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Preface 

This infomation has been assembled to support the 1993 Department of 
Defense recommendations for base closures and realignments inside the United States. 

The Secretary of Defense transmitted his recommended closures and 
realignments to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission and to 
the Congress in March 1993. The recommendations were also published in the Federal 
Reeister. 

Chapter Four of this report contains the statutory recommendations, justifications 
and process summaries the Secretary of Defense transmitted to the Commission, the 
Congress, and the Federal Repister pursuant to Public Law 101-510, as amended. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

c 

This report describes the Department of Defense recommendations for base 
closures and realignments to the 1993 Defense Bast Closure q d  Realignment 
Commission (the Commission). The recommendations were submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense to the Commission in March of 1993, as authorized by the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 101-510, as 
amended). The recommendations wtre also transmitted to the Congress and filed with 
the Federal Register, as required by the Act. 

”he list of military installations inside the United States for closure or 
“alignment is based on the force structure plan and the final criteria, as required by 
the Act. The list includes 31 major bases recommended for closure, 12 major bases 
recommended for realignment, and 122 smaller base or activity reductions. 

These recommendations support the national goals of maintaining military 
effectiveness while drawing down the force, reducing the deficit, and reinvesting in 
AXIlCIiC& 

The Department of Defense overall base closure policy is an important part of 
this effort. The policy has five compelling characteristics: 

o It saves money that would otherwise go to unnecessary overhead. 

o It supports military effectiveness by reducing the competition for ever 
scarcer resources. 

o It is fair and objective. 

o It hits bases overseas harder than those at home. 

o It supports the investment necessary to foster economic growth. 

As the Department implements the policy, DoD will recognize its special 
obligation to the people - d t a r y  and civilian - who won the cold war. DoD will 
meet that obligation. 
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Saving Taxpayer Dollars and Maintaining Military Effectiveness 

Closing military bases worldwide saves taxpayer dollars; permits DoD to invest 
properly in the forccs and bases it k p s  in order to ensure their continued 
effectiveness; and frees up valuable defense assets (people, facilities and real estate) for 
productive private stem Icusc. 

L 

"he defense budget will decline by mom than 40 percent in real tcrms from 
1985 to 1997, and military personnel in the United States will be reduced by 30 
petcent. Base closures have lagged behind this overall drawdown. No bases were 
closed until two years ago, following decisions madc in the 1988 and 1991 rounds of 
base closures. Under those two mu&, domestic base structure was d u d  by only 
nine percent, measured by plant replacement value. 

Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all the buildings, 
pavements, and utilities at a base. DoD measures its progress in terms of plant 
replacement value because it is a bettcr measure of magnitude than simply counting 
large bases and small bases equally. 

Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and personnel 
constitutes a double hit Resources arc drained into bases not needed, and, therefore, 
resources are not available to buy the things DoD does need. 

The Planned 1993 Round of Closures 
Will Save $3.1 Bitlion Per Year 

The following table shows the costs and savings associated with the 1993 
closures and realignments: 

Net costs in F Y  1994 through 1996 
Net savinm in FY 1997 throw h 1999 
Net savings during implementation 

$1.7 billion 
$5.7 billion 
$4.0 billion 

Annual savings thercaftcr ($FY99) $3.1 billion - 

The 1993 program, coupled with the previously approved 1988 and 1991 
closures, will reduce the domestic base suucturc by about 15 percent (measured by 
replacement value). All thrcc rounds of closures together, when complete in 1999, will 
produce $5.6 billion in annual d g  savings, measured in F Y  1999 dollars. 

- 
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Being Objective and Fair 

1' 

Congress has given the Executive Branch extraordinary authority to close 
domestic bascs, provided the Extcutive Branch follows the established rules swictly 
and keeps faith with the Congress. 

This means using a0 objective, fair analytical process for closing bases that will 
withstand scrutiny by the Jkfense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the 
General Accounting Office, Congress and the public. The process which has worked 
well so far, is described in Chapter One of this report. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies made their recommendations to 
the Secretary of Defense on February 22, 1993. The Joint Staff and the Office of the 
Sccrctary of Defense reviewed the recommendations and underlying analyses to ensure 
that the law and DoD policies werc followed. 

The Military Department and Defense Agency recommendations were founded 
on the final selection crimia and a 6ycar force structure plan. Chapter Two of this 
report describes the criteria and Chapter Three contains the unclassified version of the 
force structure plan. 

"he Secretary's recommendations axe consistent with a six-year force structure 
plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administration's "base force." The legal 
deadline for recommendations precluded DoD from making changes based on future 
force reductions not yet decided. 

"he "base force" has twelve active Anny divisions; DoD will have room to 
station all of them. It has twelve &em; JhD will have room to berth all of them. It 
has 1,098 active Air Force fighters; DoD wil l  have room to beddown all of them. 

Unless the force st ructm is increastd above the "base force," DoD has all the 
bases it needs. 

The Department is confident, therefore, that future changes will decrease force 
structure, and wil l  require mom, not fewer, bast closures than those recommended at 
this time. The secretary of Defense did not rtcolzLmcnd any base for closure that 
would conceivably bt kept open under a revised forct structure plan. The Secretary's 
list of milimy installations inside the United States recommended for closure or 
realignment, a summary of the selection process that resulted in each recommendation, 
and a justification for each recommendation is in Chapter Four of this report. 
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While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is important to note 
two additional points. Fmt, with respect to maintenance depots, there was not 
sufficient tim for the Office of the secretary of Defense to review all potential 
interservicing possibilities. The secretary suggested that the Commission examine 
those possibilities. Second, some installations host nondefense government activities, 
and it was not possible to evaluate fully the net impact of the recommendations on 
those activities. The secretary suggested that the Commission devote some attention to 
those potential impacts. 

Considering Regional Impacts CarefuIly 

The Secretary of Defense carefully c o n s i d d  the regional economic impacts of 
these necessary, yet tough, closure decisions. In looking at the regional impacts, the 
Secretary considered the cumulative economic impact of previously approved closures 
as well as the ones recommended in this report. The Secretary was concerned not only 
about the impacts at bases on DoD’s 1993 closm list, but also about the effects at 
bases closed by earlier rounds. 

Reducing Overseas Bases Even More 

DoD is reducing its military forces and its ovcrscas base structure much more 
than in the U.S. 

DoD has, to date, announced it will cnd or reduce its operations ovcrscas at sites 
accounting for 28 percent of replacement value. 

DoD’s plan is to reduce the replacement value of the overseas base structure by 
3540% as we complete our reduction in personnel stationed ovcrsc8s to about 
200,ooo. 

DoD base spending overseas will also decline dramatically, both because of 
troop reductions and because Japan and Korea arc paying an incxcasing share of the 
costs of stationing U.S. forces there. 

While DoD will continue to reduce its forward dcployd forces, those forces 
have played a fundamental role in regions vital to the national interest, Permanently 
stationing and periodically deploying forces ovcrseas have been key to averting crises 
and preventing war. They show our commitment, lend crcdibfity to our alliances, 
enhance regional stability, provide crisis response capability, and promote U.S. 
influence and access throughout the world. 
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Supporting the Reinvestment Necessary 
to Restore Economic Growth 

Closing domestic bases and reducing DoD’s weapons and quipment purchases 
arc critical elements of a balanced defense drawdown - one which will preserve a 
fully capable, albeit smaller, military. 

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not .pose any extraordinary 
problems for the economy. The tcoIlomic impact of the planned drawdown is actually 
smaller than the impacts after the Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts 
are substantial in regions where the local economy depends heavily on defense 
spending. 

Closing domestic militaxy bases is difficult, especially for the communities 
affected. A close working relationship between the bases and local communities is 
essential to helping the closure proccss procacd smoothly. Early development of a 
viable reuse plan speeds the process immensely and benefits everyone-economic 
recovery is expedited and DoD savings arc Icalizcd sooner. The Department is 
committed to the close cooperation n d e d  to makc this happen. Chapter Five of this 
report describes the base closure implementation proctss and the Department’s 
programs to case the impact. 

In particulat, DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive 
private sector reuse of bast facilities and real estate no longer necdd by defense. 

History shows that most ld communities economically recover from base 
closures and actually end up better off, with more jobs and a more diverse economic 
bast - but in the past the rtcovery has been too slow and too costly. 

DoD is developing a new reuse and reinvestment strategy with initiatives that 
will: close bases more quickly, thereby making them available for reuse more quickly; 
promote reuse oppom;mitieS, in concert with local community efforts; and, refocus 
DoD internally to consider, for the first time, the trade-offs between DoD needs and 
local community needs. The law gives the Secretary of Defense considerable authority 
to decide whether the land is sold or given away, and to whom it should go. 

DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment (OM) spearheads the President’s 
Economic Adjustment Committee which focuses Federal assistance programs on 
adversely affected communities. OEA also gives planning assistance grants to affected 
communities. In addition, DoD funds ($80 million in F Y  1993) will help the 
Economic Development Administration to assist communities. 



DoD wants to ensure, wherever possible, that environmental cleanup is not a 
MM to economic recovay. DoD has spent and will continue to spend significant 
defense resources on environmental restoration, but will need help from Congress and 
the Environmental Protection Agency to streamltne theprocess. 

Lastly, DoD will work to create, in coordination with other Cabinet agencies, a 
new community economic redevelopment fund to help communities most affected by 
base closures. The fund will be used as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, 
espcciaZly whm rccovcry would be difficult. Funding will be provided by setting 
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures. 

Conclusion 

Because of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, the 
Dcpartmnt of Defense must get d e r .  Closing military bases is essential to 
balancing the dxawdown of farccs and budgets with iafrastructure and overhead costs. 

DoD is downsizing in the way many major Carparations arc. Just as they arc 
eliminating overhead and closing u n n d  plants, so we arc inactivating forces, 
eliminating overhead and closing military bases worldwide. By downsizing this way, 
DoD makcs rtsou~cts available to allow us to do the right thing in Defense: maintain 
the quality of our people in uniform and maintain the technological edge of their 
Wc8poI1s. 
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Chapter 1 

The Base Closure Process 

? Public Law 101-510 

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 ("We XXIX of 
1 Public Law 101-510, as amended) established new procedures for closing or realigning 

militaq installations inside the United States. The Act was amended by both the 1992 
and 1993 National Defensc Authorization Acts. The amended Act is at Appendix A. 

The Act established an independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. The Commission is charged with reviewing the base closure and 
realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defense during calendar years 1991, 
1993, and 1995. 

The Act specifies procedures which the Congress, the President, the Department 
of Defense @OD), the General Accounting Office, the General Services 
Administration, and the Commission must follow, in order for bases to be closed or 
realigned inside the United States. The Act defines "United States" to be the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United 
States. The Act also establishes certain thresholds for applicability of the Act to 
closures and realignments, which are those established in Section 2687, Title 10, 
United States Code (see Appendix B). 

1993 DoD Base Closure Actions 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. The 
Act requires that the Secretary's recommendations for closure or realignment be based 
on this force structure plan. The unclassified version of the plan is in Chapter 2. The 
complete force structure plan, which was provided to the Commission and to the 
Congress, is classified SECRET. 
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Public Law 101-510 also requires the Secretary of Defense to develop criteria to 
be used in selecting bases for closure and realignment. In developing the criteria, the 
Secretary was required to publish proposed criteria in the Federal Reeister and solicit 
public comments. Chapter 3 describes the steps taken by DoD in developing the final 
criteria. The final criteria were subject to Congressional =view between February 15, 
1991, and March 15,1991. The criteria became final on March 15, 1991. 

A 

On December 15,1992, the Department of Defense published. in the Federal 
Register a notice that DoD would use the final criteria approved in 1991 for the 1993 
base closure process. 

Under the law, the Secretary of Defense, no later than March 15,1993, can 
publish in the Federal Reeister and transmit to the congressional defense committees 
and the Commission a list of military installations inside the United States that the 
Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of the force structure 
plan and the final criterh This report describes the recommendations the Secretary 
made and transmitted to the Commission, the congressional defense committees, and 
the Federal Redstex on March 12,1993. The list of military installations, the selection 
processes, and the recommendations and justifications are in Chapter 4. The 
Secretary’s transmittal letter to the Commission is in Appendix C. 

The selection process was not only based upon the force structure plan and the 
final criteria, but also upon policy guidance issued by the Department of Defense to 
the Military Departments and Defense Agencies regarding the 1993 base closure and 
realignment analysis process. These guidance memoranda are at Appendix D. 

The 1993 Commission 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is established by law 
to review the Secretary of Defense’s base closure and realignment recommendations. 
The members of the Commission are appointed by the President with the advice and 
consent of the United States Senate. 

The Commission is required to conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. The 1993 Commission must report to the President by July 1,1993, 
on its findings, conclusions and recommendations for closures and realignments inside 
the United States. 

The Commission may make changes in any of the Secretary’s recommendations 
if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force 
structure plan and the final criteria in making recommendations. The Commission is 
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Should the President not approve the revised recommendations by September I, 
1993, the 1993 procedures for selecting bases to be closed or realigned under the Act 
would be tcnninated 

The Role of the Congress 

The Con- of the United Statcs plays a number of important roles regarding 
defense base closures and realignments. Fmt, Congress passed and amended Public 
Law 101-510, which established the exclusive procedures far selecting and carrying out 
domestic base closures and realignments (other than minor actions under section 2687; 
see Appendix B). I0 establishing these procedures, the Congress’ purpose was to 
provide a fair process that will result in the timcly closure and realignment of military 
installatons inside the United States. 

second, Congress asked the president in Public Law 101-510 to consult with the 
Congressional leadership on his nominations of individuals to serve on the 
Commission. In addition, the United States Senate is required to confirm those 
nominations. 

Third, Congress maintains oversight over the base closure procedures through 

o Authority to disapprove by law the secretary‘s final criteria, 

o Receipt of the Secretary of Defense’s force structure plan, 

o Receipt of the Secretary’s recommendad closures and realignments, and 
other infomation submitted to the Commission, 

o Receipt of the General Accounting Office’s report, and 

o The requirement that the Commission’s proceedings, information, and 
&liberations be apen, on request, to designated Members of Congress. 

Fourth, Congress has provided itself an opportrmity to accept or reject the 
Commission’s recommendations in their tntircty by enactment of a law under 
expedited legislative procedures. Congressional disapproval of the Commission’s 
recommendations must be accomplished through a joint resolution of disapproval. The 
Congress established a 4-y period for its review, as computed under the law. The 
mod begins on the date the President transmits his approval of the Commission’s 
recommendations. 

- 
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required to explain and justify in its report to the Resident any recommendation that is 
different from the recommendations made by the Secretaq. The Commission is 
further rquircd to base any change on the force structure plan and the criteria, and to 
publish proposed changes and to hold public hearings on those changes. 

The Role of the General Accounting Office 

Public Law 101-510 requires the General Accounting office (GAO) to monitor 
the activities, as they occur* of the Military Departments, the Defense Agencies and the 
Department of Defense in selecting bases for closurc or realignment under the Act. 

Thc GAO is required to provide the Commission and the Congress with a 
detailed analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations and selection process. 
The GAO report, due by April 15,1993, is also intended to describe how the DoD 
selection process was conducted and whether it met the requirements of the Act. In 
addition, the GAO is required to assist the Commission, if requested, with its review 
and analysis of the Secrttary’s recommendations. 

The Role of the President 

”he Resident has an important role in establishing the Commission. The 
President nominates the eight commissioners and designates the Chahman of the 
Commission. 

Public Law 101-510 specifies that the President is to receive the Commission’s 
recommended closures and realignments by July 1,1993. The Resident then approves 
or disapproves the Commission’s recommendations by July 15,1993. If the President 
approves all the Commission’s recommendations, he reports his approval to the 
Congress. 

If the h i d e n t  disapprovcs the Commission’s recommendations, in whole or in 
part, he informs the Commission and the Congrcss of the reasons for that disapproval. 
Should the Resident disagprove the Commission’s recommendations, the Commission 
has until August 15,1993, to revise their recommendations and resubmit them to the 
Resident. 

The Resident then approves or disapproves the Commission’s revised 
Fccommendations by September 1,1993. If the Resident approves all the revised 
recommedations, he reports his approval to the Congress. 
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Fmrally, Congress must provide funds necessary to implement approved base 
closures and realignments. 

Implementing Base Closures and Realignments 

Chapter 5 contains a description of the public laws, regulations, and programs 
under which the Department of Defense implements approved base closures or 
rcatignments inside the United States. 

Applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act 

In establishing the new base closure and realignment procedures in Public Law 
101-510, the Congress waived certain procedural elements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This streamlined the environmental impact 
analysis process associated with closure and realignment decisions, while preserving al l  
responsibilities for cleanup and compliance with other applicable laws and regulations. 

Specifically, Public Law 101-510 waived the procedures of NEPA as it would 
have applied to the actions of DoD and the Commission in recommending bases for 
closure and realignment, and to the actions of the Resident in approving or 
disapproving the Commission’s Ttcommcndations (see Appendix A). 

DoD, in Carrying out its rcsponsibilitics under Public Law 101-510, included 
environmental impact as one of the final criteria for selecting bases for closure or 
realignment (see Chapter 3). Consequently, while environmental impact analyses will 
not be accomplished under the provisions of NEPA for DoD’s recommendations, the 
impact on the environment is a consideration in DoD’s analysis. DoD wants to ensure, 
wherever possible, that environmental cleanup is not a barricr to economic recovery. 

NEPA will apply to DoD’s actions in disposing of property and relocating 
functions to receiving bases (see Chapter 5). 

Overseas Basing 

Chapter 2 contains a section on the need for ovcrseas basing. However, as the 
United States reduces its overseas forces, ending or reducing options at ovcrscas 
sites has become an important part of Defense planning and budgeting. 

The base closure and realignment  procedure^ established by Public Law 101-510 
for domestic bases do not apply to overseas bases. 
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The Secretary of Defense has the authority to end or reduce the operations of 
U.S. forces overseas. The Department of Defense carries out these actions in 
consultation with our allies and in accordance with the terms of international treaties or 
host d o n  agreements. 

The Dqarhncnt of Defense has cstablishai an ongoing process to announce 
reductions or cessations of operations overseas. To date, DoD has announced it will 
end or reduce its operations ovcfscas at sites accounting for 28 percent of plant 
replacement value. As the U.S. continues to drawdown its overseas forces over the 
next several years, additional overseas closures arc anticipated which would bring the 
total drawdown of overseas sites to 35-40 percent of the overseas base structure. 

Basing overseas is often difYcrcnt than basing in the United States. In the 
United States, the areas which makc up a base (operations and maintenance arcas, 
training areas, offices, barracks, family housing areas, recreation areas, shopping arcas, 
etc.) are usually contiguous. Overstas, each area is often distinct, separate and 
intermingled with local towns, farms and industrial areas. These distinct sites are often 
grouped adminisMvely into combinations which if contiguous would resemble U.S. 
bases. 

DoD's Worldwide Base Structure 

Appendix E pvidcs a summaxy of DoD's worldwide base structure and a 
summary of domestic and overscas base reductions since 1988. 
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Chapter 2 

Force Structure Plan 

i 

Background 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and to the Commission a force stmcture plan for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. The 
Secretary submitted the plan to Congress and to the Commission on March 12,1993. 

The force structure plan which follows incorporates an assessment by the 
Secretary of the probable threats to the national security during the fiscal year 1994 
though 1999 period, and takes into account the anticipated levels of funding for this 
period. The plan comprises three sections: 

o The miiitary threat assessment, 

o The need for overseas basing, and 

o The force structure, including the implementation plan. 

The force structure plan is classified SECRET. What follows is the 
UNCLASSIFIED version of the plan. 

Section I: MiIitary Threat Assessment 

The vital interests of the United States will be threatened by regional crises 
between historic antagonists, such as N d  and South Korea, India and Pakistan, and 
the Middle East/Pcrsian Gulf states. Also, the collapse of political order as a result of 
ethnic enmities in areas such as Somalia and the former Yugoslavia will prompt 
international efforts to contain Violence, halt the loss of life and the destruction of 
property, and re-cstablish civil society. The future world military situation will be 
characterized by regional actors with modern destructive weaponry, including chemical 
and biological weapons, modem ballistic.missilts, and, in some cases, nuclear 
weapons. The acceleration of regional strife caused by frustrated ethnic and 
nationalistic aspirations will increase the pressure on the United States to contribute 
military forces to international peacekeepinglenforcement and humanitarian relief 
efforts. 
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The united states faccs three types of conflict in the coming years: deliberate 
attacks on US. allies or vital interests; the tscalation of regional conflicts that 
eventually thrcatcn U.S. allies or vital interests; and conflicts that do not directly 
theat.cn vital interests, but wbosc costs in lives of innocents demand an international 
response in which the United States will play a leading role. 

Across the Atlantic 

"he Balkans and parts of the former Soviet Union will be a source of major 
crises in the coming years, as politicalethnic-religious antagonism weaken hgile post- 
Cold War institutions. Thcsc countries may resort to a ~ m s  to prottct  arrow politid- 
ethnic interests or maximize their power vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast 
stares of conventional weapons and ammunition greatly increases the potential for 
these local conflicts to spread. Meanwhile, European NATO allies will continue to 

management and conflict prevention, as well as responding to out-of-arca 
contingencies. These countries will develop closer relations with the central East 
European countries of Poland, the Czech and Slovak Republics, and Hungary, but they 
wil l  be rtluctant to admit the republics of the fomrer Soviet Union into a formal 
collective &faw arrangement. Attempts by these forntr Soviet republics to 
-farm into democratic states with market economies and stable national boundaries 
may p v e  too difficult or too costly and could result in a rcasscrtl 'on of 
authoritarianism, economic collapse, and civil war. Unsettled civil-military relations, 
unstable relations between Russia and ulwine, and retention of significant numbers of 
nuclear weapons even aftcr the implementation of START II, the continuation of other 
strategic programs, and relatively in discriminate amu sales will remain troubling 
aspects of the Commonwealth of Independent States. 

grapple with shaping an evolving regional stcurity b w o r k  capable of crisis 

In the Middle East, competition for political influence and natural fcsoufces 
(i.e., water and oil), along with weak tcoLlomies, Islamic fundamentalism, and 
demographic presswes will contribute to &tcriorating living standards and encourage 
social uxucst. The requircmcnt for the United States to maintain a major role in 
Persian Gulf security arrangements will not diminish for the forcsetable future. . 

'Ihe major threat of military aggression or subversion in the Persian Gulf region 
may well emanate fkom Iran. Iran will find its principal leverage in subversion and 
propaganda, and in thrtats and military posturing below the threshold that would 
precipitate U.S. intnventioa 
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Iraq will continue to be a major concern for the region and the world. By the 
tuxn of the ccntuxy* Iraq could pose a renewed xegional threat depending on what 
sanctions remain in place and what success Iraq has in circumventing them. Iraq 
continues to constitute a residual threat to some Gulf states, particularly Kuwait. Its 
military capabilities to threaten other Gulf Arab states will grow. These states will 
nevertheless continue to depend largely on the U.S. d e m n t  to forestall a renewed 
Iraqi drive for regional dominance. c 

A proiongcd stalemate in the Middle East ptace process may lead to further 
violence and threats to U.S. allies and intcmts, perhaps accelerating the popularity of 
anti-Western and Islamic radical movements. 

Across the Pacifrc 

The security environment in most of Asia risks becoming unstable as ~ t i o l l ~  
reorient their defense policies to adapt to the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the 
Soviet empire, the brcakup of the fonncr Soviet Union, and the lessons of the Persian 
Gulf War. Political and economic pressures upon Communist or authoritarian regimes 
may lead to grtater instabiity and violence. Virtually every nation will base its 
strategic calculations on the premise of a declining U.S. military presence. The lesser 
nations of Asia will become increasingly concerned about security in areas 
characterized by national rivalries. 

Om most active regional security concern in Asia mnains the military threat 
posed by North Korea to our treaty aUy, the Republic of Korea. Our concans are 
intensified by N d  Korca’s efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction and 
delivery system. 

China’s military modernization efforts of the last two decades will produce a 
smaller but morc capable military with modem combat aircraft, including the Su- 
27- China will also have aerial refueling and airborne warning and control 
aircraft before the end of the decade. The Chinese Navy will have significantly 
improved air defcnsc missile capabilities, antiship missiles, long-range cruise missiles 
(120 km range), and a new submarine-launched cruise missile. By the end of the 
decade China also will have improved its strategic nuclear forces. 

Japan’s major security concerns will focus primarily on the potential emergence 
of a reunitid Korea m c d  with nuclear weapons, on the expanding Chinese naval 
threat, and on the possibility of a nationalistic Russia. 

15 



In South Asii the principal threat to U.S. security will rcmain the potential of 
renewed conflict between India and Pakistan. While the conventional capabilities of 
both countries probably will be eroded by severe budget pressures, internal security 
obligations, and the loss of Superpower benefactors, India and Pakistan will still have 
nuclcarqmble ballistic missiles. 

The Rest of the World . 
This broad characterization covers regions not addmscd above and is not 

intended to eithcx diminish or denigrate the impartance of U.S. interests, friends, and 
allies in areas beyond Europe and the Pacific. 

In Latin AmMica, democratic foundations remain unstable and the 
d e m m  'on process will remain vulnerable to a wide variety of influences and 
factors that could easily derail it. Virtually every country in the region will be 

capabilities of almost all of the militaries in the region will remain static or decline 
despite planned or ongoing measures to upgrade or modcfnizc existing inventories or 
mtmctum. A single cxccpticm may be Chile, which may see some force mcture  
improvements through the mid-199Os. 

Victimizcd by Qug-a!isociat6d violtnc~ and crime. Ova the next few  year^, the 

In Africa, chronic instability, insurgency, and civil war will continue throughout 
the continent. Two major kinds of security issues will dominate U.S. relations with the 
region: noncombatant evacuation and conflict resolution. operations most likely to 
draw the US. militmy into the continent include disaster relief, humanitarian 
assistance, intcma!ional peacekeeping, and logistic support for allied military 
operations. Further, conflict resolution efforts will test the growing reputation of the 
United States for negotiation and mediation. 

Direct threats to U.S. allies or vital interests that would requirc a signiticant 
military response in the ncar future arc those posed by North Korea, Iran, and Iraq. 
More numerous, however, arc those regional conflicts that would quickly escalate to 
threat.cn vital U.S. htercsts in Southeastun Europe, Asii the Middle East, Africa, and 
Latin America These conflicts would not require m i l h y  responses on the order of 
DESERT STORM, but they would pose unique demands on the ability of U.S. Armed 
Forces to maintain stability and provide the environment for politid solutions. 

human suffering and moral outrage demands a U.S. response, probably in concert with 
the United Nations. The currcnt number of international crises is unlikely to diminish 
before the end of this decade, as many regions of the world continue to suffer the 
ravages of failed economic programs and nationalistic violence. 

Fmally, there will be a large number of contingencies in which the sheer magnitude of - 
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Section II: Justification for Overseas Basing 

4 

As we reduce forward-presence forces globally, we nevertheless will continue to 
emphasize the fundamental roles of fmard-presence forccs essential to deterring 
aggression, fostering aliiance relationships, bolstering regional stability, and protecting 
U.S. interests abroad. Forward-presence activities such as forward basing, rotational 
and periodic deployments, exercises and port visits, military-&military contacts, 
security assistance, combatting terrorism, combatting narcotraEicking, and protecting 
American citizens in crisis 8 ~ t a s  will remain central to our stability and U.S. influence 
will be promoted through emerging forward-presence operations. These include roles 
for the military in the war on drugs and in providing humanitarian assistance. 

Over the past 45 years, the day-today presence of U.S. forces in regions vital to 
U.S. national interest has been key to avexting crises and preventing war. Our forces 
throughout the world show our commitment, lend credibility to our alliances, enhance 
regional stability, and provide crisis-response capability while promoting U.S. influence 
and access. Although the numbers of U.S. forces stationed overseas will be rtduced, 
the credibility of our capability and intent to respond to crisis will continue to depend 
on judicious forward presence. Forward presence is also vital to the maintenance of 
the system of collcctivc defense by which the United States works with its friends and 
allies to protect our security interests, while reducing the burdens of defense spending 
and unnecessary ~IIIIS compCtition. 

Atlantic Forces 

U.S. interests in the Atlantic Regions, including Europe, the Mediterranean, the 
Middle East, Africa and Southwest Asia, require continuing commitment. There will 
be forces, forward stationed and rotational, with the capability for rapid reinforcement 
from within the Atlantic region and from the United States and the means to support 
deployment of larger forces when needcd. 

Thc end of the Cold War has significanty reduced the requirement to station 
U.S. forces in Europe. Yet, the security of the United States remains linked to that of 
Europe, and our continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is crucial. Our stake in 
long-term European security and stabaity, as well as enduring economic, cultural, and 
geopolitical interests require a continued commitment of U.S. militaq strength. 

Our forward presence forces in Europe must be sizcd, designed, and postured to 
prcseme an active and influential role in the Atlantic Alliance and in the future security 
framework on the continent. The remaining force of 1 Army Corps with 2 divisions 
and 3(+) Air Forcc Fighter Wing Equivalents (FWE) is a direct response to the 
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uncertainty and instability that remains in this region. In addition, maritime forces 
committed to Europe wil l  be one Carrier Battle Group (CVBG) and one Amphibious 
Ready Group (ARG/MEU(SOC)). These forward-deploycd forces provide an explicit 
commitment to the security and stability of Europe, and pre-positioncd equipment 
provides an infrastrucattle for c o N u s - b d  forces should the netd arisc in Europe or 
elsewhm. 

. 
The US. response to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was built on the foundation 

of previous US. presence in the region. Air, ground, and maritimC deployments, 
coupled with p-position, combined exercises, security assistance, and infiastnrctu~e, 
BS well as European and regional u ~ ~ u t c  strategic airlift i n f r a s l ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ,  enhanced the 
criSis-rcsponse force buildup. Future presence in Southwest Asia will be defined by 
ongoing bilatml negotiations with the goverameas of the Gulf Cooperative Council. 
Our commitment will be x e i n f d  by ppositiond quipmen& access agreements, 
bilateral planning, pui& deployments and excIciscs, visits by senior officials and ' 

d t y  assistance. 

U.S. interests in the Pacific, including Southeast Asia and the Inch  Ocean, 
require a continuing commitment. Bccansc the forces of potential advcrsarieS in the 
Pacific arc different than the Atlantic, and due to the maritimC character of the ~ICB, 
U.S. militaxy forces in this vast region of mjor differ from those in the 
Atlantic arem As Asia continues its economic and political development, U.S. 
forward presence will conhue to serve as a stabilizing influence and a restraint to 
potential regional aggression and micmammt, 

Forward prcstncc farces will be principaly maritime, with half of the projected 
carrier and amphibious fora oriented toward this area including one CVBG, ARG, and 
Marine Expeditionary Force forward-based in this region. The improving military 
capability of South Korea has enabled our Army farces to be trimmed to less than a 
division. One Air Farct FWE in South Korea and 1(+) FWE in Japan sllt to be 
forward-based in this region. In addition, presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will be 
maintained 

Elsewhere in the World 

c 

In the less-predictable yet increasingly imporrant other regions of the globe, the 
United States seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets and resources, mediate the 
traumas of economic and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and promote the 
rCgional stability necessary for progress and prosperity. From latin America to sub- 
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Saharan Africa to the far-flung islands of the world’s oceans, American military men 
and women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of nation-building, security assistance, 
and quiet diplomacy that protect and extend our political goodwill and access to 
foreign markets. Such access becomes inrrcasingly critical in an era of reduced 
forward presence, when forces deploying from the United States are more than ever 
dependent on enroutc and host-nation support to ensure thely response to distant 
crises. In the future, maintaining forward presence through combined planning and 
exercises, pre-positioning and service agreements, and combined warfighting doctrine 
and interoperability could spell the difference between success or failure in defending 
vital regional interests. 

Contingency Forces 

The U.S strategy for the come-as-you-arc ~UCM of spontaneous, often 
unpredictable crises requires fully trained, highly rcady forces that are rapidly 
deliverable and initially self-sufficient. Tbcreforc, such forces must be drawn primarily 
from the active force structure and tailored into highly effective joint task forces that 
capitalize on the unique capabilities of each Service and the special operations forces. 
In this regard, the CINC must have the opportunity to select from a broad spectrum of 
capabilities such as: airborne, air assault, light infantry, and rapidly deliverable heavy 
forces from the Army; the entire range of fighter, fighter-bomber, and long range 
conventional bomber forces provided by the Air Force; Carrier-bad naval air power, 
the striking capabiity of surface combatants, and the covert capabilities of attack 
submarines from the Navy; the amphibious combat power of the. Marine Corps, 
particularly when access ashore is contested, which includes on-station MEU(S0C) and 
Maritime Re-positioning Ships; and the unique capabilities of the special operations 
forces. Additionally, ccrtain rcstrvc units must be maintained at high readiness to 
assist and augment responding active units. Reserve forces perform much of the lift 
and other vital missions from the outset of any contingency operation. In regions 
whcre no U.S. forward presence exists, thcsc contingency forces arc the tip of the 
spear, first into action, and followed as required by heavier forces and long-term 
sustainmcnk 
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Section IU: The Force Structure and Implementation Plan 

ARMY DIVISIONS 
Active 
Reserve0 

12 
6(2) 

MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS 
Active 
Resem 

3 
1 

3 
1 

3 
1 

12 13 12 

1 1 TRAININGCARRIER 1 

CARRIERAIRWINGS 
Active 
Reserve 

12 
2 

11 
2 

11 
2 

421 425 BA'ITLE FORCE SHIPS 466 

AIR FORCE FIGHTERS 
Active 
Reserve 

1m 
816 

1,098 
810 

1,098 
810 

AIR FORCE BOMBERS 242 176 184 

DoD PcFsonad 
(End sangth in thousands) 

610 
542 
185 

1,807 
470 

538 
490 
170 

409 
1,607 

522 
489 
159 b 

400 
1570 

907 R E S E R W  1,114 91 1 

904 884 CIVILIANS 
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Chapter 3 

Final Criteria 

Introduction 

Public Law 101-510 required the Secretaryiof Defense to develop the final 
criteria to bc used in selecting bases for closure and realignment. The final criteria are 
listed below. Before developing the finat &&a, the Secretary was required to 
publish the proposed criteria in the Federal Reeistcr and solicit public comments. 

z 

Proposed Criteria 

ThC Department of Defense @OD) published the proposed criteria and requested 
public comments in the November 30,1990, issue of the Federal Reeister (55 FR 
49679). 

Tbe proposed criteria closely m i m d  the criteria established for the 1988 
Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (See Appendix F 
for a history of base closurts). . 

The 1988 criteria were developed jointly by the Department of Defense and the 
Congress, and were incorporated, by reference, into Public Law 100-526 (the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act). 

The proposed DoD selection criteria differed in two ways €torn the 1988 criteria. 
The 1988 Base Closure Commission stated that in their analysis of the DoD base 
structure, they gave priority to militaq value. DoD agreed and changed the proposed 
criteria accordingly. The 1988 Commission also recoxximended that "payback" not be 
limited to six years. DoD agreed and changed the proposed criteria accordingly. 

Final Criteria 

DoD rcccivcd 169 public comments in response to the proposed criteria and 
- q u e s t  for comments. DoD published the final criteria in the February 15,1991, issue 

of the Federal Reeister (56 FR 6374). This Federal Register notice contained an 
analysis of public comments received and a description of the changes DoD made to the 
proposed criteria before finalidng them. The final criteria follow. 
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In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense, giving Priority consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), 
will consi& 

Milimy value 

1. "be current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense's total force. . 

2. Tht availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential miving locations. 

'3. Tbe ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total 
force rtquircments at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. I The cost and manpower implications. 

Retunr on Investment 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number 
of years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to excctd the costs. 

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. Tbt ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastnlc~ to suppart farces, missions and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 

1993 Criteria 

On December 15,1992, DoD published a notice in the Federal Register (57 FR 
59334) that DoD would not change the final criteria approved in 1991, and would use 
the s ~ m t  critcria for the 1993 base closure process. 
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