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ABSTRACT

The closure and realignment of domestic military bases are
previewed from an historical, legislative, evaluative, and
decision-making process contexts.

Homestead AFB in the aftermath of its destruction is used as
a8 point of reference and departure. Quantitative data strongly
suggests that President Bush's immediate decision to rebuild the
base was politically motivated and not militarily justified.

Political, ecomomic, social, and military factors converge
in the decision to close or leave open military bases. Many
bases not deemed vital to our national interests remain open,
costing the taxpayer billions of dollars. Local parochial
interests, fearful of the adverse economic effects on surrounding
communities, inhibit the closure of unneeded bases. The Base
Realignment and Closure Act of 1988 injected a decision-making
process that removes, but does not eliminate, much of the
political impediments to successfully closing or realigmning
bases. Additional improvements are recommended.

The study concludes by recognizing the evolving, as yet
undefined, nature of our defense strategy for the future. The
Clinton Administration needs to clearly define its vision for the
nation and a grand strategy to achieve it. Within the context of
this grand strategy, there is a paramount need to think and act

globally, consistent with our national interests.
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This is a preliminary look at the domestic military base
closure and realignment decision-making process from the 1960's
forward, and additional effort or study would be appropriate. A
major assumption was made to reiy on data from a comprehensive
literature search on the historical evolution of modern day base
closures and realignments, and responses from cfficials with
expert knowledge on the political, military, social, and economic
dynamics at play when such decisions are made. The extent to
which the data collected and the representations of those with
expert knowledge accurately reflect the conditions impacting base
closure and realignments and the views of the public as a whole
have a material bearing on the credibility attached to the
study's conclusions and recommendations. The study is also
limited by the extent to which its recommendations are acceptable
to and implementable by our representative form of government.

Diligent efforts were made in the interpretation of data
collected, and in accurately reflecting the opinions of experts
and the public on the relevant igsues.

This study is based primarily on the environment existing
from shortly before the enactment of the Base Realignment and
Closure Act of 1988, through today. Its recommendations should
be carefully considered in the context of the tumultuous and

changing global environment of the 1990's and beyond.
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HOMESTEAD AFB AFTER HURRICANE ANDREW:
-- Whether to Rebuild or Not

A Critique on Base Closures and Public Decision-making

INTRODUCTION

Immediately after the devastation caused by Hurricane
Andrew, President Bush announced the Administration's decision to
rebuild Homestead AFB. As Homestead AFB was considered a likely
candidate for closure during the 1991 base closure deliberation
process, and with the country approaching a national election,
the President's decision was viewed by some as cast with
political overtones.

This report analyzes the public decision-making process used
in determining the future of Homestead AFB in the aftermath of
the enormous destruction caused by Hurricane Andrew on August 24,
1992. With Homestead serving as a point of reference,
comparisons are made with the decision-making process used to
determine when a military base should be closed. Events taking
place around the world and within the United States have caused a
reevaluation of our military strategy, and U.S. forces are to be
significantly reduced.' Many military bases are strong
candidates for closure. Competition for the defemse dollar will
be high. Yet, history has shown it to be exceedingly difficult

to reach political consensus on the closure of military bases.
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With the next round of base closure decisions to be made in
mid-1993, Homestead AFB serves as a useful case to examine the
sufficiency of the decision to rebuild contrasted against the
criteria used for base closure decisions. The effectiveness of
the decision-making process used to close military bases is also
examined from strategic, political, economic, and military
perspectives for lessons learmed and for altermatives to achieve
greater efficiency in an era of changing roles and missions.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Historical Overview of Base Closures

In the early sixties Defense Secretary Robert McNamara
undertook the most extensive military base realignment and
closure program in U. S. history.? Acting with Presidential
approval, he ipnitiated a cost cutting drive affecting hundreds of
sites throughout the country, including more than 60 major
installations intended to be completely shut down.® Although
Congress was furious, legislative attempts to overturn the
closures or to block unilateral Pentagon action failed until
President Carter signed into law a bill requiring Congressional
approval for any closure affecting 300 or more civilian employees
in 1978.¢

Between 1970 and 1983, during a period when the military
labor force declined by almost 25%, the number of bases closed

represented less than 10% of the Department of Defense (DOD)
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inventory.’ Most of these closures occurred as a result of the
Vietnam draw-down. The Carter and Reagan Administrations took
steps to close military bases. The 1983 President's Private
Sector Study omn Cost Control (Grace Commission) recommended an
aggressive program to close or realign a significant number of
bases.® A near consensus of key decision-makers (CBO, OMB, GAO,
DOD, and the Congress) agreed that a significant number of
military bases should be closed as a cost savings and efficiency
measure. Yet, no major base closures occurred between 1981 and
1986.7 A military build-up coupled with highly restrictive
legislation effectively barred DOD from realigning any major
base.® Only the Congress had the power to remedy the situation.

On March 12, 1987, H.R.1583 was introduced in the House of
Representatives *"To establish the Bipartisan Commission on the
Consolidation of Military Bases.® Cited as the Defense Savings
Act, H.R. 1583's preamble noted:

(a) substantial resources were being directed to maintaining

certain military installations which have little or no

military value; and,

(b) past efforts to eliminate such installations were

frustrated by various private interests.’
Estimated savings from the base realignment program ranged from
$1 to $5 billion, a significant sum in times of tight budgets.!

Several political impediments had to be overcome by this
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legislation:
{(a) pork barrel parochialism of Members of Congress
maneuvering to keep open military bases long after changes
in the threat, technology, or the force structure rendered
them obsolete; and,
{(b) widespread fear in Congress that an Administration with
unrestricted base closure power may use that power as a
political weapon.
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (BRAC) of 1988
Public Law 100-526 was enacted to remove politics from the
base closure process by establishing the Commission on Base
Realignment and Closure (Commission). A unique feature of this
law required that Congress approve or reject in total the
Commission's recommendations. The Commission recommended that 86
bases be closed, 5 be partly closed, and 54 others be realignmned,
for an annual savings of $694 million.! Congress approved the
recommendations. GAO found the methodology developed and used by
the Commission was generally sound. However, GAO also found some
errors were made in implementing the methodology, and estimates
of annual savings were overstated by about $170 million.Z
1990 Rec d 1 i
In January 1990, the Secretary of Defense recommended the
closure of 35 additional installations and the realignment or

reduction of forces at more than 20 other installations.
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Specific written guidance was not provided to the services on how
to evaluate bases, and none of the services selected candidate
bases using a process as comprehensive and as well documented as
the one followed by the 1988 Commission.” The House Armed
Services Committee rejected the list on the grounds that a
disproportionate number of bases were in Democratic districts.™
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990

Public Law 101-510 was enacted to make improvements over the
processes legislated in 1988, ensure that all installations be
equally considered for possible closure or realignment, and halt
any closure actions based upon the 1990 recommendations. It
contemplates much more dramatic reductions in the number of U. S.
bases. To that end, it created an independent commission with an
extended life that would make recommendations for ~losure in
1991, 1993, and 1995. Congress and the executive branch share
powers in the process, and must adhere to a series of steps and
deadlines for reaching agreement on which bases to close.'®
Process and Criteria for Closures Under P.L. 101-510

Basically DOD had to satisfy three requirements to comply
with the law: develop selection criteria for use in evaluating
bases, prepare a Force Structure Plan covering fiscal years 1992
through 1997, and recommend bases for closure or realignment.'

The criteria is summarized in the following table."
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Table 1.1: DOD Criteria for Selecting
Bases for Closure or Realignment

. |
Category Criteria

Military value 1. The current and future mission requirements and the
. impact on operational readginess of DOD's total force.
2. The availability and condition of land, {acilities, and
" associated awspace at both the exisling and potential
receiving locations.

3. The ability to accommodate conitingency, mobilization,
and future total force requirements at both the existing
and potential receiving locations.

4. The cost and manpower imphcations.

Return on investment 5. The extent and timing of potential costs ang savings,
including the number of years, beginning with the dzte
of completion of the closure or realignment, for the
savings 10 exceed the costs.

Impacts 6. The economic impact on communities.

7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving
communities’ infrastructure 10 support forces, missions,
and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.

DOD issued various policies in 1990-1991 to implement the law,
including provisions giving priority to the first four criteria
related to military value. DOD also directed the services to use
the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model to estimate the
costs and savings associated with their recommendations. The
specific findings and conclusions of DOD, embodied within its
final recommendations, are beyond the scope of this report.”

The Commission's duties were to review and analyze DOD's
recommendations, conduct public hearings on them, and them to
prepare and submit its own recommendations to the Presidemt for
approval by July 1.

The President has until July 15 to approve or disapprove the
Commission's recommendations in whole or part. If he approves

the Commission's report, it is sent to Congress, where each house
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must consider it without amendment. Congress has 45 days to
enact a joint resolution of disapproval; otherwise, the
Commission's recommendations are adopted.!

If the President disapproves the Commission's report, the
Commission may submit an independent list of recommendations by
August 15. 1If the President has not transmitted his approval to
Congress by September 1, the realignment process for that year
ends.?

1991 Base Closure Actions

DOD recommended 43 bases for closure and 28 for realignment
in 1991. An additional 36 military installations were named as
preliminary candidates for closure or realignment by the Commis-
sion.? Appendix A contains the list of preliminary candidates,
the rationale for their consideration, and a summary of the
Commission voting by installation. During June 1991, the
Commission voted to remove from consideration 11 installations
included on its preliminary list, including Homestead AFB. The
Commission's final recommendations were submitted to the
President and adopted by the Congress in accordance with the
provisions of P.L. 101-510. In the House, 64 members voted
against the Commission's recommendations. The Senate did not
bring thg measure to the floor for a vote. In total, 34 military
installations will be closed and 48 realigned as a result of the

1991 review process.?
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GAO Observations on the Analyses Supporting Proposed Closures and

Realignment?®
GAO found the DOD process, when properly implemented, allows

for a reduction in the U.S. military base structure by emphasiz-
ing the military value of the installatiomns. GAO observed the
following:

1. Insignificant inconsistencies in the way Army and the
Air Force developed military value rankings for quantifiable
attributes used to compare similar installations. The Army and
Air Force recommendations were adequately supported;

2. The Navy was unable to document the rationale for its
decisions because it lacked sufficient documentation to support
its efforts. The Navy will have significant excess berthing
capacity if only the recommended facilities are closed. Changes
have occurred in the strategic homeporting concept, which when
combined with excess available pier space for berthing ships,
supports the recommendation for fewer Navy bases; and,

3. DOD's guidance allowed estimating processes and cost
factors used by the services to vary, particularly as it pertains
to the projected payback period to recover closing costs (i.e.,
COBRA* model). Without DOD oversight, each service approached

common p:oblema in different ways -- hence, no comparability.

The Alr Force predicated its decision to close 15 CONUS air
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force bases on such factors as the disintegrated Warsaw Pact,
reduced Soviet threat, and rapidly declining DOD budget and
manpower reductions. The Air Force context for the future is
global reach--global power, reduced forward basing, composite
wing, A-10 Army support, and lessons learned from Desert Storm.
Five of the 15 bases are excess capacity "flying-tactical," the
subcategory of Homestead AFB. All flying-tactical bases were
evaluated by five "options®™ of priority on military value, and
assigned to one of three groups to signify relative importance.
While Homestead AFB was not included as one of the five bases to
be closed, it was ranked in the lowest group for four of the five
options.

The Commission included Eomestead AFB as a preliminary
candidate for closure or realignment because of its low ranking
by the Air Porce. Testimony before the Commission on June 1,
1991, included the following as justification for keeping
Homestead open: (a) its proximity to Cuba; (b) it has an air
national guard alert detacbment; (c) its increased role, as far
as South America with the impending closure of Boward in the
Canal Zone; (d) support for a number of other agencies; (e)
outstanding air-to-air training facilities; and, (f) it is home
of the Air Force Conference Center.* Commission Chairman
Courter stated, "On Homestead Air Force Base in Florida, I am

personally convinced that there is an important strategic and
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classified need for the foreseeable future in maintaining that as
a facility, and I see no reason why we should further comnsider
it."? Commissioner Callaway later stated, "Now, I am convinced
that the Secretary of the Air Force has legitimate strategic
reason, which we have been briefed on in classified briefing, for
keeping Homestead open."?® Commissioner Smith concluded, "... In
some other discussion with Commissioner Cassidy, he almost
persuaded me that Homestead ought to be on the list .... I, for
one, am not convinced as Commissioner Callaway is, that there are
good, cogent, strategic reasons to leave Homestead on."? The
Commission vote to remove Homestead AFB from further action was
5-2.,

Homestead AFB won a reprieve in large measure by belief of a
strategic classified need to keep it open. However, its low Air
Force ranking and negative votes by several Commissioners cast
some doubt whether the correct decision was reached.

Hurricane Andrew and its Aftermath

Hurricane Andrew struck on August 24, 1992, obliterating
Homestead AFB and a large part of southermn Florida. Damage and
human suffering was great:

Up to $20 billion in damage;

250,000 homeless (1 in 8 families in South Miami);

85,000 unusable houses;

525,000 customers without electricity; and, 41 deaths.¥
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After a three day hiatus, the President ordered DOD to provide
comprehensive help to the devastated area. The Army did a
superb job in spearheading the effort. Disaster assistance
personnel peaked at 23,587 on September 12, 1992; fewer than 100
troops remained in the wrecked areas after October 14, 1992.
Suppr~* rrovided to the disaster area included over a million
MRE's; 897,783 meals fed; 441,000 cubic yards of debris removed;
35 prime power units, and 262 gemnerators; 2,879 tents, 54,884
cots, and 100,000 blankets; 48,919 medical patients; 4,701
vehicles; 157 helicopters; 20,500 radios; and, over $.5 billion
in contract and COE support.® While DOD's provision of disaster
relief to Bomestead is not directly related to the primary focus
of this study, it offers some interesting perceptions on military
roles and missions, and will be discussed later in this report.
Damage to Homestead AFB and the Decigion to Rebuild

Almost all of the 10 working buildings and the dining hall
were declared condemmned; its 1,000 houses were unserviceable.¥
It happened before: A hurricane erased everything in September
1945.% The decision is still out on whether it will rise from
the ashes again. After reviewing the damage, a senior Four-Star
General described the scene as follows:

- "I went down there and loocked at it. I mean I've never
seen anything like it. It was like it was near an atomic
bomb, and the over-pressure just blew the place down.
Incredible. The only thing that survived were some World
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War II quonset huts where the over-pressure rolled over.
Anything that was square and faced it is gone."¥

On September 1, 1992, the President directed DOD to rebuild
Homestead AFB.Y On September 8, the President submitted to the
Congress emergency supplemental requests of $7.6 billion to
address the effects of Hurricane Andrew, including $480.6 million

to rebuild Homestead AFB.*

Opposition to Rebuilding Homestead

Immediate opposition surfaced. Cries of pork barrel and
election eve politics were heard across the country and in the
Congress. A few quotes put the politics of the issue in context:

"We've just been through the base-closure process
designed to take politics out of the decision-making. Now,
nine weeks before the election, the President goes down
there to Florida and makes a mockery of the process"¥

*President Bush's snap decision yesterday to rebuild
Homestead Air Force Base ... raised eyebrows on Capitol
Hill, where the smell of election-year pork was detected.
If they're looking for $200 million for Homestead, the
reaction up here is going to be, You've got to be kidding"¥

"Rebuilding the base will cost as much as $500 million.
Such an investment should not be made without a strong
military rationale. Bush has not provided ome. 1In fact,
prior to the disaster, the base was considered a good
candidate for closing. Even Florida politicians have

suggested moving Homestead's functions to the remaining nine
bases in Florida."*
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The Congress Responds
On September 18, 1992, Congress approved an $11.1 billion

disaster relief bill, providing $9 billion of emergency aid to
Florida. The bill included $92 million to restore the airfield
and rebuild facilities for the U.S. Customs Service and the Air
National Guard.® 1In moving the bill through the House and the
Senate, clear expressions of intent indicated that funds were not
to be used to resume Air Force operations at the base. "It does
not prejudge the work of the Base Closure Commission," according
to Senator Nunn, Chairman of the Armed Services Committee.®

APPROACH METHODOLOGY

Solution Strategy

The month following Hurricane Andrew set the stage for a
timely critique of how massive devastation would effect decision-
making processes during a highly charged Presidential election.
The approach used to examine the effectiveness of the military
base closure decision-making process relied primarily om the
review of available subject-related literature, independent data
collection and analysis, and interviews with individuals having
relevant knowledge and expertise. Homestead AFB was used as part
of the deliberative process due to: (a) its historical context
as a base considered for closure due to a relatively low military
value; and, (b) its emergence as a lightning rod for coatroversy

regarding its future usefulness after being virtually destroyed
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by Hurricane Andrew. This process involved the following tasks:
Data Collection and Analysis
1. Homestead AFB

A. Industrial College of the Armed Forces (ICAF)

Questionnaire. A gquestionnaire (Appendix C-1l) was constructed to
assess the personal opinions of the ICAF student body on critical
issues surrounding the rebuilding of Homestead AFB. Each group
of ICAF students (i.e., Army, Navy, Air Force, Civilian, etc.)
are inherently different. Group perceptions on Homestead AFB
were expected to differ. Responses from the questionnaire
produced the detailed descriptive statistics in Appendix C-2.
Since over two-thirds of the students are active senior military
officers and the remainder are career civil servants, they (1)
were expected to have a high level of judgmental knowledge in
accurately assessing the military significance of Homestead AFB
and its relative utility as part of the Defense infrastructure;
but, (2) were not expected to reflect the views of the American
populous as a whole. A more rounded perspective was obtained
from interviews with political and military leaders,
representatives of "think tank" organizations, and by examination
of differing opinions expressed through the media.
The‘giggs_ggggggg of the questionnaire used a five-point
Likert scale. Each student assigned an ordered value to eight

statements to indicate the degree of agreement with several
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critical issues. Points were assigned to score this segment of
the questionnaire as follows: +2 for a strongly agree response,
+1 for an agree response, 0 for neutral/uncertain, -1 for
disagree, and -2 for strongly disagree.

The second segment used an absolute rating scale from 1 to
10 to indicate an overall opinion as to whether Homestead should
be rebuilt. The second segment served as a summation statement
and was expected to show a correlation with the responses from
the first segment.

The ICAF student body is composed of at least eight
different groups of military officers and civil servants. The
entire student body was included in the sample. Each student was
asked to anonymously complete the questionnaire and place it in a
collection box in the student mailroom. A 50% or better response
rate was expected within one week of questionnaire distribution.

B. Questionnaire Administration. Questionnaires were
distributed to each ICAFP student's mailbox on October 13, 1992.
Nearly half of the completed surveys were returned within one
day. October 19, 1992, was the cut-off date for the acceptance
of completed surveys. A 61% response rate was acceptable.

Table 2. Questionnaire Response Rate
October 19, 1992

No. of Students No. of Responses Response
— Sampled Received =~ __Rate
228 1as 61%
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Figure 1. HOMESTEAD AFB

ICAF STUDENT PARTICIPATION

138 RESPONSES (61%) OUT OF 228 SURVEYS DISTRIBUTED

MARINES 5%
N
ARMY 29% g 3\ AIR FORCE 22%
: tere 2 E :!
RESERVES; GUARD 5%
NAVY 21% CIVILIAN 18%

C. Congruency in Questionnaire Responses. Respondents to
the questionnaire indicated general agreement with the following
points:

(1) The President's decision to rebuild was an election-eve
maneuver to get Florida votes;

(2) The funds needed to rebuild Homestead AFB could be used
more effectively to meet other priority military needs;

(3) Homestead's functions should be permanently reassigned
to other installations;

(4) Politics should stay out of the decision-making process
on the future of Bomestead AFB; and,

(5) Little military justification exists to rebuild
Homestead AFB.

On a scale from 1 (Don't Rebuild) to 10 (Rebuild), a median
score of 2.2 to the overall summation statement indicated a

strong opinion that Homestead AFB should not be rebuilt.
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D. "Think Tank" Interviews. As part of question and answer
sessions on public policy formulation at local "think tanks"™ in
Washington, D. C., senior representatives were asked for their
views on Homestead AFB. The responses mirrored those of the ICAF
student body in terms of little military justification for
rebuilding Homestead AFB, and, the decision to rebuild being
politically inspired. The interviews were not for attribution.
However, quotable sources from think tank representatives follow:

"Unfortunately for logic, this is an election year, and
therefore all decisions are made with their impact on the
election in mind, even military decisions. Considering
this, the President has chosen to spend millions of dollars
to rebuild Homestead, even at a time when defense dollars
are short and getting shorter. Congress can move to stop
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this apparent waste o>f defemse dollars----but given
Congress's record on pork barrel politics, this is
unlikely."¥ [Center for Defense Information (CDI)]

» .. Lawrence Korb, former assistant secretary of
defense under President Reagan, says rebuilding Bomestead
‘makes no sense militarily.' Korb told the Boston Globe
that the base's mission is outdated and the cost of
rebuilding might reach $1 billion of scarce Pentagon
dollars."¥ (Dr. Lawrence J. Korb is Director of the Center
for Public Policy Education and Senior Pellow in the Foreign
Policy Studies Program at The Brookings Institution.)

E. A senior Four-Star Gemeral provided the following
comments about Homestead AFB before the Presidential election:

"It is one thing to close a base over a period of years
and another thing to shut it down overnight because of a
hurricane. The correct decision has been made to rebuild
it. =%

Several months later, after the election, he made the following

comments:

" ... It came along at a very interesting political time.

So initial commitment was made by the President to rebuild
it. Congress has scaled that back down. My judgment is it
would be best if we did the absolute minimum at Homestead.
We can find other places to perform most of that mission.
But we'll probably have to do some level of rebuilding. I'm
not prepared to suggest to you how much that is. You also
have to remember there really are human beings out there who
have relied on a place like that for decades. And, when you
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suddenly just turn the lights out, you're creating a problem
that maybe you should be a little more semnsitive to."¥

F. Editorials and Columnists. 1In an attempt to get a
broader perspective, a search of additional newspaper sources
found eight articles in favor of closing Homestead AFB, or
questioning the rush to rebuild it (a rationale previously
covered and not requiring further discussion).® One article was
found in favor of rebuilding®” -- the rationale was justified on
two fundame;tal points: (1) social/economic needs of the region;
and, (2) Homestead AFB's importance for national defense purposes
(i.e., Cuba, and drug interdictiom).

2. Effectiveness of Base Closure Decision-making Process

Webster® defines effective as " ... producing a definite or
desired result; efficient .... equipped and ready for combat, as
a sailor or ship.™ There is no standard to gauge what the
desired result should be, insofar as base closures are concerned,
let alone whether it was achieved. The scope of this report does
not allow for empirical study of this issue. It does, however,
afford the opportunity to offer several generalizations on the
power to produce intended results in several contexts.

From an economic perspective, military bases are the major
contributors to the economic vitality of most communities where
they are located. Homestead AFB is a good example. It accounted
for 8,400 military and civilian jobs, and its $405 million
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expended annually was more than 25% of the local econocmy."!
Base expansions and contractions seriously effect the economic
conditions in their immediate localities. Special interest
groups and the public are strong, vocal constituents for such
bases, whether they make a vital contribution to our military
capabilities or not. Hence, there is a local economic good
attached to military bases, supported by the entire populous.

Bases are essential to support the military infrastructure.
For centuries our republic has depended on a standing army as a
defense against our enemies. The benefits accruing to the nation
from a strong military is not a question for this paper. Rather,
the salient question is whether we are achieving the intended
result from our base structure. The answer appears to be no, or
at least not as well as we could. Politics, rather than an over-
arching national strategy, is the big factor in arriving at the
correct answer to the question of effectiveness. In addition to
the literature review and historical overview of base closures
(pages 2 to 13), the following from a senior Four-Star General
says it all:

(Base Structure)

"Our global war base structure is still there. Its worse
than a Cold War base structure. The Army base structure
dates from the Civil War and Indian Wars. You go across the
western part of the United States and there they are, Fort
Apache's, one after another. The Air Force base structure
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to some extent reflects the range of B-47 bombers at the end
of World War II and the beginning of the Cold War. So we
have a very irrational base structure. We want to get at
it. We want to close these places. We want to close huge
strategic command bases that are housing an A-10 squadron.
We want to close depots that are no longer needed to keep up
the high rate of repair on aircraft. What for? So they
can get to Europe to fight the Cold War! We still got a
depot structure that fixes all the stuff in order to get it
back into the war that's gone. All that has to be brought
down.'
(Politics)

*Congress can’'t stand it! All politics is local, and you
don't know what its like to have the most liberal, anti-
Defense member of Congress chew you out fiercely for four
hours, and then, by the time you get back to your office,
he's on the phone: ‘I know, I didn't mean Fort so and so
....' The interest is intense on protecting bases.

(Base Closure Process)
*We kept sending up base closures. We couldn't get them
through Congress. So, finally to break the log jam, we
formed the Base Closure Commission process. Congress forced
it down our throat. We didn't want it. The only way you're
going to get at it. So you do your base closure analysis.
You send up one package, and the whole package gets voted on
-- everything in it -- all up or all down. And that's what
they've done the last two years. Why does it work? Pure
politics. You know how to stop -- you know how to cause
that to fall apart? If you ever put on the base closure
lis£ more than .... 268 closures, it won't work. As long as
fewer are offended than not offended you can get the package
through. Well, sorry about o0ld Sam -- he lost his base, but
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mine wasn't on there! That's how we've gottem it to work.'
(Next Year)
"We're going to send them one next year that's going to
knock their socks off! Because part of the roles and
missions study, we're generating up a lot of things we no
longer need. Don't need twelve initial pilot training
facilities. We've got them. We don't need them anymore.
But every time you try to get at one of them, you're taking
jobs out of some Congressman's community. But,
nevertheless, we're going to shove it out there. So, the
process works. The only way to make it work in this
wonderful political system we have, and we're going to
continue to use it."%

3. Additional Closure Criteria

While the present base closure criteria (Table 1) is
generally accepted by most authorities, additiomal criteria has
been suggested. Most notable are those of the GAO. The GAO
believes that cost and savings criteria should be a major
consideration when the Department evaluates industrial activities
such as maintenance depots.® Technical recommendations for
improving DOD's COBRA model and greater oversight of the cost-
estimating process were also recommended by GAO.* Geographic
equity and environmental clean-up costs recommended by Members of
Congress may also have some merit.*
4. D ! lidation Stu DMC

The DMCS was conducted in the fall of 1992 to review current

capabilities, assess future requirements, and recommend to the
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) a depot structure to
best meet those requirements. The fundamental thrust was to
reduce excess capacity and eliminate duplication through BRAC.
Depot maintenance is a big business: $13 billion annual budget;
30 major facilities; 132,000 civilian and DOD employees; and
700,000 pieces of equipment.® Three retired Generals, a retired
Vice Admiral, and a retired TWA executive made up the DMCS
Executive Working Group, and the J-4 Studies, Concepts, and
Analysis Division (SCAD) provided the study support staff.
The DMCSY highlighted several depot maintenance problems:
-- Excess capacity
-- Unnecessary duplicate capability
-- Duplicate investments in new technology
-- No effective structure/process for implementing
joint solutiomns to excess infrastructure
-- No effective structure/process to optimize cost
savings
-- Perceived by many that Services will not solve
the problem
A significant finding was that only 2.8% ($360.2 million) of the
$13 billion allocated for FY 91 depot maintenance was used to
provide interservicing.“ The study also identified 25-50% more
capacity than needed, and found that unnecessary duplication

exists throughout the depot system.®
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The DMCS recommended (1) the establishment of a Joint Depot
Maintenance Command, to be responsible for all depot maintemance;
and, (2) the Secretary of Defense direct the Services to submit
integrated BRAC inputs. (See: Appendix D for current memoranda
and additional information on the DMCS' efforts.) On December 3,
1992, the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the Services " ...
to prepare integrated proposals, with cross-Service inputs, to
streamline defense depot maintenance activities," for the
Secretary's consideration for the 1832 BRAC submission.®

On January 22, 1993, the CJCS informed the Secretary of
Defense that, "The Services' response falls short of doing what
is required."® The CJCS indicated the response " ... was
consistent with one of the lesser options of the Comnsolidation
Study .... but significantly less than expected with increased
levels of depot interservicing.®*® The response did not address
fixed-wing aviation, the area with the greatest additional
savings potential.® Unfortunately, the Services do not appear
to be moving forward to fully achieve the economies of scale
intended by the DMCS and the CJCS. The issue is currently before
the new Secretary of Defense for resoclution.

5. Base Closures Are Not Necessarily Bad

Many benefits accrue from the closure of unneeded bases.

Significant continuing annual savings are anticipated from the

first round of base closures. Between FY 89 and FY 95, the
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taxpayer can expect to realize a net gain of over $500 million,
and $700 million a year thereafter.® These savings, however,
may be partially off-set when DOD is required to transfer
property at no cost to other Federal agencies or States and
localities. The disposal of unneeded bases also triggers DOD to
ensure their environmental restoration as part of the closure
process -- something it is not otherwise required or likely to
do. The DOD Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) also provides
local communities with a number of programs to mitigate adverse
affects during the transition process. According to OEA, base
reuse planning is nearing completion at all ten closure locations
-- it expects * ... to produce success stories at each major
closure site."®

The Presidio is a good example. The National Park Service
(NPS) plans to convert this once strategic Army base into a
"global environmental center dedicated to education, research and
a search for solutions to the world's problems."* According to
NPS, "The o0ld world order was based on defemse, but we're moving
toward a new world order based on the environment and health and
education. We want the Presidio to symbolize that."® Apparent-
ly Mikhail Gorbachev agrees; he told park officials no setting
could be more fitting for the reat of his life's work .... and an
ideal setting for the Gorbachev Foundation.® Amazing! Who

knows -- perhaps the Presidio and many of the other bases to be
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closed will be put to many worthwhile and productive uses.
6. Changing Roleg and Missions for the Military

The base force structure is dictated in large part by the
roles and missions each service component must meet in defending
our national interests. Section 402 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 mandated a study
to provide "comprehensive analytic information®™ that will allow
the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to evaluate the "mix of reserve and active forces ... that
are considered acceptable to carry out expected future military

operations."®

RAND's final report to the Secretary of Defemnse
was released to the public early this year. Of particular
interest is its assessment of Total Force Policy, its evaluation
of alternative force structures (i.e., future active and reserve
forces), and the implications of the study.”

Total Force Policy requires reliance on reserve forces as
the primary augmentation for the active forces; and, integrated
use of all available personnel -- active, reserve, civilian, and
allied. Several military organizations and many in Congress
believe active and reserve units should be so interdependent that
a president could not send military forces to combat without
activating the reserves.” Yet, if more support units are put

into the reserve components, the president will have no choice

but to call up the reserves even before he makes a final decision
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to deploy forces.” 1In structuring forces, two criteria are
significant: (1) cost effectiveness; and, (2) the political
criterion -- the political will of the people.” How active and
reserve forces are integrated dictates the form that alternative
structures take.™

Defense planning guidance for future military missions is
based upon crisis response to major regiomal contingencies,
concurrent contingencies, lesser regional contingencies, and
reconstitution in lieu of major global threat from a large Soviet
empire.” 1In meeting future crises, the use of reserve combat
forces requires that " ... decisive force must be deployed as
soon as possible and should not wait until reserve combat units
can be ready."’® RAND's study focuses on the mandate to develop
and assess smaller force structures at lower budget levels than
the Base Force level (i.e., Aspin C). No single altermative
force structure is dominantly more effective than the others at
meeting future military requirements.” Military forces
potentially have conflict and non-conflict roles which are not
inherently threatened by alternative force structures. Of
paramount concern is the defining characteristic of our natiomal
military strategy (now uncertain) brought about by the change of
administration and a new Congress, new ways for integrating
active and reserve forces, and the potential that the projected

force structure is not so robust that the active components can




Homestead

28

go it alonme under certain scenarios.”™

Other voices in the press and elsewhere call for sharp
reductions below the Base Force level, and support alternative
roles for military personnel. For example,

-- CDI argues for a cut of §110 billion in the defense
budget.” CDI's proposal "... does not make major changes in
existing military missions but concludes that these missions can
be performed for about $197 Billion a year in 1995 with 1,045,000
active and 1,007,000 reserve personnel."®

-- Lawrence Korb suggests "... we can safely cut the defense
budget to roughly half its current size over the next decade,
while continuing our active engagement with the world."®® Korb
makes the following points: (a) defense spending should be
constructed from the bottom up, using a threat-based approach for
outlining the forces we need; (b) spend taxpayer dollars omnly
when we have genuine security needs; (c) nations that want U.S.
forces on their soil should pay 50 to 70 percent of the full cost
of the deployed troops; (d) the need for a serious investment in
easing the tramsition for people and communities affected by
defense cutbacks; and, (e) notes education, law enforcement, and
health care as three pressing needs which former military
personnel can help us address.

-- Press clippings attest to the winds of change in what

some see as non-traditional military roles and missions around
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the globe and domestically. Humanitarian assistance, disaster
relief, peacekeeping operations, and countering illicit drugs are
just a few that stretch from desclate far away places (Somalia;
Northern Iraqg) to the heart of our nation's cities (Los Angeles;
Homestead). Because of DOD's success and FEMA's poor perception
in administering disaster relief, the thought of giving this role
to DOD is receiving mixed reviews within the military.

7. President Clinton Responds on Homestead AFB

In his first town hall meeting on February 10, 1993, the
President was asked what his plans were for rebuilding Homestead
AFB.® president Clinton indicated his belief that the Congress
made the right decision in deferring the question of whether the
base should be rebuilt to BRAC.® If Homestead AFB can be
justified based on the BRAC criteria, the Presideant believes the
base should be rebuilt.® If BRAC decides Homestead AFB is mot
justified militarily, President Clinton expressed support for a
*mixed-use” installation that will rebuild "enough support
systems ... to generate an equal amount of jobs" for the local
community.*

FPindings and Conclusions

This study finds that the public decision-making process
used to determine when a military base should be closed or remain
open has significantly improved since 1988 largely due to BRAC

and the application of pre-defined base closure criteria.
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Parochial interests adversely impact achieving the most effective
military base structure, costing the nation billions of dollars.
President Bush's attempt to rebuild Homestead AFB is a good
illustration of political motivation attempting to serve
parochial interests. More can be done to further improve the
decision-making process. The study findings and conclusiomns,
followed by specific recommendations, are summarized below:

1. During the decade following the Vietnam War, the declimne
of the military labor force was 2 1/2 times the number of bases
closed by DOD. Parochial politics significantly inhibited the
closure of unreeded bases.

2. BRAC was enacted to remove parochial politics, advance
the closure of unneeded bases, and save billions of dollars.

3. BRAC significantly reduced, but did not eliminate,
parochial politics from the base closure decision-making process.

4. The base closure decision-making process is functioning
satisfactorily, but it can and should be improved.

S. Keeping Homestead AFB off the 1991 final base closure
list was marginally justified for strategic military reasons.
DOD considered Homestead AFB's military value low compared to
many other bases.

6. By most accounts, President Bush's decision to rebuild
Homestead AFB after its destruction was politically motivated,

and not militarily justified as an effective use of scarce
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resources.

7. Billions of dollars can be saved if the nation has the
political will to close military installations (bases and depots)
that are not making a vital contribution to our national defense.
But, local parochial interests press for these installations to
remain open, primarily because of the fear of adverse economic
consequences. Ominously, a majority of the new members of
Congress have expressed interest in keeping military bases in
their districts open.® The Services within DOD are frustrating
the CJCS in achieving billions of dollars in savings by not mov-
ing forward aggressively in implementing the DMCS recommendations
and directives from the Deputy Secretary of Defense. And, not
surprisingly, a Washington Post report® on the CJCS' roles and
missions study finds that the military reshaping plan falls short
of Clinton Administration goals. Pure politics at every turn!

8. The evolving defense strategy for the future is based
upon crisis response to major regional contingencies, rather than
a major global threat from a large Soviet empire that is no more.
While the defining characteristics of this strategy are far from
certain, it is clear the nation's investment in defense will be
on a steep decline if the course of events maintain their present

direction.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Clinton Administration needs to clearly define its
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vision for the nmation and a strategy to achieve it. This vision
needs to be in harmony with our perceived values and interests.

2. Once defined, the Administration needs to work

cooperatively with other key decision makers (i.e., the Congress)

in exercising the elements of national power to accomplish its
strateqgy through the prudent use of available resources.

3. The Administration must seek political consensus and

popular support of its initiatives, globally and domestically.

In essence, a grand strateqgy is required.

4., Within the context of this grand strategy, the following

is recommended:

(a) When it comes to making decisions on defense issues
such as force structure, base closures and realignment -- and the

military, economic, and political consequences of such decisions,

our leaders must think and act globally, congistent with our
national interests.

(b) Remove from consideration local, parochial interests
to the maximum extent possible, always mindful of the lasting
benefits of our representative form of government.

(c) Make optimum use of NATO, the United Nations, and bi-

lateral agreements and international coalitions to achieve our
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aims. Increase burdensharing; the use of "places, not bases"®
for military deployments and reach; and continued emphasis on
joint and combined forces from a national and global perspective.
Seek intermational cooperation and support for a quick reaction
force to contain and resolve conflicts, including development of
a structure and planning capability within NATO and/or the U.N.
(i.e., National Security Directive 74).

(d) Critically focus on the key issues: For what events

(militarily/economically/politically) must the U.S. be prepared?

(e) Fully implementing the recommendations of the Depot
Maintenance Consolidation Study, including establishment of a
Joint Depot Maintenance Command. Resist efforts to centralize
within the Services; interservicing across the Services offers
much promise for greater depot efficiency and effectiveness.

(£) Adopt the technical recommendations of the GAO noted on
Page 22 regarding additional base closure and realignment
criteria, improve the COBRA model, and provide greater oversight
of the cost-estimating process. Broaden DOD's criteria under
BRAC, particularly the inclusion of environmental clean-up costs.
Although somewhat outside the scope of this report, environmental
degradation of lands under military and Federal control requires
far greater national efforts toward prevention and renewal. Give
cost and savings at least equal weight to the military criteria

in reaching decisions on the closure of military installations.
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(g) Permanently extend BRAC beyond its scheduled 1995
expiration date. BRAC has proven to be an effective mechanism
for accomplishing its intended objectives.

(h) Continue to make innovative use of installatipns and
infrastructure no longer needed for our vital military interests.
If BRAC decides that Homestead AFB is not militarily justified,
move forward with the altermative mixed-use concepts supported by
President Clinton. The Presidio serves as a potential model for

Homestead AFB and successor base closures and realignments.
WHERE ARE WE NOW

"We are a country ill-equipped for new priorities. Our
institutions creak with anachronisms. Many leaders
proclaim change but act as if nothing has changed. And
we are not preparing the next generation of Americans to
understand, much less lead, in a transformed world."®

Politically we are in transition. Shifting gears. As
Thomas Mann® might say, we are about to break the political
impasse. Economically you will probably find just as many who
believe the outlook is good, as not good. Socially the safety
net has holes that need repair. Militarily the United States
today is unquestionably the preeminent power on the face of the
earth. The future, however, is clouded by decisions now taking
shape on what our military force structure will look like in the
years ahead.

*The new world is still in its infancy. Events will
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surprise us, as is history's habit in times of upheaval."®

CHANGING OUR WAYS”

Since the 1960's, the President, the Congress, GAO, OMB,
CBO, DOD, and local think tank representatives have faulted, to
one degree or another, the difficulties associated with closing
military bases no longer needed to meet our defense requirements.
The process has improved considerably in recent years. Yet, it
is also clear much needs to be done to eliminate inefficiency and
improve overall effectiveness in DOD's total force structure.

The preceding report is a small attempt aimed in that direction.

Politicians, editorials, newspaper articles, TV commentary,
and the public mood reflect that change is in the air. Even the
most ardent DOD supporter recognizes the pendulum is about to
rapidly swing back from defense programs -- and in another, yet
undefined direction. Change is much more than a campaign pledge.
Our representative form of government is somehow amorphously
providing definition for the landscape of the future.

The challenge is to change our ways for the better. We must
traverse a new landscape and seize the opportunity missed twice
before in this century.” We can achieve a more prosperous
America, a safer and freer world, and a more livable planet. We
can rebuild our economic base and advance American leadership in
the world through collective action. The following passages

place the task before us in the context of our time:
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"... An old world is collapsing and a new world arising;
we have better eyes for the collapse than for the rise,
for the old one is the world we know." John Updike.*

"The release of atom power," Albert Einstein once noted,
"changed everything except our way of thinking." What
troubled Einstein troubles us. We have to change our
*way of thinking."*

EPILOGUE
As this study goes to press, the following unfolding events
are noted:

-- Defense Secretary Les Aspin recommended closing 31
installations [including Homestead AFB] and realigning or scaling
back 134 others.*

-- CJCS General Colin Powell urged BRAC to approve all the
requested base cuts.”

-- The latest round of base closures, when combined with two
earlier ones in 1988 and 1991, will produce annual savings of
$5.6 billion.%™®

-- The news that the Clinton Administration wants to close
half of the military bases in the U.S. has sent shock waves
throughout every congressional district. 1It's not the national
security that's at stake, but the economies of the towns and
cities where the bases are located.”

-- The arguments against the closings are hollow. They
sound particularly so when they come from members of Congress who
have made careers of opposing defense spending.!®

-- Lawmakers look for creative reasons to keep bases
open.!®
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DEFENSZ BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

PRESS RELEASE

IMMEDIATE RELEXSE CONTACT: CARY WALKER
MAY 31, .1991 KEVIN KIRK
91-164 ° (202) €53-05823

COMMISSION STUDIES ADDITIONAL BASES
FOR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

The Commission today released the names of 36 militery
installations that are being studied as preliminary candidates for
closure or realignment.

"I want to emphasize that this is not a2 list of closures,”
said Commission Chairman Jim Courter. "Nor 1is it a 1list cf
recommended realignments. t sets forth a wide array of options.
Many of the bases are being studied as alternatives to thoss
already cited in the Pentagon’s reporc. To make informed and
~ independent judcments, we nezd to compare bases that are slated for

closure or realignment with facilities that are not on the
Pentagon’s list.

*T have szid all along that we won’t rubber-stamp the Defense
Secretary’'s progosals. 2nd I have cautioned everyone not to assume
that their instzllation is safe just because it is not included in
the Pentagon’s report.

"The Comzission will submit an independent set of
recommendations following a fair and open review of all bases that
fall in%to catecories of excess capacity.

"Only after further study will the Commission decide whether
any of these facilities should be considered candidates for closure
or realignment. This issue will be taken up as the first order of
business at our June 6 deliberation hearing. The 2Army Corps of
Engineers issue will be discussaed at a2 separate hearing on June S5."

The Commission scheduled deliberation hearings for June 6-7,
13-14 and 17-18.

"At least one Commissioner will visit any installation that
becomes a closure candidate, and residents of coammunities
surrounding these installations will have opportunities to testify
in public hearings."

The Commission will review the Defense Secretary’s list of
proposed base closures and realignments and submit to the President
its own recommendations no later than July’ 1. The nonpartisan
seven-memper panel can add and delete installations.




The Presicdent has until July 15 to a2pprove or disapprove the
Commission’s recommended list, in part or in whole. If he apprcves
the Commission’s report, he will send it to Congress, where each
house must consider it without amendment. <Congress then has 45
days to enact a joint resolution dlsanDrOVLng the Commission’s
proposed list. Unless it does so, the Commission’s recommendations
will be adopted and the Secretary of Defense may close those
installations.

If the President disapproves the Commission’s report, the

- - =

Commission has until August 15 to submit an independent list of
recommendations. If by September 1 +the President has not
ransmitted his approval to Congress, then the realignment process

for that year will end.

Attached is the list of possible additions and substitutes to
the Pentagon’s proposals.

=22
Trr




ADDITIONAL OPTIONS FOR CLOSGRE AND REALIGNMEINT

ARMY =

\Army Corps of Engineers

Fichting and Maneuver Installations

N\ Fort Richardson, 2K
“Fort Drum, NY

Major Training Areas

™~ Fort McCoy, WI

N Camp Pickett, Vi

> Fort A.P. Eill, Va

N\ Fort Indiantown Gap, PA
~Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico

Command and Control Installations
~Fort EKEamilton, NY
~Fort Totten, NY
NAVY
Shiovards
™ Long Beach Naval Shipyard, ca
Nzaval stations
™ Treasure Island Naval Station, ca
Ecomenorts
N Sstaten Island, NY
N Pascagoula, MS
“Mobile, AL

N Everett, WA N
™ Ingleside, TX

Study £

Study
Tudy

tudy
Study
stugdy
tudy
Study

Stuady
Study

study

Study

Stucy
Study
Study
Study
Study

for
for

for
for

for

for

for
for
for
for
for

Realign/Closure

Closure
Closure

Closure*
Closure=*
Closurex*
Closure*
Closure*

Realign/Closure
Realign/Closure

Closure

Rezlign/Closure

Clecsure
Closure
Closure
Closure
Closure

* Study of these installations focuses on tHeir possible transfer

to the Army’s reserve component.




Communications and Electronics Repair Facilities

U.S. Marine Corcs Barstow, CA
NESEC San Diego, €3

Naval Depot Jacksonville, FL

U.S. Marine Corps Depot Albany, GA
Naval Depot NorZolk, VA

NESEC Portsmouth, VA

Navy Pensacola

2ir Stations and Training Installations

Meridian Naval 2ir station, MS
*Kingsville Nawval Rir Station, TX
™ Rgana Naval Air Station, Guam

Training Installations

> Great Lakes Naval Training Ctr., IL
San Diego Naval Training Ctr., Ca
San Diego Marine Recruit

Training Depot, Ca

2/

ATR FORCE

Training Instellz=tions
N Goodfellow Air Force Base
Flvinag/Stratecic Tnstallations

™ platishburgh Air Force Base, NY
N\ Griffiss Air Force Base, NY

Flvinag/Tactical Installations

™ Homestead Air Force Base, FL
™ Mountain Kome Air Force Base, ID
~.MacDill RAir Force Base, FL

Study
Study
Study
Study
Study
Study
Study

teday
Study
Study

Study
Study

Study

Study

Study
Study

Study
Study
Study

for
for
for
for
for
for
for

for
for
for

for
for

for

for

for
for

for
for
for

Realignment
Realignment
Realignment
Realignment
Realignment
Realignment
Realignment

Closure
Closure
Closure

Realign/Closure
Realign/Closure

Realignzent

Closure

Closure
Realign/Closure

Closure
Closure
Closure
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211 right. Let’s nove on to EHonestead, Mountain
Ecrze 2and MacDill. Could we have Staff refreéh our
recollections?

MR. AMONT: . Let’s start with EHomestezd, 510.

2gain, the Co=zxzission will recall that the Air Force did rank
Eomestead in their process; and, in their process and in ours,
the Staff wenti through it. Homestead did come out low. There
was 2 decision by the Air Force leadership to delete Eomestead
Tha factors underlying that are listed thsre for

t cdoes have a cuzxd elert

[N

yeu: its proximity to Cuka;
Eetachzment; its increased role, as f£zr as South 2xzsricen with
the impending closure of Eowzrd in the Canal Zones.

2ir Force Bese also does support a2 number of other egencies.

1

Their cutstanding training facilities for eir to z2ir. It is a

ittle more cifficult for those craews to get to 2von Perk--

)

the zir to ground range -- but it is possible to get there.
As a side note, the RAir Force provicdasd us the

of the 2ir Force

zéditionzl opoint thet it is the hoze
Conierence Center, which is zn additionzl expensa. It has to

be put somawhere.
Did yocu want to ¢c through &ll thrse cf them &t

14

Diversifisd Reparting Services, Inc.-
1511 K STREST, NW. SUITE €23
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 29605
(202) €28-2121

.

Tawre 7, /797

Bfp e TESTS O




da

mn

[0)%

~1

a)

e

)

)

L

Ut

Uy

)

[8)]

po

58]

4]
FLS

once?

CHAIRPMAN COURTER: Yes.

MR. LAMONT: Mountain Home 2ir Force Base, the slide
on your right, did ccme out low closure costs, and its presant
utilization is 1low. It Jjust has the F-111ls there at the
current time. The Staff review --

CHAIRMAN COURTER: You are on Mountain Kome richt
now?

MR. LAMONT: Mountain FKome, yes. The Stafif review
highlighted the positive aspects of the future potentizl. It
is planned as the Rir Force -- The future potential is both in
air space and the rangs complex that the Idaho is now
building. It is élénned to be the home of the first full
composite wing;vand, guite frankly, it is unlikely to close.
It 1is more than 1likely to become a2 guard base 1if <the
Cormission elects to close it, just by virtue of its locztion
and the fécilities and range and air space around Mountzin
Home.

Look at MacDill, the total closure at MacDill. ‘You
get less savings if a2ll you do is a partial realignment. It
still reguires almost 2,000 2ir Force personnel there. Ths

Air Force recommendad realignment strictly on a2 cost basis. I

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 29005
(202) 626-2121




$-+

\D

10

11

12

13

1z

15

16

17

is

believe <the <total cost 1is $220 miliion, and that is <th=z
rationale for deleting it, 1s the fact that it is costly tc .
carry out a full closure. 2 location has not ksen founi for |
those joint headguarters.

I might also add just a2 personal note. The issue o=

L}

moving those joint headquarters would add a cguastion as the
Chzirman of the Joint Chiefs goes through his CINC:
reorganization, whether the Centcom Comzmand will come ocut of_'v

hat procass still a2s a command is a2t issue, so we are movin

W)

&

b
-

ct

he headcuarters, so that you don’t know whether it is going '
£o be there forever and incurring that cest.

The last point is on the slide, only &s a reflectics

.

of the fact that there is a synergism with Tazmpa Bay, and
CEAMDUS is one of those costs. If we close MacDill, you &=
czuse an additional burden on the retired; the CEAMPUS costs,

“ne hospital costs that we have spoken of before.

i

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Let me make the comments, &n

"

then w2 will have an open discussion a2nd entertzin a motion &
any tize.

On Homestead 2ir Force Basz in Floride,
personally convinced that there is an important strategic znd

clagsified need for the foreseeable future in maintaining that

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREST, N.W. SUITE 623
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
(202) 628-2121
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as a facility, and I s2e no reason why we should Zfurther

consider it. That is Dbased on both classifiegd n3
unclassified information that we have received in the past,
and the classified information yesterday.

on Mountain EHome, if anybody is interested, &y
comments on that is that that as well should be removed fron

furthzsr action by our Commission, based on the good work wiin

<

rt

respect to the composite wing aspects. I is clearly,
althocugh we have had them before in the past, not as azbiticus

as this; and I understandéd -- and Duane Cassidy Xnows a lo=

o
(1))

more about it than I do and Will Beall and others, but_ t
tarcet rancss are magnificent in that area, and the pilots

therefore love it. They want to be the best trained in ths

facility beczuse of the collocation of different types cof
ranges that zre accessible.
My commants on MacDill is that it is on ths Pentagon

list for rezlignment. We added it for prospectiva closure,

and I am going to be going there I think on Monday. I would

1+

£ to be voted on -- Well, it is just my opinion, I think

Jde

ke

e

1l
we should desisr furthsr action, so our options are open as to

whethsr it should be 2 rezl reduction or closure.

’

Diversified Reperting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREZST, N.W. SUITE 63
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Those are wY personal comnents. Mz, Cassidy, di=
you have any comnents?
COMMISSIONZR CASSIDY: Do I understzand, then, +thz—

you want to retain MacDill? Your comments szid to retai-
MacDill on the list as it always has been on the original ai-
4§

Force list for consideration? In other words, it is on for
considerztion rigkt now.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: It 1is on for consideraticxo.
There is & s2mantics. It is on the Air Force list for scalinz
btack and realicnment. I want us to have the tctal optien ¢
taking that or closure. So, it stays on the 1list, but I want

t clear +that the Comaission still kazs flexibility

.

1=

to maxe
with regcard to Macbill. ’ :
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: I have no cuarrsl with that.

=

CEATRMAN COURTER: Do you have any gquarrel with tt=
Eamestezd and Hounté.in Eome?
MOTION
COMMISSIONER CASSIDY: No. As a mattasr of fact, I
would lika +o move right now that ws rezove KHomestead anc
Mountain Eome from further action.
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAY: Second.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Discussion on that motion?

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREST, NW SUITE 623
WASHINGTON, D.C. 29005
(202) 628-2121
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COMMISSIONER BALL: Mr. Chairman, this was -- This
of course <cazs about the Commission being disadvantaged
procedurally, which there is nothing we can do about it. But
since we have bagun to examine the TAC basaes that are on the
list and we hava not had the opportunity to examine 2all the
TAC bases that are not on the list, the comments Coxnissioner
Smith made pursuant to his visit to England 2ir Force Base,
together with =y own observations after my visit to Moody Rir
Force Base. Commissioner Stuart is scheduled to visit Myrtle
Beach 2ir Force Base I believe next wesk.

My conclusions thus <far of the Tactical .RAir

-+

Command’s raticnale on certzin aspects of the rankiuz getting

Gown into the subelements of our detailed analys s, contain
some areas subject to a2 dispute; such thincs as crading the
izpact of ranges zné weatker and the conclusion as to which
TAC base was better suited for training in operations. €£o, my
judgment is thoss cusstions have not yet been resolved; that
within the Tactical Rir Command and the ranking of TAC bases,
I don’t think +the case in ny Jjudgment has been rade
conclusively that the bases chosen for closure were chosan for
the richt reazson, cr that some of the factors which may be in

dispute would not have altered the ranking of bases. 2And I

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1311 K STREZT, NW SUITE 843
WASHINGTON, DC  27¢C3
(202) €25.2: 21
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€%
certainly think at this point, that is the casz with Moodw,

and I think the arcument we discussed yesterday with respeco
£o England and the Fort Polk issue are very material to cuc-
investigation.

So, once again, the is;sue becczes, as we await trh=
outcome of that analysis, we are having to up frent hsre pak=

a decision as to whether alternative bases should be furthaz

investigated. I certeinly don’t want to, 1like =211

n
n
)
1

Commissioners, cause any unnece y eanxiety +to thos=
communities that would be affected. But frankly, as we wers
just discussing on the Platisburgh and Griffis issue, withoutT
the generztion of some level of anxiety, the Ceommission will’

»
.

be constrzined as to what alternatives we can explore, ané w=

(1]

So, it is my judgment that maximum flexibility her=
should ba maintained, and eliminate a2ll thres of these bases.

e eliminate two of them. oOur flexibility as w2 address

8

AC situztion becomes more constrained in the next phase.

11

I would ask the Staff when they think we might havs
the benefit of 211 the material that we reguire from the Aix

Force and from the Tactical Air Command that addresses itselZ

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREST. NW SUITE 623
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005
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to thsses outstanding questions that we raised yesterday?

MR. LAMONT: I think we will Rave that writz=’
documantation for you during the next week. It is not ¢cin
to go zore than a week. We will have it the early paxt ¢

next wszak.

.

MR. BEHRMANN: We will be preparsd to address thzos:
cuestions at our next meeting next week, Mr. Ball.
COMMISSIONER CALLAWRY: Mr. Chairman, I thir:

obviously if we have some real reasons to wait, I cguass W=

ct
ct
)
[{]

%]
e
()

havae +o do it. But in the case of -- As you look 2

bases, everywhere I looked, the one that kept coxming up is

+ha+ is w

Eomestead. That is the one that you compare, and that

’

you looX at.

Naow, I am convinced that the Secretary o
Force kas legitimate strategic reason, which we have be==o
briefed on in classified briefing, for keeping Eomestezd cperm.
And, because of that, I am saying for my personal vote that
fenced off and we can’t look at that. If others agrees Wit
that, I think the thing for us to do is take it off ths list,
get those people to understand they are not in harm’s way, &n
proceed.

on the other hand, Mountain Eome, I just hezr s>

Diversified Reparting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREZT, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON, D.C. 27005
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many good things about Mountain Home and the training and all
that, and I don’t perceive it is golng to swap Zcor any cf trns
others. I think as you mantioned others like Mocéy and places
like that, I think we still have to look and se2 if thay stans
on their own, sz2e if they have deviated substantizally from the

. A
criteria. 2nd we may well decide that one of those that is cr-
the list should come off. But I would have a2 hard tizs.
believing it is Mountain Eomre, from everything that I l.av-e}
heard about that particular Air Force Base. It does havs very

unique capabilities that we would want to keep, and that is.
am——— . N

Py

the reason I am voting now, understanding ths points _thaté
Commissioner Ball made are very correct points, but I éon’tT:
see there is a high enough 1likelihood of thkat to keep tk=
turmeil going, myself.

COMMISSIONER S’I’UAP.T:. Mr. Chairmen, I associate
myself with Commissioner Callaway’s comments.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Jim Smith, any discussion?

COMMISSIONER SMITH: Mr. Chairman, the only
éiscussion I have I quess would go back to Komsstezd. In soms:-
other discussion with Commissioner Cassidy, he alzmosT:
persuaded me that Komestezd ought to be on the list. 2and ws

seem to have put a lot of credence in what wa heard last

Diversified Reparting Services, Inc.
1511 K STREST, N.W. SUITE 643
WASHINGTON. D C 20603
(202) 628.2:2°
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night.

I, for one, am not convinced as Comxissionzx
callaway is, that there are good, cogent, strategic reasons t:=
leave Hozastead on. We have managed to tazke out a2 pretty gocd

military force halfway around the world, and if we are worried

q

Tn

-
i1

about thz military might in that part of the world,
that -- I am not convinced, frankly. They are a long way fra=

-
Y
-

X0

any green suits that they might support, and I think th

deserva a good look.

CHAIRMAN COURTER: Any other discussion? I will
call Duane Cassidy’s motion. I will restate the motion. . Tk s
motion reflects two bases. The motion is to remove frc:x

.
3~

further action Homestead Air Force Base and Mountain Kome RAi<

Force Bzase.
we will start out with Duane Cassidy.
COMMISSTNONER CASSIDY: Yes.
COMMISSIONER LEVITT: Yes.
COMMISSIONER CALLAWAV: 2Ave.
CHAIRMAN COURTER: Rye.
COMMISSIONER BALL: No.
COMMISSIONER STUART: 2Aye.

COMMISSIONER SMITH: No.

se

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc.
1511 K STAEZT, N.W. SUITE 643
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BASES ADDED TO THE PENTAGON‘’S LIST

Major Training Area

1. Ft. McCoy, Wisconsin

2. Camp Pickett, Virginia

3. Ft. A.P. Hill, Virginia

4. Ft. Buchanan, Puerto Rico

5. +. Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania

Comnand and Control Installations

6. Ft. Hamilton, New York
7. Ft. Totten, New York

Shipvards
8. Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California

Naval Stations

5. Treasure Island Naval Stn., California
Eonmeport

10. Staten Isla;d, New York

2ir Stations and Traininag Facilities

11i. Meridian Navel Air Station, Mississippi
12. Kingsville Naval Air Station, Texas

Training Installations

13. San Diego Nvl. Trg. Ctr., California
14. SD Mar. Rct. Trg. Dpt., California

Treining Installations

15. Goodfellow AFB, Texas
Flyinag /Strategic Installations
16. Plattsburgh AFB, New York
Flvinag/Tactical Installations

17. MacDill AFB, Florida

Closure
Closure
Closure
Closure
Closure

Rezalignment
Rezligrment

Closure

Realignment/Closure

Closure

Closure
Closure

Realignment/Closure
Realignment/Closure

Closure

Closure

Closure



Homestead

Cl

APPENDIX C

ICAF SURVEY




BESEARCH PROJECT SURVEY - HOMESTEAD AFB

As part of the ICAF community, your parsonal opinicn on the futuyre of
Homestead AF8 ("Homeatead’) is important to my research. Please take a fow
minutes to carefully read this survey and give me your fsedback. After

you have circied your answers, place the completed survey in the "SURVEY"
box at the rear of the maiiroom. Thank you for your heaip.

BACKGROUND: On August 24, Hurricane Andrew hit S. Florida causing billions
of dollars in damage, enormous human aufferingand dislocation. in the aftermath,
aftermath, Homestead AFB was destroyed. Shortly thereafter, the President
visited the devastated area and pledged to rebuild S. Fiorida, inciuding Home-
stead. Debate in the Congress and the press questioned the wisdom of rebuilding
the AFB: Questions were raised whether the decision wes clection-year politica,
but not good pullic policy. Others countered that Homestead was of significant
military value. JCS Colin Powell is quoted as saying, ‘The correct decision has
been made to rebuild it.* 3/ The rebuilding cost estimates range from $850
million to Si biltion. The President requested $480.8 million in emergency

tuncds; however, Congress azpropriated only £92 million. The rebuilding issue

18 yet to be decided.

MILITARY-STRATEGIC DATA: in 1991, the Defense Base Closure Commission
icentified Homestead as & preliminary candidate for ciosure. Although ranked
fow, the Air Force testifie2 that Homestead had significent military value: (1) its
close proximity to Cuba; (2) it has a guard ajertdetachment; {3) its increased role
role due to the pending closure of Moward in the Canal Zone:;(4) its a outstanding
training facility. The Commission voted 5 to 2 on June 1, 1991 to remove
Homestead from its preiiminary study for closure listing.

1/ The Washington Post, 8,11/62, p.AS3.

Strongly Agree SA

PLEASE READ THE STATEMENTS CAREFULLY Agree A
AND CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER. Neutrai/Uncertain N
Disagree D

Strongly Disagrea SO

1. Sufficient military jJustitication exista to rebuild SA A N D SD
Homeatead AFB.

2. Homeatead AF B’ functions should be parmanently SA A N D sD
reassigned to other installations.

3. It makes no sense militarily to rebuild Homestead AFS. SA A N D SD
4. Non-military social and economic tactors (drug inter-

diction; local economy) should be an Important criteria
tor deciding whether to rebuild Homestead AFB.

SA A N D SD

5. The tunds needed to rebuild Homestead AFB can be ysed SA A N D SD
more etfectively to meet other priority military needs.

6. Nationsl interests will be served by converting Homeatead SA A N D SD
to civilian yse.

7. Politics should stay out of the decision-making process SA A N D 8D
on the future of Homestead AFB.

8. The President's decision to rebuild Homestead AFB [s SA A N D SD
8n election-eve maneyver to get Fiorida voteas.

9. On & scale of 1to 10, indicate your overall opinion as
to whether Homestesd should be rebuilt:

10 9 8 7 6 s 4 3 2 1
REBUILD DCN'T REBUILD

1C Please circle your sta*us:
AR FORCE ARMY NAV Y MARINE RESERVE GUARD CIVILIAN OTHER

Thank you very Mmuch 07 tawinn =g ¢imn t5 camrlote tn.c curvey.
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ICAF RESPONSES TO HOMESTEAD AFB QUESTIONNAIRE
LIKERT SCORES

Statement No. Score

-.6058
.8175
.5036
-.4161
.9781
.2555
.6277
.9854

ONOUTTHLWN

Scoring Scale:  +2
0
-1

Strongly Agree +1 = Agree
Neutral or Uncertain
Disagree -2 = Strongly Disagree

Summation Question: On a scale of 1 to 10, indicate
your overall opinion as to whether Homestead should
be rebuilt: (10 Rebuild - - - 1 Don't Rebuild)

ANSWER: 2.2043796 (Don't Rebuild)
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APPENDIX D

DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY DOCUMENTS



C4-1366-23
22 Januvary 19$3

MEMORANDUM FOR THZ SECRETARY OF DEFEINSE

Subject: Depot Consolidation Study

1. In a 3 December 1992 DepSecDef wmemorandum, the Services
were directed to prepare integrated proposals, with cross-
Service inputs, to streamline depot maintenance activities.
The memorzndum was sent after preliminary Depot Comsolidation
Study results identified 25-50 percent more capacity than we
need and found that unnecessary duplication exists throughout
the depot system.

2. The Service Secretaries' 15 January 1993 response concluded
that seven to eight depot-equivalents could be closed. This
number of potential closures is consisteant with one of the
lesser options of the Consolidation Study for downsizing within
Service boundaries, but significantly less than expected with
increased levels of depot interservicing. The Services'
memorandum comitted to address before 3 February 1993 the
duplication in ground equipment maintenance between the Marine
Corps and Army, and the duplication in helicopter maintenance
between the Navy and the Army. The memorandum does not address
fixed-wing aviation, the area with the qreatest additional
savings potential.

3. It is important that we focus our future depot maintenance
resources upon the most cost-effective mix of facilities. To
do this, we must eliminate not only excess capacity, but also
unnecessary duplication. We must do both in time to meet the
1993 BRAC window. The Services' response falls short of doing

what is required. //

COLIN L. POWELL
Chairman
of the :
Joint Chiefs of Staff




JOINT STAFF ACTION PROCESSING FORM

TO CJCS CLASSIFICATION ACTION NUMBER
UNCLASSIFIED ‘
"HRU VCJCS ORIG SUSPENIZ
DJS '

SUBJECT CJCS Response to SECDEF Regarding
Depot Ma2intenance
Inputs -5 BRAC-93

the Services'
Consclidation

ACTION

— {ARPROVAL
X | SIGNATURE _|J SUSPENSE
INFORMATION

ACTION SUMMARY

1. PRurspose.

2. agroaL

To provide a CJIJCS-requested response (TAB A) to SECDEF
regarding the Services®' Depot Maintenance Consolidation inputs te the 1993
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC-%93).

2. On 3 December 1992, DEPSECDEF directed the Services to prepare
integrated BRAC proposals, with cross-service inputs, to streamline
derot maintenance activities (TAB B).

b. 1In the Services'

~depot eguivalents” for closure.
Service boundaries and consistent with the Depot Consolidation Study
option for downsizing with no increased level of interservicing.

response (TAB C) they identified seven to eight

The downsizing has been within

c. The Service Secretaries’ memorandum commits to a 3 February 1993
response on ground equipment duplication between the Marines and Army
and helicopter duplication between the Army and Navy. The memorandum
is silent on fixed wing aviation duplication because of disagreement

hetween the Navy and the Air Force.

Informazl information indicates

that there has been no movement or accommodation and little likelihood
of achieving anything more by the 3 February date.

d. A comparison of the savings potential available from increased
interservicing is presented TAB D.

((0]¢)
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~TION OFFICER/DIV/PHONE Col Thomas B. Slade,
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22 January 1993
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Declassify on

25 FOAM 136L
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Discussion

a. In our judgment, the Services will not voluntarily agree
to any significant increases in interservicing, either in
ground systems or fixed wing aviation. As a result, we will
miss the opportunity to close some excess facilities via
BRAC-93 and be forced to accept higher costs of doing
business until decisions from BRAC-95, if it occurs, are
implemented.

b. The DEPSECDEF guidance (TAB A) stated that the Services’
integrated proposals should be prepared in coordination with
CJCS and USD(A). Proposed CJICS memorandum to SECDEF places
the CJCS on record stating that the Services' inputs are
insufficient.

¢. Proposed CJCS memorandum addresses only the duplication

cf maintenance capability and is consistant with the latest
Roles and Missions report changes.

Recommendation. CJCS sign memorandum at TAB A.

Attachments




JOINT STAFF ACTION PROCESSING FORM

TO CJCS CLASSIFICATION ACTION NUMBER
. UNCLASSIFIED J-4 2563/979-00
THRU VCJICS ORIG SUSPENTZ:
DJS

N 3 X SJS SUSPENSE
SUBJECT Chairman's Day Book - Meeting with ACTION 21 January =
L.t Gen Mears, J-4, Re: Depot Maintenance — [APPRQVAT B
Consolidation (Depot Command), 0915-0945, 22 - NA = J SUSPENSE
Jan 33 X |INFORMATION|21 January ¢

ACTION SUMMARY

1. Purpose. To provide CJCS requested* background information prior to
his 0915-0945, 22 January 1993 meeting with Lt Gen Mears.

2. Background

a. In response to DEPSECDEF direction (TAB A), Services have reviewe?
their depor maiantenance capacity.

b. The Air Force was unsuccessful in coordinating a2 joint memorandum
which committed the Services to an Executive Agent arrangement (TaB B) .

c¢. The final, signed memorandum (TAB C) identifies eight “"depot
equivalents” for closure. This is consistent with the results from
the Depot Consolidation Study for the consolidation option within
Service boundaries. No increased level of interservicing is assumed
in the Service effort although the joint memorandum commits to looking
at increased interservicing in ground systems and in rotary wing
aviation.

3. Discussion. The Air Force and Navy are at an impasse on any increased
level of interservicing in fixed wing aviation. This is the area of
greatest excess capacity and additional savings potential.

4. Recommendation. None. Provided for information only.

Attachments

Reference:
* 8JS 2563/9%79-~00
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Office of the Secretary Office of the Secretary

of the Navy of the Army
1051 Navy Pentagon 202 Army Pentagon
washington DC 20350-1051 Washington DC 20310-C202

Office of the Secretary
of the Air Force

1670 Alr Force Pentagon
Wwashington DC 20330-1670

<N 13 E33

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SEZCRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Support of
Streamlining of Defense Depot Majintenance Activities -
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

In accordance with your December 3, 1992 Memorandum, our
Departments have aggressively reviewed their depot maintenance
capacity. Our initial review of 30 depots identified substantial
depot capacity reduction opportunities. To illustrate, over nine
million direct labor hours (DLH) are excess to ground systems and
equipnent depot maintenance requirements, suggesting the
equivaient of two ground systems depots could be closed.
Likewise, excess shipyard workyear capacity indicates we have one
to two depot nuclear shipyard equivalents excess to projected
requirements. Pinally, over 14.6 million DLE are excess to
aviation depot requirements: 3 million DLH in rotary wing and
11.6 million DLH in fixed wing. These numbers suggest four
aviation depot equivalents could be closed. Combined, the
results of this unprecedented effort indicate seven to eight
depot equivalents could be closed.

The excess capacity ocutlined above is being addressed by
each Department's BRAC 93 process between now and Pebruary 3.
This effort will identify depots which could be closed to
eliminate the organic excess capacity. With the prudence
necessary to avoid contaminating the BRAC process, we have
started interservice reviews to optimize our depot capacity. 1In
particular, the rotary wing and ground systems/equipment
categories lend themselves to multi-service review. 1In the
rotary wing case, a choice of servicing depot probably should be
censidered between the Army's and Navy's existing depots. 1In the
ground systems area, while the Army should ident!fy closure
candidates, the Army and the Marine Corps, with support from the
Air Force and the Navy, should together determine if workload
reallocations would lead to a better final decision.

The process described above should be thought of as the
first step. This could pave the way for continued consideration .
of a new nanagement scheme for DoD-wide depot maintenance




activities. These new management processes would then spend the
next two years working competition, workload reassignment
opportunities, and capacity refinement, preparatory to a final
round of closure reviews for the 1995 commission. By February 15
we plan to have realistic and attainable depcot reduction
candidates as part of our final response to your December 3
memorandum--in concert with our goal of providing BRAC inputs to
the Secretary of Defense on February 22, 1993.

%Z‘_‘_% —_— 2. Stane

SEAN QO'KE MICHAEL P. W. STONE
Secretary of the Navy Secretary of the Army

(BAL

DONALD B. RICE
Secretary of the Alr Force

cc: USD{A)
cIcs




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
DEPARTMENT OF TEE NAVY
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

JOINT MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY QF DEFENSE

SURJECT: Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Support of
Strearnlining of Defense Depot Maintenance Activities -
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM

In accordance with your December 3, 1932 Memorandum, our
Departments have aggressively reviewed their depot maintenance
capacity. Our initial review of 30 depots identified substantial
depot capacity reduction opportunities. To illustrate, over nine
millioa éirect labor hours (DLE) are excess to ground systems and
equipment depot maintenance regquirements, suggesting the equivalen
cf two ground systems depots could be closed. Likewise, excess

shipyard workyear capacity indicates we have one to two depot
nuclear shipyard equivalents excess to projected recuirements.
Finally, over lG 6 m'llion DLE are excess to aviation depot
reguirements: llfon DLE in rotary wing and 11.8 million DLH in
fixed wing. Tbese “purbers suggest four aviation depot egquivalents
could be clesed. Combined, the results of this unprecedented
effort infdicate seven to eight depot eguivalents coulé be closed.

The exc cess capacity outlined zbove is being addressed by each
Deparbment’s EPAC 93 process between now and February 3. This
effort will idectify depots which could be closed to eliminate the
orcanic excess capacity where it resides. Simultaneously, but with
the prudence cecessary to avoid contaminating the BRAC process, we
have started finterservice reviews to optimize ocur depot capacity.
Ir particular, the rotary wing and ground systems/eguipment
categories lend themselves to multi-service review. 1In the rotary
wing case, a2 chcice of servicing depot probably should be made
between the Army's & Navy's existing depots. In the ground systems
area, while the Army should identify two closure candidates, the
Army and the Marine Corps should together determine if workload
reallocations would lead to a better final decision.

The process described above should be thought of as the first
step, to be followed by establishment of Service Executive Agent
assignments by category with joint management arrangements for each
one. These new management processes would then spend the next two
years working competition, worklocad reassignment opportunities, and
capacity refinement, preparatory to a final round of closure
reviews for the 1995 commission. By February 15 we plan to have
realistic and attainable depot reduction candidates as part of our
final response to your December 3 memorandum--in concert with our
goal of providing BRAC inputs to the Secretary of Defense on
February 22, 1993.

DONALD B. RICE SEAN O'KEEFE MICHAEL P. W. STONZ
Secretary Secretary Secretary

of the Air Force of the Navy of the Army

cc: USD(A)

CJCs



JOINT STAFF ACTION PROCESSING FORM

T0 CJCS CLASSIFICATION ACTION NUMBER
UNCLASSIFIED
‘HRU  VCJCS |ORIG SUSPENSE
DJS

Status

SUBJECT Depot Maintenznce Consolidation

SJS SUSPENST

PPROVA

SIGNATURE J SUSPENSE
X |INFORMATION

a.

1993

b.

C.

1. PRurpose.
consolidation issues.

2. Backaround

26 January 19°3.
to the CJICS in final form.

ACTION SUMMARY

To provide CJCS current status on depot maintenance

The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study should be in compliance

with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) by the end of January

. GSA will announce in the Federal Register the establishment of

the group concurrent with the notice 0f a public meeting to be held on
Following this meeting, the study will be forwarded

The study recommended the following actioas:

1) The Services coordinate and integrate that portion of their
submission to the Federal Base Closure and Realignment Commission
that pertains to depot maintenance facilities.

2) A Joint Depot Maintenance Command be established. -

Although the study has not been formally released, the DEPSECDEF

has directed (TAB A) the Secretaries of the Military Departments, in
coordination with the CJCS and the USD(A), to prepare integrated
proposals, with cross-Service inputs, to streamline depot maintenance
for submission to the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission.
This was the first recommendation of the study.

COORDINATION/APPROV
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Discussiqn

a. Service Chiefs and Secretaries met on 6 January 1553 to
jointly review their integrated proposals. The Joint Staff
and OSD were not invited.

b. The Services are attempting to coordinate a memorandum
outlining their consolidation efforts (TAB B). It suggests:

1) Army and Air Force have reached an accommodation on
around systems and rotary wing aircraft. This has been
expected.

2) BAir Force and Navy remain at an impasse on f£ixed wing
aviation. This is the area where major additional
savings and closures could be realized if an increased
level ¢f interservicing was conducted. It appears that
breaking the impasse will occur only by direct
negotiztions between SECAF and SECNAV.

3) If the Services can agree on the approach described
in the memorandum, seven to eight depot eguivalents could
be cliosed as the result of the current integrated
efforts. This is almosk idemnticzl to the Depot
Consolidation Study results when consolidation efforts
were limited to within Service boundaries.

4) Service Executive Agent assignments be established by
category followed by two years of review to make further

depot closure recommendations. This was not the optimum

recommendation of the study's Executive Working Group.

c. The closure of seven to eight depots would represent a
twenty-three to twenty-six percent reduction of the Services’
depots. The memorandum also suggests a further look at depot
closure after the executive Service assignments have an
opportunity to accomplish more interservicing. If
successful, the study demonstrated that an additional two to
three depots may be closed, and potential savings could be
increased by as much as thirty-seven percent (the study’'s
relative savings increased from $6.7B to $9.2B). TAB C
illustrates the impact of interservicing.

Conclusions

a. It is not clear how and when, or if the Services will
coordinate their proposal with CJCS. 1If offered the
opportunity to comment, we would take issue with any proposed

submission which did not include substantial interservicing,
especially for fixed wing aircraft.

2.




b. Withou: movement on fixed wing aviation interservicing,

the collective submissions from the Services will yvield few

additional savings over separate submissions (closure of 7-3
depots equivalents).

c. Not optimizing interservicing across Service lines now
will defer, for at least two years, an opportunity to clcse
all the facilities we do not need.

d. By submitting a2 coordinated submission to the Federal
Base Closure and Realignment Commission the Services are
fulfilling the first recommendation of the study. It appears
that the benefits of interservicing will not be incorporated
in this go-around and we will lose an opportunity to obtain
the additional savings until 1995. The joint memorandum's
recommendation to establish Service Executive Agents,
although not the study's recommended organization, is driven
by the same need that the study's second recommendation
addressed -- the need to empower a single commander with the
authority and responsibility to eliminate depot
inefficiencies across Service lines. The executive agent
arrangement would only be 2 step in that direction.

e. Even with a signed memorandum, a future decision will be
required on the study's second recommendation, the formation
0of a2 depot maintenance organization. We will make a
recommendation to CJCS after FACA compliance is obtained.

5. Recommendatijon. None. Provided for information only.

Attachments



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEAT . JARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

MEMORANDUM FOR DCS/LOGISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
DCNO/LOGISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
DCS/I&L, HQ UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

SUBJECT: Base Closure and Realignment Proposals in Support of
Streamlining of Defense Depot Maintenance Activities -
ACTION MEZMORANDUM

As 2 result of the 15 Dec multi-Service meeting concerning the
3 Dec DEPSECDEF memo, the Services agreed on the data and format all
would use in submitting information to each Lead Service. Capacity
calculations should be based on a one shift, eight hour a day, five
day per week schedule. Capacity index and throughput for FY 91 will
be displayed by the appropriate JADMAG work breakdown structure
(WBS) in direct labor hours for each of the three categories in
Secretary Atwoocd's memo. Service depot total budgeted workload will
be shown by WBS for FY 1994-1999. This anticipated workload should
not reflect more than 60 percent of the total available workload
reflected in the FY 1994-1999 budget program through PBD status as
of 21 December 1952.

Inputs are due to the respective Lead Ser.ice by 31 Dec §2.
Lead Services will consclidate and coordinate these inputs with all
Services involved to ensure no DOD-wide loss of any particular depo:
maintenance capability. If warranted, Lead Service inputs should
include comments on excess depot capacity by WBS and Service only.

Lead Service inputs will be briefed/forwarded to the three
Department Secretaries on 6 Jan 93. Subsequently, the Air Force
will provide a cover memo to DEPSECDEF, to be signed by all three
Department Secretaries. Lead Service POCs are:

- USAF: Col Mark Roddy, AF/LGMM, ext 55583

USN: CAPT Bill Bauer, USN/N43l1, ext 43735

USA: Col Roy Willis, USA/DACS-DMM, ext 56931
- USMC: Ms Pat Dalton, USMC/LP, ext 61024
This is a coordinated USAF, USN, USA, USMC memo.

cc: AFMC/LG/XP &m&\w

JCS/J-4
TREVOR A. HAMMOND, Lt Gen, USAF
DCS/Logistics




THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. 0.C. 20301.1000

Cecexmber 1, 15§92

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION

SUJECT  Base Closure and Realignment Propasals in Suppart of Streamiining of
Defense Depot Maintenance Activities

To streamline defense depot maintenance activities and increase efficiency, the
Secretanes of the Military Departments, in coordination with the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff 2.,d the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisicion, shatl
prepare integrated proposals, with cross-Service inputs, 1o streamlina defense depaz
maintenance activities, for the Secretary of Oefense’s consideration for submssion
10 the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission under the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510). Such
proposals shall be designed to support the fallowing 1ead Military Department
asuignments for defense-wide depot maintenance:

Depariment of the Army iead ~ ground weapon systems and equipment

Department of the Navy iead ~ ships, other watercraft, and ship systems

Department of the AirFarce lead - fixed and ratary wing aviation and
aviation systems.

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition may issue such instructions as may be
necessary to imgiement this memorandum. Instructions to the Military Departments
shall be rssued through the Secretaries of the Military Departments. '

QV-SQ:::.J
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Capacity vs Reqguirements

Direct Labor Hours (Mil)
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