CHAPTER 5

 THE 1995 PROCESS

Comp()sition of the 1995 Defense
‘Base Closure and Realignment
Commission |
The commissioners chosen to serve on the 1995
round of the Defense Base Closuré and Realign-

o «,ment Commission have diverse backgrounds in

public_service, business; and the military. In ac-
cordance with the enacting statute, two commis-
sioners were nominated in consultation with the
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives, two
in consultation with the U.S. Senate Majority
Leader, and one commissioner with the advice of
each of the House and Senate Minority Leaders,
The two remaining nominations were made inde-
pendently by the President.

The Commission staff was drawn from divergent
backgrounds encompassing government, law,
academia, and the military. In addition to those
hired directly by the Commission, other staff were
detailed from the Department of Defense, the
General Accounting Office, the Department of
Commerce, the Environmental Protection Agency,
the Federal Aviation Administration, and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency. The expertise
provided by the detailees from these diverse gov-
ernment agencies contributed significantly to the
Commission’s independent review and analysis effort.

The Commission’s review and analysis staff was
divided into five teams—Army, Navy, Air Force,
Interagency Issues, and Cross Service. A direct-
hire civilian managed each of the teams in accor-
dance with the amended law which also limits the
number of Department of Defense analysts to 20
percent of the total professional analysts.

THE 1995 BASE CLOSURE PROCESS
KEY PROVISIONS OF THE LAW

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to submit a list of proposed

military base closures and realignments to the
Commission by March 1, 1995 (see Appendix F).
In accordance with the statute, these recommen-
dations must be based upon the force-structure
plan submitted to Congress with the Department
of Defense budget request for Fiscal Year 1996,
and upon final criteria developed by the Secretary
of Defense and approved by Congress. For the
1995 Commission process, the Secretary of
Defense announced in December, 1994, that the
final criteria would be identical to those used dur-
ing the 1991 and 1993 base closure round.

The Secretary of Defense based the force-structure
plan on an assessment of the probable threats to
national security during the six-year period begin-
ning in 1995, as well as the anticipated levels
of funding that would be available for national
defense (see Appendix G).

The final criteria cover a broad range of military,
fiscal, and environmental considerations. The first
four criteria, which relate to military value, were
given priority consideration. The remaining four
criteria, which address return on investment,
economic impact, community infrastructure, and
environmental impact, are important factors that
may mitigate against the military value criteria
(see Appendix H).

The law requires the Commission to hold public
hearings on base closure and realignment recom-
mendations of the Secretary of Defense and on
any changes proposed by the Commission to
those recommendations. The Commission must
report its findings to the President by July 1, 1995,
based on its review and analysis of the Secretary
of Defense’s recommendations. To change any of
the Secretary’s recommendations, the Commission
must find the Secretary deviated substantially from
the force-structure plan and final selection criteria.

Once the President receives the Commission’s
final report, he has until July 15, 1995 to approve
or disapprove the recommendations in their




entirety. If approved, the report is sent to the
Congress, which then has 45 days to reject the
report by a joint resolution of disapproval; other-
wise, the report has the force of law. If the Presi-
dent disapproves the Commission’s recom-
mendations in whole or in part, he must transmit
to the Commission and the Congress his reasons
for disapproval. The Commission then has until
August 15, 1995, to submit a revised list of recom-
mendations to the President. At that point, the
President either forwards the revised list to Con-
gress by September 1, 1995, or the 1995 base
closure process is terminated with no action taken
to close or realign bases. The law prohibits the
President or Congress from making any amend-
ments to the recommendations, thereby requiring
an “all-or-nothing” acceptance or rejection of the
recommendations.

The 1995 Commission thoroughly analyzed all of
the information used by the Secretary of Defense
to prepare the recommendations. The Commission
held a total of 13 investigative hearings in Wash-
ington, D.C. Military Department representatives
directly responsible for the Secretary’s recommen-
dations testified before the Commission. In addi-
tion, several defense and base closure experts
from the Federal government and private sector
testified about the specifics of the base closure
process, the potential impacts of the Secretary of
Defense’s recommendations, and ways the Federal
government could better assist communities with
re-use activities. The commissioners and staff
members conducted over 206 fact-finding visits to
military activities recommended by the Secretary
of Defense and considered by the Commission for
closure or realignment. Further, the Commission
held 16 regional hearings to hear directly from
communities nationwide, heard from hundreds of
Members of Congress who testified before the
Commission, and received over 200,000 letters
from concerned citizens across the country. Finally,
the Commission received input from the General
Accounting Office, as required by the base closure
statute, which included a report containing its
evaluation of DoD’s selection process (see Appen-
dix O and Appendix P).

Based on the information gathered and the analy-
ses performed, alternatives and further additions
to the Secretary’s list were considered. To perform
a thorough analysis and consider all reasonable
options, the commissioners voted on March 7,
1995, and on May 10, 1995, to add a total of 36
installations for further consideration as alterna-

tives and additions to the 146 bases recommended
for closure or realignment by the Secretary of
Defense. As required by law, the Commission pub-
lished the required notice on May 17, 1993, in the
Federal Register to inform communities their bases
were under consideration by the Commission for
possible closure or realignment. Public hearings
were held for each of the installations the Com-
mission added for consideration and each major
base was visited by at least one Commissioner
(see Appendix J).

THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(OSD) GUIDANCE TO THE MILITARY
DEPARTMENTS AND DEFENSE AGENCIES

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established the
policy, procedures, authorities, and responsibilities
for base realignment or closure (BRAC) actions by
memorandum dated January 7, 1994. This policy
guidance provided the Secretaries of the military
departments and the directors of the defense
agencies with the responsibility to provide the
Secretary of Defense with recommendations for clo-
sures and realignments. This policy also required
the Secretaries of the military departments and
Directors of the defense agencies to develop rec-
ommendations based exclusively upon the force-
structure plan and final selection criteria, consider
all US. military installations (as defined in the
law) equally, analyze their base structure using
like categories of bases, use objective measures
for the selection criteria wherever possible, and
allow for the exercise of military judgment in
selecting bases for closure and realignment.

The Deputy Secretary also established the BRAC
95 Review Group and the BRAC 95 Steering Group
to oversee the entire BRAC process. The BRAC 95
Review Group was composed of senior level rep-
resentatives from each of the military departments,
Chairpersons of the BRAC 95 Steering Group and
each Joint Cross-Service Group, and other senior
officials from the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Joint Staff, and Defense Logistics Agency. It pro-
vided oversight and policy for the entire BRAC
process. The BRAC 95 Steering Group assisted the
Review Group in exercising its authorities.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic
Security was given the responsibility to oversee
the 1995 process, and was delegated authority to
issue additional instructions.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs issued the interim
force-structure plan, as directed by the Deputy
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Secretary’s January 7, 1994, memorandum, on
February 7, 1994. The Department issued the final
selection criteria in the Federal Register on Decem-
ber 9, 1994. The Deputy Secretary provided the
final force-structure plan on January 11, 1995. This
Plan was updated on February 22, 1995, by the
Deputy Secretary to reflect budget decisions, and
was provided to Congress and the Commission on
the same day.

JOINT CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONS

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission recommended that the Department
develop procedures for considering potential joint
Or common activities among the military depart-
ments. For BRAC 95, the Deputy Secretary di-
rected the creation of Joint Cross-Service Groups
(JCSGs) to consider these issues in conjunction
with the military departments.

In the January 7, 1994, BRAC policy guidance, and
further articulated in BRAC Policy Memorandum
Number Two (issued on November 2, 1994), the
Deputy Secretary announced a process involving
both JCSGs and the individual military depart-
ments. This process was designed to establish al-
ternatives for closure and realignment in situations
involving common support functions for five func-
tional areas. The five functional areas were: Depot
Maintenance, Military Medical Treatment Facilities,
Test and Evaluation, Undergraduate Pilot Training,
and Laboratories. Additionally, the Department
created an Economic Impact Group.

The Economic Impact Group included representa-
tives from the military departments and the Office
of the Secretary of Defense. For a year, the Group
reviewed methods for analyzing economic impact,
established common measures and approaches,
and developed a computer-based system to facili-
tate the analysis of economic impact, including
cumulative economic impact.

The Department considered both cumulative eco-
nomic impact and historical trends of economic
activity as part of the economic impact criterion.
In response to concerns raised by the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission and
the General Accounting Office, DoD analyzed eco-
nomic impact and cumulative economic impact as
relative measures for comparing alternatives. DoD
did not establish threshold values, above which it
would remove bases from consideration.

Economic impact was considered at two stages in
the process. The military departments, in develop-
ing their recommendations, developed and ana-
lyzed data reflecting the economic impacts of
prior BRAC rounds, as well as proposed Depart-
ment actions during the current round. Once the
service recommendations were made to the Secre-
tary of Defense, the economic impacts were re-
viewed again, to determine whether there were
instances in which separate service actions might
have affected the same locality.

Each of the Joint Cross-Service Groups developed
€xcess capacity reduction goals, established data
collection procedures and milestone schedules for
cross-service analysis of common support func-
tions, and presented alternatives to the military
departments for their consideration in developing
recommendations. The JCSGs issued their alterna-
tives to the military departments in November,
1994, and these alternatives were to be considered
as part of their ongoing BRAC analysis.

THE ARMY PROCESS

The Army grouped all installations into categories
with similar missions, capabilities, and characteris-
tics. After developing a set of measurable attri-
butes related to DoD’s four selection criteria for
military value, the Army then assigned weights to
reflect the relative importance of each measure.
The Army then collected data on its installations
and estimated relative importance, using estab-
lished quantitative techniques to assemble installa-
tion assessments,

Using both the installation assessments and its sta-
tioning strategy, the Army determined the military
value of each installation. These appraisals repre-
sented the Army’s best judgment on the relative
merit of each installation and were the basis for
selecting installations that were studied further for
closure or realignment.

Once the list of final study candidates received
approval by the Secretary of the Army, a variety of
alternatives were examined in an effort to identify
the most feasible and cost-effective way 1o close
or realign. The Army applied DoD’s remaining
four selection criteria by analyzing the financial,
economic, community, and environmental impacts
of each alternative using DoD’s standard models.
The Army’s senior leaders reviewed the results of
these analyses and discontinued studies of alternatives
they found financially or operationally unfeasible.

THE 1995 PROCESS AND PROCEDURES
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During the course of the study effort, the Army
Audit Agency performed independent tests and
evaluations to check mathematical computations
and ensure the accuracy of data and reasonable-
ness of assumptions throughout every step of
analysis. The General Accounting Office moni-
tored the Army’s process from the very beginning
and met regularly with the Army’s auditors, as
well as officials from The Army Basing Study
(TABS) office.

THE NAVY PROCESS

The Secretary of the Navy established a Base
Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC), and a
Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) to provide
staff support to the BSEC. The BSEC had eight
members, consisting of senior Department of the
Navy (DoN) career civilians and Navy flag and
Marine Corps general officers, who were respon-
sible for developing recommendations for closure
and realignment.

The BSAT was composed of military and civilian
analysts who were tasked to collect data and to
perform analysis for the BSEC. The Naval Audit
Service reviewed the activities of the BSEC and
the BSAT to ensure compliance with the approved
Internal Control Plan and audited the accuracy
and reliability of data provided by DoN activities.
The Office of the General Counsel provided senior-
level legal advice and counsel.

In compliance with the Internal Control Plan, a
Base Structure Data Base (BSDB) was developed.
Data included in the BSDB had to be certified as
accurate and complete by the officer or civilian
employee who initially generated data in response
to the BSEC request for information, and then at
each succeeding level of the chain of command.
In conjunction with the requirement to keep
records of all meetings that were part of the deci-
sion-making process, the BSDB and the certifica-
tion policy were designed to ensure the accuracy,
completeness, and integrity of the information upon
which the DoN recommendations were based.

The BSEC developed five major categories for
organizing its military installations for analysis and
evaluation: Operational Support, Industrial Sup-
port, Technical Centers/Laboratories, Educational/
Training, and Personnel Support/Other. These cat-
egories were then further divided into 27 subcat-
egories to ensure that like installations were
compared to one another and to allow identifica-
tion of total capacity and military value for an

entire category of installations. Within these 27
subcategories were 830 individual Navy or Marine
Corps installations or activities, each of which was
reviewed during the BRAC 95 process.

Data calls were issued to these installations, tai-
lored to the subcategory in which the activity was
grouped, to obtain the relevant certified informa-
tion relating to capacity and military value. “Con-
glomerate” activities having more than one
significant mission received multiple capacity data
calls and military value analyses relating to those
missions. The certified responses to these data
calls were entered into the BSDB and formed the
sole basis for BSEC determinations.

Capacity analysis compared the present base
structure to the future force-structure requirement
for each subcategory of installations to determine
whether excess base structure capacity existed. If
total capacity was greater than the future required
capacity, excess capacity was determined to exist,
and the military value of each installation in a
subcategory was evaluated. If there was no meaning-
ful excess capacity, no further closure or realign-
ment analysis was conducted. Of the 27
subcategories, eight of them demonstrated either
little or no excess capacity.

The remaining 19 subcategories underwent mili-
tary value analysis to assess the relative military
value of installations within a subcategory, using a
quantitative methodology that was as objective as
possible. Information from the military value data
call responses was displayed in a matrix and
scored by the BSEC according to relative impor-
tance for a particular subcategory. A military value
score for a particular installation was a relative
measure of military value only within the context
of the subcategory in which that installation was
analyzed, in order to compare one installation in a
subcategory against another installation in that
category.

The results of the capacity analyses and military
value analyses were then subjected to configura-
tion analysis. Multiple solutions were generated
that would satisfy capacity requirements for the
future force-structure while maintaining the aver-
age military value of the retained installations at a
level equal to or greater than the average military
value for all of the installations in the subcategory.

The configuration analysis solutions were then
used by the BSEC as the starting point for the
application of military judgment in the develop-
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ment of potential closure and realignment sce-
narios to undergo return on investment analysis,
Additionally, the Joint Cross-Service Groups gen-
erated numerous alternatives derived from their
analysis of data and information provided by the
military departments. As a result of the scenario
development portion of the process, the BSEC devel-
oped 174 scenarios involving 119 activities.

Cost of Base Realignment Actions, or “COBRA”
analyses were conducted on all of these scenarios,
The BSEC used the COBRA algorithms as a tool to
ensure that its recommendations were cost effective.

The impact on the local economic area was calcu-
lated using the DoD BRAC 95 Economic Impact
Data Base. The BSEC also evaluated the ability of
the existing local community infrastructure at poten-
tial receiving installations to support additional
missions and personnel. The impact of increases
in base personnel on such infrastructure items as
off-base housing availability, public and private
schools, public transportation, fire and police pro-
tection, health care facilities, and public utilities
was assessed,

Once the BSEC had determined the candidates for
closure or realignment, an environmental sum-
mary was prepared which compared the environ-
mental management efforts at losing and gaining
sites. Differences in environmental management
effort were presented as they relate to such pro-
grams as threatened or endangered species, wet-
lands, cultural resources, land use, air quality,
environmental facilities, and installation restora-
tion sites. The environmental impact analysis per-
mitted the BSEC to obtain a comprehensive
picture of the potential environmental impacts
arising from the recommendations for closure and
realignment.

THE AIR FORCE PROCESS

The Secretary of the Air Force appointed a Base
Closure Executive Group of six general officers
and seven comparable (Senior Executive Service)
civilians. Additionally, an Air Staff-level Base Clo-
sure Working Group was formed to provide staff
support and additional detailed expertise for the
Executive Group. Plans and Programs General Offi-
cers from the Major Commands (MAJCOM) met on
several occasions with the Executive Group to
provide mission specific expertise and greater
base-level information. Additionally, other potential
service impacts were coordinated by a special inter-
service working group.

The Executive Group developed a Base Closure
Internal Control Plan that was approved by the
Secretary of the Air Force. This plan provided
structure and guidance for all participants in the
base closure process, including procedures for
data gathering and certification.

The Executive Group reviewed all active and Air
Reserve Component (ARC) installations in the
United States that met or exceeded the Section
2687, Title 10 U.S.C. threshold of 300 direct-hire
civilians authorized to be employed. Data on all
applicable bases were collected via a comprehen-
sive and detailed questionnaire answered at base
level with validation by the MAJCOM and Air
Staff. All data were evaluated and certified in
accordance with the Air Force Internal Contro]
Plan. As an additional control measure, the Air
Force Audit Agency was tasked to continuously
review the Air Force process for consistency with
the law and DoD policy and to ensure the data
collection and validation process was adequate. A
baseline capacity analysis evaluated the physical
capability of a base to accommodate additional
force-structure and other activities (excess capac-
ity) beyond what was programmed to be stationed
at the base.

All data used in the preparation and submission of
information and recommendations concerning the
closure or realignment of military installations
were certified as to its accuracy and completeness
by appropriate officials at base level, MAJCOM,
and Air Staff level, In addition, the Executive
Group and the Secretary of the Air Force certified
that all information contained in the Air Force
detailed analysis and all supporting data were
accurate and complete to the best of their knowl-
edge and belief.

The Executive Group placed all bases in catego-
ries, based on the installation’s predominant mis-
sion. When considered by category, the results of
the baseline capacity analysis represented the
maximum potential base closures that could be
achieved within each category. The results of the
baseline excess capacity analysis were then used
in conjunction with the approved DoD force-
structure plan in determining base structure
requirements. Other factors were also considered
to determine actual capabilities for base reduc-
tions. The capacity analysis was also used to iden-
tify cost effective opportunities for the beddown
of activities and aircraft dislocated from bases rec-
ommended for closure and realignment.

THE 1995 PROCESS AND PROCEDURES
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Bases deemed militarily or geographically unique
or mission-essential were approved by the Secre-
tary of the Air Force for exclusion from further
closure consideration. Capacity was analyzed by
category, based on a study of current base capac-
ity and the future requirements imposed by the
force-structure plan. Categories and subcategories
having no excess capacity were recommended to
and approved by the Secretary of the Air Force for
exclusion from further study.

All non-excluded active component bases in the
remaining categories were individually examined
on the basis of all eight selection criteria estab-
lished by the Secretary of Defense, with over 250
sub-elements to the grading criteria. These sub-
elements were developed by the Air Force to pro-
vide specific data points for each criterion.

Under Deputy Secretary of Defense direction, the
Executive Group and the Secretary of the Air
Force considered and analyzed the results of the
efforts of Joint Cross-Service Groups in the areas
of Depot Maintenance, Laboratories, Test and
Evaluation, Undergraduate Pilot Training, and
Military Treatment Facilities including Graduate
Medical Education. The Joint Cross-Service Groups
established data elements, measures of merit, and
methods of analysis for their functional areas. The
Air Force collected data as requested by the joint
groups, following the Air Force’s Internal Control
Plan. After receiving data provided by each of the
Services, the joint groups developed functional
values and alternatives for the activities under
their consideration. These alternatives were reported
to the Military Departments for consideration in
their processes.

The ARC category, comprised of Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve bases, warrants fur-
ther explanation. First, these bases do not readily
compete against each other, as ARC units enjoy a
special relationship with their respective states
and local communities. Under Federal law, relo-
cating Guard units across state boundaries is not a
practical alternative. In addition, careful consider-
ation must be given to the recruiting needs of
these units. Realignment of ARC units onto active
or civilian, or other ARC installations, however,
could prove cost effective. Therefore, the ARC cat-
egory was examined for cost effective relocations
to other bases.

THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY PROCESS

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is not directly
identified in the DoD force-structure plan. There-
fore, DLA developed Concepts of Operations to
translate the effects of the force-structure plan
within the Agency’s mission planning.

The DLA Director established a Base Realignment
and Closure Executive Group comprised of appro-
priate senior executives from the Agency's busi-
ness and staff areas. The Group included both
senior level civilian and military personnel, and
was chaired by the Principal Deputy Director.

The Executive Group served as senior advisors to
direct the 1995 study effort and present activity
realignment and closure candidates for the
Director’s final recommendation to the Secretary
of Defense. A BRAC Working Group was also
established under the direction of the Executive
Group. The Working Group developed analytical
tools, collected and analyzed certified data, devel-
oped and evaluated alternative scenarios for Exec-
utive Group consideration, conducted sensitivity
analyses, and compiled documentation to support
the final recommendations.

The DLA BRAC analysis process ensured that all
of the Agency’s activities were fully evaluated.
Formal charters were developed for the Executive
Group and the Working Group, and audit and
internal control plans were developed to document
the collection and use of accurate certified data.

The Executive Group aggregated activities into
categories and subcategories based on similarity
of mission, capabilities, and attributes. From these,
the following categories were defined: Distribu-
tion Depots, Inventory Control Points, Service/
Support, and Command and Control Activities.
Subcategories were defined within the categories
to ensure that the activities were evaluated in a
fair and consistent manner. Where possible, activi-
ties were compared to peers of similar function
and size. Activities identified for closure as a result
of previous BRAC decisions were not evaluated.

Comprehensive data calls were designed to sup-
port analysis of excess capacity; military value;
and economic, environmental, and community
impacts with certified data. The data call question-
naires were carefully designed to ensure uniform
interpretation of questions, level of detail, and
documentation requirements. Sources for the data
were specified to the greatest extent practical.
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DLA conducted an excess capacity analysis for
each of the BRAC activity categories and subcate-
gories. Where significant amounts of excess capac-
ity were found, these sites could be considered as
possible receiver sites in potential realignment
recommendations.

The purpose of the military value analysis was to
determine the relative ranking of each activity
with respect to other activities in the same cat-
egory or subcategory. OSD provided the military
departments and the defense agencies with a list
of selection criteria to be used as part of the
military value analysis. The Executive Group devel-
oped more distinctive measures to assess the mili-
tary value of DLA activities. The Measures of Merit
used to develop military value were Mission
Scope, Mission Suitability, Operational Efficien-
cies, and Expandability.

The next step was to identify potential realign-
ment or closure candidates and eliminate the
remaining activities from further consideration.
Military value, in conjunction with military judg-
ment, was the primary consideration in determin-
ing prospective realignment or closure candidates.
Once an alternative was conceived, it was evalu-
ated for reasonableness and then either refined or
abandoned. DLA worked closely with each mili-
tary department during this process to identify
and consider potential excess space for joint use,
to evaluate the impact of military department rec-
ommendations on its activities, and to ensure that
the impacts of military department recommenda-
tions were appropriately factored into the
Agency’s recommendations.

The DLA BRAC Working Group evaluated poten-
tial realignment and closure scenarios using the
COBRA model. The analysis results were reviewed
by the BRAC Working Group and presented to the
Executive Group for further consideration.

Fach scenario was considered in terms of its overall
risk, benefit, and cost to the strategic direction of
DLA and the interests of DoD. Based on its review
and best military judgment, the Executive Group
made individual recommendations to the Director.
After the approval of the Director, the recommen-
dations were then returned to the Working Group
for economic, community infrastructure, and envi-
ronmental impact assessments. The Working
Group reported its findings to the Executive
Group for further consideration as appropriate.

An Internal Control Plan for the collection and
analysis of data was developed for the BRAC 95
process. The plan, issued May 23, 1994, was
reviewed and approved by the DoD Inspector
General and the General Accounting Office
(GAO).

The DoD Inspector General personnel were
responsible for data validation, fully participated
in the Executive and Working Group meetings,
and observed the Working Group analysis process.

GAO representatives also participated in the DLA
BRAC 95 process and attended Executive Group
meetings, observed the Working Group analy-
sis process, and visited selected field activities to
observe the data collection and data validation
processes.

Upon completion of the impact assessments, rec-
ommendations were returned to the Executive
Group. The Working Group presented the results
of the impact analyses and supported additional
Executive Group deliberations. The Executive
Group discussed the impact assessments, con-
ducted an extensive review of each recommenda-
tion, and approved selected recommendations.

DEFENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE PROCESS

The Defense Investigative Service (DIS) Director
established a Base Realignment and Closure Exec-
utive Group comprised of appropriate principals
from headquarters, and chaired by the Deputy
Director, Resources. The Executive Group acted as
senior advisors to direct the analysis effort and
present the Director's final recommendations to
the Secretary of Defense. A BRAC Working Group
was established under the direction of the Execu-
tive Group. The Working Group was comprised of
four headquarters elements and two investigations
control and automation elements. An Internal
Control Plan was developed to ensure that data
were consistent and standardized, accurate and
complete, certifiable, verifiable, auditable by
external audit and inspection agencies, and
replicable using documentation developed during
data collection.

The selection process consisted of five steps to
gather data and conduct analyses (1) collect data,
(2) analyze military value, (3) develop alternatives,
(4) perform COBRA analyses, and (5) determine
impacts.

THE 1995 PROCESS AND PROCEDURES
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Military value criteria were given priority consid-
eration. Since the DoD Selection Criteria were
designed specifically with the military services in
mind, the Executive Group developed more dis-
tinctive measures to assess the military value of
DIS activities. The Measures of Merit used to
develop military value were Mission Essentiality,
Mission Suitability, Operational Efficiencies, and
Expandability.

The DIS used the COBRA model to assess the
relative costs, savings, and return on investment
of the alternatives. Working Group members gath-
ered the necessary data regarding personnel, con-
struction, and renovation,

The potential economic impact on communities
was evaluated through the use of the BRAC 95
Economic Impact Data Base. The ability of the
potential losing and receiving location’s infrastruc-
ture to support each alternative was evaluated by
the Executive and Working Groups. Impacts were
also evaluated in terms of readiness, effectiveness,
and efficiency with regard to the ability of DIS to
support its customers. The analysis also consid-
ered potential environmental impacts at both the
losing and gaining sites for each alternative.

The COBRA results, community and environmen-
tal impacts, and supporting rationale were pre-
sented to the Executive Groups for consideration
and selection of the Agency’s final recommenda-
tion to the Secretary of Defense.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE/
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REVIEW

Using certified data, the Secretaries of the military
departments and Directors of the defense agen-
cies developed their recommendations based on
the approved final selection criteria and force-
structure plan, and submitted their base closure
and realignment recommendations to the Secre-
tary of Defense for review and approval. As part
of the Secretary's review, the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Economic Security provided for
Joint Staff and OSD review of the recommenda-
tions received from the military departments and
defense agencies.

The Joint Staff reviewed the recommendations
from a warfighting perspective to ensure they
would not adversely affect the military readiness
capabilities of the armed services. The Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed all the military
department and defense agency recommendations
without objection.

Key staff elements of the Office of the Secretary
of Defense and the Joint Staff also reviewed the
recommendations to ensure they would not sacri-
fice necessary capabilities and resources. The Assis-
tant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security
reviewed the recommendations to ensure all eight
selection criteria were considered and the recom-
mendations were consistent with the force-
structure plan. This review also assured that DoD
policies and procedures were followed and that
the analyses were objective and rigorous.

The Secretary approved the recommendations of the
military departments and defense agencies and of-
ticially transmitted his list of closures and realign-
ments to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission on February 28, 1995.

COMMISSION REVIEW

The Commission established five teams within its
Department of Review and Analysis—one team to
review each respective service application of the
military value criteria to the base closure process,
an Interagency Issues Team which reviewed the
Defense Agencies’ application of the military value
criteria to the base closure process, and a Cross
Service Team to review the application of military
value applied to depots, test and evaluation, and
laboratories. Each team analyzed the services’
methodology to ensure general compliance with
the law, to confirm accuracy of data, and to deter-
mine if base-specific recommendations were prop-
erly offered by the Secretary of Defense.

In addition, the Interagency Issues Team analyzed
the final four criteria—Return on Investment, Eco-
nomic Impacts, Community Infrastructure, and En-
vironmental Impacts—across all services. The
Interagency Issues Team also provided analysis on
airspace issues when applicable.

CRITERIA 1-4: MILITARY VALUE

In accordance with PL 101-510, as amended, all of
the information used by the Secretary of Defense
to prepare recommendations must be sent to Con-
gress, the Commission, and the Comptroller Gen-
eral. Within the Commission, each team began its
review and analysis with an examination of the
documents provided by the services. First, teams
determined whether the recommendations were
based on the force-structure plan and eight criteria,
and whether all bases were considered equally.
Next, the teams considered if categories, subcat-
egories, and base exclusions were reasonable.
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Each of the teams reviewed the process the ser-
vices used to assess military value, as well as the
reasonableness of the data they used. Each team
examined the capacity analyses performed by the
services and highlighted installation categories
that required additional scrutiny. Specific data
analyses included a review and independent
analysis of the COBRA input data and military
construction cost estimates, as well as the capacity
of receiver installations to accept missions.

Throughout the review and analysis process, the
Commission staff maintained an active and ongo-
ing dialogue with base-associated communities
who made significant contributions to the entire
process. Staff members also accompanied commis-
sioners on base visits, attended regional hearings,
and visited closure and realignment candidates
and receiving installations.

CRITERIA 5-8: COSTS, SAVINGS, AND IMPACTS

While the first four selection criteria assessed mili-
tary value and were given priority consideration,
the remaining criteria were also applied in base
closure and realignment evaluations. Because
these criteria were not driven by military consider-
ations specific to a service, the commission’s
Interagency Issues Team evaluated criteria appli-
cation across all services to ensure process unifor-
mity and compliance with the legal requirement t©
evaluate recommendations based on the final
selection criteria.

CRITERION 5: RETURN ON INVESTMENT

As prescribed by OSD policy guidance, the CO-
BRA model was used by the services and defense
agencies to calculate costs, savings, net present
value, and return on investment for base closure
and realignment actions. Return on investment
was the expected payback period in years for
each proposed base closure or realignment. The
COBRA input data consisted of standard factors,
which generally remained constant, and base/sce-
nario factors which were unique. Standard factor
examples included civilian pay, national median
home price, discount rates, and costs per mile of
moving personnel and equipment. Examples of
base/scenario factors included the number of author-
ized personnel at a base, the size of the base, the
number of personnel moving, and construction
costs required by the move. The output data were
used by each of the services and defense agencies
in their decision-making process.

All of the COBRA runs used by the services and
defense agencies in formulating their recommen-
dations were provided to the Commission with
the Secretary's list. Other COBRA runs were sub-
mitted by the services and defense agencies upon
Commission request. The Commission thoroughly
reviewed the services and defense agencies data
throughout its evaluation process.

The Commission also generated and ran its own
COBRA models to evaluate various alternative
realignment and closure scenarios. In total, includ-
ing the original DoD submission COBRA runs,
the staff received or generated nearly 400 COBRA
runs for evaluation and consideration. Ten percent
of these COBRA runs were generated by com-
munities and submitted to the Commission for
evaluation. In a number of these cases, the com-
munities’ analyses identified important cost and
savings issues.

Another vital function performed by the Review
and Analysis Interagency Issues Team was to track
the costs and savings estimates of DoD recom-
mendations throughout the review and analysis
process. During the time from February 28, 1995,
when the list of recommendations was submitted
to the Commission, until the final deliberations in
late June, DoD modified the return on investment
calculations for 64 of the original 146 recommen-
dations. Several of these revised COBRA runs sub-
stantially changed the estimate of the costs and
savings associated with a particular realignment
or closure action. In general, DoD originally under-
estimated the cost of executing realignment or
closure actions and overestimated their projected
savings.

CRITERION 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT

Two economists of the Commission’s Review and
Analysis Interagency Issues Team, one detailed
from the Department of Commerce (DOC) and
one from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), validated DoD’s compliance with
Criterion 6 on economic impact. Their review inclu-
ded (1) analysis of economic procedures provided
to the Services by DOD’s Joint Cross-Service
Group on Economic Impact, (2) validation of
personnel changes resulting from the current
BRAC action, in particular providing consistency
in personnel changes between the Economic
Impact Database (EID) and the COBRA personnel
summary reports, (3) validation of employment
data used in the economic impact equation and
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historical economic data used to demonstrate actual
economic activity, (4) a validation of the eco-
nomic areas assigned to installations, and (5) an
analysis of the indirect job multipliers used to
measure indirect job impacts.

The services generally complied with the OSD
guidance to estimate economic impact, and these
impacts represented a “worst-case” estimate of job
loss. Economic procedures used by the services
complied with commonly used economic practice
for measuring regional economic impacts. Person-
nel changes were consistent, in the majority of
installations, between EID and COBRA. Where in-
consistencies occurred, the Commission directed
the services to resolve them. Economic data were
validated by comparing the data in the EID with
economic reports generated by the services and
by validating these data from their sources—
DOC’s Bureau of Economic Analysis and Labor
Department’s Bureau of Labor Statistics. The Com-
mission validated assignment of installations to
appropriate economic areas, consistent with the
Office of Management and Budget's Revised Stan-
dard for Defining Metropolitan Areas, as appropriate.

The Commission, with further assistance of FEMA,
assessed indirect job multipliers used by the ser-
vices to estimate indirect job losses by indepen-
dently computing multipliers for 32 major bases
included on the Secretary’s list. In most cases, the
multipliers used by the services were greater than
those estimated by FEMA. Where the FEMA multi-
pliers were greater, the Commission questioned
DoD’s Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic
Impact about the apparent discrepancies. The
Commission found, through these discussions,
that the Jower DoD multipliers were from adjust-
ments to standard multipliers to account for lower
military wages and on-base services for DoD mili-
tary personnel, compared to that of DoD civilian
personnel. After this review, the Commission
believed the indirect job multiplier values used
by the services were consistent and complied with
good economic practice.

CRITERION 7: COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE

The Commission’s Review and Analysis Inter-
agency Issues Team validated DoD’s compliance
with Criterion 7, “the ability of both the existing
and potential receiving communities” infrastructure
to support forces, missions and personnel.” DoD
did not provide specific guidance on how the

services should evaluate this criterion. The ser-
vices determined their own measures for ad-
equacy of community infrastructure which were
based as much as possible on existing data
sources. Each service appeared to address its mea-
sures adequately, so that no substantial deviation
from established criteria was identified.

Army: In its report to the Commission, the Army
stated that Criterion 7 was addressed with Crite-
rion 6 using DoD’s standard model to evaluate
economic impacts. The Army provided no addi-
tional description of its evaluation of community
infrastructure. Some of the attributes selected for
the Army's military value analysis suggested that
community infrastructure may have been taken
into account in the analysis. These attributes
included workforce statistics, cost of living index,
family housing, health care index, and variable
housing allowance.

Navy: The Navy rated selected aspects of commu-
nity infrastructure in its military value analysis,
including on- and off-base housing, child care
availability, commute distance, access to educa-
tion and health care, and crime statistics. Commu-
nity infrastructure factors were rated and assigned
weights for calculation within each installation cat-
egory. The Navy’s data calls contained compre-
hensive listings and statistics on workforce
attributes, spouse employment, education options,
and ability of local infrastructure to accept growth
at various levels.

Afr Force: The Air Force quantified and rated sev-
eral sub-elements: off-base housing, transpor-
tation, crime rate, medical care, education, and
off-base recreation. The Air Force assigned color-
coded ratings to the six sub-elements, which were
averaged out to a single color-code assigned for
community infrastructure. The analysis relied on
various national, local, and service-specific data
sources. The Variable Housing Allowance (VHA)
survey evaluated various cost-related factors for
individual bases, and was used to derive the VHA
paid to enlisted personnel. VHA data were used
by the Air Force to assess off-hbase housing and
commute information. It should be noted that the
objectives of the VHA survey (to measure need for
VHA) tend to influence survey responders to
maximize negative responses. Thus, quality of life
data derived from the VHA survey may appear
to show a negative bias towards community
infrastructure.
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Defense Agencies: The Defense Logistics Agency
assessed community impact by using data on local
economic indicators, transportation, utilities,
workforce availability, housing, education, health
care, crime, and climate/environment. Data sour-
ces included Bureau of the Census, Department of
Commerce, state agencies, local transit authorities,
and published business directories.

CRITERION 8: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

An environmental analyst detailed to the
Commission’s Review and Analysis Interagency
Issues Team from the Environmental Protection
Agency validated DoD’s compliance with Criterion
8 on environmental impact. The review included
(1) review of DoD guidance to the services and
defense agencies, (2) review of each services
analysis and recommendations, (3) review of se-
lected base-specific data calls for each service,
and (4) interviews with an environmental analyst
from the BRAC staff of each service to clarify
interpretation of DoD guidance.

The Department required consideration of envi-
ronmental impacts for closing, realigning, and
receiving installations. Specifically, seven environ-
mental attributes were to be evaluated: threatened
and endangered species, wetlands, historic and
archeological sites, pollution control, hazardous
materials/wastes, land and air uses, and pro-
grammed environmental costs/cost avoidances.

Guidance was issued in December 1994 which
addressed environmental restoration and compli-
ance costs. The policy stated that “[elnvironmental
restoration costs at closing bases are not to be
considered for cost of closure calculations,” and
cited DoD’s legal obligation for environmental res-
toration at any base, whether or not it closes.
Environmental compliance costs, however, could
be a factor in a base closure or realignment deci-
sion, and were estimated for all facilities.

The services and defense agencies generally com-
plied with the DoD guidance in their evaluation of
environmental impacts. The services applied dif-
ferent weighting factors to environmental criteria,
and some services selected certain environmental
criteria to incorporate in their military value analy-
sis. Specific comments follow:

Army: The Army assessed some environmental im-
pacts in its military value assessment as environ-
mental carrying capacity, which measured ability

to conduct current missions, receive additional
units, and expand operations in light of environ-
mental constraints. The Army also assessed envi-
ronmental impacts and costs in Installation
Fnvironmenta] Baseline Summaries. Army docu-
mentation indicated that environmental factors did
not impede any recommended BRAC action.

Navy: The Navy selected certain environmental
factors to include in most of its military value
calculations, under “Environment and Encroach-
ment.” These factors were selected and weighted
differently for each subcategory of Navy facilities,
as some environmental criteria were considered
more significant to certain types of facilities. Of all
environmental factors measured within military
value evaluations, air quality was often assigned
the greatest weight. All required environmental
attributes and costs were assessed qualitatively in
the base-specific environmental data calls.

Air Force: The Air Force quantified air quality as
one of seven sub-elements in its military value
analysis under Criterion 11 (Availability and Condi-
tions of Land, Facilities, and Associated Airspace).
The Air Force addressed and weighted all other
environmental elements in general in Section VIII
(Environmental Impact). Additional environmental
information and costs were summarized in the
base-specific data calls but were not weighted as
criteria for comparison. The categories and level
of detail for compliance costs varied from one
base to another, and did not allow for effective
comparison between bases.

Defense Agencies: The Defense Logistics Agency
sent environmental questionnaires to installations,
and sent responses to the Commission. DLA stated
any environmental factors that would limit an
installation’s ability to expand were assessed. In
two cases, Tracy/Sharpe and Ogden, air quality
nonattainment was viewed as a potential limita-
tion on expansion. The Defense Investigative Ser-
vice completed an environmental analysis for the
structure from which it will move.

General Comments: Air quality presented particu-
lar concerns for realigning and receiving candidate
installations. The BRAC95 was the first round
which considered regulations for conformity
under the 1990 Clean Air Act, which prohibits a
Federal agency from supporting an action unless it
determines that it conforms to the air quality
implementation plan for the area.
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The Air Force appeared to assign air quality a
greater weight than other services as they consid-
ered the military value implications. Air Force and
DLA considered the probability of obtaining con-
formity determinations in making their recommen-
dations. Although the Navy identified areas where
conformity might be required, its recommenda-
tions assumed that implementation was possible,
even at significant cost. The Army's documenta-
tion did not indicate that air conformity concerns
affected closures or realignments.

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE (GAO)

In compliance with Public Law 101-510, as
amended, GAO evaluated DoD’s selection pro-
cess, provided the Commission and Congress a
report containing its detailed analysis of the pro-
cess, and testified before the Commission on April
17, 1995.

The GAO reported to Congress and the Commis-
sion that the services' selection processes were
generally sound, well documented, and should
result in substantial savings. However, the recom-
mendations and selection processes were not
without problems and, in some cases, raised ques-
tions about the reasonableness of specific recom-
mendations. At the same time, GAO noted that
improvements were made to the processes from
prior rounds, including more precise categoriza-
tion of bases and activities, resulting in more
accurate comparisons between like facilities and
functions, and better analytical capabilities.

GAO reported that the DoD and its components
included the requirement to use certified data, i.e.,
information that was accurate and complete to the
best of the originator’s knowledge and belief. This
requirement was designed to overcome concerns
about the consistency and reliability of data used
in the processes. GAO also found that the services
improved their cost and savings estimates for
BRACY5 recommendations. In developing cost
estimates, they took steps to develop more current
and reliable sources of information and placed
greater reliance, where practicable, on standard-
ized data. Some components sought to minimize
the costs of base closures by avoiding unneces-
sary military construction. For example, the Navy
proposed a number of changes to prior BRAC
decisions that will further reduce infrastructure
and avoid some previously planned closure costs.

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission required DoD to explore opportun-
ities for cross-service use of common support
assets. For the 1995 round, the Department of
Defense established cross-service review groups
to provide the services with alternatives for
realignments and closures in the areas of depot
maintenance, laboratories, test and evaluation
facilities, undergraduate pilot training, and medi-
cal treatment facilities. GAO found that DoD’s
attempt at reducing excess capacity by proposing
cross-service alternatives yielded some results.
Agreements for consolidating similar work done
by two or more of the services were limited, how-
ever, and opportunities to achieve additional
reductions in excess capacity and infrastructure
were missed. This was particularly true of depot
maintenance activities and laboratory facilities.

GAO also found that although the services have
improved their processes with each succeeding
BRAC round, some process problems continued to
be identified. In particular, the Air Force's process
remained largely subjective and not well docu-
mented; also, it was influenced by preliminary esti-
mates of base closure costs that changed when a
more focused analysis was made. For these and
other reasons, GAO questioned a number of the
Air Force’s recommendations. To a lesser extent,
some of the services’ decisions affecting specific
closures and realignments also raised questions.
For example, GAO found the Secretary of the
Navy’s decision to exclude certain facilities from
closure for economic impact reasons was not con-
sistently applied.

As stated above, GAO reported that, as in the
past, key aspects of the Air Force’s 1995 process
remained largely subjective and not well docu-
mented. Documentation of the Air Force’s process
was too limited for GAO to fully substantiate the
extent of Air Force deliberations and analyses.
However, GAO determined that initial analytical
phases of the Air Force process were significantly
influenced by preliminary estimates of base closure
costs. For example, some bases were removed
from initial consideration based on these estimates.
Also, in some instances, closure costs appeared to
materially affect how the bases were valued.

Relative to the Navy, GAO concluded its process
was generally thorough and well documented. It
pointed out, however, that the Secretary of the
Navy excluded four activities in California, and
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one in Guam, from consideration for closure
because of concerns over the loss of civilian posi-
tions. For the activities in California, the Secretary
based his decision on the cumulative economic
impact of closures from all three prior BRAC
rounds. But the economic impact of the four Cali-
fornia activities, as defined by OSD criteria, is less
on a locality basis than that for similar activities
recommended for closure in other states either by
the Navy or by other DoD components. In this
case, however, OSD did not take exception to the
inconsistency.

GAO also found the Army’s process and recom-
mendations to be generally sound. GAO asserted
the Army did not fully adhere to its regular pro-
cess, however, in assessing military value when
recommending minor and leased facilities for clo-
sure. In selecting 15 minor sites for closure, the
Army based its decision on the judgment of its
major commands which assessed the sites as excess
and of low military value. In considering leased
facilities, the Army relied on its stationing strategy
and its guidance to reduce leases but did not
assess the facilities separately as it did for other
installations. The decisions were arrived at
through some departure from the process used for
installations.

Regarding the Defense Logisitics Agency, GAO
reported its process and recommendations were
well documented and flowed logically.

Finally, GAO certified that the Defense Investigative
Service’s recommendation was well documented
and generally sound.
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