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The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is studying 43 major U.S.
military installations as possible alternatives to 43 others recommended for closure or
realignment by the Secretary of Defense.

In a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on Friday, May 21, the Commission voted to
add 69 major and smaller installations for further consideration as alternatives to the 165
recommended for closure and realignment by the Secretary. Four installations (McClellan Air
Force Base, CA, Presidio of Monterey ,CA, Great Lakes Naval Training Center, Ill., and Agana
Naval Station, Guam) were added for further consideration when the Commission met in a
public hearing on March 29.

The Commission will publish the names of the additional installations in the Federal
Register by June 1 as required by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1991, as
amended. The law also requires the Commission to transmit its final recommendations to the
President by July 1.

"I want to emphasize that this is not a final list of closure and realignment
recommendations," Commission Chairman Jim Courter said. "We won’t take that kind of action
until late June. We have simply added bases for further consideration, not because we have
determined that we need to close more bases than the Secretary has recommended but because
we want to make sure-he has selected the right ones for closure and realignment.

"I also want to make it clear that our job is not to terrorize communities that may have
breathed a sigh of relief in March when their installations did not appear on the Secretary’s list.
We are acutely aware of the pain and dislocation that communities fear when they face the
closure or realignment of a military installation that is deeply rooted in their local economy.

"Our job as an independent Commission is to render a fair and informed judgement of
the Secretary’s recommendations. I don’t think we can do that in some cases without making
direct comparisons between bases that are on the Secretary’s list and similar bases that are not
on his list. -
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"I can’t guarantee a final result for any installation that we have added for further study,
but I can guarantee that we will be fair to those additional installations, just as we have been fair
to those on the Secretary’s list."

Courter said that at least one Commissioner will visit any major installation that has been
added for further study, and representatives of communities surrounding those installations will
be given an opportunity to testify in public hearings. A schedule of public hearings will be
announced within the next few days. '

Following is the complete list of military installations added on Friday, May 21, by the
Commission for further review for closure, realignment, or to increase the extent of realignment
recommended by the Secretary of Defense:

ARMY

Fort Gillem (GA)

Fort Lee (VA)

Marcus Hook U.S. Army Reserve Center (PA)
Fort McPherson (GA)

Fort Monroe (VA)

Presidio of Monterey Annex/Fort Ord (CA)
Red River Army Depot (TX)

Defense Distribution Depot, Red River (TX)
Anniston Army Depot (AL)

Defense Distribution Depot, Anniston (AL)
Tobyhanna Army Depot (PA)

NAVY

Naval Shipyard Norfolk (VA)
Defense Distribution Depot Norfolk (VA)
Naval Shipyard Portsmouth (ME/NH)
Naval Shipyard Long Beach (CA)
Naval Air Station Oceana (VA)
Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort (SC)
Naval Hospital Beaufort (SC)
Naval Air Station Miramar (CA)
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin (CA)
Naval Air Station Corpus Christi (TX)
Naval Hospital Corpus Christi (TX)
Naval Station Ingleside (TX)
Naval Station Pascagoula (MS)
Naval Station Everett (WA)

-more-




Naval Hospital Great Lakes (IL)

Ships Parts Control Center Mechanicsburg (PA)

Naval Electronics Support Engineering Center Portsmouth (VA)

Naval Air Facility Martinsburg (WV)

Naval Air Facility Johnstown (PA)

Naval Reserve Center Chicopee (MA)

Naval Reserve Center Quincy (MA)

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Center Lawrence (MA)

Naval Ordnance Station Louisville (KY) (also known as the
Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville)

Naval Air Station Memphis (TN) (Consider to close instead of realign)

Naval Hospital Millington (TN)

Naval Aviation Depot North Island (CA)

Defense Distribution Depot San Diego (CA)

Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point (NC)

Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point (NC)

Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville (FL)

Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville (FL)

Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach (CA)

Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (GA)

Defense Distribution Depot Albany (GA)

Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (CA)

Defense Distribution Depot Barstow (CA)

AIR FORCE

Plattsburgh Air Force Base (NY)

Fairchild Air Force Base (WA)

Grand Forks Air Force Base (ND)

Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (Tinker Air Force Base)(OK)

Regional Processing Center Tinker Air Force Base (OK)
(Defense Information Systems Agency)

Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City (OK)

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center, Warner Robins (GA)

Regional Processing Center Warner Robins (GA)
(Defense Information Systems Agency) (also known as Logistics Systems Business
Activity - Information Processing Center)

Defense Distribution Depot Warner Robins

San Antonio Air Logistics Center, Kelly Air Force Base (TX)

-more-




Regional Processing Center Kelly Air Force Base (TX)
(Defense Information Systems Agency) (also known as Logistics Systems Business
Activity - Information Processing Center)

Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio (TX)

Defense Distribution Center McClellan Air Force Base (CA)

Gentile Air Force Station (OH)

Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill Air Force Base (UT)
(Tactical Missile Workload)

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Construction Supply Center Columbus (OH)
Defense Information Technology Services Organization Columbus (OH)
Defense Contract Management District Northeast (MA)

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY

Defense Information Technology Services Organization Denver (CO)
(Resource Management Business Activity Denver)

Defense Information Technology Services Organization Cleveland (OH)
(Resource Management Business Activity Cleveland)

Army Information Processing Center Chambersburg (PA) v
(Multi-Function Information Processing Activity Chambersburg)
Army Information Processing Center Huntsville (AL)
(Multi-Function Information Processing Activity Huntsville)
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Aspin Forwards Recommendations to Base Closure Commission

Secretary of Defense Les Aspin today recommended that 31 major military installations
be closed and that 12 others be realigned to support a smaller and less costly force structure.
In addition, the Secretary announced recommendations for closure, realignment and disestab-
lishment of 122 other smaller bases and activities. As required by law, the recommendations
for actions on these domestic bases and activities are bcmg forwarded today to the Base

Closure and Realignment Commission.

Aspin said base closures have not kept pace with overall reductions in defense. The
Defense budget will decline by more than 40 percent in real terms from 1985 to 1997, and
military personnel in the United States will be reduced by about 30 percent. Base closures
agreed to in 1988 and 1991 will reduce the domestic base structure by nine percent. The
Department must further reduce the domestic and overseas base structures to align them with
the force and budget reductions, thereby preserving military effectiveness and the capability to

respond to crises.

- Closing bases saves taxpayer dollars. This round of base closures and realignments will
save about $3.1 billion per year starting in the year 2000. The 1993 program, coupled with
the previously approved 1988 and 1991 closures, will result in savings of $5.6 billion
annually.

"Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and personnel constitutes a
double hit: resources are drained into bases we don’t need, and therefore are not available to
buy the things we do need,” Aspin said.

During the six-year implementation period, these actions will reduce DoD employment
by 24,000 military and 57,000 civilians nationwide.

(more)




"These base closures are necessary, but they will hurt local economies. The Administra-
tion recognizes its responsibilities for parallel efforts to stimulate economic growth in the
affected communities," Aspin said. These efforts will build on the three ways DoD can help
support economic growth: investing in people, investing in industry and investing in
communities. The President announced yesterday the details of how the Department will use
funds previously authorized and appropriated by Congress for reinvestment.

Secretary Aspin directed that the consolidation of the Defense Finance and Accounting
Service (DFAS) continue at the five existing large centers for the time being. Secretary Aspin
rejected the plan for consolidating the DFAS workforce based on a site selection process
known as the "opportunity for economic growth." The "opportunity for economic growth"
policy offered DoD jobs only to those communities willing to make the highest bids in return
for those jobs. In effect, the "opportunity for economic growth" policy proposed
transferring from the federal government to local taxpayers the burden of financing facilities .

used by the DoD. '

The DFAS centers are currently located in Cleveland, Columbus, Indianapolis, Denver
and Kansas City. The Secretary will review options for the permanent consolidation of DFAS
and make a final decision in the next months.

The Department is reducing its military forces and bases overseas much more than it is
in the U.S. and under a different process. DoD has announced it will end or reduce its
operations overseas at sites accounting for 28 percent of replacement value. The plan is to
reduce the overseas base structure by 35-40 percent while drawing personnel stationed
overseas to about 200,000, or a reduction of 56 percent from 1985 levels.

‘The following pages contain lists of major closures; major realignments; smaller base or
activity closures, realignments, disestablishments, or relocations; and changes to previously
approved 1988 and 1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendations. A
chart of impacts by state is also attached.
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1993 List of Military Installations
Ingide the United States
for Closure or Realignment

Part I: Major Base Closures

Arnmy

. Ft McClellan, Alabama
vint Hill Farms, Virginia

Navy

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California

Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, California

Naval Hospital Oakland, California ;

Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California

Naval Supply Center Oakland, California

Naval Training Center San Diego, California

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida -

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, Florida

Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii

Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. Inigoes,
Maryland .

Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, Massachusetts

Naval Station Staten Island, New York

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Charleston Naval Shipyard, South Carolina

Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia

Air Yorce

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

O’Hare Int’l. Airport Air Force Reserve Station, Chicago Illinois

Defense logistics Agency

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania



Part II: Major Base Realignments

Arny

Ft Monmouth, New Jersey

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Tooele Army Depot, Utah

Ft Belvoir, Virginia

Navy

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut

Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dahlgren) White Oak Detachment,
White Oak, Maryland

lst Marine Corps District, Garden City, New York ‘

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee

Air Force

March Air Force Base, California
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York

Part III: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments,
Disestablishments or Relocations

Arny
None

Navy

Naval Civil Engineering lLaboratory, Port Hueneme, California

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Engineering Field
Division, San Bruno, California

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Pacific,
San Francisco, California

Public Works Center San Francisco, California

Naval Electronic Security Sys. Engineering Ctr., Washington, D.C.

Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida

Naval Supply Center Pensacola, Florida

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Annapolis Detachment,
Annapolis, Maryland ’ '

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, Indian Head, Maryland

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island




Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning and Procurement,
Portsmouth, New Hampshire

Naval Air wWarfare Center - Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey

DoD Family Housing Office, Niagara Falls, New York

Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Atlantic
(HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering. Center, Charleston, South
Carolina

_ Naval Hospital Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach"
Detachment, Virginia Beach, Virginia v

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, Virginia

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk,
Virginia

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alteratlons (Surface) Atlantlc,
Norfolk, Virginia

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (CV), Bremerton,

Washington

Navy National Capital Region (NCR) Activiti

Security Group Command, Security Group Station, and Security
Group Detachment, Potomac, Washington, DC

Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, Virginia (including
the Office of Military Manpower Management, Arlington,
Virginia)

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria, Virginia

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia (including
Defense Printing Office, Alexandria, Virginia and Food
Systems Office, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia

Tactical Support Office, Arlington, Virginia

Navy/Marin rve Activi
Naval Reserve Centers at:

Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia

Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas

Monroe, Louisiana

New Bedford, Massachusetts




Pittsfield, Massachusetts
Joplin, Missouri

St. Joseph, Missouri
Great Falls, Montana
Missoula, Montana
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey
Jamestown, New York
Poughkeepsie, New York
Altoona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, Tennessee
Memphis, Tennessee

Ogden, Utah

Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia

Naval Reserve Facilities at:

Alexandria, louisiana
Midland, Texas

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at:

Fort Wayne, Indiana
Billings, Montana
Abilene, Texas

Readiness Command Regions at:

Olathe, Kansas (Region 18)
Scotia, New York (Region 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (Region 5)

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, California

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida

Defense Contract Management District Northcentral, Chicago,
Illinois

Defense Logistics Service Center, Battle Creek, Michigan

Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic, Philadelphisa,
Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South Carolina

Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, Califorrnia

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service, Battle Creek,
Michigan

Defense Industrial Supply Center, Pennsylvania




DoD Data Center Consolidation
Army Data Processing Centers

None

Navy Data Processing Centers

" Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, California

Fleet Industrial Support Center, San Diego, California
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake,

California

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu,
California ,

Naval Command Control & Ocean Surveillance Center, San Diego, -
California :

Navy Regional Data Rutomation Center, San Francisco, California

Naval Computer and Telecommunications Station, San Diego,
California

Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, DC

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, Washington, DC

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida

Naval Air Station, Mayport, Florida

Naval Computer and Telecommunication Station Pensacola, Florida

Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, Georgia

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, EASTPAC
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

Enlisted Personnel Management Center, New Orleans, Louisiana

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, New Orleans,
Louisiana

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
Maryland

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station,
Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia

Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus Christi, Texas

Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Washington

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, Washington

Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, Washington

Marine Corps Data Processing Centers

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California

Regional Automated Services Center, Camp Pendleton, California
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina

Regional Automated Services Center, Camp Lejeune, North Carclins



Air FYorce Data Processing Centers

Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, California
Air Force Military Personnel Center, Randolph AFB, Texas
Computer Service Center, San Antonio, Texas

7th Communications Group, Pentagon, Arlington, Virginia

Defense logistics Agency Data Processing Centers

Information Processing Center, Battle Creek, Michigan
Information Processing Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Information Processing Center, Ogden, Utah
Information Processing Center, Richmond, Virginia.

Defense Information Systems Agaency Data Processing Centers

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Indianapolis
Information Processing Center, Indiana

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Kansas City
Information Processing Center, Kansas

Defense Information Technology Service Organization, Columbus
Annex (Dayton), Ohio




(Mil&cry includes average student load: civilian nciudes BOS contractor personnel)
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State Out in Net Gain/(Loss)
Installation Action Mii Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ J
Alobama ’
Anniston Amy Depo Receive 0 0 30 567 30 567
Ft. McCleilon Close 6017 2074 s 0 0 60\ (2074
Ft. Rucker Receive 0 0 4] 0 41 0
Redstone Arsendl Redirect 0 1245 0 0 0 (1245)
Deferse Depot Anniston Receive 0 0 0 166 0 146
RPC Gunter Annex (DISA) Receive 0 0 0 71 0 71
Naval Station Mobiie Close 524 126 0 0 (524) (126)
NRC Godsen Close 6 0 0 o] (6) 0
NRC Huntsvile Receive 0 0 3 0 3 0
NRC Montgomery Close 12 1 0 0 (12 Q)
Total 6559 3446 74 804 (6485) (2442
Arkansas .
NRC FayeHeville Close 7 0] 0 0 (7) 0
NRC ft. Smith Close 7 0 0 0 N 0
Toid 14 0 0 0 (4) 0.
Cdltomia
Deferse Contract Mgmt Distict West Receive 0 o 0 136 0 136
Deferse Depot Bantow Receive 0 0 ] 35 1 35
Deferse Depot Oadand Disestablish 4 270 0 0 4 (270)
Deferse Depot San Diego Receive 0 0 1 55 1 55
Deferse Depot Trocy Recelve 0 0 1 95 . ] 95
NARDAC San Francisco (DISA) Disestabiish 10 ° 70 0 0 10 (70)
NAWC WD China Lake (DISA) Disestabiish 0 21 0 0 0 @n
FASCO Port Hueneme (DISA) Disestablish 0 51 0 0 0 (6M
MCAS &l Toro (DISA) Disestablish 13 9 0 0 13) Ol
NAWC WD Point Mugu (DISA) Disestablieh 0 28 0 0 0 (28)
RPC McClelian AFB (DISA) Disestablish 0 169 0 0 0 (169)
NCCOSC San Diego (DiSA) Disestablish 0 7 0 0 0 )
NCTS San Diego (DISA) Disestablish 0 170 0 0 0 Q70
RASC Camp Pendieton (DISA) Disestabieh 4 4 0 0 (44) (@)
NSC san Diego (DiSA) Disestablish 0 n 0 0 0 am
Bedle AFB (940th AFRS) Receive 0 0 0 243 0 243
March AFB Rediign 2961 97 0 0 . (2961) 97
McClelion AFB (940th AFRS) ~ Redirect 0 243 0 0° 0 (243)
Travis AFB Receive 0 0 1077 59 1077 59
Mare iand Novad Shipyard Cicne 1.963 7567 0 0 (1963)  (7.587)
MCAS Camp Pendeton Recelve (0] 0 949 0 949 0
" MCAS El Toro Close 5489 979 0 0 (5.689) (979
MCAS 29 Paims - Redrect 3225 0 0 0 (3225) 0
Naval Arr Station Alameda Cicee 10,586 556 0 0 (1058¢) (58¢)
Naval A Station Lemoore Recelve 0 0 4429 317 4429 37
Naval Ar Station Miramar Receive 7400 1.006 9329 751 1.729 (254)
NASA AMES (NAS Moffett) Receive 0 0 348 105 348 105
Navd Ar Station North ldand Receive 0 0 3982 47 3082 47
Naval Ar Warfare Center Ching Loke Recsive 0 0 65 y.87; 65 202
Naval Amphibious Base Coronado Receive 0 o 48 0 48 Q

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not include the impact of any
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(Miltary includes average student lood:

civilian includes BOS contractor personnel)

State Out in l Net Gain/(Loss)
Installation Action Mil Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ
Nava CB Ctr, Pt. Hueneme Receive 0 0 77 52 77 s2
Naval CMI Engineering Lab Close 1 &4 0 0 M (&<)
Naval Public Works Cir Son Francisco Disestablish 10 1834 0 0 (10) (1.834)
Naval Alr Facility £l Centro Receive 0 0 é 0 6 0
Navd Aviation Depot Alomedo Close 376 24672 0 0 (376) (2472)
Navd Aviation Depot Nodth Iskand Receive 0 0 3 1.889 3 1,889
Navd Hospitd Oakiand Close 1472 8% 0 0 (1472) (809)
Naval Hospita San Diego Receive 0 0 622 59 622 59
Navadl Station San Diego Receive 0 0 4423 m 4423 111
Naval Station Treasure lsland Close 637 454 0 0 637) (454)
Nava Supply Center Oakland Close 2374 948 0 0 (23748) (948)
Nava Supply Center San Diego Receive 0 0 17 5 17 5
Navd Training Center San Diego Close 5.184 402 0 0 (5.184) (402)
Navd Reserve Center Fresno Receive 0 0 28 0 28 0
Naval Reserve Center Pacific Grove Close é 1 0 0 %) M
SUPSHIP San Diego Receive 0 0 0 77 0 S 77
WESNAVFACENGCOM San Bruno Redlign 7 24 0 0 () (24)
Tokal 42,166 19.425 25 406 4238 (16560) (15.187)
Colorado
DITSO Denver (DISA) Disestablish 25 41 0 0 (25) (4n
Fort Carson Redrect 238 1058 0 0 (238) (105)
Toial 238, 106 0 0 (263) (144)
Conneciicut
Navd Sub Base New London Rediign 4455 1.114 35 0 (1.113) (.114
Tokad 4455 1.114 ISR 0] (1.113) (1.114)
District of Columbia
NCTS Washington (DISA) Disestablish 20 Cs) 0 0 (20) (301)
Naval Security Station Washington Rediign 510 634 0 0 (510) (636)
Misc Naval Activities National Capltol Reg. Reaign 231 275 3% 485 (195) 210
' Toka 761 1212 3% 485 (725) 727
Rorida
Deferse Depot Jocksonvile Receive 0 0 3 254 3 256
Detferse Depot Persacaia Disestabiish 3 87 0 0 3) (87
NCTS Jocisonvile (DISA) Recelve (0] 0 o 18 o] 18
NAS Koy West (DISA) Disestablish 0 4 0 0 0 €))
NCTS Persacola (DISA) Disestabiish 0 184 0] 0 0 (184)
Homestead AFB Close - 3,866 912 0 0 (3.865) 912)
MacDil AFB (JCSE) - Receive 0 0 253 342 253 3462
Patrick AFB - Receive 0 0 0 156 0 156
Tyndal AFB Receive 0 0 76 8 78 8
Naval Ax Station Cecil Reid Cicee 6833 ] 0 o (6.833) (999)
Navd Alr Station Jocisonvile Receive 0 0 182 7 152 77
Nava Ar Station Perwocoia Receive 19 150 8926 670 8.907 520
Novd Aviation Depot Jocisonvile Receive 0 0 204 1483 204 1483
Novd Aviation Depot Persocoia Close 297 3.107 0 0 (97) (G.107)

These figures represent the Impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not Inciude the impoct of any

other inifiative outside of the BRAC 93 procees
)
3/11/93




-~

-

7

e —
|

State

(Military_includes averoge student lood: civilkan indudes BOS controctor personnel)

Out In Net Galn/(Loss)
Installation Action Mil Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ
Naval Hospital Jacksonvile Receive 0 0 92 12 7] 12
Nava Hospital Orlando Close 759 352 0 0 (759) (352)
Nava Station Mayport Receive 0 0 2,138 8 2.138 8
Nava Training Center Odando Close 8.727 753 0 0 (8.727) (753)
Naval Supply Center Jocksonville Receive 0 0] 4] 23 0 23
NSWC Panama Clty Receive -0 0 7 300 7 00
. Tokal 20503 6544 11.851 3573 (8452) 971)
Georgia .
TRF Kings Bay (DISA) Disestablish 0 17 0 0 0 an
RPC Wamer-Robins AFB (DiSA) Disestabiish 72 27 o 0 @72) QN
Defense Contract Mgt District South Receive 0 0 0 61 0 61
Nava Ak Station Allanta ' Receive 0 0 183 0 183 0
Naval Sub Base Kings Bay Receive 0 0 4,754 47 4,754 47
Nava Reserve Center Macon Close 7 0 0 0 (@) 0
SWFLANT Kings Bay Recelve 0 0 0 3 0 3
Tokal 7 0 4937 i 4858 67 -
Hawall
NCTAMS Pear Harbor (DISA) Disestabiish 3 28 0 0 ) (28)
NSC Pearl Harbor (DISA) Disesfablieh 0 13 0 0 0 (13)
MCAS Kaneohe Bay Receive 1481 788 2448 280 %67 (508)
Nava Ar Station Barbers Point Close 3534 418 0 0 (3.534) 618)
Navd Station Peart Harbor Recelve 0, 0 3 0 3 0
Navd Sub Base Peari Harbor Receive (0] 0 147 5 147 5
Tokal 5215 1.406 2.798 285 (2.420) (1.162)
lincis
Rock sand Arsend Receive 0 0 272 1382 %27 272 1382
Rock Wand Ansenal Redirect 15 342 0 1245 (15) 883
Deferse Contract Mgt Dist North-Centrd  Disestabiieh 6 266 0 0 %) (264)
O'Hare AP ARS Cicse 5 757 0 0 ) (757
Rockford (or other location) Receive 0 0 5 757 5 757
Nova Ar Station Glenview Close 1433 k2 0] 0 (1.833) (389)
Naval Hospital Great Lakes Receive 0 0 432 58 632 58
Nava Training Center Grect Lakes - Receive 0 0 8077 251 8077 251
Tokal 185 1.774 8,986 3493 7.127 1919
Indiana .
DITSO Indianapolis IPC (DISA) Disestablish 1 197 0 0 m (1en
NMCRC Evarsvile - Receive 0 0 3 0 3 0
NMCRC Gary - Recsive 0 0 10 8] 10 0]
NMCRC South Bend Receive 0 0 3 0 3 0
NRC Fort Wayne Close 17 0 0 0 an 0
NRC Terre Haute Close 7 0 0 0 ) 0
Todal 4 0 16 0 ) (aen.

These figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not include the impact of cny
other intiative outside of the BRAC 93 procees
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(Miltary includes average student load: civilian ndudes BOS contractor personnel)

State Out In Net Gain/(Loss)
{Instaliation Action Mil Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ
Kansas
Fort Leavenworth Receive 0 0 1 31 | 3
NRC Hutchinson Close 6 0 0 0 6) 2
REDCOM 18 Olathe Close 45 12 0 (45) 2)
McConnell AFB Receive 0 0 263 11 263 "
Total S 12 264 42 213 30
Loulsipng
EPMAC New Orieans (DISA) Disestablish 20 9 0 0 (20) )
NCTS New Orleanrs (DISA) Disestablish 2 70 0 0 )] (70)
Barksdale AFB Receive 513 59 1292 65 779 6
NRF Alexandria Close é 0 0 0 4) 0
NRC Monrce Close 6 1 0 0] ) M
NAS New Orleans Receive 0 0 122 1 122 ]
Total 528 & 1414 &6 867 73
Massochuselts
Deferwe Contract Mgt Dist Northeast Receive 0 0 0 183 0 183
Navd Ar Station South Weymouth Close 653 365 0 0 (653) (365)
Navd Reserve Center New Bedford Close 10 0 0 0 q1e)) 0
Naval Reserve Center Pitisfield Close é 0 0 0 (6) 0
Toid 669 3465 0 183 (649) (182)
Fort George G. Meade Receive 0 0 486 140 484 140
NAWC AD Pahuxent River (DISA) Disestabilish 1 35 0 0 M (35)
Navd Arr Fociity Washington Recelve 0 0 14 27 142 27
NSWC White Oak Receive 5 1332 340 JA9 355 2.107
NESEC St. inigoes Close 33 278 0 0 (3 (278
NAWCAD Patuxent River Receive 9 103 823 1,944 514 1,841
NSWC Bethesda Receive 0 0 3 50 3 50
NSWC indan Heod Receive 0 [Ri 0 265 0 254
NSWC Annapols Disestablioh 3 K] 0 0 (3) (350)
: Toka 51 4417 1514 5885 1483 1268
Noava Al Station Brunswick Receive 0 0 128 0 128 0
Tokal 0 0 128 o 128 0
Michigan .
Detroit Arsenal ‘Receive 0 0 4 182 4 162
Defense Logistics Services Genter Disestabiish 4 420 0 0 4 (420)
Deferse Reutilzation&Marketing Svc Relocate § 396 0 0 (5 (396)
IPC Battie Creek (DISA) Disestabiish 1 2 0 0 Mm 2)
K.l Sowyer AFB Close 2354 788 0 o] (2.354) (788)
Navd Axr Fociiity Defroit Close 523 24 0 0 (823) _(24) -
Tokd 24887 1430 . 4 162 (2.883)  (1.458)

These figures represent the impoct of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not include the impact of ony

3/11/93

@

other niticiive outside of the BRAC 93 process




(Miltary includes average student load: civilian nciudes BOS confractor perscnnel)

State Out In I Net Gain/(Loss)
Instaliation Action Mil Civ Mil Clv L Mil Civ
Minnesota
Naval Alr Station Twin Cities Receive 0 0 230 0 230 2
Total 0 o] 230 0 230 :
Mississippl
Nava Al Station Merdian Close 1,999 1037 0 0 (1.999) (L3N
Naval Station Pascagoua Receive 0 0 445 3 455 3
. Total 1.999 1037 445 3 (534 (153
Missourt
Fort Leoncard Wood Receive 0 0 574 220 5742 220
DITSO Kareos City IPC (DISA) Disestablish 56 70 0 0 (56) 79
Naval Reserve Center Jopiin Close 9 0 0 0 @ 4]
Nava Reserve Center St. Joseph Close 7 0 0 0 (7 C
Total 72 70 5742 220 5470 130
Montana »
NMCRC Blings Close 27 0 0 0 2N 0
Navd Reserve Center Great Fals Close é 0 o] 0 6 0
Naval Reserve Center Missoula Close é o] 0 0 (6) 0
Totad 39 0 0 0] 3 0
New Hampehire i
SUBMEPP Receive "0 0 8 406 8 406
Tokal 0 0 8 406 8 4c6
North Carolina
MCAS Cherry Point (DISA) Disestabiish ) 57 0 0 @) (57
RASC Camp Lejeune (DISA) Disestabiish 27 1 0 0 @n an
MCAS New River Receive 0 0 207 0 207 0
MCAS Cheny Point Receive 0] 0 3350 & 3350 66
_ Navd Avialion Depot Cheny Point Receive 0 0 314 1573 314 1573
Naval Hospita Camp LeJeune Recsive 0 0 39 0 39 0
: Yokal 0 0 3910 1439 3.882 1571
Grand Forias AFB Receive &9 pX) 929 33 320 10
Minot AFB Recetve 466 11 680 14 214 3
1075 M4 1.609 47 534 13

These figures represent the Impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not Include the impoct of any
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(Miltary includes average student lood: civilian Includes BOS contractor penscnnel)

State Out in Net Gain/(Loss)
Instaliation Action Mil Clv Mil Clv Mii Civ
New Jersey
Fort Monmouth Redalign 565 2720 140 598 425 (2.122)
McGure AFB Redlign 3289 374 -0 0 (3.289) (374)
Naval Weaponrs Station Earle Receive 0 0 50 0 50 Y
NAWC Lakehurst Receive 0 0 30 42 30 42
NAWCAD Trenton ) Close 8 448 0 0 (8 (448)
Nava Reserve Center Atlantic City Close 6 4 0 0 6) (4)
Naval Reserve Center Perth Amboy Close 9 1 0 0 (O] {1y
Tokal 3877 3547 220 640 . (3457) (2907
New York
Stewart Annex Receive 0 0 3% 0 %% 0
Griffiss AFB Redlign 3338 1.191 0 0 (3338  (1,191)
Plattsburgh AFB Recelive 0 0 2845 257 2845 257
DoD Family Housing Dist. Niogra Falis Close 0 19 0 0 -0 a9
Fist MARCORPS Dist. Garden Clty Redlign &0 L0 0 0 (&0) (40).
REDCOM 2 Scotia Disestabiish 39 18 0] 0 (39 8)
Novd Station Staten eand Close 1773 10071 0 0 (1.773) (1001
Navdl Reserve Station Jamestown Close 6 0 0 0 ) 0
Navcd Reserve Center Poughkeepsie Close 12 0 0 0 02 0
Tokal . 5228 228 3241 257 (1987) (2012)
Nevada
Navd Air Station Fallon Recelve 0 0 194 9 194 9
Tokal 0 0 194 9 194 Q
Ohlo
Deferse Construciion Supply Center Receive 0 0 04 2935 94 2.935
Deferse Elecironic Supply Center Close 93, 2.804 0 0 (93) (2.804)
DITSO Cleveland IPC (DISA) Disestabiish 0 . 8 0 0 0 (8
DITSO Columbus IPC (DISA) Disestabieh 1 -6 o] 0 M (96)
DITSO Columbus Annex (DISA) Disestabiish. 0 1 0 0 0 N
PPC Wright-Patterson AFB (DISA) Recseive 0 0] 0 204 0 204
Newcark AF8 Close 7] 1760 0 0 92) (1.760)
Rickenbacker ANGS Recsive 0 1] 0 52 0 52
Springfeid Becidey MAP AGS (178FG) _ Recdign 54 312 0 0 (54) (312)
Wright-Pattenon AFB " Receive o 522 54 580 54 38
NRRCREG 5 Rovenna Close 44 12 9] 0 (449 a2
= Tojal. 284 54613 148 4221 (13¢) (1392)
Okiahoma . : : -
RPC Tinker AFB (DISA) - Disestablish 0 2 0 0 0 (22
Altus AFB - Recsive 0 0 668 38 668 38
Tokal 0 0] 668 38 658 16

These figures represent the Impoct of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not Include the impact of any
other inifiaiive outside of the BRAC 93 process
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”(Muhay includes avercge student load: ciilan inciudes BOS contractor personnel

State Out In Net Gain/(Loss)
instaliction Action Mil Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ
Pennsytvania
Lefterkenny Army Depot Redalign 2 1.944 0 0 @2 (1948
Letterkenny Army Depot Redirect 0 0 15 362 15 362
New Cumberdand Amy Depot Receive 0 0 &0 2 &0 2
Tobyhanna Army Depot Receive 0 0 &9 619 49 619
Defense Clothing Factory Phiadelphia Close 2 1235 0 o @) (1235
Deferse Contract Mgt Dist Mid Atlantic Disestablish K} 23 0] 0 ) (230)
Deferse Depot Letterkenny Disestablish 0 400 0 0 0 (400)
Deferse Depot Tobyhanna Receive 0 0 .0 169 0 169
Detfense Distribution Region Eost Recsive 0 0 &7 4,176 67 4176
Deferse iIndustrial Supply Center Relocate 26 1,844 0 0 (26) (1 .848)
Deferse Personnel Support Center Close 78 3878 0 0 (78) (3.878)
AIPC Chambecsburg (DISA) Recelve 0 0 0 139 0 139
SPCC Mechanicsburg (DISA) Receive 0 0 0 177 -0 177
~ ASO Philodelphia (DISA) Disestablish -0 136 0 0 -0 (13%)
PC Philadelphia (DISA) Disestablish 0 143 0 0 0 (143)
Navd Alr Station Willow Grove Receive 0 an 187 1 157 (310
Nava Avigtion Supply Office Close 65 2381 0 0 65)  (235))
Navy Ships Parts Control Center Receive 2 10 124 1913 12 1,903
Naval Reserve Center Altoona Close 7 0 0 0 9] 0
NSWC Philodeiphia Recelve (o] 0 0 200 0 200
Naval Shipyard Philodelphia (PERA) Dissstabiish 4 187 0 0 O] (187)
' Tokd 189 12472 492 7.778 a3 (4.894)
Rhode lsiond
Navd Educ &Tng Center Rediign 830 3 p.4) 308 (810) 302
Nava Underseag Warfare Center - Recesive 0 0 2 504 2 504
Tolal 830 3 2 a9 (808) 804
South Caroling
Fart Jackeon Receive 0 0 293 82 293 52
Deferwe Depot Charieston Disestabiish 5 y.7} o o (5 (202)
NSC Charieston (DISA) Disesiablch 0 77 0 0 0 an
Charleston AFB (JCSE) Redrect 253 37 0 0 (253) (37)
Show AFB Receive (] 0 258 5 258 5
Charlestort Naval Shipyard . Close 74 4837 0 0 749 (4837
MCAS Becifort " Recsive 0 0 m 0 m 0
Navd Hospital Beaufort Recsive 0 0 683 119 683 119
Naval Hospital Charisston Cioss &8 o7 0 0 (682) (647)
Navd Station Chastesteny Close 8434 1,104 0 0 (8434)  (1.194)
Navd Supply Center Chheslesion ‘Disestablish 26 408 0 0 (26) (408)
NCCOSC Charieston - Close 3 1.885 0 0 3  (.889
_ Yokl 9477 0287 1345 176 (8332) 9.111)
South Dakola
Elsworih AFB Receive 263 11 503 10 290 RO
Tolal 283 - N 3 10 240 m

Theee figures represent the Impaoct of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not inciude the impact of any
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(Miltary _includes agverage student load: civilian incliudes BOS controctor personnel)
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State Out In Net Gain/(Loss)
Instaliation Acton Mil Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ
Tennessee
Amold Eng Dev Center Recelve 0 0 2 44 2 44
Navd A Station Memphis Redlign 8041 1376 1331 1,126 6.710) (250)
Navd Reserve Center Kingsport Close 9 0 0 0 9 0
Toial 8.050 1376 1333 1,170 6717 (206)
Texos:
Red River Ammy Depot Receive 0 0 0 737 0 737
. Deferse Depot Red River Receive 0 0 2 240 2 240
AFMPC Randoiph AFB (DISA) Disestabiish 62 1 0 0 (62) M
CPSC San Antonio (DISA) Disestablish 25 15 0 0 (25) (15)
RPC Kelly AFB (DISA) Receive 0 0 0 27 0 27
Bergstrom AFB (Reserve Unit) Redirect 0 625 0 0 0 625)
Carswell AFB Recetve 0 0 1,657 589 1457 589
Lackiond AFB Receive 0 o] 129 2 129 2
Sheppard AFB ) Redrect 135 186 0 0 135 sy
Nava Alr Station Corpus Christi Receive 0 0 176 19 176 19
Navd Alr Station Dalics Close 1374 268 0 0 (1374 (268)
Naval Ak Station Kingsville Receive 0 0 174 73 174 73
Naval Station ingledide Receive 0 0 306 7 396 7
NMCRC Abline Close 17 0 0 0 a7 0
Naval Reserve Center Midiand Close é 0 0 0 () 0
' Tokal 1419 924 2534 1.714 15 . 790
Uiah
Tooele Anmry Depot Rediign 16 1942 0 0 (86 (1942)
Deferse Depot Toocele Dissstabiieh 1 230 0 0 m (230)
iPC Ogden (DISA) Disestablish 1 114 o] 0 m (114)
RPC Hill AFB (DISA) Disestablish 0 2 0 0 0 2
Naval Reserve Center Ogden Close 12 ] 0 0 (12) Q)
Tolal 0 2289 0 0 (30) (2289
Virginia '
Fort Belvolr Rediign 4 455 28 28 24 (427
Vint HEl Farms Stalion Close Q07 1472 /239 0 0 47 (1472)
Deferwe Generda Supply Canter ichmond Receive 0 o] 0 4 0 4
7th Communicatiors Gp. Pentagon (DISA) Disestabilish 108 4 0 o (108) an
BUPERS Arington (DISA) Dissstibiish 31 13 0 4] @an 13)
CRUITCOM Ariington (DISA) Disestabliish 3 1 0 0 3 m
NCTAMS Norfolk (DISA) Disestabiish 0 122 0 0 0 22
NSC Norfolk (DISA) Disestabiiah 0 125 0 0 0 125)
PC Richmond (DBA) - Disestabiish 0 261 0 0 0 @260
Bureau of Personnel (Nawy) Relocate 1070 924 o 0 (1070) (928)
NAVARSYSCOM Relocate 543 328 0 0 (543)  (3.128)
NAVSEASYSCOM Relocate 340 3ARN 0 0 ) A9 -
NAVSUPSYSCOM Relocate L. o (0] 0 &9 (291
Reet Combat Training Center, Afiantic Receive 2 £ 970 199 948 126
HQ USMC Relocote 28 43 0 0 (28) (CY))
Naval Ar Stalion Norfolk Receive 0 0 9 aQ 49 423

These figures represent the iImpact of BRAC $3 recommendations only.  They do not include the Impact of any
other inifiative outside of the BRAC §3 process
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Miltay_includes averoge student load: civilion includes BOS controctor personne!)

State Out In Net Gain/(Loss)
Instaliation : Action Mii Clv Mil Clv Mil Civ
Navd Ak Station Oceana Receive 0] 0 2597 2 2.597 42
Navad Facilities Engineerdng Command Relocate 3% 485 0 0 (38) (485)
Nava Security Grp Activity Cheasapecke Relocate 21 431 0 0 (210 4an
Naval Amphiblous Base Uttle Creek Receive 0 0 262 4 262 4
Navd Aviation Depot Norfolk Close 104 4295 a 0 (104) (4295)
Nava Hospitd Portsmouth Receive 0 0 6033 Y 403 59
Naval Station Norfolk Recelve (¢ 14 462 92 44821 78
Nc..od Surtoce Warfare Center Receive 0 - 0 5 175 5 175
Nava Weapons Station Yorktown Redlign 7 206 117 14 110~ (9N
NAVMAC Disestablish 96 108 0 0 (96) (108)
NAVSEACYSENGST (NUWC) Disestablish 4 1407 0 0 4 (1.407)
Norfolk Naval Shipyard Receive 0 16 228 1,13¢ 228 1,123
Naval Reserve Center Staunton Close é 0 0 0 &) 0
SUPSHIP Portsmouth Recelive 0 0 5 340 5 340
- MCCDC Quantico Receive 0 0 28 63 28 63
Tokal 3.139 17.369 9513 2582 6374  (14.787)
Washington ,
Falrchild AFB Redirect 1.181 o8 0 0 (1.18n (98)
TRF Bangor (IISA) Disestabiish 0 13 0 0 0 (13)
NAS Whichey land (DISA) Disestabiish 0 5 0 0 0 5
NSC Puget Sound (DISA) Disestablish 3 0 3 0 0 0
Navdl Arr Station Whidbey ldand , Receive 0 0 1026 13 1.026 13
Naval Hospitdl Bremerton Receive 0 . 0 154 K} 154 31
Navd Station Puget Sound Recsive 0 0 77 15 77 15
Navad Sub Base Bangor Receive 0 0 400 &40 400 &0
Navd Supply Center Puget Sound Recsive 0 0 1 3% 1 36
Puget Sound Navd Shipyard Receive 1 173 44544 7 4,443 (166)
Tokid 1218 209 6338 762 5,120 473
West Virginia )
NMCRC Pakenburg Close é 0 0 Q (4) 0
Tolal é 0 o] 0 )] 0]
Midway lsiand
Navdl Arr Focility Midway Close 7 140 0 0 @ (160
’ Tolal 7 160 (o} 0 @ (160)
Grand Tokal - 123,786 98440 99485 42008 (24252) _ (57.144)

Theee figures represent the impact of BRAC 93 recommendations only.  They do not include the impoct of any
other inificiive outside of the BRAC 93 process
®
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION.
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

1 March 1993

1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN

OBJECTIVE

To review and analyze the base closures and realignments recommendations of the
Secretary of Defense to enable the Commissioners to determine whether his recommendations
comply with the provisions of P.L. 101-510, November 5, 1990, as amended.

BACKGROUND

The purpose of the review and analysis plan is to describe the procedures that the Review
and Analysis staff will use to enable the Commissioners to determine whether the SECDEF’s
recommendations deviated substantially from the Force Structure Plan and final selection criteria
and to recommend changes when substantial deviations occur. The Commissioners can
determine that a substantial deviation has occurred if one or both of the following criteria are
met:

1. Methodology is so flawed, or was applied so inconsistently, that the Force Structure
Plan or one or more of the selection criteria were effectively not considered and correcting the
flawed methodology or applying the methodology consistently causes a change in an
installation’s status.

2. Data used for evaluating specific installations against the Force Structure Plan or one
or more of the selection criteria are so inaccurate that application of valid data causes a change in
an installation’s status.

ASSUMPTIONS
The following assumptions apply in all phases of analysis:

1. The Force Structure Plan as submitted by the Department of Defense is valid for use
by the 1993 Commission.

2. Subjective judgments are appropriate for evaluating certain criteria when such
Judgments cannot be objectively supported.

3. Audits of data by Service audit agencies and the General Accounting Office are valid.




ORGANIZATION

The Office of Review and Analysis is headed by a direct-hire director and includes four
analysis teams. The analysis teams for each Service (Army, Navy/Marine Corps, and Air Force)
will consist of a team leader and three research analysts (all direct hires), two military analysts
detailed from the pertinent Military Department, and two research analysts detailed from the
General Accounting Office. The Interagency Issues Team will consist of a direct-hire team
leader, a military analyst detailed from the Department of Defense, and analysts detailed from
the General Services Administration, General Accounting Office, Federal Aviation Agency,
Environmental Protection Agency, and Department of Commerce.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Each Service Team will perform all review work for the first four selection criteria
(military value) for that Service’s recommendations. The Interagency Issues Team and the
Service Teams will establish procedures to jointly review criteria five through eight (return on
investment and cost, environmental, and economic impacts). The Interagency Issues Team, with
support as needed from the Service Teams, will review and analyze all recommendations
pertaining to Defense Agencies. The analysis will be conducted in the four phases: general
compliance; specific compliance; community input; and matrix of issues. The purpose of each
phase is discussed below.

GENERAL COMPLIANCE

During this phase, each analysis team will:

1. Explain the methodology used by the Service or Defense Agency in developing their
recommendations.

2. Evaluate the Service’s or Defense Agency’s process in terms of the selection criteria
and the force structure plan.

3. Conclude if the Service’s or Defense Agency’s methodology generally complies with
the provisions of P.L. 101-510.

4. Recommend alternatives for the Commissioners to consider for areas judged to be in
noncompliance.

Details for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 1.

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE

During this phase, each analysis team, will:

1. Determine whether the methodology was applied consistently within each installation
or Defense Agency category.




2. Verify the data used by the Service or Defense Agency in developing their
recommendations.

3. Validate the military value evaluations/rankings within each installation or Defense
Agency category.

4. Determine whether application of valid data or the consistent application of the
methodology results in a change to an installation’s status.

Details for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 2.

COMMUNITY INPUT

The Commission will receive rebuttals from affected communities throughout the time
period of the Commission’s activities. Each input must be examined carefully, both as a check
on the Service’s or Defense Agency’s and analysis team’s analyses and to ensure fairness and
openness in the review process. Some of these inputs will contain detailed military and
economic analyses. It is possible that one or more of these inputs will make valid points with
respect to data, models, methods, and their applications. For each input, each analysis team will:

1. Review the input to determine whether previously performed analyses address the
issues raised.

2. Send the input to the appropriate Military Department or Defense Agency for further
review if deemed appropriate.

3. Evaluate the Military Department or Defense Agency analysis.

4. Develop conclusions for consideration by the Commissioners.

MATRIX OF ISSUES

The final analysis step is the arraying of issues based on the recommendations of the
Department of Defense, the input from affected communities, and the analyses of the analysis
teams. The Commissioners will receive this information as part of the formal, open-hearing
process. The presentation of this information will allow the Commissioners to determine those
installations they will recommend to the President for closure and realignment.

Enclosures

1. General Compliance
2. Specific Compliance




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

1 March 1993

1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN

GENERAL COMPLIANCE

GENERAL

The analysis teams will develop a detailed understanding of how the process worked for
each Service and Defense Agency, including the methods, models, and data used at each step in
the process. The analysis teams will also determine how these methods, models, and data
interrelate to each other and the eight selection criteria. The analysis teams will request the
COBRA and any other models used by each Service and Defense Agency. The analysis teams
will request backup data used by each Services and Defense Agency and will note deficiencies.

Using the outline below, the analysis teams will prepare a position paper that evaluates
the general compliance of the Service’s and Defense Agency’s methodology with the provisions
of P.L. 101-510. The analysis teams will prepare flow charts of each Service’s and Defense
Agency’s evaluation and description process. These detailed flow charts and descriptions will be
verified by each Service and Defense Agency and will be used to guide the Commissioners’
understanding and evaluation of the methodologies. The questions serve only as a guideline for
doing the analysis. Teams are free to delve deeper into the analysis or to investigate additional
issues. The position paper and flow charts will be available for use by the Commissioners NLT
12 April 1993.

PURPOSE

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 Review and Analysis Plan.

PROCESS

Explain in detail the process used by the Service or Defense Agency in developing their
closure and realignment recommendations.

FINDINGS
1. How was each of the eight selection criteria included in the methodology and at what stage?

a. How were the eight criteria weighted (whether quantitatively or qualitatively) and
why?

1-1




b. If one or more or the selection criteria were to be used as a “tiebreaker,” was it in fact
used to break any ties?

2. Were categories of installations or individual installations excluded from the part of the
methodology that contained the eight selection criteria or the Force Structure Plan? Are the
reasons for such exclusions reasonable and supportable?

3. Did the methodology support the Force Structure Plan? Did it support the current Force
Structure Plan or a prediction of a possible future Force Structure Plan?

4. How were installation capacities calculated and used?

5. Were the categories used to classify the installations logical for that Service or Defense
Agency?

OBSERVATIONS
1. Is all or part of the methodology flawed?

a. Did the methodology fail to use one or more of the eight selection criteria in
accordance with P.L. 101-510, Sec. 2903(b)(2)(B)?

b. Did the methodology fail to address the Force Structure Plan in accordance with P.L.
101-510, Sec. 2903(b)(2)(B)?

c. Did the methodology omit data elements that should logically have been considered?

d. Were the models and algorithms used appropriate or did they produce accurate
results?

2. If the methodology is flawed, what effect is it likely to have? Is a corrected methodology,
when applied, likely to change the status of an installation? For example, is it likely to lead to a
substantial deviation?

3. Should the Commission support the Services’ and Defense Agencies’ decisions on categorical
or individual exclusions?

4. Should the Commission modify the methodology before applying it to the data?
a. How should the methodology be modified?
b. What additional data will be needed for the modified methodology?

c¢. How long will it take to gather the additional data and apply the new methodology to
it?

1-2




5. Have the concerns about the methodology been discussed with Service or Defense Agency
counterparts? What was the Service’s or Defense Agency’s response?

6. Should the Commission accept the Service’s or Defense Agency’s methodology in total?

7. If not, what aspects should the Commission modify and how should the modifications be
made?

a. How are additional data to be gathered?

b. Does the staff need help from outside? For example, if the modified methodology
includes subjective analysis, should a team of recognized experts be assembled for that part?

1-3
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1 March 1993

1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE

GENERAL

Using accurate and appropriate supporting data, the analysis teams will apply the
methodologies accepted by the Commissioners from the General Compliance review to each
installation within each category in order to determine whether those methodologies were
applied correctly and consistently by the Services and Defense Agencies. This analysis will
enable the Commissioners to identify substantial deviations and formulate options for redressing
identified substantial deviations.

Using the outline below, the analysis teams will prepare a position paper and a briefing
for each installation category. The questions below serve only as a guideline for doing the
required analysis. Teams are free to delve deeper into the analysis or to investigate additional
issues. Each analysis team will brief the Staff Director on its progress and preliminary
observations NLT 7 May 1993. This briefing is intended to be a brainstorming session in case
there are procedural or policy questions to iron out. By that time, all of the installations
recommended for closure and realignment by the Department of Defense will have been
analyzed.

Based on this review, each analysis team will prepare a position paper for each
installation category to be sent to the Commissioners NLT 14 May 1993. Each analysis team
will brief the Commissioners on their observations during the deliberation hearings scheduled for
21-22 May 1993.

PURPOSE

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 Review and Analysis Plan.

PROCESS

In general terms, explain the process used by the Service or Defense Agency in
developing their closure and realignment recommendations.

FINDINGS

I Data Accuracy - Explain how the accuracy of the data was determined.
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II Data Verification - Explain how the data were verified.

III' Category Validation - Explain how the proper data elements and methodology were
applied. ‘

IV Base Validation - Explain whether the Service or Defense Agency final
recommendations appear accurate based on application of the methodology and evaluation of
data.

1. Were the data used in the methodology valid and accurate?

a. What proportion of the data was accepted based on Service audit agency or General
Accounting Office verification?

b. What proportion of the data was verified by the team?

2. Were the categorization rules of the methodology applied consistently? Did the bases in each
category belong there?

3. Were the exclusion rules of the methodology applied consistently? Did the stated reasons for
each exclusion apply to each base excluded?

4. Do valid data and the application of the methodology support the numerical or color coding of
each factor used?

5. Do the factors’ numerical or color codings support the overall rating given to the base?

6. Is there a justifiable, non-random pattern to the closure and realignment decisions at the final
step of the Service’s and Defense Agency’s process?

OBSERVATIONS

1. Did corrections to the data call into question any of the Service’s or Defense Agency’s
closure or realignment recommendations?

a. Should any bases on the closure list drop off?
b. Should any bases not on the list be considered for closure?
c¢. Should any realignment actions be reconsidered?
2. For those bases categorized incorrectly, did you re-categorize them into a more appropriate

category? Did the new categorization indicate that any closure, non-closure, or realignment
decisions should be reconsidered?
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3. For those bases inappropriately excluded, did you apply the full methodology to them to see
how they rate in their appropriate category? Did the change indicate that any closure, non-
closure, or realignment decisions should be reconsidered?

4. For those changes in factor or overall base coding, did you re-prioritize any bases? Did the
change indicate that any closure, non-closure, or realignment decisions should be reconsidered?

5. Do the installations selected for closure seem logical when compared to changes in the Force
Structure Plan? (A matrix would be useful for this comparison.) Conversely, do the bases
remaining support the FY 95 Force Structure Plan?

6. What did sensitivity analysis on each of the eight selection criteria show?

a. In general, how much do the data used to evaluate a criterion have to change in order
to change a color or numerical coding?

b. How much does a criterion’s color and numerical coding have to change in order to
change a closure, non-closure, or realignment decision?

7. Have the conclusions been discussed with Service or Defense Agency counterparts? What
was the Service’s response?

8. Should the Commission accept all of the Service’s decisions on all of its installations? If not,
what options for changes to the base closure and realignment list are there for the Commission to
consider?

9. What changes should the Commission recommend for the base closure and realignment
process in 19957
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