in earnings received by them. For civilians, 

earnings spent in the MSA can be assumed to equal earnings received; for 

military personnel, in contrast, earnings spent in the MSA can be less than 

earnings received because spending can occur at base facilities. Second, the 

consumption pattern of military personnel can differ from the civilian 

consumption pattern that is reflected in the multipliers for the households 

industry in RIMS II./17/ For example, compared with civilians, military 

personnel receive a larger share of total earnings from payments-in-kind for 

-clothing and housing, so they allocate a smaller share of total spending to 

these consumption items. In light of the contrast with civilian consumption, 

primary data on the consumption pattern of military personnel may be necessary 

in order to estimate impacts. 

1 7 .  Typically, these multipliers are used to estimate the impacts of a 

change in consumption. This approach m z y  not be appropriate when households 

a r e  m i  1 i tary personnel . 

To estinate expenditures made in the local economy by military personnel 

usually requires the cooperation of the military base personnel. Suppose 

that, ~ i t h  cooperation from base personnel, the user estimates that purchases 

in tne MSA by mi 1 i tary personnel are as foll ows: 



Thousands  o f  
do1 1  a r s  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  M a n u f a c t u r i n g  2 , 3 4 6  . . . . . . .  Food and k i n d r e d  p r o d u c t s  and t o b a c c o  346 
Appa re l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  500 

. . . . . .  Lumber and wood p r o d u c t s  and f u r n i t u r e  500 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  Chemica l s  and p e t r o l e u m  r e f i n i n g  1 , 0 0 0  

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  100  
Communicat ion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  237 
E l e c t r i c ,  g a s ,  w a t e r ,  and  s a n i t a r y  s e r v i c e s  . . .  300 
H o t e l s  and l o d g i n g  p l a c e s  and amusements  . . . . . .  1 , 5 4 3  
P e r s o n a l  s e r v i c e s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 , 7 8 1  
E a t i n g  and d r i n k i n g  p l a c e s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 , 5 6 0  
M i s c e l l a n e o u s  s e r v i c e s . .  ...................... 2 , 0 0 0  

......................................... T o t a l  1 1 , 8 6 7  

The  e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  s e r v i c e s  a r e  c h a n g e s  i n  f i n a l  demand; t h e  i m p a c t s  

a r e  e s t i m a t e d  by m u l t i p l y i n g  e a c h  f i n a l - d e m a n d  c h a n g e  by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  RIMS 

I 1  m u l t i p l i e r .  

The e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  m a n u f a c t u r e d  goods  r e f l e c t  c h a r g e s  f o r  t h e  o u t p u t  o f  

w h o l e s a l e r s ,  r e t a i l e r s ,  and t r a n s p o r t e r s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  o f  m a n u f a c t u r e r s .  Assume 

t h a t  t h e  w h o l e s a l e r s ,  r e t a i l e r s ,  and t r a n s p o r t e r s  a r e  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  MSA and 

t h a t  t h e  m z n u f a c t u r e r s  a r e  l o c a t e d  o u t s i d e  t h e  MSA. Then t h e  c h a r g e s  f o r  

w h o l e s z l e  t r a d e ,  r e t a i l  t r a d e ,  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o u t p u t  ( b u t  n o t  

m a n u f a c t u r i n g  o u t p u t )  a r e  c h a n g e s  i n  f i n a l  denand  i n  t h e  MSA. 

S e f o r e  u s e r s  c a n  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  i m p a c t s  on t h e  MSA o f  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  by 

m i l i t a r y  p e r s o n n e l  f o r  m a n u f a c t u r e d  g o o d s ,  t h e y  mus t  c o n v e r t  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  

f o r  e a c h  good i n t o  f i n a l - d e m a n d  changes  i n  w h o l e s a l e  t r a d e ,  i n  r e t a i l  t r a d e ,  

and i n  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  Fo r  e a c h  good,  t h e  f i n a l - d e m a n d  changes  c a n  be 

e s t i m a t e d  by m u l t i p l y i n g  t h e  t o t a l  e x p e n d i t u r e  by t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  s h a r e s  o f  

n a t i o n a l  p e r s o n a l  c o n s u m p t i o n  e x p e n d i t u r e s  ( P C E )  f o r  t h e  good t h a t  a r e  

a c c o u n t e d  f o r  by t h e  who1 e s a l e  t r a d e ,  r e t a i  1  t r a d e ,  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  



industries . / I & /  For example, the final -demand changes associated with the 

expenditure for food and tobacco can be estimated by multiplying the 

expenditure ($0.3 million) by the shares of national PCE for food and tobacco 

that are accounted for by wholesale trade margins (9 percent), retail trade 

margins (23 percent), and transportation costs (2 percent). The resulting 

estimates of the total final-demand changes in wholesale trade, in retail 

trade, and in transportation that are associated with the expenditures by 

mi 1 i tary personnel for manufactured goods are as follows : 

Thousands of 
do1 1 ars 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Transportation 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  Who1 esal e trade. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Retail trade 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

The difference between the total final-demand change for manufactured goods 

($0.6 million) and the total expenditures for manufactured goods (52.3 

nillion) is the ~anufacturers' portion of the charges for the goods; 

manufacturers are loczted outside the MSA. 

18. See the table "2ersonal Consumption Expenditures by NIPA Categories 

(1982), " avail able from BEA's Interindustry Economics Division. 

Total impacts The total changes in final demand from shutting dogn (or 

conversely, operating) a military base are those associated with expenditure 

changes on the parts of both the military base as a whole and the base 

personnel, as discussed above. kssune that users choose to assign the final- 



1 2  

'demand changes to industry aggregations from appendix 111; the changes are 

shown in table 9, column 1.  This table shows the derivation o f  the impacts of 

shutting down the military base, using total multipliers from RIMS I 1  for the 

defense-related industries to which the final-demand changes are assigned. 

For example, to estimate the impact on the earnings o f  households employed by 

all industries of $5.0 mill ion of maintenance and repair construction not 

delivered to final demand, multiply $5.0 million (column 1) by t h e  total 

final-demand multiplier for earnings for the maintenance and repair 

construction industry--0.7661 (col umn 3). When summed for a1 1 defense-re1 ated 

industries, impacts total $155.5 million in output, $40.4 million in earnings, 

and 1,555 jobs. 

The shutdown reduces economic--activity in the MSA and so has a "negative" 

impact. If the military base is to be put to a different use after shutdown, 

economic activity will increase and have a "positive" impact on the MSA. RIKS 

I1 multipliers can be used to estimate the positive impacts o f  the reuse. For 

example, i f  the military base is to be used for an industrial and recreational 

park, positive impacts will occur from the construction of industrial and 

recreational structures, riizinly during the construction period. Over a longer 

& ' ~lmespan, positive iriipacts will occur from the operation of new businesses and 

from expenditures by tourists who visi; the recreational park. The difference 

between the positive impacts of the reuse and the negative impacts of the base 

shutdown provides an estimate of the net gain or loss to the MSA in terms of 

output, earnings, and employment. 
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March 15,  1991  

Mr. Joseph V .  C a r t w r i g h t  
Economi s t / P r o  j e c t  O f f i c e r  
The Pentagon,  Room 4C-767  
O f f i c e  o f  Economic Adjustment 
Washington,  DC 20301-4000 

Dear Mr. C a r t w r i g h t :  

S u b j e c t :  Indirect -Employment  Mu1 tSp l  i e r s  Used i n  Database  Economic Impact 
Est imates  

The s t z f f  o f  t h e  Regional E c o n c ~ i c  A n a l y s i s  D i v i s i o n  ( R E A G ) ,  Burezu o f  Econonic 
A n a l y s i s  (BEk) has reviewed !cur docurnant, Databas. f o r  Economic .Impac: 
Es t ima tes .  P a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i a n  was given  t o  t h e  s e c t i o l ;  on  indi rsc t -emp'nyrnent  
nul:ip? i e r s .  The ~ u l  t i p ?  i e r s  p r e s e n t e d ,  range from 0 . 2  f c r  a i l  i  t z r y  trainees 2nd 
(2.4 to 1 .8  f o r  c 'pe ra t io r , a l  i n s t a l l ~ t i o o s  depending on t h e  f ~ r ; c t i o n  o f  t h e  
instaliation and t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  economic a r o a .  

For any s i n g l e  i n s t ~ l i a t i o n ,  a r o r e  d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  nay ser,?rat? d i f f e r e n t - -  
m3st l i  ke ly  l o w e r - - ~ u l  t i p l  i e r s .  However, based on c u r  y s a r s  o f  ~ x ? e r i e n c e  w i t h  
resional nultipl i e r  a n a i y s t ? ~ ,  t h e  n;ll t i p 1  i e r s  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  ; n s t a l 1 2 t i o n s  ~ n 3 ' e r  
s t u d y  c e r t a i n l y  fall w i t h i n  tne  expec ted  ranGe f o r  t h e  t y p ~ s  e f  a c t i v i t i e s  a t  t h e  
L ? ~ ~ O U S  i n s t a l  1 a t i o n s .  

Edsard A .  Trstt, J r .  
Assistant t o  t h e  Chief  
Regional  Economic Ana lys i s  D i v i s i o n  
Burezu c f  iconorcic A n a l y s i s ,  USDOC 
h 'zshlngton,  DC 20230 



General guide1 l n e s  for  Assigning Regional Impact Mu1 t i  p l  iers 
f a r  

DOD Base Clos ing  Analysis 

1. Mi 1 i t a r y  b a s e  ( i  ncl  udes n a t  f onal  guard and r e s e r v e  f a c i  1 i t  i e s )  

1 . 4  nonmetro 
1 . 6  mid-range met ro  or 1 a r g e  nonmetro (40-70K employment) 
1 .3 l a r g e  met ro  

1 . 2  f o r  average  d a i l y  number o f  m i l i t a r y  s t u d e n t s  a t  t r a i n i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  
r e g a r d l e s s  of s f z e  o f  county/MSA 

2 .  C i v i l i a n  base a c t i v i t y ,  i n c l u d i n g  m i l i t a r y  h o s p i t a l s ,  and  d e p o t s  ( r r ia jor i ty  
o f  activity--enpioyment--is c i v i l i a n )  

2 . 0  anywhere (a:? f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  i n  l a r g e  metro a r e a s )  

3 .  Any r e p a i r  facility or i n d u r t r i i l  complex ( i n c l u d i n g  a i r  a n d  naval l o g i s t i c s  
f a c i l i t i e s )  

4 .  A~munition P l a n t s  

2 . 0  u n l e s s  f a c i l i t y  i s  l o c a t e d  i n  a c o u n t y j M S i  o f  l e s s  t h a n  2 C K  employment  
then  m s l t i p l i e r  i s  1 . 6  

txp loyxen t  M u l t i p l i e r s  for :  

SIC 3 7 2 1  SIC 3 7 2 4  



a r t  t r v b r  t;F\br i L V 5 U H t  A h ' s  K L A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  
1700 N O R T H  hL,OORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V k  22209 
703-696-05U 

JIM C O u R r C H  C n ~ l n u ~ h  

April 26, 1993 

C O W U l S 5 1 0 N E R S  
C A P T  r c T c n  h UO-MAN US*  ~ R C T I  
H C v r u ~ v  B P V H O N  
R I  H L C C A  C C O X  
G C N  H  T J O H N S O N  U S A f  (CICTI  
ARTHUR L c v I n  JR 
H A H H V  C  M C P H C H S O h  JR 
R O O C H T  0 S T U A R T  J H  . 

Kr. James L. Witt 
Director 
~ederal Emergency Management Agency 
500 C Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20472 

Dear Mr. Witt: 

In 1991, the Federal Emerqency Management Agency assisted the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in assessing the 
economic impact of military base closures. We are currently 
reviewing the Defense Department's 1993 base closure list and their 
estimates of employment impacts. Once again, we seek your 
assistance. 

. . 

I understand that FEMA's Office of Mobilization Preparedness 
has the ability to estimate employment impacts by county or 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SHSA) using the Impact 
Planning Model, or IMPLAIL'. We wish to use these estimates to 
compare and verify with those estimates provided by the Defense 
Department. 

Your help in this review would be greatly appreciated. Mr. 
David Henry, the Chief Economisz for the Commission, informs me 
that your Office of Mobilization Preparedness would be the sole 
analyzlczl resource within the federal qovernment that could 
perform this rask. I look forwzrd to your zssistance with the base 
clos~re ?recess in the weeKs ahezd. 

Thank yo2 far your time and consideration. Both Dave Yenry 
2nd I can b e  cezcnec at 7 0 3 - 6 9 6 - 0 5 0 1 .  

Sincerely, 

!?OSEP,T COOK 
Interzqency Issues 

Team Leader 

SC: : , k c  



-- U N I T E D  S T A T E S  D E P A R T M E N T  OF C O M M E R C E  
Bureau of E c o n o m ~ c  A n a l y s ~ s  
Vb J 5 h c n C : C I  C C ?S?3C' 

*~..,. -3  

August 22, 1990 

MEMORANDUM TO:,,-All an Young 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 
,/ 
/ 

SUBJECT: 
' 

RIMS I 1  anddIMPLAI\I 

Per your conversation with Hugh last Thursday, attached are two brief statements 
on RIMS I1 and IMPLAN. The first statement provides an overview o f  IMPLAN and 
describes the salient differences between it and RIMS I1 and discusses why we 
think the RIMS I 1  approach is superior. The second statement provides further 
empirical proof (beyond that found in Dick Beemiller's article in the 
International Reaional Science Review) that the RIP1S 11 approach provides 
regional multipliers that are aenerally closer to the survey-based Washington 1/0 
tab1 e than are I:MPLAf4 mu1 ti p l  i ers. 

Attachments: 2 

c c :  R i c h a r d  Beeni i 1 e r  



. Brief Description of IMPLAN 

IMPLAN was desianed in 1985 by USDA's Forest Service in response to several 

of the National Forest Management Act's and National Environmental Policy Act's 

planning requirements for economic analysis. Like RIMS 1 1 ,  IMPLAN provides the 

capability to construct regionai input-output models that can be used to assess 

the potential economic impacts of alternative courses of actions, as well as 

design alternatives that meet specific planning needs. 

Also, like RIMS 11, IMPLAN can construct a regional input-output model for 

any county or group of counties in the United States. Currently, the IMPLAN 

models are provided to users on PC disks for the user to manipulate. Limited 

consultative services are provided by the IMPLAN staff. We provide only the RIMS 

multipliers (not the model) on PC disks and do not allow the user to manipulate 

the direct coefficients. We also provide significant consultative services to 

help the user ~nterpret and analyze the results. 

Differences Between IMPLAN and RIMS I 1  

Theoretical Differences 

There are important (1) theoretical, (2) procedural, and (3) practical 

differences between IMPLAN and RIMS I I .  First, the more direct the 1 ink between 

the national 1/0 table and the local economic phenomenon to be modeled, the more 

accurate and consistent the multiplier estimates will be. IMPLAN uses a two-step 

approach to derive its regional economic coefficients. In the first step, BEA's 

1977 national 1/0 table is "regionalized" to State levels to provide estimates 

of State economic mu1 tip1 iers. In the second step, these State 1/0 coefficients 

are further "regional ized" to a particular county or group o f  counties within the 

given State. In each step, regionalization is done by using location quotients 

and what's known as the "supply-demand-pool technique." 

In contrast. RIIIS I 1  uses a one-step approach to derive its regional 



, economic coefficients. BEA's 1977 national 1/0 table is regionalized to the 
t 

particular county or group of counties that comprise the study area. 

Regionalizatiori is done by using location quotients. We believe that estimating 

county-level coefficients using only one step is superior to that of being not 

once, but twice removed from the "real" data. The structure o f  a State's economy 

may introduce a bias if an individual county's economic structure is much 

different than its parent State. 

Procedural Differences 

The second major difference between IMPLAN and RIMS I 1  is a very important 

procedural one. The data each model uses to regionalize the national 1/0 table 

(whether in one or two steps) is o f  critical importance for the consistency and 

accuracy of the regional estimates and their comparabi 1 i ty to the corresponding 

national estimates. To regional ize the 531-industry national table, a county- 

level data base for employment or earnings or gross output is needed. IMPLAN 

uses employment and payroll data from the Census's Countv Business Patterns (CEP) 

and augments these data with data from Dun and Bradstreet Corporation. The CBP 

data have thousands of holes for industries in counties due to disclosure 

problems. Using data from a private sector source that is known to have 

consistency problems to fill in the holes in the C6P data is a weakness in 

IMPLAN. 

RIflS, in contrast, uses the spatially and temporally consistent 4-digit 

county-level ES-202 wage and salary data to regionalize the national 1/0 table. 

There are no "holes" in the data caused by disclosure edits. There is no need 

for guessing or using proprietary data sources for making up employment and 

payroll data for an industry in any county. This advantage has made our 

estimates more consistent and accurate, and more comparable to the national 1/0 

- 2 -  



. coefficients than any of the other few nonsurvey-based regional 1/0 tables. 

Practical Differences 

The third major difference between IPIPLAN and RIMS is practical. First, 

IMPLAN provides the actual 1/0 model to users on PC disk. This allows the user 

to manipulate the coefficients for a given region as he/she sees fit. In 

contrast, RIMS provides only the regional multipliers on PC disk and when 

manipul ation of certain coefficients or creation of a1 ternative scenarios is 

desired, it is done in-house, under our control. This prevents novices (and 

there are many out there) from misusing the regional coefficients and making 

out1 andish claims 1 i ke "refurbishing National Airport wi 1 1  have a mu1 tip1 ier 

effect of 10." 

A second practical difference arises because we provide direct technical 

expertise. The user is not expected to be knowledgeable in PC's or in regional 

input-output analysis. IMPLAN, in contrast, by providing the model on PC disk 

to users, requires users to be PC experts and theoretically (it should be 

imperatively) regional input-output analysis-experts. Most are neither. 

A third practical difference sometimes works in favor of IMPLAN but most 

often works in favor of RIMS. IMPLAN is used mostly by the Forest Service for 

agricultural , forestry, fisheries, or land-use planning. Each State has a Forest 

Service extens~on agent. These extension agents almost always work with the 

1 ocal analyst in providing "anecdotal " informat ion to enhance information on the 

agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and land-use sectors of the local economy to 

improve or to further di saggregate the regional 1/0 coefficients. This may serve 

well for those States that are heavily concentrated in those sectors and it 

probably does. The Pacific States frequently use IMPLAN in impact analysis of 

forestry and fisheries. However, because these local anecdotal embellishments 

- 3 -  



, of the data are for only a few sectors of the economy which are only really 
C 

important in a handful of States, their use is not applicable across all States 

or across varieties of applications to which the models can be put. 

RIMS' spatially consistent data base and its consistency with the national 

table allows i t .  to analyze any type of impact for any sector at any location. 

Analyses of a given problem applied to a variety of States are ensured of being 

consistent because the data are consistent for all 531 industries for all 3,000 

some counties. 

Summary 

These differences between IMPLAN and RIMS have led to the use of RIMS for 

many more varied appl ications than IMPLAN. IMPLAN has mostly captured the Forest 

Service kind of application, which is not surprising since the U.S. Department 
- .  

of Agriculture funded it. 



J KO RT 
DRAFT 
8/20/90 

A Comparison of RIMS, IMPLAN, and W A I O  

At the 1990 meetings of the Pacific Northwest Regional Science Association, 
Dick Beemiller participated in a session on regional input-output modeling. In 
this session, Phil Bourque (University of Washington) compared employment 
multipliers from the survey-based Washington i/O table (WAIO) with those from 
INPLAN. IIIPLAII is often used in the Pacific Northwest States because of the 
concentration of forestry and fisheries there and IMPLAN's affil iation with lJSDA 
and the Forest Service. 

Upon Dick's return, he performed the same analyses using the same data for 
WAIO and RIMS and compared those results with Bourque's results from comparing 
WAIO and IMPLAN. 

The attached table provides the results of Dick's comparisons for RIMS 
versus WAIO and for IflPLAN versus WAIO (ar,d thus by indirect comparison, RIMS 
versus IMPLAN). For the common set of 51 industries among the three models, two 
regressions were performed. In the first, RIMS employment multipliers were 
regressed against those of WAIO resulting in a percentage o f  variation explained 
of 56 percent (E squared in table). 

In the second regression, If-IPLAI employment nu1 ti pl iers were regressed 
against those of WAIO resulting in a percentage of variation explained of 12 
percent (R squared in the table). That WAIO explains only 12 percent of the 
variation in IMPLAN but 56 percent of the variation in RIMS indicates that RIMS 
estimates must be closer to the survey-based WAIO estimates than are IMPLAN's. 

We performed much sensitivity analysis to these observations and found that 
by eliminating various outliers, by aogregating to other sectoring schemes, or 
by focusing on the top-ha1 f or bottom-ha1 f of the industries, the RIMS mu1 tipl ier 
estimates were ri3re closely associated with those of WAIO, compared with the 
association betwsen IMPLAN and WAIO multipliers. 

Thus, while Bourque, in his International Reaional Science Review article, 
states that RIMS multipliers were not as closely associated with those from the 
WAIO as he would have 1 iked, we have demonstrated here that the RIMS mu1 tipl iers 
are nevertheless closer to those in WAIO than are IMPLAN's. 



. . 
A Regression Comparison of RIMS, IMPLAN and WAIO/l/ 

+ Observations of Employment Multipliers for 51 Industrial Sectors: 
IND RIMS WAIO IMPLAN 

Regression 0utput:RIMS VS WAIO (51 OBS) 
Constant - 1.92902 
Std Err of Y Est 1.386890 
R Squared 0.565395 
No. of Observations 5 1 
Degrees of Freedom 4 9 

X Coefficient(8) 2.033393 
Std Err of Coef. 0.254679 

Regression 0utput:IMPLAN VS WAIO (51 OBS) 
Constant 1.019430 
Std Err o f  Y Est 1.974770 
R Squared 0.118862 
No. of Observations 5 1 
Degrees of Freedom 49 

X Coefficient(s) 0.591527 
Std Err of Coef. 0.230195 

/I/ WAIO is the survey-based Washington Input-Output Table 
developed by 6ourque. 
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Jim ~richar 
6-3-91 

SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES 
FOR 

CRITERION 6 - ECONOMIC IMPACT P 
" S L q  

Specific compliance procedures for assessing criterion 6 - 
economic impact - included: 1) a verification of the indirect 
employment multipliers for 17 of the 31 initially proposed base 
closures and any closures added by the Commissioners by 
comparison to multipliers generated by other models for these 
economic regions; 2) verification of the employment levels for 
all 31 initial areas and any added by the Commissioers plus a 
verification of jobs to be lost at 5 of the proposed closures and 
actual levels at 7 other bases, some of which are receiving 
troops in the proposed realignment; 3) a verification that the 
economic impact region was the correct one chosen for all 31 
initially proposed closures plus any added by the Commissioners. 



EXPLANATION OF METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIKATING 
THE IMPACT OF BASE CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS 

\ ON EKPLOYMEWT BY THE COMMISSIONf8 CHIEF ECONOMIST ' Description of Procedure 

To estimate the economic impact of closing or realigning a base, 
I restricted the analysis to estimating the impact of the closure 
or realignment on civilian employment in the area. To estimate 
this quantity, I needed accurate estimates of the number of 
military and civilian jobs (including military trainees and 
civilian contractors) that would be reduced at a specific base. 

Then, I needed to estimate the impact of the base's total 
reduction -- including the job losses and other local spending by 
the base -- on other civilian jobs in the economic impact region. 
This is done by using what is called an indirect employment 
multiplier. For every military and civilian job loss, the 
indirect employment multiplier gives an estimate of how many of 
these other jobs, indirectlv affected bv the initial round of 
s~endina aenerated bv the base's existence, would be lost. The 
size of the multiplier is influenced by the size and economic 
diversity of the economic impact region, the extent that the 
economic impact region directly supplies locally produced goods 
and services to the base and the extent to which goods and 
services are brought in, or llimportedll, from other regions. 

With the direct civilian job losses plus the indirect civilian 
job losses, total civilian employment losses have been estimated. 

) Dividing this total by the level of civilian employment in the 
+- economic impact region and multiplying by 100 yields an estimate 

of the percentage point loss in civilian employment that could be 
attributed to a base closure or realignment. 

Part of the process in estimating the job loss impact is the 
choice of an economic impact region. For most regions, it is the 
metropolitan statistical area for the city in which the base 
resides. In rural areas, it is generally the county in which the 
base resides. In some cases, the counties are large but the 
impact of a base is likely to be diffused throughout the county 
since commuting is generally faster and easier in rural areas. 
In any case, choice of the economic impact region is heavily 
influenced by the choice of residence of the base employees. 

Application of Procedure 

After completing a process to validate military and civilian 
(including contractor) job losses at bases recommended for 
closure or realignment, the multipliers used by the Defense 
Department's Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), the levels of 
employment in the economic impact region and the choice of the 
economic impact region, I prepared independent estimates of 
civilian job losses. These estimates varied from the OEA (used 

i 
by the Army and the Navy) and the Air Force estimates in that I 

I obtained updated estimates of job losses and did not use the 



lower multiplier applied to trainees by OEA. As a result, I 
generally obtained estimates that can be characterized as @'worst 

) case. t t  
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DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE PROCESSES USED IN ANALYZING 
CRITERION 6, ECONOMIC IMPACT 

W D  THE SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES CONDUCTED 
BY THE COMMISSION CHIEF ECONOMIST 

TO VALIDATE THE DATA/MODELS/METHODOLOGY USED 
BY THE SERVICES 

The descriptions of the analysis processes by the Air Force, Army 
and Navy are as set forth in the Narrative of the Flow Diaaram. 
Economic impact estimates were limited to the impact on jobs in an 
area since the services used the OEA spreadsheet. 

The Air Force conducted a more detailed economic impact evaluation 
of closing each Air Force base. The Air Force used the CERLIETIS 
model and was able to obtain estimates of job losses, population 
changes, income losses, and changes in net government revenue (See 
Exhibit 5, Description of the Air Force Process Used in A~plvinq 
Criterion 6, Local Economic Im~actl. 

Validation procedures included: 

Multiplier Validation: 

Two separate validations were made. One was a discussion with 
the regional economists at the Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
Department of Commerce, who provided the Office of Economic 
Adjustment (OEA) at DoD expert advice on selecting a set of 
indirect employment multipliers to be applied to different 
bases. After reviewing Commerce's backup documents and the 
OEA multipliers, these generally appear to be at the high end 
of most possible estimates (See Exhibit 1) -- i . e. , they would 
produce larger negative indirect job impacts for any 
prospective base closure or significant cuts in manpower at a 
base being realigned. 

The other validation was made using the Impact Planning 
(IMPLAN) model, developed by the Agriculture Department's U.S. 
Forest Service. An economist from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency used the latest version of the IMPLAN model 
to provide estimates of the minimum possible indirect 
employment multipliers associated with regions around bases 
recommended for closure. Altogether, out of the 31 major 
bases recommended for closure, multipliers for 16 were 
validated. A sample of bases was chosen to reflect a wide 
range of civilian job losses, both in absolute terms and in 
percentage of actual jobs, for bases located in both urban and 
rural areas. For those areas with less than 50,000 workers - 
which were classified as rural, total estimated civilian job 
losses never exceeded 5,000 although for some bases in very 
small communities job losses approached this figure and the 
percentage of jobs lost was high -- i.e., above 7 percentage 
points (See Exhibit 3). These minimum multiplier estimates 



from FEMA were always exceeded by the OEA multipliers and were 
generally exceeded by the multipliers implicit in the Air 
Force analysis. In addition, the Air Force multipliers were 
often exceeded by the OEA multipliers (See Exhibit 2). Thus, 
OEA multipliers are most likely to give worst case estimates 
of civilian job losses due to base closures and realignments. 

Emplovment - Validation: 

Employment validation took place on two levels. One was the 
validation of employment in the regions/municipalities 
affected by base closures or realignments. This data was 
provided to OEA by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) . The 
contractor to OEA, Logistics Management Institute, provided 
photocopies of the computer printouts of the regional 
employment data provided by BEA. In a separate discussion 
with BEA officials, they stated that they provided the 
employment data to OEA for the years 1984 through 1989. 

Data on the number of direct jobs lost as a result of the base 
closure was provided by each service to OEA. In some cases 
the numbers may or may not reflect the numbers of Non- 
appropriated Fund personnel (NAF - who work in the base 
exchanges, commissaries and other on-base facilities which 
sell products or services). However, the official numbers 
generally are authorized levels so they tend to be an 
overestimate of the actual numbers that would leave a specific 
base proposed for closure or realignment. In addition, the 
indirect employment multipliers tend to estimate job losses of 
the nature of those NAF personnel. 

In a separate validation, the GAO went out to selected bases 
to get sample data on the number of military, civilian, and 
contractor personnel who would be affected by base closures 
and realignments. For those bases proposed for closure, GAO 
validations were conducted for Bergstrom and Carswell Air 
Force Bases, the Army's Fort Dix, and the Navy's Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard and Philadelphia Naval Station. For those 
bases not closing but receiving personnel as a result of a 
proposed realignment, GAO provided audit data for Fairchild 
and Keesler Air Force Bases, the Charleston Naval Shipyard and 
Charleston Naval Station and the Army's Fort Lewis. For bases 
not affected by DoD's closure or realignment recommendations, 
GAO provided audit data for Forts Lee and Monroe. After 
comparing the data with that submitted to OEA, it is apparent 
that the OEA data generally overstates the number of military 
and civilian personnel that will actually be leaving the bases 
as a result of closure or realignment. In coming to this 
conclusion, it must also be recognized that during the course 
of any year, operational activities may result in personnel 
levels being above authorized amounts. Such instances occur 
infrequently during a year and do not materially affect the 
overall estimates of personnel located at specific bases. In 
the case of Fort Dix, the current actual numbers provided by 



the GAO audit are much higher since the first Fort Dix 
realignment, adopted by the 1988 Commission, is just now being 
implemented. In the case of Bergstrom and Carswell Air Force 
Bases, the data supplied for the Air Force analysis matched 
the data reported in the GAO audit. 

Economic Reqion of Influence Validation: 

~ h 6  decision on how large an economic region of influence to 
select is one of great concern since too narrow a region can 
make closure effects look disastrous and too large a region 
can "water downtt the apparent impact of a base closure or 
realignment. BEA has published studies on how to compute 
regional multipliers and has advised OEA on developing a basis 
for selecting an appropriate economic region. For rural 
areas, this generally is the county of the base location. For 
larger areas, the region is the metropolitan statistical area, 
which can be much smaller than a county or larger than a 
county, depending upon the size of the city or metropolitan 
area. Such factors as natural geographic barriers, commuting 
distances, location of homes, the proximity of schools and 
hospitals, etc. were all considered in determining economic 
regions of influence. Despite some apparent problems with 
these definitions, discussions with BEA and analysis of the 
Air Force study and studies prepared by communities that would 
be affected by base closures or realignments indicate that the 
regions of economic influence selected by the Air Force and 
OEA are sound. The Air Force selected counties around its 
bases and tried to include in these regions of economic impact 
90 percent of all the employees of each specific base. Based 
upon discussions with BEA, OEA, and with outside economists 
from the Federal Emergency Management Agency, both these 
approaches -- OEA1s and the Air Force's -- are sound from an 
economic theory and practice standpoint. 

Service Ratinq validation 

In assessing the bases proposed for closure or realignment, 
the Air Force and the Navy gave color-coded ratings as to 
whether the closing would yield an adverse economic impact and 
thus be adverse to a closing or realignment decision (GREEN), 
whether the impact was significantly negative but did not give 
a clear signal either against closing, realignment or keeping 
the base open (YELLOW), or whether the impact was not 
significant and thus was favorable to closure or realignment 
(RED). 

All of the Air Forcers ratings on bases proposed for closure 
were validated against its estimates of the impact of the 
specific closure or realignment and against the independent 
estimates made using the OEA multipliers. In two cases, the 
Air Forcers estimated economic impacts -- for Bergstrom and 
Carswell Air Force Bases -- were more negative than the 
estimates obtained from the OEA methodology. This was 



primarily because the Air Force used more accurate data on 
civilian and military manpower reductions -- validated by the 
GAO -- that would result if those bases were closed. In both 
cases, the Air Force ratings were not affected since the Air 
Force had already taken account of this data in its initial 
analysis. The ratings were accurate and were properly factored 
into the Air Force decisions. Any differences between Air 
Force estimates and OEA estimates had no significant impact on 
the rating. 

The Navy ratings for bases proposed for closure were also 
judged in the same way. In several instances, the color-coded 
ratings given by the Navy did not appear to accurately reflect 
the economic impact on the region. These cases were for the 
closure of the Chase Field Naval Air Station and for the 
Hospital at Whidbey Island. However, these differences were 
not sicinificant enoush to make a difference in the overall 
decision reaardina base closure or realisnment. With these 
exceptions, the Navy ratings also assessed as done in an 
accurate way. 

The Army ratings for bases proposed for closure were all 
examined to assess whether verbal discussions of the economic 
impact were well correlated with numerical estimates of direct 
and indirect job loss estimates. The Army assessed economic 
impact by utilizing the OEA spreadsheet, with its multipliers 
and its estimates of military and civilian manpower reductions 
associated with each proposed base closure and realignment. 
The Army properly and consistently applied the estimated 
losses of jobs in each specific region in making its 
assessment of the economic impact of closures or realignments 
and in making its closure or realignment recommendations. 

Final Validation 

After validating the input numbers, the multipliers and the 
regions of economic influence, the Commissionfs Chief 
Economist developed estimates of direct and indirect civilian 
job losses using the OEA multipliers and the final update of 
personnel losses for each base as supplied to OEA. These 
estimates were made for each of the 31 major proposed base 
closures (See Exhibit 4). Because of the way the analysis was 
conducted and because of the input numbers used and the 
multipliers used (see discussion above), these estimates can 
generally be considered as the worst case in terms of civilian 
job losses. The service estimates were generally close to 
these worst case estimates and in some cases exceeded these 
independently derived estimates. In all cases, the 
differences between the service estimates and these estimates 
did not invalidate the service rating of the economic impact 
of each recommended base closure or realignment. 
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Exhibit 1 

) 

May 13, 1991 
Revised May 30, 1991 

SUMMARY OF IMPLAN MULTIPLIERS 

PROVIDED BY LARRY SALKIN, FEMA 

(second number for OEA is multiplier for trainees) 

Base IMPLAN - OEA 

1) Naval Station & 
& 2) Shipyard - 

Philadelphia 

3) Wurtsmith AFB, MI 0.2295 0.4 

4) Ft. Polk, LA 0.1567 0.4/0.2 

5)Naval Air Station - 
Whidbey Island, WA 0.2326 

6) Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 0.1792 0.8 

7) Naval Air Station - 
Chase Field, TX 0.2528 

'3 8)Ft.Ord.CA -a,& 0.2676 

9) Loring AFB, ME 0.2562 0.4 

10) Ft. McClellan, AL 0.2445 0.6/0.2 

11) Naval Station - 
Long Beach, CA 

12) England AFB, LA 0.3396 0.6 

13) Carswell AFB, TX 0.3341 0.8 

14) Sacramento Army 
Depot, CA 

15) Naval Training 
Center - Orlando, FL 0.1339 

16) Moody AFB, GA 0.2253 0.4 

17) Eaker AFB, AK 0.1911 0.4 



May 13, 1991 
Revised May 30, 1991 

Exhibit 2 

SUMMARY OF CHECKS ON 
AIR FORCE MULTIPLIERS 

(for 15 major base closures proposed) .- 

P - 

Air Force Base 

Air Force 
CERLIETIS OEA IMPLAN 
multiplier multiplier multi~lier 

Bergstrom 0.9108 0.8 

Carswell 1.1719 0.8 0.3341 

Castle 

Eaker 

England 

Grissom 

Moody 

Myrtle Beach 

Richards-Gebauer 

Rickenbacker 

Williams 

Wurtsmith 



Exhibit  3 

BASE CLOSING SAMPLE 
by type of area 

5-13-91 
Revised 5-50-91 

# Total Civilian 
Job Los2es / % of Urban Rural 
Total Workers 1, 50K Workers) (< 50K Workersl 

1 

Job Losses > 10K 
/ Losses > 7% 
of Jobs 

Job Losses > 10K 
/ Losses < 7% 
of Jobs . 

5K > Job Losses > 10K 
/ Losses > 7% 
of Jobs 

5K > Job Losses > 10K 
/ Losses < 7% 
of Jobs 

- 
2.5K > Job Losses > 
5K / Losses > 7% 
of Jobs 

2.5K > Job Losses > 
5K / Losses < 7% 
of Jobs 

Job Losses < 2.5K / 
Losses > 7% of Jobs 

Job Losses < 2.5K / 
Losses < 7% of Jobs 

- Ft. Ord 

- Phila. NAVSTA 
& NSY 

- NTC Orlando 
- Ft. McClellan 

- Long Beach 
NAVSTA - Carswell AFB 

- Sacramento 
Army Depot 

- Myrtle Beach 
AFB 

- England AFB 

- Whidbey Island NAS 
- Loring AFB 

- Wurtsmith AFB 
- Chase Field NAS 
- Ft. Polk 
- Eaker AFB 
- Moody AFB 

1 



Exhibit 4 2nd Revision 5-23-91 

ESTIMATED CIVILIAN JOB LOSSES 
FOR 31 MAJOR BASE CLOSURES 

USING OEA MULTIPLIERS, BY STATE 
(5-3-91 loss update, no training multipliers used) 

1989 Metro/ Civilian Civilian Total Jobs Lost, 
- Area Direct Indirect Civilian Percent(%) 

Employment Job Job Job of Total 
Base Level Losses Losses Losses Emplovment 

Williams AFB, AZ 1,030,695 766 1,866 2,632 0.3 

Ft. Chaffee, AK ., 82,094 671 2,630 3,301 4.0 

Eaker AFB, AK 23,866 777 1,396 2,173 9.1 

Castle AFB, CA 63 , 228 1,149 3,833 4,982 7.9 

Long Beach NAVSTA 
& Hospital, CA 4,537,715 755 8,219 8,974 0.2 

ffett Field NAS, 896,002 
A -- 

Ft. Ord, CA 168,897 2,835 13,163 15,998 9.5 

Tustin MCAS, CA 1,281,348 348 3,284 3,632 0.3 

Sacramento 
Army Depot, CA 670,782 3,164 3,498 6,662 1.0 

Lowry AFB, CO 874,660 2,275 4,052 6,327 0.7 

MacDill AFB, FL 910,664 231 2,403 2,634 0.3 

Orlando NTC and 
Naval Hospital, FL 582,182 930 13,025 13,955 2.4 

Moody AFB, GA 38,402 713 1,524 2,237 5.8 

Grissom AFB, IN 74,440 792 1,973 2,765 3.7 

Ft. Benjamin 
Harrison, IN 687,784 1,103 4,540 5,643 0.8 

England AFB, LA 52,711 682 2,234 2,916 5.5 

t. Polk, LA 
f 25,821 339 1,650 1,989 7.7 
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V - Exhibit  4 

#' 7 

. 1989 Metro/ 
\ 

i Area 
Employment 

Base - Level 

Ft. Devens, MA 317,872 

Wurtsmith AFB, MI 12,032 

Richards-Gebauer 823,125 
ARS, MO 

Ft. Dix, NJ 177,396 

Rickenbacker AFB, 735,790 
OH 

Phila. NAVSTA 
& NSY, PA 2,344,864 

Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 72,751 

Bergstrom AFB, TX 383,943 

3 r s u e l l  AFB, TX 563,337 

Chase Field NAS, TX 8,422 

Whidbey Island NAS 
L Naval Hospital, WA 20,105 

Civilian Civilian Total Jobs Lost:, 
Direct Indirect Civilian Percent(%) 
Job Job Job of Total 
Losses Losses Losses Emwlovmen+ 
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DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE PROCESSES USED IN ANALYZING 
CRITERION 6, ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The descriptions of the analysis processes by the Air.Force, Army 
and Navy are as set forth in the Narrative of the Flow Diasram. 
Economig impact estimates were limited to the impact on jobs in an 
area since the services used the OEA spreadsheet. 

The Air Force conducted a more detailed economic impact evaluation 
of closing each Air Force base. The Air Force used the CERLIETIS 
model and was able to obtain estimates of job losses, population 
changes, income losses, and changes in net government revenue (See 
the attached Descrivtion of the Air Force Process Used in A ~ ~ l ~ i n q  
Criteria 6, Local Economic Im~actl. 



NARRATIVE OF AIR FORCE FLOW DIAGRAM 
CRITERION 6, ECONOMIC IMPACT 

STEP 1 - SELECT MEASURING VARIABLES AND MODEL 

AFRCE-BMS selected the Army Corps of Engineers 
C o n s t r u c t i o n  E n g i n e e r i n g  R e s e a r c h  
Laboratory/Environmental Technical Information - 
System (CERLIETIS) model to estimate this impact, 
using indirect employment impact multipliers 
embedded in the system. Four measures of economic 
impact were obtained from the CERLIETIS model runs. 
They included employment, population, income and 
changes to net local government revenue. 

STEP 2 - DEVELOP RATING FACTORS AND OBTAIN APPROVAL OF 
SELECTED VARIABLES, RATING FACTORS AND MODEL 

BMS developed rating factors for the four 
variables. Serious negative changes in variable 
values would lead to GREEN ratings and would tend 
not to support a base closure; less than serious 
but negative changes would lead to a YELLOW rating, 
and the least serious or negligible changes would 
lead to a RED rating, supporting base closure. The 
model, variables and rating factors were presented 
to SAF/MIQ and approved. 

STEP 3 - COLLECT DATA 

The ~ i r  Force collected data on the number of 
military and civilian personnel leaving a base 
proposed for closure from its Economic Resource 
Impact Statement (ERIS) prepared by each base 
annua 1 ly . 

STEP 4 - APPLY THE MODEL/METHODOLOGY TO ESTIMATE THE IMPACTS 

The Air Force estimated the impact of closure for 
each base in its inventory. Economic 
representatives from BMS and their contractor, 
Robert D. Niehouse, Inc., prepared narratives on 
the model results for each of the bases not alreadv 
excluded by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG~ 
(total 72). 

STEP 5 - DATA REVIEW AND ADDITION OF VARIABLE AND RATING 
FACTOR 

initial base narratives were received from BMS and 
reviewed by AF/CEVP and presented to SAF/MIQ for 



review. In accordance with additional guidance 
from OSD, the "time to clean upu a base recommended 
for closure was also judged to have a potential 
economic impact on the community given that a 
lengthy clean up could delay possible reuse of the 
base for economically viable activities. A rating 
factor was developed where a GREEN rating tended 
not to support closure, if base clean up was longer 
than five years; a YELLOW rating was assigned if 
base clean up were estimated to take about five 
years; and a RED rating tended to support closure, 
if base clean up were estimated to take less than 
five years. 

STEP 6 - PUBLISH SOCIOECONOMIC EVALUATION REPORT 

AFRCE-BMS and Robert D. Niehaouse, Inc. prepared 
and published a summary report using the narratives 
prepared by their staffs. This report was 
submitted to AF/CEVP for presentation to the BCEG. 

STEP 7 - DATA REVIEW BY AIR STAFF AND PRESENTATION TO BASE 
CLOSURE EXECUTIVE GROUP 

AF/CEVP performed a final review of the data and 
made changes where needed after coordination with 
BMS and the contractor. AF/CEVP prepared slides 
for the 72 bases still under consideration. Base 
slides were place in the categories developed by 
the BCEG. The slides provided the color rating 
with rating factors for each of the five variables 
for each base. Data and ratings for the Ittime to 
clean up IRP sitesll were develped by AF/CEVR and 
included in the slides. A summary slide listed all 
bases within a category along with its five color 
ratings. The slides were presented to the BCEG and 
specific backup data were made available upon 
request by individual members of the BCEG. 

STEP 8 - OVERALL RATING BY BCEG 

The ten members of the BCEG reached by consensus an 
overall rating for criterion 6 for each base within 
a category. The overall ratings were GREEN, YELLOW 
or RED. The colors were not based on specific 
factors but were a subjective indication of how the 
bases related to one another with respect to 
criterion 6. These overall ratings became one of 
eight overall ratings for each of the DoD criteria. 
The BCEG used the eight overall ratings to group, 
where appropriate, the bases for presentation to 
and a decision by the Secretary of the Air Force. 



NARRATIVE OF ARMY FLOW DIAGRAM 
CRITERION 6, ECONOMIC IMPACT 

STEP 1 - COLLECT DATA ON THE NUMBER OF MILITARY AND CIVILIAN 
PERSONNEL LEAVING AND/OR ENTERING A BASE THAT IS 
PROPOSED FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT 

- 
The Army took its base personnel numbers from the 
ArmV Stationina and Installation Plan ( A S I P ) ,  
January 1991, which reflected authorized manpower 
levels. The start year was FY94, and the numbers 
were then adjusted to treat all bases equally and 
to account for known reductions not yet reflected 
in the ASIP. The Army Audit Agency reviewed and 
verified data collected for the quantitative 
analysis, including the numbers of military and 
civilian personnel being moved out of a base or 
being laid off. 

STEP 2 - SELECT A MODEL OR METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING THE 
IMPACT ON CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT FROM A BASE CLOSURE 
OR REALIGNMENT 

The Army used the office of Economic Adjustment 
(OEA) spreadsheet to estimate the economic impact 
of base closures and realignments. The OEA 
spreadsheet contained multipliers developed with 
assistance from the Commerce Department's Bureau of 
Economic Analysis. 

STEP 3 - APPLY THE MODEL/METHODOLOGY TO ESTIMATE THE IMPACTS 

The Army estimated the economic impact, in terms of 
job losses, for each base proposed for closure or 
realignment. 

STEP 4 - APPLY ECONOMIC IMPACT EVALUATION TO THOSE BASES 
SELECTED FOR CLOSURE AND DETERMINE WHETHER THAT 
WOULD ALTER RECOMMENDATION 

After using military value criteria to rank bases 
for closure, the economic impact on surrounding 
communities was examined. Although the Army did 
consider the economic impact of proposed base 
closures, economic impact was not a determining 
factor in selecting bases for closure or 
realignment. 



NARRATIVE OF NAVY FLOW DIAGR 1 
CRITERION 6, ECONOMIC IMPAC /- 

STEP 1 - COLLECT DATA ON THE NUMBER OF MI 
PERSONNEL LEAVING AND/OR ENTER - - w  

PROPOSED FOR CLOSURE OR REAL1GNfian.x 
- 

The Navy took its base personnel numbers from the 
FY90 Base Structure Annex Re~ort, September 30, 
1991, which reflected authorized manpower levels. 
The Navy did not have an internal audit of the 
numbers because it was considered unnecessary for 
an established data base and process. The Base 
study committee (BSC) constantly challenged the 
accuracy of the information that was presented. 

STEP 2 - SELECT A MODEL OR METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING THE 
IMPACT ON CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT FROM A BASE CLOSURE 
OR REALIGNMENT 

The Navy used the office of Economic Adjustment 
(OEA) spreadsheet to estimate the economic impact 
of base closures and realignments. The OEA 
spreadsheet contained multipliers developed with 
assistance from the Commerce Department's Bureau of 
Economic Analysis. 

- 
STEP 3 - APPLY THE OEA MODEL/METHODOLOGY TO ESTIMATE THE 

IMPACTS 

The Navy estimated the economic impact, in terms of 
both direct and indirect job losses, for each base 
proposed for closure or realignment. 

STEP 4 - DEVELOP CLASSIFICATIONS FOR ECONOMIC IMPACTS AND 
RATE EACH BASE RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE ON ECONOMIC 
IMPACT CRITERION 

The Base Study committee developed color-coded 
ratings for economic impact effects on base closure 
recommendations. GREEN - adverse economic impact 
makes closure undesirable; YELLOW - adverse 
economic impact could result if transition is too 
rapid, but adverse impacts could be mitigated; RED 
- overall economic impact is not significantly 
adverse. The economic impact of each base closure 
and realignment was given a color-coded rating. 
Military value, as directed by the Defense 
Department instructions for base closure analysis, 
was given the primary influence on closure 
recommendations. Economic impact, in terms of job 
losses as computed from the OEA spreadsheet, did 
not alter these recommendations. 



~escri~tion of the Air Force Process Used in A~~lvina 
Criteria 6 Local Economic Im~act 

The HQ Air Force Environmental planning Division, AF/CEVP, 
jointly assigned to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the ~ i r  
Force for Environment, Safety and Occupational Health, SAF/MIQ, 
was res~onsible for the development of the process for evaluating 
this criterion. AF/CEVP tasked the Air Force ~egional Civil 
Engineering office for Ballistic Missile Support, AFRCE-BMS/DEV, 
to conduct this analysis. This office is the Air Force focal 
point for major Air Force environmental analysis, including 
socio-economic impacts. AFRCE-BMS in turn contracted this effort 
with Robert D. Niehouse, Inc. (RDN), a research and consulting 
firm in the areas of economics, planning and environmental 
analysis. Under the direction of AF/CEVP and AFRCE-BMS, RDN 
used an Army Corps of Engineerls Construction Engineering 
Research Laboratory (CERL) model for determining the employment, 
population, income and net government expenditures/revenues 
impacts resulting from proposed closures and realignments. 
AF/CEVP added a fifth impact area under this criterion. This 
factor was the estimated time to clean up a base under the 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP).   his factor was used as 
one simple indication of how readily communities might expect to 
recover economically as a result of the reuse of base properties. 

AF/CEVP provided a copy of each basest 1989 Economic Resources 
Impact Study (ERIS) to BMS and RDN. Base population data from 
the ERIS became the input data to the CERL model. The model was 
run and provided predictions of direct and indirect population 
outmigration, employment impact, personal income impact, and the 
net government expenditures/revenues. A region of influence 
(ROI) was established for each base. Those ROIs were generally 
defined by the county in which the base was located, and, if 
appropriate, additional counties were added until the ROI 
accounted for the residences of at least 90% of the base 
population . Then the regional population, employment and 
personal income were determined for each ROI to help scale the 
predicted impacts. Finally, predicted impacts were compared to 
actual ROI impacts occurring from 1969 to 1987 based on 
historical impact data obtained from the Department of Commerce, 
Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Census Bureau. 

Rating factors were developed by BMS, reviewed by AF/CEVP and 
presented to the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). ~evisions 
to the rating factors were made by the BCEG, and they were 
approved as modified. The rating factors for employment, 
population and income were color coded GREEN, YELLOW or RED, 
where a GREEN rating would tend not to support a decision for 
closure or realignment but a RED rating would . The color 
codings were defined as follows: 



1. If the predicted impacts exceeded the actual historic 
high reduction experienced by the ROI between 1969 and 1987, then 
the impacts were considered adverse on the local economy. This 
condition would tend not to support closing or realigning a base, 
and the rating would be GREEN. 

2. If the predicted impacts were between 50% of..the actual 
historic high reduction experienced by the ROI between 1969 and 
1987 ana the historic high reduction, then the impacts were 
considered moderate on the local economy and the rating would be 
YELLOW. 

3. If the predicted impacts were less than 50% of the 
actual historic high reduction experienced by the ROI between 
1969 and 1987, then the impacts were condidered minor on the 
local economy. This condition would tend to support a decision 
to close or realign a base, and the rating would be RED. 

The rating factors for local government revenues/expenditures 
were also color coded GREEN, YELLOW and RED. The model predicted 
the change in both revenue collections and public expenditures 
resulting from the predicted population loss for the ROI. The 
color codings were defined as follows: 

1. If the predicted expenditure savings were less than 75% 
of the predicted revenue losses, then the net fiscal impact on 
the local government was considered negative and comparatively 
large. This condition would tend not to support a decision for 
closing or realigning a base, and the rating would be GREEN. 

2 .  If the predicted expenditure savings were between 75% 
and 100% of the predicted revenue losses, then the net fiscal 
impact on the local government was considered negative and 
comparatively small and the rating would be YELLOW. 

3 .  If the predicted expenditure savings exceeded the 
predicted revenue losses, then the net fiscal impact on the local 
government was considered positive. This condition would tend to 
support a decision for closure or realignment, and the rating 
would be RED. 

The rating factors for the time to clean up IRP sites were 
developed by AF/CEVP, presented to and approved by the BCEG. 
The source of data for this factor was Lt Col James Owendoff, 
AF/CEVR. AF/CEVR is the office of primary responsibility for 
management of the Air Force IRP. These data were discussed with 
the appropriate major command headquarters to ensure accuracy. 
The color codings were defined as GREEN, greater than five years 
to complete clean up; YELLOW, approximately five years to 
complete clean up; and RED, less than five years to complete 
clean up. 



The local economic evaluations for the four impact factors 
.predicted by the CERL model were compiled in a comprehensive 
report including all 107 installations and forwarded to the Air 
Staff. The report was reviewed and validated by an economic 
specialist in the Directorate of Environmental Quality. The Air 
Staff added the IRP data and all ratings were tabulated by 
installation within the base categories established by the BCEG 
and presented to them for evaluation and assigning of an overall 
base rafing for criterion 6. This overall rating was reached by 
group consensus. 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
W l U A M  L. BALL, 111 
HOWARD H. U U A W A Y  
GEN. DUANE H. W S I D Y ,  USAF (PET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11, P.E. 
RORERT D. STUART, JR. 
ALEXANDER 8. TROWBRIDGE 

June 4 ,  1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

FROM : James S. Grichar 
'Chief Economist 

SUBJECT : Recommendations for Future 
Commissions 

Based upon the problems faced by the current Commission, the 
regulations and Department of Defense (DoD) guidance that were 
used by DoD to produce defense base closing and realignment 
recommendations, and extensive experience as a professional 
economist in analyzing public resource allocation problems -- 
including the current evaluations of optimal base closures and 
realignments, I offer the following recommendations for future 
Commissions: 

- the  omm mission should maintain an up-to-date data base 
on DoD personnel levels, costs of operation, 
construction costs and plans, estimated environmental 
cleanup costs, current appraisals of real estate 
values, moving and relocation costs, etc. for all 
military bases, installations and DoD facilities. Such 
a data base will speed future ~ornmission deliberations 
and enhance the validity and accuracy of future 
Commission recommendations. Although the description 
above is brief, data should be maintained for the 
Commission staff to be able to compute accurate 
estimates of the Net Present Values of specific base 
closings, realignments, or startups; 

- the Commission should apply Net Present Value in 
analyzing permutations of base combinations that are 
within the same primary mission category. Primary 
mission category of a base should be defined as what 
the major activity of the base is. wInvestment~ 
decisions should be made using standard discounted cash 
flow criteria within this "missiontt frame of reference. 
By calculating the Net Present Value of different 
combinations of bases within a mission category, the 
Commission could select the bases, within a "missionn 



category, that meet the nation's defense needs with the 
highest value to the public (highest Net Present 
Value -- in reality the lowest negative Net Present 
Value -- and thus the lowest cost); 

- as is current practice, the  omm mission should use the 
office of Management and Budget directed real discount 

. rate of 10 (ten) percent and use input numbers that ar - 
all in the same-year constant dollars (i.e.! with all 
the effects of inflation or expected inflation 
removed -- for instance, all figures given in 1989 
dollars or 1990 dollars, etc.) in computing estimated 
Net Present Value of base closures, realignments, and 
startups; 

- contrary to current practice, the DoD and the 
Commission should count net reductions in overall 
personnel devoted to a mission as part of the cost 
savings in computing the Net Present Value of base 
closures, realignments, and startups. The current 
Service computations do not include such savings "J$! 
because DoD instructed them not to include such 
savings. However, from a rational economic public 
resource allocation perspective, any net personnel 
savings should be used in computing the rational 
reallocation of resources within a mission capability. 
This approach will lead to improved resource allocation 
and efficiency in the expenditure of defense dollars; 

- the use of an undiscounted payback period - years to 
break even - should be eliminated. Net Present Value 
of a decision, using the OMB 10 (ten) percent real 
@count rate, isX-much more accurate way of measuring 
which base(s) should be closed, realigned or started 
up. Payback period ignores the time value of money 
(i.e., a dollar today is worth more than a dollar 
tomorrow) ; 

- in computing the Net Present Value, years to break 
even, etc., the Services use standard cost factors for 
moving and certain other major costs. Why the Services 
apply different cost factors when many of the costs 
incurred are similar is an interesting question, to say 
the least. For common types of costs, common costs 
should be used in the calculation and the source (not 
just Service regulations, but actual costs of procuring 
such services) should be cited; 

- as is the current practice, economic impact should not 
be a critical factor in base closing or realignment 
decisions. However, in certain cases, because of a tie 
in other factors, the Services, DoD, or the Commission 
might have to use it as a "tie breaker;" 



- the estimates of economic impact of base closures 
should be measured more broadly than just direct and 
indirect job losses. Some jobs are higher paying, and 
thus reflect higher value added and a greater 
contribution to Gross Regional Product and Gross 
National Product. Thus, the effects_on personal income - 
@QUU be measured. In addition, the impact on local 

. government finances should also be measured since this - 
can have a significant impact on the capability of a 
locality to recover from a base closure or realignment 
within a reasonable amount of time; 

- the use of a single multiplier value to estimate job 
losses, income losses, and other economic impacts gives 
the public and the Commission members the impression 
that such estimates are highly accurate. This is not 
the case. Therefore, a range of multipliers should be 
used by the Services and the Commission Economist 
should validate that range by developing an independent 
estimate of the range of feasible appropriate 
multipliers. 

Although this list seems lengthy, the specific items are linked 
quite closely. ~dopting the above recommendations can assist the 
Services, DoD, and the Commission in removing a good bit of the 
c political heatw from base closing and realignment deliberations 
and decisions. 

- 
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Jim Grichar 
6-20-91 

1 
ECONOMIC IMPACT DEFINITIONS 

Emvlovment Imvact is the percentage change in the estimated total 
number of civilian jobs in the economic impact region around a 
base resulting from that base's closure or realignment. It is an 
important indicator of the economic impact of a base closure or 
realignment, and, for purposes of supplying a simple single 
measure of economic impact, it was chosen as the prime measure of 
economic impact for analyzing base closures and realignments. 

~conornic Imvact is the change in a variety of economic indicators 
for the economic impact region around a base that results from a 
base closing or realignment. Such indicators include employment 
impact, losses in personal income, net losses in state and local 
government revenue, estimated unemployment rates before and after 
the prospective closure, etc. 

Economic Impact Region is the region around a military base in 
which most of the economic impact of base-related spending takes 
place. This region can be defined as one in which most of the 
base personnel -- both military and civilian -- live or can be 
expanded to include areas with key industries or facilities that 
provide significant support to the base in question. Other 
factors such as government boundaries and transportation and 
other key infrastructure items can also affect the boundaries of 
this region. 
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DATA VALIDATION REQUEST 
FROM 

THE SPECIAL CELL 
FOR THE 

GAO 

TOPIC: ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES 

In order to provide the Commissioners assurance that estimates of the economic 
impact of base closures are accurate, I need the following information validated as 
part of the GAO data validation process: 

1. a validation of the sources and accuracy of the numbers of personnel currently on 
a base, the number expected to leave as a result of closure/realignment, and the 
number expected to be transferred to the base. The categories of personnel are 
military, civilian workers, contract workers, and military trainees. 

2. as part of the assessment of economic impact, each service divided the estimated 
total direct and indirect job losses by the actual number of people employed in 
the specific region of influence that surrounds a given base. The actual number 
of people employed in the region was taken for the year 1989. Multiplying by 
100, this computation yielded the estimated percentage point increase in 
unemplo ment that would result from the base closing/realignment. What 
needs to 1: e validated is the estimated number of workers employed in the 
specific region in question. 

' b Thisdata on employment in a region should be available from the Department 
of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. The region in question and the FlPS (Federal 

4 .  lnofrmation Processing Standard) system are both listed in the OEA 
spreadsheetldata base. 
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EXPLANATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT IMPACT ESTIMATES 

Definitions: 

Military Job Losses - The net number of military jobs lost by 
a base due to closure or realignment 

Direct Civilian Job Losses - The net number of civilian jobs 
lost by a base closure or 
realignment. This number includes 
contractors as well as civilian 
employees of the military services. 

Indirect civilian Job Losses - The estimated number of 
civilian jobs likely to be 
lost in the economic region 
surrounding a base due to a 
base closure or realignment. 

Total civilian Job Losses - The total number of civilian jobs 
lost due a base closure or 
realignment. This is the sum of 
the direct civilian job losses plus 
the indirect civilian job losses. 

Total Civilian Employment - The total number of civilians 
employed in the economic region 

-.* 
.* surrounding a base. 

Unemployment Impact - The estimated percentage loss in 
civilian jobs due a base closure or 
realignment. This is calculated by 
dividing total civilian job losses by 
total civilian employment. This decimal 
fraction is then multiplied by 100 to 
give the percentage point loss in jobs. 



QUESTIONS ON UNEMPLOYMENT IMPACT 

i 
Q: What impact will these base closings have on the national 

unemployment rate? 

A: In total, the number of civilian jobs that are expected to 
be lost due to base closures is large. Some specific 
communities will be significantly impacted. However, the 
impact on the national unemployment rate is likely to be 
extremely small. In addition, the impact will be spread out 
over time since any actions on bases recommended for closure 
or realignment by the 1991 Commission will not take place 
for several years and then are likely to be further spread 
out over time. 

Q: How many military and civilian jobs will be lost nationally 
and which communities do you expect to be hurt the worst? 

A :  Precise numbers are difficult to estimate. Military job 
losses from U.S. bases closed or realigned are likely to be 
30,000 - 40,000. Direct civilian employment by these 
affected bases is roughly in the same range. The combined 
reduction of jobs in these two categories could lead to 
significant indirect civilian job losses. Although these 
indirect losses may total 50,000 - 100,000 jobs -- , the 
fact that base closures will be spread out over time will 
help. In addition, a growing economic will provide new jobs 
to absorb many of those affected by base closures. These 
factors will allow both civilians and former military 
personnel. a better opportunity to readjust and gain 
employment than might be apparent from these initial impact 
estimates. 

A :  Regarding which communities will be hurt the most, I think 
that predictions are extremely difficult. Although it is 
possibl-e to estimate the impact of base closures on 
employment in a given economic region, these estimates are 
static. They do not take into account a communitiesr 
opportunities for growth nor the skills of its work force. 
Thus, the time it takes to recover can vary significantly 
depending upon the level of underlying community strengths. 
The history of community recovery from past base closures 
indicates that -- other things being equal -- communities 
with a coherent and focused recovery plan rebound more 
quickly than those without such a plan. 

Q: What federal programs are available to assist communities in 
recovering from the impact of base closures? 

A: Early in May the Commission held public hearings on this 
topic. Of course, initial assistance is available in the ' 
form of unemployment compensation for those losing jobs. In 



addition, the Defense Department has community planning 
assistance available through its Office of Economic 
Adjustment. Those communities with an impending base 
closure should contact OEA to get specific information on 
their assistance program. The Labor Department has job 
retraining programs available for those wishing to get new 
skills. 

Q: Didn't the Commission consider delaying the closure of bases 
in order to reduce the negative economic impact of base 
closures? 

A: ~ccording to the law which set up the Base closure and 
~ealignment Commission, the Commissioners were to give 
primary emphasis to the military value of bases in light of 
the anticipated 25 percent reduction in the U.S. military 
force structure. To ignore this reality of a reduced need 
for military bases and instead to give economic impact the 
primary weight in deciding which bases to close would have 
the effect of turning the Defense budget into a very large 
public assistance program. This would negatively impact the 
nationfs military readiness and give the overall public a 
much poorer defense for its dollar. 

Q: In the initial Defense Department recommendations, job loss 
estimates were higher than the ones you presented today. 

3 Why is there a difference? 

-. A :  simply put, the Defense Department added military job losses 
to estimated civilian job losses and inadvertently divided 
this by total civilian employment in the economic region for 
each base. Thus, they included military jobs lost but used 
the incorrect employment base when estimating the percentage 
of total jobs lost due to base closures and realignments. 

Q: Why aren't military jobs included in the employment base of 
an economic region? 

A: I can only speculate that this might be due to the fact that 
military personnel are tranferred in an out of areas with a 
much higher frequency than civilians. Such transfers might 
create artificial instability in the employment statistics. 
I would suggest that you check with the   om missioner of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor, for the 
reasons for this. 
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SUMMARY OF LOWRY POINT PAPERILETTERS . 
AND ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC IMPACT 

OF CLOSING LOWRY BY 
THE COKMISSION'S CHIEF ECONOMIST - 

The point payer by Lowry base supporters and the 
from Denver area residents criticizing the Air Force's decision 
to close Lowry offer a criticism of the analysis of the economic 
impact of closing Lowry. Basically, after translating the 
statements into concrete language, the criticisms are leveled at 
the use of regional economic multipliers to estimate job and 
income changes due to a proposed base closure, realignment or 
startup and the Air Force's system of converting numerical 
changes into the "RED", "YELLOW", or " G R E E N n  ratings that 
indicate, respectively, supportive of closing, neutral to 
closing, and adverse to closing. 

First, I thoroughly reviewed the approach that the ~ i r  Force used 
from a standpoint of professionally accepted economic theory and 
practice. The data, approaches, model applied, and results 
obtained conform to accepted economic theory and practice. The 
translation into RED, YELLOW, or G R E E N  --based upon varying 
positive or negative deviation of an economic variable from 
historic deviations is quite an innovative approach to evaluating 
whether the impact is adverse, neutral, or positive. In past 
work, I have employed similar approaches -- using standard 
deviations and deviations of key variables to provide evidence 
that certain actions were affecting the economy. This is another 
standard accepted tool in the economics profession. 

With respect to the impact, I noticed that the Lowry supporters 
failed to mention the numerical economic impact on the community. 
That is obviously because the anticipated relative impact is so 
small as to be embarrassing to those who might try to use it to 
keep the base open. Based upon my own independent analysis of 
the economic impact of closing Lowry, I estimated that a 
significant number of civilian jobs would be lost -- about 6,300. 
Because of the very large size of the Denver metropolitan area, 
the civilian unemployment rate would rise by only an estimated 
0.7 percentage point. In addition, the economic diversity of the 
area would probably make it possible for many of these unemployed 
civilians to obtain similar work with other employers. 
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SUMMARY OF CARSWELL AFBIFORT WORTH TASK FORCE 
REPORT ON ECONOMIC IMPACT OF CLOSING CARSWELL 

AND 
ANALYSIS OF THIS BY THE COMMISSION'S CHIEF ECONOMIST 

The Carswell AFB/Fort Worth Task Force basically used two 
arguments to support its contention that the closure would lead 
to a more severe economic impact than the Air Force estimated. 
First of all, the Task Force added in unemployment due to 
cutbacks by the DoD in the purchase of aircraft and concluded 
that a total of 25,000 jobs would be lost, not the 13,000 that 
the Air Force estimated. This would exceed the 20-year historic 
high of 23,800 jobs lost in 1971, thus causing the employment 
impact rating to turn to GREEN, adverse. In addition, the Task 
Force criticized the Air Force methodology used to assigne 
ratings, stating that it penalized Fort Worth since it is a large 
urban area with a history of large layoffs and outmigrations. 

Discussion 

Obviously Fort Worth has "weathered other storms1@ in the past and 
has survived and grown. According to my independent assessment 
of the possible closure of Carswell, 4,656 military jobs would be 
lost along with 869 direct civilian employees. The number of 
indirect jobs that would be lost as a result of this closure 
would be 4,420. Thus, total civilian direct and indirect job 
losses would be about 5,289 , and total job losses, including 
military positions, would be an estimated 9,945. The civilian 
unemployment rate -- which does not include military employment - 
- would increase an estimated 0.9 percentage points if Carswell 
were closed. 

The major impact on the area would be on the housing market -- if 
it is already soft or weak, this would weaken it further. 
Regarding local government finances, the Task Force stated that 
no cutbacks could be made in government budgets because Carswell 
had its own police and fire protection and any school children 
from military families were spread around various schools and not 
concentrated in any one district. This may be true, but I 
suspect that appropriate consolidations in school classes could 
save resources and partially ease any government finance 
problems. 

Despite the Task Force criticism of the Air Force methodaloyy for 
rating the economic impact by using historical measures of job 
losses, etc., as a basis for comparison, this technique is valid. 
It demonstrates the areals degree of economic resilience -- that 
is, its ability to recover from other types of economic 
dislocations. 



On the up side, the area is near Dallas, and it is possible that 

f' many of the people who might be laid off if Carswell were closed 
could find employment in other businesses. ~egarding DoDts 
cutbacks of weapons purchases, these are taking place everywhere. 
The extent to which employers like General Dynamics can adjust 
and obtain civilian work can affect the amount of layoffs and 
employment prospects in the longer run. 
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SUMMARY OF MOODY AFB CITIZENS GROUP 
ECONOMIC IMPACT ESTIMATES AND 

COMPARISON OF THESE ESTIMATES WITH 
INDEPENDENT ESTIMATES MADE BY THE 

COMMISSION'S CHIEF ECONOMIST 

A Moody Air Force Base citizens group prepared an economic 
analysis of the impact of the base's potential closure and 
submitted this analysis, along with an analysis of other factors, 
at a regional hearing in Jacksonville, Florida. 

The Moody group estimates that the economic impact will be spread 
over an area larger than that used by the Air Force (Lowndes, 
Berrien, Cook, and Lanier Counties), but it presents data for 
Lowndes County, the four counties used by the Air Force as the 
region of economic impact or region of influence, and a larger 
number of counties which probably include all of the local 
impact. Both the Air Force analysis and the analysis of the 
economic impact on Lowndes County undertaken by the Commission's 
Chief Economist cover more than 90 percent of the possible local 
economic impact. 

The Moody group estimates that there will be about 5,800 lost 
jobs -- which must implicitly include military positions -- in 
Lowndes County alone if Moody were closed. For the comparable 
Air Force region, the Moody group estimates a loss of 6,084 jobs; 
for its broadly defined Valdosta Function Economic Area (VFEA), 
the Moody group estimates losses of 7,165 jobs. 

Discussion 

The Moody group does not cite which figures it is using as the 
level of military jobs that will be lost. To make a proper 
comparison of the analyis with my own, I will restrict the 
economic influence region to Lowndes County since it covers over 
90 percent of the possible economic impact. 

In addition, the Moody group cites all jobs lost in the region. 
Official unemployment figures do include military jobs so 
claims of increased unemployment rates must be viewed with this 
in mind, especially since a base closure removes the military 
jobs from the area (thus also removing people from the labor 
force). Military job losses do affect real estate prices to the 
extent that military personnel buy or rent off-base and do affect 
local government revenues and local government costs (schools, 
police and fire protection). 

To be able to compare the Moody group analysis to my analysis, I 
will also restrict job loss estimates to direct and indirect 
civilian job losses. As stated above, the Moody group did not 



cite the number of military jobs that will be lost if the base is 
closed. Therefore, I will use the figure reported to OEA, which 
is 3,098. For Lowndes County, the Moody group cites a total of 
488 direct civilian jobs losses and a total of 643 direct 
civilian job losses for all counties that have civilian employees 
working on the base. Using the Lowndes County area only, the 
Moody group estimated total job losses of 5,800; subtracting the 
military job loss estimate of 3,098 leaves a direct and indirect 
civilian job loss estimate of 2,702 and a total indirect civilian 
job loss estimate of 2,214. To estimate the implied indirect 
employment multiplier for the Moody group analysis, divide 2,214 
by total direct military and civilian job loss estimates of 3,586 
(3,098 military plus 488 civilian), and this yields 0.6174. The 
multiplier that I used was from OEA and was 0.4, considered a 
high multiplier for a rural economic region. I applied this 
indirect employment multiplier to the loss of 3,098 military 
positions plus a loss of 713 direct civilian jobs (which may be 
more like the total direct civilian jobs in the whole region) to 
obtain an estimated indirect civilian job loss of 1,524. 

I suspect that the source of the Moody group's overestimate of 
job losses is the fact that they assumed that all of the base's 
expenditures, including a good part of military salaries, was 
spent on locallv produced soods and services. Even though the 
Air Force attempts to correct for this in its ERIS reports, the 
Moody group might have used the uncorrected expenditure numbers. 
In addition, in computing the estimated multipliers for the area, 
the economist employed by the group could have overestimated the 
multiplier because of the way in which he conducted his analysis; 
he had no estimate of the amount of local spending for goods and 
services produced outside the Moody area. 

The Moody group is overestimating the impact on employment in the 
area. My own independent estimates suggest that unemployment in 
Lowndes County will increase by about 5.8 percentage points. As 
with other propsective base closures in mainly rural areas, the 
largest impact will be on real estate values -- this is 
determined by the extent to which off-base housing was utilized - 
- and the ability of local governments to restructure spending in 
light of reduced revenues. 
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Terms Used in Table 1 

Table 1 provides a compilation of data from DoD's Office of 
Economic Adjustment spreadsheet (model) used to estimate the direct 
and indirect employment impacts of base closures and realignments. 
Below is an explanation of the column headings: 

Headinq Meaninq 

State State 

Economic Area The economic area is essentially the community 
affected by the base closure. The economic area could be a county 
or a ~etropolitan statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the office 
of Management and Budget. 

Installation Name of the installation. "Othersff represents other 
military installations within the same economic area that are being 
affected by base closures or realignments. These military bases 
may be from the 1988 or 1991 rounds of base closures if the 
employment impacts are occurring within the same time period as the 
anticipated 1993 base closure impacts. 

Militarv Personnel Number of DoD military personnel at the 
installation. 

Direct & Indirect The direct and indirect employment impacts 
represent an estimate of total jobs lost in the economic area as a 
result of the base closure. Direct jobs lost are DoD military, 
civilian, and trainees. Indirect jobs lost are civilians in the 
surrounding community (the economic area) that lose jobs either 
from the loss of base contracts or from services provided to the 
base personnel. 

No. Employed No. employed represents the number of employed 
persons within the community (the economic area) that published by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics for July 1992. Number employed does 
not include military personnel. 

Base Impact % Base Impact % represents the direct and indirect 
employment impacts on the number of employed in the community 
affected by a base closure. It is derived by dividing the direct 
and indirect employment impacts by the number of employed within 
the economic area plus the military personnel at the base. 

Cum Impact % Cum Impact % represents the cumulative impacts of 
closing or realigning more than one base within the same economic 
area across the services and across the 1988 and 1991 base closing 
if employment impacts are occurring in the same time period as the 
expected 1993 closings. It is derived by adding the direct and 
indirect employment impacts of all bases within the economic area 
by the number of employed plus the military personnel that are 
expected to be leaving. 



Table 1 
Economic Impact Data for Major Base Closures and Realignments 
From DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) Spreadsheet 

State 

AL 

CA 

Economic Area 

Anniston (MSA) 

Anniston (MSA) 

Mobile (MSA) 

Mobile (MSA) 

Sacremento (MSA) 

Sacremento (MSA) 

San Francisco (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Anaheim-Santa Ana (MSA) 

Anaheim-Santa Ana (MSA) 

Installation 

Fort McClellan 

Others 

Naval Station Mobile 

Others 

McClellan AFB 

Others 

Presidio 

NAS Almeda 

NA Depot Almeda 

Naval Hospital 

NS Center Oakland 

Others 

MC Air Station 

Others 

Military 
Personnel 

2,326 

8 

575 

0 

3,010 

2,472 

1,797 

10,586 

28 

1,472 

1,222 

14 

5,854 

3,917 

Direct & 
Indirect 

-8,828 

1,754 

-1,170 

0 

-3 1,702 

-10,525 

-6,528 

-31,198 

-7,978 

-4,562 

-5,578 

-4,236 

-12,022 

-8,586 

No. 
Employed 

47,968 

47,968 

212,641 

212,641 

750,823 

750,823 

866,711 

1,039,321 

1,039,321 

1,039,321 

1,039,321 

1,039,321 

1,294,655 

1,294,655 

Base 
Impact 4% 

-17.6 

n.8. 

-0.5 

n.a. 

-4.2 

n.a. 

-0.8 

Cum. 
Impact 4% 

-14.1 

-14.1 

-0.5 

-0.5 

-5.6 

-5.6 

-1.2 

-2.9 

-0.7 

-0.4 

-0.5 

n.a. 

-0.9 

11.8. 

-4.9 

-4.9 

-4.9 

-4.9 

-4.9 

-1.4 

-1.4 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Economic Impact Data for Major Base Closures and Realignments 

State 

NY 

OH 

PA 

SC 

TX 

VA 

Economic Area 

New York (MSA) 

New York (MSA) 

Licking Co. 

Dayton-SpMgfield(MSA) 

Dayton-SpMgfield(MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Dallas (MSA) 

Norfolk-VA B-NNews(MSA) 

Norfolk-VA B-NNews(MSA) 

Fauquier Co. 

Installation 

NS Staten Island 

Others 

Newark AFB 

D. Elect. SC Dayton 

Others 

AS Office Phila. 

Def PSA Phila. 

Others 

NS Charleston 

Charleston N Shipyard 

Others 

NS Dallas 

NAD Depot 

Others 

Vint Hill Fanns 

Military 
Jobs 

1,773 

217 

92 

93 

12,533 

0 

7 1 

933 

8,666 

64 

3,323 

1,374 

26 

8,312 

796 

Direct & 
Indirect 

4,993 

-62 1 

-2,963 

-5,794 

-49 

-272 

-7,912 

-4 1,022 

-17,690 

-12,899 

-8,414 

-2,856 

-12,192 

16,996 

-4,120 

No. 
Employed 

3,577,472 

3,577,472 

64,529 

459,763 

459,763 

2,273,208 

2,273,208 

2,273,288 

243,376 

243,376 

243,376 

1,377,069 

640,790 

640,790 

28,559 

Base 
Impact 5% 

-0.1 

n.a. 

4 . 6  

-1.3 

n.8. 

-0.0 

-0.3 

n.a. 

-7.0 

-5.3 

n.a. 

-0.2 

-1.9 

n.a 

-14.0 

Cum. 
Impact 5% 

-0.2 

-0.2 

-4.6 

-1.2 

-1.2 

-2.2 

-2.2 

-2.2 

-15.3 

-15.3 

-15.3 

-0.2 

0.7 

0.7 

-14.0 



Terms Used In Table 2 

Table 1 provides a comparison of estimates of direct and 
indirect employment impacts of closing a major military 
installation using (1) the Department of Defense's office of 
~conomic Adjustment spreadsheet (model) and (2) the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's Impact Planning (IMPLAN) model. 
Below is an explanation of the column headings: 

Headinq Meaninq 

State State 

~conomic Area The economic area is essentially the community 
affected by the base closure. The economic area could be a county 
or a Metropolitan statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the office 
of Management and Budget. 

Installation Name of the installation. 

OEA (no.) OEA (no.) represents the office of Economic Adjustment's 
estimates of direct and indirect employment impacts of closing the 
installation. 

FEMA (no.) FEMA (no.) represents estimates of direct and indirect 
employment impacts of closing an installation through the use of 
indirect multipliers developed by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency developed from the IMPLAN model (documentation available on 
request). 



Table 2 

Direct and Indirect Employment Impacts of Major Base Closures: 
Comparison of Estimates, OEA vs. FEMA Models 

State 

AL 

CA 

FL 

HI 

IL 

Economic Area 

Anniston (MSA) 

Mobile (MSA) 

San Francisco (MSA) 

Installation 

Fort McClellan 

Naval Station 
Mobile 

NS Treasure Is. 

+ 

OEA - 
F EMA 

-864 

-191 

-369 

-7,980 

-22,028 

-2,988 

-641 

-560 

-1,552 

-2,519 

-1,496 

-4,090 

-1,923 

-2,056 

-1,156 

OEA 
(no*) 

-8,828 

-1,170 

-1,964 

-23,787 

-31,198 

-7,978 

-4,562 

-5,578 

-12,002 

-14,090 

-13,692 

-9,120 

-8,572 

-7,462 

-4,000 

FEMA 
(no. 

-7,963 

-979 

-1,594 

-15,807 

-19,170 

-4,989 

-3,921 

-5,018 

-10,451 

-11,572 

-12,196 

-5,030 

-6,649 

-5,406 

-2,843 

Vallejo-Fairfield-~apa Mare Island Naval I (MSA) Shipyard 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Oakland (MSA) 

Anaheim-Santa Ana 
( MSA 

Jacksonville (MSA) 

Orlando (MSA) 

Pensacola (MSA) 

Miami-Hialeah (MSA) 

Honolulu (MSA) 

Chicago (MSA) 

NAS Almeda 

NA Depot Almeda 

Naval Hospital 

NS Center Oakland 

MC Air Station 

NAS Cecil Field 

NTC Orlando 

NAD Pensacola 

Homestead AFB 

NAS Barbers Point 

NAS Glenview 



Table 2 (continued) 

Direct and Indirect Employment Impacts: OEA vs. FEMA 

*- 

State 

MD 

MI 

MA 

MS 

NY 

OH 

PA 

SC 

TX 

VA 

L 

Economic Area 

St. Marys Co. 

Marquette Co. 

Boston-Lawerence-Salem- 
Lowell (MSA) 

Lauderdale Co. 

New York (MSA) 

Licking Co. 

Dayton-Springfield(MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Dallas (MSA) -- - 

Norfolk-VA B-NNews(MSA) 

Fauquier Co. 

Installation 

N.Elect Sys. 

K.I. Sawyer AFB 

NAS S. Weymouth 

NAS Meridian 

NS Staten Island 

Newark AFB 

D. Elect. SC 
Dayton 

AS Office Phila. 

Def PSA Phila. 

NS Charleston 

Charleston N 
Shipyard 

NS Dallas 

NAD Depot 

Vint Hill Farms 

OEA 
(no* 

-5,638 

-5,011 

-1,832 

-4,445 

-4,993 

-2,963 

-5,794 

-272 

-7,912 

-17,690 

-12,899 

-2,956 

-12,192 

-4,120 

FEMA 
(no* 

-3,811 

-5,089 

-1,624 

-3,918 

-4,191 

-2,803 

-4,203 

-213 

-6,207 

-13,565 

-6,822 

-2,358 

-6,947 

-2,962 

OEA - 
FEMA 

-1,827 

79 - 
-209 

-527 

-803 

-160 

-1,591 

-59 

-1,705 

-4,125 

-6,076 

-597 

-5,246 

-1,158 



Terms Used In Table 3 

Table 3 provides a number of economic factors that may be used 
to describe the current economic conditions within the communities 
(economic areas) that may be affected by major base closures. 
Below is an explanation of the column headings: 

Headinq 

State State 

Meaninq 

Economic Area The economic area is essentially the community 
affected by the base closure. The economic area could be a county 
or a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the office 
of Management and Budget. 

Installation Name of the installation. 

Unemp. % Feb92 Unemp. % Feb92 represents the community's 
unemployment rate for February 1992 as provided by the Labor 
Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Unem~. % Feb93 Unemp. % Feb93 represents the community's 
unemployment rate for February 1993 (latest data available) as 
provided by the Labor Department's Bureau of Labor statistics. 

Per Capita Income $ Per Capita Income $ represents the community's 
average per capita income for 1990 (latest data available) as 
reported by the Commerce Department's Bureau of ~conomic ~nalysis. 

PC1 Rank 320 MSAg PC1 Rank 320 MSAs represents the community's 
(the Metropolitan Statistical Area's) ranking in average per capita 
income for the 320 MSA's in the United States. 

CPI Change CPI change represents the change in the community's 
average consumer price index between 1991 and 1992. 



State 

Table 3 
General Economic Conditions of Economic Areas 

Base Closures and Realignments 

Economic Area 

Anniston (MSA) 

Mobile (MSA) 

Per Capita 
Income $ 

13,776 

14,434 

p p p p p p  

Naval Station Mobile 

Installation 

Fort McClellan 

CA / Sacremento (MSA) 1 McClellan AFB 1 8.1 1 8.7 

PC1 Rank 
320 MSAs 

302 

285 

San Francisco (MSA) 

San Francisco (MSA) 

Unemp. % 
Feb92 

8.1 

CPI 
Change 

n.a. 

n.a. 

Unemp. 
% Feb93 

9.1 

I Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa (MSA) 

Presidio 

NS Treasure Is. 

Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard 

Oakland (MSA) 

5.5 

5.5 

6.3 

6.3 

/ Oakland (MSA) 

NAS Almeda 

NA Depot Almeda 

6.1 

6.1 

( Oakland (MSA) Naval Hospital 

NS Center Oakland 1 Oakland lMSA) 

6.1 

6.1 

Anaheim-Santa Ana (MSA) 
I 

MC Air Station 

NAS Cecil Field FL ( Jacksonville (MSA) 

6.1 

7.9 

Orlando (MSA) 

Pensacola (MSA) 

Miami-Hialeah (MSA) 

IL 1 Chicago (MSA) I NAS Glenview I 8.3 I 8.1 
I I 

HI 

( Chicago (MSA) I O'Hare Int. AFRS 1 8.3 1 8.1 

NTC Orlando 

NAD Pensacola 

Homestead AFB 

Honolulu (MSA) NAS Barbers Point 3.0 

7.7 

7.1 

10.9 

6.2 

5.5 

8.0 



State 

MD - - 

MI 

MA 

MS 

NY 

OH 

PA 

SC 

TX 

VA 

Table 3 (continued) 
General Economic Conditions of Economic Areas 

Economic Area 

St. Marys Co. 

Marquette Co. 

Boston-Lawerence-Salem-hell 
(MSA) 

Lauderdale Co. 

New York (MSA) 

Licking Co. 

Dayton-Springfield(MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Phila, Pa-NJ (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Charleston (MSA) 

Dallas (MSA) 

Norfolk-VA B-NNews(MSA) 

Fauquier Co. 

Major Base Closures and 

Installation 

N.Elect Sys. 

K.I. Sawyer AFB 

NAS S. Weymouth 

NAS Meridian 

NS Staten Island 

Newark AFB 

D. Elect. SC Dayton 

AS Office Phila. 

Def PSA Phila. 

NS Charleston 

Charleston N Shipyard 

NS Dallas 

NAD Depot 

Vint Hill Farms 

Realignments 

Unemp. % 
Feb92 

6.3 

10.3 

9.4 

7.0 

10.2 

7.9 

6.9 

7.7 

7.7 

6.5 

6.5 

7.4 

7.4 

7.0 

Unemp. 
96 Feb93 

5.5 

8.2 

9.8 

5.3 

10.4 

7.3 

6.6 

7.8 

7.8 

5.9 

5.9 

7.2 

7.2 

4.3 

Per Capita 
Income $ 

16,702 

13,544 

24,315 

15,228 

23.744 

16,412 

17,965 

21,347 

21,347 

14,903 

14,903 

20,523 

16,613 

24,342 

PC1 Rank 
320MSAs 

n.a. 

n.a. 

18 

n.a. 

19 

n.a. 

123 

37 

37 

268 

268 

46 

180 

n.a. 

CPI 
Change 

n.a. 

n.a. 

2.5 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 

3.1 

3.1 

n.a. 

n.a. 

2.4 

n.a. 

n.a. 
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-- - - 

SECDEF OUT IN NET QAINIILOSS) 
Act ion MIL  CIV MIL  CIV 1- 

FLORIDA 
~ ' D E F  DISTRIB. DEPOT, JACKSONVILLE NSC Receive 0 0 3 255 3 258 Accepted 0 

~ N C T S  PENSACOLA Disestablis 0 184 0 . 0  0 (184) Accepted 0 
2 HOMESTEAD AFB Close 3,855 912 0 0 (3,865) (91 2) Modif ied 3,860 

FvIACD!LL AFB Receive 0 0 253 362 253 362 Accepted 0 
K' PATRICK AFB Receive 0 0 0 156 0 155 Rejected 0 
.d ';AS, CECIL FIELD Close 6,833 995 0 0 (0,833) (995) Accepted . 6,833 
5. rJAS, JACKSONVILLE Receive 0 0 152 77 152 77 Modif ied 0 

I IAS.  PENSACOLA Recsivo 19 150 8,926 670 8,907 520 Modif ied 19 
4 i J A V A L  AVIATION DEPOT, JACKSONVILLE Receive 0 0 204 1,683 204 1,583 Accepted 0 

l l A V A L  AVIATION DEPOT, PENSACOLA Close 297 3,107 0 . O  (297) 13.1 07) Modif ied 29 7 A I JAVAL HOSPITAL, JACKSONVILLE Roceive 0 0 9 2 12 9 2  12 Accepted 0 
A i l A V A L  HOSPITAL, ORLANDO Close 759 352 0 0 (759) (352) Accepted 759 
X ' I A V A L  STATION, MAYPORT Receive 0 0 2,138 8 2,138 8 Accepted 0 

A' ',IAVAL TRAINING CENTER, ORLANDO close 8,727 753 0 0 (8,727) (753) Accepted 8,727 
A ~ISWC PANAMA CITY Receive 0 0 7 ' 300 -- - 7 300 Accepted 0 

Total 20,500 6,453 11,775 3,524 (8,725) (2,9291 20,495 

Commission UUT IN 
Action MIL CIV M I L  CIV 

NET GAINIILOSS) T] 

GEORGIA 
X' ' IAS,  ATLANTA Receive 0 0 183 0 183 0 Accepted ' 0 0 183 0 0 183 -< ~,IAVAL SUBIV~ARINE BASE, KINGS B A Y  Receive 0 4,754 47 4,754 47 Modif ied 0 0 -- 0 1,884 2 1,884 2 

Total 0 0 4,937 , 47 4,937 4 7 0 0 2,067 2 2,067 2 

I IAWAI I  
/: I,lCAS, KANEOHE BAY Receivo 1,081 788 2,048 280 
4.: PIAS, BARBERS POINT Close 3.534 618 0 0 
4 r.IAVAL SUDPAARINE BASE, PEARL t iARBO Receive 0 0 147 5 

Total 5,215 1,406 2,795 285 

Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 

II I INOIS 
OCK ISLAND ARSENAL (CECOM) '' 

K ) t F  CONTR MGlvlT DIST, NO CENT 
X I ' I IARE IAP ARS 

1~~~~~~~ ,OR OTHER LOCATION+( 
R ' IPS,  GLENVIEW 
j ';\VAL HOSPITAL, GPEAT LAKES 
PC t'i\'AL TRNG C l  R, GREAT LAKES 

Roceive 
Redirect 
Disestablis 
Close 
Recoive 
Close 
Recoive 
Ancnive 
Total 

Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accep!ed 
Accepted 

lr1i)IANA 
p / .  "11 30 INDIANAPOLIS IPC Disestablis l_. lg7 --- 0 . O  

Total 1 197 0 0 
Accepted 

k A N S A S  
4' i i iCONNELL AFB Receive O--__-- 0 203 11 

Total 0 0 263 11 
Accepted 

OLJISIANA 
,r , hRKSDALE AFB 
A ;:\Sf NLVJ OI{LEANS 

Recoivo 
Rcceivo 

'313 50 1,292 0 5 779 8 Accepted 
0 0 122 . '  1 122 1 Modi f ied 
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SECDEF OUT I N  
Act ion M I L  CIV M I L  CIV 

MAINE ! ' - NAS BRUNSWICKP 

MARYLAND 
XFORT MEADE 

IJAF WASHINGTON A 
NCSEC, ST. I N I G O E W  
NSWC WHITE OAK 
. N A W C A D  PATUXENT RIVEqf'  

iJSWC ANNAPOLIS 0( 
;I+?JSWC INDIAN HEAD 

NET GAINI(L0SS) [ l n l l i  - - -  - 
Commission OUT I N  

Action MIL  CIV MIL  CIV 
NET OAINIILUSS) -1 

- 
Total 513 59 1,414 . 00 901 7 513 59 1,411 86 898 7 

Receive 0 0 128 0 128 0 Modif ied 0 0 1 0  0 10 0 
Total 0 0 128 0 128 0 0 0 10  0 10 0 

Receive 0 0 4 8 6 -  160 
Receive 0 0 142 27 
Close 33 2,700 0 0 
Receive 5 1,332 300 3,439 
Receive 9 103 523 1,944 
Disesteblis 3 350 0 0 
Receive 0 0 265 11 - 
Total 50  4,582 1,511 5,835 

486 180 Accepted 0 0 486 180 486 160 
142 27 Accepted 0 0 142 27 142 2 7 
(331 (2,780) Accepted 33 2,788 0 0 (33) (2,786) 

355 2,107 Accepted 5 1,332 360 3,439 355 2,107 
514 1,841 Modified 9 103 520 1,600 51 1 1,437 

(3) (350) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 254 Accepted 0 11 0 265 

1,481 1,253 
0 ? 5 A  

47 4,232 1,508 5,491 1,461 1,259 

.A' DEF CONTRACT M G M T  DIST, NE Receive 0 0 0 183 0 183 Accepted 0 0 0 183 0 
, IJAS. SOUTH WEYMOUTH Close 

183 
053 365 0 0 (653) (365) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 
0 

653 365 0 183 (653) (182) 0 0 0 183 0 183 

MICt i IOAN 
' 4 DETROIT ARSENAL 

DLSC BATTLE CREEK 
DRMS BATTLE CREEK jc. 

4 I<. I. SAWYER AFB 
A'NAF DETROIT 

LIINNCSOTA 
i lAS,  TWIN CITIES 4 

A r J A V A L  STATIOIJ. PASCAGGULA 

h ? l s s o u n l  
FORT LEONARD WOOD # 

P<DITSO KANSAS CITY IPC 

Recieve 0 0 4 102 4 182 Accepted 0 0 4 162 4 
Disestablis 

162 
4 420 0 0 (4) 1420) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 

Relocate 
0 

5 396 0 0 (5) (396) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 
Close 

0 
2,354 788 0 0 (2,354) (788) Accepted 2,354 788 0 0 

Cloee 523 
(2,354) (788) 

2 4 0 0 (523) (24) Accepted 523 2 4 0 0 
Tota l  2,886 1,628 4 102 (2,882) (1,468) (523) (24) 2,877 812 4 182 (2,873) (650) 

Receive 0 0 230 0 230 0 Accepted 0 0 230 230 
Total 0 0 230 0 230 0 

0 - 0- 
0 0 230 0 230 0 

Close 1.999 1,037 0 0 (1.999) (1,037) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Recoive O ? - -  0 405 3 - 485 3 ~ c c e ~ t e d  0 0 465 3 465 
Total 1,909 1,037 465 3 (1,534) (1,034) 0 0 465 

3- 
3 465 3 

Receive 0 0 5,742 220 5,742 220 Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Disestablis 56 70 0 0 -- (56) (70) Accepted 56 70 0 
Tota l  

0 
56 70  5,742 220 5,686 150 (58) (70) 56 70  0 0 (56) (70) 

Receive 0- 
Tota l  0 

0 194 9 194 9 Accepted 0 9 194 9 0 194 
0 194 9 194 9 0 0 194 9 

. - 
194 9 

I J t W  JERSCY 
/FORT MONMOUTH Realign 565 2,720 140 598 (425) (2,122) Modi f ied 293 52 140 598 
' Iv1CGUIRE AFB 

(153) 546 
Roalign 3,289 374 0 0 (3,289) (374) Modif ied 0 

+MJAWCAD TRENTON 
0 1,503 121 1.503 171 

Close 8 2 4 8  0 0 (8) (448) Accepted 0 0 8 448 (8) 14.191 
Total 3,802 3.542 140 590 (3.7221 (2,944) 301 500 1,843 7 1 9  1,342 219 

DRAFT 
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Stnte SECDEF OUT IN 
I t l~ tn l lo t ior i  Act ion MIL CIV M I L  CIV 

NET OAIN/(LOSS) 1 7 1  Commission OUT I N  
Action MIL CIV MIL  CIV 

NET OAIN/(LOSS) 

AL.ADAMA 
  ANN IS TON ARMY DEPOT Receive 0 0 3 0  . 507 3 0  567 Modif ied 0 415 0 0 0 (415) 
A F O R T  MCCLELLAN Close 6,017 2,074 0 '  0 (6.01 7) (2,074) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ R E D S T O N E  ARSENAIA Redirect 0 1,245 0 0 0 (1,245) Accepted 0 1,245 0 0 0 11,2451 
,,? DDEF DlST DEPOT, ANI.1ISTON ARMY D E P m e c e i v e  0 0 0 , 1 0 6  0 166 Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I I A V A L  STATION, MOBILE Close 524 126 0 0 1524) (126) Accepted ' 524 126 0 0 (524) (12_6_) 
Total 6,541 3,445 3 0  733 (6,511) (2,712) 524 1,786 0 0 (5241 (1.786) 

CALIF OIINIA 
A"~ESIDIO OF Iul,I3i4TEtIEY 
$ O C ~  CONTR M G M T  DIST, WEST 
HDEF D'STRIB DEPOT. OAKLAND NSC 
XIJCTS S A N  DlEGG (DISA) 

IC RPC fvlcCLELLAhI AFB (DISA) 
rt 2EALE AFB 
y FAARCH AFB 
K t.lcCLELLAN AFB 
(TRAVIS AFB 
f MARE ISLAND N A V A L  SHIPYARD 

I.1CAS 29 PALEvlS k 
p(FdlCkS, C A M P  PENDLETOIJ 
XfYi.lCAS, EL TOR0 

IJASA AtyIES (NAS M O F F E T T M  
A i I A S ,  ALAMEDA 
A rJAS. LEb100HE 
j i l A S ,  MlHAlvlAR 

IJAS, YORTH ISLAND 
A' 'dAVAL AVIATlOfd DEPOT. ALAMEDA 
A ' IAVAL AVIATION DEPOT, N ISLAND 
K I l A V A L  HOSPITAL, S A N  DlEGO 

% i J 4 V A L  HOSI'ITAL, OAKLAND 
IdAVAL PUBLIC WORKS CENTER, SF 

A rJAVAL STATION, S A N  DlEGO 
) r ' l lP \VAL STATION, 7IlEASURE IS 

i4AVAL SUPPLY CENTER. O A K L A N D ?  
I ( r lAVAL TRAlt l lNG CENTER, S A N  DlEGO 
./ l l A W C  CHINA LAhE 

f+lCLB BARSTOW 

None 
Receive 
Disestablis 
Disestablis 
Disestablis 
Receive 
Realign 
Redirect 
Receive 
Close 
Redirect 
Receive 
Close 
Receive 
Close 
Receive 
Receive 
P.ecelve 
Close 
Receive 
Receive 
Closo 
Dieosteblis 
Receive 
Close 
Cloae 
Close 
Receive 
None 
Total 

Modif ied 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modif ied 
Modif ied 
Accepted ' 

Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modif ied 
Accepted 
Modif ied 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modif ied . 
Accepted . 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modif ied - 

Redirect 238---- 105 0 0 (238) (1 05) Rejected 0 0 0 0 0 o 
Total 230 105 0 0 (238) (105) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(,O~I~JECTIC[J r 
)(IIAVAL SUE BASE,  IJEW LONDON Realign 4,655-1.1 14 3,542 0 (1.113) (1,114) Modi f ied 0 0 3,542 3,542 0 0 

Total 4,655 1,114 3,542 0 (1,113) (1,114) 0 0 3,542 0 3,542 0 

l i ! S  I nlcl  C l f  COLUMBI& 
P J L T S  W A S ~ { I N G T O N ~  Disestabl~s 2 0  301 0 0 (20) (301) Accepted 20 301 0 0 (20) (301) 
'.115C. I JAVAL ACTIVITIES NCR A Roalign 231 275 30 405 (195) 210 Accepted , 231 275 36 485 (7951 210 

- I;,\ i \ L  ZCCUIiITY Sl ATIOIJ, W A S H I I J G T & ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~  510 3 0  0 - -% (510) (036) Accepted 510 636 0 0 1510> 16368) -- 
Total 701 1,212 36 405 (725) (727) 761 1,212 36 485 (725) 1727) 
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Stnte  SECDEF OUT IN  
Act ion 

NET OAINIILOSS) Cornmiasion OUT IN 
Action MIL  CIV MIL CIV 

I 
NEW YORK 
STEWART ANNEX 5/ Recieve 0 0 396 0 396 0 Accepted 0 

AGRIFFISS AFB Realign 3,338 1,191 0 0 (3,338) (1,191) Accepted 3,339 
~(PLATTSBURGH AFB Receive 0 0 2,845 257 2,845 257 Modif ied 2,095 

FIRST MARINE CORPS DIST. GARDEN CIT Realign 60 40  0 0 (60) (40) Reiected 0 

1 LIJAVAL STATION, STATEN ISLAND close 1.773 1,001 o o (1,773) (1,001) ~ c c e ~ t e d  1,773 1,001 0 0 
Total 

(1,773) (1,001) 
5,171 2,232 3,241 257- (1,930) (1,975) 7,206 2,544 396 0 (6,810) (2,544) 

NORTH CAROLINA / * hlCAS, CHERRY POINT 
hlCAS. NEW RIVER <- 

%NADP. CtiERRY POINT 

Receive 0 0 3.350 0 6  3,350 66 Accepted 0 0 3.350 68 3.350 6 8 .~ - - . . 
Receive 0 0 207 0 207 0 ~ c c e p t e d  0 0 207 0 207 0 
Receive 0 0 314 1272 314 1,573 Modified 0 0 314 1.692 
Total 0 0 3,871 1,639 3,871 1,639 0 u 3,871 1,758 

314 1.62-2~. 
3,871 1,758 

NORTII DAKOTA 
L.% GRAND FORKS AF8 Receive 009 23 929 3 3 320 10 Accepted 609 23 929 33 320 10 

rr. l i rdoT AFB Recotve 406- - -1 1 680 14 214 3 Accepted 466 11 6 8 0  14 214 3 
Total 1,075 34 1.609 4 7 534 13' 1,075 34 1,609 47 --- - - 

534 13 

C)tilO 
N 3 E F  CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY CTR 

' <!;LF ELECTRONIC SUPPLY CTR 
V'RIGHT-PATTERSON ( D I S A ) X  

t,ILWARK AFB 
pc' GICKENBACKER AGE 
A RF,1DA CLEVELAND 

SPRINGFIELD BECKLEY M A P  A G S X  
, KSVRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 

Receive 
Close 
Receive 
Close 
Receive 
None 
Realign 
Rocieve 
Total 

0 0 94 2,935 9 4  2,935 Modif ied 
93 2.804 0 0 (93) (2,8041 Accepted 

0 0 0 204 0 204 Accepted 
92 1,760 0 0 (92) (1,760) Accepted 

0 0 0 522 0 522 Accepted 
0 0 0 0 ' 0 0 Rejected 

54 313 0 0 (54) (312) Reiected - - 

0 522 - 54 5 0 0  5 4 38 Accepted 
239 5,398 148 4,221 (91) (1,1771 

f i  .\LTUS AFB Receive 0 0 608 30 668 38 Accepted 0 0 6 8 8  6 6 8  
0 

38 38. 
Total 0 608 30  608 3 8 0 0 668 3 8 6 0 8  38 

1'1 IdNSYLVANIA 
A: t: l TEIIKENNY ARMY DEPOT Realign 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT Redirect 
/ i OBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT Receive 
/((:LOTHING FACTORY DEFENSE Close 
/rOtFENSE CONTRACT M G M T  @!ST Disestabiis 

?/ DEF DISTRIB. DEPOT, LETTERKENNYK Disestablis 
DEFENSE DISTRIB. DEPOT, TOBYH NN- Receive 
II IFENSE DlSTR18 REGION E A S T 2  Receive 
I>EFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CTRA Relocate 

,foCFENSE PERSONNEL SUPPORT CENTER Close 
&\\PC CHAMBERSBURGH (DISA) Receive 

A A S 0  PHILADELPHIA (DISA) Disestablis 
4 IPC PHILADELPHIA (DISA) Diaestablis 
/Y';PCC MECHANICSBURG (DISA) Recoive 
A ~ J A S ,  WILLOW GROVE Receive 

tJAVY AVIATION SUPPLY OFFICE Close 
I4SWC PHILADELPHIA & Recoive 

4"t !lLADCLPHIA NSY (PERAI Oisesteblis 

Modif ied 
Accepted 
Modif ied 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Modi f ied 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accep ted 
Accepted 
Modi f ied 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Accepted 
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Stnte  SECDEF OUT IN 
lristnllntior~ Act ion MIL  CIV MIL CIV 

NET QAINI(L0SS) Commission OUT IN 
Action M I L  CIV M I L  CIV 

NET GAIN/(LOSS) -1 
/(SHIPS PARTS CONTROL CENTER Receive 2 10 124 1,913 

Total 182 12,672 432 7,756 
Rejected 2 10 62  296 

11 3,457 303 1,936 

III  IODE ISLAND 
ANAVAL EDUCATION & TRAINING CTR Realian 830 3 2 0  305 Accepted 830 3 2 0  305 

Accepted 0 0 2 504 
830 3 22 809 

- ... 

ANAVAL UNDERSEA WARFARE CTR 
- 

Receive 0 0 2 504 
Total 830 3 22 809 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
/FORT JACKSON 
4~~~ DlSTRiB. DEPOT, CHARLESTON 

CHARLESTON AFB $ S H A W  AFB 

CHARLESTON N A V A L  SHIPYARD 
A IVICAS, BEAUFORT 
Ar lESEC CHARLESTON 
A l JAVAL HOSPITAL, BEAUFORT 
X N A V A L  HOSPITAL, CHARLESTON 
fl PJAVAL STATION. CHARLESTON 
/NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER, CHARLESTON 

Receive 
Disestablis 
Redirect 
Receive 
Close 
Receive 
Close 
Receive 
Close 
Close 
Disestablis 
Total 

Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Modif ied 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Modif ied 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
$ ELLSWORTH AFB Receive 263 11 503 10 

Total 263 11 503 10 
Accepted 263 11 503 10  

263 11 503 10 

/\ NAS, MEMPHIS 8,041 1,370 1,331 1.122- Realigrl 
Total 8,041 1,370 1,331 1,126 

Accepted 8,041 1,376 1,331 1.126 
8,041 1.376 1,331 1,126 

TCXAS 
X RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT Receive 
6 OEF DIST DEPOT, RED RIVER ARMY DEPO Receive 
A CERGSTROM AFB Redirect 
A CARSWELL AFB Receive 
X LACKLAND AFB Receive 

'JtiEPPARD AFB Redirect 
A t.IAS, CORPUS CHRISTI Receive 
# iJAS. DALLAS Close 

:!AS, KIE:GSL'iLiw Receive 
X I J A V A L  STATION, INGLESIDE Receive - 

Total 

Modi f ied 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Modi f ied 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 

(11 A l l  
A TOOELE ARMY DEPOT Realign 16 1.942 0 0 
~ D c F .  DIST. DEPOT TOOELE Disestablis 1 230 0 0 

IPC OGDEN (DISA) Disestablis 1 114 0 0 
' ~ G D C N  AIR LOGISTICS CENTER& None O .  0 0 0 

Total 10 2,280 0 0 

Accepted 16 1,942 0 0 
Accepted 1 230 0 0 
Accepted 1 114 0 0 
Modi f ied 0 116 0 0 

18 2,402 0 0 

VIIIGINIA 
A;  OI7T BELVOlR Roalign 4 455 2 8 2 0 
4 .'iflT HILL FAf?fvlS STATi0I.I Close 407 1,472 0 0 

Accepted 4 455 2 8 2 8 
Accepted 407 1,472 0 0 

Pego 5 DRAET 



Con~ni iss ion DRAC 93 C!crsrs an; n c n i  i iscomrnendationr Impacts bv State 
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MIL  CIV M I L  CIV  
NET GAINI(L0SS) -1 Commission OUT IN 

Action MIL CIV MIL  CIV 
NET GAINl(L0SS) [ MIL ClY]  

i /( 7TH COMMUNICATIONS PENTAGON 
/( IPC RICHMOND (DISA) 

: /: NCTS NORFOLK (DISA) 
+ NSC NORFOLK (DISA) 
A BUREAU OF PERSONNEL 

FLEET COMBAT TRAINING CTR, LANT 
NAS, NORFOLK /( 

X NAS, CCEANA 

, 7 fl PJAV SEC GRU ACT (NAVMASSOI - &NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 
XPJAVAL AMPl i i8  EASE, LITTLE CREEK 

' 4 N A V A L  AVIATION DEPOT, NORFOLK 
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING C M D R  
NAVAL HOSPITAL, PORTSMOUTH X 

A N A V A L  SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 
, 4 NAVAL STATION. NORFOLK 

f lNAVAL SUPPLY SYSTEMS C M D  

NAVSEACYSENGST ( N U W C ) ~  
+X PJORFOLK NAVAL SHIPYARD 

NESEC PORTSMOUTH, V A  o( 
, 4 SUPSHIP PORTSMOUTH 

Diseatablis 
Disestablis 
Disestablis 
Disestablis 
Relocete 
Receive 
Receive 
Receiv a 
Relocate 
Relocote 
Receive 
Close 
Relocate 
Receive 
Relocate 
Receive 
Relocate 
Receive 
Realign 
Disestablis 
Disestablis 
Receive 
None 
Receive 
Total 

Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accapted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modified 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modified 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Rejected 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Accepted 
Modified 
Accepted 

WASll iNOTON 
/. FAIRCHILD AFB Redirect 1,181 9 8 

' 4 NAS, WHIDBEY ISLAND Receive 0 0 
4 r4AVAL HOSPITAL, BREMERTON Receive 0 0 

NAVAL SUEMARINE BASE, BANGOR Receive 0 0 
PUGET SOUND NAVAL SHIPYARD Receive 1 173 

Totel 1,182 271 

Accepted 1,181 9 8 0 0 
Accepted 0 0 1,026 13 
Accepted 0 0 154 3 1 
Accepted 0 0 400 660 
Modified 1 173 3,301 0 

1,182 271 4,881 704 

4 NAVAL AIR FACILITY, MARTINSBURG Receive 0 0 108 19 108 19 RejectediClosa 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 108 19 108 19 0 0 0 0 

MIDWAY ISLANG 
r( r d . ? F  M!DWAY , - Close 7 160 0 0 (7) (160) Accepted 7 160 0 0 

Totel 7 160 0 0 (7) (160) 7 160 0 0 

(:(JAM 
X~JA:; AGANA 
L A N D E R S O N  AFB 

None 0 0 0 0 0 0 Reincted 1,936 339 0 0 . .. ,----- 
None 0 0 0 0 0 0 Rejected 0 0 1,920 321 
Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,936 339 1,920 321 

TOTAL 123,137 97,917 99,140 40.784 (23,997) (57,133) TOTAL 106,672 77,548 85,900 35.894 



07/16/93 as of 09:38:59 Page 1 
1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Estimated Economic and Personnel Ef fects of Determinations 

Sumnary by State 

M i  1 i t a r y  

Personnel 
- - - - - - - - - -  

96 

-464 

-14 

3 

-23004 

- 25 
3374 

- 92 

- 9398 

2471 
-16 

-1758 

10192 

2 

154 
71 0 

- 24 

1487 
6 

-2873 

-7  

465 
0 

- 8 

3635 

535 

601 
1348 

194 
-7379 

- 96 

668 

169 

-390 

-8452 

C i v i l i a n  

Personnel 
- - - - - - - - - -  

82 

-215 

- 1 

0 

-10318 

-41 
0 

-450 
-603 

113 
-18 

-390 

-931 
-183 

-71 
-114 

183 

5207 

434 

-341 

28 

1 

0 

0 

1570 
13 

25 

41 0 

9 

-1725 

-2047 
16 

-1223 

480 
- 6677 

Total 

Personnel 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1 78 

- 679 

-15 
3 

-33322 

- 66 

3374 

-542 
-10001 

2584 
-34 

-2148 

9261 

-181 
83 

5 96 

159 

6694 

440 

-3214 

2 1 
466 

0 

-8 

5205 

548 

626 

1758 

203 
-9104 

-2143 

684 

- 1054 

90 

-15129 

Cost 

o f  Action 
- - - - - - - - - -  

1588.20 

4.96 

0.04 

0.00 

2052.82 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

629.74 

0.10 

123.50 
0.00 

113.32 

1.49 

0.22 
0.08 

0.67 

74.18 

0.00 

155.24 

0.04 

0.00 

0.00 

2.10 

0.00 

0.00 

1.20 

160.68 

0.00 
236.48 

132.30 

0.00 

103.83 

13.80 

377.66 

Savings 

1 994- 1 999 
- - - - - - - - - -  

751 .8i 

69.90 

2.45 

0.00 

1375.08 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

309.40 

0.26 
-51.40 

0.00 

201.51 

-0.47 
13.14 

1.56 

2.05 

-27.04 

0.00 

212.10 

0.98 

0.00 

0.00 

32.90 

0.00 

0.00 

3.90 

-75.45 

0.00 
532.36 

-46.50 

0.00 

127.08 

8.12 

541.17 

Annua 1 

Savings 
- - - - - - - - - -  

436.98 

9.21 

0.31 

0.00 

672.67 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

170.21 

0.12 
21 -30 

0.00 

48.38 

0.29 

2.93 
0.43 

0.34 

22.54 
2.70 

72.75 

0.24 

0.00 

0.00 

6.60 

0.00 

0.00 

2.70 

32.36 

0.00 

146.00 

27.60 

0.00 

57.29 
4.27 

183.53 

Net Present 

Value (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

2991.83 

110.37 

5.78 

0.00 

4842.49 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1262.52 
0.86 

73.70 
0.00 

369.22 
1.05 

27.94 
3.85 

-7.41 

110.20 
22.50 

580.08 

2.18 
0.00 

0.00 

66.10 

0.00 

0.00 

22.50 

117.33 

0.00 

1267.57 
106.50 

0.00 

550.72 

29.82 

1431.25 
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Page 2 

Total Net Effects: 

1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Estimated Economic and Personnel Ef fects of Determinations 

Sumnary by State 

M i l i t a r y  

Personne 1 
- - - - - - - - - -  

240 
7299 
989 
296 

4780 
3750 

- 6 

Civ i l i an  

Personnel 

Total 

Personnel 

Cost 

of Action 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0.00 
249.16 
152.87 
97.44 

709.63 
12.60 
0.01 

Savings 

1994-1999 
Annua 1 

Savings 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0.00 
50.14 

5.47 
57.08 

244.60 
1.40 
0.17 

Net Present 

Value (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

0.00 
211.76 
-75.79 
41 1.81 

1502.26 
12.60 

1.51 
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P a g e  1 
1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  

I D  C o d e  Name 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

DM) DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  

Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - e m  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

A-  BASE X, 

D - D I S A  SUMMARY COSTS/SAVINGS, 

N- NTC ORLANDO/SAN DIEGO SUMMARY, 

N - WEST COAST A I R  STATION SUMMARY, 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

SUMMARY SUMMARY 

CLOSE CLOSE 

SUMMARY SUMMARY 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  

A - 0 1 0 1 2  ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 

A - 0 1  1 0 2  MCCLELLAN, FORT, AL 

D -  D I S A  MIPA GUNTER ANNEX, A L  

D- D I S A  MIPA HUNTSVILLE, AL 

N - 6 8 8 8 9  NAVAL STATION MOBILE, AL 

N - 6 1 9 7 2  NRC GADSDEN, AL 

N - 6 1 9 4 5  NRC MONTGOMERY, AL 

NONE REAL I GN 

CLOSE OPEN 

REALIGN REALIGN 

REAL I GN REAL I GN 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  AL 

N - 6 3 2 4 8  NRC FAYETTEVILLE, AR 

N - 6 1 9 3 7  NRC FT SMITH, AR 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  AR 

F-NUEX LUKE AFB, AZ RECEIVE RECEIVE 

I N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  AZ 

A - 0 6 3 0 5  MONTEREY, PRESIDIO OF, CA NONE REAL1 GN 

A - 0 6 7 8 1  SAN FRANCISCO, PRESIDIO OF, CA REDIRECT REDIRECT 

D- DCMD-WEST, CA NONE RECEIVE 

D -  DEF D I S T  DEPOT BARSTOU, CA NONE RECEIVE 
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U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  

I D  C o d e  Name 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

D -  

D - 
D - 0 6 8 2 7  

D-  

D-  

D -  

D - 
D - 
D -  

D-  

D -  

D - 
D- 

F-BAEY 

F-DESR 

F-PCZP 

F-PLXL 

F-PRJY 

F-XDAT 

N - 0 0 2 2 1  

N - 6 7 6 0 4  

N - 6 0 0 5 0  

N - 6 2 5 3 5  

N - 0 0 2 3 6  

N - 0 3 0 4 2  

N - 6 0 2 5 9  

N - 0 0 2 4 6  

N - 6 8 3 0 5  

N - 6 2 5 8 3  

1 - 6 5 5 8 4  

N - 6 2 4 7 4  

N - 6 8 3 7 8  

1 - 6 5 8 8 5  

N - 6 5 8 8 8  

DEF D I S T  DEPOT OAKLAND, CA 

DEF D I S T  DEPOT SAN DIEGO, CA 

DEFENSE DEPOT, TRACY, CA 

D I S A  NCTS SAN DIEGO, CA 

D I S A  RPC MCCLELLAN AFB, CA 

DISA-FACSO PORT HUENEME, CA 

D I S A - F I S C  SAN DIEGO, CA 

DISA-MCAS E L  TORO, CA 

DISA-NARDAC SAN FRANCISCO, CA 

DISA-NAUC UD CHINA LAKE, CA 

DISA-NAUC UD POINT MUGU, CA 

OISA-NCCOSC SAN DIEGO, CA 

DISA-RASC CAMP PENDLETON, CA 

BEALE AFB, CA 

CASTLE AFB, CA 

MARCH AFB, CA 

MATHER AFB, CA 

MCCLELLAN AFB, CA 

TRAVIS AFB, CA 

MARE ISLAND NAVAL SHIPYARD, CA 

MCAS CAMP PENDLETON, CA 

MCAS, E L  TORO, CA 

MCAS, TUSTIN, CA 

NAS, ALAMEDA, CA 

NAS, LEMOORE, CA 

NAS, MIRAMAR, CA 

NAS, NORTH ISLAND, CA 

NAV C I V  ENG LAB PORT HUENEME, CA 

NAV CONST BN CTR, PT HUENEME, CA 

NAV ELECTRONIC SYSTEM ENG CTR, CA 

NAV FAC ENG CMD, SAN BRUNO, CA 

NAV PUBLIC UKS CTR, S FRAN, CA 

NAVAL A V I A T I O N  DEPOT ALAMEDA, CA 

NAVAL A V I A T I O N  DEPOT N. ISLAND, CA 

1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  

Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - m e - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - ---------  - - - - - - - - - -  

CLOSE 

NONE 

NONE 

REAL I GN 

REAL I GN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

RED I RECT 

REALIGN 

RED I RECT 

RED I RECT 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

REAL I GN 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

REDIRECT 

REALIGN 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

REAL I GN 

REALIGN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

REDIRECT 

REAL I GN 

RED I RECT 

RED I RECT 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECE i VE 

REAL I GN 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RED I RECT 

REALIGN 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

cost 
o f  A c t i o n  
- - - - - - - - - -  

S a v i n g s  

1994- 1999 
A n n u a  1 
S a v i n g s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

P a g e  2 

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  
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P a g e  3 

1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  of D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - ------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

N - NAVAL HOSPITAL OAKLAND, CA 

11-00259 NAVAL HOSPITAL, SAN DIEGO, CA 

N - 6 0 0 2 8  NAVAL STATION TREASURE ISLAND, CA 

N - 0 0 2 4 5  NAVAL STATION, SAN DIEGO, CA 

N - 0 0 2 4 7  NAVAL TRAINING CTR, SAN DIEGO, CA 

N - 6 0 5 3 0  NAVAL WEAPONS CTR, CHINA LAKE, CA 

N - 6 2 2 6 7  NRC P A C I F I C  GROVE, CA 

N-60028PE PERA (SURFACE) PACIFIC,  SAN FR, CA 

N-  SUPVSR OF SHIPBUILDING SAN D I E ,  CA 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  CA 

D -  D I S A  RMBA DENVER, CO 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  CO 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

REALIGN REALIGN 

N - 0 0 1 2 9  NAVAL SUB BASE, NEW LONDON, CT REALIGN RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  CT 

D -  DISA-BUPERS WASHINGTON, DC DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

0 -  DISA-NCTS WASiiiNGiON, DC DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

N- NESSEC WASHINGTON, DC DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  DC 

D-  DEF D I S T  DEPOT JACKSONVILLE, F L  NONE RECEIVE 

D-  DEF D I S T  DEPOT PENSACOLA, F L  CLOSE CLOSE 

D -  D I S A  MIPA JACKSONVILLE, F L  REALIGN REAL1 GN 

D - DISA-NAS KEY WEST, FL DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 
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1993  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  D OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  Annua 1 N e t  P r e s e n t  

I D C o d e  Name Recomnend . A c t  i on P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  of A c t i o n  1994 -1999  S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

D- 
D-  

F-KYJL 

F-NVZR 

F-SXHT 

F-XLUU 

N-60200  

N - 0 0 2 0 7  
N -00204  

N -61331  

N -65886  

N -65889  

N - 0 0 2 3 2  

N -65492  

N -60201  

N - 6 8 8 3 6  

N -65928  

N - 
N - 

DISA-WAS MAYPORT, FL 

DISA-NCTS PENSACOLA, FL 

HOMESTEAD AFB, F L  

MACDILL AFB, F L  

PATRICK AFB, F L  

TYNDALL AFB, F L  

NAS, CECIL FIELD, FL 

NAS, JACKSONVILLE, F L  

NAS, PENSACOLA, F L  

NAV COASTAL SYSTEMS CENTER, FL 

NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT JAX, F L  

NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT PENSACOLA, F L  

NAVAL HOSPITAL, JACKSONVILLE, FL 

NAVAL HOSPITAL, ORLANDO, F L  

NAVAL STATION, MAYPORT, FL 

NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER, PENSACOLA, F L  

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER, ORLANDO, F L  

NSC JACKSONVILLE, FL 

NSUC PANAMA CITY, FL 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE 

RED I RECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 
CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE PART 

NONE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE 

NONE 

RECEIVE 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

REAL I GN 

RECEIVE 

NONE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEl VE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE ALL 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  FL - 9 3 9 8  -603  - 1 0 0 0 1  629.74 309.40 170.21 1262.52 

D -  

3- 

D- 

F-QSEU 

F-UHHZ 

N-00196  

N -42237  

N -61913  

N- 

DCMD-SOUTH, GA 

D I S A  ISBA UARNER ROBINS, GA 

DISA-TRF KINGS BAY, GA 

MOODY AFB, GA 

ROBINS AFB, GA 

NAS, ATLANTA, GA 

NAVAL SUB BASE, KINGS BAY, GA 

NRC MACON, GA 

SWFLANT KINGS BAY, GA 

NONE 

REAL I GI4 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

RECEIVE 

REALIGN 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  GA 2471  113 2 5 8 4  0.10 0.26 0.12 0.86 
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U n i t  I n s t a l  l a t i o n  

I D  C o d e  Name 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

F-AJJY ANDERSEN AFB, GU 

N - 6 1 5 7 7  NAS, AGANA, GU 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  GU 

D-  DISA-NCTAMS PEARL HARBOR, H I  

D -  DISA-NSC PEARL HARBOR, H I  

N - 0 0 3 1 8  MCAS, KANEOHE BAY, H I  

N - 0 0 3 3 4  NAS, BARBERS POINT, H I  

N - 0 0 3 1 4  NAVAL SUB BASE, PEARL HARBOR, H I  

N e t  T o t a l s  fo r  H I  

A - 1 7 7 7 5  

D-  

D - 
F-DJDB 

F-DPNB 

N - 0 0 2 7 5  

N-  

N - 0 0 2 1 0  

ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL, I L  

DCMD-NORTH CENTRAL, I L  

D I S A  MIPA ROCK ISLAND, I L  

CHANUTE AFB, I L  

0 HARE I A P  ARS, I L  

NAS, GLENVIEU, I L  

NAVAL HOSPITAL GREAT LAKES, I L  

NAVAL TNG CTR, G LAKES, I L  

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  I L  

D - D I S A - D I T S O  INDIANAPOLIS, I N  

N - 6 2 0 7 3  N/MRC FT WAYNE, I N  

N - 0 0 1 6 3  NAWCAD INDIANAPOLIS, I N  

N-  NMCRC GARY, I N  

N - NRC SOUTH BEND, I N  

N - 6 2 0 7 6  NRC TERRE HAUTE, I N  

1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

D OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  

Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  of A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  
, - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

NONE RECEIVE 

NONE CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

REALIGN REALIGN 

CLOSE CLOSE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

RED I RECT 

CLOSE 

REALIGN 

REDIRECT 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

NONE 

REDIRECT 

CLOSE 

REAL1 GN 

RED I RECT 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE CLOSE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

P a g e  5 

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  6 

1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  of D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  D OD DBCRC 

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t  i o n  
, - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  

P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a  1 N e t  P r e s e n t  

o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 -  1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  I N  

D-  DISA-DITSO KANSAS CITY, KS DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

F-PRQE MCCONNELL AFB, KS RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 6 2 0 3 2  NRC HUTCHINSON, KS CLOSE CLOSE 

N - 6 8 3 3 2  READINESS CMD REG OLATHE, KS CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  KS 

D - DISA-EPMAC NEW ORLEANS, L A  DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

D -  DISA-MCTS NEW ORLEANS, L A  DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

F-AUUB BARKSDALE AFB, L A  RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 0 0 2 0 6  NAS, NEW ORLEANS, LA RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 6 3 2 5 7  NRC MONROE, LA CLOSE CLOSE 

N - 6 1 9 7 3  NRF ALXANDRIA, L A  CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  LA 

D - DCMD-NORTHEAST, MA NONE RECEIVE 

N - 0 0 1 0 1  NAS, SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA CLOSE RECEIVE 

N - NRC CHICOPEE, LAWRENCE, & QUIN, MA NONE CLOSE 

N - 6 2 0 3 9  NRC JOPLIN, MA CLOSE CLOSE 

N - 6 1 8 0 8  NRC NEW BEDFORD, MA CLOSE CLOSE 
I 

N - 6 1 8 1 8  NRC PITTSFIELD,  MA CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  MA 

A - 2 4 3 5 5  MEADE GEORGE G, FORT, MD RECEIVE RECEIVE 

0- DISA-NAWCAD PATUXENT RIVER, MD DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  7 
1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  194-1999 S a v i n g s  
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

N - NAUCAD PATUXENT RIVER, MD RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 0 0 1 7 4  NAV SURF WAR CTR, I N D I A N  HEAD, MD RECEIVE RECEIVE 

' N - 6 0 9 2 1  NAV SURFACE WEAPONS CTR,UH OAK, MD REALIGN REALIGN 

N - 0 0 4 2 1  NAVAL A I R  TEST CTR, PAX RIVER, MD RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N-  NESEA ST. INIGOES, MD CLOSE REALIGN 

N-  NRTF ANNAPOLIS, MD CLOSE CLOSE 

N- SEAADSA, I N D I A N  HEAD, MD DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

N e t  T o t a l s  fo r  MD 

D - DISA-NAS BRUNSUICK, ME DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

N-  NSY PORTSMOUTH, ME RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N-  SUPVSR OF SHIPBUILDING PORTSMO, ME RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  ME 

A - 2 6 1 5 5  DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

D - D I S A - I P C  BATTLE CREEK, M I  

F-LWRC K. I. SAWYER AFB, M I  

N - 0 0 2 7 4  NAF DETROIT, M I  

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  M I  

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

D -  21SA MIPA ST. LOUIS, MO REALIGN REALIGN 

N - 6 2 0 9 0  NRC ST JOSEPH, MO CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  MO 

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NPV) 

N - 6 8 8 9 0  NAVAL STATION PASCAGOULA, MS NONE RECEIVE 

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  8 

1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - e m - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  MS 4 6 5  1 4 6 6  0.00 0.00 0.00 

! 

N - 6 2 1 3 8  N/HRC B I L L I N G S ,  MT 

N - 6 3 5 3 8  NRC GREAT FALLS, M i  

N - 6 3 5 4 5  NRC M I S S W L A ,  MT 

CLOSE OPEN 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  MT 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

0.00 

N - 6 2 4 9 4  NAVAL A I R  FACIL ITY,  MIDWAY, MY CLOSE CLOSE - 8 0 - 8 2.10 32.90 6 .60  66.10 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  MY - 8 0 - 8 2.10 32.90 6.60 66.10  

D -  DISA-MCAS CHERRY POINT, NC DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

D - DISA-RASC CAMP LEJEUNE, NC DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

I N - 0 0 1 4 6  MCAS, CHERRY POINT, NC RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 6 5 9 2 3  NAVAL A V I A T I O N  DEPOT CHERRY PT, NC RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  NC 

F-JFSD GRAND FORKS AFB, ND 

F-QJVF MINOT AFB, ND 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  ND 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N-  NAVAL HOSPITAL PORTSMOUTH, NH NONE RECEIVE 

N - 0 0 1 0 2  PORTSMWTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, NH RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 4 5 4 0 4  SUBMEPP, PORTSMOUTH, NH CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  NH 

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  9 
1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i  1 i t a r y  C i v i  1 i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  Annua 1 N e t  P r e s e n t  

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  of A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

A - 3 4 5 5 5  MONMOUTH, FORT, NJ REALIGN RECEIVE 

F-PTFL MCGUIRE AFB, N J  REALIGN RECEIVE 

N - 6 8 3 3 5  NAVAL A I R  WAR CTR, LAKEHURST, N J  RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 6 0 4 7 8  NAVAL WEAPONS STA, EARLE, N J  NONE RECEIVE 

N - NAVCAD TRENTON, NJ CLOSE CLOSE 

N - 6 1 8 8 2  NRC ATLANTIC CITY,  N J  CLOSE CLOSE 

N - 6 1 8 2 3  NRC PERTH AMBOY, NJ CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  NJ  

N - 6 0 4 9 5  NAS, FALLON, NV 

N e t  T o t a l s  fo r  NV 

F-JREZ G R I F F I S S  AFB, NY 

F-THWA PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY 

N - 3 6 0 0  1ST MARINE COPRS DTR,GARDEN C I ,  NY 

N-93TBD01 DO0 FAMILY HOUSING, NIAGARA FA, NY 

N - 6 1 1 7 4 S I  NAVAL STATION STATEN ISLAND, NY 

N - 6 1 8 3 7  NRC JAMESTOUN, NY 

N - 6 1 8 4 8  NRC POUGHKEEPSIE, NY 

N - 6 8 3 2 9  READINESS CMD REG RAVENNA, NY 

N - 6 8 3 5 7  READINESS CMD REG SCOTIA, NY 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  NY 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

REAL I GN 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REAL I GN 

CLOSE 

OPEN 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

D - 3 9 2 2 5  DEF CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY CTR, OH NONE RECEIVE 

D - DESC-DAYTON, OH CLOSE CLOSE 

D -  D I S A  LSBA-IPC DAYTON, OH REAL I GN REAL I GN 

D -  D I S A  RMBA COLUMBUS, OH REALIGN REALIGN 

D- DISA-DITSO COLUMBUS A*DAYTON, OH DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

* ADVANCE COPY * 
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1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i  l i t a r y  C i v i  l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

I D  Code  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .--------- --- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

D-  DISA-RMBA CLEVELAND, OH DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 0 -197 -197 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

F-HUSA GENTILE AFS, OH NONE CLOSE 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

F-RRTC NEWARK AFB, OH CLOSE CLOSE -92 -1679 - 1771 31 -30 -17.10 3.80 6.50 

F-NLZG RICKENBACKER AGE, OH REDIRECT RECEIVE 0 522 522 0.80 18.20 0.00 0.00 
F-ZHTV WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH RECEIVE REDIRECT 0 -522 -522 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  OH - 96 -2047 -2143 132.30 -46.50 27.60 106.50 

D-  D I S A  LSBA- IPC OK CITY, OK REAL I GN REAL I GN 

F-AGGN ALTUS AFB, OK RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  OK 668 16 684 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PA 

TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

DCMD-MIDATLANTIC, PA 

DEFENSE CLOTHING FACTORY, PA 

DEFENSE PERSONNEL SUPPORT CTR, PA 

D I S A  LSBA- IPC MECHANICSBURG, PA 

D I S A  MIPA CHAMBERSBURG, PA 

DISA-AS0 PHILADELPHIA, PA 

D I S A - I P C  PHILADELPHIA, PA 

NAF JOHNSTOUN, PA 

NAS, WI LLOU 'GROVE, PA 

NATSF PHILADELPHIA, PA 

N A W  AVIATION SUPPLY OFFICE, PA 

NAVY SHIPS PARTS CONTROL CTR, PA 

NRC ALTWNA, PA 

PERA (SURFACE) HQ PHILADELPHIA, PA 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  PA 

REAL1 GN 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REAL I GN 

REAL I GN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

NONE 

NONE 

REALIGN 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REAL I GN 

REAL I GN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

REALIGN 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  1 1  

1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  of D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  D OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a  1 N e t  P r e s e n t  

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - m e - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

N - 6 2 6 6 1  NAV EDUCATION & TRAINING CTR, R I  - REALIGN REALIGN 

N - NUWC NEWPORT, R I  RECEIVE RECEIVE 
I 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  R I  

A - 4 5 4 5 5  

D - 
D - 
F-DKFX 

F-VLSB 

N - 0 0 1 9 1  

N - 6 0 1 6 9  

N - 6 1 3 3 7  

N - 6 8 0 8 4  

N - 6 1 1 6 5  

N - 0 0 6 1 2  

N - 

JACKSON, FORT, SC 

DEF D I S T  DEPOT CHARLESTON, SC 

DISA-NSC CHARLESTON, SC 

CHARLESTON AFB, SC 

SHAM AFB, SC 

CHARLESTON NAVAL SHIPYARD, SC 

MCAS, BEAUFORT, SC 

NAVAL HOSPITAL, BEAUFORT, SC 

NAVAL HOSPITAL, CHARLESTON, SC 

NAVAL STATION, CHARLESTON, SC 

NAVAL SUPPLY CTR, CHARLESTON, SC 

NESEC CHARLESTON, SC 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

REDIRECT REDIRECT 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

NONE RECEIVE 

CLOSE OPEN 

CLOSE CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH RECEIVE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  SC - 8 4 5  2 -6677 - 1 5 1 2 9  377.66 541.17  183.53 1431.25 

F-FXBM ELLSWORTH AFB, SD 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  SD 

N - AEDC TULLAHOMA, TN 

N - 0 0 6 3 9  NAS, MEMPHIS, TN 

N - 6 1 9 5 6  NRC KINGSPORT, TN 
I N - 6 1 9 6 2  NRC MEMPHIS, TN 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

REALIGN RECEIVE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  TN 

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  1 2  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  

I D  C o d e  Name 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

A - 4 8 1 8 8  

A - 4 8 5 1 5  

D -  

D -  

D- 

D -  

D -  

F-BJHZ 

F-DDPF 

F-FNWZ 

F-MBPB 

F-MPLS 

F - VNVP 

N-DDPF 

N - 
N - 6 2 2 5 7  

N - 0 0 2 1 6  

N - 0 0 2 1 5  

N -68891 

N - 6 3 4 8 5  

CORPUS CHRIST1 ARMY DEPOT, TX - 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX 

DEF D I S T  DEPOT RED RIVER, TX 

D I S A  LSBA-IPC SAN ANTONIO, TX 

DISA-AFMPC RANDOLPH AFB, TX 

DISA-CPSC SAN ANTONIO, TX 

DISA-NAVDAF CORPUS CHRISTI ,  TX 

BERGSTROM AFB, TX 

CARSWELL AFB, TX 

DYESS AFB, TX 

KELLY AFB, TX 

LACKLAND AFB, TX 

SHEPPARD AFB, TX 

CARSWELL AFB, TX 

MC RESERVE FORT WORTH, TX 

N/MRC ABILENE, TX 

NAS, CORPUS CHRISTI,  TX 

NAS, DALLAS, TX 

NAVAL STATION INGLESIDE, TX 

NRF MIDLAND, TX 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  TX 

1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  

Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

NONE 

RECEIVE 

NONE 

REALIGN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

REDIRECT 

RED I RECT 

REDIRECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RED I RECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

REALIGN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

NONE 

RED I RECT 

RED1 RECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RED I RECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

A - 4 9 5 7 5  TOOELE ARMY DEPOT, UT REAL I GN REAL I GN 

D - DEF D I S T  DEPOT TOOELE, UT CLOSE CLOSE 
i 

D -  D I S A  LSBA- IPC OGDEN ( H I L L  AFB), UT REALIGN REALIGN 

D - D I S A - I P C  OGDEN, UT DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

F-KRSM H I L L  AFB, UT RECEIVE RECEIVE 

N - 6 2 1 2 4  NRC OGDEN, UT CLOSE CLOSE 

C o s t  

o f  A c t i o n  
- - - - - - - - - -  

S a v i n g s  

1 9 9 4 -  1 9 9 9  

A n n u a  1 

S a v i n g s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  UT 

* ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  13 

U n i t  l n s t o l l a t i o n  

I D C o d c  Nome 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - * - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

BELVOIR,  FORT, VA 

V l N T  H I L L  FARMS STATION,  VA 

D I S A - 7 T H  CG PENTAGON, VA 

D I S A - C R U I T C O H  ARLINGTON, VA 

D I S A - I P C  RICHMOND, VA 

D I S A - N A S  OCEANA, VA 

DISA-NCTAMSLAN NORFOLK, VA 

D I S A - N S C  NORFOLK, VA 

BUREAU OF NAVY PERS, ARLINGTON, VA 

FLEET COMBAT T R A I N I N G  CTR,LANT, VA 

NAS, OCEANA, VA 

NAV A I R  SYS CMD, ARLINGTON, VA 

NAV RECRUITING CMO, ARLINGTON, VA 

NAV SEA SYS CMD, ARLINGTON, VA 

NAV SEC GRP ACT, VA 

NAV SUPPLY SYS MD, ARLINGTON, VA 

NAV UNDERSEA UARFARE CT,NORFOL, VA 

NAVAL AMPHlB BASE,L ITTLE CREEK, VA 

NAVAL A V I A T I O N  DEPOT NORFOLK, VA 

NAVAL STATION, NORFOLK, VA 

NAVAL SURFACE WEAPONS CTR, VA 

NAVMAC CHESAPEAKE, VA 

NESEC PORTSMOUTH, VA 

NORFOLK NAVAL SHIPYARD, VA 

NRC STAUNTON, VA 

NRTF DRIVER, VA 

NSWC VA BEACH/PT HUENEME, VA 

PERA (SURFACE) ATLANTIC,  NORFO, VA 

SUPSHIP PORTSWWTH, VA 

T A C T I C A L  SUPPORT OFFICE,  VA 

I N e t  T o t a l s  for  VA 

1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o r i m i c  a r d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  O c t e r m i n a t f o n s  

B y  S t a t c  

OD0 DBCRC 

R c c o m n c n d .  A c t i o n  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - . - - - - - -  

REAL l GN 

CLOSE 

D l S E S T B L S H  

D I S E S T B L S H  

D l S E S T B L S H  

D I S E S T B L S H  

D I S E S T B L S H  

DISESTBLSH 

REAL I GN 

REAL l GN 

RECE l VE 

REAL 1 GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL 1 GN 

D l S E S T B L S H  

NONE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

RECE 1 VE 

REAL I GN 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

RECE l VE 

REAL I GN 

REAL l GN 

CLOSE 

D I S E S T B L S H  

O l S E S T B L S H  

D l S E S T B L S H  

D l  SESTBLSH 

D I S E S T B L S H  

D l S E S T B L S H  

REAL l GN 

RECE l V E  

RECE l VE 

REAL l GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL l GN 

REAL 1 GN 

RECE l V E  

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECE l VE 

R E A L I G N  

CLOSE 

RECE i V E  

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

D l S E S T B L S H  

RECEIVE 

REAL I GN 

H i  1 i tnry C i v i  1 I a n  T o t a l  

P c r s o r l o c l  P c r s o r u r e l  P e r ~ o n n c l  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

C o s t  S n v  f ngs A n n u o  l 
of A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v l n g s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

N o t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u a  (NPV) 
-----.---.- 

ADVANCE COPY * 



P a g e  1 4  

1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

U n i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

I D  C o d e  Name Recomnend. A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  of A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
- - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

0- DISA-NAS UHIDBEY ISLAND, UA 

D - DISA-NSC PUGET SOUND, UA 

0- OISA-TRF BANGOR, UA 

F-GJKZ FAIRCHILO AFB, UA 

N - 0 0 6 2 0  NAS, UHIDBEY ISLAND, UA 

N - 6 8 0 9 5  NAVAL HOSPITAL, BREMERTON, UA 

N - 0 0 2 5 5  NAVAL SHIPYARD PUGET SOUND, UA 

N-91TBD03 NAVAL STATION EVERETT, UA 

N - 6 8 4 3 6  NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE, BANGOR, UA 

N - 0 0 4 0 6  NAVAL SUPPLY CTR, PUGET SOUND, UA 

N - PERA (CV) BREMERTON, UA 

N- PERA (CV) BREMERTON, UA 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  UA 

N-  NAF MARTINSBURG, UV 

N - 6 3 4 6 5  NRC PARKERSBURG, WV 

N e t  T o t a l s  f o r  WV 

T o t a l  N e t  E f f e c t s :  

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

RE0 I RECT 

RECEIVE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

RED 1 RECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE 

NONE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

* ADVANCE COPY * 
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1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT CO(~1MISSIOII 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o r ~ ~ i c  a n d  P e r s o n n c l  E f f e c t s  o f  D c t e r n l i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

t I n s t a l l a t i o n  D  OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  

C d c  Name R e c m m e n d .  A c t  i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P c r s o n n e l  
. - - . - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - < - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - ----.---- 

PDEF D I S T  DEPOT OAKLAND, C A  CLOSE 

'DEF D I S T  DEPOT SAN DIEGO, CAJ NONE 

2 O E ~ L N S E  DEPOT,  T R A L Y ,  C A  3 NONE 

H l S A  NCTS SAN DIEGO, CA REALIGN 

~ I S A  R P C  HCCLELLAN AFB,  CA  REAL i GN 
I 

D I S A - F A C S O  PORT HUENEHE, CA DISFSTBLSH 

D I S A - F I S C  SAN DIEGO, CA . DISESTBLSH 

D I S A - H C A S  E L  TORO, CA i DISESTBLSH 

DISA-NARDAC SAN FRANCISCO, CA .4 DISESTBLSH 

D l  SA-NAUC UD CHI  tiA LAKE, CA DISESTBLSH 

DISA-NAUC u~ POINT HUGU, CA J D l  SESTBLSH 

DISA-NCCOSC SAN DIEGO, CA k DISESTBLSH 

D I S A - R A S C  CAMP PENDLETON, CA ,I( DISESTBLSH 

, 4 t  Y XI~CALE AFB, CA RECEIVE 

5K CASTLE AFB, CA,Y REDIRECT 

L p  H4RCY AFB, CA REAL I GIi  

XL HAIHER AFB, CA REDIRECT 

<JY HCCLELLAN AFB, CA 4 RED l RECT 

)AT TRAVIS AFB, CA RECEIVE 

1221 p( HAKE ISLAND NAVAL St i IPYARD, CA CLOSE 

'604 X'MCAS CAMP PEHDLETON, CA RECEIVE 

J U ~ O  RHCAS, E L  TORO, C A  CLOSE 

' 5 3 5  HCAS, TUSTIN, CAL CLOSE 

)L36 )( HAS, ALAMEDA, CA CLOSE 

I 5042 J NAS, L E H W R E ,  CA RECEIVE 

I259 X NAS, H I  RAHAR, CA REAL l GN 

)246 .4 NAS, NORTH ISLAND, CA RECEIVE 

1305 NAV C I V  ENG L A B  PORT HUENEME, CAX CLOSE 

' 5 8 3  NAV CONST BN CTR, PT HUENEHE, CA NONE 

,584 NAV ELECTRONIC SYSTEM ENG CTR, CA 4 REDIRECT 

4 NAV FAC ENG CHD, SAN BRUNO, CA 4% REALIGN 

)378&- HAV P U B L I C  UKS CTR, S FRAN, CA CLOSE 

8 8 5  ,(NAVAL A V l A T  I O N  DEPOT ALAHEOA, CA CLCSE 

I W18 X N A V A L  A V I A T I O N  DEPOT N. ISLAND, CA RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

REAL 1  GN 

REALIGN 

D I S E S T B L S H  

DISESTBLSH 

D I S E S T B L S H  

D I S E S T B L S H  

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

D I SESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

REDIRECT 

REALIGN 

REDIRECT 

REDIRECT 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

REALIGN 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

REDIRECT 

REAL l GH 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

c o s t  

o f  A c t i o n  
- - - - - - - - - -  

S a v i n g s  

1994 - 1999 

A n n u a l  

S a v i n g s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

N e t  P r e s e n t  

V a l u e  (NIIV) 
- - - - - - * - - - -  

VANCE COPY * 
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1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i n w t e d  E c o n o m i c  and P e r s o n n c l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r ~ n i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I n s t a l l a t i o n  0 OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

:ode Name R e c o m n e n d .  A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  199L-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (UP'/) 

_ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - . - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - . . . .  

A. NAVAL HOSPITAL OAKLAND, CA 

: 2 5 9  4 NAVAL HOSPITAL,  SAN DIECO, CA 

: 0 2 8  f iAVAL S T A T I O N  TREASURE ISLANO, CA 

1 2 4 5  ,qNAVAL STATION,  SAN DIEGO, CA 

: 1217 I NAVAL T R A I N I N G  CTR, SAN DIEGO, CA 

1 5 3 0  ,(NAVAL WEAPONS CTR, CHINA LAKE, CA 

2 6 7  NRC PAC1 F l C  GROVE, CA if 

1028PE PERA (SURFACE) P A C I F I C ,  SAN FR, CA.( 

SUPVSR OF S t i I P B U I L D l N G  SAN D I E ,  CAl? 

T o t a l s  f o r  CA 

I 

L) D l  SA RHBA DENVER, CO j( 

T o t a l s  f o r  CO 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

D l  SESTBLSt l  

RECEIVE 

REAL l G ! l  R E A L I G N  

, v129J NAVAL SUB BASE, NEW LONDON, CT REALIGN RECEIVE 

l o t a L s  f o r  CT 

D ISA-BUPERS WASHINGTON, DC DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

D l S A - N C T S  WAStlINCTDN, DC D ~ S E S T B L S H  D l S E S i a i S H  

( - NESSEC WASIilNCTON, DC DISESTBLSI I  D ISESTBLSH 

' T o t a l s  f o r  DC 

L D E F  D l S T  DEPOT JACKSONVILLE, FL NONE RECE 1 VE 

(1) # DEF D l S T  DEPOT PENSACOLA, FL  i CLOSE CLOSE 

D l S A  M l P A  JACKSONVILLE, FL  ( REALIGN REALIGN 

D I S A - N A S  KEY WEST, FL D ISESTBLSt l  D ISESTBLSI i  

,1DVAUCE COPY * 
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1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

l i t  I n s t a l l a t i o n  D OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  COS t S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N c t  P r c s c n t  

) C d c  Name R e c o m n e n d .  A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV)  
.-.----- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 7  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

D I S A - H A S  MAYPORT, F L  1 OISESTBLSH 

4 D I S A - N C T S  PENSACOLA, FL  D ISESTBLSH 

KYJL  K HOMESTEAD AFB, FL  CLOSE 

NVZR MACDILL AFB, FL REDIRECT 

S X H T   PATRI RICK AFB, FL  RECE I VE 

X L W  TYNDALL AFB, FL  #f RECEIVE 

6 0 2 0 0  ANAS,  C E C I L  F I E L D ,  FL  CLOSE 

0 0 2 0 7  / N A S ,  JACKSONVILLE,  FL  RECEIVE 

0 0 2 0 4  A NAS, PENSACOLA, FL  RECE l VE 

6 1 3 3 1  NAV COASTAL SYSTEMS CENTER, FLX' RECEIVE 

6 5 8 8 6  / 'NAVAL A V l A T l O N  DEPOT JAX, F L  RECEIVE 

6 5 8 8 9  ANAVAL A V l A l l O H  DEPOT PENSACOLA, FL  CLOSE PART 

0 0 2 3 2  /(NAVAL HOSPITAL,  JACKSONVILLE, F L  NONE 

6 5 4 9 2  K N A V A L  I1OSPI TAL, ORLANDO, F L  CLOSE 

6 0 2 0 1  3 ( N ~ ~ ~ ~  STATION,  MAYPORT, FL  NONE 

6 8 8 3 6  NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER, PENSACOLA, Fl&- D ISESTBLSH 

6 5 9 2 8  x k A V A L  T R A I N I N G  CENTER, ORLANDO, FL CLOSE 

NSC JACKSONVILLE, F L R  NONE 

8 NSUC PANAMA C I T Y ,  FL  RECEIVE 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

REAL l GN 

RECE 1 VE 

NONE 

RECElVE 

CLOSE 

RECE l VE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE A L L  

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECE l VE 

. L  I o t a l s  f o r  FL  - 9 3 9 8  - 6 0 3  - 1 0 0 0 1  6 2 9 . 7 4  3 0 9 . 4 0  1 7 0 . 2 1  1 2 6 2 . 5 2  

DCMD - SOUT t i ,  GA P 
D I S A  I S B A  WARNER ROBINS, GA 4 
D I S A - T R F  K I N G S  BAY, GA < 

osfu M ~ Y  AFB,  G A <  

UItHZ ROBINS AFB, GA hf 

0 0 1 9 6  P( NAS, ATLANTA, GA 

4 2 2 3 7 k N A V A L  SUB BASE, K INGS BAY, GA 

6 1 9 1 3  NRC MACON, GA 

SUFLANT K l t t G S  BAY, G A / \  

NONE 

REAL l GN 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

RECE l VE 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

RECEIVE 

REAL 1 tCl 

DISESTBLSH 

RECEl  VE 

RECE l VE 

RECEIVE 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

.t T o t a l s  f o r  GA 2 4 7 1  1 1 3  2 5 8 4  0 . 1 0  0 . 2 6  0 . 1 2  0 . 8 6  

ADVANCE COPY * 
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1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

t I n s t a l  l a t i o n  

: o d e  Nanic  

. - - - - -  - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 OD OBCRC 

R e c o r r n ~ e n d .  A c t  i o n  
.--------- - - - - - - - - - .  

M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV)  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

J J Y  K ANOEHSEN AFB,  GU 

! 5 7 1  f HAS,  ACA)iA, GU 

NONE RECE I V E  

NONE CLOSE 

OISA-NCTAMS PEARL HARBOR,  HI^ D I S E S T B L S H  O lSESTBLSI1  

D l  SA-NSC PEARL HARBOR, llb~ DISESTBLSI !  0 1  SESTBLSII  

1318 MCAS, KANEOI{E BAY, H I  REAL l CN REAL 1 GN 

1334 ANAS, QAROERS POINT, t i 1  CLOSE CLOSE 

1 3 1 4  J;NAVAL SUB BASE, PEARL HARBOR, H I  R E C E I V E  RECEIVE 

T o t a l s  f o r  H I  

'1'7s ROCK I S L A N D  ARSEIIAL, 1 L  

DCHD-NORTH CENTRAL, I L  /( 

- - D l S A  M l P A  ROCK ISLAND,  I L q  

OB CI{ANUTE AFB, I L  

N O  I(' 0 HARE I A P  ARS, I L  

1 r 5  ( HAS, GLENVIEW, 1 L  

, (NAVAL HOSPITAL  GREAT LAKES, I L  

2 1 0  ?NAVAL TNG CTR, G LAKES, I L  

RED 1 RECT 

CLOSE 

REAL l C N  

REDIRECT 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

R E C E I V E  

NONE 

REDIRECT 

CLOSE 

REAL1  GN 

REDIRECT 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

T o t a l s  f o r  1L 

YDISA-DITSO INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

' ) I 3  NIMRC FT WAYNE, I N  pet 

163 NAWCAD I N D I A N A P O L I S ,  I N  q 

NHCRC GARY, I N  #) 
NHC SOUTH BEND, I N  4 

I76 NRC TERRE HAUTE, I N  i/ 

O I S E S T B L S I I  D I S E S T B L S H  

CLOSE CLOSE 

R E C E I V E  RECEIVE 

R E C E I V E  RECEIVE 

R E C E I V E  RECEIVE 

CLOSE CLOSE 
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1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t  i m a t c d  E c o n o n ~ i c  a n d  P c r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r r n i n a t  i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I n s t a l l a t i o n  0 OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

u d c  Harlle R e c o n m e n d .  A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
. - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  _ - - _ - - - - _ _  _ - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - _ - - - _ _ - _ _ _  

T o t a l s  f o r  I N  2 - 183 - 181 1.49 -0.47 0.29 1.05 

D I S A - D I T S O  KANSAS C I T Y ,  KS DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

QE 8 MCCONNCLL AFB, KS RECEIVE RECEIVE 

iirr NRC HUTCI~INSON, K S  d CLOSE CLOSE 

5 3 2  READINESS CUD REG OLATHE, K S H  CLOSE CLOSE 

l u t a l s  f o r  KS 154 -71 83 0.22 13.14 2.93 27.94 

D LSA-EPMAC NEU ORLEANS, L A  d DISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

OISA-MCTS NEW ORLEANS, L A  " DISESTBLSH D lSESTBLSH 

10 i( BARKSDALE AFB, LA RECEIVE RECEIVE 

.'06 NAS, NEW ORLEANS, L A  RECEIVE RECEIVE 

257  NRC MONROE, LAR CLOSE CLOSE 

?73 NRF ALXANORIA,  LA ,C CLOSE CLOSE 

f DCMD-NORTHEAST, HA NONE RECE l VE 0 183 183 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 

101 .*HAS, SOU TI^ WEYMCUTH, MA CLOSE RECE I VE 59 1 60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. DO 

NRC CLIICOPEE, LACi i i iHC i ,  & PUIM,  H@' NONt  CLOSE - 60 - 1 -61 0.44 -1.50 -0.21 -15.30 
)JY NRC JOPLIN,  HA 4 . . CLOSE CLOSE - 7 0 - 7 0.05 0.60 0.20 1.61 
lo5 NRC NEW BEDFORD, MA b( CLOSE CLOSE - 10 0 - 10 0.04 1.85 0.10 3.92 
$18 NRC P I I I S F L E L O ,  HA /( CLOSE CLOSE - 6 0 -6  0.04 1-10 0.25 2.36 

' o t a L s  f o r  MA - 24 103 159 0.67 2.05 0.34 -7.41 

:55 /'MEADE GEORGE G, FORT, MD RECEIVE RECEIVE 

D ISA-NAUCAD PATUXENT RIVER,  U D ~  D l S E S l B L S t l  D ISESTBLSI I  
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1993 D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE AND R E A L I G N M E N T  C O M M I S S I O N  

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o n ~ i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I n s t a l l a t i o n  DOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

w 1 e  NJIIC R e c o i n n e r d .  A c t  ion P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  ( N P V )  
. - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - . -------  

( - NAUCAD P A T U X E N T  R I V E R ,  MD p( R E C E I V E  R E C E I V E  

1 7 4 p  NAV SURF WAR CTR, I N D I A N  HEAD,  MD R E C E I V E  R E C E I V E  

>;I1 ,( NAV SURFACE WEAPONS CTR,WIi OAK,  MD R E A L I G N  R E A L I G N  

??I- N A V A L A I R T E S T C T R , P A X R I V E R , M D K '  RECEIVE RECEIVE 

EiESEA S T .  I t41GOES,  M O / C  CLOSE R E A L  l GN 

N R T ~  ANNAPOLIS, HDP( CLOSE CLOSE - SCAADSA,  I N D I A N  I iEAD,  MD P( D l S E S T B L S l i  D I S E S T R L S H  

I ; u t a l s  f o r  MD 1487 5207 6694 74.18 -27.04 22.54 110.20 

2 D I S A - N A S  B R U N S W I C K ,  ME/( D I S E S T B L S H  D l S E S T B L S H  

NSY PORTSMOUTH, ME /! RECE l VE R E C E I V E  

SUPVSR OF SIIIPBUILDING PORTSMO, MENRECEIVE RECEIVE 

i o t a l s  f o r  H E  6 434 440 0.00 0.00 2.70 22.50 

5 5  f D C T R O I T  A R S E N A L ,  M I  

O I S A - I P C  B A T T L E  CREEK,  M I  d/ 
' C  4 K .  I .  SAWYER A F B ,  H I  

' 7 4  I / (NAf  D C I R O I T ,  M I  

{ , t a t s  f o r  M I  

2 l S A  M I P A  S T .  L O U I S ,  MO b( 
190 NRC ST J O S E P H ,  MO f i  

o t a l s  f o r  MO 

.YO X N A V A L  S T A T I O N  PASCACOULA,  H S  

R E C E I V E  R E C E I V E  

D I S E S T B L S H  D I S E S T B L S H  

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

R E A L I G N  R E A L I G N  

CLOSE CLOSE 

NONE R E C E I V E  
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1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i r ~ i a t e d  E c o n o m i c  and P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I n s t a l l a t i o n  000 DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

ocjc Nar le  R e c o ~ i r r ~ c n d .  A c t  i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV) 
..-.- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---.------ - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
[ o t a l s  f o r  MS 465 1 466 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

' 138 N/MRC B I L L I N G S ,  HT fi 
: i 3 U  NRC GREAT F A L L S ,  UT )r 

' '115 NRC MISSOULA, UT /C 

I i o t ~ l s  f o r  H T  

CLOSE OPEN 

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

 NAVAL AIR FACIL ITY ,  MIDWAY, M Y  CLOSE CLOSE 

! o t a l s  f o r  MY 

DISA-MCAS CHERRY POINT,  NC 4 DISESTBLSH D l S E S T B L S t l  

D I S A - R A S C  CAMP LEJEUNE, NC )( D I S E S T B L S H  D l  SESTBLSH 

I16 A MCAS, CHERRY POINT,  NC RECEIVE RECEIVE 

' )?3 A NAVAL A V I A T I O N  DEPOT CHERRY PT, NC RECEIVE RECEIVE 

i o t a l s  f o r  NC 

,o / GRAND FORKS AFB, ND 

i F  d MlNOT AFB, NO 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

RECEIVE RECEIVE 

t ~ t d l s  f o r  ND 

NAVAL  HOSPITAL PORTSMOUTH, N I I ~  NONE RECEIVE 

NESEC PORTSMOUTH, Nt* RECEIVE REALIGN 

02# PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, NH f l  RECEIVE RECEIVE 

0 4  SUBHEPP, PORTSMOUIH, N l l  /C CLOSE CLOSE 

v t a l s  f o r  N l l  
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1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o m i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I n s t a l  l a t i o n  D  OD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

de N JIII~ Recon inend .  A c t  i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  (NPV)  
. - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

D I S A - D l  TSO COLUI4OUS A*DAYTON, 0 1 f i  D ISESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

( D I S A - R H B A  CLEVELAND, OH D lSESTBLSH DISESTBLSH 

.;A G E N T I L E  AFS, 011 W NONE CLOSE 

I C  /C NEWARK ATB, 011 CLOSE CLOSE 

iti RICKENBACKER AGO, OH REDIRECT RECEIVE 

i V  A WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, 011 RECEIVE REDIRECT 

i o r ~ l s  f o r  OH - 96 -2047 -2143 132.30 -66.50 27.60 106.50 

D l S A  L S B A - I P C  OK C I T Y ,  O w  REAL l GN REAL l GN 

,U  ALTUS AFB, OK RECEIVE RECE l VE 

: u t a l s  f o r  OK 668 16 684 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

545 / \LETTCRKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PA 

'110 ,i TOBYIIANNA ARMY DEPOT, PA 

DCHD-MIDATLANTIC,  PA 

,( DEFENSE CLOTHING FACTORY, PA 

365 X D C F E N S E  PERSONNEL SlJPPORT CTR, PA 

4 D l  SA L S B A -  I P C  HECIiANICSBURG, PA 

D l  SA M I  PA CIIAMBERSBURG, PA 

A D I S A - A S 0  P I I I L A D C L P H I A ,  PA 

4 D I S A -  I P C  P I I I L A D E L P H I A ,  PA 

N A F  JOIINSTOWN,  PA^ 
158 KNAS, WILLOW GROVE, PA 

N A T S F  PHILADELPHIA, PA( 

\ 3 3 X  NAVY A V I A T I O N  SUPPLY OFFICE,  P A  

1 0 6 4  NAVY S H I P S  PARTS CONTROL CTR, PA 

!33 NRC ALTOONA, PA< 

, i 4  X PCRA (SUKFACE) 110 P I I I L A D E L P H I A ,  PA 

REAL I GN 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REAL l GN 

REAL 1 GN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

NONE 

NONE 

REAL l GN 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLDSE 

DISESTBLSH 

RECE l VE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REAL l GN 

REAL 1  GN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

CLOSE 

RECE l VE 

REAL l GN 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

DISESTBLSH 

o t a l s  f o r  F'A 169 - 1223 - 1054 103.83 127.08 57.29 550.72 
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1993 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISS lOH 

Estimated E c o n ~ r ~ ~ i c  and P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r m i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I r i s t a l l a t  i o n  0 0 0  OBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  

c  N~IIIC R e c w r n e n d .  A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  of A c t i o n  1994-1999 S a v i n g s  V a l u e  ( N P V )  
. - - .  . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - * - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

' 
t61 A NAV EDUCATION S T R A I N I N G  CTR, R I  

1 4 NUWC NEUPORT, R I  

R E A L I G N  REAL I G H  

R E C E I V E  R E C E I V E  

o t a t s  f o r  R I  

5 5  $JACKSON,  FORT, SC 

& D E F  D l S T  DEPOT CIIARLESTON, SC 
I D I S A - N S C  CHARLESTON, s C K  

' X P C H A R L E S T O N A F B , S C  

,U I( SliAW AFB, SC 

'?I ,(CHARLESTON NAVAL SI~IPYARO, sc 
69 ~ ( M C A S ,  BEAUFORT, SC 

, 3 r  ANAVAL HOSPITAL, BEAUFORT, sc 
194 NAVAL HOSP I TAL,  CHARLESTON, SC 

(15 X N A V A L  STAT ION,  CIIARLESTON, SC 

, I 2  /I NAVAL SUPPLY CTR, CHARLESTON, SC 

NESCC CI IARLESTON, SC 

R E C E I V E  

CLOSE 

D I S E S T B L S H  

REDIRECT 

R E C E I V E  

CLOSE 

R E C E I V E  

NONE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

O I S E S T B L S H  

D I S E S T B L S H  

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

D l  SESTBLSH 

RE0  l RECT 

R E C E I V E  

CLOSE 

R E C E I V E  

RECE I V E  

OPEN 

CLOSE 

O I S E S T B L S H  

R E C E I V E  

o t ~ l s  f o r -  SC 

' M f ELLSUQQ!!! AF!?, SD RECE!VE R E C t  :VE 

o t a l s  f o r  SD 

AEOC TULLAIIOMA, T N ~  

3 9 4  NAS, MEMPI I IS ,  TN 

56 NRC KINGSPORT, TN p( 

62 NRC NEMPI i IS ,  TN A- 

R E C E I V E  R E C E I V E  

R E A L I G N  R E C E I V E  

CLOSE CLOSE 

CLOSE CLOSE 

\ , t a l s  f o r  TH 



--- 
1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E s t i r n a t e d  E c o n o n ~ i c  a n d  P e r s o n n e l  E f f e c t s  o f  O e t e r r n i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

I n > t a l l a t i o n  OOD DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  N e t  P r e s e n t  
.ode Nanw: R e c o m n e n d .  A c t  i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  o f  A c t  i o n  1 9 9 4 -  1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  V a \ u e  (NPV) 
- - - - -  - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - _ - _ _ - - - - -  _--_-_.__. - - - - - - - - - _  - - - _ - - _ - _ -  ._________ - - - - - - - - - - -  

1180 LORPUS C l l R l S T  l ARMY DEPOT, TX 4 
i 1 5 J  RED R I V E R  ARHY DEPCJT, TX 

K D E F  D l S T  DEPOT RED RIVER,  TX 

D l S A  L S B A - I P C  SAM ANTONIO, TX A 
D I S A - A F M P C  RANDOLPH AFB, TX ,< 
D I S A - C P S C  SAN ANTONIO, TX A- 

D I S A - N A V D A F  CORPUS C H R I S T I ,  TX X 

I I Z  X BCRGSTRCM AFB,  TX 

PF ,f CARSUELL AFB, TX 

'2.2 DYESS AFB, T X <  

I'D KELLY AFD, TX 

L S  k LACKLAND ATB, TX 

VI' .( SHEPPARD AFO, T X  

PF /( CARSWELL AFB, TX 

MC RESERVE FORT WORTH, T X A  

2 5 7  N/MRC ABILENE,  TX 

,'I6 XYAS, CORPlJS C I t R I S T I ,  TX 

2 1 5  ,f NAS, DALLAS, TX 

'J71 / N A V A L  S T A T I O N  INGLESIDE,  TX 

:H5 NRF MIDLAND,  TX d 

NONE 

RECEIVE 

NONE 

REAL I GN 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

REDIRECT 

REDIRECT 

RED l RECT 

RECEIVE 

RECEIVE 

REDIRECT 

RECE l VE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

NONE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

RECE I V E  

RECE l VE 

REAL l GN 

DISESTBLSW 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

NONE 

REDIRECT , 

RED 1  RECT 

RECE I V E  

RECEIVE 

REDIRECT 

RECE l VE 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

RECE l VE 

CLOSE 

RECEIVE 

CLOSE 

i o t a l s  f o r  TX 9 8 9  2 8 1 7  3 8 0 6  1 5 2 . 8 7  - 1 1 1 . 0 3  5 . 4 7  - 7 5 . 7 9  

~ 7 5  K' IOOELE ARMY DEPOT, UT REAL 1  GN REAL l GN 

DCF D l S T  DEPOT TOOELE, UT CLOSE CLOSE 

0 h D l S A L S B A - I P C O G D E N ( ~ I ~ L L A F B ) , U ~ ~ R E A L ~ G N  REALIGN 

/rC D I S A - 1 P C  OGDEN, UT OISESTBLSH D l  SESTBLSH 

,H H I L L A F B ,  U T / r  RECEIVE RECEIVE 

1 NRC OGDEN, U T Z  CLOSE CLOSE 

i o t a l s  f o r  UT 2 9 6  - 2096 - 1 8 0 0  9 7 . 4 4  9 0 . 1 6  5 7 . 0 8  4 1 1 . 8 1  
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1 9 9 3  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMNlSSlON 

E s t i m a t e d  E c o n o n ~ i c  a n d  Personnel E f f e c t s  o f  D e t e r n ~ i n a t i o n s  

B y  S t a t e  

: I n s t a l l a t i o n  DO0 DBCRC M i l i t a r y  C i v i l i a n  T o t a l  C o s t  S a v i n g s  A n n u a l  

.ode Nainc R e c m n w n d .  A c t i o n  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  P e r s o n n e l  of  A c t i o n  1 9 9 4 - 1 9 9 9  S a v i n g s  
- - + - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

1 1 0 5  0( BCLVOIR,  FORT, VA REAL 1  GN 

1 8 5 5  y V l N T  H I L L  FARMS STATION,  VA CLOSE 

D I S A - 7 T H  CG PENTAGON, VA OISESTBLSt i  

D I S A - C R U I T C O M  ARLINGIOI I ,  V A N  DISESTBLSH 

I r( D I S A - I P C  RICHMOND, VA DISESTBLSH 
D I S A - H A S  OCEANA, VA DISESTBLSH 

A DISA-NCTAMSLAN NORfOLK,,VA D lSESTBLSH 

D I S A - N S C  NORFOLK, VA DISESTBLSH 

, 9 8 0  Bl lREAU OF NAVY PERS, ARL INGTON, VA REALIGN 

1281 XFLEET COMBAT T R A I N I N G  CTR,LANT, VA REALIGN 

1 9  1 4 HAS, OCEANA, VA RECEIVE 

0 1 9 / ( N A V  A I R  SYS CUD, ARLINGTON, VA REALIGN 

715  NAV R L C R U I T I N G  CMD, ARLINGTON, V A N  REALIGN 

024 PNAV SCA SYS CMO, ARLINGTON, VA REALIGN 

? 1 NAV SEC GRP ACT, VA ,A, REAL I GN 

023 ,NAV SUPPLY SYS CMD, ARLINGTON, VA REALIGN 

2 8 1  HAV LJNOERStA WARFARE CT,NORFOL, V A N  DISESTBLSI i  

; 14 % NAVAL AMPt l lB  B A S C , L I  TTLE CREEK, VA NOtIE 

337 ( M A V A C  AVIATION DEPOT NORFOLK, V A  CLOSE 

588A NAVAL STATION, NORFOLK, VA NONE 

178 /NAVAL  SUHtACE W=S CTR, VA RECEIVE 

NAVMAC CtlESAPCAKE, VA REAL l GN 

1 8 1  L N O K F O L K  NAVAL SHIPYARD, VA 

*I?7; NRC STAUNTON, VA 

RECEIVE CLOSE 

LNR:I DR iVER,  i A  CLOSE 

NSWC VA BEACH/PT HUENEME, V A p (  OISESTBLSH 

+05 PERA (SURFACE) ATLANTIC,  NORFO, V A ~  DISESTBLSt1 

K SUPSI t lP  PORTSMOUTH, VA RECEIVE 

JU4 T A C I I C A L  SUPPORT OFFICE,  V A /  REALIGN 

REAL l GN 

CLOSE 

OISESTBLSW 

DISESTBLSH 

o ISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

DISESTBLSH 

REAL I GN 

RECE 1  VE 

RECEIVE 

REAL 1  GN 

REAL l GN 

REALIGN 

REAL 1  GN 

REALIGN 

REAL l GN 
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ECONQMIC IMPACTS OF CLOSING THE DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTITUTE 

Closing or moving the Defense Language Institute (DLI) would result in a direct loss of $221 
million and indirect loss of $118 million for a total of $339 million in economic impacts to the 
Monterey Peninsula. The impacts on the Monterey peninsula economy include: 

1) Lost direct income from civilian and military personnel; 
2) Lost direct expenditures by the Department of Defense in the local economy; 
3) Major structural changes in the local labor market; 
4) Lost indirect private and public jobs and incomes; 
5) Reduced municipal revenues 

LABOR MARKET EFFECTS 

The Defense Language Institute (DLI) employs approximately 1,170 civilians as instructors 
at an average grade level of GS-9. There are an additional 450 civilian support staff generally located 
a t  Ft.Ord. Civilian employees earn approximately the median household income for Monterey 
County. Most are recent immigrants and foreign nationals who have significant linguistic, curriculum 
design, classroom teaching and computer-assisted instructional experience. The total civilian payroll 
is $71 million. 

In addition to the civilian instructors, the DL1 employs approximately 375 military personnel 
and officers as administrators, instructors and support staff. Most of these military staff are married 
and live off-base within the Monterey community. The total payroll for DLI's military staff is $14.6 
million, 

; ..Tn 
i & 
U. There were 3567 students who received instruction at the DLI's Presidio of Monterey in F Y  

1992. Assuming a student load of 3,300, and an equivalent salary of $34,000 (military pay is 
extremely complicated to compute and this is the DOD average enlisted figure used in its COBRA 
model), then the total payroll is approximately $1 15 million. The actual payroll is significantly lower 
due to the use of a base pay with allowances. Also the $1 15 million may overstate the actual amount 
because most of the students are entry level enlisted Armed Service personnel. The total payroll for 
these students is not identified within the DL1 budgets. What is known is that at the very lowest, the 
direct pay which can be spent in Monterey for these students is at least $40 million. 

TABLE 6-1 
DIRECT JOB LOSS DUE TO DL1 CLOSURE 

Civilian Instructors/'Staff 
Military Officers/Staff 
Enlisted Military Students 

$ 7 1.5 million 
O 14.6 million 
E 1 15.3 million 

TOTAL 5,300 $ 201.4 million 



DIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

There are several types of direct economic impacts that would result from the closure of a 
major employer such as the Defense Language Institute. These include the impacts associated with 
the loss of payrolls that are spent locally and the local expenditures for operations and supplies by the 
employer. 

The largest direct economic impact is on the full-time civilian and military staff and the 
enlisted military students at DLI. The total payroll that would be removed from the local economy 
would be at least $ 125 million and may be as great as $200 million. This is significant when 
compared to a total Monterey County tourism industry payroll of $240 million. The civilian payroll 
of $71 million, and 1600 permanent full-time jobs would be lost to Monterey County. Most of the 
$ 50 million and perhaps as much as $100 million in officer and enlisted salaries would also be lost 
to the local economy. 

The direct economic impact of reduced income by civilian employees would be entirely born 
locally. The local impact of lost military personnel income would be less than 100% because the 
Department of Defense normally provides food, housing, health care and pensions. In order to be 
conservative, it is estimated that only 80% of the $14.6 million military staff payroll and only 50% 
of the enlisted personnel payroll is spent locally. This means that the direct local impact of reduced 
military income would be $ 69.2 million. 

In order to calculate the total direct local economic impact, health care and rental costs of the 
military personnel should be considered. Additional local DOD health care expenditures are 
anticipated due to the closure of the Silas B. Hayes hospital. Assuming CHAMPUS payments 
approximate national payments, then about $ 5.8 million ($1500/employee) should be added. In 
addition, approximately 400 military personnel spend an average of $800 per month on rental housing 
and utilities. This contributes almost $ 3.9 million into the Monterey economy. .- 

Closure also means a direct loss of Department of Defense local expenditures, and associated 
operation and maintenance costs that are not included in the figures above. For instance, the DL1 
spends approximately $9.9 million locally on other operating and training costs. 

As Table 6-2 indicates, the Direct Economic Impacts on Monterey of closing the DL1 are 
S16S million, or one-third to one-half as large as that caused by the closing of Ft. Ord. 

TABLE 6-2 
DIRECT ECONOMIC IhlPACTS OF DL1 CLOSING 

Gross Ad iusted 

Civilian Income $ 71.5 Million 
Military Staff $ 14.6 Million 
Enlisted Students 5 1 15.3 Million 
Health Care 
Rent Loss 
Unemployment Compensation 
Local Purchases 

% 71.0 Million 
$ 1 1.7 Million 
S1 57.5 Million 
!$ 5.8 Million 

$ 3.9 Million 
$ 1 1.0 Million 

5; 9.9 Million 

TOTAL S 168.8 Mill ion 



MUNICIPAI, FINANCES 

The closure of DL1 would particularly hit the City of Monterey and could reduce its 
population by almost 15%. seriously damaging its municipal budget. At a later date a separate 
detailed direct impact analysis of the closure of DL1 on municipal finances will be provided to the 
Commission. 

Municipal revenue sources in California are driven by sales tax and transient occupancy taxes. 
The closure of Ft. Ord has meant the loss of 10-15% of the budgets for the Cities of Marina and 
Seaside. The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District lost $22.5 million annually, and is laying 
off 600 teachers. Other school districts are losing about $1.5 million in annual revenue. 

The cumulative impact on the municipal finances of the communities surrounding the Presidio 
and Ft. Ord is related to the population loss from those military bases. The cumulative population 
loss for the City of Monterey would exceed 25% and may reach 30%. Ft. Ord alone accounted for 
over 50% of the population of the City of Marina, and many DL1 instructors live there. The City of 
Seaside lost over 22% of its population with the closure of Ft. Ord, and may lose another 5-8% with 
DLI's departure. The cumulative population loss in the City of Pacific Grove could also exceed 15% 
and approach 20%. 

As a result of the departure of the military at Ft. Ord the communities'have had to 
significantly slash spending, cut services, freeze salaries and lay-off or furlough employees. 
Closure of the Presidio would have a major impact on future Monterey municipal revenues. 

INDIRECT JOB LQSSES 

t .;i 
., -3 - When a major employer leaves, there are secondary effects. Without students, there is less 

need for bookstore personnel for instance. Under contract to the Department of Defense on the issue 
of economic impact is the Logistics Management Institute (LMI). The LMI concluded that for every 
DOD job moved, there would be another job lost due to decreased economic activity. This figure 
increased for shipyards to 1.6. The Logistics Management Institute based its assessment on the 
Department of Con~merce's RIMS I1 or Regional Input Output Modeling System. 

The Governor's Office found that there is over 1.3 indirect jobs lost for each DOD position. 
Local officials use a 0.9 ratio. Prior efforts to model the indirect economic impacts of the Ft. Ord 
closure used the IMPLAN model developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. This model 
historically understates indirect impacts, and yet found in excess of 0.6 indirect jobs lost for each 
DOD position lost due to closure. 

What particularly complicates the issue in the case of the Presidio of Monterey is the presence 
of at least two major private commercial and educational enterprises that are located in Monterey 
simply because of the proximity of the Defense Language Institute. These enterprises are the AT&T 
Language Line and the Monterey Institute of International Studies. Each enterprise is a major 
employer with over 500 persons working or attending school. For competitive reasons AT&T refuses 
to disclose its total payroll in Monterey or the number of employees, but it is significant and may 
approximate the total student population of DLI. This is in part because of the large number of part- 
time employees at the AT&T facility, and the fact that many spouses of DL1 instructors and students 
work there as translators. 

The AT&T Language Line facility is a unique commercial concept. I t  provides language 
translation services to thousands of customers throughout the U.S. Emergency response agencies, such 
as 91 1 operators, firefighting and police departments use AT&T Language Line. The Small Business 
Administration and the Federal Emergency Management Agency also do. Several hundred other 



commercial firms use the AT&T service, as do many schools, hospitals and social service agencies. 

The AT&T facility is located in Monterey simply because it is there that it finds the necessary 
pool of intellectual talent required for the economic delivery of this service. A major element in its 
decision making process was the proximity to DL1 and to the large native-speaking ethnic 
communities that have evolved in the area because of DLI. Closure of DL1 could affect future AT&T 
business decisions and employment plans. 

The implication of this is that previous estimates generated by the City of Monterey that were 
provided to the Secretary of Defense and to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission may 
significantly understate the true indirect employment and economic impact of DLI. While the City 
of Monterey considers that a 1-1 indirect-direct job loss is likely to occur, i t  proposes a less 
significant adjustment. The City of Monterey concludes that a 2-3 indirect to direct job loss (or .67 
multiplier) is conservative and easily defended. The City's previous estimate of 450-500 jobs lost is 
clearly too low and was calculated on low base employment estimate, incorrect information and an 
inadequate understanding of the unique institutional arrangements of the Monterey economy. 
However, 450 jobs lost would still be a significant blow to a local economy already suffering 19% 
unemployment, particularly since the bulk of those jobs would be lost in and immediately around the 
City of Monterey. 

TABLE 6-3 
INDIRECT JOB LOSS COMPARISONS 

AGENCY Multiplier TOTAL 

CITY O F  MONTEREY 0.67 
DOD-LMI (RIMS 11) 1 
LMI - Shipyards 1.6 
GOV. WILSON 1.3 
IMPL.AN (Monterey) 0.45 

INDIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

The initial impact of closing the DL1 will be the direct impact in reduced employment and 
income that will be lost. This change will evoke additional changes as caused by  other businesses that 
get fewer sales. These indirect impacts cause additional or induced changes in sales and income 
received as each change is incorporated into each industrial sector's spending. The sum of all these 
changes in spending, output or employment are called multiplier effects. The more integrated or 
interdependent a local economy, the greater the regional economic multiplier. 

The input-output model of the Monterey County economy developed for assessing the impact 
of Ft. Ord is adequate for broadly estimating the impacts of closing the DLI. This model suggests that 
the indirect changes in income for Monterey County would be approximately $ 81 million. 

Other econometric and input-output models made different assumptions and operate 
differently. However, the $ 81 million is the lowest figure of all of the models. 

Total reduction in Direct and Indirect Income due to the closing of the DL1 would be: 
S 221 million per year. 



I m ~ a c t  on the Real Estate Market 

A key indirect economic impact of a closure, or even talk of a closure, of DL1 at the Presidio 
is the change in the real estate market. Since 1988 foreclosures have rapidly increased, rising almost 
500% as shown in Table 6-4. The real estate market, particularly in the Seaside-Monterey-Pacific 
Grove region, the area where Fort Ord and the Presidio are located, has changed dramatically since 
the announced closure of Ft. Ord. Prices of homes have dropped almost 10% in the past 18 months. 
In spite of some of the lowest mortgage rates in decades, there are few buyers. Increasingly local and 
regional bankers are finding it difficult to convince businesses to locate or expand in the area. Some 
bankers have even had difficulty arranging financing for projects within Monterey County just 
because of the uncertainty associated with Ft. Ord and DLI. 

The real estate and housing consulting firm of Sedway & Associates in 1992 estimated that the 
vacancy rates for rental housing could grow from 3.7% to in excess of 30% in Marina and Seaside. 
It also found that over 8% of the City of Monterey's entire housing stock is occupied by military 
personnel, and that about 750 are associated with DL1 or the NPS. This firm estimated that vacancy 
in Monterey would exceed 11%, but that up to 21% is possible. 

When vacancy rates rise approach 10%' downward pressure on prices is increased. When 
vacancies exceed 20%, rents plummet and foreclosures increase. 

Such high vacancy rates will put tremendous financial pressure on owners and precipitate a 
significant surge in foreclosures or mortgage defaults. This would increase Federal expenditures by 
the Veterans Administration, FHA, HUD and the RTC. The potential implications are staggering, 
with mortgages of several hundred millions of dollars at risk. 

The DOD is also at risk of much higher expenses as well. The Housing Assistance Program 
provides relief for military homeowners for up to 95% of the loss incurred due to a move. The 
Return on Investment analysis provided by the Army was seriously flawed because of the incorrect 
use of a median home value that was 50% of that found in Monterey County. The Army's analysis 
was further flawed b.y assuming that about one-third of the homeowners would receive assistance. 
As a result, the Army may end up spending as much as $80 million for the homes involved in the 
proposed move of DL1 to Arizona. Even if the DOD can shift the costs to the VA, it is a significant 
sum. 

Foreclosures decrease property values which would significantly impact the tax revenues of 
the municipalities. 

Uniaue Commercial Indirect Considerations 

Monterey is the home of the AT&T Language Line Division. AT&T is in the process of 
determining whether to make an investment of about $ 300 million in fiber-optic and other high- 
speed communications equipment in the Monterey Peninsula. While AT&T appears to be committed 
to this project, a movement of the Defense Language Institute could be the cause for corporate 
concern. The upgraded communication technology would provide expanded capability and capacity 
so that AT&T Language Line could handle much of the Pacific Rim and perhaps Global 
communications. This would greatly increase the demand for skilled interpreters and translators, 
many of whom would be employed in Monterey. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce might also have a significant interest in a departure of 
DL1 from the Presidio of Monterey. The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) is in the process of starting a relocation of personnel and facilities to the Monterey peninsula 
in order to consolidate scientific assets. A consideration is the proximity and coordination with the 
DOD on international matters and for international scientific translations. 
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COMMIllEES 
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HIGHER EOUUTICPI 

NATUAAL RESOURCES 

TELEVISING TYE ASSEMBLY 

SAM FARR 
REPRESENTING SANTA CRUZ AND MONTERM COUNTIES 

Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

I wish to express my strong opposition to any proposal to place 
the Presidio of Monterey and the Defense Language Institute (DLI) 
on the base closure list being considered by the Commission. 

By adding the Monterey Presidio and DL1 to the list of bases being 
considered for closure, you would compound economic dislocation in 
a community still planning to adjust to your earlier decision to 
relocate the ArmyRs 7th Infantry Division at Fort Ord. While the 
task of finding a new direction--indeed, of inventing a new local 
economy--was at first a staggering charge, it is one to which the 
Monterey Peninsula has nobly risen and for which it is being 
heralded as a model for other communities hit with closures. 

The current Fort Ord reuse strategy is greatly dependent upon the 
future of the Presidio and DLI. Our notion of a California State 
University at Monterey Bay and a University of California Research 
and Technology Center, in collaboration with the Monterey 
Institute for International Studies, local community colleges, and 
other public and private education and research concerns, is well 
on its way to becoming a a reality, 

As the California Legislature reviews these proposals in 
considering what it can offer by way of reuse and economic 
development assistance, a decision by the Commission to look at 
closing the Presidio and DL1 would be extremely damaging. This is 
especially true in light of the fact that your process would not 
be complete until after the Legislature is Constitutionally 
required to act out a state budget, leaving the state inclined to 
forego providing assistance until the next fiscal year. 
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Moreover, I will soon introduce a measure asking to study the 
feasibility of a cooperative effort between our two public 
university systems, the Monterey Institute for International 
Studies, and the DLI. In keeping with the vision of former 
Congressman Panetta, this study will be completed with an eye 
toward creating a *one-stopn federal language program. Placing 
the Presidio and DL1 on the closure list would hamper this effort 
and could potentially result in greater costs to the federal 
government. 

The DL1 has a time-honored reputation for the successful teaching 
of languages and cultures in a cost effective manner. This is a 
service that will continue to be needed by the military and the 
nation in these changing times. Given the $274 million cost of 
relocating the DLI, it simply does not make sense to consider 
placing it on the closure list. 

Having represented the Monterey Peninsula for the past 12 years in 
the California State Assembly, I am now dedicated to fashioning a 
future for the area that will withstand the withdrawal of the 
Army's 7th Infantry Division. A decision by the  omm mission to 
consider the closure of the Presidio and DL1 would undermine much 
of the work already accomplished and fell a destructive blow to a 
community already emaciated by deiense reductions. I implore you 
to resist such a move. 

Sincerely, 

SAM FARR, Assembly Member 
27th District 

CC: president Bill  linto on 
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin 
Senator Dianne Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congressman Ronald Dellums 
Governor Pete Wilson 
State Senator Henry Mello 
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?Ipnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2202 

February 4, 1993 

The Honorable James Courter 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Jim: 

Here are the materials I discussed with you yesterday. I 
hope you and the other members of the Commission will make 
explicit your consideration of cumulativ onomic impact in 
evaluating potential bases for closure .fl 

Si c ely, & 
Carl Levin 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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BASE CLOSURE IMPACTS 

Base closures ordered since 1988 will result in the loss of more 
than 81,000 military personnel around the U.S. 

-- 54 percent of these reductions were borne by the 
northeast/midwest (red) , although that region had only 22 
percent of the nation's military personnel in 1988. 

-- Only 10 percent of these reductions were borne by the south 
(blue), which had 33 percent of the nation's military 
personnel. 

sources: Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
U.S. Department of Defense 
Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coalition 



Military Spending Per Capita by Region ................................................................. ................................................................. 

The northeast/midwest region has lower per capita military 
spending than the national average. The south has higher per 
capita military spending than the national average. 
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United States @mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

Ch~a, Honorable Les Aspin 
ieczretary of Defense 
toom 3E880, The Pentagon 
lashington, D.C. 20301 

January 26, 1993 
p b ~ W ~ b t t d s ~ r  
W% m f e 3 0 ~ 0 ~ 5 - 2  

)ear Les : 

We are writing about the coming base closure process that 
7011 will oversee, and to express our concern for a facility in 
Iichigan: K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base in Marquette County. 

On the merits of mission and performance, K.I. Sawyer should 
:emain open. Sawyer is slated to be the first all-conventional 
!-52 base. Given its central location and superb unit 
)erformance, Sawyer was chosen as the consolidated conventional 
ring comprising the conventional B-52 elements from Loring and 
:astle AFBs. The 410th Bombardment Wing at Sawyer was voted the 
)est Wing in SAC, and was the first Air Force unit to deploy the 
dvanced Cruise Missile. These are all compelling testimony to 
.he worthiness of keeping Sawyer an active conventional bomber 
kase. 

At your confirmation hearing before the Armed Services 
'omittee, you said that you would consider using "cumulative 
~conomic impact" as one criterion for judging base closures. 
ince you will make recommendations to the next Base Closure 
omission, we want to urge you to use cumulative economic impact 
s an important criterion in choosing bases for consideration. 
'his would include the cumulative effect of previous base 
losures in a state. If, for instance, a state stands to lose 
0% of its military facilities from base closures it could have a 
uc:h greater impact than a state that will lose a much smaller 
ercentage of its facilities. These impacts also should be 
onsidered on a regional basis. 

In Michigan, Wurtsmith Air Force Base is in the process of 
losing as a result of the 1991 Base Closure process. This 
losure has brought great economic pain to an already hard hit 
egion. Unemployment was already higher in Iosco County and the 
sc!oda County region around Wurtsmith than in most parts of the 
.S. The Wurtsmith closure has the potential to cripple the 
cclnomy because there is no major city or metropolitan ar* with 
he* economic base to support dislocated workers. 



Honorable Les Aspin 
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Michigan also had another Air Force Base close before 
Wurtsmith: Kincheloe AFB in 1979. That area is still recovering 
from the effects of closure. 

Base closures have a particularly destructive impact in 
rural areas that depend on the base economically and do not have 
strong economic underpinnings and resiliency, as do major urban 
areas. That is the case with the area around K.I. Sawyer. 

Michigan is one of the Midwest states that receives a 
relatively small proportion of DOD dollars, in fact, it ranks 
47th in per capita military spending. Closing K.I. Sawyer would 
have a devastating economic impact on the northern Michigan 
region and on the rest of the state. Please consider this 
cumulative impact when you make your recommendations to the next 
Base Closure Commission. 

f l  Sincerely, 

Bart Stupak [ 
Member of Congress 

Carl Levin 
U.S. Senator - 

U.S. Senator 



Doct~ment S eparator 



CITY COUNCIL 300 FIRST STREET 

Elaine Rominger, Mayor 
Gary Sandy, Vice-Mayor 
David M. Flory, Council Member 
Joe Crescione, Council Member 
Jack Slaven, Council Member 

WOODLAND, CALIFORNIA 95695 

May 19, 1993 

Honorable James Courter, Chairman 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter and Members of the Commission: 

The City Council of the City of Woodland, California would like to go on 
record to express the City's objections to the proposed closure of McClellan Air Force 
Base at Sacramento, California. 

Woodland is a city of 42,000 persons in the Sacramento region which relies 
heavily upon the economic opportunities afforded by McC1ella.n Air Force Base and the 
closure would represent a detrimental economic impact upon our community. 

We urge the base closure and realignment commission to place it highest 
priorities towards the retention of McClellan and its present operations which are vital 
to the security of our nation, the economy of the Sacramento region and our City. 

It has been estimated that the proposed closure of McClellan could result in an 
unemployment rate of 14-15 % in an area within fifty (50) miles of the base. Woodland - - -  - 
is within this ar&. 

The City is also concerned about the disproportionate extent of military base 
closures in California. The Sacramento area for example has already been adversely 
impacted by the closure of Mather Air Force Base and the Sacramento Army Depot. 



The enclosed packet includes further information in support of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Rominger C/ 
Mayor 

Enclorurea: City Council Communication 5/18/93 

cc : Senator LXme F C ~ I I  
Senator mur Boxa 
C o ~ u r m c l  V1c Fa60 
Congrrunun Robert hiatrui 
Mayor Joe S e w ,  City of Sacnmcnto 
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( COUNCIL COMMUNICATION J 
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I PREPARED BY: ~anb M. m, cmmm.W M- 

I I RECOMMENDEDACI'ION: l h n t t b s C ! i t y C o r m c i r m ~ v e t o g o o n ~ a s ~ i n  
I apposition to the proposed closure of McQellan Airforce 
I ' ~ a s e , a n d t o ' ~ i t s ~ a n t o a p p r o p d a t e  

F ~ a n d ~  A u e .  

BACKGEtOUND INFORMA.TlON: TheFcdaal Guvanmmt is umside&g closing MeQellsn 
~ B a s e a s a n e c r m o m y  mcasmttoradacethe 
Federatbudgct- 

TheCityispfcsa@being . . amsided for development by a number of firms who have 
~ a ~ a b o r r t t h e p o s s i h l c e c a a o m i c a f f e c t s o f t f t e c f o ~  

. . I I 

APPROVED BY: 

-.-----. . - -. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 300 FIRST STREET WOODLAND, CALlFORhllA 95695 (916) 661-!j820 
FAX (916) 661-!%44 

E M O R A N D U M  

TO: CITY COUNCILMEMBERS 

FROM: ~ a n w g g i e m ,  Community Development Director 
u 

SUBJECT: McClellan AFB Proposed Base Closure 

DATE: April 7, 1993 

There has been much discussion on the closure of McClellan Airforce Base. This is some 
background information for your review. 

The Federal Government is considering closing McClellan Airforce Base as ;an economic 
measure to reduce the federal budget deficit. 

The closure in addition to the closures of Mather Airforce Base and the Sacrimento Army 
Depot will lead towards increased unemployment and reduced economic devczlopment in the 
Sacramento Region. 

The City is presently being considered for development by a number of who have 
indicated a concern about the possible economic affects of the closure. 

Enclosed is a package of information regarding the proposed closure of McClellan which 
indicates that 

McClellan's annual payroll is $548 million 
McClellan's national economic impact is more than $2 billion dollars 
McClellan's Sacramento economic impact is more than $1.5 billion dollars 
McClellan's annual procurement awards $820 million dollars in contracts 
80,000 retired persons make use of McClellan services. 

McClellan is locate only twenty five miles from Woodland. Unofficial estimates are that more 
than two hundred residents of Woodland work at the base. It is likely that Woodland business 
persons also are involved in the $10.7 million dollars awarded by McClellan to small 
businesses. 



It is estimated that unemployment within a fifty mile radius of McClellan will1 soar to 14 to 15 
percent. 

The City Council could, if it desires, express its opposition to the proposed closure to 
McClellan due to the potential adverse affect such a closure will have upon the economy and 
future economic development of our City. 

JMR: jr 



SM-ALC Facts & Figures 

cClelfan Work Forcc 
Alr Force CMltan: 
Other CMllans (NAF, DoD, Non-DoD. Exchange. Tenants): 
AFMC Active-Duty Mill- 
Other Active-Duty Wtary 
Reserve Mill- 

- 
Total: 

~Clellan ECOOO CS; 
%8 m n  amup for Air Fern ~ l d - d t a r y  

Sacramento area impact is approximately $1.5 bfIIion,(bascd on 2.5 factor) ' 

National economic impact fs more than $2 billion (based an 2.5 factor) 

McC1ella.n i the largest tndustrial employer in ~orthe'm CaMornia. 

Total value of McClellan AFB land (3.763 acres). build@@ (277 ~ O ~ - ~ ~ ~ : e e  442 ho- and 
infrastructure is $2.3 billion 

ual nrocurement: 
$820 million awarded in contracts 

$10.7 million to small businesses 
$200 mtllion to California-based businesses 
$4.7 d o n  to businesses with minority and disadvantaged enterprkxs 

Overall funds managed is $3.2 billion (not operattng budget) 

Rimarv mission; 
SM-ALC maintains and repairs F-111 serles. A-10. F-15. F-117A and KC-135 aircx&. Also 
heavily involved in space &d communications-electronics. Sacramento ALC 19 the high-technol- 
ogy center for very high speed integrated circuits. fiber optics. and advanced composites. Operates 
unique robotic non-destructive inspection using neutron radiography to h-spect complete fighter- 
sized aircraft, 

Aircraft semiccd in FY92: 
F-111C F-11 lE F-11 IF EF-111A A-10 F-15 XG135 
5 5 16 1 147 19' .3 

Communications-electronics workload amounts to approximately $1 billion. or about a thtrd of 
the center's overall work. Approximately 3.000 employees in all functional areas were-tnvohred in 
the C-E work. SM-ALC has approxlmatdy 500.000 sq. ft. of environmentally-controlled C-E 
fadlitits. 

Associate [non-AFMC) Units: 
There are more than 40 associate units operating on McClellan. both large andsmall. Major ones' 
include Headquarters Air Rescue Service: 55th Weather Reconnaissance Squadron which !lys the 
WC- 135). Coast Guard (flys C- 130s). Headquarters 4th Air Force (units world-wide), Technical 
Operattons Division (part of the Air Force Technical AppUcaUons Center). and also the Californfa 
Highway Patrol and the Sacramento County S h e a s  Department. both flying helicopters from 
McClellan. 

(Current as of January 1993) 





13y .,an Stevens 3/7 f l  
Uce S t t ~ f f  Writcr 

'I'housands of peoplc will lose their jobs if 
~1cC'lcllan Air Force Hase closes, but tens of 
thou.iands more will lose services. 

An estimated 80,000 retired military per- 
sonnel will lose access to McClellan's commis- 
sary. \lase exchange, barber shop, recreational 
f. , ~ r ~ l ~ t i e s  : . and at least some medical services if 
the base closes. 

According to Jim Richey, president of the lo- 
rnl rllapters of the Retired Oficers Association 
i t ~ d  the Nntionnl Association of Uniformed 
Scl.vices, representing 1,300 and 1,100 mem- 
L ~ r . 5  ~,c.spcctivrly, Sactnrncnto's military retir- 
c.c ~opulation is second in size only to that of 
S;III Antonio, 'I'exns. 

.'\Ye moved here hecnuse of  the weather, the 
sc~,viccs and the outstnndi~lg schools," hc said 

Monday. 'We want to stay." 
Richey said that among the primaiy reasons 

retirees pick Sacramento a s  a place to live is 
the quality of military medical services - and 
McClellan personnel provide those services. 

Besides a small clinic a t  the base, McClellan 
medical personnel since October have been 
staffing the hospital a t  Mather Air Force Base. 

"If McClellan closes, what's going to happen 
to the hospital a t  Mather?" Richey asked. 

Maj. Joseph Culfa, associate administrator 
a t  McClellan, said retirees make up an esti- 
mated 30 percent of the hospital's clientele, re-' 
ceiving care on a priority basis behind active 
duty military and their dependents, He said 
the base has received no word that authorities 
intend to close the Mather hospital, although 
the base will be closing later this year. On the 
contrary, authorities have made a commit- - - -- 

ment to the hospital's operation, Culfa said. 
But "anything is possible." he added. 
Col. Charles C. Partridge, legal cou~lscl Tor 

the National Association of Uniformed 3er- 
vices in Washington, D.C., which has been 
fighting to keep McClellan operating. thinks 
that if McClellan closes it would raise serious 
questions about the future of Mather's hoapi- 
tal. Partridge believes keeping the Mat11t.r 
hospital open would save the government 
money, because, he says, it's cheaper to treat 
patients in a military hospital thay through 
the Medicare syetem. 

Tliere'a also a moral issue. Partridge thinks 
closing the military hospital in Sacramento 7- 

would "in effect be patient dumping." 
Retired Air Force Col. Judson Nicholas said 

many senior retired p e r i c j y l  were pronlised 
, . .  . .. .. 

- - -  Please see RETIREES, back page. A12 

. . 



' ' Retirees: 
Groceries at 
15% to 20% off 
Continued from page A1 
military care for the rest of their 
lives, so they never bothered to 

g e t  supplemental insurance poli- 
~ e s .  He said some of the seniors 
h a v e  ailments tha t  insurance 
companies don't want to insure. 

Richey foresees a large shift by 
.retired military personnel to 
Vacaville and Fairfield to be near 
Travis Air Force Base, though 
.Nicholas said that if Mother hos- 
'pita1 closes, Travis couldn't han- 
dle the patient overload. 
' Chuck Clawson, 72, of Foothill 
Fanns, has thought about going 

I back to h i s  hometown of 
Weatherford, Texas, if the base 
closes, but he's worried about un- 

.loading his house and rental pmp- 
:erties. "How can I sell if everyone 

' else leaves too? he said over a 
'sandwich outside the McClellan 

: commissa'ry Monday. 
" 

Clawson, who worked a t  Mc- 
I Clellan from 1952 to 1964 and 

1967 to 1982, enjoys buying gro- 
ceries at  the commissary a t  rates ' 15 percent to 20 percent below 

i other stores. 'They closed Mather. 
1 If they close McClellan, where am 
! I going to get groceries? I11 have 

to drive to Travis." 
Coast Guard retiree Warren 

Smith, 74, of Grass Valley lives 
close to Beale but likes to come to 
McClellan's base exchange be- 
cause there's more selection. 

But the potential loss of the Mc- 
Clellan commissary and store 
doesn't bother all the former mili- 
tary personnel interviewed. 

"We'd still have the Price Club.' 
said David Wayne, 34. of Roae- 
ville, discharged from the Army 
just last year and still looking for 
work. "The biggest impact it's go- 
ing to have is on the entire area. 
So many people work here and 
spend money here. Closing ever?. 
one at  once is too much. It was y- 
ing to have to happen sometime. 
It's just the timings wrong." 

Chuck Clawson, 72, of Foothill 
barbecue sandwich at the Base E 

Farms, with a he niay have to move back to Texas 
ixchange, says  Air Force Base closes. 

John Maruska Jr., 67. "1':l just 
have to pay more for m!. ciga- 
rettes. . . . But it's going to hurt 
some lower down on the scal.:." 

A retired .Air Force lieutenant 
colonel who did not wish to bc 
identiiied. said closing MsClcllnn 
is sensible from a national jtand- 
point. Four bases around the rla- 
tion perform the sitme functirrn ;IS 

iMcClzllan a: less cost, and 1 1  
makes sense io  cloiie the m(ci  ex- 
pensive basc. riat the cheap.-t. He 
also s a ~ d  resdents and pol~::c~al~.- 
in I!:,#-(. art*.:: havc bc.~:. rno~.c 
~ u p ~ t ~ r ~ i v c  .3i  :iic n ~ i l i t : : ~  L I I I  
along - the? haven't just j~mpcbd 
on t i c  handn-.:g~n a: tho Ic:: nit::- 
U ~ C  ::. 111;1n? !:;\\.i- :loile 111.1.c. 

, . I kc rnan .;nlrl li11. bn-e ha.- 
mall\, 5~:iIdiry: i t i i t ; 1111~ .  S I , ~  - ~ 1 1 ; 1 l l  

intl.~st!? ;inti think? I I I ; I :  !.drl!l-r 
~ h : t l i  ~ V ~ I I L I I I C  t11r the, cb...::. I I I - .  .. . - 

? .  15 :.:-r:>oted 1 7  S;~c,-:rlmt "It's not so big a deal to  me per. i t y  - I  I , I  .I+.;, Lee DeFili~:' '2. r;-''-' 
nnnally." said formcr .-\it- Forl.,* I I , 1 1  . ! sr~zr.! more r !v:O - .  :I ':.. .:.k+ng for r?.:. .-ct:.l!) 

Staff Sgt. and N.-\S:\ i ~ m p l o y ~ . ~ ~  lr:!!.:-:!.!.:I ;:.::.L. n I VVIY . .  ' - (  t;! II.USI;C~ ~i 



KING DEFENSE SECTOR 
I 
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I 

I Defense spending in California I Defense-related 
In billions of constant 1992 dollan iob losses in California I 

So~rr.: Commbdon on Sbts Finance I 
CHRONKLE GRAPHIC 

,; BLI Ann Banc- 
..'Ch~~n(els Comapondcnt .. 

s a k m e n t o  
Word that MeClellan Air 

Force Base could become a casu- 
al ty In the Defense Department's 
next round at base closures - 
taking with i t  12,800 clvillan and 
3,855 military fobs - couldn't 
come a t  a worse tlme In an area 
that Is already straggling to sur- 
vive in a peacetlme, lean-govern- 
men! economy. 

Once considered recesslon- 
proof because its economy h so 
strongly anchored by the state and 
federal bureaucracies, the Capital 
reglon has already been buffeted 
by two military base closures and 
state government's desperate ti- 
nancial squeeze. 

The area had just a taste of the 
Lt*lOBOI when payroll of $548 mllllon and pumps 
the ledera' govenunent began tip some $1.0 billion into the region's 
toelng out of town, the state bud- ,nomy each year. 
get imploded and city and county 
governments joined the rest of the One Out Of People em- 
state in a rash of depr-lng ser- ployed in Sacramento and Placer 
vice cuts. countles works a t  McClellan. Ad- 

ded to the other two base closlngs Idather Base, whrh in Sacramento County, shutting provlded ldOO eivflrn and down McCIellan would wlps out lob lour y- 8.7 percent of the region's econom- be left Lo the hands Of a =pemon jc base, laid Johnson. ALr Force base "disposal agencyn 
when It officially closes September say jobs lost 
30. By next year, the Sacramento 
Army Depot's l,EiO@peraon elec- 
tronla repalr faclllty wlll dwlndle 
to a caretaker force of m. 

None of the blows already suf- 
fered, however, comes close to the 
punch that would be delivered by 
closure of McClellan, just north of 
Sacramento. 

'Thb community has already 
given twice," sald 1Ym Johnson, 

-economic development coordlna- 
tor for the city of Sacramento. "I 
just can't see them making this de 
clslon." 
,Soco~d-lrrgist Ernployor 

The reglon's second-largest em-. 
ployer, the faclllty coven .nearly 
six square miles, has an annual 

at McClellan, where wagesaverage 
about $3,000 and workers get 
good benefits packages, would be 
almost impossible to replace, par- 
ticularly in the short run, and that 
the closure could stagnate the re- 
glon's economy lor a decade or 
more. 

"People are panlcklng," sald 
John Atkinson, owner of the Can- 
ned Food Warehouse just two 
blocks from the base. At least one- 
thlrd of Atkinson's customers are 
base employees, he sald. "They 
don't know what they're going to 
do, where they're going to go." 

Although base employees as 
well aa local offlclals said they be- 
Heve McClellan is too important a 
base to remain on the Defense De- 

partment's hlt Hst, the experlence 
of losing two bases in the past four 
years leaves no one confident. 

"I've sat through two of them 
already, so, yes, it could happen," 
sighed Johnson. "Qulte frankly, 
though, I don't follow it. This Is tru- 
ly a technology-based center, posl- 
tioned to take tbls country Into the 
global economy. But, then, the 
whole process of base closures has 
been ludicrous." 

... - - . 

some $250 million In contracts to 
California romp=!es, i n c l ~ d i n g  
$5.9 mllllon to Litton Systems Inc. 
in San Carlos, and more than $100 
mlllion to hard-pressed Southern 
Californla defense contractors. 

A local car dealership has tak. 
en out a full-page ad in Sacramen. 
to newspapers urging people to 
plead with federal officials to 
spare the base. A separate effort 
by local business leaders, ca!!ed 
Operation hlcClellan, Is aimed at 
sending 100,000 letters of protest to 
Defense Secretary Ides Aspin. 

Hord to  lmoglne 
Some residents said they h a ~ e  

difficulty imagining what the atea 
would be like without hlcclellan. 
"Sacramento grew up around hic. 
Clellan," said George Staub, 74, as 
he stood In front of Price Club 
down the road from the base's 
Peacekeeper Gate. He was passing 
out sample letters to Aspin and 
urging shoppers to sign them. 

"hlcClellan helped Sacramento 
to be born. There are thousands of 
people around here who depend 
on McClellan and other bases for 
jobs, for base commissaries and 
medical care." 

Also passing out letters was 
Georgia Martin, 68, who worked at 
McClellan for 35 years until her re. 
cent retirement. 

"McClellan and the military are 
a huge presence In this area," she 
said. "Business would dry up and 
be gone. Houses would be vacant. 
People would just have to move 

It Is one of five air logistics centers away... 
in the the nation, and the only one 

Economic analyst Krohn and on the Paclflc Coast. others sald the effect would bc 
Local g0~ernmenlofli~lalS estl- more ak in  to long.trrm malaise i n  

mate that lor every base worker the region than to a sudden shock. 
loses a job* 2.5 Other Sacra- Should McClellan remain on the 

mento County are at  hit llst, it would probably take up 
and that Closure of MCClellan to five years for it to completely 

mean death lor shut down, and up to 10 years for 
dreds Of restau- the full economic effects to be felt. 
rants, car dealerships and services according to Krohn. 
in the regl0n. 

C h r o n l c l e  stqff Wlter d l l c h a e l  
The base last year also awarded AIcCabe contrlbuled to lh l r  reporf.  

Focus on High-70th Jets 
McClellan's primary mlsslon Is 

maintenance and repalr of high- 
performance Jets, Includlng the F- 
117A Stealth bomber, the A-10 
"warthog," the F-15 and the F.111. 
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R3W-n. a t y  o f  

BARSTOW 

Junm 21, 1993 

TO: James Courtor, BRAC FAX # (703) 696-0550 

Kathy Ashbrook, MCLBB FAX # 577-7147 
Bill Bokholt, MCLBB FAX #: 577-63150 

FROM : Patricia Moser FAX #: 256-1750 
TEL #: 256-35131, ~ 2 6 3  

SUBJECT: Economfc Impact of Possible Clooure of MC'LBB on 
B a r s t o w  

See the  following three pages. 

F U  

220 E a s t  M o u n t a ~ n  V l e w  S t r e e t  0 a r s l o w .  C a l i t o r n i a  9 2 3 1  1 2 8 8 8  
P h o n e  ( 6 1 9 )  2 5 6 - 3 6 3 1  F e c s l r n l l e  ( 0 1 9 )  2 5 6 - 1 7 5 0  



June 18, 1993 

Hr. James A. Courtsr 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

RE: Eaonomic Impaat of Closure of the Marine C o r p ~  
Logiutics Baee on Barstow 

I am writing to you to correct a possible misundorutanding 
of the economic impact of a cloeure of Marine Corpe 
Logistics Base Barrtow (MCLBB) on the Baratow community. 
Apparently, the Commission hae been given an analyais which 
attemptn to gauge the ecomonic impact of closure of MCLBB by 
comparing the number of jobs which would be lost in such a 
closure wlth the total employment baas of the entire two- 
county Riverside-San Bernardino, CA Primary Mrtropcllitan 
Statistical Area (PMSA). (See the following aEcon~mic 
Impact on Communities Marina Corps Logietics Base.") 

The Rivsroide-Ban Bernardino PMSA conniets of t h o  land area 
and population of t w o  oounties -- San Bernardino and 
Riverside Countirm -- taken together. One of these 
counties, San Bernardino County, is by far the largest 
county in terms o f  land area in thm entire contiguous United 
Statem. Cornpriming 20,064 square miles, it is larger than 
nine a ta tep  (Maryland, Vermont, New Hampahire, 
Massachusetts, N e w  Jersey, Hawaii, Connecticut, Delaware and 
Rhoda Ieland). The other of the two countiea in thrs 
Riverside-San Bernardino PMSA -- Riverside County - -  I s  the 
third largent county in the continental United Statam, 
comprieing 7,214 equare milom. Thus, the two count.les 
together cover 27,278 equare milea ( a  larger area than that  
of tho state o f  West Virginia), and have n combined 
population of 2,588,793 (1990 Conaus data). 

By contrast, the City of Barstow, which ie located in the 
hinterland of San Bernardino County, occupies 22.3 nquare 
milee, and has a population of about 22,500. Thuo, it i a  
clearly abeurd to attempt to gauge the eaonomic i m p a ~ c t  of 
closing the Marine Corps base in Barutow by comparing the 
number of pornons employed there with the total employment 
base of the counties of Riverside and San Bernardinot, am iu 
done in the attached wEconomic Impact on ~ommunities Marlno 
Corps ~ogistica B a ~ o . ~  

2 2 0  E a s t  M o u n t e i n  V l e w  S t r e a l  . B e r s t o w ,  C a l l l o r n ~ a  9 2 3 1 1 . 1 8 8 8  

P h o n e  ( 6 1 9 )  2 5 8 - 3 5 3 1  F a c e l m ~ l e  ( 6 1 0 )  2 6 8 - 1 7 5 0  



Barstow is a rural city with ite own raonomfc barn.. It io 
not a suburb; it is located 35 miles from the  naarest city 
to tho eouth, 140 milee from the  neareet city to t:he east, 
70 milea from the nearest city to the mouthwast, a~nd 65 
miles from tho nearest city to the northwest. A ~ I I I O E L ~  
everyone who liver in the Barctow area also works in the 
Barstow area. 

The Marine Base is by far the largeet employer of oivilians 
in the Barstow area, employing about 26 percent of the 
employed aivilian labor force res ident  within the City 
limits. Thr 2,290 aivilians employed a t  tho  bass as of 
January 1993 are over two and a hal f  times ao many civilians 
am are employed by the next largeet amployar of c inv i l ianc  in 
Barstow. 

The Marine Basafo employment of 2,810 civilian and 
military i m  also about 26 percent of the City's  

(including c i v f l i a n e ,  military, employed and 
unemployeci). In 1990 (the most rrcent year for which we 
have f iguroc ) ,  the Cansuo Bureau reported that the total 
incoma received by ~arstowniane annually was $255,280,608. 
The Marine Baeefs annual payroll in 1990 wae $74,973,243; so 
tho Marine Base, By i t u ,  in 1990 represented over 29 
percent of & incoma received by Baratownians that, year1 
(Since 1990, the total value of tho Marine Basefr annual 
payroll ham alimbod significantly, reaahing $96.4 m~illion on 
January 1, 1993. ) 

CLEARLY, THE ECONOMIC IMPACT ON BARSTOW OF A CLOSURE OF THE 
MARINE CORPS LOGISTICS BASE WOULD BE CATASTROPHIC. 

I am glad to  have had this opportunity t o  correct what I 
fear may have been a serious misundaretanding of thie truo 
economic significance of the Marine Corps Logistics Base to 
Baretow. Ploaee do not hes i ta to  to contact ma immediately 
if I can offer you any further assistance. X can be reached 
at (619) 256-3531, extension 262. 

Mayor 



Activity:  LOetr krrtor 

Tha clorrum~ oL t h i ~  8CCivfty Will M v s  m W c t  on the  
local ecoaorny. X L B  8rrgtM, faarted in thr niveraida-$a 
~arnadina, CA -A,, would 1086 r Q p t 0 x i a ~ t d y  5 2 9  military, 1 ,296  
civilirp empibywr, 20 irrflitary trrinaer md 730 cantragtor 
crrcplqwa.  Thur, the W ' 8  C ~ ~ . U T I  action i s  a s t h t ~ 3  t o  r rr.ult i n  the lorr of 5 , 2  4 posifi-8 (bath direct urd indirect}. 
In this which b d  an - 1 m n t  bare of a , o ~ t , s g a  uotkera 
in July 199a. t M a  lora would b* decrease oC 0.929 af tbir 

Loymmt bar*. h e  Jul 1993 ~ n q l ~ y a # n t  rat6 for thr U A  war K 3 8 ,  vNeh -re* t o  c mtional average of  7 .74 .  hrring the 
gg90-1991 *rid, the e r a  lud s 1.1) inorohm in ~ l o y m m t ,  
which c-ru to thr national averaga b o s ~ a a m  of 0.$* ,  



CONF I RMAl' I ON REPORT 

C RECEIVE 7 

NO. DATE TIME DESTINATION PG. DURATION MODE RESULT 

5380 6-21 11:02 16192564472 4 0'02'42" NORMAL OK 
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May 4, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR : Bob Cook 

FROM : Dave Henry 

Subject: Senator Feinsteinfs Statement on CA Economic Impact 

Senator Feinstein claims that (1) CA has 15% of the domestic 
DoD jobs and (2) CA will suffer 55% of the DoD job losses as a 
result of the 88, 91, and 93 Commissions. 

According to my data1, in 1991, CA had 14% of the active 
military personnel across CONUS--close to the 15% claimed by the 
Senator. Adding civilian DoD to the total reduces the percent to 
13%. Cumulative DoD personnel losses from the 88, 91, and proposed 
93 losses for CA could be 80,552. Total DoD personnel losses from 
closings across CONUS would be 212,877. Therefore, CA would lose 
38%, not 55% as claimed by the Senator. I believe the Senator used 
l1netl1 losses, the losses minus the gains across CONUS, of 162,500. 
Then, CA would lose 50%. 

CA has about 13% of all DoD CONUS jobs. CA will suffer 38% of 
the DoD job losses as a result of the 88, 91, and 93 Commissions. 
The Senator did not compare the CA DoD personnel losses from the 
closures to total CONUS active military and DoD civilian personnel. 
The result would be 7.1%. 

1 Washington Headquarter Service, Planning and Personnel 
Off ice 



June 16, 1993 

ISSUES RAISED AT CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS 6/14-6116 

FROM : John Kemmerer 

TO: Affected Interagency Team Staff - let me know if youf d 
like to discuss these notes in more detail 

DISA - 

Congresswoman Shroeder (CO) discussed DITSO-Denver. She 
believes security is heavy, as an example, she mentioned being held 
up at the gate for 30 minutes on her last visit. She stated that 
there are "ongoing negotiations" over how to take care of security 
after the Air Force leaves Lowrey. She mentioned Fitsimmons Army 
Hospital, and Buckley AFB as possible sources of military security. 

Senator Brown (CO) also mentioned DITSO-Denver. In addition 
to the security issues raised by Cong. Shroeder (Sen. Brown noted 
that DITSO-Denver had the same security status as the white House), 
he noted that it made sense to have a mega-center present with the 
DISA Headquarters and their Computer ~esign Center, which are both 
at Denver. 

Congressman Livingston (LA), in defense of DISA New Orleans, 
stated that the Data Center consolidation was premature, that 
consolidation wouldn't save money. He described the rating 
criteria as flawed, since they didn't adequately measure efficiency 
and cost effectiveness. 

Congressman Smith (MI) stated that DISA overlooked the fiber 
optic capabilities at Battle Creek, and that a computer upgrade had 
been completed this year. 

Sen. Glenn (OH) said that he expected that questions about the 
Cleveland site's security were answered during a staff visit last 
week. 

Cong. Bliley (VA) stated that the data used to evaluate the 
Richmond DISA were flawed. The power has been increased to 750 
KVA, and there is a new mainframe computer. Richmond handles 50% 
of all acquisition for DOD, including all petroleum acquisition. 
He also noted the Richmond facility's link to DLA. 

DLA - 
Cong. Moakley (MA) mentioned DCMD-Northeast. He stated that 

the "Barnes building" was renovated in 1982 and should have 
received more than 18/100. He also said that this facility should 
have gotten greater than 0125 for buildable space, given that there 
are 9 surrounding acres that are buildable. 



Senator Riegle (MI), Sen Levin (MI), and Cong. Smith discussed 
DLSC/DRMS (Battle Creek). They noted that the move to Columbus, OH 
was inefficient given that a new building would have to be 
constructed. They noted that DLA had admitted that they overstated 
the savings of the move from Battle Creek. Cong. Smith suggested 
that we ask DLA for a 3rd COBRA run for the cost to move Battle 
Creek. 

Cong. Andrews (NJ) described uncertainty with DLAt s logic over 
Philadelphia (DISC, DPSC, Defense Clothing, DCMD-Mid Atlantic). He 
referred to a Court Order for DLAts information on the Philadelphia 
facilities. He feels DLA's logic over tying decisions to the move 
of Naval AS0 is circular. 

Cong. Hall (OH) said that DESC-Dayton has capacity to handle 
long-term needs now, without the $89M needed to build at Columbus. 
He described as Columbus as "stuffed to the gillsu whereas Dayton 
has capacity take more. 

Cong Kasich (OH) said that DCSC-Columbus has--the highest 
military value in DLA. He noted that the DITSO-Columbus is the top 
megacenter, and it makes sense to keep these together at DCSC. 

Sen. Wof:ford (PA) stated that the Clothing Factory has 
extraordinary capacity, and should be kept open. 

Cong. Foglietta (PA) said there was Itno good argument to send 
DPSC to central PA." He cited the high numbers of minority workers 
impacted. 

Cong. Borski (PA) said that the DLA and the Navy failed do a 
combined analysis of their actions in Philadelphia. He suggests 
that the Commission review the two Services together. 

AIRSPACE - 

Senator Mack (FL) noted that one of NAS Cecil Field's 
strength's was the capacity to expand, with little airspace 
encroachment. 

Sen. Coch.ran (MI) described Meridian NAS's airspace as a 
"national treasure." 

Sen. Sarbanes (MD) mentioned that NESEC St. Inigoes has the 
free airspace necessary for radar testing. 

Cong. Saxton (NJ) said that new air traffic information showed 
that there are no airspace problems at McGuire AFB. 

Cong. Boehlert (NY) described Plattsburgh AFB as being in 
violation of AICUZ guidelines, and said that construction 
(including a shopping center) was occurring in Plattsburgh's APZ. 



He contrasted this airspace with Griffiss AFB, which he described 
as unconstrained. 

Cong. McHugh (NY) disputed the testimony about Plattsburgh, 
saying there was not shopping mall being built in the APZ. 

Cong. Pomeroy (ND) said that Grand Forks AFB has no air 
traffic problems. 

Cong. Spence (SC) said that MCAS Beaufort has the "best 
airspace in the east." 

Sen. ~utchinson (TX) said that NAS Corpus Christi has "low 
densitytt airspace, and alleged that space at NAS Whiting Field (FL) 
was inadequate. 

Cong. Ortiz (TX) also contrasted the airspace of Corpus 
Christi with Whiting Field. He described Corpus Christi as 
uncongested with fewer accidents. 

Cong. Pickle (TX), in his arguments for Bergstrom AFB, stated 
that airspace was good at Bergstrom, bad at Carswell AFB. 

Cong. Johnson (TX) said that airspace was used as a rationale 
for closing NAS Dallas. She pointed out that "experts now say itf s 
not a problem. It 

CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT - 
Senator Feinstein (CA) made cumulative economic impact her 

primary issue. She noted that each round of closure has heavily 
impacted California. She and Sen. Boxer referred to a chart that 
showed that California had 15% of the DOD personnel, and was losing 
52% of the DOD jobs cut by base closure. 

Cong. Parks (CA) described the cumulative impact in Monterrey 
if DL1 closes. 

Senator Gregg (NH) , Cong. Snowe (ME) , and Cong. Zeliff (NH) 
mentioned cumulative economic impact from the possible closure of 
Portsmouth Naval Station, given the impacts in this area in Rounds 
I and 11. 

Cong. Smith (NJ) described cumulative economic impact from the 
closure of McGuire, given the previous closure of Fort Dix. 

Cong. Walsh (NY) mentioned cumulative effect of Griffiss in 
combination with Seneca Army Depot, which was previously closed. 

Cong. Foglietta (PA) stated that there had been a cumulative 
economic impact on Philadelphia from the three rounds. 



INTERSERVICING - 
Congressman Fazio (CA) referred to the Wendt study, and said 

that interservicing should be done by DOD. He recommended that 
depots not be closed until DODfs llbottom up" review had a chance to 
interservice. 

Congressman Underwood (Guam) said that consolidation of Agana 
Naval Station at Andersen AFB was lltextbook interservicing." 

Cong. Shuster (PA) noted that Letterkenny could handle an 
interservice missile mission. 

Sen. Hatch (UT) described the interservicing capability at 
Tooele. 

Cong. Hansen (UT) said that missiles should be maintained at 
Hill AFB instead of Letterkenny. He also said that it was 
necessary to overcome the parochial attitude of the Marines and 
interservice at Tooele. He said that each "vehicle used by the 
Marines, including amphibious vehicles" could be serviced at 
Tooele. 

Cong. Lewis (CA) stated that Barstow could not be handled by 
Tooele, since Tooele can't handle all the Army work that Tooele has 
been given. 

DFAS - 
Several Congressman representing communities that scored well 

in the DFAS contest complained. The Commissioners stated that we 
had been willing to work on this, but it was not provided to us, 
therefore we would not be involved with DFAS. 
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'I'nble A (conlinuet!) 
Economic Impact for Major B m  Closurr:r: and Realignments 

Prom DoD's Original List 

State ' I Economic Area 

'I'X - Dallas (MSA) 
I 

1J.r I Salt Lake City-Ogden (MSA) 

- Salt Lake City-Ogden (MSA) 
I 

'4 A 

- 
NAD Depot 

lnstmlla. ..,. 

NS Dallas 

Tcmla Army Dep~t  

Norfolk-Virginia Reach-Newport News 

(MSN 

Faquier Co. 

Uase 
Impact 96 

-0.2 

-0.2 

I 1 1 

I> D D ' ~o (K IH I 0.0 

Vint l lill Farms -14.0 

Cum. 
Impact % 

-0.2 

-0.2 

7.2 

3.8 4.0 

-0.2 

-14.0 

3.8 4.0 

4.3 
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7d-k 
California Base Closures and Realignments 

Statewide Employment Impacts - Total, Offsetting Gains and Net Losses 

Direct Losses Indirect Employment Effects 
Base Militaty Civilian Subtotal Multiplier Subtotal Total Less Military 

Northern Caiifornia: 

Total Base Losses 45,774 22,157 67,93 1 1.2 83,821 15 1,752 105,978 
Total Offsetting Base Gains 12,827 3,720 16,547 1.2 20,285 36,832 24,005 

Net Base h s e s ,  Northern California 32,937 18,437 51,384 13 63,536 114,920 81,973 

Southern California: 

Total Base Losses 38,602 8,397 46,999 0.9 40,452 87,45 1 48,849 
Total Offsetting Base Gains 23,640 5,839 29,479 0.9 25,247 54,726 3 1,086 

Net Rase Losses, Southern California 14,962 . 2,558 17,520 0.9 15,245 32,725 17,763 

California Statewide: 

Total Base Losses 84,376 30,554 114,930 1.1 124,273 239,203 154,827 
Total Offsetting Base Gains 36,467 9,559 46,aZ6 1.0 45,532 9 1,558 55,09 1 

Total Net Base h s e s  47,909 20,995 68,904 1.1 78,741 147,645 99,736 

Source: Department of Defense 
cabasecl. wk3 



Direct and Indirect Employment Impacts of California Base Closurrs and Realignments - Rounds 1 and 2 

-- - - 

Rounds 1 &d 2 Direct Indirect Employment Effects 
Base When Militaiy Civilian Subtotal Multiplier Subtotal Total Less hiilitary 

Northern California: 

Fort G d  
Hamilton h y  Airfield 
Sacramento Army Depot 
Castle Air Force Base 
Mather Air Force Base 
Hunters Point Naval Station 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station 
Systems Engineering Center -- Vallejo 

Total Base Loses 
Total Offsetting Base Gains 

Net Base Losses, Northern California 

gig5 
9/94 
9/96 
9/95 
9/93 
Closed 
9194 
10/95 

Southern Cali fomia: 

George Air Force Base 
Norton Air Force h e  
Long Beach Naval Station 
kfarine Corps Air Station Tustin 
hi isc. Closures and Realignment 

Total Base Lossas 
Total Offseuing Basa Gains 

Net Base Losses, Southern California 

Total Net Base Losses, Romds 1 & 2, Statewide 3 1,559 7,536 39,095 1.0 40,638 79,733 48,174 
Total Net Base Losee, Round 3, Statewide 16,350 13,459 29,809 1.3 38,103 67,912 5 1,562 

Tutal Net Ease Locrses, All Rotmds, Strttewide 47,909 20,!295 68,904 1.1 78,741 147,645 9!4,736 

S m :  Department ofhfense  
Multipliers from DepaJtrnent of Defense, Office of Economic Adj ustmeat 
cabasecl. wk3 09/13/93 



Direct and Indirect EmpIoyment Impacts of California Base Closures and Realignments -- Round 3 

Round 3 Direct Indirect Employment Effects 
Base Militaty Civilian Total Multiplier Subtotal Total LRss Military 

Northern California: 

Alarneda Naval Air Station 10,586 556 11,142 1.8 20,056 31,198 20,612 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 1 ,%3 7,567 9,530 1.5 14,295 23,825 2 1,862 
Oakland Naval Supply Center 2,374 W5 3,319 0.7 2,323 5,632 3,268 
Naval Hospital Oakland 1,472 809 2,28 1 1 .O 2,28 1 4,562 3 ,090 
Naval Public Works Center, SF 10 1,834 1,844 1 .O 1,844 3,688 3,678 
Treasure Island Naval Station 637 454 1,091 0.8 873 1,964 1,327 
Otbet Base Losses 27 777 804 1 .O 804 1,608 1,581 

Tutal Base Losses 17,069 12,942 30,011 1.4 42,476 72,487 55,4 18 
Total Offsetting Base Gains 6,083 819 6,m 1.4 9,769 16,67 1 10,588 

Net Base Losses, Northern California 10,986 12,123 23,109 1.4 32,707 55,816 44,830 

Southern California: 

El Toro Marine Air Station 5,854 1,926 7,780 1.0 7,780 15,560 9,706 
Naval Training Center San Diego 5,187 402 5,589 0.4 2,236 7,825 2,638 
March Air Force Base 2,961 997 3,958 0.8 3,166 7,124 4,163 
Other Base Losses 3,285 679 3,964 1.0 3 ,%J 7,928 4,643 

Total Base Losses 17,287 4,004 21,291 0.8 17,146 38,437 21,150 
Total Offsetting Base Gains 1 J ,923 2,668 14,591 0.8 11,750 26,34 1 14,418 

Net Base Losses, Southern Catifornia 5,364 1,336 6,700 0.8 5,3% 12,096 6,732 

Net Base Losses, Statewide: 16,350 13,459 29,809 1 .3 38,103 67,912 51,562 

Note: Alameda Naval Air Station includes Naval Aviation Depot. 

Source: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
cabasecl. wk3 09/ 13/93 









Defense Cutbacks: Impacts on California Counties 
Civilian Job Losses Through 1998 

Top 10 Counties 
Jobs 

Los Angeles Contra Costa San Bernardino Napa Ventura 
Almeda Monterey Solano Santa Clara San Diego 

Counties 
:::*;3:,::: ;fir ,,i'.':' 

Defense-Industry Base Closures 

Source: Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration 



Defense Cutbacks: Impacts on California Counties 
Civilian Job Losses Through 1998 

Jobs 

Orange Merced San Francisco Marin El Dorado 
Sacramento Riverside San Mateo Placer Kings 

Counties 
Defense-lndustw Base Closures 

!:;.:*;,*,. ::,::::::.::::?: 

Source: Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration 



'Table A 
Economic Impact for Major Base. Closures and Realignments 

From DoD's Original List 

Unemp. Polential Is;; Y i c A r e a  ~ l ~ ~ s : a l l m l i o n  - - p i G m T  i -g , . l  izAq 1 
ln~pacr % Imprct 96 Rate 96 Rate % 

Anniston (MSA) Felt McClelle* -17.6 -16.8 

Mobile (MSA) Navnl Sta!ion Mobile -0.5 -0.5 I 8.3 1 8.8 11 
1 1 

Sacremento (MSA) McClellnti AFB -4.2 -5.6 8.7 14.3 (1 
1 1 I 

1 San Francisco (MSA) I NS Treasure Is. 1 -0.2 1 -1.2 1 6.3 1 7.5 11 
-- - -  -- - -P -- 

Vallejo-Fairfield-Naptt (MSA) Mare Island Naval Shipyard -1 1.7 -10.7 1 9 . 6 ( - % y p (  

I Oakland (MSA) I NAS A11Mda -2.9 I -4.9 I 6.8 1 11.7 11 
I I I 

] Oakland (MSA) 1 NA Depot A l~mlm 1 -0.7 1 -4.9 6.8 11.7 11 
I I I 1 

11 I Onklcnd (hlSA) 1 Naval Hospital I - 0  1 -4.9 1 6.8 1 11.7 11 
II Oaklantl (MSA) NS Center Oakland -0.5 -4.9 6.8 1 11.7 1 

I I I 1 

11 I Anal~eim-Sanla AIIII~ (MSA) 1 MC Air Station I -0.9 1 -1.4 1 7.2 1 8.6 11 
11 1 ltiverside Co. I Marcl APD 1 -1.6 1 -1.6 1 1 2 . 1  1 13.6 11 

I Orlando (MSA) I NTC ~ r l a n i l o  1 -2.2 -2.5 6.2 
8.7 11 I 1 I 

Jacksotiville (hlSA) 

IL I Mii~lni-1 lialeah (MSA) I lotilestead AFB -1.0 -0. I 8.0 1 8.1 I[ I - 
I lo~lolulu (MSA) NAS Ihlbers Point -1.9 -0.3 3.5 1 3.8 11 

NAS Cecil Field 

I Cl~icngo (MSA) I NAS Gleliview I -0. I I -0. I I 8.1 1 8.2 11 

( N. Elect. Sys. 1 - 1 1 . 9  1 -1.8 1 5.5 1 7.3 11 

-3.0 -0.8 6-1  1 6.9 11 



Table A (continued) 
Economic Impact for Major Base Closures and Realignnlents 

From DoD's Original List 

I Marquette Co. 1 K.I. SawyerAFB I -16.0 1 -16.0 1 8.:2 
I I I I I 

- 

State Economic Area 

Battle Creek (MSA) 

11 MS Lnuderdale Co. NAS Meridian -12.8 -12.8 5.3 
I 1 I 1 I 

- 
II MA 

I Burlington Co. I McGuire AFn -3.7 -3.7 7. ll I 
I I I I 

- 

Installation 

DLSC Battle Creek 

DRMS Rattle Creek 

noston-lawrence-Salem-Lowell (MSA) NAS South Weyrno~rtl~ 

1 New York (MSA) I NS Stateti Island I -0.1 1 -0.2 1 10.4 

Rate % P-tiaI II Bclsa 

Impact 96 

-1.1 

-1.1 

I I I 1 
- -0.1 -0. I 

Utica-Rome (MSA) Griffiss AFU -6.3 -6.3 13.5 
I I 

9.8 

0 1  I Licking Co. Newark APB -4.6 -4.6 7.3 11.9 1 
I I 1 1 

Cum. 
I m p t  96 

-2.2 

-2.2 

Uncemp. 
Rate % - 

5.Q - 
S.!) 

PA I l'l~iladelphia, Pa.-NJ (MSA) I AS0 Philadelphia 0.0 1 -2.2 I 
I I I 

Dayton-Springfield (hlSA) DESC Dayton 

I I'liilaclelpliia, Pa. -NJ (MSA) I DI'SC Pliiladelpl~ia 1 -0.3 1 -2.2 1 7.8 ( 10.0 

Pl~iladelphia, Pa.-NJ (MSA) Defense Clothing Factory -0.1 -2.2 

Philadelphia, Pa.-NJ (MSA) DCM D Philadelpl~ia 0.0 -2.2 7.8 

Philadelphia, Pa.-NJ (MSA) DISC phi lad el phi:^ -0.2 -2.2 7.8 

Philadelphia, Pa.-NJ (MSA) N AS0 Philadelphia -0.2 -2.2 7.8 

- 1 7.8 
I I I I I 

- -1.3 

Pl~iladelphia. Pa.-NJ (MSA) Naval Sltipyarcl -0.9 -2.2 

S C Cl~arles~on (MSA) NS Charleston -7.0 -15.3 5.9 21.2 

-1.2 6.6 







.- INTERAGENCY 09 JUNE 1993 

DAVE : 

I THOROUGHLY READ THE ECONOMIC IMPACT FOR TINKER A.F.B.. PROPOSAL 
TO CLOSE, IN LIGHT OF TINKER'S MISSION AND EFFECT ON THE STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA, WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT THE STATE. 

AT BEA WE WORK CLOSELY WITH THE AIR MATERIAL COMMANDS OF WHICH 
TINKER IS ONE. EXCEPTION IS TAKEN TO SOME OF THEIR STATISTICS, MOST 
NOTICEABLY THE COST OF LIVING COMPOSITE. OTHERWISE THE REPORT IS 
CONSISTENT WITH WHAT I'VE WORKED WITH AT BEA. 

PAPERCLIPPED ARE PAGES OF SOME CONCERN. UNDER MILITARY VALUE; THE 
U.S.A.F. CONTRACTS OUT WORK FOR AIRCRAFT MODIFICATION, RE- 
ENGINEERING, ENGINE REPLACEMENT, RETOOLING AND THE LIKE. IN RECENT 
YEARS U. S .A. F. HAS BEEN PERFORMING THE WORK IN HOUSE, (ORGANIC) . 
THIS IS A MAJOR CHANGE FROM PAST YEARS. THE DEPOTS OR MATERIAL 
COMMANDS ARE COMPETING WITH THE PRIVATE SECTOR FOR AIRCRAFT 
CONTRACTS. SOMETHING WE SHOULD REMEMBER IS THAT IF THE BASE 
SUPPORTS "X" NUMBER OF AIRCRAFT AND/OR WEAPON SYSTEMS, A MEANINGFUL 
QUESTION IS HOW MUCH OF EACH WEAPON SYSTEM IS CONTRACTED OUT? WHAT 
WAS THE PRIME CONTRACT AWARD DOLLARS LENT BY THIS BASE FOR 
CONSULTATION, ENGINEERING CHANGE ORDERS, REPAIR OF ENGINES, 
REPAIR/REPLACE AVIONICS PACKAGES TO PRIVATE SECTOR FIRMS? 

ON THE ISSUE OF RETIREES; 
HOW BIG IS THE BASE HOSPITAL 
WHAT SERVICES DOES IT OFFER 
DATE BUILT 
RECENT UPGRADES 
LOCATION TO THE BASE OF OTHER HOSPITALS. 

ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
BEA'S GOVT. DIVISION HAS THESE NUMBERS FOR IMMEDIATE VERIFICATION. 
RAY LA BELLA (202) 523-5029. 

COST TO THE COUNTRY OF 1.2 BILLION--DON'T KNOW WHERE THEY GOT THESE 
DATA. 
WHAT IS THE EMPLOYMENT AREA? 
WHAT IS THE M.S.A.? 
THE REPORT STATES THAT 37 COUNTIES ARE AFFECTED-EITHER THEY HAVE 
SMALL COUNTIES OR PEOPLE DRIVE A LONG WAY TO WORK. 

WILL DISCUSS WITH YOU TOMORROW. 







"The Way We Fight " 

The Role of th:  ALC's 



"THE WAY WE FIGHT" 

The Air Logistics Centers (ALC:'s) are the foundation of the United States Air Force war fighting capability. Weapons systems such 

as the B-2, B-IB, B-52 etc., are managed at the ALC's. This includes engineering, modifications, procurement of spare parts, and 

tlepot scheduling and repair. 

Tinker AFB's unique role in the. ALC process is its great versatility and flexibility in being able to adjust its facilities and workforce 

to meet ever changing Department of Defense force structure requirements. Large hangars, like the E-3 ANrACS, have unique 

capabilities. The repair center capability in building 3001 is unique in that it is the only facility in DOD that cam accommodate all 

types of aircraft and engine repair. 

Elimination of too large a portion of this ALC capability will cause the pyramid to fall. 



USAF Mi l i t a ry  Personnel/Aircraft A i r - c  r - a  f t 

Colt1 War I U S A F  I'ERSONNEI, - 
USAF AIR( :RAlT  - 



STRATEGY-USAF PERSONNEL 

The United States has won the cold war. Presently, there is no published national secrlrity strategy to replace the cold war strategy 

of deterrence. DOD unclassified reports indicate DOD is considering a strategy and force structure to meet "regional conflicts". 

Since WW 11, our country has experienced a series of force structure increases and reductions in response to threats to our national 

security. This chart reflects those cycles in terms of personnel and aircraft. 





STRATEGY-TINKER PERSONNEL 

The total personnel assigned to Tinker AFB corresponds to the changing force structure cycles since WW 11. 



I A Bombers A Tankers ,&& Surveillance 
---- -- ---. - .---....-. - ....._ ___.- J 



STRATEGY-WARFIGHTERS AND MAINTAINERS 

To counter regional conflicts, bombers, tankers and Airborne Warning and Control Aircraft (AWACS) will operate from the CONUS 

to the conflict. All three of these weapon syste~ns are managed and maintained at Tinker. 

Bombers, like in Desert Storm, will be the first weapons on the target. For example, during Desert Storm, B-52's carrying the Air 

Launched Cruise Missile were reconfigured by Tinker personnel from nuclear to conventional for tlie first delivery of weapons against 

Iraq. 

As air and sea lif t  support is activated during regional conflicts, bombers will cease operating from the CONUS and also forward 

deploy to the region. 

The bottom line is the Ad~niriistration and DOD have not published a national security strategy for the country. Any changes, 

especially decreased capability in the ALC force structure, need to be made with extreme caution. It is hard to imagine a great 

number of years of peace in our future given the history of the United States and the wars that have been fougllt during the past 50 

years. 





t C 

MII,ITARY VALUE 
LOCATION 



MILITARY VALUE-LOCATI ON 

The central location of Tinker AFB in the United States provides easy access to 56 Air Force and 134 DOT) installations. This is 

particularly important since the dedicated "Logair" logistics airlift has been eliminated. Logistics support is now provided by 

co~nmercial means making the cost factors of weight and cube over n given distance extremely important when operating on reduced 

budgets. 

Another important factor is the emerging two level maintenance concept that the Air  Force is implementing into the logistic support 

system. The intermediate level mairitenarlce once performed at each operating air base will now be transported to the ALC's. 

Tinker's location will be the most convenient and responsive of any ALC with the lowest cost for transportation. 





h1ILITARY VALUE-WEAPON SYSTEMS 

The collocation of the AWACS and Navy TACAMO (Take Charge And Move Out) aircraft to Tinker offers quick response for 

engineering, maintenance support, repairs and parts. Further, there is great savings by eliminating transportation costs. 

This collocation was absolutely critical during the =rly deployn~ent of the AWACS when there were no parts available for the 

aircraft. A special depot organization was established by the ALC within the AWACS wing to maintain the aircraft. Without this 

special handling, collocated at Tinker, the AWACS would not have become operational on time and schedule. 

The JSTARS (Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System) aircraft is a KC-135 type aircraft. Coll~xated at Tinker, the 

JSTARS aircraft would have the same easy access and n~aintenance support from the AL,C as the other KC-135 scrics aircral't. I 





MIIJTARY VALUE-WEAPON SYSTEMS 

Tinker's organic capability manages and repairs eight different jet engines with an insentory of nearly 18,O(XI. I t  also manages arid 

repairs 22,000 different parts. 

7% he Air Force, with reduced budgets, has only one new aircraft, the C-17, entering the inventory. With no new aircraft, the ALC's r-$7 
L / w i l l  have a greater demand to "fix wliat we have" in keeping a force structure. The KC-135, for example, is scheduled to continue 

/ 
in tlie 



MILITARY VALXJE 
UNIQUE FACILITIES 

- 

J 300 1 HIGH TECI-IFLEXIBLE 

J LARGE AIC I-IANGARS 

,/ COMPOSITE REPAIR 

J BLADE REPAIR 

,/ SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT 

,/ S U R G E  FOR CONFLICrTS 

J MODERN PAINT FACILITY 



MILITARY VALUE-UNIQUE FACILITIES 

Building 3001, nearly a mile long, is the most versatile building in DOD. Covering 52 acres, i t  has the most modern high technology 

machine repair and materiel system in DOD. Aircraft, engines, and aircraft parts can be repaired simultane~ously in this unique 

facility. Also, unique B-2 slealth facilities have been constructed to handle the depot repair of this advanced technology aircraft. 

A special maintenance hangar was constructed to allow the AWACS aircraft with its high radar dome to receive depot maintenance. 

It is also unique to have the TACAMO and AWACS collocated with the depot. The large aircraft repair hangars offer the flexibility 

to accon~modate both large and small aircraft. Tinker also has the only Composite repair facility with a large conclave. This is 

required on the B-1B and B-2 stealth aircraft. 

A large new jet engine blade repair facility is located at Tinker. Without this facility, the ALC was hostage to a commercial 

contractor for blade repairs at increased cost to the government. Also, software modifications and updates can be perfornled at Tirlker 

for the AWACS, B-2, B-1B and B-52. 

Tinker has a state-of-the-art large paint facility. It can accommodate a C-5 and B-52 at the same time. Of course, i t  can more than 

handle large numbers of smaller aircraft. 



Defense Distribution Depot - 

@ 32 State of Art Storage Facilities 

@ 25,597,000 Cubic Feet 

Inland Aerial Port Capability 



MILITARY VALUE-UNIQUE FACILITIES ~ 

Large fully automated materiel handling and retriever system storage facilities are located at Tinker. A newly constn~cted storage 

facility was just conlpleted and a newly renovated receiving facility is in the final phase of construction. 

Tinker has a large aerial port capability. During Desert Storm, this facility was rated the second largest aerial port in  the United 

States. 



Military Value 
UIZ iqu C' Facilities 
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MILITARY VALUE-UNIQUE FACILITII3 

A $13.2 Million Regional Processing Center is currently under construction at Tinker AFB. This facility will realize great savings 

by centralizing and processing 16 USAF base finance, supply and personnel activities. 



J VO-TECH 
-Trained Workforce 

J 1nst:itutions of Higher Learning 
- EngineersIMan rs/Accountan 

Schools within a 3 
6 Vo-Techs that are State Financed 

and Staffed 

6 Major Universities 

3 Community Colleges 



MILITARY VALUE-EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

The state of Oklahoma provitfes all of the training for employees at Tinker AFB. The modern Vocational Tec:hnology (VO-TECH) 

system is physically located on Tinker AFB for convenience and ease in  coordinating training requirements. No other state provides 

this cost free training benefit to an ALC. 

Nine institutions of higher learning are located within a 30 mile radius of Tinker AFB to provide tile skills of higher disciplines such 

as engineering, finance, accounting, industrial arts and etc. 





Capacity 
Organzc Capability 

I I- 

OC-ALC 1 
- -.I1 

4 Manufacturing Immediate Repair 

-"a"- Pratt & Wliitney - Engines 

--A- Hayes Corporation - I<C 135 

Boeing - KC 135 



CAPACITY 

Building 3001, with its great versatility and modem machine repair capabilities, is a national asset. There is no other facility in DOD 

with this unique capability. 

Two impork~nt elements are essential for this country. First, DOD must be able to perform its own manufacturing processes. 

Second, DOD must have at least two ALCs that possess similar capabilities to accommotlate large aircraft and jet engine repair. This -- 
redundancy will ensure a true organic capability to maintain critical weapons systems should a catastrophic event occur. 





ECONOdlIC IMPACT 

LOCAL, STATE & ' 
COUNTY CONTROL 

FEDERAL GOV'T 
CONTROL 

AIR FORCE 
PROPERTY 

1993 
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1-240 
DRAPER LAKE 



ECONOMIC IMI'AC'S-l 1 IS'SORY 

In 1940, the Oklahoma City Chamber formed the Industries Foundation which led to the purchase of 960 acres. In turn, this land 

was given to the War Department in 1941 for the location of an air depot. Since that time, Oklahoma County and City have provided 

Tinker AFB land that now encompasses nearly 5,000 acres. Further, the stale, city and county have over 1300 acres in reserve for 

additions to Tinker AFB as required. 

During the 1970's, Oklahoma County sponsored a $1 1 million bond issue to purchase and remove an entire housing development 

area, which was located directly north of the main runway at Tinker AFB. This allowed Tinker AFB runway operations to meet the 

requirements of the most conservative zoning laws. 

To protect and prevent any encroachment problems that might occur in the fi~ture, the state, city and county have purchased over 

18,000 acres surrounding Tinker AFB. 



Economic Impact 
People 



ECONOMIC IMI'ACT - PEOPLI3 

'Tinker Air Force Base has an enormous impact on the economy of the entire state of Oklahoma. No less than 37 of the state's 77 

12ounties have citizens who work at Tinker AFB. Civilian workers, appropriated anti non-appropriated funded, and military in 

uniforrn total 25,696 direct jobs. Together, the military and civilian employees of Tinker p i~t  $719,564,734 per y e w  into the 

Oklahoma economy. 



Jobs 

Primary 
/ 

25 696,) 
'------? - 

Secondary 25,389 

Total 



ECONOMIC IMPACT -- rI'O'l'AIJ I h4 l'A(.:'lT $2.6 131 I>LION 

Using the economic impact formula provided by the Department of Defellse, tllc 25,696 dirccl jobs at Tinker AFB c r a t e  some 25,389 

secondary jobs for the Oklahoma economy. These total jobs, primary ancl scco~idary, combine lo infuse into the Oklahoma economy 

more than $2.6 Billion annually. 



All Services 

Payroll 



ECONOMIC IMPAC'I' - M I  I ,I'I'A I? Y I< 17T1 I'\EES 

Pleasant climate, exceptional quality of life inclutling plentifi~l ant1 affbrtl;ll,lc Ilousing, fricntlly people, and the extensive on-base 

facilities have combined to make the central Oklahoma area a favorite comrnunity for military retirees fro111 all 1,ranches of the 

military services. Today, there are 14,244 military retirees within a fifty-mile radius of Tinker AFB. Retired pa.yroll for these 

retirees total $21 1,047,888 annually. No less than four of the recent Oklahoma City Air Iagistics Center Coninlanders have cl~osen 

to retire in  the central Oklahoma area. 
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IZCONOMIC IMI'AC'I' - MI LI'I'AI<Y CONS'I'I:UCrI'ION 

'rinkel- Air Force Base has been the recipient of millions of dollars i n  nlili[:ir-y constri~ction funding over the past ten years. While 

many dollars have been used to enlarge or modernize existing facilities, the lion's share of the Military Construction Program tfollars 

have been for the construction of new facilities to support new missions. Ideatling the list is $71.4 million to construct mission 

facilities for the beddown of the Navy E-6 mission (TACAMO). Many new facilities to support the Air Logistics Center have been 

completed in recent years with most supporting the B-1 and 13-2 depot missions. Over the past ten fiscal years, $407.9 million in 

military construction has been expendtxl at Tinker AFB. While the majority of the new constrilction ($341.9 million) was for mission 

facilities, $66.0 million went to build or expand base support facilities to meet the influx of military personnel associated with new 

missions. In the past five fiscal years, $212.2 million has been expended on new base facilities. 
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ENVIRONMENT 
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J TINKER - EPA - STATE = PARTNERSHIP 

J CLEAN-  UP: $131.3M L A S T 5  YEARS 

V' L YIJCCESSES 
- ELECTliIC GENERATION - P E A K  
- CNG FL,EET AND STATION 
- LARGEST RECYCLER IN DOD - $3M/YEAR 

/ BEST IN DOD 
\/ 



ENVI IIONMIjN'T 

Tinker AFB has led DOD in environmental clean up. Oklallorna Goverrlor David Walters created a new department within the state 

organization, "The Department of Environmental Quality". Members from this department, Oklahoma County, Oklahorna City and 

Tinker AFB meet monthly or as necessary to discuss and coordinate all environment filnctions involving clean up activities at Tinker. 

The partnership meetings are "solution" oriented in solving environmental probleins. 

Over $131 million has been spent during the past five years on environrner~tal clean up. Tinker AFB was rated as having the best 

environmental program in DOD in 1990. Tinker AFB won the coveted DOD "SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAI, 

QUAI-ITY AWARD" in 1990. 

During 1991 and 1992, Tinker AFB has been awarded over 20 General Tllornas 11. White Environn~ental Quality Awards. 





j LONG HISTORY O F  AVIATION 

J LARGE HANGARS = VERSATILITY 

J HIGH TECHNOLOGY - STEALTH 

GREAT GROWTH POTENTIAL 

INTERSERVICABILITY 



FUTURE 

Oklahoma City and Tinker AFB have had a long history associated with aviation. In adtlition to the City sponsoring the "Depot", 

the favorable flying weather was ideal for several pilot training bases to be located around Oklahoma City during WW 11. Tinker 

AFB, as mentioned on a previous slide has great growth potential. Being Oklahoma's largest single employer, the state f ~ ~ l l y  protects 

and will meet any future demands required to support this vital resource. 

The large hangar facilities are a one-of-a-kind in DOD. They provide complete versatility in accommodating both large and small 

aircraft. New high technology buildings have been and are currently under construction to meet the demanding requirements of 

stealth technology. 

The ALC is deeply involved in interservicability. The collocation of the United States Navy's E-6 or TACAMO aircraft is consitiere<l 

a great partnership with considerable savings to DOD. The Navy's F-14 Tom Cat engines receive their depot repair anti 

remanufacturing at this ALC. Tinker's central location, large hangar facilities, versatile and flexible high technology repair 

capability, and superb community relations offer the potential to meet the maintenance requirements of the other military services. 

People are the heart of The Oklahoma City Air Logistic Center's success. The work ethic is the hall mark of this ALC ancl was so 

recognized recently when they won the "President's Award for Quality and Production" for 1991. This Center en-ioys the highest 

procluctivity rates, the lowest delinquency rates for producing aircraft, parts and engines in  DOD. 



COST TO COU Nri'lXY 

PAY BACK IS 100 YEARS + 

LOSE: MAJOR CRITICAL NATIONAL 
MILITARY ASSET 



CLOSING TINKER AIR I;OI<CI-{ 13ASE 

Closing Tinker Air Force Base is more than projected monetary savings-- i t  is an unnccessary risk to national security. 111 terms of 

dollars and cents, the Air Force has projected that it would cost $1.223 l3illion to close 7'iriker and transfer the missior~s and workload 

to other installations. Further, as a business decision it would take well over 100 years to recoup the enormous cost associated with 
I 

closirlg Tinker. But most important, the closing of Tinker Air Force Base would rilean the loss of a major critical national military 

asset. 







A History of Pnrtnerslzip 

Attraction ofAir Depot 

(3klahoma City leaders began working to attract a major 
military installation in 1938. 

In 1940, the Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce 
formed the Industries Foundation, with 29 1 local citizens 
subscribing $294,500 in cash to be used for the advance- 
ment of' aviation related industry in the metropolitan area. 

In 194 1, Oklahoma City submitted a bid which included 
providing a 960-acre site, relocating pipelines, extending 
utility lines and service, obtaining rail connection and 
improving highways at no cost to the federal government. 

On April 8, 194 1, the War Department announced that an 
air depot, employing 3,500 civilian workers would be 
located in Oklahoma City. 

'fie Chamber, using the Industries Foundation funds, 
immediately began land purchases for the site. 

On April 29, 194 1, Oklahoma City voters approved a bond 
issue of $982,000 to provide furids for the depot. 

The de:pot, which is now Tinker Air Force Base, was 
officially activated in March of 1942. 

Attraction of Aircraft hlanufacturing Plant 

In 1942, Oklahoma City leaders started an organized effort 
to attract an aircraft mnnufricturing plant. 

Oklalion~a City's proposal included providing 4130 acres of 
land adjoining the Air Depot on the East, relocating pipe- 
lines, extending utility services and rail service, and provid- 
ing bus transportation and access roads for workers, at no 
cost to the government. 

Three days after the proposal was submitted, Oklahoma 
City was selected as the site for a new aircraft plant. 

A County bond issue of over $1.2 million and a City bond 
issue of $864,000 were approved by the commun~ity to filrld 
the needed improvements and land. 

Production started at the plant in November of 1942. 

Following the War, production ended at the aircraft manu- 
facturing plant. 

Oklahoma City then worked to attract the Oklahloma City 
Air Technical Service Command to the plant. This is now 
the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. 





Trnrzsportntiorz Access to Tirzlkr A. RB. 

Throughout Tinker's history, the location of 
rhe Base and its needs have been the major 
factor in the location and improvement of 
highways and streets in the area. State, 
County and City officials continue to work 
together to provide Tinker excellent access to 
the metropolitan area and to interstate high- 
ways. 

When planning Interstate 40, City, County 
and State leaders placed the highway around 
the north side of Tinker specifically to meet 
the Base's transportation needs. 1-40 now 
connects Tinker to Interstates 35,44 and 240, 
providing Tinker suppliers and workers 
access throughout the metropolitan area, 
around the state and across the nation. 

The State of Oklahoma is constructing a $6 
million interchange at 1-240 and Air Depot 
Blvd., south of Tinker Air Force 13ase, to 
provide better access to the south side of the 
Base. 

Other recent projects include: 
-Reconstrt~ction of SE 59th St, from 
1-35 to Air Depot; and reconstruction of 
Sooner Rd. from 1-240 to SE 29t11, to 
improve access to the west side of the 
Base. Cost: $10 million. 

-Channelization and signal improve- 
ments at SE 74th and Douglas; SE 59rh 
and Douglas; SE 44th a n d ~ o u g l a s ;  
SE 44111 and Sooner Rd. 
Cost: $61 5,000. 

-1lcconstruction and widening of Bryant 
Avenue from 1-240 to SE 44th; and 
Sirnnylane Rd. from 1-240 to 
SE 59th St. Cost: $4.5 million. 

-Resurfacing of arterial streets east of 
the Base. Cost: $400,000. 





Protecting Tinker's Future 

In 1955, the Oklahoma City Chamber of 
Commerce presented the Air Force with a 
check for over $348,000 to purchase 638 
acres of land and mineral rights. 'This land is 
now the site of the Base l~ospital, several 
hundred On-Base family housing units, NCO 
and BOQ facilities and a recreational area. 

From 1956 - 1959, the Chamber purchased 
an additional 12,058 acres of land around the 
East, South and West perimeters of Tinker to 
protect Base flight operations. Part of this 
land was acquired by the City of Oklahoma 
City to use for a reservoir and drainage area. 
A portion of the land was used for industrial 
anti commercial operations which do not 
inhibit the clear zone. 

In the 1950's, an extensive housing addi- 
tion, covering some 300 acres and including 
an elementary school and over 800 homes, 
was built north of Tinker. In the early 
1970's Oklahoma County approved a bond 
issue of over $10 million to acquire the 
residential property and school. The area has 
been cleared and is now protected. 

The community assisted with protection 
efforts again in 1982, by encouraging a local 
cllurch with a congregation of 6,000 people 
to not build at the northwest end of the 
auxiliary runway. A different location was 
offered to the church by Oklahoma Industries 
Authority. This insured continued flying 
operations and future growth potential. 

The Oklahoma City Airports Zoning 
Ordinance places restrictions on develop- 
ment in the areas adjacent to Tinker to insure 
compatibility with the Base. 

Oklahoma City restrains building activities: 
in the reservoir area south of Tinker to 
protect runway extension areas. 



Contmunity Assistance 

Relocation Assistance Land Acquisition 

During the past several years, the metropolitari area chambers of 
commerce. have assisted the Air Force and Navy in their relocation 
efforts. Chambl-r officials, community leaders, educators and busi- 
ness people traveled to Fort Worth, Hawaii and Patuxent River to 
provide relocation information to families moving to Tinker. These 
chambers are or1 call to provide this type of assistance, at no cost to 
the govern,ment, at any time in the future. 

Business/Governnient Support 

Businesses also work to support Tinker. Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Company locatecl a one-of-a-kind peaking plant on the Base to pro- 
vide power to operate if commercial electrical power is lost. 

Oklahoma's largest natural resource, compressed natural gas, pow- 
ers 255 of the Tinker vehicles, the largest CNG fleet in the Depart- 
ment of Defense. This is an example of Tinker's concern for the 
environmerit and the business community's support for their efforts. 

Will Rogers World Airport is used by Tinker for "Touch and Go" 
training operations. 

During the last several years, the conlmunity again embarked on 
land acquisitions for the development anti protection of Tinker. Over 
180 acres were acquired at a cost of over $2 million, as a part of tlie T- 
Project. This acquisition allowed for additional development at 
Tinker, including: 

- Confirming Storage 
- Maintenance Integrated Support Facility 
- Depot Engine Storage Facility 
- Fuel Control Test Facility 
- Jet Fuel Storage 
- Fuel Control Facility 
- Hazardous Material Processing Facility 
- Depot Corrosion Colltrol Facility 

Eighty acres of land were obtained by tlie Oklahoma City Chamber 
and sold at cost to the Navy for the Navy's Strategic Conlmand Wing 
One Headquarters, a new mission now operating at Tinker. 

Oklahoma City grants permits for off-base training operations on 
Draper Lake and Lake property. 



on tlze State q f' Olclnhorit n 

Tinker Air Force Rase has an econonlic impact of $2.6 billion on [lie State of Oklahoma. 

The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center employs 10,000 civilians and 1,000 military 
personnel. 

Tinker Air Force Base employs 12,000 civilians and 7,000 military. 

The Future of Titzlcer Air firce Base 
The Base has taken on several new missions in the last few years, and it has the capability to 

do more -- with highly qualified employees, unique facilities and excellent real estate. 

The State of Oklahoma and Oklahoma City metropolitan area have a unique working rela- 
tionship with the Base. Ttie strong cornrnunity support that led to Tinker's beginning over 50 
years ago, remains alive today. 

The community is dedicated to continuing its efforts to ensure the protection of Tinker's 
two runways and its missions. 

Oklahomans understand the importance of Tinker and its missions. The forward thinking 
community leaders will go to any length to meet the needs of Tinker and the United States 
military. 

Tinker is an invalual~le part of Oklahoma, and the community's military vallie to the De- 
partment of Defense is immeasurable. Oklahoma will continue to make Tinker a top priority 
as we move into the 21 st Century. 





A walk through do\vntown Oklahonia City today would bc Oklallonin City has an cxtrcnicly productive, liiglt qu;tlity 
drastically diffcrcnt from the business conimunity of a Iluntlrcd ycars workforce riiost citics can't cvcn approach. This year, i t  was nariicd 
ago. What was then just a tent city has gro\rrn to bc a bustling tlte sixtlt bcst city in tllc cou~ltry for global con~pc~itivcricss by Worltf 
nictropolis idcal for business expansion and growth. Dcspitc Tmdc hlngazi~lc. 
Oklahonia City's diver-sc environment, thc pcoplc's strong scnsc o f  

0tllc.r s l l i~l i~ig C X ~ L I I I P I C S  o f  [lie Oklaho~iia City I,VOI kforce arc the 
vitality and ambition rcmains a conlnlon thrcad froni which Okla- 

workers at r l~c  0kl;lllonl;t City Gc~lcral Motors plant ant! thc Kf&T 
homa City has grown and prospcrcd. 

Oklallorna City Works. The Gcncral Motors plant wils niimcd thc 
Oklnlionia City sprang up virtually ovcrnigl~t as a result o f  tlte ltigllcst in quality o f  any autoniotive plant in North Anlcricit by J.D. 

famous 188'9 L ~ n d  Run. Early on, Oklalloma City sct its sights on I'owcrs' aruiual sttrvcy. Tile AT&T Plant is part o f  the company's 
growth and succcss as hundrcds o f  people stakcd tllcir clairlis in Ilopc Transnlissio~i Syste~lis Unit which rcccivcd (lie Malcolni Daltlrige 
of  starting a bcttcr life for themsclvcs and thcir fanlilics. Award in 1993. 

In tlic carly 1900's. civic leaders workcd hard to bring business 0kl;tllorna City's strong conin~itnicnt to education plays a major 
and industry to Oklahoma City, beginning with ritilrorttls ant1 rnari- role in protluci~lg a protluctivc labor pool. I t  offers an array o f  public 
mndc water rcscrvoirs, then eventually Tinker Air Force Dase and the arltl privatc scllools, state-of-thc-art vocationill progranls, plus rllalty 
hfikc Monroney Aeronautical Center in the 1940's. institutions of higher Ic;~nting. Ovcr 10 pcrccnt o f  tlte population is 

As the state capital o f  Oklahoma, the nietropolitan arca's 
population is approxirnatcly one million. State govcrnmcnt is 
the arca's largest employer wit11 ovcr 30,000 cniployecs. 
Tinker Air Force Base is the city's second largest cmploycr, 
with 19,000 en~ployces. Oklahoma City also houses sevcral 
major industries such as AT&T, Gcncral Motors, and Xcrox. 
l f o \ r ~ v c r ,  Oklahoma City has much niorc to offcr tllan just big 
business. 

Ncarly 50 attractions and museums, many nationally 
known, arc available plus a variety o f  cntertainmcnt options to  
suit all tastes. And, since Oklahonia City is onc of  tlic 
country's sllnnicst citics, most o f  these activities can bc 
enjoycd ycar around. 

As you can scc, thcrc is niorc to Oklahonia City than mccts 
the eye, particularly in  the arcas that can make tlic biggcst 
impact on your business. Oklahoma City has a strong quality 
workforce, an cxccllcnt location for nationwide distribution, 
plus all the amcnitics o f  the nation's largest cities coupled with 
frirndlv rnrinc. ncnnlc whn c1rc;ltlv rnhancr the ntmlitv nf'lifr 



cnrollccl in ;III  institute ofl~ighcs ctl~rcarior~. As ;I rcs~~lr .  O ~ ~ ; I / I O I I I ; I  
City is able to protlucc i~ltelligcnt, tr;lin;lblc \vorkcrs \ \ , I I O  [>ossc<s :I 
variety of skills and arc \viIlirlg to \\cork. All ol'tl~csc Eictors ; I I ~  

important as bu:iincsscs go to flatter, Ica~lcr or~!ar~i./;~tinr\s to cc\lrth;\t 
costs ant1 increase profits. 

Oklahoma C ~ t y ' s  lligl~ qu;llity \vorkforcc bccorncs even more 
attractive \vl~en you realize the financial atlvarlt;~gcs i t  11;1s to oflkr. 
Oklal\oma City's workforce is a stable one, wit11 ;I lo\v turnover rille 
in comparison to most cities. Its labor pool lives contfortably ivitl~ a 
cost of living that falls way below the national average. 7 1 i s  tr;~ns- 
lates into wage S C ~ I C S  below industry avemgcs, \r.hich in turn can 
mean increased bcncfits for business. 

Not only doc:; Oklal~onla City maintain a I~igh i111;llity \vorkforce, - .  

but i t  also has a nurnbcr of otllcr attributes that 111:1kc i t  ;III ideal 
location to conduct busincss.Oklal~oma City is loc:~rcd at tllc cross- 
roads of rhe statc: and tile nation, alnlost exactly cquiclistant from Ncw 
York and Los Angclcs. Our proximity protluccs aciva~~tagcs i n  
comn~unication, speed and savings. 

Oklal~oma City is fortunate to have a statc-of-tllc-art tclccorl~n~r~r~i- 
cations infrastnlcturc able to providc busincsscs \$'it11 a cost-cffccti\~c, 
rcliablc way to transport both voice and data across town ;111tl across 
the country, At tile heart of this network is an cxtc~~sivc fil~cr optic 
cable anti digital switching systemthat provitlcs high-spc.ctl, Iligll- 
capacity voice and data transmission as wcll as cqtr:il access to 
numerous long distance companies. 

Will Rogers International Airport, wit11 its 200,000 sclu:~re-hot 
tcniiinal, is served I)y six 

I carriers, with numerous arrivals 
each day. Oklahon~a City is also 
thc point of intcrscction for three 
niajor interstalc arteries, 1-35, 1- 
40 and 1-44, providing sccond- 
day shipping to the entirc nation. 

I.:VL-II tl1011gl1 OI~I;I!IOIII;I C'ity's t;lses ; ~ r l c I  ~ 1 s t  o t ' l ~ v i ~ \ g  ; \ ~ e  l t \ \v ,  our 
tlu:~lity ot.lit2 I - ~ I I I ; I ~ I I S  11igI1, OLI;IIIOIII;I City's cost of.Iivi11g is 11c;1rIy 
11i11c 1)'r~.cnt l)clo\v the I I ; I I ~ O I I ; I ~  ;nlcr;lgc, ;111(,1 t l~c  ;ivcr;~gc per c;1[111;1 
il\c.a~r\c is ivcll above tile n;~tionnl ailcrngc. 

111 ;~dtlitiou, Okla l lo~~l ;~  City ranks among tllc top cities in tllc 
country fi>r tllc \f;~luc of real csl;rtc i~~\lcst~ncnt ~111cl for our I ~ i g l ~  
qu;llity, lo\\, cost Ilousing. 1Ionlcs sell at 23 pcrcc~~t below tllc 
rlatiorlal avcs;ige, making tllc American Dreanl nlorc ;~ffortl;~ble i n  
OkI;~l~or~\:i City! 

Ilxccllcnt health cnrc, cducation, and sonle of tllc rl~ost cxcitir~g 
attractions i r ~  tllc country play a major rolc in c~~ll;lncing t l~c  quality of 
liSe in Oklallorna City. As a top city in tllc Sotrtl~wcst region wllcn i t  
c o ~ ~ l c s  10 Ilc;~lrl~ cnrc, we h:lve over 25 cor~vcnic~~tly loc;ttc(l I~osl)itals, 
\ v i t l ~  but11 sl)ccializcd ant1 general cure. 

Oklaholna City also boasls over 50 attractions and rnuscurlls, 
sports, sIloly>ing. ancl outdoor and w;itcr act~~vities for thc wholc 
I'lniily to cr~joy. '1111: National Cowboy lIall of I:an~e, Oklahorlla City 
Art h,ll~scunl, blyriad Garclens, ant1 tllc Oklalloina City Zoo arc all 
j;rc:lt places to visit. 

I<e~llington ['ark, one of the nation's fi11e:;t llorsc racing facilities, 
is also loc;itctl in Oklallorna City. And, tllc city is tllc I I ~ I I I C  of 111l.c~ 
prokssio~lal spons tciims playing basketball, h:~scl>all ;111c1 I~ockey. 

Ovcr;~ll, Oklallon~;~ City rcsitlcr~ts cr~joy c;~su;~l, c;lscfrcc lifcstylcs 
irnd bc~\cfit  ion^ 11 variety of activities yeill aro1111(l. Scvcr;~l Icstiv;~ls 
;ind special eirents are llcld i r ~  Oklal~ont;~ City c;rcl~ ycar i~~c l~ r t l i~ lg  t l~c  
I:cstiv;~l o f  tllc Arrs, t l~c  Kctl Earth Ni~tivc A~nc~-ica~l I:cstival, Acro- 
space Anlcric;~, and tllc Fcstival of tllc I lorse. 

1:'s obvious tI1,1t Oklal~o~na City offers a \1;11icty ofopportur~itics 
rlot o11ly for busir~css, but for all other aspects oflifc :IS well-- I~c;~l t l~ ,  
cducation, work, ant1 play. Tllc big city convcnicnccs cornbinctl with 
tllc fricutlly, easy-going attitudes of local rcsitlcnts make Oklal~onla 
City a great place to live. 

We invite you to come and experience what Oklalloma City is ; r l l  
about and expand your business horizons as \vcll as your personal 
drcarns. "It's a WondcrfuLifc" in Oklahoma City! 



Cell trnl Location 

Oklahoma City's central location and 
pro:x.imity to three of the nation's major 
interstate highways provide the advantage 
of same-day or next-day delivery to the 
majority of the continental United States. 
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Anniston ARDEP 
NAVSTA Mobile 
DlSA Gunter Annex 
DlSA Huntsville 
NRC Gadsden 
Redstone Arsenal 
DDD Aniston ARDEP 

NRC Fayetteville 
NRC Fort Smith 

Luke AFB 

Presidio of Monterey 
DISA McClellan 
March AFB 
Travis AFB 
Mare lsland NSY 
MCAS Pendleton 
MCAS El Toro 
NAS Alameda 
NAS Lemoore 
NAS Miramar 
NAS North lsland 
NADEP Alameda 
NADEP North Island 
Nav Hospital Oakland 
NAVSTATreasure Island 
NAVSTA San Diego 
Nav Training Ctr 
Nav Public Works Ctr San Francisco 
Presidio of San Francisco 
DDD Barstow 
DDD San Diego 
DD Tracy 
DlSA Port Hueneme 
DlSA FlSC San Diego 
DISA El Toro 
DlSA San Francisco 
DlSA China Lake 
DlSA Point Mugu 
DlSA NCCOSC San Diego 
DlSA Camp Pendleton 
Castle AFB 
March AFB 
Mather AFB 
MCAS Tustin 
Nav Cic Eng Lab Port Hueneme 
Nav Const Bn Ctr Port Hueneme 
Nav Elect Syst Eng Ctr 
Nav Fac Eng Cmd San Bruno 
NRC Pacific Grove 
PERA (Surf) Pacific San Francisco 
SupShip San Diego 

1- MCAS 29 Palms 
NASA NASA Ames (NAS Moffett) 
NSC Oakland 
MCLB Barstow 

Pentagon Commission 
Mil Civ Mil Civ 

-198 
- 90 

7 1 
2 

- 1 
0 

0 

- 368 
0 

-174 
112 

5726 

-751 
-546 

-30 

- 2246 
1704 
- 677 
- 338 

4 5 
-244 

-1483 
-368 

3 8 
58 
97 

-51 
-71 
-9 
- 70 
- 28 
- 33 
- 12 
-4 

0 
174 

0 
-140 
- 320 

256 
0 

-28 
- 1 
- 66 

77 

Notes 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 

Could this have been a readins 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on  P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 



Pentagon 
Mil Civ 

Commission 
Mil BASE Civ 

- 41  

Notes 

DlSA Denver w Fort Carson 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 

Nav Sub Base New London 

NCTS Washington 
MlSC Naval Activities, NCR 
Nav Sec Station, Washington 

Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 

DlSA NCTS Pensacola 
MacDill 
NAS Cecil Field 
NAS Jacksonville 
NAS Pensacola 
NADEP Pensacola 
Nav Hospital Orlando 
NAVSTA Mayport 
Nav Training Ctr Orlando 
DDD Pensacola 
DlSA Jacksonville 
DlSA Key West 
DlSA Mayport 
Tyndall AFB 
Nav Coastal Systems Ctr 
Nav Sup Ctr 
NSC Jacksonville 

Discrep in name 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

NAS Atlanta 

:EE,":F Robins 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

DlSA Kings Bay 
Moody AFB 
Robins AFB 
NRC Macon 
SWFLANT King Bay 

hlCAS Keneohe Bay 
NAS Barbers Point 
DlSA NCTAMS Pearl Harbor 
DlSA NSC Pearl Harbor 

N o t  on P list 
Not on P list 

Combined first 2 P listings Rock Island Arsenal 
NAS Glenview 
Nav Hospital Great Lakes 
Nav Training Ctr Great Lake:; 
DCMD North Central 
DlSA Rock Island 
Chanute AFB 
Rockford (or other location) 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 

DlSA Indianapolis 
NIMRC Fort Wayne 
NAWCAD Indianapolis 
NMCRC Gary 
NRC South Bend 
NRC Terre Haute 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

DlSA Kansas City On P list under Missouri 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

NRC Hutchinson 
Readiness Cmd Reg Olaths 



Pentagon Commission 
Mil Civ Mil Civ BASE Notes 

Barksdale AFB 

w' DlSA EPMAC New Orleans 
DlSA MCTS New Orleans 
NRC Monroe 
NRF Alexandria 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

NAS South Weymouth 
NRC Chicopee, Lawrnece, & Quincy 
NRC Joplin 
NRC New Bedford 
NRC Pittsfield 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

NSWC Indian Head 
NSWC 
DlSA Patuxent River 
NAUCAD Patuxent River 
Nav Air Test Ctr Patuxent River 
NESEA St. lnigoes 
NRTF Annapolis 
SEAADSA Indian Head 
NAF Washington 
NESEC St, lnigoes 
NAWCAD Patuxent River 
NSWC Annapolis 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Is this the same as NAUCAD, a 
Not on Comm list 

DlSA Brunswick 
NSY Portsmouth 
Sup Shipuilding Portsmouth 
NAS Brunswick 

Not on P list 
Not on P list; double counted u 
Not on P list; double counted u 
Not on Comm list; is this confu: 

~ K . I .  Sawyer 
DlSA Battle Creek 
DLSC Battle Creek 
DRMS Battle Creek 

Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 

NAS Twin Cities Not on Comm list 

NAVSTA Pascagoula 
NAS Meridian Not on Comm list 

DlSA St. Louis 
NRC St. Joseph 
Fort Leonard Wood 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 

NIMRC Billings 
NRC Great Falls 
NRC Missoula 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

NAF Midway 

NADEP Cherry Point 
DlSA Cherry Point 
DlSA Camp Lejeune 
MCAS New River 

Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 

Minot AFB 

,mNSY Portsmouth 
av Hosptial Portsmouth 

NESEC Portsmouth 
SUBMEPP Portsmouth 

Has been negated to create do 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 



Pentagon Commission 
Mil C iv Mil BASE Civ Notes 

Fort Monmouth 
McGuire AFB 
NAWCAD Trenton 
NAWC Lakehurst 
Nav Weapons Station Earle 
NRC Atlantic City 
NRC Perth Amboy 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 

Griffis AFB -3338 -1191 
NAVSTA Staten Island - 1773 - 1001 
DoD Family Housing Niagara Falla 
NRC Jamestown 
NRC Poughkeepsie 
Readiness Crnd Reg Ravenr~a 
Readiness Cmd Reg Scotia 
Stewart Annex 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 

DCSC Columbus 
DESC Dayton 
Newark AFB 
Wright-Patterson AFB 
DlSA Dayton 
DlSA Columbus 
DlSA Columbus Annex, Dayton 
Gentile AFS 
DlSA Wright-Patterson 
Springfield Beckley Map AGS 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 

DlSA Oklahoma City Not on P list 

Letterkenny ARDEP 15 
Tobyhanna ARDEP 
Defense Clothing Factory Philadelphia 
DPSC Philadelphia 0 
NAS Willow Grove 157 
Nav AS0 Philadelphia 0 
Ships Parts Control Ctr 6 0 
NAF Johnstown 
NATSF Philadelphia 
NRC Altoona 
DDD Letterkennny 0 
DDD Tobyhanna 0 
DD Region East 0 
DISC Philadelphia 0 
NSWC Philadelphia 0 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 

Nav Education & Training Ctr -810 302 
NUWC Newport 504 

Fort Jackson 293 
Charleston NSY -74 -4837 
Nav Hospital Beaufort 454 8 3 
NAVSTA Charleston -8634 -1194 
NSC Charleston -9 -39 
NESEC 74 4377 
DISA Charleston 

-4737 
0 

- 1629 
-521 

469 
- 77 Not on P list 
469 Not on P list 

rllYr 
NESEC Charleston 



PC 
BASE 

!ntagon 
Mil 

-6710 

Commission 
Mil Civ 

- 250 

Civ Notes 

NAS Memphis 
AEDC Tullahoma Not on P list 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 

Red River ARDEP 
DDD Red River 
Carswell AFB 
NAS Corpus Christi 
NAS Dallas 
NAVSTA lngleside 
DISA LSBA San Antonio 
DlSA Randoplh AFB 
DlSA Corpus Christi 
Corpus Christi ARDEP 
Dyess AFB 
Kelly AFB 
MC Reserve Fort Worth 
NIMRC Abilene 
NRF Midland 
NAS Kingsville 

See double listing 
See double l~sting 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Cornm list 

DlSA Ogden 
DlSA Hill AFB 
Hill AFB 
NRC Ogden 
Ogden ALC 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Comm list 

Vint Hill Farms Station 
BUPERS Arlington 
Fleet Combat TC, LANT 
NAS Oceana 
Nav Air Systems Command, Arlingl 
Nav Support Systems Command, I 
Aav Amphibious Base, Little Creek 
NADEP Norfolk 
NAVSTA Norfolk 

Same as NSWC VA Beachlort Hueneme, below? 

Sup Ship Portsmouth 
NAv Sec Group ACT 
DlSA Cruitcom, Arlington 
DlSA Oceana 
DlSA Norfolk 
NAV Recruiting Command. Arlington 
NUWC Norfolk 
NRC Staunton 
NRTF Driver 
NSWC VA BeachIPort Hueneme 
PERA (Surf) Atlantic, Norfolk 
Tactical Support Office 
NAS Norfolk 
Nav Fac Eng Cmd 
Nav Hospital Portsmouth 
Nav Weapons Station Yorktown 
NAVSEACYSENGST (NUWC) 
NESEC Portsmouth 

Are these the same? 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list; See NSWC, above. 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on Cornm list 
Not on Comrn list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 
Not on Comm list 

NAS Whidbey Island 
Nav Sub Base Bangor 
Pugst Sound NSY 
DlSA Whidbey Island 
DlSA Puget Sound 
DISA Bangor 
NAVSTA Everett 
NAV Suppoly Ctr 
PERA (CV) Brernerton 
PERA (CV) Bremerton 

Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list 
Not on P list; HUH 
Not on P list; HUH 

NRC Parkersburg Not on P list 

TOTALS 



Economic Data- - 31 Major Bases 
Servicc Installation Economic Area Fl PS 

ARMY FORT MCCLEL-LAN ANNISTON, AL (MSA) 450 
VlNT HILL FARMS FAUQUIER CO., VA 51.61 

NAVY NAVAL STATION MOBILE MOBILE,AL (MSA) 
MARE ISLAND NAVAL STATION VALLEJO- FAIRFIELD- 

NAPA,CA (PMSA) 
MC AIR STATION EL TOR0 ANAHEIM -SANTA ANA, 

CA (PMSA) 
NAS ALAMEDPI OAKLAND,CA (PMSA) 
NA DEPOT AUjMEDA OAKLAND,CA (PMSA) 
NAVAL HOSPITAL OAKLAND OAKLAND,CA (PMSA) 
NS TREASURE ISLAND SAN FRAN.,CA (PMSA) 
NS CENTER 0,AKLAND OAKLAND,CA (PMSA) 
NTC SAN DIEGO SAN DIEG0,CA (PMSA) 
NAS CECIL FIELD JACKSONVILLE, FL (MSA) 
NAD PENSACC)LA PENSACOlA,FL (MSA) 
NTC ORLANDC) ORLAND0,FL (MSA) 
NAS BARBERS POINT HONOLULU,HI (MSA) 
NAS GLENVIECY CHICAG0,IL (PMSA) 
N ELECT. SEC ST INIGOES ST MARYS C0,MD 
NAS MERIDIAN LAUDERDALE C0,MS 
NAS S. WEYMOUTH BOSTON-LAWRENCE- 

SALEM-LOWELL,M(PMSk 
NS STATEN ISlAND NEW YORK,NY (PMSA) 
AS OFFICE PHILADELPHIA PHIL,PA-NJ (PMSA) 
CHARLESTON N SHIPYARD CHARLESTON, SC (MSA) 
NS CHARLESTON CHARLESTON, SC (MAS) 
NAS DALLAS DALLAS,TX (PMSA) 
NAD NORFOLK: NORFOLK-VA BEACH- 

NEWP NEWS,VA (PMSA) 

AF HOMESTEAD MIAMI- HIA,FL (PMSA) 5000 
K.I.SAWYER MARQUETTE C0,OH 26.1 03 
NEWARK AFB LICKING C0,OH 39.89 
O'HARE INT. AFRS CHICAGO, IL (PMSA) 1600 

DLA D ELECT SC, DAYTON DAYTON-SPRINGFIELD, 
OH (MSA) 2000 

DEF PER SC PHILA. PHILA,PA- NJ (PMSA) 61 60 

EMPLOYMENT 





88-93 BRAC Reductions 
as a i'ercent of 1 99 1 DoD Employment 



93 RRAC DoD Employment Change 
as Percentage of 199 1 Total DoD State Employment I 



88-93 BRAC Job Losses 
as a Percentage ofTotal BRAC Job Losses I 



93 BRAC Change I as a Percentage of in State Labor Force I 



93 BRAC Job Losses 
as a Percentage of Total BRAC Job Losses I 



88-91 BRAC DoD Employment Change 
/ as a Percent of 1991 Total DoD State Employment 1 



88-91 BRAC Change 
as a Percentage of State Labor Force from 88-91 BRAC I 



88-9 1 BRAC Job Losses 
I as a Percentage of Total BRAC Job Losses I 



Private-Sector Job Losses 
A.s a Percent of Total .Labor Force I 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

THE 1991 REPORT 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's report directed the 
Pentagon to shut down 34 bases and realign 48 others by 1997. Even after this report has 
been fully implemented, the United States will retain some 450 major domestic military 
installations. 

The 1991 Commission's recommendations will: 

Save .American taxpayers an estimated $1.5 billion a year; 

Eliminate waste and make better use of the money earmarked for defense; 

Enhance the readiness of America's armed forces; 

Reduce pollution and direct attention to the need for environmental clean-up; 

Encourage long-term economic progress by returning federal land to civilian 
use. 

CLOSURE RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMPLETION DATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Harry Diamond l ab  Woodbridge Research Facility, VA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Construction Batlalion Center, Davisville, RI 
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Naval Air Statior~ Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Air Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Puget Sound, Sand Point, WA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 

SEP 96 
SEP 95 
SEP 95 
SEP 96 
SEP 94 

SEP 94 
CLOSED 
J U L  97 
CLOSED 
JUL 94 
OCT 96 
SEP 96 
OCT 95 
SEP 96 

The following seven research, development, test and evaluation, engineering and fleet 
support activities: 

1) Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility; San Diego, CA OCT 95 
2) Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center; San Diego, CA OCT 95 
3) Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center; Vallejo, CA OCT 95 



4) Naval Mirie Warfare Engineering Activity; Yorktown, VA MAR 94 
5) Naval Space Systems Activity; Los Angeles, CA JUL 93 
6) Naval Ocean Systems Center Detachment; Kaneohe, HI OCT 93 
7) Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility; Albuquerque, NM SEP 93 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

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

SEP 93 
SEP 93 
SEP 95 
CLOSED 
CLOSED 
SEP 94 
SEP 94 
SEP 94 
MAR 93 
SEP 94 
SEP 94 
SEP 93 
JUN 93 

REAL1GNME:NT RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMP1,ETION DATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
' P  

Aviation Systems ~ b m m a n d l ~ r o o ~  Support Command; St. Louis, MO SEP 93 
Fort Chaffee, AR JUL 93 
Fort Dix, NJ SEP 93 
Fort Polk,, LA JAN 94 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA JUL 96 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL APR 95 
Army Corps of Ehgineers* 

The following 10 research, development, test and evaluation laboratories: 

1) Army Research Institute; Alexandria, VA SEP 97 
2) Army Materials Technology Laboratory 

(less Struc:tures Element); Watertown, MA SEP 97 
3) Army Materials Technology Laboratory 

  structure,^ Element); Watertown, MA SEP 97 
4) Atmospheric Science Laboratory; 

White Sands Missile Range, NM SEP 97 
5) Belvoir Research and Development Center; Fort Belvoir, VA SEP 97 
6) Center for Night Vision and Electro-Optics; Fort Belvoir, VA SEP 97 
7) Electronic Technology Device Laboratory; Fort Monmouth, NJ SEP 97 
8) Ground Vehicle Propulsion Basic and Applied Research Activity; 

Warren, blln SEP 97 
9) Fuze Development and Production Mission (armament related) 

Harry Diamond Laboratories; Adelphi, MD SEP 97 
10) Fuze Development and Production Mission (missile-related) 

Harry Diamond Laboratories; Adelphi, MD SEP 97 



The following seven medical Iaboratories: 

1) Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine; 
Brooks Air Force Base, TX ** SEP 95 

2) Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory; Fort Rucker, AL SEP 96 
3) Army Institute of Dental Research; Washington, D.C. - SEP 93 
4) Biomedical Research Development Center; Fort Detrick, MD SEP 96 
5) Letterman Army Institute of Research; Presidio of 

San Francisco, San Francisco, CA SEP 94 
6) Naval Medical Research Institute; Bethesda, MD ** 
7) Walter Reed Army Institute of Research; Washington, D.C. SEP 97 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Midway Island Naval Air Facility SEP 94 

The following 17 research, development, test and evaluation, engineering 
and fleet support activities: 

1) David Taylor Research Center Detachment; Annapolis, MD 
2) Naval Air Development Center; Warminster, PA 
3) Naval Air Engineering Center; Lakehurst, NJ 
4) Naval Air Propulsion Center; Trenton, NJ 
5) Naval Avionics Center; Indianapolis, IN 
6) Naval Coastal Systems Center; Panama City, FL 
7) Naval Orclndrj'i Station; Indian Head, MD 
8) Naval Orclndnce Station; Louisville, KY 
9) Naval Surface Weapons Center Detachment; White Oak, MD 
10) Naval ~rherwater Systems Center Detachment; 

New London, CT 
11) Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station; Keyport, WA 
12) Naval Weapons Center; China Lake, CA 
13) Naval Weapons Support Center; Crane, IN 
'14) Pacific Missile Test Center; Point Mugu, CA 
15) Trident Command and Control Systems Maintenance Activity; 

Newport, RI 
16) Naval Sea. Combat Systems Engineering Station; Norfolk, VA 
17) Fleet Conibat Direction Systems Support Activity; 

San Diego, CA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Beale Air Force Base, CA 
Goodfellow Air l'orce Base, TX 
MacDill Air Forcx Base, FL 
March Air Force Base, CA 
Mather Air Force Base, CA 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID 

SEP 96 
MAR 96 
OCT 93 
JUN 97 
OCT 94 
OCT 95 
OCT 93 
OCT 94 
JUN 97 

MAR 96 
OCT 93 
SEP 95 
OCT 94 
SEP 93 

OCT 93 
OCT 94 

REALIGNED 

NOV 95 
MAR 94 
SEP 94 
SEP 93 
JUN 93 

* The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 was amended in the Department 
of Defense Authorization Act of 1993, to retroactively remove the Army Corps of Engineers 
from the Commission's jurisdiction. 
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1Defen:;e Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations I 

(;losure and Realianment Immcts' bu Instellation ~ n d  Sta& 

State QUl h 
1 Installation Action Mil Civ 

Anniston Army Depot 

Redstone A.rsena1 

ARIZONA 

Fort Buacbuca 

Davir-Uonthan AFB 

Luke AFB 

Willims A.FB 

A R M N S A S  

Fort Chaffee 

Eaker AFB 

CALIFORNIA 

Sacramento Army Depot 

Fort Ord 

Castle AFB 

Edvards AFB 

ncclellan AFB 

ncAS Tustin 

Hunters Point Annex 

ICSTF San Diego 

nCAoCC 29 Palms 

J~AYBOSP Oakland 

IAVSTA tong Beach 

IlAVSTA San Dimgo 

XAS Alareda 

PM -re 

n u  Iloffett Pirnld 

PAVHOSP Camp Pmndlmton 

PCBC Point Huename 

HOSC San Diego 

NSC Oakland 

Total 

Total 1,567 781 1,987 215 

Realign 2,617 671 0 0 

close 2,712 792 o 15 

Close 

Close 

Clone 

Receive 

Receive 

Close 

Clole 

Close 

Rmcmivm 

R.C.iV. 

Clore 

Rmcmirm 

Rmceir. 

Rmcmir. 

Clorm 

Rmcmirm 

Rmceivm 

Recmive - 

Rmceiv. 

0 0 

0 0 

0 15 

7 4 2 385 

To Be Determined 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

4,194 227 

62 3 4 

0 0 

4,380 115 

215 19 

106 5 8 

0 0 

137 78 

26 4 4 

0 1,140 

936 1 

* Docs not inc,lude workload rdjustmea&, but does include trainees m d  contractors. 08-Jd-91 



Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations 
Closure and Realiqnment Impacts' by Installation and S m  1 

Action 
Out 

Mil Civ 
In - 

Mil Civ 
BSSA Los Angeles 

NWC China Lake 

BTESEC Vallejo 

lTESEC San Diego 

PWTC Point Uugu 

COLOrUDO 

LOWXy AFB 

Fort Carson 

COHNECTI C O T  

NWSCD New London 

-- -- - 

Close 14 2 8 0 0 

Realign 0 160 0 2 1 

Close 8 314 0 0 

Close 6 619 0 0 

Realign 2 1 19 0 2 33 

Total 34,504 9,918 10,800 2,170 

Cl0.e 4,052 2,290 0 15 

Receive 0 0 1.026 56 

Total- 4,052 - 2,290 1,026 7 1 

Realign 19 912 0 0 

Total 19 9 12 0 0 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Air Force Audit Agency Receive 0 0 0 4 5 

FLORIDA 

Eglin AFB 

MacDill IFB 

WAS Jacksonville 

NCSC Panama City 

HAWAII 

BAS Barbers Point 

XAVSTA Pearl Barbor 

UOSCD Kaneohe 

BSY Pearl Harbor 

Total 0 0 0 4 5 

Receive 0 0 559 22 

Realign 2,773 231 0 0 

Receive 0 0 514 2 5 

Realign 4 284 0 0 

Total 2,777 515 I,,073 4 7 

Receive 0 0 970 3 6 

Receive 4 0 432 0 

Close 9 171 0 0 

Receive 0 0 0 14 

Total 13 171 1,402 5 0 

* Docs not icrclude workhad adjustments, but dots hclude trainees and contractors. 08-Jul-91 



V s e  Base Closure and Realignment Commission ~ecomm-1 
Closure and Realianment Imwcts' bv Installation and St- 

State Q!Ll - In 

lnstallation~ Action Mil Civ Mil Civ 

IDAHO 

Mountain Borne AFB Receive 1.200 0 To Be Determined 

Total 1,200 0 0 . 0  

ILLINOIS 

Rock Island Arsenal Realign 0 1,434 0 738 

HTC Great Lakes Racelvo 0 0 83 5 

I N D I A N A  

Fort Ben Harrison 

Total 0 1,434 8 3 743 

DFAS, Indianapolis Receive 0 0 100 2,600 

Grissom A17B Close 2,497 807 0 15 

WAC India~~apolis Realign 0 120 0 0 

NAVWPNSPTCTR Crane Realign 0 167 0 7 5 

Total 6,138 5,334 100 2,690 

KENTUCKY 

NOS Louisville 

Fort Knox 

L O U I S I A N A  

Fort Polk 

England AI'B 

Barksdale A F B  

Realign 1 251 0 5 1 

Receive 0 0 622 4 2 8 

Total 1 251 622 479 

Realign 12,672 1,132 8,885 793 

Close 3,042 697 0 15 

Receive 0 0 2,171 116 

Total 15,714 1,829 11,056 924 

Close 2,875 1,326 0 15 

Receive 0 0 425 2 0 

m t a l  2,875 1,326 425 3 5 

h z s  not include worklaad 8djustment.s, but d m  include tr8ioees and c o n t r a c ~ .  08-Jd-91 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ~ e c o m m s n d a t i o n s l  
!;losure and Realianment Impacts' by Installation and St- 

4 
State Qa 
Installation Action Mil Civ 

MARY LAND 

Aberdeen F"roving around Receive 5 104 2 0 279 

H. Diamond Lab, Adelphi Realign 21 562 I 14 4 52 

Port Detrlck 

Port Ritchie 

Realign 9 30 0 0 

Receive 0 0 2 4 155 

PPIRI Bethetsda Receive 0 0 17 16 

NATC Patu:ent River Receive 0 0 143 1,716 

lSWCD White Oak Realign 5 1,006 0 0 

DTRC Carderock Receive 0 0 0 351 

DTRCD Anna~polis Realign 5 563 0 0 

NOS Indian Head Realign 0 3 0 0 0 

Total 45 2,295 218 2,969 

r n S S A C H O S E ~  

Yatick R C D Center Receive 0 0 2 
- a  

0 L 

Fort Deren.8 Close 1.662 2,178 0 0 

MICHIGAN 

K. I. Sawyer AFB 

Wurtsmith AFB 

nIssrssIpF2 

Keesler AF'B 

HAS Meridian 

BCBC Gulfport 

nxssoustx 

AVS W - T R O S W  

Richards-Oebaur ARS 

MONTANA 

Malmstrom AFB 

- -- - -- - - - -  - 

Total 1,662 2,178 2 6 2 

Receive 0 0 2,022 11 6 

Close 2,903 705 0 15 

Total 2,903 705 2,022 131 

Receive 0 0 4 6 6 120 

Receive 0 0 19 8 9 

Receive 0 0 6 2 0 

Total 0 0 670 149 

Realign 0 500 0 0 

Close 199 569 0 15 

Total 199 1,069 0 15 

Receive 0 0 175 6 

Total 0 0 175 6 

Docs not include workload rdjustmeots, but does ioclude trainees and conlraclors. 08-Jd-91 



Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Closure and Reali~nment Immcts* by Installation and St& 

Out - In 
Action Mil Civ Mil Civ 

N E B r U S M  

Offutt AFe 

REW JERSEI: 

Port Dix 

Fort ~ n m o u t h  

Picatinny Arsenal 

S M C  Lakehurst 

NAPC hent.on 

Receive 0 0 233 7 

Total 0 0 233 7 

Realign 309 500 0 0 

Realign 1 223 0 0 

Realign 0 0 0 3 0 

Receive 8 8 6 10 63 

Real1 gn 0 260 0 0 

Total 318 1.069 10 9 3 

NFw NEXICC! 

White Sands Missile Range Realign 1 127 0 0 

Cannon AFEI Receive 0 0 1,650 4 50 

WwEF Albuquerque Close 108 108 0 0 

Total 109 235 1,.650 4 50 

NEW YORK 

NAVSTA Sta.ten Island Receive 0 0 316 0 

Total 0 0 3 16 0 

NORTR C A R C W  

Pope AFB 

O H I O  - 
Rickenbacker AGE 

Wright-Patterson 

Receive 0 0 57 5 2 2 

Total 0 0 0 0 

Close 600 1,129 0 15 

Receive 742 385 189 9 59 

Total 1,342 1,514 189 974 

Doer not wc.lude workhad odjustmmls, but does include trainees and contractors. 08-Jd-91 



Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations 
Closure and Realianment Imoacts' bv Installation and St& 

State Q.4 
installation Action Mil Civ 
PEWNSY LVA)TZ 

Tobyhanna Army Depot Receive 0 34 To Be Determined 

H M C  Warmins tar Realign 237 1,979 0 0 

HAS0 Philadelphia Receive 0 0 5 135 

NSPCC Uechanicsburg Receive 0 0 2 63 

NSY Philatlelphia Close 89 6,894 0 100 

NAVSTA Philadelphia Close 2,151 1,199 0 0 

PAVSSES Philadelphia Receive 0 0 0 102 

Total 2,477 10,106 7 4 0 0 

M O D E  ISLAND 

CBC Center Davisville 

T C C S M  Nebrpor t 

NUSC Newport 

SOUTH CAR<)- 

Fort Jacknon 

Myrtle Beach AFB 

Shav AFB 

Char1 es tozr AFB 

Close 8 125 0 0 

Realign 18 17 8 0 0 

Receive 0 0 2 2 985 

Total 2 6 303 2 2 9 8 5 

Receive 0 0 2,,993 589 

Close 3,193 799 0 15 

Receive 0 0 722 27 

Receive 0 0 253 37 

Total 3,193 799 3,968 6 6 8 

Docs nol include workload rdjushwts, but does k l u d e  trainees and contr8crots. 08-Jd-91 



Deferlse Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations r Closure and Realinnment Im~acts' bv Installation and S m  -l 
QuI - in 

Action Mil Civ Mil Civ 
TEXAS - 
Port Sam Houston Receive 0 0 2 9 8 

Fort Hood Receive 0 0 12,672 868 

Corpus Christ1 Army Depot Receive 0 0 To Be Determined 

Red River Army Depot Receive 0 0 To Be Deterrined 

Bergs tram AFB Cl08e 3,940 9 4 2 0 15 

Brooks AFB Receive 0 0 11 3 0 

Caravel1 AFB Close 4,659 884 3 15 

m e s s  AFB Receive 0 0 168 14 

Lackland AFB Receive 0 0 416 104 

Laughlin AFB Receive 0 0 7 9 4 6 

Randolph AFB 

Sheppard AFB 

Receive 0 0 2 8 8 17 8 

Receive 0 0 663 207 

HAS Chase Field Close 855 . .  956 0 0 

NAS Kingaville Receive 0 0 327 3 4 

Total 9,454 2,782 14,656 1,519 

* Does not include workload rdjustmcnts, bur a& iocludc trainees rod contractors. 08-Jd-91 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations r- Closure and Realiqnment Imr>acts' by Installation and -l 
Action 

Out 
Mil Civ 

In - 
Mil Civ 

-- -- - 

VIRGINIA 

M I ,  Alexandria 

H. Diamond Lab, Woodbridge 

Port Belvoir 

RAVBOSP Portsmouth 

HAVSTA llorfolk 

RPMEA Yorktovn 

PSCSES norfolk 

PCDSSA Dam Neck 

DTRC Det Norfolk 

NSY Norfolk 

NSWC Dahlgren 

WASHINGTOtj 

Fairchild AFB 

Realign 3 5 4 0 0 

Close 0 9 0 0 0 

Realign 17 147 0 0 

Receive 0 0 119 4 0 

Receive 0 0 69 8 2 0 

Close 12 204 0 0 

Realign 1 2 8 0 0 0 

Receive 0 0 10 374 

Receive 0 0 0 6 0 

Receive 0 0 5 257 

Receive 0 0 1 1,002 

Total 3 3 775 833 1,753 

Receive 0 

ncChord AFB Receive 0 0 658 2 8 

Port Levis Receive 3,903 234 12,177 885 

Naval Sub Base Bangor Receive 0 0 9 4 15 

NAVSTA Sand Pt. (Puget Snd) Close 557 423 0 0 

NAVHOSP Bremerton Receive 0 0 9 6 3 6 

NUWES Keyport Realign 0 10 0 0 

NAVSTA Everett Receive 0 0 1,361 9 7 

Total 4,460 667 15,787 1,183 

MIDWAY ISLAND 

naval Air Facili ty Midvay Realign 0 230 0 0 

Total 0 230 0 0 

TO BE DETERMINED 

Undetermined Receiver8 Receive 0 0 4 3 8  2,423 

Total 0 0 438 2,423 

OIUHD TOTAL - 100,410 50,951 69,770 23.155 

Docs not inc:lude workload adjustments, but does include trainees and conlractors. 08-Jd-91 



Jim Grichar 
7-23-91  

ESTIMATED CIVILIAN JOB LOSSES 
FOR 27 MAJOR BASE CLOSURES 

RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMISSION 
USING OEA MULTIPLIERS, BY STATE 

(5-3--91 loss update, no training multipliers used) 
~iviliall 

Direct civilian Civilian Total Jobs Lost, 
Military Direct Indirect. civilian % of 1 9 3 9  
Job Job Job*** Job Civiliain 

Base Losses Losses Losses - Losses Emplovml& 

AIR FORCE 

Williams AFB, AZ 1 , 5 6 7  7 6 6  1 , 8 6 6  2 , 6 3 2  0 . 3  

Eaker AFB, AK 
i 

Castle AFB, CA 

Lowry AFB, CO 4 , 0 5 2  2 , 2 7 5  6 , 3 2 7  8 , 6 0 2  1 . 0  

MacDill AFB, FL 2 , 7 7 3  2 3 1  2 , 4 0 3  2 , 6 3 4  0 . 3  
(partial closure) 

Grissom AFB, IN 2 , 4 9 7  7 9 2  1 , 9 7 3  2 , 7 6 5  3 . 7  

England AFB, LA 3 , 0 4 2  6 8 2  2 , 2 3 4  2 , 9 1 6  5 . 5  

Wurtsmith AFB, MI 

Richards-~ebauer 
ARS, MO 

Rickenbacker AFB, 
OH 

Myrtle Beach AFE, SC 

Bergstrom AFB; 'I'X 

Carswell AFB, TX 

TOTAL GROSS AIR 
FORCES LOSSES* 



civilian 
civilian Total Jobs Lost, 
Indirect civilian % of 1989 
Job*** Job civilian 
Losses Losses Em~lovmenn 

Direct Civilian 
Military Direct 
Job Job 
Losses Losses Base 

ARMY 

Ft. Chaffee, AX 

Ft. Ord, CA 

Sacramento 
Army Depot, CA 

Ft. Benjamin 
Harrison, IN 
(does not include 
Bldg. One decision) 

I 

Ft. Polk, LA 

Ft. Devens, MA 

Ft. Dix, NJ** 

TOTAL GROSS 
ARMY LOSSES* 

NAVY - 
Long Beach NAVSTA 
& Hospital, CA 

Moffett Field NAS, 
CA 

Tustin MCAS, CA 

phila. NAVSTA 
& NSY, PA 

Chase Field NAS, TX 

TOTAL GROSS 
NAVY LOSSES* 

TOTAL COMBINED LOSSES* 

FOOTNOTES ON NEXT PAGE 



** The Comm.ission recommended that Ft. Dix be realigned to allow a: 
active duty garrison to be maintained. The origninal closur 
recommendation called for cuts of 309 officers and 500 civilLia- 
personnel. As a crude estimate, I have assumed a loss of 200 militar: 
and 210 civilian personnel for this new realignment. 

* The estimated job losses reported include those for the major base 
being closed or downsized, not those receiving military and civilia 
personnel. The total losses of military personnel with all the propose 
closures and realignments, including those bases receiving personnel, i 
approximately 38,000 military jobs and 34,000 direct civilian jobs 
Throughout the nation, indirect civilian job losses would probably b 
between 50,000 - 100,000. Thus, total civilian job losses would be a 
estimated 84,000 - 134,000. 
The percentage of civilian employment lost due to closures c 
downsizings is the total civilian jobs lost divided by the average totz 
civilian employment for 1989 in the respective economic impact region 
In theioriginal set of recommendations, DoD estimates of the percentac 
of jobs lost were an overstatment; DoD inadvertently added estim(at~ 
military to civilian job losses and then divided by the civilian labc 
force to c:ompute job losses. Historically, the Labor Departmer 
normally reports only civilian employment levels for a designate 
economic region. 

For the total estimated civilian job losses as a percentage of civili~ 
employment -- for the individual services and for all services togeth~ 
-- the sum of estimated civilian job losses was divided by the totz 
estimated civilian employment in the affected areas. Once again, sinc 
job gains at receiving bases were not estimated, these are gross jc 
losses, not. net losses. 

*** civilian indirect job losses are estimated by adding military ar 
direct civilian job losses at a base and then multiplying this total 1 
an indirect job loss multiplier estimated for the specific econom: 
impact region. The multipliers used were developed by DoDfs Office c 
Economic Adjustment (OEA) with significant advice and input from tl 
Commerce I)epartmentls Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). T1 
Commissionts Chief Economist performed an independent validation of' tl 
DoD military and civilian direct job loss estimates by comparing t! 
numbers provided by DoD to a sample of bases examined by the Gener< 
Accounting Office (GAO) . With regard to the multipliers, the Commissia 
~conomist performed two independent checks. First of all, he obta.in 
independent: multiplier estimates from the U. S. Forest Services Impa, 
Planning (IMPLAN) model to assure that the services were n 
significantly underestimating job losses. Then, he talked with the B 
staff responsible for giving OEA assistance in its preparation 
multiplier estimates and selecting the economic impact regions. T 
Commission Economist found that the OEA multipliers were reasonable a 
likely to give a worst case estimate of job losses due to a base closu 
or downsiziing. As a result, the OEA multipliers were used to esti.ma 
indirect civilian job losses. Finally, the estimated total direct a 
indirect civilian job losses were divided by the average 1989 employme 



levels in the assigned economic impact regions to yield an estimate of 
the percentage of total civilian jobs that were likely to be lost due to 
a base closure or downsizing. 

Of course, these estimates are also likely to be worst case in that all 
base closings and downsizings are assumed to take place immediately and 
not be spread out over time. In addition, metropolitan areas with more 
diverse employment opportunities will mitigate the negative impact of 
base closures and downsizings by providing a greater number of chances 
for obtaining new jobs to those unemployed due to base closures. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The threat of closing McClellan AFB in the Sacramento region places additional 
economic hardship on the local economy st i l l  absorbing the impacts of closures of 
Mather AFB and the Sacramento Army Depot. The regional economy, dependent 
upon government employment, lacks diversification alternatives ansd does not have the 
ability to absorb such massive economic impacts. 

Presently, 11,500 military and civilian jobs are already being eliminated by previously / announced closures, and the McClellan closure would more than double this to a total of 
27,434 direct job losses. 

The indirect losses are even greater. The total jobs lost depend on the direct losses times 
the economic multiplier, which takes into account losses in the retail, housing, and other 
sectors of the economy whose income is  affected by the base closings. The total 
cumulative direct and indirect losses to the region if McClellan were closed would create 
a loss of over 69,000 cumulative jobs. In dollar terms, the direct and indirect losses would 
total nearly $2..6 billion per year! This is nearly a 10 percent reduiction in the region's 
current $28 billion economy. 

There is also the potential of additional losses of State government employment in 
Sacramento, caused by the tax revenue losses from base closures elsewhere in California. 
Faced with a huge state budget deficit, state government, the region's principal 
economic base, is faced for the third year with major reductions, in employment and 
expenditures at a time when the military base closings are beginning to be felt.. 

The structure of the Sacramento region's economic base is highly concentrated in State 
and Federal government employment. The region does not have major employment 
opportunities in manufacturing, finance, tourism, or other sectors which would allow it to 
absorb the direct employees of the military bases, or to support the local service 
employees whose jobs depend indirectly on that income. As a result, the cumulative 
impacts are particularly damaging on this region.. 

CUMULATIVE REGIONAL IMPACTS O F  BASE CLOSURES IN SACRAMENTO 

Direct Losses from 3 base closures ............................. ... .......................... $1,005,500,000 
Direct Losses via State Government ...................................................... 1 03,900,000 
Total Direct Losses ................................................................................... $1,109,400,000 

Total Reduction in Regional Income ..................................................... $2,798,400,000 

Percent of Regional Income .................................................................... 9.77% 

Direct Job Losses from 3 base closures .................................................. 27,500 
Direct Jobs via State Government ....................................................... 2,700 
Total Direct arid Indirect Job Losses ....................................................... 68,700 



CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
OF BASE CLOSURES I N  THE SACRAMENTO REGION 

Federal military base closures in the Sacramento region have significantly impacted the 
local economy, an impact that is  still working its way through the fabric of the region. 
With the 1988 announcement of the Mather Air Force Base closurle, the Sacramento 
area was placed upon an economic downturn that continued with the closure of the 
Sacramento Army Depot and could last well into the decade should McClellan Air Force 
Base close. In the Sacramento region, Federal military and civilian eniployment is basic, 
representing employment that brings income to the region, stimulating local demand 
and the production of a variety of goods and services. 

The closure of a military base that includes a large share of civilian enlployment leaves a 
gap in a regional economy that must be filled with alternative basic employment. The 
current business cycle is dominated by a restructuring of the US and regional economies 
toward service sector jobs that pay less than manufacturing jobs that have been lost. The 
replacement of highly technical government jobs in the Sacrarrlento region with 
alternative employment is a formidable task. 

This is exactly the case in Sacramento. Compared to other metrclpolitan areas, the 
Sacramento region is not diversified. Long dependent upon state government 
employment, Federal employment is the other principal activity in the Sacramento 
region. Since much of this employment is technical civilian employment, the dollar 
impact on the region is great. The 1988 announcement of the clo!;ure of Mather Air 
Force Base initiated the erosion of Federal government employment iln the region but it 
took until 1990 for Federal employment to respond fully to this setback.. Today the 0 region has suffered two Federal base closures. The cumulative economic impacts from 
these closures are just beginning. The closure of McClellan AFB would provide a third 
and even more economically crippling impact. 

CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Cumulative economic impact is a key criteria in the analysis of Ithe McClellan AFB 
closure, because o i  the two prior base closure decisions in the Sacramento area. Our 
analysis begins from the peak base employment, before the Mather and Army Base 
closures began. In fiscal year 1988, Mather Air Force Base employed 7,614 persons, 
most of which were military personnel. The Sacramento Army Depot employed 3,902 
persons. It is from these higher employment levels that cumulative economic impacts 
should be measured. 

Federal government employment i s  shown in Figure 1. Notice that the turn in Federal 
employment began in 1990, with job losses Mather AFB-a decision that was made in 
1988. 

The California State University--Real Estate & land Use Institute 
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FIGURE 1 

FEDERAL G O V E R N M E N T  E M P L O Y M E N T  
Sacramento MSA, 1/80-1/92 

Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- ,Jan- 
80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87  88 89 90 91 92  

Source: Labor Market Inlormation Division, EDD. 

In 199 1, the closure of the Sacramento Army depot was announced, with job losses 
occurring in 1992 and 1993 as the services reorganized their missions. This process i s  
slated to end formally in 1996, but the cumulative economic impacts on a slowed 
economy wi l l  last well beyond that time. Since 1990 the reduction in Federal 
employment to date is approximately 5,900 jobs, about one quarter of the expected 
ultimate job loss from these decisions. These data show the long term nature of a 
cumulative ecor~omic impact. 

Thus, cumulative economic impact in Sacramento must be discus:sed in terms of the 
impact of lost employment from the time of the closure announcernent, a time when 
bases were at full operationzl strength and a time when the economic impact of these 
Federal expenditures maintained the region. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT AND EXPENDITURES IN SACRAMENTO 

The expected lost employment of Sacramento Area military bases i!j shown in Table 1. 
The table shows that the region is already slated for a reduction of 11,500 Federal jobs 
from the scheduled closing of Mather AFB and the Sacramento Army Depot. Most of 
this reduction has not yet occurred, as employment on those bases is still winding down. 
The full impact from these prior decisions has therefore not yet been felt. The Table 
shows that the eventual direct losses would more than double to 27,434 if McClellan 
AFB were also c:losed. 

The economic impact of a military base goes beyond employment nc~mbers to the dollar 
contribution of the base to its economic impact region. Table 2 presents an estimate of 
the dollar value of Sacramento Federal military activities. These numbers include 
estimates of payroll loss and losses caused by reduced procurement of goods and services. 

The California State Universitv--Real Estate & Land Use Institute 
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TABLE 1 

LOST REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT 
FROM MILITARY BASE CLOSURES I N  THE SACRAMENTO REG I O N  

Facility Employment 

Mather Air Force Base 1988 ................................................................. 7,614 
Sacramento Army Depot 1991 .............................................................. 3,902 
S U BTOTAL .......................................................................................... 11,516 

................................................................ Possible McClellan AFB 1993 15/91 8 
TOTAL DIRECT LOSS ........................................................................... 27,434 

Sources: Mather Air Force Base 
Sacramento Army Depot 
McClellan Air Force Base 

TABLE2 

DIRECT IMPACT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITY O N  SACRAMENTO REGIOrrlAL ECONOMY 

Facility Impact 

@ REGIONAL TOTALS, ALL SOURCES 
.......................................................................... Total Personal Income 

..................................................................... Total Wagelsalary Income 

Mather 
Payroll ................................................................................................. $ 93,302,340 
ContractsIServices ................................................................................ 40.099,63 1 
TOTAL .......................................................................................... $1 34,039,391 

Sacramento Army Depot 
Payroll ................................................................................................. $ 1  11,484,984 
ContractsIService!; ................................................................................ 1 1,959,950 
TOTAL ............................................................................................... $1 23,444,939 

McClellan AFB 
Payroll .................................................................................... : .......... $548,538,277 
Contracts/Services ............................................................................... 200,000,000 
TOTAL .............................................................................................. $748,000,000 

Lost Regional Income After Closure .................................................... $1,005,500,000 

.................................................................................... Percentage Lost regional Income 3.5% 

Sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis 
Mathw AFB 
Sacramento Army Depot 
McClellan AFB 

The California Slate Universirv-deal Estafe & Land Use Instirule 
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It is true that not all goods and services are procured in the host region, and data 
collected attempts to localize the impacts where possible. In the case o i  McClellan AFB, 
$820 million of procurements have been reduced to $200 million of procurements that 
took place among California vendors. 

The direct economic impacts to the Sacramento regional economic equal $1.005 
billion dollars, or 3.5 percent of regional personal income as measured by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis. 

INDIRECT/MULTIPLI ED IMPACTS 

There are indirect economic impacts that also occur within the economy, and the 
indirect or multiplied impacts are much worse than the direct impacts alone. These 
indirect impacts occur over longer time intervals, and reach into all sectors of the local 
economy. Not all of the indirect restructuring will occur during the early stages of the 
closure. In the Sacramento region, the multiplied impacts of the base closures are 
beginning, not ending, and wil l be amplified by other closures throughout California. 
Using a multiplier of 2.5765, which the Department of Deiense used for the description 
of Mather AFB economic impacts, the additional indirect impacts throughout the region 
would eventually equal $1.662 billion, making the entire regional im,pact equal $2.590 
biilion, or 9 percent of regional personal income. 

TABLE 3 

INDIRECT IMPACT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITY 
O N  THE SACRAMENTO REGIONAL ECONOMY 

Lost regional Income after Closure ..................................................... 3; 1 ,005,500,000 

Multiplier .................................................................................................... 2.5765 

Direct & Indirect Regional Income Lost .............................................. 2,590,600,000 

STATEWIDE IMPACTS O N  THE SACRAMENTO ECONOMY 

Because Sacramento's dominant employer is  California state government, the effects of 
defense cutbacks throughout California have an additional impact upon the Sacramento 
economy. Impact analysis of California base closures is different in Sacramento. 
Sacramento is the state capital, and as such, derives employment based on tax revenues 
from economic activities that occur throughout the state. Closure or' McClellan, and of 
other bases anywhere in California, result in lower State budgets, and can reduce 
employment in Sacramento. California faces an $8.6 billion budget deficit that was 
caused in part by 240,000 lost jobs in defense related activities. Table 4 describes the 
reductions in state revenue and Sacramento regional personal income that would occur 
in the event that 63,563 persons were relieved of their Federal civilian and military 
employment. 

The California Sfate Universitv-Seal Esrare & Land Use Institute 



TABLE 4 

IMPACT OF JOB LOSSES OF 
CALIFORNIA MILITARY INSTALLATIONS ON 

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL ECONOMY 
THROUGH STATE REVENUES 

CALIFORNIA BASE CLOSURES 
Payroll Expenditures ............................................................................. $2,071,000,000 
Contract Expenditures .......................................................................... S552,000,000 

Total Statewide Direct ........................................................................ $2,623,000,000 
Total Statewide Indirect ...................................................................... $5,246,000,000 

SACRAMENTO IMPACT 

Revenue to State Government ............................................................... $3 14,800,000 
.............................................................. Direct Revenue to Sacramento $ 1  03,900,000 

Total Regional Income through state Government .................................. S207,800,000 

Diredlndirect Reduction in Regional Personal Income ........................... $2,798,400,000 
Reduction in Wage & Salary Income ...................................................... $1,622,000000 
Cumulative Reduction in Total Employment ............................................ 68,700 

Percent Reduction ................................................................................ 9.77% 

Sources: Governor's Office of Planning and Research. 
Regional Economic Analysis Division, BEA. 
CSU-Real Estate & Land Use Institute. 

This direct loss of regional income, derived from the loss of state wide economic aciivity is 
almost equivalent to the loss of an additional military employmcent complex in the 
region. Using a conservative multiplier of 2 yields an additional indirect impact of $207.6 
million dollars. Adding this figure to the direct and indirect cumulative income loss of 
the military shutdown yields a total loss to the regional economy of $2.8 billion, or a 10 
percent reduction in regiona! income. 

The multiplied impact of losing 27,500 Federal jobs could mean the loss of 69,000 jobs 
in the region. l i t  growth rates that occurred in the late 1980s, this loss would represent 
three years of economic activity. With the stagnation expected in state government -' 

employment, a three year recovery is far too optimistic. The highler wages associated 
with McClellan AFB employment places an additional burden on the region. The 
replacement of regional income associated with 15,000 jobs from1 manufacturing jobs 
could take closer to 20,000 private sector basic jobs. The loss of ten percent of regional 
personal income, given the region's government dependence could stall regional 
recovery for a decade. 
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APPENDIX CALCULATIONS 

IMPACT OF JOB LOSSES OF CALIFORNIA MILITARY INSTALLATIONS ON 
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL ECONOMY 

THROUGH STATE REVENUES 

CALIFORNIA BASE CLOSURES 
Payroll Expenditures ............................................................................. $2,071,000, 000 
Contract Expenditures .......................................................................... $552,000, 000 

Total Statewide Direct ........................................................................ $2,623,000, 000 
Output Multiplier .................................................................................. 2 
Statewide Reduction in Income ............................................................... $5,246,000, 000 

Ratio State Revenues to Personal Income 6.OO0/o ............................................... 
SACRAMENTO IMPACT 

Revenue to State Government ............................................................... 
................................................................................... Re..... to 

Output Multiplier .................................................................................. L 
Regional Income Lost ............................................................................ $207,800, 000 

Cumulative Income Lost ........................................................................ $2.590.630. 400 
from Three Military Shutdowns ........................................................... 

Reduction in Personal Income ............................................................... $2,798,400, 000 
...................................................... Reduction in Wage & Salary Income $1,622, 000000 

Cumulative Reducsion in Total Employment ............................................ 68, 700 

Total Personal Income ......................................................................... $28,650,897, 000 
Total Wagelsalary Income ..................................................................... $1 7,015,798, 000 

Percent Reduction ................................................................................ 9.77% 

Sources: Governor's Office of Planning and Research . 
Regional Economic Analysis Division. BEA . 
CSU-Real Estate & Land Use Institute . 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT / COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT 
DATA CALL 

b. Location of Residence. Complete the following table to 
identify where employees live. Use data reflecting the workforce 
as of 30 September 1992. 

1) Identify residency data, by county, for both 
military and civilian government employees working at the 
installation (including operational units that are homeported or 
stationed at the activity). For each county listed, also provide 
the estimated average distance from the activity, in miles, of 
employee residences and the estimated average length of time to 
commute one-way to work. 

- 'W ," 

2) If some employees of the base live in Sovernment housing, identify the 
county(s) where government housing is located: Craven 

'l 
Source of Data (1.b. 1) & 2) Residence Data): 
Mary Ellen firkland, Deputy Position Management Officer 

Management Office. NAVAVNDEPOT Cherry Po~~n t  NC 

Employee 

48.14 

15.67 

36.14' 

Note: Periodically throughout this data call, questions will state that the response should 
refer to the "area defined in response to question 1.b.. above." Recognizing that in some 
large metropolitan areas employee residences may be scattered among many counties or 
states, the scope of the "area defined" may be limited to the sum of: 

- those counties that contain government housing units (as identified in l.b.2 
above), and, 
those counties closest to the activity which in the aggregate include the 
residences of approximately 80% of the activity's employees. 

- 1 iu b'," 

County of Rrsidence 

Craven 

Caneret 

16 olhen 

Shte 

NC 

NC 

NC 

ho. of Employees 
Residing in 

Counly 

hlllllnry 

76 

11 

7 

Ci\ ilinn 

1700 

1324 

571 



Comparative Economic Statistics 

D e ~ o t  I Cherry Pt 1 Alarneda I Jacksonville I North Island I Norfolk 1 Pensacola 

Pensacola 
MSA 

157191 

Economic Impact Area 

Labor Force (90 Census) 

Per Capita Income 
(90 Census) 
US: $14,420 

NADEP Employment 
(as of 91301921 

NADEP % of Labor Force 

Unemployment Rate 

Unemployed 

Expected Secondary Job Loss 

NADEP'S Loss Plus Current & 
Secondary Unemployment 

Projected Unemployment Rate 

- L ~ ~ Q L I L ~  c(--3 $ // ~ I u C ~  pmT fi 

Norfolk- 
Newport 

News 
MSA 

66771 1 

$13,495 

4404 

0.66% 

5.6% 

37392 

8808 

50604 

7.6% 

Craven & 
Carteret 

Counties 

55993 

$12,250 

3383 

6.04% 

7.6% 

4253 

6766 

14402 

25.7% 

Alameda 
County 

681355 

$17,547 

3565 

0.52% 

6.4% 

43607 

7130 

54302 

8.0% 

Jacksonville 
MSA 

468391 

$14,141 

2868 

0.61 % 

5.9% 

27635 

5736 

36239 

7.7% 

San Diego 
County 

1 192252 

$16,220 

3854 

0.32% 

7.6% 

9061 1 

7708 

102173 

8.6% 


