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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE BASE REALINEMENT
POLICY

FRIDAY, AUGUST 4, 1978

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION,

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m., in room
212, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Gary Hart (chairman),
presiding.

Present: Senators Hart, Thurmond, and Culver.
Also present: James C. Smith, Kenneth W. Fish, Edward B. Ken-

ney, professional staff members; Jeanie Killgore, clerical assistant;
Charles Stevenson, assistant to Senator Culver; Lew Ashley, assistant
to Senator Hatfield; Frank Krebs, assistant to Senator Cannon; and
Peter Gold, assistant to Senator Hart.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR GARY HART, CHAIRMAN

Senator HART. The hearing will come to order.
I want to welcome our representatives of the Defense Department

and various services here today.
A few months ago the Department of Defense announced another

round of proposed base closures. These actions cause great turmoil
among affected communities—lives are disrupted, businesses close,
real estate speculation abounds—in many cases the situation becomes
quite chaotic.
There is no question that base realinements must occur from time

to time. I think the vast majority of elected representatives in both
Houses of Congress understand and accept and support that. But
like the movement of a giant business, the Defense Department must
accommodate change. The questions that we intend to consider dur-
ing these hearings today, are: How are these base realinements de-
cided and are they handled in a manner that minimizes the impacts
on all concerned?
This subcommittee has a special concern because we have over-

sight responsibility for base realinem.ent legislation and because base
realinement decisions have a significant impact on the military con-
struction program.
It is my intention that today's discussions focus on policy questions.

(1)
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We will hold the hearing record open for 7 days to permit the filing of

additional statements of information to be considered for inclusion in
the record. I would hope that the printed transcript of these hearings

would provide an excellent information resource to anyone who wants
to know how military base realinements really work.

Senator Thomas McIntyre and Senator John Durkin could not be
here this morning. They have requested that their prepared state-

ments be placed in the hearing record. Without objection, the pre-
pared statements will be placed in the hearing record at this point.
[The statements follow]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR MCINTYRE

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members of the subcommittee for

allowing me the opportunity to discuss with you today a matter of considerable

concern to citizens of New Hampshire and, because of its potential impact on

Navy programs of great importance to the Department of Defense as well.

First of all, let me say that I applaud the efforts of the Department of Defense

in attempting to find cost-effective ways to streamline our armed forces installa-

tions and at the same time not reduce the effectiveness or strength of our defense

establishment. This effort is healthy for the Army, Navy and Air Force and recog-

nizes the need of government to insure that taxpayers' dollars are being spent in

the most efficient and intelligent way possible.
In a recent report to the Congress, the Government Accounting Office strongly

urged the Navy to accelerate shipyard administration improvements and strongly

recommended to the Congress that it not continue to pour funds into the Shipyard

modernization programs until this was accomplished. The reasons were clear and

made good sense. Why pay for modernization until we know that the Navy is

capable of providing the kind of administrative and management support that

will insure that the investment is wisely used? Why modernize until we know what

our long term mobilization needs are going to he? In short, GAO was urging the

Congress to make certain that Navy modernized its own internal management

capabilities before more money was spent on capital improvements.
In making this recommendation GAO commended the Navy on one effort to

date, the Management Information Services Improvement System which they

saw as a step in the right direction, but only a first step. More technology such as

that would be needed before the Navy would have the kind of information retrieval

systems necessary to efficiently carry out its mission.
For several years now, the Computer Applications Support and Development

Office (CASDO) has been stationed at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. This facility
is an important contributor to the MIS Improvement System.

With all this as background, I would like to bring to the Committee's attention

one change in base realinement that the Department of Defense proposes that
would severely jeopardize, in my estimation, the capability of the Navy to carry
out the recommendations of the GAO. Specifically, a move of the CASDO opera-
tion to Indian Head, Maryland, out of Portsmouth, New Hampshire, would result
in more than 50% of the highly trained and skilled computer specialists leaving
CASDO. The Navy admits that it would take considerable time to retrain sufficient
numbers of specialists to insure that the MIS Improvement program was back to
par. I do not believe that such a circumstance is consistent with the findings of

GAO nor do I think such a decision would be in the interests of our Shipyard
modernization program. And what this really means in the final analysis—I don't
believe this is in the interests of our national defense.
We have had more than a year to study this problem. I have seen every Navy

report I can get my hands on, I have talked with Navy officials and with CASDO
personnel. I have not seen a convincing argument that such a move makes sense.
In fact, I have seen hardly any argument at all. It appears that such a move is
defended on the basis of its economies, yet Navy has never projected how much it
would cost them to fall behind in the vital MIS program. And regardless of the
economies, as a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, I have a
responsibility to see that our defense establishment is as strong and efficient and
modern as it can be. For this reason, I do not believe that falling behind on the
MIS program and perhaps our shipyard modernization program, justifies any
minute savings, which to this point has appeared to me to be chimerical anyway.
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• For all these reasons, I hope the subcommittee will closely examine this pro-
posal by the Navy. The case has not yet been made to me and I believe we owe it to
ourselves to demand that it be made in the most convincing manner possible. I
look forward to seeing the record of this committee for such an argument.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN A. DURKIN
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the subcommittee for giving me the opportunity

to discuss a matter which is of immediate concern to many working men and
women in New Hampshire, and which is also of national concern because it directly
affects the national security of our country.
I am referring to the proposal by the Navy to move the Computer Applications

Support and Development Office (CASDO) from Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,
where it functions so successfully, to Indian Head, Maryland, where it can be
merged with the Central Naval Ordnance Command Management Information
System (CENO). This proposal is presently under careful study within the Depart-
ment of the Navy.
Let me say unequivocally, Mr. Chairman, that after having read all available

reports, having talked at length with employees at CASDO, and having listened
to the Navy officials make their arguments, I am convinced that not one valid
justification has been offered for the proposed move. On the contrary, all the
evidence points to the likelihood that the move will hurt CASDO, thereby reducing
the effectiveness of the Management Information Services (MIS) Improvement
System which is under the direction of CASDO. And, as the chairman well knows,
any reduction in the MIS Improvement System would be a severe blow to Naval
shipyards across the country.

As the committee knows, the General Accounting Office (GAO) recently raised
a host of concerns about the shipyard modernization program. The Congress has
wisely continued to keep our Navy shipyards on a course towards modernization.
Just yesterday, the Senate passed a military construction appropriations bill,
with over $16.1 million in construction moneys for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard.
That total includes $1.6 million for a waterfront support facility that was added
to the bill on an amendment I offered with my distinguished Senate colleague,
Tom McIntyre.
Even with the modernization program that the Congress has approved, we

cannot ignore the GAO recommendation that the Navy modernize its own internal
managements facilities before millions more are spent on capital improvements.
And that means we must focus on CASDO and the MIS Improvement System
under its direction, which the GAO, after investigation, commended.
A move of CASDO at this time or at any point in the near future would harm

CASDO, and would undoubtedly be a setback of the MIS Improvement System.
Indications are that to move the CASDO operation would result in more than
50 percent of the very highly skilled CASDO personnel leaving the program.
Obviously, to replace that many trained computer and other specialists would
take considerable time and expense. The effect on the MIS Improvement System
would be extremely harmful.

Before closing, I would like to make a general point about the supposed economic
benefits the Navy sees in the proposed merger. I have long been a strong advocate
of DOD efforts to find cost-effective ways to streamline our military operations,
but I believe that every cost-effectiveness study must include long-term eco-
nomic analysis as well as short-term economic considerations. And though the
Navy may claim that it can demonstrate some short-term economies by moving
CASDO to Indian Head, the long-term costs in terms of setbacks to the MIS
Improvement System, in terms of the costs of recruiting and training personnel
to replace those who might leave if the merger is effected, in terms of the costs
of early retirement benefits and other rights due to employees who work at a
government facility which is moved, will be substantial. Unfortunately, the Navy
has not yet even tried to estimate, for instance, the costs for falling behind in the
MIS program.
I am hopeful that the Navy will decide, after completing the study presently

underway and after answering the numerous questions that I and Senator
McIntyre, an outstanding member of the Armed Services Committee, have put
to them, that moving CASDO out of Portsmouth would be a serious error. And
should the Navy not make this decision, I know this subcommittee and other
Members of the Senate will give the Navy recommendation the careful scrutiny
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it deserves before allowing a merger which may be of serious detriment t
o the

future of our Navy and our national defense.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to make my views known to you.

Senator HART. We are fortunate to have with us this morning Dr.

John White, who is Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower,

Reserve Affairs and Logistics. Dr. White will lead off.
We will also hear, either through prepared statements or through

questions and answers, from Secretary Antonia Chayes, Assistant

Secretary of the Air Force, Manpower and Reserve Affairs and

Installations; Secretary Alan Gibbs, Assistant Secretary of the Army,

Installations, Logistics and Financial Management; Edward Hidalgo,

Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Manpower, Reserve Affairs and

Logistics.
Mr. White.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN P. WHITE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF

DEFENSE, MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS, AC-

COMPANIED BY HON. ALAN J. GIBBS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY

OF THE ARMY, INSTALLATIONS, LOGISTICS AND FINANCIAL

MANAGEMENT; HON. EDWARD HIDALGO, ASSISTANT SECRETARY

OF THE NAVY, MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS;

HON. ANTONIA HANDLER CHAYES, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF

THE AIR FORCE, MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND INSTAL-

LATIONS; PERRY J. FLIAKAS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY

OF DEFENSE, INSTALLATIONS AND HOUSING; PAUL W. JOHN-

SON, DEPUTY FOR INSTALLATIONS AND HOUSING, ARMY; CAPT.

M. J. MacDONALD, DIRECTOR INSTALLATIONS AND FACILITIES,

NAVY; AND JOE F. MEIS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, IN-

STALLATIONS, AIR FORCE

Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a brief statement
I would like to read, with your permission.

Senator HART. Please go forward.
Mr. WHITE. It is a pleasure for me and my colleagues to appear

here today as you indicated, to discuss and explain from our point
of view how we operate the Department of Defense base realmement
program.

GOALS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The Department of Defense conducts continuous and systematic
surveys, studies, and reviews of all installations, activities, and
properties in order to insure the most effective and efficient base
structure possible within the resources made available by the Congress.
A major source of economies in Defense has been, and will continue
to be, the reduction of expenditures associated with maintaining
and operating military installations. In order to achieve these ex-
penditure reductions, those bases that do not contribute effectively,
when compared to other similar bases, to current and long-range
Defense plans, must be identified and removed from the inventory.
These reviews are also required in order to keep pace with advances
in weapons technology, modern military training methods, manage-
ment techniques and other improvements, and to effect necessary
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military activity reorganizations and realinements required by re-
duced availability of resources, changes in force levels, or other
requirements.
As evidence of the success of this effort, between January 1969

and December 1977, we have announced over 3,500 base realinement
actions worldwide which have resulted in the elimination of approxi-
mately 376,000 military and 250,000 civilian personnel positions, and
reduced annual expenditure by approximately $5.5 billion.
The effort to reduce the size of the military base structure continues.

Both the President and the Secretary of Defense have publicly stated
that additional opportunities exist for improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Defense Establishment. They directed a careful
examination of the support structure, headquarters, and other over-
head operations, manpower and manpower costs, and the base struc-
ture in the United States and abroad. Their objective is to insure
that the military forces are fully supported in fulfilling their missions,
but at the same time, lean and efficient.
In an effort to achieve this goal, the Department of Defense an-

nounced a number of candidate base realinement actions on April 26,
1978. These proposals, if fully implemented after the necessary studies
have been completed, could realine, reduce, or close 85 military in-
stallations and activities in the United States. These actions, which
would eliminate 14,600 military and 8,600 civilian positions and reduce
annual defense costs by more than $337 million, are prudent manage-
ment actions required to reduce nonessential defense expenditures.
Savings could be used for higher priority needs, including increased
combat effectiveness and readiness. While this appears to be a large
proposal, the percentage of personnel and installations affected is
relatively small when compared to the total base structure.

DOD BASE STRUCTURE

.The DOD controls 5,737 separate installations and properties world-
wide involving 27.7 million acres of land. The real property acquisi-
tion cost of these properties exceeds $46 billion. The current estimate
of the DOD costs to operate and maintain these properties is approxi-
mately $15 billion annually. Managing such a huge establishment is
not an easy task. Many opportunities for tightening the base struc-
ture exist. In this regard, we recently submitted to the Congress the
requested "Domestic Base Factors Report." This report contains
individual installation profile information on base operating support
costs, population, training, mission, energy, and other data for all
similar mission bases of the services in the United States. The report
provides this data for 374 installations. Also included are a number of
management indicators that enable comparisons to be made of similar
mission bases. I should point out that is the first time such data has
been available in one report. The report constitutes a new and valuable
management tool.

BASE REVIEW OBJECTIVES

During this process of tightening the base structure, our objective
will remain to identify:

1. Those single mission, high-cost installations which cannot accept
additional substantial missions, which have low overall utility for the
DOD over the long term, and should be closed or inactivated.



2. Those separate activities which can be realined, consolidated,
r3duced, or disestablished without significant impact on the overall
defense missions.

3. Those activities, functions, or services of one military depart-
ment which could be merged, combined, or readily assumed by other
services or defense agencies.

4. Opportunities for combined service use of installations, and
facilities by military activities and units.

5. Training activities which can feasibly be consolidated, realined,
or merged within each service's training organizations.

6. Those bases which are obsolete due to technological advances.

REALINEMENT PROCESS

As part of the continuous review, the military departmentn conduct
feasibility studies in order to identify candidate realinement actions
for further detailed study. The detailed criteria utilized by the mili-
tary departments in their selection process has been provided to the
Congress previously and is contained in the hearing transcript before
the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of
Representatives, "Military Construction Appropriations for 1974,"
parts 1, 2, and 3. Should you desire, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy
to have the military departments provide that information for the
record.

Senator HART. If you would, we would appreciate it.
MT. WHITE. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]
(A copy of the Army criteria and major considerations used to determine which

bases and activities should be considered for realignment actions is included for
the record as previously provided the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appro-
priations, House of Representatives, Military Construction Appropriations for
1974.)

CRITERIA FOR BASE REALIGNMENT ACTIONS 1

1. Purpose.—The purpose of this document is to present the criteria and major
considerations used within the Army to determine which bases and activities
should be consolidated, reduced, realigned or closed.

2. Background.—
(a) Army missions involve the accomplishment of a wide variety of functions

requiring both general and specialized accommodations. The base structure varies
from administrative office space to production/rebuild plants; from troop bases
with tens of thousands of acres to small complexes in urban areas. As missions
and the size of the Army vary, so do the requirements for bases and facilities.
(b) The Army continually reviews its missions, strength and structure and,

concomitantly, the base structure requirement to insure that it is in proper balance.
Some requirements are relatively fixed because they support more stable missions
such as military schools, research and development activities, materiel testing
and specialized depot activities. These bases may experience variations in work-
load, however, the need for the bases, and their physical plants, is a continuing
requirement. On the other hand, some Army missions are subject to large varia-
tions and may either generate additional requirements or reduce requirements for
bases. Examples are training centers for basic and advanced individual training,
aviation training facilities, production facilities, administrative space to support
specialized activities and troop unit bases.

(c) The Army also reviews its missions to determine where and in what manner
it can consolidate, realign and reduce resource requirements and still operate
efficiently. This review may or may not result in a change in the base structure.

1 Extracted from Hearings before the MILCON Subcommittee of the HAC on the Military
Construction Appropriations for 1974, pt. 1.

•



(d) Inherent in these analyses are consideration of the following criteria (not
rank-ordered) :

MiSE ion requirements
Budget/manpower constraints
Cost savings
Personnel turbulence
Civilian labor market
Facilities/housing availability
Capital investment (sunk cost)
Geographical location
Land area

Impacts on other services/agencies
Community impact
Environmental impact
Reserve components support
Mobilization and contingency require-
ments

Encroachment
Long-range plans

(e) The Army does not wish to convey that the analyses will produce clearcut
advantages for proposed realignments vis-a-vis related alternatives. This is not
always the case. Decisions are often charged with great emotionalism for the
decision makers, the public and Congress. There are formidable realities that must
be confronted. Some examples follow:
(1) Investment in facilities.—The decision making criteria often work at cross-

purposes to one another. On the one hand, the Army is short of permanent facili-
ties in every construction category; and, if a base is to be closed, it usually means
"walking away from" some permanent facilities. On the other hand, if the missions
performed at that post can be performed satisfactorily by consolidating them
with missions at other posts, then substantial overhead savings could generally be
realized.
(2) One-time realignment cost.—A factor complicating the execuition of realign-

ment actions, regardless of the long-range savings associated with the actions,
is their one-time costs. These costs must be amortized within a reasonable period
of time.
(3) Emergency expansion.—The Army often finds itself in a "crossfire" with

respect to base management and pressing facilities requirements. In some cases,
the urgency of the moment forces the Army to adopt courses of action which run
counter to the long range (peacetime) objectives. For example, during the Vietnam
war Army expended funds on aviation facilities at a number of bases, all of which
will not be required by a peacetime Army.
3. Mission requirements.—The base structure of the Army exists to support

Army missions. These missions are influenced by many factors, e.g., strategy,
budget, force level, Department of Defense guidance, weapons systems, new
technology, etc. As mission changes occur, an analysis of the resources, including
bases, allocated to accomplish that mission is made by the Department of the
Army staff agency having proponency for the mission. Existing resources are
weighed against the new requirements and adjusted accordingly. It is here that
those bases no longer required for accomplishment of the changed mission are
most frequently identified. It is here that the economies of consolidation, realign-
ments or reduction in scope of operations are identified. The ability of each base
to meet the unique operational and training requirements of the assigned force or
function is of paramount importance.

4. Budget/manpower constraints.—These constraints permit retention of only
the minimum number of bases; demand the avoidance of costs for unnecessary
personnel relocations: and militate against construction at those bases with
limited land area and outmoded, old, functionally inefficient facilities requiring
large investments for replacement facilities. Significant annual savings may
result from the closure of such bases. Consolidation of missions on a single multi-
mission base which subsequently results in a base closure generally produces
significant annual savings. However, these savings are offset in some instances
by additional investment at the gaining base. Additionally, one-time relocation
costs become a factor. In evaluating the budget implication of base realignments
it is necessary to weigh initial and annual savings against the one-time con-
struction and movement costs of the various options. In general, large outlays
in construction or equipment funds are not feasible and options which depend on
such outlays are avoided unless no other viable alternative exists.

5. Cost savings.—The objective of the Army is to accomplish the assigned
mission at the least cost. Where alternatives exist it is essential that the "least
cost", both in terms of dollars and manpower, be selected. The decision maker
must not be lulled into thinking that the proposed action will save an amount
approximately equaling the base's operating budget and military pay if he closed
the base. In cases where the mission requirement for the base is eliminated, a
savings equaling the operations cost prior to phase down and closure cannot be
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achieved. As the activity phases down, fewer plumbers, carpenter
s, supply

clerks, etc., are needed and utility costs also decrease. Those savings 
would be

realized with or without closure. In cases where the mission is not elimi
nated the

savings at the base to be closed must be offset by the increased costs at
 the base

(or bases) assuming the mission to determine net savings. In this 
connection,

a base function easily overlooked is that of area support. Many base
s provide

support to the Reserves, ROTC, recruiting activities, air defense and a h
ost of

other Army and other Service activities in the geographical area. Althoug
h it is

feasible to provide many of these services from another location, or th
rough

contract, these alternatives carry offsetting costs.
6. Personnel turbulence.—The adverse impact of military and civilian 

personnel

turbulence must be given significant consideration because of both the hig
h-cost

and the adverse effect on morale.
7. Civilian labor market.—Many Army missions involve utilization of a hi

ghly

specialized and unique civilian work force. Many of these pepole establish de
ep

roots in the local community and are reluctant to dislocate with the trans
fer

of the functions they perform. The lack of appropriate labor market thus becom
es

a factor in evaluating proposed realignment actions.
8. Facilities/housing availability.—Maximum utilization of existing government

facilities with minimum expenditures for new facilities is the primary goal
 in

realignment actions. This includes both mission related facilities and support

facilities. The facility types that are of prime concern in base realignment actions

vary dependent on the mission under consideration. For combat and combat

support units, the firing ranges, vehicle maintenance space, parking area and

maneuver area are of major concern in evaluating realignment proposals. Con-

versely, for administrative and headquarters activities, adequate administrative

space is essential. For training activities, classroom and student housing are key

factors. For all actions, availability of housing (bachelor and family) is a significant

element. However, facility availability varies in importance and influence on base

realignment actions. In some cases, mandatory requirements exist. For example,

adequate firing ranges and maneuver area are an absolute requirement for combat

and combat support units. Certain unique facility requirements are generated by

intelligence, communications, logistical, and research and development activities.

Relocation of these functions which do not have facilities available to accommodate

them may not be feasible due to the cost of new facilities. Also, due to mission

requirements, the required facilities must often be available prior to transfer of

the function. This can often be expensive in terms of delay in savings to be realized

as well as redundancy in equipment and facilities. Additionally, in considering

bases for closure, the overall condition of the real property facilities at the base is

an important element in the selection process. Relocation of an activity housed

on a base with considerable substandard facilities—both prime mission as well

as support—may be most effective even if certain facility criteria cannot be ini-

tially met. Over a period of time provision of a few additional facilities could prove

economically beneficial as opposed to a large expenditure for expensive replace-

ment facilities at the former base. An additional facility consideration is the extent

of area support to other bases. For example, if a base provides hospital, housing,

and other support facilities for surrounding bases, then it may not be possible to

completely close the base. As a result, savings from the realignment are signifi-

ficantly less than at a base where all activities can be shut down and facilities

declared excess.
9. Capital investment (sunk cost).—Realignment actions are designed to achieve

the best utilization of permanent facilities at large, multimission, bases. If reloca-

tion of a function or mission requires new construction of duplicate facilities, then

the cost reduction sought must be carefully weighed against movement and con-

struction costs that result from the proposed realignment. This consideration is

especially important in view of the shortage of construction funds and the large

construction backlog.
Where mission changes dictate relocation of a particular function utilizing

permanent facilities at a large, multi-mission base, attempts are made to backfill
the vacated facilities with other compatible activities from small, single-mission,

high cost bases or from leased facilities.
10. Geographical location.—The geographic location influences the ability of

assigned forces to execute their mission. Weather, terrain, vegetation, proximity

to strategic airfields, transportation networks, etc., all contribute to retention of
bases which enhance operational effectiveness. In some cases certain mandatory
elements may present themselves. For example, basic combat training and aviation
training require good weather in order to maintain course schedules. Combat and
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combat support training activities require appropriate firing ranges and maneuver
area. Each type unit has its unique requirements. A geographical location which
is adequate for the training of the infantryman would not necessarily be adequate
for the training of tank crews.

11. Land area.—The need for adequate and suitable land area to support major
combat units and their supporting forces is a major consideration. Bases must
be capable of supporting the readiness and development of the assigned forces as
envisioned in the United States strategy. This requirement often determines
which bases will be retained in the active inventory. Where mission compatability
can be achieved, the consolidation of activities at large, multi-mission bases,
takes precedence over utilization of small, single-mission bases.

12. Impact on other services/agencies.—The Army provides support to many
units and activities of the Department of Defense, the other Services, and other
Federal agencies. Inherent in any base realignment action is consideration of the
impact on these agencies. The personnel turbulence and costs associated with
relocating or supporting these type activities are an integral part of any analysis
conducted.

13. Community impact.—Civilian support resources (e.g., community housing,
medical, schools, and recreational facilities) are a consideration in developing
base realignment actions. Of particular importance is family housing. Areas which
have residual capability to adequately house families negate the cost of providing
government housing and facilitate rapid completion of the proposed action..
Adequate support should exist on or off a gaining installation to avoid a realign-
ment action being counter productive in terms of morale. Since personnel support
capability on our installations is limited, the contribution of the civilian com-
munity in this area is important. Conversely, realignment actions, which reduce
the Army presence in an area, seriously impact on communities, particularly
those in which the major source of economic base is the military installation.
When possible, realignment actions are designed to minimize the impact on local
communities. Where appropriate, assistance is provided to local community
leaders in their negotiations with the Office of Economic Adjustment, Department
of Defense, whose function is to assist communities in re-establishment of an
economic base where reduction in Defense expenditures has been severe.

14. Environmental impact.—All actions must be assessed to determine their
impact on the environment. Base realignment options must have an initial assess-
ment during the preliminary planning. If significant environmental impact is indi-
cated, or the action is determined to be controversial, at either a gaining or losing
base, then an environmental impact statement must be prepared.

15. Reserve component support.—The increased emphasis on utilization of
Reserve Component forces to meet future contingency requirements must be
considered. Reserve units are generally constituted in areas where there are
population resources. Their readiness depends upon availability of adequate
ranges and training areas. This requires that the range facilities and training areas
not only be of the proper size and configuration, but also that they be within
reasonable commuting distance. Readiness is adversely affected by increased
commuting time and corresponding decreased training time availability. Con-
comitantly, personnel job satisfaction is lowered and personnel recruiting and
retention rates decreased. Many of our bases, both active and inactive, are used
extensively for support of these units, both for week-end training and annual
summer training. The impact on these type units is an integral part of any analysis
conducted.

16. Mobilization and contingency requirements.—The type and number of bases
required are determined by the need to be capable of supporting the strategy
directed by national policy, the operational and training requirements of the
Army, and the retention of sufficient flexibility to support unprogramed increases
in troop strengths. Coupled with this is the uncertainty as to when a base might
be needed again. The costs of inactivating and reactivating a base can offset
savings derived from its closure. Although we hope that we are entering upon a
prolonged period of peace—a hope and expectation which is not unlike that after
World War II and the Korean conflict—any decision to inactivate a base, whether
it is retained in standby status for mobilization and contingency requirements,
or is disposed of, is made without positive assurance that the decision—in the
long term—will prove to be a good one.

17. Encroachment.—Urban and airspace encroachment into vital areas sur-
rounding installations is of continuing concern. Some installations which were
originally remote have attracted major population growth and, as a result,
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continued operations have been threatened through urban expansion
. Civilian

aviation activity has served to restrict the airspace available for
 military opera-

tions. Encroachment, therefore, is an element in determining the
 future viability

of an installation. Currently, programs to protect installati
ons from encroach-

ment are being instituted. These are comprised of efforts to o
btain properties

adjacent to bases so that only activities compatible with militar
y operations will

be developed in these areas. It is also possible that major weapo
ns changes may

bring about encroachment "from within." For example, ranges n
ow adequate

for artillery firing, may become too small for artillery weapon
s which may be *

introduced in the future. However, where encroachment has becom
e a problem,

its impact is considered during development of base realignment 
actions.

18. Long range plans.—Since the future forces cannot be predicted w
ith cer-

tainty and are subject to unprogramed changes, flexibility to accom
modate these

changes within the base structure should be preserved when poss
ible and eco-

nomical. This entails developing reasonable assumptions on what 
unprogramed

force changes might occur and determining how the various options cou
ld support

the assumed force changes. However, flexibility is difficult to quant
ify and, as a

result, tends to be a subjective consideration. There are some ins
tances though

which do lend themselves to objective analysis. For example, basic co
mbat training

production capability at each training center can be determined. Based
 on the

required levels of production, the degree of flexibility (unused productio
n capacity)

within the structure can be determined and the degree that the str
ucture can

meet increases can be calculated. Similarly, workload versus capaci
ty can be

determined in a quantifiable manner for production and depot activities. Con-

versely, the degree of flexibility of the installation structure to meet o
ther program

changes, not the result of clearcut workloads, is difficult to determine. For e
xample,

the flexibility of the base structure to accommodate major combat units cu
rrently

deployed overseas, depends on many variables. These variables include: 
type of

unit, equipment density, mission requirements of the unit, if they 
are to be

retained as active duty forces, or as reserve forces. Realignment alternat
ives are

weighed in terms of their potential to meet unprogramed force changes.

NAVY BASE REALIGNMENT CRITERIA 2

In the development of the Navy's shore establishment realignment proposals

the following significant factors were considered:
1. Force levelsImix.—Includes the numbers and type of each ship and aircraft,

their weapons systems and specialized support required.
2. Ship homeporting/aircraft basing excess capacities.—Includes the identity 

of

requirements for pier spaces, anchorages boat landings, runways, taxi strips,

parking aprons, hangar spaces and ship and aircraft support.

3. Navigational limitations.—Includes restrictive drafts (depth of water), transit

time, shipping congestion, length and breadth of channel, special navigational aid
s

required, period of reduced visibility and seasonal weather conditions.

4. Air space restrictions.—Includes approach patterns, air space congestion

(civilian), noise factors, civilian encroachment, periods of reduced visibility and

seasonal weather conditions.
5. Nuclear clearances.—Includes nuclear area clearances existing by type and

future clearances required.
6. Shipyard locations and capabilities.—Includes nuclear surface/sub-surface re-

pair capabilities and requirements, weapons and electronic systems repair capa-

bilities and requirements, specialized drydock requirements by number and type,

civilian work force availability and general repair/design capabilities.

7. Accessibility to operating areas.—Includes transit time, air and surface con-

gestion, periods of reduced visibility, seasonal weather conditions and availability

of services.
8. BEQ1130Q requirements.—Includes increases in base complex population en-

titlements, availability and desirability of private rentals and adequacy of messing

requirements.
9. Cold iron facilities.—Includes availability of steam, water, air and electricity

including nuclear ship electrical power requirements, pollution abatement and

nuclear waste disposal requirements.

2 Extracted from Hearings before the MILCON Subcommittee of the HAC, on t
he

Military Construction Appropriations for 1974, Part 2.)
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10. Aviation support facilities.—Includes air frame and engine rework require-
ments, new and future aircraft introductions and contractor operations.

11. Medical and supply support.—Includes active and retired tri-service military
populations, CH AMP US/military hospital cost comparison, location of supply
centers vis-a-vis force concentrations, supply control centers, usage data, and type,
depth of supply requirements.

12. Personnel support facilities.—Includes availability and adequacy of social
and recreational facilities public transportation, and distances from quarters to
facilities, commissaries arid exchanges.

13. Private and public family housing.—Includes availability and adequacy of
public quarters and public rentals/sales. Excesses and short-falls have been
identified.

14. Impact on the civilian economy.—Includes loss of job availability, payroll
reductions, housing surpluses and unemployment.

15. Environmental impact.—Includes decreases in solid waste, water, air and
noise pollutants at losing complexes.

16. Cost to implement.—Includes severance pay and unused leave pay to dis-
charged civilian employees, transportation costs for relocated employees, PCS
costs for military personnel and dependents, preservation and caretaker costs,
equipment transportation costs and MilCon requirements at gaining activities.

17. Savings achievable.—Includes eliminated military and civilian salary avoid-
ances, overhead and maintenance costs and approved MilCon costs avoidance.

CRITERIA FOR AIR FORCE BASE REALIGNMENT ACTIONS 3

PURPOSE

The purpose of this document is to present the major considerations and criteria
used within the Air Force in developing basing programs which result in realignment
actions.

BACKGROUND

The base posture of the Air Force exists to support the assigned forces. Since
forces are a dynamic element, the base posture is also dynamic in its nature. As
forces change, base requirements change, and as a result realignments in the base
posture are required. The major considerations and criteria used to determine base
realignments must insure that the action selected from the available alternatives
best meets the various operational, geographic, facility, environmental and
economic parameters and is the most consistent with the overall mission require-
ments of the Air Force. The Air Force has pursued a policy of achieving an opti-
mum base structure to support the currently assigned and projected forces. As
force levels and oversea deployments have reduced during the last thirteen years,
the number of Air Foce bases has also reduced. The following table reflects the
reduction in Air Force major installations since fiscal year 1960.

Fiscal year-

Major installation 1960 1964 1968 1970 1972 1974 1975

Conus 163 151 129 116 112 109 107Overseas 90 65 69 62 49 45 41

Total 253 216 198 178 161 154 148

The reduction in the number of Air Force bases world-wide has been the result
of a continual evaluation of the forces' base requirements. The most effective
bases are selected for retention when base closure actions are initiated.

MAJOR CONSIDERATIONS AND CRITERIA

In determining the effectiveness of an installation, several major considerations
are germane. First is the need to provide installations which meet the various
operational and training requirements of assigned forces. Second, there is the

3 Extracted from Hearings before the MILCON Subcommittee of the HAC on the Military
Construction Appropriations for 1974, Part 3.
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need to provide bases to support the force deployments envisioned in the United
States strategy. Third is the policy that multi-mission bases, i.e., ones at which
various force types (strategic, logistical, airlift, etc.) are stationed, will be used to
the maximum extent possible. Fourth, that the base posture should retain the flexi-
bility to bed-down the force when unprogramed changes occur.
The above considerations have evolved into broad criteria which are used in the

Air Force in developing and evaluating base realignment actions. These are:
geographic locations; facility availability and condition; community support
available for Air Force activities/population; potential to accommodate future
force requirements; existing or future encroachment which might impact Air
Force operations; budgeting considerations inherent in the proposed realignment
action; possible adverse environmental impact; and mission degradation as a
result of force turbulence.
In developing realignment actions the major considerations and criteria have

to be evaluated for each proposal in total, as opposed to each one being independ-
ent, with the goal of achieving an optimum balance. A discussion of the four major
considerations and the resultant criteria is provided below.

Major considerations
Operational and training requirements.—Since the Air Force base posture exists

-to support the mission of the assigned forces, the ability of each base to meet the
unique operational and training requirements of the assigned force is of paramount
importance. Each force element, such as strategic offense, tactical fighter, stra-
tegic airlift, etc., has its own peculiarities in terms of mission and training which
manifests itself in terms of airspace, range requirements, deployment and em-
ployment routes,' availability of lines of communications, survivability, facility
requirements, etc. The current base posture reflects a force beddown in which the
forces' operational and training requirements are best supported. Realignment of
forces can make alterations of the base posture necessary, however, the resulting
beddown must, to the extent possible, enhance the ability of the force to meet its
unique operational and training requirements. These requirements are sum-
marized below.

Strategic offense (bombers/tankers) .—Pre-launch survivability of the alert force
coupled with geographic locations which allow proper bomber-tanker mating after
launch and optimum entry into primary employment routes to target areas.

Strategic defense (fighter interceptors).—Peripheral coverage of the Continental
United States.

Tactical fighter.—Accessibility of weapons ranges (air-to-air and air-to-air
ground) plus sufficient airspace to allow for extensive operational training in flight
maneuvers such as formation flying. Maximum "good weather" days to facilitate
operational flight training under visual conditions.

Tactical airlift.—Accessibility to training areas for assault landing and drop
zones and close proximity to Army elements which use tactical airlift support in
training and during deployment.

Strategic airlift (MAC).—Accessibility to transportation networks which can
carry cargo/passengers to and from the terminal complex, coupled with proximity
to cargo generation areas.

Pilot training.—Availability of a large area of dedicated airspace which is re-
quired for student flight activities coupled with minimal poor weather days which
could preclude visual flight activities.
Air Reserve Forces.—Potential to man assigned units.
Force deployment.—The Air Force force structure is based on the national

strategy. This strategy determines potential areas in whuch forces would be used
and determines which forces should be deployed forward in overseas locations and
which forces would be deployed or employed from the CONUS. This strategy then
serves to determine how many and what kind of bases we need overseas versus
the CONUS.

Use of multimission bases.—A major expense of each installation is the resources
required to "open the door". That is the basic number of people and things needed
to support any assigned mission. This base operating and support force, however,
does not increase in a direct proportion to a growth in assigned base missions.
Addition of new missions to an existing base results in significantly less base.
operating and support resources than does establishing a new base or retaining and
operating a single-mission installation which is not limited by geographic or other
requirements. Therefore, when missions are compatible and facilities available
or obtainable, it is cost-advantageous to develop multi-mission bases. This is
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particularly true when one of the missions is of a support nature such as head-
quarters, material depot, or research and development activity and the other is
operational such as tactical fighter, strategic bomber, etc. Additionally, missions
which have a relatively small number of personnel or equipment are most
economically accommodated on bases which have other major missions.
An example is the stationing of ADC fighter interceptor squadrons on bases

which have other major missions such as airlift or strategic offense. Although
multi-mission bases are economical, the compatability of missions must be given
prime consideration. Certain missions, such as pilot training, do not lend them-
selves to multi-mission installations. Additionally, the more missions assigned to an
installation the greater the difficulty in closing the installation if a major mission
at the base is reduced, since relocation of residual missions often proves im-
practical. In this sense, on the basis of a reduced base structure, multi-mission
bases may inhibit future flexibility in restructuring the overall base posture.

Future flexibility.—Base realignment actions which result in base closures or
contribute to the maximum utilization of an installation, especially Air Force
bases which contain a relatively small amount of land, can result in a limiting of
future flexibility to meet various programmed and non-programmed force ad-
justments. Although base closures and minimum base utilization are economically
sound objectives, the selection of bases to be closed, should, to the extent possible,
therefore, result in closure of the least flexible bases. If flexibility were the sole
determinant, bases which have constraints in the nature of airspace, encroach-
ment of civilian activities, single missions, limited real estate, poor community
support facilities, poor physical facilities, etc., should logically be considered for
closure prior to bases which have the potential to accommodate additional or new
missions.

Criteria
Geographic location.—The geographic location of an installation influences

many factors which bear on the ability of assigned forces to execute their mission.
These include weather, availability of training areas, proximity to employment/
deployment routes, survivability, airspace availability, transportation networks,
etc. For each mission there are optimum geographic locations which provide
maximum operational effectiveness. These locations, to the extent possible, should
be used in selecting bases to beddown missions. In some cases certain mandatory
elements may present themselves. For example, Undergraduate Pilot Training
requires 216 good weather work days during each year in order to maintain the
course schedule. Locations which cannot meet this weather criteria should not be
considered for such a mission. Tactical fighter activities require that appropriate
air-to-ground and air-to-air ranges be in close proximity (200 miles). Lack of these
ranges requires that training be degraded by reduced missinn time as a result of
increased ferry time to and from the range. Therefore, lack of a range in close
proximity to a base eliminates it from consideration as a tactical fighter base.
However, other geographic factors are not as binding in developing base realign-
ments. For example, survivability of strategic offensive forces is a prime
consideration.

If submarine launched missiles are postulated to be the most critical threat,
inland bases provide the greatest survivability due to the longer flight time of the
missiles. However, this does not imply only inland bases should be considered for
strategic offensive forces. Consideration of factors such as the inability of the run-
way complex to support strategic operations lack of needed large maintenance
facilities to house strategic bombers and tankers, poor quantity and quality of
personnel support facilities, and lack of munitions storage capability all may
negate the use of an existing inland base for a strategic force main operating base
and dictate continual use of a coastal base where these facilities are available. In
this case, survivability can be achieved through reposturing and dispersal of the
alert force at satellite locations to achieve the needed time to safely launch the
force.

Facility availability.—Maximum practical utilization of existing government
facilities with minimum expenditures for new facilities should be a primary goal in
realignment actions. This includes mission related facilities as well as support
facilities. The facility types that are of prime concern in base realignment actions
vary dependent on the mission under consideration. For example, if the unit is an
operational flying activity, the runway complex (number, width, length, load bear-
ing capacity), capacity of the aircraft parking ramp, and a maintenance complex
capable of supporting the assigned aircraft (e.g., proper size docks and hangars,

33-208-78-2
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sufficient communications-electronics and avionics maintenance space, etc.) are of
major concern in evaluating the proposed action.

Conversely, for administrative and headquarters activities, the proper amount
of administrative space is essential. For training activities, classroom and student
housing are key factors. For all actions, availability of housing (bachelor and

family) for any increase in population is. a significant element. However, facility
availability varies in importance and influence on base realignment actions. In
some cases, mandatory requirements exist. For example, parallel runways are an
absolute requirement for Undergraduate Pilot Training since the mix of training
aircraft and number of air movements cannot be accommodated on a single run-
way. Bases with single runways do not meet the facility requirements for this mis-
sion and generally would not be considered as a feasible alternative in realignment
of pilot training bases without construction of additional runways. Additionally,
certain unique facility requirements are generated by intelligence, communica-
tions, logistical, and research and development activities; relocation to installations
which do not have facilities available to accommodate these functions may not be
infeasible due to the cost of new facilities. This however, is a matter of economics.
Also, due to mission requirements, these facilities must often be duplicated and in
being prior to shutting down the current activity. This can often be expensive in
terms of delay in savings to be realized as well as redundance in equipment and
facilities. Similar circumstances exist in relocating other missions such as strategic
airlift which requires large terminal complexes to receive and process cargo.
However, other facility requirements might not be less critical. Requirements

for small missions may be provided with minor modification. This is particularly
true if the unit's equipment consists of small aircraft or if no aircraft are assigned.
Requirements for administrative space can be met in various ways such as con-
version of excess space in other functional areas. Additionally, in considering bases
for closure, the overall condition of the real property facilities at the base is an
important element in the selection process. Often, if an activity is housed in an
installation which has a great deal of substandard deteriorated facilities—both
prime mission as well as support—then relocation to a base with permanent fa-
cilities may be most effective even if certain facility criteria cannot be initially
met. Over a period of time provision of a few additional facilities would prove eco-
nomically beneficial as opposed to providing a large number of expensive replace-
ment facilities at the previous base. An additional facility consideration is the
extent a base's facilities support other installations in the area. For example, if
a base provides hospital, housing, and other support facilities for surrounding
installations, then it may not be possible to completely close the base. As a result,
savings from the realignment may be significantly less than at a base where all
activities can be shut, down and facilities declared excess.
Community support.—Civilian support resources (e.g., community housing,

medical, schools, and recreational facilities) are a consideration in developing
base realignment actions. When possible, base realignment actions should take
maximum advantage of already developed civilian resources which can be used to
support the assigned personnel. Of particular importance is family housing. Areas
which have residual capability to adequately house Air Force families will negate
the cost of providing government housing and facilitate rapid completion of the
proposed action. Conversely, areas in which community support facilities are
limited place an increasing degree of importance on the base facilities. Adequate
support should exist on or off a training base to avoid a realignment action being
counter productive in terms of personnel morale. Since excess personnel support
capability on our installations is limited, the contribution of the civilian com-
munity in this area is very important.

Potential.—Since the future forces cannot be predicted with certainty and are
subject to unprogrammed changes, flexibility to accommodate these changes
within the base posture should be preserved when possible and economical. This
entails developing reasonable assumptions on what unprogrammed force changes
might occur and determining how the various basing options could support the
assumed force changes.

However, flexibility is difficult to quantify and, as a result, tends to be a sub-
jective consideration. There are some instances though which do lend themselves
to objective analysis. For example, pilot production capacity at each Under-
graduate Pilot Training base can be determined. Based on the required levels of
pilot production, the degree of flexibility (unused production capacity) within
the system can be determined and the degree that the system can meet increases
can be calculated. As a result, the degree of flexibility in the system can be pre-
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dieted and controlled. Similarly, workload versus base capacity can be determined
in a quantifiable manner for other training activities and depot activities. As a
result, flexibility in those areas is to some degree quantifiable. Conversely, the
degree of flexibility Of the base systems to meet other program changes not the
result of clear cut workloads is difficult to determine. For example, the flexibility
of the base system to accommodate tactical units in the CONUS currently de-
ployed overseas depends on many variables such as type of unit, activity levels
of the unit, if they are to be retained as active duty forces or as reserve forces
etc. In these instances the underlying assumptions are subjective and the require-
ment for flexibility is also subjective. Notwithstanding the subjectivity, it is
important that base realignment alternatives be weighed in terms of their potential
to meet unprogramed force changes.

Encroachment.—Urban and airspace encroachment into vital areas surrounding
installations is of continuing concern. The potential for midair collisions must be
considered for basing programs. To the extent possible, basing actions must avoid
aggrevating potential midair collision conditions. Some installations which were
originally remote have attracted major population growth and, as a result, con-
tinued air operations have been threatened through urban expansion. The increased
civil and private air activity has served to restrict the airspace available for
military operations. Encroachment, therefore, is an element in determining the
future viability of an installation and is a consideration in determining base
realignment actions. Currently, programs to protect installations from encroach-
ment are being instituted. These are comprised of efforts to obtain zoning, ease-
ments, or fee ownership of properties adjacent to bases so that only activities
compatible with air operations will be developed in these areas. As a result,
encroachment should be brought under control. However, where encroachment
has become a major problem, its impact should be considered during development
of base realignment actions.

Budget.—High-cost, single-mission installations with limited real estate and
outmoded, old, functionally inefficient facilities requiring large investments for
replacement facilities are prime candidates for closure. Significant annual savings
result from the closure of such bases. However, the relative cost effectiveness of
retaining installations is also a major factor in determining base realignments.
Consolidation of missions on a single mult-mission installation which allows a base
closure generally results in significant annual savings. However, these savings are
offset in some instances by the required investment, particularly in facilities needed
to consolidate. Additionally, one-time relocation costs are a factor. In evaluating
the budget implication of base realignments it is necessary that initial and annual
savings be weighted against the one-time construction and movement costs of
the various options. Consideration should be given to consolidations which mini-
mize the investment in new facilities while maximizing the annual savings. In
general, large outlays in construction or equipment funds are not feasible and
options which depend on such outlays should be avoided unless no other viable
alternative exists.
Environment.—All actions must be assessed to determine their impact on the

environment. Base realignment options must have an initial assessment during
the preliminary planning. If significant environmental impact is indicated, for
example at a gaining installation, as a result of the assessment, then an environ-
mental impact statement must be filed.

Mission degradation.—Realignment actions by their very nature, result in
turbulence both in personnel and in mission output. The degree of turbulence is a
consideration if the resulting mission degradation is of such a proportion as to be
significant. Certain activities cannot be allowed to "stand down" and, as a r€ sult,
realignments of these activities require in being capability at the new location.
Also, work force composition is a consideration in that a highly specialized or
unique work force of civilians may not facilitate relocation. These factors should
be considered in evaluating realignment actions.

Mr. WHITE. If there are any questions regarding the details of these
criteria, representatives of the military departments are present to
respond. •
At various times, circumstances will dictate that the results of the

military services' continuing reviews be examined and a directive is
issued requesting submissions of their proposals for announcement.
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Although, in addition, base realinement proposals are at times sub-
mitted for announcement separately. The military departments will
then submit their lists of recommended candidate realinements result-
ing from their in-house feasibility studies to the Secretary of Defense
for review and approval prior to congressional and new media notifica-
tion that detailed studies are being initiated. Our guidance is that these
candidate proposals will be announced with alternatives, when appro-
priate. Moreover, our guidance provides that all feasible and practical
alternatives will be considered. Additional alternatives, therefore, can
be developed throughout the study process. Some alternatives are
identified by the military services as a result of their detailed studies.
Others are identified during the review. All of the alternatives so iden-
tified are analyzed, and those which are feasible and practical, includ-
ing status quo, are considered as part of the detailed study process.
Once the Secretary of Defense has approved military department

candidate realinement proposals for study, we prepare a detailed
integrated, time-phased schedule of events for use by the military
departments. This is an internal document used by the key personnel
involved in the process. This schedule includes such events as congres-
sional, State, and local officials notifications and breifings; national
labor unions briefings; briefing of affected DOD personnel, local labor
unions, and community leaders by local base commanders; and review
and submission of information on the impact of the proposed realine-
ment on the MILCON program.
You are also aware of our longstanding DOD policy of notifying

interested Members of Congress and congressional committees of all
base realinement actions affecting 200 or more military or 50 or more
civilian personnel. The military departments are also encouraged to
notify the Congress on adverse actions involving fewer personnel
whenever they determine such notification is warranted. There are
also provisions in the law with regard to this problem.

COMPLIANCE WITH 10 U.S.C. 2687

Under the provision of 10 U.S.C. 2687, the Secretary of Defense
or the Secretary of the concerned military department must publicly
announce and notify in writing the Committees on Armed Services
of the Senate and the House of Representatives that a military in-
stallation is a candidate for closure or realinement. Our policy is to
require the cognizant military department to notify the committees.
For the purposes of this statute, installations are identified as posts,
camps, stations, bases, and other facilities where 500 or more direct
hire permanent civilian employees are authorized to be employed.
Compliance with the provisions of 10 U.S.C. is required when such
realinements involve the reduction of more than 1,000 or more than
50 percent in the number of permanent civilian personnel authorized
to be employed at that installation. These reductions include reloca-
tions and reductions of civilian personnel positions. They do not,
however, include reductions in force resulting from workload adjust-
ments, reduced personnel or funding levels, skill imbalances, or other
similar causes.
Mr. Chairman, should you desire, I would be glad to provide our

implementing guidance on 10 U.S.C. 2687 for the record.
Senator HART. Please do.



17

Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
[The information follows

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INFORMATION SHEET BASE CLOSURES
AND REALINEMENTS

(Attached is implementing guidance on 10 U.S.C. 2687.)

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., March 22, 1978.

Memorandum for: Assistant Secretary of the Army (IL&FM); Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy (MRA&L) ; Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (MRA&I);
and Directors of the Defense Agencies.

Subject: Base realignment actions.
Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of January 14, 1977 implemented

within the Department of Defense the provisons of Section 612, PL 94-431. The
Y 1978 Military Construction Authorization Act includes a slightly revised ver-

sion of the previous legislation and amends Chapter 159 of Title 10 United States
Code by addinc, this legislation as a new Section 2687 (10 U.S.C. 2687), Base
closures and realignments. An extract of 10 U.S.C. 2687 is attached for informa-
tion and necessary action. The policy and guidance contained in the January 14,
1977 Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum apply to the provision of 10
U.S.C. 2687. Also attached is additional guidance on the provisions of 10 U.S.C.
2687.

PERRY J. FLIAKAS,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Installations and Housing).
Attachments.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION ACT

Public Law 95-82, August 1, 1977

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

SEC. 612. (a) Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, as amended by section
504 of this Act, is amended by adding at the end thereof a new section as follows:

"§ 2687. Base closures and realignments
"(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no action may be taken to

effect or implement—
"(1) the closure of any military installation;
"(2) any realignment with respect to any military installation involving a

reduction by more than one thousand, or by more than 50 percent, in the
number of civilian personnel authorized to be employed at such military
installation at the time the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the mili-
tary department concerned notifies the Congress under subsection (b) (1)
that such installation is a candidate for closure or realignment; or
"(3) any construction, conversion, or rehabilitation at any military facility

other than a military installation referred to in clause (1) or (2) (regardless
of whether such facility is a military installation as defined in subsection (d))
which will or may be required as a result of the relocation of civilian personnel
to such facility by reason of any closure or realignment to which clause (1)
or (2) applies,

unless and until the provisions of subsection (b) are complied with.
"(b) No action described in subsection (a) with respect to the closure of, or a

realignment with respect to, any military installation may be taken unless and
until—

"(1) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department
concerned publicly announces, and notifies the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives in writing, that such
military installation is a candidate for closure or realignment;
"(2) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department

concerned complies with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 with respect to the proposed closure or realignment;
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"(3) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department
concerned submits to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and
House of Representatives his final decision to carry out the proposed closure
or realignment and a detailed justification for such decision, including state-
ments of the estimated fiscal, local economic, budgetary, environmental;
strategic, and operational consequences of the proposed closure or realign-
ment; and
"(4) a period of sixty days expires following the date on which the justifi-

cation referred to in clause (3) has been submitted to such committees, during
which period no irrevocable action may be taken to effect or implement the
decision.

"(c) This section shall not apply to the closure of a military installation, or a
realignment with respect to a military installation, if the President certifies to
the Congress that such closure or realignment must be implemented for reasons
of national security or a military emergency.
"(d) As used in this section:

"(1) 'Military installation' means any camp, post, station, base, yard, or
other facility under the authority of the Department of Defense—

"(A) which is located within any of the several States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or Guam; and
"(B) at which not less than five hundred civilian personnel are au-

thorized to be employed.
Such term does not include any 'facility used primarily for civil works, rivers
and harbors projects, or flood control projects.
"(2) 'Civilian personnel' means direct-hire permanent civilian employees

of the Department of Defense.
"(3) 'Realignment' includes any action which both reduces and relocates

functions and civilian personnel positions, but does not include a reduction
in force resulting from workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding
levels, skill imbalances, or other similar causes.

"(e) Except as provided in subsection (e), this section shall apply to any
closure of a military installation, and any realignment with respect to a military
installation, which is first publicly announced after September 30, 1977.".
(b) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 159 of such title is amended

by adding at the end there of a new item as follows:

"2687. Base closures and realignments.".
(c) Section 611 of the Military Construction Authorization Act, 1966 (Public

Law 89-188; 10 U.S.C. 2662 note), and section 612 of the Military Construction
Authorization Act, 1977 (Public Law 94-431; 90 Stat. 1366), shall be inapplicable
in the case of any closure of a military installation, and any realignment with
respect to a military installation, which is first publicly announced after Sep-
tember 30, 1977.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE GUIDANCE ON THE PROVISIONS OF 10 U.S.C. 2687,
BASE CLOSURES AND REALINEMENTS

It is important that the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2687 be strictly applied within
the DoD. The phrase "other facility under the authority of the Department of
Defense" used in subparagraph (d) (1) shall include DoD activities located in
General Services Administration (GSA) space, whether leased or owned. Similarly,
the parenthetical phrase in subparagraph (a) (3) shall be deemed to include Da)
activities located in GSA space, whether leased or owned.
The 60-day waiting period required by Clause (h)(4), 10 U.S.C. 2687 pertains to

calendar days, regardless of whether or not Congress is in session, recess, etc. At
the expiration of the 60-day waiting period, the firm policy of the Department of
Defense (DOD) will be to immediately implement the decision, subject only to
the enactment of a law to the contrary. Only the Secretary of Defense or the
Deputy Secretary may consider waiving this requirement. Such an exception
would be made only in very unusual circumstances.

All planning actions necessary to ensure the start of the implementation of the
base realignment immediately at the end of the 60-day period, therefore, are to be
taken. Submission of a recommendation seeking approval of the Secretary of
Defense or the Deputy Secretary of Defense for a base realignment action re-
quired to be reported under 10 U.S.C. 2687 will be accompanied by a firm schedule
for issuance of the required notification to affected employees.
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The statements required by subparagraph (b) (3) to be submitted to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives,
except for those involving the environmental consequences that are developed in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, will
be developed and included as part of the Case Study and Justification Folder for
each proposal. Appropriate extracts of this Folder may be used to satisfy this
reporting requirement. This information will be kept separate and apart from the
evaluations which may be required by the NEPA and its implementing guidelines
as referred to in subparagraph (b) (2). To meet the reporting requirements of
subparagraph (b) (3) regarding the environmental consequences, the documents
developed in compliance with NEPA are to be provided to the Committees.
The economic analysis covering the budgetary and fiscal consequences required

to be completed in accordance with prescribed procedures and formats as part of
the DoD decision-making process for all base realignment proposals and recom-
mendations, will be based entirely on DoD costs (including family housing, home-
owners assistance, etc.). For contracting-out proposals these costs will reflect the
latest civilian personnel cost factors of Office of Management and Budget Circular
A-76. Other Federal agency costs, as appropriate, which may be required for the
statement on local economic impact required by subparagraph (b) (3), will be
included in a separate independent section of the overall Case Study and Justi-
fication Folder which will also include the evaluation of the local economic impact
of the proposed action. Such other Federal agency significant costs will be either
obtained form the cognizant agency or will be based upon best available estimates
from previous experience. As indicated above, these costs will be discussed and
evaluated apart form DoD costs included in the economic analysis and will not
be included as part of any DoD total costs or amortization period.
The issuance of notices to affected employees of proposed reassignment or

transfer to other positions, reductions to lower grade, or separation during the
60-day waiting perod required by 10 U.S.C. 2687 is not an irrevocable action and
such notices may be issued, if beneficial to either the employees or the Federal
Government. In essence, the minimum 60-day notification period to the employees
required by DoD Manual 1400.20-1-M and the 60-day waiting period required by
subject law can coincide, if necessary. All final base realignment recommendations
forwarded for Deputy Secretary of Defense approval, therefore, which require
reporting under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2687, will also provide information as
to whether notices of employment actions required by the realignment will be
issued to employees at the affected installation during the 60-day waiting period
required by 10 U.S.C. 2687, to include the reasons therefor; the anticipated date
of issuance of the notices; the number of employees to receive such notices; the
effective date of the action; and other pertinent data. If notices are approved for
issuance during the 60-day waiting period required by 10 U.S.C. 2687, this infor-
mation will be included in the submission to the Committees on Armed Services
of the Senate and the House of Representatives which advises of the final base
realignment decision and provides the documents required by the legislation.
However, if approval is granted and if such notices are issued, steps must be taken
to ensure that no employment action required by the realignment is taken until
after the 60-day waiting period has terminated.

Following are examples of actions which are not irrevocable and which can be
accomplished during the 60-day waiting period under the provisions of 10 U.S.C.
2687:

All planning actions for the base realignment in question.
Processing disposal reports for any excess property which may be involved,

both within the Department of Defense and to the appropriate Congressional
Committees.

Limited planned military personnel rotations without replacements.
Planning and programming for facilities requirements resulting from the base

realignment in question.
Following are examples of actions which cannot be accomplished during

the 60-day waiting period with regard to the activity affected by the base realign-
ment subject to the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2687, if they are required either at the
losing or gaining installation as a result of the base realignment in question:

Involuntary separation of civilian personnel.
Involuntary relocation of civilian personnel.
Award of contracts for construction or alterations or the acquisition of facilities.
Expenditures for equipment and supplies.
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Removal/relocation of significant items of equipment related to the realign-
ment from the losing installation.

Installation of significant items of equipment related to the realignment at
the gaining installation.

Termination or award of contracts related to the realignment for the affected
activity at the losing installation.
Award of significant contracts related to the realignment for the affected activity

at the gaining installation.
This guidance applies to all base realignment actions which require reporting

under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2687 and for which a final decision has been
approved by the Deputy Secretary of Defense or other cognizant Defense official
since October 1, 1977 or will be approved in the future.

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., January 14, 1977.

Memorandum: For Secretaries of the military departments, Director of the
Defense agencies.

Subject: Implementation of section 612, Public Law 94-431.
On September 30, 1976, by the attached statement, the President signed H.R.

14846, the FY 1977 Military Construction Authorization Act, into law. The Act
(PL 94-431, September 30, 1976) includes Section 612 concerning candidate base
realignment proposals and subsequent decisions. An extract of Section 612 of
PL 94-431 is attached for necessary implementation.
The 60-day waiting period required by Clause (D), Section 612 pertains to

calendar days, regardless of whether or not Congress is in session recess, etc. At
the expiration of the 60-day waiting period, the fine policy of the 

session,
as directed

by the President in the attached statement, will be to immediately implement the
decision, subject only to the enactment of a law to the contrary. Only the Secretary
of Defense or the Deputy Secretary may consider waiving this requirement. Such
an exception would only be made in very unusual circumstances.

Accordingly, all planning actions necessary to ensure the start of the imple-
mentation of the base realignment immediately at the end of the 60-day period
will be taken. Submission of a recommendation seeking approval of the Secretary
of Defense or the Deputy Secretary of Defense for a base realignment action
required to be reported under Section 612, will be accompanied by a firm schedule
for issuance of the required notification to affected employees.
The information required by Clause (C) to be submitted to the Committees

on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives except for the
environmental consequences, will be developed and included as part of the Case
Study and Justification Folder for each proposal. Appropriate extracts of this
Folder may be used to satisfy this reporting requirement. However, this infor-
mation will be kept separate and apart from the evaluations which may be required
by the National Enviromental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and its implementing
guidelines as referred to in Clause (B) of Section 612. To meet the reporting
requirements of Clause (C) regarding the environmental consequences

' 
the

documents developed in compliance with NEPA, are to be provided to the Com-
mittees. The economic analyses for all base realignment proposals and recom-
mendations will reflect the latest civilian personnel cost factors of Office of Manage-
ment and Budget Circular A-76. It should also be noted that proposals to convert
direct-hire base services and operations to contract fall within the definition of
base realignments. Appropriate action should be taken, therefore, to ensure that
these types of realignments are included in all procedures and policies implemented
for base realignments.
In addition to the above, base closure actions required to be reported by Section

613, PL 89-568 will continue to be forwarded to the Congress at the time the
decision is made to close the installation. This report will be separate and apart
from any Section 612 submission which may be required.

W. P. CLEMENTS.
Enclosures.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 1977,
PUBLIC LAW 94-431, SEPTEMBER 30, 1976

BASE REALIGNMENTS

Sec. 612. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no funds authorized
to be appropriated in this Act may be used to effect or implement--

•
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(1) the closure of any military installation;
(2) any reduction in the authorized level of civilian personnel at any mili-

tary installation by more than one thousand civilian personnel or 50 per
centum of the level of such personnel authorized as of March 1, 1976, or the
end of the fiscal year immediately preceding the fiscal year in which the Secre-
tary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department concerned notifies
the Congress that such installation is a candidate for closure or significant
reduction, whichever occurs later; or
(3) any construction, conversion, or rehabilitation at any other military

installation (whether or not such installation is a military installation as
defined in subsection (b)) which will or may be required as a result of the
relocation of civilian personnel to such other installation by reason of any
closure or reduction to which this section applies;

unless—
(A) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department

concerned notifies the Congress in writing that such military installation is a
candidate for closure or significant reduction; and then
(B) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department

concerned complies with all terms, conditions and requirements of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act; and then
(C) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department

concerned submits to the Committees on Armed Services of the House of
Representatives and the Senate his final decision to close or significantly
reduce such installation and a detailed justification for his decision, together
with the estimated fiscal, local economic, budgetary, environmental, strategic,
and operational consequences of the proposed closure or reduction; and then
(D) a period of at least sixty days expires following the date on which

the justification referred to in clause (C) has been submitted to such com-
mittees, during which period the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of
the military department concerned may take no irrevocable action to imple-
ment the decision.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term "military installation" means any
camp, post, station, base, yard, or other facility under the authority of the De-
partment of Defense—

(1) which is located within any of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or Guam; and
(2) at which not less than five hundred civilian personnel are authorized

to be employed.
(c) For purposes of this section, the term "civilian personnel" means direct-hire

permanent civilian employees of the Department of Defense.
(d) This section shall not apply to any closure or reduction if the President

certifies to Congress that such closure or reduction must be implemented for
reasons of any military emergency or national security or if such closure or reduc-
tion was publicly announced prior to January 1, 1976.

DETAILED STUDY PROCESS

Mr. WHITE. After the candidate realinement actions have been
announced, the detailed study process is initiated. The study develops
for the candidate action and for all feasible alternatives:

1. Reasons for the proposed action.
2. Anticipated benefits to the DOD to be derived. This ism terms

of net annual cost avoidance, one-time costs, and one-time cost
avoidance.

3. Personnel expected to be adversely impacted.
4. Estimate of potential community impact.
5. Anticipated potential economic, unemployment, environmental,

and other problems.
6. Budget impact.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
MIN

It has been longstanding policy to focus on defense costs and savings
in determining the appropriate base realinement actions, and the basic



criterion is to amortize defense cost g in less than 7 to 10.years, except
for unusual cases. This policy has been reinforced by the Director,
Office of Management and Budget.
I would be pleased, Mr. Chairman, to make the OMB corre-

spondence pertaining to this policy available for the record. It is
generally agreed that defense installations should not be operated
primarily to sustain social and economic well-being of the local
community.
[The information follows:]

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,

Washington, D.C., June 18, 1976.
Hon. EDWARD W. BROOKE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR BROOKE: Thank you for your recent letter to Mr. Lynn seeking

clarification of Department of Defense base realignment policies.
Let me point out initially that base closures and realignments are not under-

taken simply as cost economies to the Federal Government. The National Security
Act of 1947 stipulates that the Secretary of Defense shall take such actions as are
appropriate "(including the transfer, reassignment, consolidation, or abolition of
any function, power or duty) to provide more effective, efficient, and economical
administration and operation, and to eliminate duplication, in the Department
of Defense." The Act recognizes the Secretary's responsibility to generate con-
tinuing efficiencies within the Defense establishment and is a vital part of main-
taining a modern, effective military force structure. Base closures and realignments
are often necessary to permit adjustments in the functions, powers, and duties of
our military forces. If, because of the overall impact upon local communities the
Secretary were to retain functions or duties that are no longer needed, he would
not be carrying out his basic responsibility for Defense modernization.
The approval of decisions by the military services on base realignments rests

with the Secretary of Defense. He can bring to these decisions a broad perspective
on National Security requirements, and he can also provide responsive assistance
to the affected communities during the transition period through the Economic
Adjustment Committee. We all agree that defense installations should not be
operated primarily to sustain the social and economic well-being of the local
community. We cannot agree, however, with the implication in your letter that
the final decision on closures and realignments should rest outside the Department
of Defense. Such a procedure would be inconsistent with the Secretary's
responsibilities.
The question we must ask ourselves is: What is the best and most economical

method of implementing the base realignments which must be made to maintain a
modern, effective military establishment?
As stated in our earlier letter, there is no evidence that the costs of transition

assistance programs will ever exceed the recurring annual savings from base
realignment actions. Even if that were the case, however, it would not justify
retaining an installation or function if it does not fit into the requirements of a
modern defense posture. The two-step policy outlined in our letter of May 11, will
permit full public discussion of any significant candidate action, including alterna-
tive courses of actions, prior to a final decision.
We believe this procedure is the only way to insure that the necessary, but

difficult process of base realignments remains an instrument of defense policy.
Sincerely yours,

PAUL H. O'NEILL, Acting Director.

JAMES T. LYNN,.
Director, Office of Management and Budge!,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. LYNN: Thank you for your response to the Massachusetts Congres-

sional Delegation letter of April 2, 1976 concerning policy questions raised by

T.T.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1976.
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recent military base realignment action proposals. While we are grateful for the
information contained in your letter, we do feel that the main issue raised in our
letter remains unaddressed.

Permit us to restate the main theme of our concern. The recent military pro-
posals were directed at desired cost savings. However, if an action proposed by a
particular Federal Agency results in savings to that Agency's budget, but at
the same time results in increased costs to the budgets of other federal agencies,
should there not be a central agency with overview responsibility, such as the
Office of Management and Budget, to weigh the overall affect of the contrary
actions on the total Federal budget.
For example, if the annual savings realized by a military base closure are

weighted against increased expenditures incurred by other agencies of such mag-
nitude that no net savings will accrue for a period of ten years,or longer, who
makes the decision as to whether the move is, in fact, economical? Should it be
documented that a base closing will save the Defense Department $2 million
annually, but that the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Com-
merce, Housing and Urban Development, etc., will incur a one-time cost of $12
million, is the decision as to the advisability of the base closing as a cost savings
measure the sole responsibility of the agency involved?
We certainly agree with you that defense installations should not be operated

primarily "to sustain the social and economic well-being of the local comminity."
We feel it imperative, however, that the citizens whose lives are affected by govern-
mental decisions be assured absolutely that those decisions are reached in a
responsible and equitable fashion. Our constituents must know that the present
studies being conducted at Fort Devens are not merely a charade designed to
rationalize a decision already made.
We strongly suggest that a methodology in which a branch of service proposes

an action, conducts a study of its own proposal, analysis the data collected, and
then issues a decision inherently opens itself to question and cynical disbelief.
Great credibility would be added if an overview agency with a detached view-
point was assigned a monitoring role to oversea total government expenditures
in all areas.
We look forward to your early response.

Sincerely yours,
Edward W. Brooke, USS; Silvio 0. Conte, MC; Joseph D. Early, MC;

Paul E. Tsongas, MC; Torbert H. MacDonald, MC; John J.
Moakley, MC; James A. Burke, MC; Michael S. Dukakis,
Governor; Edward M. Kennedy, USS; Edward P. Boland, MC;
Robert F. Drinan, MC; Michael J. Harrington

' 
MC; Thomas P.

O'Neill, Jr., MC; Margaret M. Heckler, MC; Gerry E. Studds,
MC; Thomas P. O'Neill III, LTG.

Hon. EDWARD W. BROOKE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

MAY 7, 1976.

DEAR SENATOR BROOKE: Thank you for your recent letter regarding Depart-
ment of Defense base realignment policies.
Let me first make it clear that I fully appreciate the pressures imposed by any

closure or realignment of major military installations. As a result of the well-
founded concerns which have been generated by previous realignment actions,
the structure of Federal assistance programs to which you refer has been created.
I believe that your concern and that of others in similar circumstances has done
a great deal to demonstrate the need to provide transitional assistance to areas
which have been placed in difficult economic circumstances.
However, I must also point out that the purpose of this assistance is to ease

the transition period during which the affected community must develop new
economic resources. The savings generated by the closure or realignment of the
military activities no longer required are permanent in nature and will continue
to accrue annually after the transition period is completed.

Despite the difficult problems of economic transition, I believe that the primary
consideration governing any realignment of a defense installation must be the
military requirement. Where the continued operation of any base is no longer
supportable by military need, it must be considered as a candidate for closure or
realignment. To do otherwise would suggest a thesis that defense installations
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should be operated primarily to sustain the social and economic well-being of the
local community. I know that you join me in recognizing that such a concept is
incompatible with the need to maintain a modern, efficient establishment.
I fully understand your concern over the impact of Defense base realignments

on your State especially after previous realignments in Massachusetts and Rhode
Island. Partially as an outgrowth of your State's concerns voiced during the 1973
realignments, and partially because of the National Environmental Policy Act
and recent court orders, the Department of Defense has recently changed its
policy on base realignments.
The system operating in 1973 required only an internal Department of Defense

determination on the installations to be realigned. Other Government agencies
were notified only after formal public announcement of the decisions. As your
letter mentions, coordination between the agencies was sometimes strained under
this procedure. Funding these additional costs had not been adequately co-
ordinated in advance so that other agencies might assess the impact on their
budgets.
The revised base realignment process currently being used by the Department

of Defense involves two steps leading to decision:
Step 1 is an internal study by the military services that establishes the military

requirement for realignment, considers initial realignment concepts, and identifies
preliminary alternatives. Some preliminary consideration may be made of the
environmental and other implications of the candidate actions.

If a determination is made to proceed, it will be announced that the installation
is a "candidate for realignment,' subject to detailed study and evaluation. This
identification of candidates for realignment is a major change from past policy
which announced to the public only final decisions.
Step 2 involves a detailed study process to analyze the effects of closing or

reducing the status of the candidate installation. This includes preparation of the
necessary operational, technical, cost effectiveness and environmental reviews,
assessments and studies. During this phase, if necessary, the cognizant military
service will also draft an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), including
dissemination to all interested parties, publication in the Federal Register, and
conduct of public hearings. Comments from concerned citizens and organizations
will actively be solicited by the Department of Defense. The EIS includes con-
sideration of environmental as well as socio-economic factors. All feasible alter-
natives to the candidate action will also be identified and evaluated. This process
will include coordination with affected Federal agencies.
The final realignment decision rests with the Secretary of Defense after con-

sultation with other Government agencies and upon completion of any necessary
studies.
I hope that the process outlined in this letter reassures you that full considera-

tion will be made within the Administration to both Defense requirements and
social concerns prior to any final decision on realignments. May I suggest that
if you have any relevant data on the potential impact of any realignment that you
contact Secretary Rumsfeld to insure consideration is given to your concerns.

Sincerely yours,
JAMES T. LYNN, Director.

JAMES T. LYNN,
Director, Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. LYNN: Announcements made yesterday by the Department of the

Army concerning "Proposed Studies of Installations and Activities and Realign-
ment Actions" prompt us to raise policy questions. We would appreciate the
benefit of your judgments on these questions. Our interest is, of course, quickened
by the proposed reduction of 82 percent of the activities at Fort Devens, Mas-
sachusetts, the last remaining Army Base in New England.
On February 27th, President Ford, in responding to a letter from Senator

Brooke stated, "The points you make particularly about the need for development
of a careful and comprehensive economic analysis before any action is taken are
absolutely correct." It is our judgment that one of the areas most in need of careful
analysis is the impact on the overall Federal budget of base realignment decisions
made by any particular branch of the Defense Department.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., April 2, 1976.
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We well understand that the Department of the Army is concerned with the
impact their actions will have on their own budget. We question whether there
is any mechanism within the Government to measure the total economic impact
of a particular action. Is there assigned responsibility for weighing the increase
in one Department's expenditures caused by the actions of another Department?
Is the overall budgetary cost or saving assessed, and are decisions based on such
overall considerations, or is each Agency free to make its decisions based only on
the impact of actions on its own budget?
For example, at the time the Department of the Navy announced it would close

the Boston Naval Shipyard as an economy move we requested that the total eco-
nomic impact be considered. Unfortunately, such factors were never taken into
consideration. We now have available some of the actual costs borne by other
government agencies as a result of the Navy's decision. The Massachusetts
Base Conversion Commission and the Division of Employment Security used a
tracking system to keep records of unemployment benefits paid to workers laid
off at the Boston Naval Shipyard. These benefits totaled $11 million. The De-
partment of Labor spent $3 million for retraining former shipyard employees.
The Economic Development Administration of the Department of Commerce
granted $900,000 for reuse planning. The Department of Housing and Urban
Development awarded $160,000 for planning, and the New England Regional
Commission awarded $100,000 for economic analysis. Grant applications presently
in the pipeline at the Economic Development Administration total approximately
$10 million, primarily for the modernization of Shipyard facilities. This total of
over $25 million is substantially increased by the value of welfare benefits, food
stamps, and other Federally funded programs. So, while the Navy might have
realized some saving, the enormous additional costs borne by the total Federal
budget was never factored in.
We would appreciate receiving from you a description of the methodology that

will be employed in estimating non-Defense Department governmental costs
resulting from DOD actions, and the decision-making mechanism to be em-
ployed in evaluating such data.
With thanks for your cooperation, we are.

Sincerely yours,

Edward W. Brooke, USS; Silvio 0. Conte, MC; Joseph D. Early, MC;
Paul E. Tsongas, MC; Torbert H. MacDonald, MC; John J.
Moakley, MC; James A. Burke, MC; Michael S. Dukakis,
Governor; Edward M. Kennedy, USS; Edward P. Boland, MC;
Robert F. Drinan, MC; Michael J. Harrington, MC; Thomas P.
O'Neill, Jr., MC; Margaret M. Heckler, MC; Gerry E. Studds,
MC; Thomas P. O'Neill III, LTG.

NEPA COMPLIANCE DURING DETAILED STUDY

Mr. WHITE. In compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969—NEPA—an environmental impact assessment is de-
veloped for each action, and if it is determined to be a major action
which could significantly affect the quality of the human environment,
an environmental impact statement is prepared. Where an EIS is
required, a draft EIS is filed with the Environmental Protection
Agency—EPA—as agent for the Council on Environmental Quality and
is circulated to the public and to Federal, State, and local agencies for a
minimum 45-day review and comment period. In addition, public
hearing may be conducted, as appropriate in the affected communities,
if the proposal is environmentally controversial. Substantive comments
received from the public and the State and regional clearinghouses

• are evaluated and considered and the results are reflected in the final
EIS which is also filed with EPA. Notice of the filing of both the draft
and final EIS is noted in the Federal Register. No administrative
action may be taken for 30 days following the filing of the final EIS.
The final statement accompanies the proposed action through the
review process so that the decisionmakers can give due consideration
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to environmental factors concurrent with technical, operational,

economic, and other factors, in making the final decision. For actions
not requiring an EIS, our policy is to provide the Congress and the
public a 30-day comment period, as noted in the Federal Register,

prior to implementation of the realinement action. These public re-
view procedures insure that no relevant factor has been overlooked
during the decisionmaking process.

COMPLETION OF DETAILED STUDIES

After the detailed studies, including those required by NEPA, are
completed, the Secretary of the concerned military department for-
wards his decision to the Secretary of Defense for approval. This
action is then reviewed by the cognizant OSD staff elements and a
recommendation on the issue is forwarded to the Secretary of Defense.
If he concurs in a decision to implement a realinement, the concerned
military department must submit to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives the final realine-
ment decision, and, when required by 10 U.S.C. 2687, a detailed justi-
fication for the decision, including statements of the estimated fiscal,
local economic, budgetary, environmental, strategic, and operational
consequences of the proposed realinement. After the report to Con-
gress, there is a 60-day waiting period prescribed by 10 U.S.C. 2687
during which no irrevocable action may be taken to effect or implement
the realinement. Of course, if a decision is made not to implement any
base realinement as a result of the detailed studies, we also notify the
Congress and the public.

DOD PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

We are also, as you know, concerned with our employees in this
matter and under the DOD program for stability of civilian employ-
ment, every effort is made to assist displaced employees in obtaining
other acceptable employment. DOD officials work closely with the
Civil Service Commission and maintain liaison with the Department .
of Labor, State employment offices, and private industry to help em-
ployees locate other employment. Where appropriate, they are given
the opportunity to undertake retraining programs to qualify them for
jobs available in the local labor markets. In most cases employees are
given a 60-day advance notice of reduction in force and functional
transfer rather than the 30 days required by the Civil Service Com-
mission. Upon their request, employees will be carried in a leave
period for such additional time as is necessary to provide a 90-day
notice period prior to separation. Career employees who do not elect
to take other Federal positions are eligible for severance pay up to 1
year based upon length of service, or for immediate retirement under
one of the voluntary or involuntary retirement options.
Employees whose jobs are transferred to other locations are given

the opportunity to transfer with their jobs. The Government pays for
the cost of moving and transporting their families and household
goods, the cost of buying and selling a home, the cost of a "house
hunting" trip, and temporary quarters and subsistence expenses.
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ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT

You are aware that the President is concerned with the adverse
impact base realinements may have on local communities and re-
cently issued Executive Order 12049 to assure that available Federal
resources are coordinated and targeted to assist the affected commun-
ities. It designates the heads of 18 Federal agencies as members of the
Economic Adjustment Committee under the chairmanship of the
Secretary of Defense. In order to improve Federal assistance and
insure it is targeted to the most serious needs of affected communities,
the Executive order includes a provision to assist communities that
may be affected by proposed realinements. This is a significant change
from previous practices where assistance was rendered only after a
realinement decision had been made. In practice, it means that plans
for adjustment assistance can be developed at the time of decision, if
desired by local officials.
I would be pleased to make a copy of this Executive order together

with the President's letter available for the record.
Senator HART. Please do.
[The information follows:]
(Attached is Executive Order 12049 and President's letter of 27 March 1978

on the subject.)

[3195-01]
Executive Order 12049 MARCH 27, 1978

THE PRESIDENT

DEFENSE ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution of
the United States of America, in order to provide coordinated Federal eco-
nomic adjustment assistance necessitated by changes in Department of De-
fense activities, it is hereby ordered as follows:

SECTION 1. Functions of the Secretary of Defense.
(a) The Secretary shall, through the Economic Adjustment Committee, design

and establish an Economic Adjustment Program to assist in the alleviation of
serious economic and social impacts that result from major Defense realignments.
The program shall provide for:

1. Identification of Defense-related impact problems of States, metropolitan
areas, or communities that require assistance.

2. Preparation of development strategies and action plans to coordinate
Federal, State and local economic adjustment efforts.

3. Strengthened and uniform economic impact analysis and analysis of com-
munity requirements for Federal economic adjustment resources, prior to base
realignment action.

4. Timely and earliest possible consultation and cooperation with local, State
and Federal officials concerning impact problems and coordinated interagency
and intergovernmental adjustment assistance.

5. A clearinghouse service to exchange information among Federal, State and
local officials involved in the resolution of community adjustment problems; e.g.,
previous studies, technical information, and sources of public and private financing.
6. Application of consistent policies, practices, and procedures in the administra-

tion of Federal programs that are utilized to assist Defense impact communities.
7. Encouragement of effective State and regional cooperation and concerted

involvement of public interest groups and private sector organizations in Defense
adjustment activities.
8. Development, with representatives of appropriate agencies, of uniform criteria

for the determination of social economic impact of a particular realignment.
9. Identification and strengthening of existing agency mechanisms to better

coordinate employment opportunities for displaced agency personnel.
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10. Increased attractiveness to the private sector of interim usage of lands and
buildings and ways of streamlining property disposal procedures to enable im-
pacted communities to acquire base property for job-generation purposes as
military activities phase down.
(b) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that sufficient resources and personnel

are allocated to carry out these functions.
SEC. 2. Economic Adjustment Committee. (a) The Economic Adjustment Com-

mittee is hereby continued.
(b) The Committee shall be composed of the following, or a principal deputy,

and such others as the President may designate:
(1) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be the Chairman of the Committee.
(2) The Secretary of Agriculture.
(3) The Secretary of Commerce.
(4) The Secretary of Energy.
(5) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
(6) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.
(7) The Secretary of the Interior.
(8) The Secretary of Labor.
(9) The Secretary of Transportation.
(10) The Attorney General.
(11) The Chairman Council of Economic Advisers.
(12) The Director Of the Office of Management and Budget.
(13) The Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
(14) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
(15) The Director of the Community Services Administration.
(16) The Administrator of General Services.
(17) The Administrator of the Small Business Administration.
(18) The Chairman of the United States Civil Service Commission.
(c) The Committee shall advise, assist, and support the Secretary of Defense's

Economic Adjustment activities.
(d) The Secretary of Defense shall provide all necessary administrative support

for the Committee.
SEC. 3. Responsibility of Executive Agencies.
(a) The head of each agency represented on the Economic Adjustment Com-

mittee shall designate a permanent representative to: (1) serve as liaison with the
Secretary of Defense's economic adjustment staff, (2) coordinate agency support
and participation in assistance projects, and (3) assist in resolving community
impact problems.
(b) All Executive agencies shall:
(1) Support, to the extent permitted by law, the economic adjustment assistance

activities of the Secretary of Defense. Such support shall include the use and
application of personnel, technical expertise, legal authorities, and available
financial resources to the extent required to provide a coordinated Federal response
to the needs of individual communities, States, and regions adversely affected by
necessary Defense changes.
(2) Afford priority consideration to community requests for Federal technical

assistance, financial resources, excess or surplus property, or other requirements
that are part of a comprehensive plan used by the Economic Adjustment
Committee.
SEC. 4. Construction. Nothing in this Order shall be construed as subjecting

any function vested by law in, or assigned pursuant to law to, any agency or
head thereof to the authority of any other agency or officer or as abrogating or
restricting any such function in any manner.

JIMMY CARTER.
THE WHITE HOUSE,

March 27, 1978.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1978.

Memorandum for: The Secretary of Defense; The Attorney General; The Secre-
tary of the Interior; The Secretary of Agriculture; The Secretary of Commerce,
The Secretary of Labor; The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare;
The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development; The Secretary of Trans-
portation; The Secretary of Energy; The Chairman, Civil Service Com-
mission; The Director, Community Services Administration; The Chairman
of the Council of Economic Advisers; The Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency; The Adminstrator, General Services Administration;
The Director, Office of Management and Budget; The Administrator, Small
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Business Administration; The Director of the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

This Administration has initiated a major effort to strengthen military effective-
ness and to reduce unnecessary Defense expenditures. Many required changes can
be implemented with minimal impact on individuals and communities. Other
changes, however, will involve a requirement to close installations or eliminate
jobs and these could result in a serious economic impact in some localities.
I am fully committed to a reduction in Defense costs, but the burden should not

be borne solely by the citizens who happen to reside or work in an impacted area.
Therefore, I am equally committed to the implementation of these changes in a
manner that reflects my genuine concern for those individuals and communities
that are directly affected.
I have asked Secretary Brown to continue to chair the Economic Adjustment

Committee in order to assure that coordinated Federal assistance is provided to
impacted communities when it is required and that increased consideration is given
to social and economic impacts in the implementation of Defense realignment
actions.
The Economic Adjustment Committee has helped many communities to

successfully overcome the impact of Defense changes in the past. The scope and
extent of possible future changes, however, impose a requirement for increased
participation and priority attention by all agencies involved with the Committee.
To meet this need, I have today signed an Executive Order designating you as a
member of the Committee. I have also designated Jack Watson, my Assistant for
Intergovernmental Affairs and Secretary to the Cabinet, as a member of this
Committee. Additionally, you should name a representative to work closely with
the permanent Committee staff in the Office of Economic Adjustment.
My objective in issuing the order to strengthen the Committee is to assure that

available Federal resources are coordinated and targeted in a manner that is
responsive to the most important needs of Defense impacted communities. Priority
consideration should be given to requirements for technical and financial assistance
or other actions that may be required to support the Committee's projects.
You will appreciate that Defense impacts vary widely and they pose a complex

challenge for the affected communities and states. They also serve as a test of the
ability of the Federal departments and agencies to provide effective assistance. I
therefore expect you to review your agency's support of economic adjustment
assistance projects with the objective of identifying improvements, wherever
possible.

Recognizing that funding and property are two Federal resources most often
required to resolve local impact problems, I have asked the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget to (1) review arrangements for identification of
economic adjustment resources in the budgets of appropriate Federal agency
programs, and (2) work with the Department of Defense and the General Services
Administration to ensure that Federal property procedures are streamlined to
expedite the interim use and transfer of excess base properties for job-generating
purposes at prices the impacted communities can afford to pay.
In addition, I have asked the Director of the Office of Management and Budget

to review the adequacy of the arrangements for the implementation of this
Executive order. Your cooperation with the Secretary of Defense and the Director
of OMB will enable us to implement necessary Defense changes and render more
effective Federal assistance to those in need.

JIMMY CARTER.
PUBLIC INPUT

Mr. WHITE. You will note that the present base realinement pro-
cedures provide an opportunity for public input which is considered
during the decisionmaking process. The process of announcing candi-
dates for study, of complying with NEPA and of complying with 10
U.S.C. 2687, when appropriate, result in a public awareness long before
a final decision is made. In earlier times, no Congressional notification
or public announcement was released until a final decision had been
made. Until the decision was made, the entire process was internal in
nature which did not provide for Congressional or public participation.

Gentlemen, this concludes my formal statement. I would again like
to thank you for your kind attention while I explained the policies and
procedures of the DOD base realinement program.

33-208-78--3
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I have with me today my colleagues, Assistant Secretary of Army,
Gibbs, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, Chayes, and Assistant
Secretary of the Navy, Hidalgo, and we would be glad to respond to
any questions you may have on this subject.

Senator HART. Thank you very much. I think your statement is an
excellent summary of the departmental policy on base realinements
and I think provides a very good point of departure for further
discussion.
You did make several offers of documents in your statement and we

would welcome the submission of all those documents. They will be
included in the record with any other materials that you wish we should
have.
Let me ask if any representatives of the various services, the Assist-

ant Secretaries, have prepared statements or opening remarks of any
kind before we go to questions.
Mr. HIDALGO. I do not.
Mr. GIBBS. I do not.
Mr. CHAYES. No sir.
Senator HART. I want to also welcome my colleague, Senator Culver.

I appreciate his attendance here this morning.

DETERMINATION OF BASE REALINEMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Dr. White, on page 2 of your statement you have some very im-
pressive statistics about realinement actions between 1969 and 1977.
When you use those statistics to illustrate the success of the Depart-
ment's efforts at realinement and consolidation, I am particularly
impressed by the V% billion annual savings figure. Could you tell
me how that figure was derived and how you can be as certain as you
are about those numbers, and particularly the degree they demon-
strate of success of the overall program?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
We have standard procedures by which we evaluate, in the cases of

all of the announced decisions the various elements of savings, be they
savings in operating and support costs or savings in personnel, and
we have standard formats by which we calculate those savings. The
services, when they do these analyses, submit them to us, as I say, in
the standard format.
So, in each case these procedures have been reviewed not only within

the Department but also by GAO in all controversial cases. I think
these are well established procedures by which we can do this, and we
can break them out for you in terms of service if you would like.

Senator HART. If you would, I think any documentation, particularly
those figures, showing savings, would be helpful to us.
[The information follows:]

SUMMARY OF ANNOUNCED INSTALLATION AND ACTIVITY REALINEMENT AND CLOSURE ACTIONS
(EXCLUDING SVN AND THAILAND), JANUARY 1969 THROUGH DECEMBER 1977

Army Navy Air Force Defense Total

Actions 1,058 1,386 884 190 3,518
Positions eliminated:

Military 104, 872 150, 999 118, 451 2, 127 376, 449
Civilian 103, 283 85, 120 51, 014 10, 284 249, 701

Estimated annual savings (millions) $1, 972.3 $1, 666. 7 $1, 738. 5 $114.9 $5, 492. 4

(
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TRACKING SAVINGS

Senator HART. I certainly don't doubt the veracity of your state-
ment. I think it is interesting to us how you can track the savings.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, I might add in that regard we are also cur-

rently improving tkat process in terms of a better specific tracking
afterwards in terms of what exactly happened using a device in the
Air Force which has now taken the lead on that and is experimenting
with it in four bases.
We are also trying to refine and improve that process because it is

obviously a critical part of the whole procedure.
Senator HART. I will continue to address questions principally to

Dr. White but I would invite each of the rest of you to make your
comments and observations.
I think one of the principal purposes of this hearing and our over-

sight action, is to depoliticize what I think in the end still continues
to be unfortunately a too heavily politicized effort. The dollars are
big, the impact is on local conimunities and economies is great and,
therefore, political implications are also fairly important.
What the committee would like to do, and I am sure what you

would like to do, to the degree possible, is insulate this whole process
from being politicized. In that connection, Dr. White, the whole proc-
ess by which bases are studied for realinement, is it just kind of a
smoke screen for a decision that has Already been made? Do the
studies always come out the right way in the sense that they justify
a preordained decision made within the Department, and that, in fact,
by going through this process all that is being done is to conceal a
decision which was perhaps heavily politicized at the outset.

PROCEDURES FOR PREPARATION OF BASE REALINEMENT PACKAGES

At the bottom of page 2 I notice you talk about the April 1978
candidate actions and you use the term "prudent management
actions." To what degree is the study process genuine, and in that
connection, do you on occasion, not decide to go forward with a
realinement as a result of the study that was in fact conducted?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, if I may take a few moments, I think the best

way to answer is to describe, perhaps in that specific context, what
went on.
When Dr. Brown became Secretary of Defense, as I mentioned, he

was concerned about the base realinement issue and he did issue
guidance to the Departments to review their bases and to see whether
or not there were, in fact, possible economies through reatinements.
Based on that review, we established a target schedule to announce
publicly the results of the review. With that the services individually
reviewed their various bases.
On the basis of those reviews, they submitted to the Office of the

Secretary a proposed list of base realinements.
Now, I can assure you (a), there were items on that list that I

would not have anticipated would have been on it. There were items
on that list which I would have anticipated, and there were not items
that I might have anticipated. So, speaking personally, it was a list
that was developed by the Departments. It was one that we then
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reviewed, but it was not a candidate list in the sense that we knew
about it in advance.
We obviously looked at the list in terms of the practical aspects

of it. Is it feasible? Does it make sense? Why those particular bases?
In addition to that, we are particularly concerned because under
this process, which has now become very lengthy for a great many
reasons, the local community is held in a kind of limbo while this
goes on. That is not particularly good for them or, therefore, for us.
So we must be careful that proposals that. are announced for study,
for realinement as a result of the initial review are serious candidates.
So we reviewed them for that reason as well, and then, of course,
we concerned ourselves with alternatives. Once that was done we
reviewed the list primarily with the Deputy Secretary, Mr. Duncan,
but also with Dr. Brown. I discussed this matter with Dr. Brown,
went over the books with him in terms of what the proposals were.
Dr. Brown and Mr. Duncan then approved the announcement, and
we proceeded by notifying the Congress and having a formal public
announcement of the proposed realinements.
Now, I do not know at this stage what, in fact, will happen in

terms of the results but I can assure you, and I could supply for the
record from the past, situations where announcements have been
made that have not gone forward in terms of formal closures,
Senator HART. As a result of the studies?
Mr. WHITE. As a result of the studies.
Senator HART. I think you understand the context of these

questions.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, I do.
Senator HART. I think the American people are very familiar with

the phenomenon of a heavy military presence in certain States an.d
districts as a result of the seniority of certain people in the past and
their relationship with the Department. Although I suppose to a
certain degree human nature will continue what it has always been,
I think what we want to do or try to do is help insulate you as much
as possible from those pressures and to help in fact consolidate and
realine and close facilities that don't make any economic sense.
So all of us, I think, unquestionably support the principle of saving

taxpayer's dollars, even if it comes to the situation of our own States,
which of course, makes it a great deal tougher to insure that that
support is there. I think we have to be assured that there is not back-
doonng of those decisions, and in a variety of ways.
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir, Mr. Chairman, I couldn't agree more, and we do

very much appreciate your support in this matter because these de-
cisions are frankly devilishly hard just based on the pure substance,
but we are trying to deal with them. They are very complex; they
involve uncertainty about the future and so on. It is a very difficult
process, and it is an enormous responsibility, so we do need to con-
tinually make our decisions in the most objective way we can.
Senator Hart. I have a large number of additional questions. Let me

see if Senator Culver wants to ask questions at this point.
Senator CULVER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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COMMUNITY IMPACT OF REALINEMENT STUDIES

I am very pleased to note, Mr. White, the new guidelines for the
Economic Adjustment Committee and the fact that they now provide
this advance assistance before any actual closure or realinement takes
place. Some of us have previously been concerned about this and
suggested such measures to strengthen the adjustment assistance
process.
I also welcome your willingness to study realinements and closures

in order to give us a more cost effective defense. The one area that
has been of particular concern to me, because of some direct experience
with one installation, has been the practice that I detect of restudying
a particular facility or operation where marginal savings, at least, are
already demonstrated, cases in which it is very questionable, on the
basis of previous studies, whether any savings are likely. Those re-
peated studies throw the community involved and everyone else into
a very heavy lather sometimes unnecessarily. This is a problem that I
am particularly concerned about, and I am curious whether within
your own Department, your own office, you are properly sensitive to
the implications of these exercises?
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir, I think we are. It is a serious problem and one

to which we are very sensitive. You would like obviously to study
only probable candidates, and you would like the study to be done as
expeditiously, fairly and objectively as possible. Then you would like
to put that to rest and to go to other things. There are two problems
that concern me in what you mention.
One is the issue of having studied something in 1974 and then in

1976 and then in 1978, all separate studies. I think we are very
sensitive to that because of all of the problems you raise.
The other problem, which is related to study, is that it goes on for a

very long period, over 1 year, 1% years. Some of this is due to problems
with getting data, some of it is due to requests on the part of the
community for delay, some of it is due to compliance with statutory
requirements, and other factors. But again we are very sensitive to the
problem of trying to get the .studies over with as quickly as we can.

ARMY MANAGEMENT ENGINEERING TRAINING ACTIVITY

Senator CULVER. Secretary Gibbs, as you know, I am very skepti-
cal about one particular problem area, and that is the Army proposal
to transfer the Army Management Engineering Training Facility
from the Rock Island Arsenal to be part of the Army Logistics
Management Center at Fort Lee, Va.
This proposal has been studied and rejected three times—in 1964

when I first went to Congress, in the 1965-68 period, and in 1971-72.
It has been rejected each time. Now, the last review, which was an
ad hoc study group report by OSD and the Army, on February 3,
1972, concluded as follows:
Any advantage gained by relocating AMETA from Rock Island Arsenal

would be offset by disadvantages associated with faculty disruption and reduced
effectiveness brought about by the loss of current contact with the industrial
environment.



34

One of the disadvantages cited in your 1977 preliminary feasibility

study, the basis for the detailed study that is now underway, is, and

I quote, "Disestablishment of an institution which has an excellent

reputation and a lot of supporters."
In view of this history, why did you decide to study this proposal

again?
Mr. GIBBS. Senator Culver, I think where you quote that there

are disadvantages to the consolidation, that is probably a quote from

the feasibility study in which we list all of the relative advantages and

disadvantages. That study was undertaken because, as you. have

indicated, the Army has considered that on several occasions in the

past and it has been a matter of some controversy within the

DARCOM community, which is responsible for both the AMETA

activity and the activity at Fort Lee. The decision to undertake a

detailed study was based on the feasibility study which demonstrated

that there may be, in fact, some substantial cost savings by consoli-

dating at Fort Lee. We felt it was worth a detailed study and to get

it out of the arena of the continuing debate at the feasibility study

stage. For that reason we have gone forward with it.
Senator CULVER. When you talk about the general advantages

and disadvantages, I would point out that compared to these acknowl-

edged serious disadvantages, transferring this facility was estimated

to eliminate only 26 positions, at an estimated annual savings of a

little over half a million dollars, as part of the total DOD realinement

involving reductions of 23,000 personnel and $340 million in annual

costs.
Since your decision to study the AMETA transfer again, two

further developments have cast more doubt on the cost effectiveness

of this proposal. One is that the staff reductions at AMETA have

reduced the number of positions that can be eliminated by the move

from 26 down to an estimated 5 to 10, meaning much smaller personnel

savings. Then, last month, on the basis of the Readiness Command's

in process review of the current AMETA study, General Moore,

DARCOM's Chief of Staff, reported to the Department of the Army

that, and I quote, "Considering the changed circumstances, the

absence of any economic gains and the notable disadvantages of this
possible merger, DARCOM feels the consolidation of AMETA is not

genuinely worthy of further pursuit and strongly recommends that the
current realinement study be discontinued."

Secretary Gibbs, in view of these latest developments, on top of the
past history, why did the Department of the Army refuse DARCOM's
recommendations and order a continuation of the study?
Mr. GIBBS. We ordered a continuation and conclusion of the study

because the communication you mentioned outlining the disadvantages
and the apparent loss of savings is an argument to be made on the
basis of a completed study, and a recommendation such as was being
made by DARCOM is the kind of recommendation that ought to
accompany the completed study.

Senator CULVER. You are mindful of DARCOM's conclusion that
any small personnel savings would be offset by moving costs, trans-
portation costs, and disruption to the local community, which I want
to assure you would be very considerable indeed.
Mr. GIBBS. Yes.
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Senator CULVER. The people affected are standing on their heads for
a year every time you get involved in one of these things. When it is on
the merits, a reahnement study is certainly legitimate and justified.
But when you get into one of these proposals and keep protracting
the agony, hanging by their thumbs, and you have all of this past
information, one can't help get conspiratorial about what is happening
to them.

Secretary Gibbs, my experience on this committee indicates that
there is an increasing need for advanced and innovative managers in
the military services, and increasing numbers of top level managers.
All of the AMETA studies agree that the merger proposal could lead
to a loss of very valuable and unique management expertise.

Is my assumption correct that that is an important factor in making
final decisions here?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes.
Senator CULVER. High level managerial requirements are increasing?
Mr. GIBBS. That is one of the factors that you have to weigh very

carefully in coming to a final decision, the loss of key personnel who
mioht not transfer in such a situation.

enator CULVER. Would your decision take into account surveys
of how many faculty members would leave the agency rather than
transfer to Fort Lee? Do you factor that in?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, that is part of the detailed study.
Senator CULVER. Will you evaluate the potential costs that could

result from a loss in Government expertise in management engineering,
and from increased contracting out for some of the consulting work
being done at AMETA?
Mr. GIBBS. The answer is yes.
Senator CULVER. If you didn't have an in-house consulting capa-

bility and have to go the contracting-out route, do you assess the cost
implications of that change?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.

THIRTY-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Senator CULVER. The DOD policy described in Dr. White's state-
ment is that no administrative action may be taken for 30 days, is
that correct?
Mr. GIBBS. Following a final decision.
Senator CULVER. And an environmental impact statement?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator CULVER. Now, if no impact statement is required, your

policy is to provide for a 30-day public comment period prior to
implementation of action, is that right?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir. Can I go through that for you?
Senator CULVER. Yes; if you would, please.
Mr. GIBBS. I would anticipate because the study is a small one

compared to a number of others that Army is doing, that it can be
completed fairly soon, that is, I believe that we can expect that study
to be forwarded in August to the Department of the Army Head-
quarters. After we have reviewed it and the Secretary has made his
recommendation, we will announce a preferred alternative.
A preferred alternative might be the consolidation or it might be

status quo. Following that announcement, we will observe a 30-day
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public comment period for people to make comments on that preferred
alternative before a final decision is announced.

Senator CULVER. Does this mean there will really be two separate
periods for public review then, the first being a 30-day comment
period before the Secretary's final decision, is that correct?
Mr. GIBBS. That is right.
Senator CULVER. And the 60-day period for Congress to consider

that decision and its justification?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir, during which we cannot begin any implementa-

tion, if 10 U.S.C. 2687 applies.
Senator CULVER. Thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to

explore this AMETA proposal with you. I have a continuing and real
interest in it.
MT. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator CULVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CONTINUOUS REVIEW PROCESS

Senator HART. Let me pursue a lot  of questions related to the issue
of continuous review. I note, Dr. White, in your statement, I think
on page 4, you talked about a continuous review process, to identify
candidate realinement action. Can you tell us how this is done and
I would like again any of the individual secretaries to make their own
comments on this. Is this review classified? Does this mean that once
an announcement of possible realinement or realinement studies has
been made that efforts are then started all over again to identify
another list, or how does that process work?
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, the reason I put that in there was to

highlight a problem that we have, that you have just identified. While
we have a formal list now for study, as you know, the Department
is huge, the world changes all the time, there are variables. Therefore,
within the services there are always reviews going on in terms of the
movement of people, changes in technology, weapon systems, and those
affect facilities requirements. So there is always going on within each
Department a general staff review across the board of various actions.
When we do not call for a formal review of the major sort that is
represented by the April 26 announcement, the services are reviewing
the utilization and requirement for all their various facilities in an
effort to find economies.

Senator HART. But that is a sort of preannouncement process?
Mr. WHITE. That is correct, it is a standard management process.

It is not formalized in the sense of the review that I have discussed.
Senator HART. I understand. Is it directed toward a time? Let me

get to the timing. Is it directed toward a time when another list, long
or short, of so-called candidates is going to be announced? Is there a
cycle to this?
Mr. WHITE. No sir, not necessarily. In the current situation, for

instance, we have not identified any target time for the compilation
of a new candidate list or have we asked the services to anticipate
such a request. So in the current situation, for instance, in addition
to the studies that have been identified, it would just be standard
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management action that they would be taking, not leaning toward
the 

Senator HART. And so it would be incorrect for us to assume that
you are on a periodic cycle that will repeat itself roughly at the same
time next April, or anything like that?
Mr. WHITE. Yes; that is correct. We need not have another package

next April. We do not now anticipate one although I do not want to
foreclose thatipossibility. We may make such decisions, but we do not
plan to do so at the this time.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AT CANDIDATE BASES

Senator HART. Of particular concern to this oommittee and the
military construction phase has been the question of a facility being
studied at one level or another that has been on the candidate list.
What is the Department's policy or the individual services' policy
toward construction at that facility, because many of these facilities,
of course, have priority lists of construction, backed up for some
period of time, or something comes on that needs to be built. I want
to get to how you handle that.
We requested in the 2 years that I have been on this committee that

the Department identify for us proposed construction projects that
are at the facilities that are under study or even that are announced for
possible relinement or closure. Even in spite of that warning, we got,
I think, $40 million in construction project requests in this year's
construction bill that bases that were either primarily or so-called
alternate candidates, according to the April announcement. I wonder
how that happens?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, we do attempt very carefully to watch the

military construction program and to identify construction underway
or planned at bases under study which it is economically feasible to
terminate or defer. It is the responsibility of the individual military
departments to review bases and the study list and the alternates
in conjunction with their military construction programs and to take
actions in those cases, where, in their judgment, the construction proj-
ect should not go forward until there is a decision with respect to the
study. That may be at the primary base or at an alternate base. In
some cases there is construction that will continue even though a base
is under study. In our own most recent 

Senator HART. What kind of cases would those be?
Mr. WHITE. For instance, pollution abatement situations, which

have relatively short payoffs, which make sense environmentally,
even though the base may be under study because of the time it would
take to close a base even if there were a decision made to do so.
We could provide you, sir, with a complete list. Our current review

indicates that there are some 26 projects currently on hold within the
Department for this reason, that is, for the reason of study, with the
dollar value of $68.1 million, and we would be pleased to provide for
the record 

Senator HART. If you would.
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[The information follows:]

BREAKDOWN OF MILCON ON HOLD

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS ON HOLD

Fiscal year Station
Project

No. Project

Program,
amount

(thousands)

1976 Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md _ 198 EM barracks $2, 935
1976 Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md_ 243.2 Barracks modernization 2,500
1978 Fort Henning, Ga 331 Dental clinic 3,279
1973 Fort Dix, N.J 187 Cold storage warehouse 1 1, 215
1973 Fort Dix, N.J 873.1 Barracks, modernization 3,000
1978 Fort Sam Houston, Tex 92 Brooke Army Medical Center, alterations___ 9, 000
1978 Fort Benning, ga 317 Barracks, trainee (1,150 man) 2 13, 934

liAlthough OMB has not apportioned the funds to date, the Army is seeking release of the funds because the project
supports activities unrelated to the training base or division stationing. It is necessary that this critical project which is
related to health and welfare of Army and Air Force troops be executed immediately.
2 Also pending results of the 1-station unit training and 2-station training test directed by the Congress and the 2d.

Infantry Division stationing decision.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS ON HOLD

[In thousands of dollars]

Project Fiscal year Cost

Naval Recruit Training Center, San Diego, Calif.:
P-186 Academic instruction building modernization 1 1979 850

Chesapeak Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.:
P-500 Administrative Office (WNY) 1979 680

MCRD Parris Island, S.C.:
P-219 Dining facility alteration 1978 500
P-220 Recruit barracks 1978 2, 300
P-221 Applied instruction building 1978 700
P-144 Bachelor enlisted quarters 1979 4, 000

NAVHOSP Quantico, Va.:
P-052 Medical/Dental Clinic 1979 1,800

NAS Whiting Field, Fla.:
P-154 Outlying Fields land acquisition 1974 1, 400
P-174 Instrument Training Facility 1976 500
P-101 EM Dining Facility 1977 1, 208

a Status of project: Design complete.

Department of the Air Force military construction projects on hold

Chanute AFB, Ill., fiscal year 1978:
Fire fighting training facility 

Thousands

8626
Sewage treatment/disposal 7,400

Lowry AFB, Colo., fiscal year 1978:
Avionics systems training facility 3,380
Energy monitoring control system 1,808

Kingsley Field, Oreg., fiscal year 1978: Add to/Alter runway special
lighting facility 115

Rickenbacker AFB, Ohio, fiscal year 1977: Sewage treatment and dis-
posal facility 503

Blytheville AFB, Ark.:
Fiscal year 1976—Navaid-ILS 320
Fiscal year 1977—Industrial waste treatment and disposal facility 2,200
Fiscal year 1978—Weapons security improvements 1,971

Total 18,323

Senator HART. But to try to generalize about the policy involved,
it is your policy to go forward with construction on bases that are
candidates or so-called alternates, only where the construction will
pay itself out one way or the other during the remaining life of this
facility, even if it is going to be realined or closed?
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Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. In a short period of time?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.

WHITE HOUSE ROLE IN BASE REALINEMENTS

Senator HART. Back to the timing, the whole question of issuing 
iof the list, what role does the White House play n all of this? Let's

say you get some recommendations through from the individual
services, they come presumably to your office, they are scrubbed
again there, a final list is put together, is it taken to the Secretary or
not? What happens then, and where does the White House get into
all of this?
Mr. WHITE. Again, Mr. Chairman, I would like to use the specifics

of the April 26 list.
Senator HART. If you would.
Mr. WHITE. When we compiled the April 26 list, the services pre-

sented their recommendations to the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD). My staff reviewed the input, and returned it to the services
with our comments. When they were satisfied; their revised recom-
mended list was forwarded to the Secretary of Defense and Deputy
Secretary of Defense for review and approval. Once they approved
the list and we were ready to make an announcement, we notified the
White House which had known we were preparing a base realinement
package. I know from my own experience that they were informed,
since I talked on several occasions with Mr. Watson, Jack Watson,
about this process. Jack looked at the list which the Secretary of
Defense had approved. The White House was fully informed.
Senator HART. Did he or anyone else in the White House add or

subtract from the list?
Mr. WHITE. No, sir, they did not.
Senator HART. What would have been your reaction if they had

sought to do so?
Mr. WHITE. We would have objected, except for one person in the

White House, we would have objected, Mr. Chairman. We have been
very concerned, and they have, too, including the President, that,
in fact, this is a matter of efficiency within the Department of Defense,
and these decisions have to be made on those grounds, not on political
grounds.
So, as I say, we followed the process I have described until we were

ready to announce the base realinement package. As a courtesy, we
told the White House this is what we intend to do, and they said to
go ahead.

Senator HART. Have they had any communications with you or
anyone else in the Department that you know of subsequent to that
announcement on any of those facilities?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, I have talked with people in the White House.

I could ask my colleagues, perhaps they have, too, because they get
inquiries from Members of Congress, citizen and local government
groups, and so on. And we have  had those kinds of conversations.
Senator HART. No; from the White House.
Mr. WHITE. No, sir, but the White House contacts us, having been

contacted by Members of Congress and other interested parties.
That occurs.
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Senator HART. How often?
Mr. WHITE. In my own case, from memory, I would say in the

current situation, three or four times.
Senator HART. What is the nature of that contact?
Mr. WHITE. Well, I can tell you one I had the other day. I had a

call initially from—this is going backward—I had a call from Senator
Stevenson, who wanted to know about the possibility of me and others
meeting with him, members of the Illinois delegation and members
of the communities affected in Illinois about base closures. I said,
yes; we would do that.  
He said he would like a White House representative. Either he or I

suggested Mr. Kirschenbaum, who works for Mr. Watson.
I called Bruce Kirschenbaum, told him about this, and he agreed

to attend.
Senator HART. Has anyone in the White House on their own

initiative or on behalf of Members of Congress contacted you to have
any facility taken off the list?
Mr. WHITE. No, sir.
Senator HART. Or strongly suggested that facilities be taken off?
Mr. WHITE. NO, sir.

ALTERNATIVES TO CANDIDATE REALINEMENT PROPOSALS

Senator HART. As you know, one of the things that led to this
hearing had to do with the whole question of alternatives. In your
statement this morning, you mentioned, on page 5, the statement
"our guidance is that these candidates would be announced with
alternatives when appropriate." What does the phrase "when ap-
propriate" mean, and how is that whole process handled?
Mr. WHITE. When the services present their lists, we request

that they indicate at that time alternatives; that is, other bases
which should reasonably be considered in the same context if there
is to be an actual reduction in an activity or a consolidation of activ-
ities. So that, for instance, in cases where you have a primary base
A, and you anticipate moving the activity to base B, it usually makes
sense that you also ought to consider base B moving to base A.
So when we request the primary list, we also ask the services for

alternatives of that sort.
Now, there are situations in which there can be just drawdowns,

where there are no reasonable alternatives, but in most cases there are
alternatives.
Senator HART. On the April list, there were 80-some facilities;

is that correct?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, 85.
Senator HART. And how many of those on the April list were

primary sites, and how many were alternates?
Mr. WHITE. We stated there would be some 85 different actions,

so the number of actual bases on the list is longer than that, for just
the reasons we are discussing here. I would have to provide for the
record exactly 

Senator HART. There is a dangling antecedent there. The number
of bases were longer than that. What do you mean?
Mr. WHITE. That is if you look at the question of realinements,

you can have any one case, one action, but two bases.
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Senator HART. That is what I am trying to get at. Of the 80-odd
bases listed, haw many were primary and how many were alternates?
Mr. WHITE. Well, the number of bases, how many bases were

listed? I am sorry, I am mistaken, I thought there were more listed.
Eight-five as an outside number. I would have to provide for the
record exactly how many were the primaries and how many were the
alternates.
[Additional information follows
Army listed 15 studies in the April 1978 base realignment announcement, all ofwhich were primary candidates. One alternate, Oak Knoll Naval Medical Facilitywas included in the Letterman Army Medical Center announcement, but it wasnot listed separately. Navy listed 26 primary candidates and 6 alternates. AirForce listed 5 primary candidates and no alternates.
Senator HART. But the list was mixed?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, Sir.
Senator HART. There were alternates on that list?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. All right, now, why were all the alternates not on

the list?
Mr. WHITE. I think the services, as a result of their review put on

the list all of the alternates they thought were appropriate at that
time.

Senator HART. I guess I am going to have to go to the service
secretaries to get an answer then, but it turns out later, as you know,
there were other alternates not on the list. What I want to know is
why, service by service.
Mr. WHITE. Let me refer to the service, but the reason obviously

is that when they continued the study, process, alternatives turned
up which weren't considered at the April 26 time period. Let me defer
to the services, if I might.

Senator HART. Particularly to define what things turned up.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
Mr. GIBBS. I.believe the Army listed all of its alternates.
Senator HART. So you sent a list to Dr. White's office?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. Primary bases?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. And alternates to those primary bases?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. And in each case, all the primaries and all the alter-

nates appeared on the April announcement?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir, I believe that is true.
Senator HART. Secretary Hidalgo?
Mr. HIDALGO. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Captain Mac-

donald. I have no knowledge of any alternate we did not submit.
Would you answer that?
Captain MACDONALD. I believe that we listed all of the alternates.

We had about 4 of our 33 listings that were alternatives.
Senator HART. You sent those to Dr. White's office?
Captain MACDONALD. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. And in each case both the primaries and the alter-

nates appeared on the April announcement?
Captain MACDONALD. That is correct.

• Senator HART. Thank you, Captain.
Secretary Chayes?



42

ALTERNATIVE TO THE ANNOUNCED CHANUTE AFB REALINEMENT

MS. CHAYES. Mr. Chairman, one of the ways one learns about the

procedures is by making mistakes and, as you know, and we have

stated publicly, the Air Force made a mistake by failing to put Lowry

as an alternate in the beginning.
Senator HART. Lowry and other facilities?
Ms. CHAYES. Well, at the moment, as you know, we have deter-

mined that within the tech training area we named Chanute as a

primary candidate. We did not name any alternatives.
Senator HART. Chanute? What about others, before we come back?

Ms. CHAYES. There were no appropriate alternatives to the other

announcements. Most of those were because of technological or oper
-

ational changes. In other words, let me just backtrack a little bit. 
In

my view, there are two categories of base closures or realinemen
ts.

The first is the result of either a sharp shift in equipment and
/or

military operations based on technology, because our view of th
e

threat requires a different reaction, or because the mission that exis
ted

is no longer useful, no longer makes sense. In that category, I wo
uld

put our radar sites, moving from the all Air Force Semiautoma
tic

Ground Environment (Sage) system to the Joint Surveillance Syste
m

for aircraft control in cooperation with the Federal Aviation

Administration.
There are no alternatives that are sensible in that kind of a change

.

To go back to what Dr. White said a little earlier, we will continu
e to

produce base realinements on that basis because technology and ou
r

world view do continue to change.
The other type of base realinement or closure is where there is a

general drawdown. Now, I think you are aware that major Air Forc
e

installations have been reduced since 1964 from 216 to 134. The man
-

power reduction has been from 1.2 million military to 824,000, and

aircraft from 15,000 to 9,000 in a period of essentially 14 years.

Now, obviously, the base structure must react to that kind of draw-

down. That is the situation that we have had in the technical traini
ng

area and previously in the Strategic Air Command. In this situation,

there are alternatives, and one then looks for the best means to con-

solidate or reduce.
Senator HART. But on the April list, none of the other facilities

except for Chanute had alternates?
• Ms. CHAYES. That is right.
I would say that that was a mistake, it probably would have been

best. Originally we did name a base A and a base B as alternatives on

our list. However, it was felt that we had to name actual bases. There-

fore, because the study was not definitive enough and we didn't want

to name five, due to the kind of internal turbulence and community

disruption that that action would cause, we named the one most

obvious.
Senator HART. So your original proposal to the Department was to

reduce the communal and political disruption by not identifying by

name the facilities but in fact indicating that there were alternates

being studied, that was vetoed above the Department, above the Air

Force?
Ms. CHAYES. Right. They said "no," you have to name names.

Then we decided that if we are going to name names, we will name
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the one most logical at that stage of the study. We would name the
one that seemed to be the primary and not name the alternatives
until we got through the second phase of the study in which we subject
the cost figures to our economic model.

Senator HART. Well, was the resistance at the departmental level
to naming alternatives?
Ms. CHAYES. No sir, the resistance was to-
Senator HART. Naming names?
Ms. CHAYES. Right. That was all that they said to us. The rest of it

was an internal Air Force decision, which turned out not to be probably
the wisest choice.
Senator HART. Well, I am not tying to fix blame here, as you know.

All of us separately have been over the grounds here and I am not
trying to pin down anyone.
I want to ask Dr. White one more question and yield to Senator

Culver.
The confusion, where this Senator is concerned, of course, arose

from the discussions we had off the record and not in public hearings,
on where you reviewed for me the departmental intentions in this
regard, and I thought did very well, and I very- much appreciated that.
What I think led to the concern where I was involved was the failure
to indicate that any alternates, where this matter was concerned, were
being studied, and I wonder if you would want to comment in hind-
sight about that. You are aware that alternates were being studied as
far as Chanute was concerned?
Mr. WHITE. No, sir.
Senator HART. What about the A, B business?
Mr. WHITE. Well, the proposal from the Air Force, as Ms. Chayes

indicated, was a general proposition, how about doing it this way? To
this we said "no, that is not a good idea."

If you are going to have studies, consider alternatives, identify
appropriate alternatives if there are any. If there are not, you ob-
viously don't study alternatives. When the list was consolidated, there
were items on the total list, not Air Force, some of which had alterna-
tives and some which did not. There are still Air Force proposals which
do not have alternatives. So at the time of our conversations, that was
not the case, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HART. Now I am more confused than ever. According to
Secretary Chayes, the proposal from the Air Force was that alterna-
tives be listed but not by name, to prevent the kind of problems that
we know occurred here.
The Department said, the Department vetoed that, not on the

ground that you don't announce alternatives but you have got to name
names. The Air Force then, according to Secretary Chayes, made a
decision not to disturb everyone else at the one or three additional tech
training facilities, and went with one name, because of the Depart-
ment's insistence that names be named, not that alternatives not be
left off. What happened?
Mr. WHITE. The Department's insistence was that if you have

appropriate alternatives, name them; and when their list came down,
they did not have alternatives named. They did not have appropriate
.alternatives to name.

Senator HART. I see.
Mr. WHITE. I guess I was remiss in not going back to the Air Force
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saying, "Give me the justification for why you don't have alternatives
for Chanute, for Goodfellow, for Rickenbacker, and so on." I did not
do that.

Senator HART. Senator Culver?

ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT FUNDING

Senator CULVER. Secretary White, in your judgment, is the current
level of funding for this economic adjustment activity adequate? How
much do you have budgeted this year and next year in terms of trying
to implement those base closures, if they go through?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, we would have to submit the budget for the

record, Mr. Culver, but I did review it not too long ago. If I may,
let me speak to your question. We think it is adequate. We have done
a great deal of work in preparation of the President's Executive order,
within the Department of Defense, and with the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the White House staff, and the other key depart-
ments.
In addition, we have had under review and are changing the organi-

zational structure of the Office of Economic Adjustment. Specifi-
cally, we have reevaluated the personnel level and budget to assure
that they have enough resources, people, and money for reuse studies
and so on.
In addition to that, we have a major effort, which has been strongly

endorsed by the President, to insure that money that is appropriated
for the domestic agencies will be earmarked for these purposes. So I
think in all of those areas we have made major changes, all in the
right direction.

Senator CULVER. Do you need any more money for community
studies, especially when these closure studies are going on?
Mr. WHITE. No, sir, that is the budget I mentioned earlier that I

had just reviewed, but I am sorry I don't have the exact number.
There are several million dollars for that, and I think that is adequate.
We look at this in terms of needs of each community.

Senator CULVER. It seems to me that this adjustment activity
is very important if we are going to have some constructive alter-
natives and not just a phalanx of political opposition and resistance.
Mr. WHITE. I agree, Senator, and I do think that a major change,

as I have tried to indicate in the statement, is that allowing and
encouraging the communities to be involved in this process during
the study without prejudice with respect to the outcome of the study
rather than waiting. I think that is very important.
[Additional information follows:]
Department of Defense funds for economic adjustment studies during fiscal

year 1978 and fiscal year 1979 are:

Fiscal year-

1978 1979

Community economic adjustment programs  $645,000 $700,000
Base reutilization 2 3,000,000 3.500,000

Total 3,645,000 4, 200,000.

These funds are utilized to identify specific local adjustment needs and to develop a consensus strategy. and action 
planthat is responsive, feasible of implementation, and acceptable to concerned local, State, and Federal officials.

'These fundsare utilized for studies to identify new civilian uses for military bases after a decision has been made that
property is no longer needed for defense purposes.
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In addition to the foregoing, funds are provided for economic adjustment
projects through many Federal domestic agency programs; for example, the
Department of Transportation normally funds studies and plans required to
convert the aviation facilities at a former base for public aviation uses. EDA, in
the Department of Commerce, funds studies related to business and industry
development. Other agencies fund other requirements within their normal sphere
of responsibility. In the aggregate, Federal domestic agencies funded community
adjustment needs for plans and project implementation at approximately $90.
million annually over the last five years. OMB is currently cooperating with DOD
to improve procedures for the budgeting of requirements for domestic agency funds,
with the objective of providing financial assistance to impacted communities at
the time it is needed.

BASE REALINEMENT SAVINGS

Senator CULVER. When you talk about projected savings from these
realinements, I would be interested in the extent to which you have
followed up on these estimates. For example, do you ever specifically
follow up and determine how good you were at your crystal ball, to.
see whether these projected savings have in fact been realized?
Mr. WHITE. We have.
Senator CULVER. I would be interested if you have a scoreboard,

how many have saved more money than anticipated, how many have
saved less money than expected, and so on?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
Senator CULVER. Not in terms of just looking over your shoulder

critically.
Mr. WHITE. I understand.
Senator CULVER. As an internal management practice, do you try

to get a firmer, more confident hold on how well you are doing in
making these projections?
Mr. WHITE. Several months ago I asked my staff to do that, Senator

Culver, and we discovered, or I discovered, that in fact we did not
have an adequate device for looking retrospectively at how well we
had done. Therefore, we have initiated a project that will provide us
with that kind of tracking capability, audit capability, in order to
determine what really happened in these actions.
The Air Force has been good enough to take the lead on this project,

and we are currently experimenting with it in four recently closed
bases. So we have that underway. I think it is fair to say we do not
have an adequate device, but I think we will.

Senator HART. Secretary Chayes.
Ms. CHAYES. I would like to comment for a moment on your line

of questioning, Senator Culver.
First of all, community planning funds, while the Executive order

makes a great stride forward, there is a practical problem that we have
to face. Communities under study are not willing—in my experience—
to even accept planning money until a decision has been reached,
because it is an admission of defeat. I don't know how to get around
this. In the past, we have offered planning money to communities
when it looked as if a decison was close. When there is an alternative,
as a practical matter, there is not going to be acceptance of that money
even if it is available.
The second thing is that in the study we are working on now, I just

want to amplify what Dr. White said, we are working on two kinds of
economic models. One we are very satisfied with, but the other still
needs work. The first is the base cost model to determine the savings

33-208-78--4
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we can safely project, so at least the analysis of mission and base
operating support costs is as good as it can be.
The other one is the community impact model, and that still needs

a lot of work. Based upon these models and audits of earlier closures,
we are trying to find out what happens in down-to-earth economic
terms; we have some in-depth studies now ongoing. We have three
nearly completed in addition to the economic study that Dr. White
spoke of. The objective is to find out what actually happens in a
community—what is its status 10 years later. We are looking at some
bases that have been closed a long time to see just what kind of
resources—political, economic, and just plain get up and go—the
communities developed and how and why they developed them. Our
preliminary findings are that despite dire prediction there really have
been some amazing recoveries. There are vital lessons to be learned
there.
I would like to submit for the record just a very simple one on

procedures. It is the story of Richards-Gebaur AFB, Mo., prepared
mostly by the lawyers. We will sibmit that as a reasonable sample
of what we have learned about our own procedures in trying to refine
our efforts.

Senator HART. We would like to have that.
[The information follows]

LESSONS LEARNED FROM RECENT CLOSTJRE/REALINEMENT ACTIONS
I. LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE RICHARDS-GEBAUR AFB LITIGATION

A. Written Documentation and retention of communications throughout the
environmental impact analysis process is crucial to:

1. The capability to conduct interdisciplinary review of comment content and
to prove that it occurred.

2. The capability of determining the submission of conflicting comments from
the same source and efforts to resolve conflict.

3. The capability of proving the invitation to comment and when it occurs,
to prove the absence of comment.
B. Quick Retrieval of Communications: Capability for quick retrieval of

communications (evidence) is crucial to timely legal brief preparation.
1. Evidence gathering for rebuttals to plaintiffs' motions for temporary re-

straining orders or preliminary injunctions must be accomplished in extremely
limited time. The purpose is to make your strong showing here, not only at a trial.

2. The Air Force Communications Listing for Environmental Impact Analysis
Process (CLEIAP) system indexed and cross-referenced every letter, meeting
and interview related to the Richards- Gebaur EIAP over a 24-month period. The
evidence was not only 

there, 
it could quickly be found.

(a) A sample page of the CLEIAP is attached (attachment 1).
(b) A handbook for using the CLEIAP manually or with computer assist-

ance has been developed and will be issued not later than the time of revising
AFR 19-2.

C. Consultant Analytical Methodologies. In-house and contract consultants
who prepare inputs and/or Background Studies for EISs must include descriptions
of their analytical methodologies using laymen language.

1. Attacks on EIS technical findings centered on data sources and analytical
methodologies which proved fruitless because:

(a) data sources were all substantiated and cross-referenced through the
Air Force Environmental Reference Number (AFERN) system. The
AFERN system itself was unsuccessfully attacked, as it was the structure for
the EIS and all technical background studies (see attachment 2).
(b) methodologies were questioned by the Air Force at the outset of the

EIAP and emphasis placed on using established techniques, preferably those
from published professional sources.

(c) known conflicting methodologies and their results, from public and
private agencies, were included, without exception, in the text of the final
EIS and compared with Air Force consultant results.
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(d) the attacks on methodologies were exposed by Air Force counsel
f(attachnient 3) as being disagreements over which scientific methodology of
predicting future impacts was more valid than another . . . an argument the
court refused to settle, simply deciding that the Air Force had done the above
three items (a, b, and c) for the decision maker which was adequate compliance
with NEPA.

2. When practical, obtain the counterpart federal, state and/or local agency's
r(e.g. HUD for housing) concurrence with the technical analysis methodology prior
to use.

(a) Such concurrence reduces credibility of eleventh hour disagreement
from the agencies or anyone else.

(b) When agreement cannot be reached, formally request opposing study,
include it as background study, and compare results in EIS.

D. Tracking and Managing the EIAP. Track and manage the EIAP at the
deliberate speed step-by-step process it is. Such management and supporting
documentation can only "prove" the process that actually took place. The 'prod-
uct" (final EIS) can only be as good as the good faith process which produced
it. (See attachment 4, extracted from an Air Force affidavit produced to prove
that a NEPA process occurred AS PLANNED FROM THE OUTSET and which
the district judge characterized as "convincing.")
E. Clear Definition of Proposal "Purpose": Redirection of resources should not

be characterized as "savings' since this places an internal resource management
decision in the "balance sheet" domain of total federal/state/local costs and
-savings comparison (see attachment 5).

II. LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE GAO REPORTS (RICHARDS-GEBATIR

KINCHELOE)

A. Comparisons of GAO and Air Force Estimates: This comparison table
(attachment 6) indicates general disagreement, since 1975, on the elements to
include in cost benefit studies. The notes referenced from the table explain some
,of the major differences.

B. Annual Recurring Savings or Cost Avoidance:
1. Insure that estimates of reductions in family housing 0 & M costs do not

.duplicate general 0 & M reduction estimates.
2. Insure that all costs for operating satellite sites which remain in operation

after closure are included, such as any increased dining and commissary oper-
ations, leased housing, etc.

3. Insure that full time commissary and Corps of Engineers' positions as well
as part time positions for seasonal work are included in reductions. At Kincheloe,
parttime help equaled 34 full time positions.

4. Insure that estimates of square footage for buildings to remain in use follow-
ing realignments are fully documented and verified before they are used to deter-
mine reductions in civil engineering 0 & M costs.

5. At Richards-Gebaur AFB, GAO did not use BOS by contract costs as, pro-
posed by the Air Force. Instead they used in-house personnel for their study.
While a freeze is on general BOS by contract, it should be remembered that this
is a source of different estimates.
C. One Time Costs:
1. GAO includes all costs of work classified as repair for facilities to be used by

relocated units. Note: GAO estimates for "Equipment and Facility Renovation,
at Scott AFB were about three times higher than the Air Force estimates. While
half of the difference was in omissions such as repair work, and new requirements
identified after the Air Force estimates were prepared, the basis for the remaining
differences were not explained in the GAO report.

2. Insure that O&M caretaker costs are included for the 18-month period,
following closure, that the base is still maintained by the Air Force.

3. GAO declined to estimate, either at Richards-Gebaur AFB or Kincheloe
AFB, the cost to the Homeowners Assistance Program, HUD foreclosure costs, or
VA foreclosure costs, but looked into and interviewed officials in the agencies
concerned. When local officials or citizens made conflicting estimates GAO included
them in their report.

4. GAO declined to estimate the scope of Federal aid for alternative development
of the area but did estimate school impact aid in the conventional way. An error
was found in Air Force estimates related to school district eligibility at Richards-
Gebaur AFB but was not explained in the report.
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5. GAO estimated unemployment compensation using $132/week for the fun
65 week eligibility.

6. GAO also calculated food stamp costs for civilian employees of $1,200 per
employee, which they characterized as an annual cost but noted that eligibles
would vary from 6 months to 3 years. Their estimate was made by multiplying
$1,200 times the number of eligible employees (155), but they did not reveal how
they determined eligibility.
D. One Time Cost Avoidance:
1. Deferment or cancellation of MCP and other appropriated construction line

items no longer needed as a result of realinement/closure is an acceptable one time
cost avoidance but the cancellation should occur after announcement.

2. Insure that all construction/improvement projects at gaining installations are
included.

3. Use contract termination clauses as basis for determining contract termina-
tion savings costs for utility, construction and supply contracts.
E. New Area:
GAO included a chapter in the Kincheloe AFB Report entitled "Economic

Impact of the Proposed Closure" which included a comparison of Air Force
estimates of change in unemployment rate, housing occupancy rate and business
loss drawn from the draft environmental statement with estimates contained in a
"special study" by the local community. GAO claimed to have "verified" only
selected input data, such as the Air Forces estimated employment figures in which
they found no "discrepancies." However, it is obvious that in future actions, we
can expect GAO to "verify" socio-economic portions of the environmental
statements as well as cost benefit studies.

III. LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE EIAP FOR RECENT BASE CLOSURE-
REALINEMENTS

A. Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA) Preparation:
The DOPAA must be prepared and staffed by AF/PRPO prior to AF/PREV
initiating an EIAP for production of a Negative Determination or Candidate
EIS. Informal assessments or environmental reconaissance of working options can
be produced by AF/PREV in early proposal development stages prior to fully
definitive action and alternate proposals but since such DOPAA's are necessarily
incomplete so too will the environmental analysis be incomplete and inconclusive
as to whether an ND can be made or an EIS is required.

1. DOPAA's should include:
(a) manpower authorization reductions and actual personnel reductions

expected, using the announcement date as baseline, not the expected
implementation date.

(b) numbers and types of all aircraft movements including flying mission
description at gaining locations.

(c) description of all functions to be moved and gaining location identified
of all functions.
(d) description of any new facility construction.
(e) all actions which could contribute to cumulative environmental effects.

(Note: New CEQ Regulation describes "cumulative impact as the impact on
the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action
when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or persons undertakes
such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time."

(i) recognize in environmental analysis other ongoing base personnel
reductions and associated impacts.

(ii) use fiscal year quarter in which public announcement was made as
baseline for describing existing environment and projecting impacts.

2. Adopt consistent procedure for number rounding and characterize the
quantification as "approximate" or "about."
B. "Table Top" Developed Draft EISs : When an EIAP has identified the

requirement for an EIS, then the statement development phase should go public
as soon as practical. Table Top draft EISs should be abandoned as a technique,
since they do not take advantage of public "scoping" to smoke out the issues-
early.
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C. "Scoping Meetings" currently mandated in the new CEQ Regulations were-successfully used at Richards-Gebaur AFB and the ATC closure actions, however,-they would have saved some wasted effort if they could have been:
1. held prior to initiation of substantial consultant field work (i.e., beforepreparation of the Draft EIS).
2. initially and preferably conducted by uniformed Air Force personnel re--sponsible for EIS preparation.
(a) private citizens, educators, local government staff, etc. do not believe theyhave "talked" to the Air Force until they "see the uniform."
(b) the Air Force can and should, however, have consultants present.
(c) working independently, contract consultants will "scope out" (delete)

• what to them is obviously insignificant, since to "chase down a blind alley" costs
money.
(d) when local officials find that the "issue" given to civilian consultants wasnot pursued, they assume, sometimes correctly, that the Air Force "never evenknew about it."
(e) the delicate handling of scoping meeting should only be done by Air Forcepersonnel.
D. Standardize Economic Analysis Data Input. Use a standardized Air Forceinput when computing economic impacts.
1. Use population data as of date of public announcement. Include past trends.2. Baseline for unemployment calculations should be most recent 12 month

average.
3. Source of all statistics, multipliers etc. must be given (may reference in

bibliography) .
4. Plain language explanation of multipliers should be included.
5. Clearly define the economic region of influence used whether SMSA, LMA

or other.
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Extract from an Air Force Affidavit in the United States District Court fo
r the

Western District of Missouri, Western Division

CASE NO. 77-0468-CV-W-2

JACKSON COUNTY, MISSOTJRI, ET AL., PLAINTIFFS
V.

GENERAL DAVID C. JONES, USAF, ET AL., DEFENDANTS

(a) The plaintiffs charge that "assertions, estimates, and conclusions heavily

relied on in the FES are for the most part totally without any reference to the

Background Study" and that thus it is extremely difficult to review the FES. In

reality, the FES is specifically constructed to facilitate tracking from the FES

-to the Background Studies. On page xxxiv of the FES is the Standard Air Force

Environmental Reference Number (AFERN) System. The system consists of

numbered sections which cover the same material in both the FES and the Back-

ground Studies that address environmental impacts. All environmental consult-

ants analyzing more than one environmental attribute were instructed to organize

their background studies in a chapter format corresponding to the environmental

statement, with each chapter organized to conform with the AFERN system.

Further, on page 167 of the FES the Background Studies are listed by subject

matter to further facilitate their use. Thus, if an individual wished to study the

detailed data on water at Scott, the AFERN system would tell him thatiwater is

section 3.2 under the grouping on "Natural Environment", and page 167 would

tell him that the "Natural Environment" for Scott is in Background Study 3.

In section 3.2 in that Background Study, he would find, in greater detail, the

information discussed in the water (AFERN 3.2) section of the FES.

THE AFERN CODE

The Air Force Environmental Reference Number (AFERN) system permits the

categorization of various environmental attributes by qualified personnel into a

-series of related yet distinct elements; it is a classification system designed for use
in the preparation of TAB A-1 Environmental Narratives, environmental impact

statements and negative determinations, and other environmental planning

applications.
Prior to the preparation of the AFCS Relocation final environmental impact

statement, qualified researchers analyzed public hearing transcripts and written

comments for significant new information or for the possible neglect of important

issues in the draft environmental impact statement, upgrading the quality of the
EIS in the process. First, they sifted through the contributed materials, assigning
AFERN Codes to questions or comments. (For example, a question pertaining to
earth subsidence in an area heavily mined for coal in years past was assigned a

3.1.2.1 AFERN.) At the completion of this task, all identical AFERN Codes were

assembled in separate folders. Next, discipline leaders examined the folders and

reevaluated their particular portions of the draft environmental impact statement
to determine whether or not the EIS dealt adequately with the issues raised by the

commenters. If not, the section in question was researched further and rewritten.
At the same time, these AFERN Codes were entered by the administrative staff
-on the Form B of the commenting individual or agency and processed it into the
CLEIAP (Figure VII).
The entry of the AFERN Codes equips the CLEIAP to perform several services

for the user. When used to characterize the contents of all Transactions from the
onset of the EIAP, the AFERNs can provide the user with a predictive tool for

uncovering the key issues associated with a proposed action as they are perceived
by the public. In the long, convoluted course of an EIAP such insight can help to
quickly focus research on important matters of concern to the participants.
By periodically requesting an AFERN Code count, a computer product array-

ing all recorded AFERNs can be made available for internal review and trend

_analysis. In short order, profiles of persistently expressed issues will reveal them-

selves. By determining such trends quickly research resources can be managed
judiciously.

The AFERN Codes are also useful when it becomes necessary to trace all

Transactions that may have come to surround a single environmental attribute on
a particular research or procedural matter.

If, in the course of preparing staff summary sheets, backgrounders, or briefs for
litigation, it becomes necessary to trace the evolution of an issue, a computer
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Transaction search keyed to a specific AFERN Code will dredge up all Transac-
tions connected with that designator. (This is not to be confused with the more
narrowly located specific issue search that can be implemented through the use of
Action Dates as mentioned above.)
For example, date dealing with the broad category "Earth" has a two digit

AFERN Code 3.1; the subordinate discipline "Physiography," however, is coded!
3.1.1. This numbering system always progresses from a two digit major category to,
narrower fields of specialization, as shown here:

Earth 3.11.

Physiography 3.1.1
Geology 3.12
Bedrock geology 3.1.2.1
Surficial geology  3.1.22
Soils 3.1.a
Soils characteristics 3.1.3.1
Bearing strength 3.1.3.2
Erosion susceptibility 3.1.3.3
The AFERNs must be entered on Form B (Figure VII) left justified, space

filled (deleting the decimal points) and must be from two to six digits in length.
If more than 10 AFERN Codes must be entered, signify this in record positions
53-58 1vith six Xs. Though this rarely happens it will prompt the user to look
elsewhere (i.e., the administrative file) for a complete listing of the AFERNs
touched on by a participant. (See Figure II for such an entry.)

(It should be remembered that the CLEIAP is the administrative file reduced
through encoding and the computer program to an easy-to-manipulate facsimile. A
carefully maintained CLEIAP must always be backed up, however, with a
carefully maintained set of documents. There is no substitute. A computer entry
cannot be substituted for a document in a court of law.)
In the preparation of the AFCS Relocation CLEIAP, the AFERN Codes were

entered by environmental planners only at the time that the draft environmental
impact statement was circulated for comment. During this comment period, the.
public has available to it two major communication channels through which it can
reach a decision maker's ear: the public hearing (PH) and the submission of written
comments (CO).

Extract From Responses and Suggestions in Opposition to Plaintiffs Prayer for
a Preliminary Injunction in the United States District Court for the Western
District of Missouri, Western Division

CASE NO. 77-0468-CV-W-2

JACKSON COUNTY, MISSOURI, ET AL., PLAINTIFFS

V.

GENERAL DAVID C. JONES, USAF, ET AL., DEFENDANTS

2. The Resolution of Technical Disputes and Opposing Scientific Opinion
Is Beyond the Purview of Judicial Review Under NEPA.

Throughout the affidavits submitted in support of plaintiffs' prayer for a pre-
liminary injunction, there appears the implication that this court should under-
take a de novo review of the data contained in the FES and make findings of fact
with respect to the scientific methodology, interpretations, and conclusions used
therein and derived therefrom. For example, the affidavit of Mr. Richard F.
Davis asserts at para. 8: "Upon publication of the final EIS, there are certain
conclusions reached by the Air Force which are contrary to the conclusions reached.
by MARC when reviewing the same information and data." Similarly, the affi-
davit of Mr. Donald H. Ong, while conceding that the Air Force included his,
and HUD's, estimates of effects upon the housing market within the FES (FES
at 65-67), nevertheless, attacks the Air Force for its refusal to adopt either his
or HUD's quantification of these effects. Dr. Darwin W. Daicoff takes still another
tack, when he argues that the adoption of different premises lead him to different
conclusions with respect to the subjects of population trends, secondary un-
employment, revenue consequences, and areas of impact analysis. However

' 
in.

what amounts to the most conclusory allegation of inadequacy imaginable, Dr..
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Herman D. Lujan attacks the failure of the FES to address the environment
from a holistic perspective. Finally, in their first two offers of proof, plaintiffs
seek to invalidate the results of an Air Force study of driving times in the Scott
area by undertaking to perform a study of their own.

Despite the varying subject matter of these submissions
' 

all share one common
thread: They seek to have this court "second guess" the Air Force's experts by
discrediting various methodological approaches used or scientific opinions rendered
in the preparation of the FES.
In MPIRG, supra at 1302, the Eighth Circuit expressly rejected such an assertion

as not being within the realm of judical review under NEPA; and in Environmental
Defense Fund v. Froehlke, supra at 240, Judge Oliver was even more adamant in
his refusal to entertain such issues:

It is simply unrealistic for plaintiffs in this case to assume that this or any other
Court is going to make findings of fact which would attempt to resolve the con-
flicts between data contained and relied upon in the final EIS which may conflict
with data which plaintiffs believe is more reliable.
The final EIS makes adequately clear that a conflict in economic theory does in

fact exist in regard to the impact of reservoir development on the growth of per
capita income of residents of counties in which reservoirs are located. The Con-
gress and other decision makers are therefore appropriately advised of that
particular conflict and, as contemplated by NEPA, will have an adequate basis
upon which to take into consideration the available data to determine whether
that conflict need necessarily be finally resolved, and to give that particular
factor whatever weight they may deem appropriate.
The point is the NEPA does not delegate to the judicial branch of the govern-

ment the duty of resolving similar conflicts which may exist in regard to much of
-the data which must be included in a final EIS. By its enactment of NEPA,
Congress required the agency to support the conclusions stated in a final EIS by
setting forth the data upon which such conclusions were based; it did not provide
that some court would resolve all conflicts which may be put in focus by other data
which might be presented by other parties to a district court of the United States.
Congress was most interested to know whether a legitimate conflict may in fact
exist within the scientific community but, by its enactment of NEPA, it did not,
in our judgment, contemplate or anticipate that courts were to make choices and
determine the merits of conflicting views between the two or more schools of
-scientific thought and to thereafter disapprove any final EIS which may rely
upon data which was inconsistent with the court's finding.

See also Committee for Nuclear Responsibility, Inc. v. Seaborg, 463 F.2d 783,
787 (D.C. Cir. 1791).
Thus, it is manifest that plaintiffs misconstrue this court's function of review.

As matters within the judgment and discretion of the Air Force, questions relating
-to the relative merits of competing scientific opinion are not for this court to decide.
Instead, the role of this court is simply to examine the extant record to determine
if known opposing views were accorded mention. As the court in Committee for
Nuclear Responsibility, Inc. v. Seaborg, supra at 787, framed the issue:
[The judicial] function is only to assure that the statement sets forth the oppos-

ing scientific views and does not take the arbitrary and impermissible approach
of completely omitting from the statement, and hence from the focus that the
statement was intended to provide for the deciding officials, any reference what-
soever to the existence of responsible scientific opinions concerning possible
adverse environmental effect.
In the instant case, there can be no doubt but that the decisionmaker was

aware of these opposing viewpoints. Thus, the final decision, executed by Secretary
Reed, concurred in by Secretary Stetson, and approved by Deputy Duncan,
reflects cognizance of these various disputes:
There has been a continuing and spirited dialogue between the Air Force and

the public since the original announcement of the relocation of AFCS on No-
vember 22, 1974, through the litigation leading to the injunction on June 19, 1975,
to the filing of an FES on January 12, 1977. This dialogue has provided the
opportunity for presentation of data and differing points of view. I recognize this
exchange has not been totally satisfactory for all concerned but I believe it has
served to reassure the public that we have considered all factors in reaching our
decision.

Based on data presented from various sources and information in the public
record, I believe those speaking in opposition to the AFCS relocation have con-
sistently underrated the inherent economic vitality of the Kansas City area.

A
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Housing is another factor causing considerable controversy and concern to the
!public and the Air Force. In viewing the question from the perspective of the
Kansas City area, considerable effort was devoted to identifying the impact of
our proposal on the local housing market in terms of decreased value, construction
.activity, and rental income. Various agencies including Housing and Urban.
Development (HUD), community groups and the Air Force consultant (Battelle-
Columbus Laboratories) have estimated the possible impact and the estimates
vary significantly. . . . I am not satisfied that one estimate is substantially more
/reliable than any other.

The local community groups have accused the program administrator, the U.S.
• Army Corps of Engineers, of grossly underestimating the total payments to be made
'under this program. (The Corps of Engineers estimates a cost of $7 million vs. a
,community estimate of $43 million.) I believe the Corps of Engineers'estimation
.is more realistic.

Necessarily, the aforementioned excerpts are selective; however, defendants
submit that a reading of the decision in its totality reveals the permeation of such
concerns throughout its text. Further, the FES is, itself, replete with references to
opposing viewpoints. E.g., FES at 28-30,78-83 (housing availability in the Scott
AFB area) ; FES at 53 (the geographic area to be studied) ; FES at 54-55 (local
merchants and businessmen's estimates of impacts on economic activity) ; FES
at 65-67 (Ong and HUD estimates of housing impacts) ; FES at 162-64 (Ong and
Corps estimates of federal budget impacts of DOD Homeowners Assistance
Program). In sum, the FES completely fulfilled its threefold purpose of providing
information—to the decision-maker, to the public and to this court. MPIRG,
supra at 1299-1300; Cape Henry Bird Club v. Laird, supra at 412.

3. Plaintiffs Have Offered No Evidence to Impeach the Good Faith Objectivity
of the FES.

Over the course of the past two years, plaintiffs have carried their protests
against the relocation of AFCS to the highest levels of this Nation's government.
During this period, they have met personally with two Presidents, numerous
Congressional leaders, and the Secretaries of the Departments of Defense and the
Air Force. Yet, despite the opportunities afforded by these audiences, they have
.chosen not to emphasize environmental, as opposed to budgetary, arguments. No
arguments presented to these leaders were sufficiently convincing to persuade
them to initiate further study or revision of the FES. Furthermore, despite the fact
that several of these meetings occurred after the filing of the FES but before a
decision had been finalized, plaintiffs never asserted, as they do now (Offer of
Proof No. 3), that the Secretariat was being duped into erroneous conclusions by
the uniformed members of the Air Force. Instead, plaintiffs have awaited the
institution of litigation to depict these high Cabinet officials as witless automations,
mesmerized by some magical power of defendant General Jones and his subordi-
nates. The obvious question is, "why," and the only logical answer is because
plaintiffs have failed to present a convincing case through political channels and,
therefore, can now hope only to obtain vindicative legal delay through the courts.

Thus, plaintiffs herein have in fact, enjoyed opportunities even exceeding those
envisioned by the courts in Cape Henry Bird Club v. Laird, supra at 412, and En-
vironmental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers, supra at 297. They have carried
-their after-the-fact arguments through the political processes and have engaged
in face-to-face discussions with members of the penultimate reaches of government.
Surely, no plaintiff could hope for more.
In Environmental Defense Fund v. Froehlke, supra at 242-43, Judge Oliver had

occasion to comment upon such eleventh-hour complaints by plaintiffs who had
maintained continuous dialogue with the responsible agency throughout the prepa-
ration of the EIS. Therein, he noted that this dialogue had earlier caused the court
to remark:
"[W]e know of no other environmental case in which the plaintiff has been

:granted a legal right to present his ideas and arguments in his own language at this
state in the development." [348 F. Supp. at 350].

Id. at 242. However, because of plaintiffs' preoccupation with efforts to obtain
blanket injunctive relief against the project, they had tended to devote only
minimal attention to the administrative remedy, provided by NEPA, of fully
stating their views on the draft EIS. This failure "necessarily resulted in the omis-
sion of plaintiffs' belated complaints about the final EIS from appearing in plain-
-tiffs' own language in that document." Id at 243. Accordingly, while the court
directed the Corps of Engineers to include plaintiffs' "belated' objections within
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a supplemental appendix to the EIS, it refused to issue injunctive relief and, there-
fore, permitted the decision to stand.

Similarly, the instant case culminates a continuous dialogue between the Air
Force and plaintiffs over the course of the past two years. During this time, the-
Air Force has repeatedly requested the plaintiffs to provide meaningful data
pertinent comment, and candid opinion. In large measure, plaintiffs have been
responsive to the Air Force's requests, so that the FES does reflect their concerns
and ideas on the subject matter in question. As observed earlier, this dialogue has
insured that the decision-maker was aware of their views at the time that he rend-
ered his final decision. Finally, plaintiffs have been afforded numerous opportuni-
ties to repeat these same concerns to officials in the highest levels of government.

Yet, plaintiffs now attempt to taint the entire process by alleging an institu-
tional bias on the part of the uniformed Air Force. In so doing, they fail to under-
stand that section 102 of NEPA is predicated upon the existence of precisely
such bias and, accordingly, erects those same procedural requirements of which
they have taken continuous advantage. As stated by the court in Calvert Cliffs
Coordinating Committee v. Atomic Energy Commission, 449 F. 2d 1109, 1114
(D.C. Cir. 1971), these same requirements have been established to insure that
"there is no way [the decision-maker] can fail to note the very serious arguments
advanced by plaintiffs if he carefully reviews the entire environmental impact
statement." See also Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers, supra
at 295. In light of this extensive participation and activity by plaintiffs, there
can be no doubt but that the purpose has been attained in this instance.
In Environmental Defense Fund v. Corps of Engineers, supra at 295, the court

remarked that an agency need not be "subjectively impartial" toward a proposal.
Indeed, the mere existence of a proposal signifies that there must be a proponent
somewhere. And, in case at bar, whether that proponent was a Captain, Colonel,
and/or a General matters not; what does matter is that the evaluation of the-
proposal was, in fact, objective and presented both sides of the issue.
In attacking the Air Force's FES on this matter, plaintiffs offer no evidence of a

biased evaluation. Instead, they assert that the document was incapable of being
objective because the Chief of Staff happened to favor the proposal. To support
this conclusion, they adduce evidence relating only to plans, intentions, proposals,
and anticipations, none of which indicate the existence of any decision from the
authoritative source on the relocation of AFCS from Richards-Gebaur to Scott
AFB. However, as already observed, the defect in their theory is even more-
fundamental, for it rests upon the assumption that the decision-maker (both
Secretary Reed and Secretary Stetson) and approving official (Deputy Secretary
Duncan) would react impulsively and without considered judgment in favor of
any proposal emanating from the Air Force and having General Jones' personal
endorsement. Besides being totally unsupported in the context in which it is
presented, this allegation defies both logic and common sense.

Extract From an Air Force Affidavit in the United States District Court for the
Western District of Missouri, Western Division

Case No. 77-0468-CV-W-2

JACKSON COUNTY, MISSOURI, ET AL., PLAINTIFFS
V.

GENERAL DAVID C. JONES, USAF, ET AL., DEPENDANTS

3. The Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) Explained: In its most
basic terms, the EIAP for the proposed relocation of AFCS consisted of two
separate, although related, efforts: The development and preparation of the Draft
Environmental Statement (DES) and the development and preparation of the-
Final Environmental Statement (FES). In an effort to assist in understanding this
process, I have attached a diagram to this Affidavit (Attachment 1), which out-
lines the EIAP, by increasing level of detail, on Tracks A through D. Thus, major
events, as well as the sequence in which they occurred, can be readily referenced
and easily identified on Track D as, for example, (2-3), (4-7), etc. Moreover,
Track D illustrates those instances where the Air Force sought public involvement
in the EIAP by separating public and agency data gathering (above the line)
from the technical and functional staff analysis (below the line). In its totality,
the chart depicts the orderly, iterative, and inter-disciplinary process which, in
fact occurred.
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I have identified the preparation of the Draft and Final Statements as beingtwo somewhat separate efforts. While the Final Environmental Statement growsout of the Draft Environmental Statement, it is not necessarily its Siamese twinand will be revised as much as is required to reflect any new insights gained duringthe public comment period. In short, the Draft Statement is no more than itsname implies—a draft which can change through the provision of substantivenew data and opinions during the formal public review and comment period(12-14). However, it is the most useful tool for focusing public review and commentand for providing a detailed basis for technical discussions between Air Forcerepresentatives and the public.
In the case at hand, the first phase in the development of the DES (shown as3-4 on line D) was primarily an organizational ,one. This was the developmentof the Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA). The DOPAAwas a document which was intended to describe the specifics of the change beingproposed by the Air Force. The DOPAA listed five alternatives, including thestatus quo, and specifically stated that additional viable alternatives which mightbe discovered during the decision-making process would receive equal considerationby the Air Force. (Background Study #1) Once this document was prepared,initial data collection and technical analysis could begin.
On September 24, 1975, the Air Force undertook to make Congressionalnotification of the proposal by dispatching letters to 17 members of Congress whorepresented the affected localities. A copy of the DOPAA accompanied each letter.Similar letters, including copies of the DOPAA, were also sent to key local officials,businessmen, and members of Chambers of Commerce. In toto, 26 of such letterswere sent to the Scott AFB area and 18 were sent to the Richards-Gebaur AFB-area. These letters were sent to those individuals who were in a position to assistthe Air Force in the gathering of data critical to environmental analysis. Theletters were designed to create an awareness that data gathering would soonbegin. They advised of the economic reasons for the proposed action;  the needto conduct environmental studies; that within a week such studies would begin;that a range of alternative actions would be studied; that the assistance of con-cerned organizations and individuals was sought—particularly in the provisionof data; and that the news media would be notified shortly after the delivery ofthe notification letters to the individual addresses.
Following the delivery of the notification letters, news releases were issued atboth Scott and Richards-Gebaur. Twenty news media in the area around Scottwere serviced, as well as 40 news media around Richards-Gebaur. The newsrelease announced that the Air Force would be conducting extensive environ-mental studies to determine the extent of the environmental impacts associatedwith the proposed relocation of AFCS and further advised: That the DOPAA hadbeen released; that the EIAP would take up to 280 days to run its course (ap-proximately 600 days were taken before the EIAP was completed) ; that DESwould be filed and serve as a vehicle for obtaining public comment; that socio-,eeonomic and physical factors were to be studied; that certain named firms wouldconduct the studies; and that the public was encouraged to provide data to theAir Force. A copy of the DOPAA was provided to representatives of each of thenews media serviced.
In addition to this direct contact with community leaders, the Air Force initi-ated a dialogue with the area planning information clearinghouses that had beenlisted by the Office of Management & Budget. This contact was made in an effortto take advantage of their notification network, with the procedures for such,contact having previously been arranged through memoranda of understanding.In its notification letter, dated September 25, 1975, the Air Force stated that itwas soliciting their assistance to utilize their A-95 network, to insure public-awareness, and, hopefully, to provide information from the communities whichwould be helpful to the Air Force in making a complete environmental assess-ment. The Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) acknowledged receipt ofthis letter and informed the Air Force that it was: Announcing the availabilityof the DOPAA in its A-95 Review Bulletin; providing a summary of the DOPAAto its review committees for comment; and inviting the Air Force to attend itscommittee meetings (which the Air Force subsequently did). Similar contact'was made in the Scott area with the Illinois clearinghouses.
At the same time, the EIAP was specifically developed to establish the organi-zational and procedural structure for the complex and lengthy task that layahead. During this period, the members of the task force were identified. Theprime task force members included representatives from the Air Force Civil
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Engineering Center and the Air Force Environmental Health Labs (two of
 the

Air Force's major technical resources for environmental planning efforts); rep-

resentatives from the four major Air Force contractors: Benham-Blair-Win
esett

Duke, Battelle Columbus Laboratories, Hammer, Siler, George, Associates,

and Team Four, Inc.; representatives from the major commands invol
ved:

The Military Airlift Command (MAC), Air Force Communications Service

(AFCS), and Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC); and, finally, representat
ives

from the Air Staff itself: The Directorate of Manpower and Organization, F
orce

Requirements Branch (PRMPC); the Directorate of Programs, Bases and Units

Division (PRPO) ; and the Directorate of Engineering and Services, Environ-

mental Planning Di'v ision (PREV). The Air Force members representing their
•

various staff and command functions were appointed to review findings and pro-

vide continuous interaction With the technical multi-disciplinary task force

members. With few exceptions, the same individual task force members from

these organizations remained with the project until its completion in January

1977. (See Attachment 2 for professional vitae of principal Air Force contract

consultants.) [note: Not provided with this extract.]
Following this organizational phase, members of the task force began the initial

phase of data input and technical analysis. The first step was to lay the gro
und

work for upcoming field work, since, as previously outlined, an extensive effort

of public notification had already begun (Step 4-5 on the chart). Next, (5-6 on

the chart), the first of many field surveys was begun. The initial survey started

as a broad effort to identify good data sources and to determine areas requiring

further in-depth study. Interviews began on October 1, 1975, and continued for

several weeks on a personal basis, with a small percentage being conducted by

telephone. Nearly 300 persons were contacted, including businessmen, clergy,

educators, government officials, private citizens, and Air Force personnel in

all four study areas (Richards-Gebaur, Pope, Scott, and Tinker Air Force Bases).

All technical consultants of the Air Force task force were involved in interviewing.

At the same time that individual interviews and follow-ups were being con-

ducted, task force members were also gaining a great deal of information from

two public meetings requested by Jackson County officials. At a meeting of the

Jackson County legislature on October 6, 1975, some 17 local officials offered

information, impressions, and ideas to a representative of Battelle Columbus

Laboratories. On November 4, 1975, at a second meeting, another Battelle

representative met with Kansas City clergymen, news media representatives,

businessmen, and government officials to learn their concerns and perceptions of

likely impacts. Twenty-four individuals conveyed their thoughts to this task

force member. AFCS personnel also attended a series of six meetings of various

MARC review committees, including the Housing Policy Committee and the

Economic Development Advisory Committee, as well as a meeting of the MARC

Board of Directors. These meetings involved over 125 people and were held from

October 17-28, 1975.
News releases were issued in December 1975 to keep the public abreast of the •

progress of the Environmental Impact Analysis Process. Some nine news media

around Scott AFB and some 40 news media around Richards-Gebaur AFB were

told that the Air Force and its task force team were nearing completion of their

initial environmental field studies in conjunction with the preparation of the Air

Force's Draft Environmental Statement. They were further advised: That

interim statements of work in progress were being assembled and analyzed; that

a Draft Environmental Impact Statement would be filed in February or March

1976; that public hearings would be held in areas affected, with announcements
of times and locations to be made later; that comments from private and public
entities and individuals would be used in preparing the Final Environmental
Statement (FES); and that the FES would be filed in the May to June 1976-

timeframe.
At my direction, additional data collection and analysis continued throughout

the next several months, on an as-required basis, in response to specific issues
which appeared to warrant more detailed study. In addition, the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) was requested to provide prediction
analyses of housing market impacts which would result from the proposed action
and alternatives in the Richards-Gebaur and Scott AFB areas. Overlapping-
slightly with this step of data collection and analysis was the step (6-7 on the
chart) involving the preparation of the first "draft" of the Draft Statement. This
document is known as the Candidate Environmental Statement (CES). The-
primary instruments used for this effort were Statements of Work in Progress-
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(SOWIP) which had been prepared by the various elements of the task force asthey made significant progress in their data collection and analysis. TheseSOWIP's were also provided to the Air Staff Environmental Protection Commit-tee (AFEPC) for their review and comment. (See Attachments 3 and 4 for acomplete list of the AFEPC members; its charter; and the Air Force regulationfurther outlining its authority and responsibilities.) In addition, copies of theSOWIP's were sent to the Deputy County Counselor of Jackson County, Mis-souri; the Presiding Judge of Cass County, Missouri; the Executive Directorof the Mid-America Regional Council; and the Executive Director of the SouthwestIllinois Metropolitan Area Planning Commission in Collinsville, Illinois, for theircomments.
As questions were raised or deficiencies identified by either the AFEPC or othermembers of the task force, they were forwarded to the responsible task forceelement for response. Eventually, three separate SOWIP's were prepared beforethe Candidate Environmental Statement was begun. (It was also during thisperiod that the 6th Alternative, a new version of the proposal to move AFCS toScott, was presented. Consequently, additional analyses of the impact of thisalternative were requested from the task force members and these analysesbecame part of the CES.) The final SOWIP's were, in essence, the final back-ground reports published with the Draft Environmental Statement. The CESwas completed on April 21, 1976, after receipt of reports from the Kansas Cityand Chicago area offices of HUD.
On April 21, 1976, the review process was formalized, with the submission of theCES to the Air Staff EPC, the MAC EPC, the AFCS EPS, and the Air ForceLogistics Command (AFLC) EPC. (Step 7-8 on the chart.) This review lastedfrom April 21 to about May 5, 1976.
On April 23, 1976, the CES was also informally forwarded to the Special

Assistant to the Secretary of the Air Force for Environmental Quality for hisreview and comment. (Step 8-9 on the chart.) (This secretariat level review was
in addition to the earlier review by the secretariat level representatives on theEPC, itself.)

Following receipt of comments from the secretariat and the various EPCs, thetask force members convened to begin preparation of the Draft EnvironmentalStatement. (Step 9-10 on the chart.) On April 30, 1976, the Air Force had receivedthe Jackson County Administrative Complaint, and, while no technical responsewas planned, the task force members did thoroughly study its content as "informalcomments" which might prove of value in preparing the Draft EnvironmentalStatement. Accordingly, the Administrative Complaint was included as Back-
ground Study #24 to the DEIS. This review and analysis of comments occupiedthe month of May 1976, with the actual writing of the DES taking place duringthe first three weeks of June 1976.

Initial drafts of the DES were forwarded to the Air Staff and Major CommandEPCs for review and comment (Step 10-11 on the chart.) On June 17, 1976, theDES was formally forwarded to the secretariat for final policy and security review.(Step 11-12 on the chart.) On June 20, 1976, the final version of the Draft En-vironmental Statement was also transmitted to the Special Assistant to theSecretary of the Air Force for Enviornmental Quality for release approval.
Approval for release concluded the development phase of the DES. In the

following months, the DES would be the subject of considerable discussion andreview. Out of this would come any new insights, data, and opinions which wouldhelp create the Final Environmental Statement.
The first major phase in the development of the FES was the public review andcomment phase. The first step in this phase (Step 12-13 on the chart) was thefiling of the DES with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the

forwarding of the document to private citizens; local, state and federal agencies;
and the local and state A-95 clearinghouses for their review and comment. TheDES was simultaneously filed with the CEQ and delivered by hand to a numberof organizations, individuals and governmental bodies, including officials of
Jackson County on June 25, 1976. Copies of the DES were also mailed to approxi-
mately 600 individuals and organizations who had registered interest in obtaininga copy or who had been contacted earlier by the task force members. Therefore,in addition to the use of the news media, a notice in the Federal Register, the A-95
review process, and providing full sets of documents to various libraries, the direct-mail approach put copies of the DES in the hands of hundreds of concerned
individuals. Throughout the summer, additional copies of the DES were providedas requested. In all probability, such a positive program of public participation hasrarely been employed in environmental protection matters.
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While the 25th of June marked the public release of the DES, the actual com-

ment period itself did not begin until July 2, 1976, since this was the date that 
the

-CEQ published notice in the Federal Register of the Air Force's filing of th
e DES

with the CEQ. (Step 13-14 on the chart.) While Air Force Regulations on
ly call

for a 45-day comment period, they also advise that careful consideration sho
uld

be given to requests for extensions of up to 15 days. In this case, the Air Fo
rce

received two separate requests—from Jackson County and MARC—and agreed

to extend the comment period 30 days. Thus, the suggested 45-day review peri
od,

in this instance, actually lasted from July 2 to September 15, 1976, or 75 days.

To assure full public involvement, an extensive notification process was again

implemented in July 1976. Forty-four news media in the area surrounding

Richards-Gebaur and 24 news media in the area surrounding Scott were advised

of the timetable for the upcoming public hearings. Additionally, notification

letters were written to 64 businessmen, educators and government officials in the

Richards- Gebaur area.
Comments were received in three ways: (1) as verbal statements or questions

made at the public hearings; (2) as supplementary written statements provided

for the hearing records; and (3) as letters, telegrams, petitions, etc. received

throughout the comment period. During this period, 109 individuals submitted

written comments to the Air Force from the St. Louis and Kansas City regions.

Additionally, 156 individuals commented verbally at the public hearings. As I

pointed out in my briefing at the beginning of each hearing, regardless of the mode

of public input, the comments would receive the same degree of careful and

thoughtful consideration. In my own review of the entire record, that promise was

fulfilled and, through personal direction and observation, I am convinced that the

final statement was conscientiously prepared in careful consideration of the full

comment record.
Originally, three nights of public hearings were scheduled for the Kansas City

area for the 19th, 20th and 21st of July. However, these hearings were rescheduled

to August 30, August 31, and September 1, at the request of area officials who

wished more time to study the DES. Also at their request, a full days' hearing was

scheduled in downtown Kansas City so that government officials and representa-

tives might have a more convenient opportunity to speak. The other hearings

were scheduled in the evening for Grandview, Missouri, which the Air Force

believed was centrally located to the portion of the metropolitan area principally

affected by the proposed action. The Air Force rejected a request to hold addi-

tional hearings in Johnson County, Kansas, because there were insufficient num-

bers of affected personnel in any one part of the county to warrant such a hearing,

and, also, because Grandview, located very near to the Johnson County border,

was still relatively convenient, even to Johnson County residents.
As the hearings progressed, it became apparent that, because of the number of

individuals who wished to speak, and because local officials were pressing for an

extension, the Presiding Officer, an Air Force Judge, should (as he subsequently

did) extend the hearings through September 2, 1976. The Presiding Officer, how-

ever, did not believe it necessary to extend the hearings beyond that date since he

stated that the real idea of a public hearing is to get a broad spectrum of opinion

that is representative, and not necessarily to afford an opportunity for every

-single individual to speak. Nevertheless, it should be noted that when the Septem-

ber 2 hearings were concluded, not a single person present who had requested to

speak had been denied the opportunity to do so. Furthermore, during a hearing

held by Jackson County, itself, on September 7, only eight people who had not

already spoken at the Air Force's hearings made statements. Thus, while the

public hearings were, in this instance, extended in an effort to give everyone a

chance to be heard, as these hearings wore on, the issues that were raised, though

often sincere expressions of opposition to the Air Force proposals, became repeats

of those previously voiced and added nothing new or substantive to the process.

However, as a result of the public comment period and the information it

provided to the Air Force, a number of additional steps of data collection and

analysis were initiated. (Steps 13-17 on the chart.) These activities were inter-

mingled with the all-important step of intensive comment review and response
(Steps 14-15 and 16-17 on the chart).
The review of the public hearing transcripts and all other comments received

by the Air Force was conducted by a special subgroup of the task force. This
group organized all of the comments in a manner that would permit efficient dis-
tribution to other members of the task force who would, in trun, be responsible
-for preparing responses. These comments and their responses became an integral
part of the information used to prepare the Final Environmental Statement.
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This comment-review period began on October 12, 1976, and extended through
the next two months.
The additional data-gathering and analysis steps that were taking place during

this period were, in many respects, similar to the steps that preceded the develop-
ment of the DES. Again, a number of interviews were conducted with business-
men, educators, and governmental officials, with the interviews followed by tele-
phone conversations and letters. Additional meetings seeking technical discussion
and comments on the DES were held in late August and early September 1976
with governmental officials, representatives of financial institutions, realtors,
contractors, rental property managers and school superintendents in the Richards-
Gebaur AFB area. Typical of these meetings were conferences with the City
Administrators of Belton and Grandview, Missouri, to discuss impacts upon
public finance. While such meetings were ordinarily attended by small numbers
of people, they added substantially to the information already gathered on specific
issues.

During this period, the consultants were also involved in new studies. In par-
ticular, some new economic studies were conducted by Battelle, and a Scott-area
housing-availability study was carried out jointly by Team Four, Inc. and Battelle.
In addition, new work was also being done, at the Air Force's request, by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development in the Kansas City area. All
of these studies, additional interviews, etc. generated an extensive body of infor-
mation which expanded the depth of the analysis and became part of the Final
Environmental Statement.

Although the preparation of the FES began during the comment-review period,
it did not become a concentrated effort until November 29, 1976, when the task
force was formally reconvened. While not as many "drafts" were prepared this
time, the same iterative process that had been used to prepare the DES was
again employed. On December 6, 1976, the "draft" was transmitted to the EPCs
and to other task force members for their review. (Step 18-19 on the chart.)
("Hq USAF" should read "Hq AFCS".) From about the 14th to the end of
December, 1976, the comments of the EPCs and others were reviewed, and the
"draft" of the FES was revised as necessary. The task force then completed its
final rewrites and incorporated the data contained in the last reports. In the
second week of January, 1977, the secretariat reviewed the FES and provided
the necessary approval for its release. (Step 19-20 on the chart.) Accordingly,
after expending over $800,000 in preparation, the FES was released to the public
on January 12, 1977.
The public release of the Final Environmental Statement and the filing of the

FES with the Council on Environmental Quality (Step 20-21 on the chart)
proceeded in much the same manner as with the Draft Environmental Statement.
The FES was sent to 1162 individuals who had, at one time or another, either
expressed interest in the EIAP or who had been contacted by the Air Force task
force. Simultaneously, the Air Force made news releases to the 44 news media
in the area around Richards-Gebaur and the 26 news media in the area surround-
ing Scott.
The increase over the distribution list for the DES reflects the increase in

number of people whom the Air Force had contacted during the public comment
period and who had provided comments, data, or, in some other way, expressed
interest in the proposed action.
I am convinced that the Environmental Impact Analysis Process for the

proposed relocation of AFCS was a highly conscientious and good faith effort in
every respect and provided an accurate, impartial representation of potential
and probable impacts. The exhaustive dissemination of information to the public,
the full consideration of the views of affected individuals, the extensive research
and interdisciplinary discussions, and analyses of impacts by experts in their
fields were unprecedented in the preparation of an Air Force Environmental
Impact Statement. As a result, the process developed and successfully executed
in this case has already served as the Air Force model for Environmental Impact
Statements on realinement actions which followed it.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM CIRCUIT COURT FINDINGS RELATING TO THE AIR
FORCE DECISION FOR THE RELOCATION OF HQ AFCS AND CLOSURE OF
RICHARDS- GEBAU R AFB

The Richards-Gebaur AFB action was often characterized in the record as a
cost saving measure when in fact it was an Air Force management proposal and

33-208-78-5
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decision to redirect its resources to higher priority defense requirements. While
this may seem to be a play on words, it appears to have become a crucial element
in the Circuit Court's application of the 'arbitrary and capricious" standard to
the Air Force decision. This is in spite of the fact that the Air Force decision
paper of 25 Mar 77 says:
"While giving consideration to the total Federal cost of a decision, my primary

concerns are for the requirements of the Air Force and Defense."
The Air Force decision paper also says:
"I have carefully weighed the significant socio-economic effects and benefits

to be gained by the Air Force." and:
"Considering all of these factors and balancing them against the cost benefits

which will accrue to the Air Force, I have reached the decision to close Richards-
Gebaur and relocate HQ AFCS to Scott AFB during the summer and early fall
of 1977." (Emphasis added.)

Without specifying the weights used in the "balancing," the Air Force essen-
tially said that it looked at the balance sheet, which showed savings of so much
and compared the savings against costs in other areas of so much. Secretary Reed
at the Subcommittee on Military Construction of the Committee on Armed
Services, United States Senate, 15 Sep 76 stated:
"* * * The move will cost money. As I mentioned when I started, it appears

to me, and I look forward to the GAO comment, we will save about 25 million a
year by doing this. It is our impression that the total cost to the government, of all
branches of the government will be amortized in the order of one year or two by doing
that." (Emphasis added.)

It is certainly implied that at some point, when the sole or principal objective
is saving money, the "balancing" of "savings" and "costs" could lead the Air
Force to conclude that the costs were too high, resulting in a "no action" decision.
It would appear that a decision would be most vulnerable when it departed
(which the Air Force decision did not) from the criteria consistently established
in the record as the purpose and need for the action. If the decision achieved few
or none of the consistently stated objectives of the proposal, it could surely be
successfully argued, as the plaintiffs were attempting to do, that the Air Force
decision was arbitrary and capricious. In the Court's "Substantative Review"
it said:
"The purpose of the Air Force is to achieve a substantial reduction in costs. Under

NEPA, indirect, as well as direct, costs and consequences of the proposed action
must be considered. Moreover, under NEPA, if the stated purpose will not be
achieved by the proposed action or if the indirect costs or consequences are so great
that a decision by the agency to proceed with the proposed action can only be
said to be arbitrary and capricious, then a court may nullify the decision." (Empha-
sis added.)

Since the Air Force established "savings" as the action objective and agreed
to compare the savings against other cost impacts, without an explicit national
defense objective in the balance, it is not surprising, in retrospect, that the Circuit
Court could bring itself to say in summarizing its application of the arbitrary
and capricious standard under NEPA:
"The Air Force should have given greater consideration to the economic effect

of its action on the communities concerned and it should have attempted to strike
a better balance between savings to the Department of Defense and the direct
and indirect cost ot other governmental agencies, local units of government and
private citizens."
However, though the court could not say, in this instance, that the decision was

arbitrary and capricious it did say:
"Had Richards-Gebaur been located in a smaller community our decision might

well have been different because the federal action would have seriously damaged
the long term vitality of such a community."

It certainly appears that this statement flows from our own criteria for the
balancing exercise and with a "pure" objective of savings, the OSD Office of
Economic Adjustment programs could cost so much and the local economic im-
pact could be so high as to tip the balance away from achieving the objective.
The court's focus on evaluating the decision in a comparative cost-benefit way,
without any factor of national defense, is clearest in its own Appendix I and II
where it devised its own estimates from the record in addition to comparing the
Air Force's and plaintiff's estimates.
The court also had no problem supporting the Air Force's rejection of alterna-

tives which the Air Force found to be unacceptable from fundional or operational

(
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considerations. Only in the McDowell alternatives of 11.a, b, and where alterna-
tive savings routes were provided did the court pause and say that the analysis
was not as "thorough as desired" but nevertheless adequate.
In future closures it appears to be essential that our redirection of resources

should not be characterized as "savings." While we will identify costs to other
federal and local agencies, the Air Force's stated purpose for an action, criteria
for decisionmaking, and the final decision should not ever appear to be based
solely on a balance sheet without clear national defense factors, unless, in fact,
that is the sole criteria in decisionmaking.

Action officer: Lt Col W. R. Sims, AF/PREVX, Ext. 77763.

[Dollar amounts in millions]

GAO estimate AF estimate GAO estimate AF estimate
AF estimate for original from OPS and (Senator from final
for original decision resource Eagleton) OPS and re-

decision (Senator Dole) study used AF estimate final report source study
AFCE relocation, GAO according to report DTD in DEIS June according DID Dec. 29, used in FE1S

report findings, history GAO report Nov. 26, 1975 25, 1976 to GAO report 1976 Jan. 12, 1977

(1) (2)

Annual recurring savings_ $7. 56 $6.47
One-time cost 10. 806 11.62
1-time cost avoidance 5. 848 5.248

$24.428 $28.962
34.532 34.515
6.422 5.818

$19.595
33.390
6.130

$18.928
42.661
6.130

NOTES

According to GAO's Nov. 26, 1975, report, the differences in estimates between AF and GAO are largely attributable to
GAO's use of completed planning documents, while the AF figures were made before completion of the planning documents,
Also mentioned were: Annual recurring savings differences occurred because the Air Force ''failed to consider increased
medical costs at Scott and increased costs for leasing telecommunications equipment." 1-time costs estiimate differences
occurred because the Air Force classified some work in facilities at Scott as repair which GAO classified as improvements,
e.g., "removing and replacing ceilings, wiring, lighting, duct work and plumbing" (+1139,000); Air Force "did not pro-
vide for unemployment compensation for the 160 employees who lost their jobs (+1305,000); school district payments;
and general use of more current data."

According to the GAO's Dec. 29, 1976, report, items previously omitted, such as unemployment compensation and
telecommunications equipment were included by the Air Force's latest study, however, increased CHAMPUS costs at Scott
were still riot included in whatever figures the GAO was looking at when they did their study. As the differences shown in
the table above indicate, there was seldom agreement on any single item. However, as can be seen in the last column,
the final Air Force estimates produced a gross reconciliation.

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT

Senator CULVER. You have cited a political problem with regard
to getting the necessary incentives for serious good faith efforts in
developing a community study. Under the political circumstances
that accompany these activities, it is very understandable that you
are running into that kind of problem.
Do you have any case studies where communities have a positive

response that you could use as a model? Are there any success stories
in which the community has decided to move early and there has been
enough variety of real help that they have come out of it better?
Mr. WHITE. Yes; we do. We have a number of cases where we

really have remarkable success in terms of the utilization of the facility
after we leave, the health of the community and so on, and we could
provide you for the record.
[The information follows:]
A summary of completed military base economic adjustment 1 projects follows:
A new publication, containing case studies, is expected from the printer on 15 Sep-tember 1978. A new slide presentation is also being prepared to illustrate the benefits ofearly adjustment or contingency planning to officials of communities where candidaterealinements are under study. OEA publications have been widely distributed and areused by the staff to inform concerned local officials about the achievements of previouslyImpacted communities.
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SUMMARY OF COMPLETED MILITARY BASE ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT PROJECTS
1961-1977

During the 16-year period since May 1961, economic adjustment assistance has
been provided to over 200 communities throughout the nation affected by major
Defense personnel cutbacks, contract terminations, and military base closure.
In March 1970, the Economic Adjustment Committee (EAC) was created under

the chairmanship of the Secretary of Defense to coordinate the resources of 20
Federal executive departments and agencies in providing assistance to the affected
communities.
To measure the overall adjustment progress of communities affected by military

base closures, a survey of the job generation and base re-use experience for
75 communities with completed base re-use programs (1961-1977) was conducted
in February 1977. The survey measures the replacement job generation and
re-use as accomplished and reported by the impacted communities themselves.
The impacts have ranged from the loss of 12,300 civilian personnel in the case

of an Air Force depot and overhaul activity at Mobile, Alabama to only 15-25
civilian employees in several small communities affected by the closure of nearby
aircraft control stations.
In many instances, the loss of military personnel (up to 5,600 military in the

case of Amarillo, Texas) may have significantly affected the community's regional
economy. Military personnel, however, are not recorded in the local employment
or work force statistics. Their relocation (85,402 positions in total for the 75
community projects) represent a regional income loss but not a direct employment
loss to the community. For this reason, the success of the community adjustment
efforts should in large part be measured against whether the DOD civilian job
loss in the community has been replaced by the new job and economic activity
on the former base facility.
The attached summary of the 75 military base economic adjustment projects

identifies the military and civilian job losses, the replacement civilian jobs, the
principal industrial/commercial/public re-use activities, the major land re-uses,
and the individual community contract involved who can furnish additional
information.
In total, the following experience has been recorded by the 75 completed com-

munity adjustment situations:
New Jobs Replace DoD Civilian Losses.—A total of 78,765 civilian jobs are

now located on the former Defense facilities to replace the loss of 68,800 former
DoD civilian or contractor jobs. Within this total, 69,542 are new jobs, with
9,223 jobs relocated to improved facilities on the bases. Another 10,540 new
civilian jobs off-base are directly attributable to the economic adjustment effort.
New Educational Opportunities.—Seven (7) four-year colleges, 26 post-

secondary vocational technical institutes, and six high school vo-tech programs
have been established at former bases. The re-use of the former Defense facilities
for new vocational-technical education has provided a strong job-inducement
contribution to the future community economic development programs.

Student Enrollments.—In total, there are 52,512 college and post-secondary
students, 4,215 secondary vo-tech, and 5,309 trainees now receiving education
and training at 48 former Defense bases. 104
I Effective Civilian Re-Use.—In 72 of the 75 community cases,2 the former De-
fense facilities have been effectively re-used by the impact communities for a wide
range of industrial, education, aviation, commercial and public uses as described
in the attached summary.

Industrial and Aviation Uses: Industrial parks have been established at 47 of
the former Defense bases. Three of the former bases are excess Defense plant
facilities which are now operated as private sector industrial plants. Thirty-one of
the former bases are being used as municipal and general aviation airports.
In addition to the 75 completed economic adjustment projects as of February

1977, adjustment assistance was being furnished to 42 active communities in 26
states, Puerto Rico and Guam—including 21 communities affected by military
base closures. Many of these base facilities (Boston, Massachusetts; Baltimore,
Maryland; Burlington, New Jersey, etc.) will be conveyed or sold to the impact
communities by the end of 1977. Interim civilian use was being accomplished by

"The re-use problems encountered in the three instances—Watertown Arsenal, Mas-
sachusetts; Steward Air Force Base at Newburgh, New York, and the Army Pictorial
Center in New York City (Astoria)—as explained by footnotes in the attached summary.



the communities at 12 of the 21 available base faeilities with job generation run-
ning from a very few new jobs to upwards of 5,600 civilian jobs (Quonset Point,
Rhode Island).
It is important to note that the job generation and re-use information for the

former military facilities does not reflect the entire recovery experience for all
Defense impact communities assisted by the Economic Adjustment Committee
and the Office of Economic Adjustment since 1961. In the case of communities
affected by contract cutbacks and personnel reductions, it is often difficult to
trace the actual replacement effort beyond a three to four year period, especially
following a national recession such as in 1974-75. The most effective long-term
adjustment measure is whether these previously impacted communities have con-
tinued to grow and are still actively implementing new job development and
economic growth programs.
In the case of communities with available former base facilities a reasonable

measure of the long-term community adjustment process can be drawn between.
the civilian job loss at the base and the subsequent base job replacement experi-
ence. This measure is conservative as it excludes secondary and off-base jobs (except
where there is a direct causal effect from the re-use of the base facilities or in specific
EAC program grants for replacement jobs).
The role of the Economic Adjustment Committee and the Economic Adjust-

ment Program is to help communities "help themselves." The job replacement
experience and student enrollment levels reflected in the attached summary
represent the actual performance as reported by the affected communities. The
communities themselves are responsible for the productive reuse of the former
Defense facilities and for securing new replacement job opportunities to offset the
loss of the Defense base closures.
The experience of these communities demonstrates that future communities

affected by Defense base closures can successfully adjust to the difficult impacts
involved.
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Senator HART. I wonder how well you are prepared to use that as a
public relations tool, as an additional carrot, an incentive to the com-
munity, when they are in a situation like this and in meeting with the
community leaders 

Senator CULVER. To help the community think of it in a little
more positive, constructive manner?
Mr. WHITE. We do try to do that when we meet with them to

describe to them some of our recent 
Senator CULVER. Do you have a film or anything like that? We have

films on everything else.
Mr. WHITE. No, sir, we don't have, not to my knowledge, we do not.

COST OF REALINEMENT STUDIES

Senator CULVER. I have one last question, Mr. Chairman, back to
my discussions with you earlier, Mr. Gibbs, I don't mean to minimize
the agonizing complexity of what you are involved in, and I know
small realinem.ents can add up to big savings—if they are the appro-
priate choices—but I hope these small realinement studies with all
attendant man days and paperwork do not end up costing more than
the potential savings that might be realized. I could probably find a
case study or two that would bear out more specifically what I am
talking about. Are you sensitive to that possibility, too?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator CULVER. It is not hard to gin up our Government paper

mill, we have a lot of people that are working at it. I don't mean
to minimize how competent and dedicated our analysts are. I just
hope we assign them to studies which hold out a realistic promise
of cost effective results, and not to studies that in and of themselves
are more expensive than the costs we are supposedly trying to save.
Mr. GIBBS. I am sensitive to that and I am quite sure that when

we look at all of the realinement actions that we have underway the
savings would far exceed the total of any of the costs of the studies.

Senator CULVER. You can understand our concern when we hear
of studies where in fact this isn't the ease.
Mr. GIBBS. I understand.
Senator CULVER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HART. Senator Thurmond.

ARMY AND MARINE CORPS TRAINING BASES

Senator THURMOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I welcome this opportunity to question Dr. White and the Service

secretaries relative to the proposed base realinement study. I am not
convinced the Army's training base should be reduced at all, and it is
inconceivable to me that the most cost efficient training base in the
Army—Fort Jackson, S.C.—should be a candidate for any base
closure. The same applies to the Parris Island Marine depot near
Beaufort, S.C. where the training facilities are modern, the acreage
ample, and the cost efficiency rate excellent.
In fact, in the Army's base realignment announcement for the.

entire Nation it was estimated that if all 29 installations affected
would be closed the annual savings of $129 million would be achieved.
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Yet only a year ago the Army apparently rejected a study which
showed it would be about $70 million cheaper to place the new one
station unit training for infantry at Fort Jackson as opposed to Fort
Benning, Ga. How can the Army justify taking such a course? That
is what I understand they are considering. So I would say to the Army
that big money could be saved immediately by placing this new train-
ing program at the most cost efficient base, Fort Jackson.
Mr. Chairman, of course these decisions rest primarily with the

executive branch. Further, I have been impressed with the ability
of Dr. White, Secretary Gibbs and Secretary Hidalgo and also Sec-
retary Chayes, who is better looking than the rest of you. I do wish
to take every opportunity, however, to make them aware of the
benefits offered by training facilities in my State and encourage them
to follow the more economical route in all these matters, which is the
guidance I would trust President Carter and Secretary Brown have
also given them.
Mr. Chairman, I have learned a great deal about the base realine-

ment issues because two large installations in my State are involved.
Closure of Fort Jackson would have an annual impact in revenue
losses around $488 million, according to the Chamber of Commerce
of Columbia. This involves 20 percent of the economy of that city.
At Parris Island the impact on the nearby community of Beaufort
would be very harsh as nearly 50 percent of the economy is tied to
Parris Island. The impacts of these closures are most severe in small
States such as mine where the military installation is a key fact in the
local economy.
As to the importance of the facilities themselves, these facts have

already been documented for the Defense Department and separate
agencies. The size of both Fort Jackson and Parris Island give them a
capability far greater than any of the facilities they are competing
with in the realinement study. This should be a key factor as when
the base is reduced it must be done in a way to allow an immediate
surge or mobilization capacity in the event of a sudden national
emergency.
The staff to student ratio at both bases is among the most efficient

in the Defense Department. In addition, the lower living costs enable
the military to get the same services for less cost. Further, the fuel
savings from good weather and loss of training days is a big money
saving factor. Still another critical point is that in the last 10 years
tens of millions in new construction has been spent at both these
facilities. They can both operate for many years in the future with
minor new construction costs.
I would urge the leadership in the Pentagon and the White House to

follow strictly a base realinement policy based upon cost savings and
not political considerations. The taxpayer wants a strong defense, not
one tailored to political pressures which fail to follow the most cost
efficient route.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to propound some questions for Dr.

White, Secretary Gibbs, Secretary Chayes and Secretary Hidalgo, if
it is desired I do so at this point or later.

Senator HART. Why don't you go forward with a couple of questions
for a couple of minutes and then I will go. We will just follow the 10
minute rule.

Senator THURMOND. Thank you.
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SCHEDULE FOR BASE REALINEMENT STUDIES

Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, can you provide for the committee a
schedule as to when various decisions will be made public on the base
realinement study and on what criteria or baseline the decisions will be
based?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, earlier during the hearings, we did indicate the

criteria are in the record elsewhere and we will submit them and we
will also submit the schedule.
Senator THURMOND. When will the Second Division relocation study

decision be announced?
Mr. WHITE. I don't know at this time, Senator Thurmond. A final

date for announcement has not been selected.
Senator THURMOND. What units are to be withdrawn from Korea

for relocation in the United States and when?
Mr. WHITE. That schedule has not been determined yet. That is

my understanding anyway. I am not intimately involved in the unit
withdrawals, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. Have recent actions in the Congress caused

any changes in those plans?
Mr. WHITE. Not to my knowledge, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. You are familiar, I believe, with the resolution

urging the President not to remove units over there at this time, I
presume?
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir. I just want to underline, sir, that the question

of movement schedule and the units is not an area over which I have
any cognizance, so I am not the right person from the Secretary's
office to answer the question.

Senator THURMOND. Of course the training base discussions would
be based upon those actions?
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir.
Senator THURMOND. Bringing units back?
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir.

ARMY TRAINING BASES

Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, when the Army portion of the base
realinement proposal was presented to DOD, did it include Fort
Jackson as a candidate for announcement in the base closure study?
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir.
Senator THURMOND. Are you sure of that?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Senator THURMOND. Was that at the direction of the Defense

Department or did that originate with the Army?
Mr. WHITE. Originated in the Army, as I recall.
Mr. GIBBS. Yes sir, it did originate in the Army, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. Was Fort Jackson added at the DOD level?
Mr. WHITE. No sir.
Senator THURMOND. Are all Army training bases possible candidates

for realinement?
Mr. GIBBS. If I may, Senator, I would like to answer that question.
Senator THURMOND. If not, why did you put the most efficient base

on the list?



77

Mr. GIBBS. We have underway a nearly concluded study which we
announced in April which was a look at all of the training bases in the
Army, a study which is trying to answer the question over the long
run what is the most efficient structure for our training bases and what
in fact our training workloads are going to be, so in that sense, we have
been reviewing all of the installations.
We announced in April three specific candidates: Fort Jackson, Fort

Dix, and Fort Bliss.
Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, the Army has been attempting to

close Fort Dix since 1971. Why do you think it has not been closed
although it has been on the list for years?
Mr. WHITE. I don't know, Senator. I have never in my tenure here

had any opportunity to review proposals for Fort Dix other than the
current studies, so I am sorry, I don't know the answer.

Senator THURMOND. In the last few years Dix has developed huge
maintenance costs, because needed repairs were delayed on the grounds
it may close. New construction at Dix has also been held to a minimum.
Despite this it has been kept open. In recent months as training loads
have decreased, cuts have been made throughout the training base to
keep Dix open. Do you concur in this inefficient management approach?
Mr. WHITE. Sir, I don't know the specifics of which you speak. The

problem and the reason we are doing the base realinement actions is
because we do have inefficiencies. We have too many bases and too
many facilities and we would like to correct that. I think that is what
this process is all about.

Senator THURMOND. I believe my 10 minutes are up and I will be
back in a few minutes. Thank you very much.

Senator HART. Thank you, Senator.

BASE REALINEMENT STUDIES

Let me ask the panel, and again I invite other Secretaries to com-
ment themselves on the study process, and particularly the cost
factors involved.
To what degree in these studies do you consider all the costs to the

Federal Government of a realinement or consolidation, or is that cost
factor merely limited to consideration of defense-related costs?
Mr. WHITE. If I might begin, Mr. Chairman. We do consider all

costs, that is, we attempt to consider all costs. We do consider para-
mount our own costs and cost savings, but in every case we look at the
economic impact on that community and the costs that will be
incurred by that community as a result of any action that we may take.

Senator HART. Any other comments on that in terms of your own
services?
MS. CHAYES. Yes.
Senator HART. Secretary Chayes.
Ms. CHAYES. The problem is that we have to rely on other agencies

to supply the costs. For example, educational costs and housing costs.
It is to our great interest to be extremely precise and we in the Air

iForce give t a very high priority since we have to defend our own
analysis. That is why we are developing the base cost and community
economic impact models with great care.

33-208-78 6
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This is not, however, the highest priority of the outside agencies.
They do it in a sense of service which has caused me to give it a lot of
thought. I think that now there is a move through the White House to
get some kind of uniform way to cost these items. I don't feel that
costs have been as reliable outside the Defense Department as they
have been inside. Of course, the predictions are spongy in any place.

NONDEFENSE COSTS OF BASE REALINEMENTS

Senator HART. Can you think of or give me an instance where a
base was closed that did not involve a sort of cost determination,
that is to say, where the saving decision was based on these other
related items, economics, housing, education, and not merely what
finally sifted out as the least cost or the greatest cost savings to the
Department?
MS. CHAYES. NO sir, I can't.
Mr. HIDALGO. I can't give you one.
Mr. WHITE. We have situations in the national capital region where

we do make moves and do have proposals now in the current package
which are not cost effective, because of the directions from the Con-
gress with respect to reducing our presence here, but that is not really
what you are speaking of.
Senator HART. No, what I am looking for is an instance in any of

the services where you have decided that you will keep one base open
because of the nondefense related costs, which would be greater even
though the defense related costs would be less. Would you go back and
scrub your records? What I am after is pretty obvious.
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir.
Senator HART. Even though we give lip service to all of related

costs, Secretary Chayes has testified to the difficulty of getting the
data and making it applicable, and I understand that. Nonetheless,
the Department says that it gives weight to these other costs. What I
am looking for is a situation where that weight prevailed.
MT. WHITE. Yes sir.
Senator HART. I know it is difficult to come up with that off the

top of your head, so if you go back in the period of time we
have the record open, and see if you can find an instance where in
fact those related costs prevailed.
[The information follows :1
To date there have not been any announced base realinement proposals which

have not been implemented based solely on the fact that the non-Defense related
costs were greater than Defense savings. However, there have been a number of
previously announced based realinement proposals for study, which after the
studies were completed, were not implemented. The reasons for not implementing
these proposals vary, hinge generally on Defense related reasons but include
consideration of community and personnel impacts.

I have touched briefly on timing question. Do any of you have an
instance or any additional information to what Dr. White has already
provided about how the decision is made, the timing decisions are
made, and also can we expect any announcements on the current
package, the current April list, let's say, by the end of this year?
Mr. WHITE. The answer to your second question I think is yes, Mr.

Chairman that is, perhaps what we ought to do is submit for the
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record the anticipated dates of decisions where we are close enough
to know them, and it certainly ought to be by the end of the year.

Senator HART. If you would, it would be helpful.
[The information follows:]
The anticipated decision dates for the Army studies announced in April 1978

are as follows:

Study: Decision announcement

Fort Bliss, Tex_  Jan. 30, 1979.
Fort Dix, N. J   Do.
Fort Jackson, S.0  Do.
Fort Douglas, Utah  Dec. 29, 1978.
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah  Oct. 30, 1978.
Applied Technology Laboratory, Fort Eustis, Va  Nov. 30, 1978.
Theater Communications Security Logistics Support

Center-Pacific, Fort Kamehameha, Hawaii  Oct. 17, 1978.
Logistics Systems Support Activity, Letterkenny Army
Depot, Pa  Dec. 29, 1978.

Letterman Army Medical Center, Calif   Apr. 30, 1979.
Military Personnel Center, Alexandria, Va   Jan. 30, 1979.
Military Traffic Management Command, Bailey's

Crossroads, Va  Oct. 30, 1978.
Fort Monroe, Va  May 30, 1979.
Presidio of San Francisco, Calif   Apr. 30, 1979.
Army Management Engineering Training Agency,
Rock Island Arsenal, Ill  Nov. 30, 1978.

Fort Sheridan, Ill   Mar. 26, 1979.

SER Action: Navy decision date
Navy RTC: Decision date

San Diego, Great Lakes  April 1979.
USMC Recruit Depot:

San Diego, Parris Island   February 1979.
Supply Consolidation:

Alameda, Oakland; NAS North Island, San Diego;
NAS, Norfolk  October 1978.

Hospitals:
Port Hueneme   October 1978.
New Orleans  August 1978.
Annapolis   October 1978.
Quantico   October 1978.
Whidbey Island  October 1978.
Philadelphia    October 1978.

Key West   November 1978.
Long Beach  March 1979.
CASDO/CENO  Completed.
Naval Air Facility, Detroit  December 1978.
NARDET: Various NARDETS  October 1978.
Relocation out of Washington:

CHESDIV    October 1978.
Navy Recruit Command    October 1978.
Navy Exhibit_   October 1978.
Audit Service   October 1978.
MSC_    October 1978.

Air Force decision schedule
Chanute AFB, Ill  June 1979.
Goodfellow AFB, Tex   April 1979.
Los Angeles AFS, Calif  July 1979.
Kingsley Field, Oreg  April 1979.
Loring AFB, Maine  Winter, 1978.
Rickenbacker AFB, Ohio  April 1979.
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Senator HART. Again this goes to the fundamental premise of how
political decisions are. Do they relate to elections one way or the other?
What, as candidly as possible you could, tell us what role the election
time has on the timing of your announcements one way or the other.
[Additional information follows:]
The development and timing of the April 1978 base realinement announcement

was based entirely on the need to move ahead with tightening the DoD base
structure in order to realize the DoD savings as early as possible.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12049

Senator HART. Let me return a minute to the line of questioning,
Senator Culver again directed a question to each or all of you on the
question of . economic adjustment. We had some discussion of this,
as you know, in our hearings before the Military Construction Com-
mittee last spring, and I had some personal reservations about the
new Executive order at that time. Is that Executive order having
its intended impact, can you tell us?
Mr. WHITE. I think it is. It is a little too early to tell for sure but

we certainly think that it is. We have a number of things happening
as a result of it. As I indicated, we have reviewed and are changing
some of the activities within the office itself. We have increased.
participation from OMB and the White House. We have better co-
operation than we had before in the current actions from the other
departments, much better interest, participation, and cooperation.
And we are getting the word out to the community-, and I think suc-
cessfully. I get a list every week of how we are doing with respect to
the communities that are participating in this program.
So I think we are really doing much better than we were before.
Senator HART. You are getting better cooperation from the other

Federal agencies?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, we are. The day of the announcement we had.

a very large meeting, chaired by Mr. Duncan, where all the depart-
ments were represented. Mr. Watson was there as well, and spoke.
I don't remember the number exactly, but there were five or six Under
Secretaries of domestic departments in that meeting, as well as other
senior people from all the agencies. So we are getting much better
cooperation.

Senator HART. How many times since that Executive order was
issued has the Economic Adjustment Committee met?
Mr. WHITE. I think that is the only formal meeting of the com-

mittee. I would have to get for the record how many times the working
group has met. What we did was identify the key people in the depart-
ments to do the work and that is ongoing.
Senator HART. Let us know
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
Senator HART [continuing]. How often that group has gotten

together.
[The information follows:]
The Economic Adjustment Committee, which includes the Secretaries of 16Federal agencies, the Assistant to the President for Intergovernmental Relations,with the Secretary of Defense as chairman, met on April 26, 1978 to review theEconomic Adjustment Program, current and anticipated future community

assistance projects and the arrangements for interagency support. As an out-
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growth of this meeting, each of the member agencies has designated a principalrepresentative to serve as liaison to 0EA to (1) coordinate agency support,(2) participate in assistance projects, and (3) assist in resolving communityimpact problems.
Subsequently, there have been ten meetings of EAC agency representativesfor the purpose of improving interagency coordination and assistance procedures,and for arranging assistance to individual communities. Community assistanceactivities are managed on a project basis and concerned Federal agency repre-sentatives work on these projects as a team. Thus, at any given time there arefrom 30 to 40 Federal interagency teams cooperating on community projectsthroughout the country.

MOBILIZATION REQUIREMENTS

Senator HART. On the issue of mobilization, to what degree do
mobilization requirements figure in your decisions on closings? Are
you closing bases that would have to be reacquired or reopened in a
mobilization?
Mr. WHITE. We shouldn't be disposing of them; no, sir. We do

consider mobilization requirements when we look at the base struc-
ture and when base realinement decisions are made. In fact, as you
may know, some are inactivated and retained in standby for just
that purpose. In the interim, they are used for Reserve component
training, especially during the summer.

Senator HART. What does standby involve; what do you do?
Mr. WHITE. Normally, it involves an inactive base where minimum

maintenance is performed, which will allow activation on very short
notice, if required.

Senator HART. In each case of each of the services across the board,
Department-wide you calculate in the mobilization requirements?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Senator HART. You do have backup, fallback facilities for that

purpose?
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman; we do.

COST OF REALINEMENT STUDIES

Senator HART. On the question of the realinement studies them-
selves, . what do they cost? Have you done any calculations on how
much it would cost to study realinement for the purpose of saving
money? Are we spending an awful lot of money? Does it cost us more
to study than we are saving?
Mr. WHITE. I don't have any numbers on studies, Mr. Chairman.

It is a lot of work, there is no question about that. EIS's alone are
very expensive. We generally do those by contract. We know what
those costs are. Most of the studies are done by the staff in the Depart-
ment of Defense. An enormous amount of money is involved, but I
do not know the exact cost. For the most part, the accomplishment
of these studies is part of the staff's normal function. It is a matter
of priority of effort.
Senator HART. Is there any way to calculate staff-hours and that?
Mr. WHITE. It would be very, very hard, Mr. Chairman. I don't

know how to do it. We could have a look at it on a case study basis
and maybe we could give you a feel for it.

Senator HART. That would be helpful. I don't want to create
additional cost.



82

Mr. WHITE. Study.
Senator HART. How much it costs to study. But I think if you can

do it off the back of an envelope, or however, on a case study basis,
it would be helpful to us.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir.
Senator HART. It might even be helpful in your own calculations.
[The information follows:]
It is very difficult to generalize as to the costs of DoD base realinement studies.

Each study is different and involves many different variables of varying size,

scope and extent, and could include in some cases court directed actions. The

DoD does not keep track of the manhours of in-house effort spent in these studies

since this is part of a staff's normal function and merely involves a shift of prior-

ities. Accordingly, costs for this effort are not maintained. Contract costs for

environmental studies are available, but these represent only a portion of the

total cost and are, therefore, not very meaningful indicators. However, one

recent large and very controversial base realinement for which costs were accum-

ulated, as an exception, approached a million dollars in cost. We consider the cost

of this study to be unusual. The cost of these studies must also be put into the

proper perspective in that it is a one time expenditure whereas the savings which

may result from the study are realized each and every year after implementation.

At best, the cost of the study will affect only the amortization period of the

proposal and then only to a small degree in our opinion.

Senator HART. You don't have an idea of how many people in the
Department are involved in the base realinement study process?
Mr. WHITE. No sir, but at various times it is extensive because you

have to consider so many different elements and at so many different
echelons in the Department, but I do not know.

Senator HART. Senator Thurmond?
Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ARMY MANPOWER LEVELS

Dr. White, the Army training base realinement is postulated to a
large extent upon lower manning levels, lower attrition rates, and
better retention. Last year, Congress went through a tough fight on
Army manpower levels, finally approving 787,000 and rejecting a much
lower figure for fiscal year 1978. Despite this, someone directed the
Army during the past year to reduce its size to the low level rejected
by Congress. Can you account for this deviation from congressional
guidance?
Mr. WHITE. When you say the lower level, lower level for 1979,

program, Senator?
Senator THURMOND. 1978.
Mr. WHITE. You mean the number provided by Congress? We

then directed them in 1978 to a lower number?
Senator THURMOND. We approved 787,000 and rejected a much

lower figure for 1978, but despite this someone directed the Army
during the past year to reduce its size to the lower level rejected by
Congress. I am wondering how and why that was done and who did it?
Mr. WHITE. I am sorry, sir, I would have to provide that for the

record.
Senator THURMOND. Would you provide that for the record?
Mr. WHITE. Yes sir.
[The information follows
It has been the managerial practice in the Department to review the current

year as well as the program year during the annual budget preparation process.
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This allows management to capitalize on the latest information, trends and policiesthat have occurred or have been developed subsequent to the authorizationprocess. This is not a new procedure. The following table shows the results ofthis type of review for Army end strength beginning in FY 1973. In each case,the revised plan has been approved by the Secretary of Defense.
ACTIVE ARMY MANPOWER AT END FISCAL YEARS, 1973-78

[In thousands of dollars]

Request,
President's

budget
Congressional
authorization

Revised
plan

Fiscal years:
1973 841.2 828.9 824.81974 803.8 785.0 781.61975 785.0 785.0 785.01976 785.0 782.0 782.019TQ 793.0 790.0 790.01977 790.0 789.0 789.01978 790.0 787.0 774.2

1 "Current year" column of the next year's President's budget
The table shows that the end strength of the Army has been revised three timesbeginning in 1973. During the same period, the end strengths of the other Serviceswere revised the following number of times: Navy-7; Marine Corps-3; andAir Force-5.
Four factors make the •overall reduction in Army end strength possible while,at the same time, increasing the force structure. First, the Army will need fewerrecruits to man its force because the average time served is increasing. Second,new soldiers will spend less time, on the average, in training as an increasedproportion of them attend one-station unit training, a course that replaces recruitand initial skill training with a single course. Third, the Army is increasing theefficiency of its training establishment, thus increasing the ratio of students tostaff. Finally, the Army is improving the management of assignments and cantherefore reduce transient manpower authorizations formerly needed to coverpeople who are between assignments.

VALUE OF CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF MANPOWER REQUESTS
Senator THURMOND. Mr. White, what value do you attach to the

congressional review of manpower requests and what effort do you
feel should be made to accommodate them?
Mr. WHITE. We attach a great deal of value to those requests and,

as you know, we spend a good deal of time with the Members of
Congress discussing our program and why the manpower numbers
are what they are. We do weight them very heavily in terms of our
subsequent decisions, but at the same time, we have lots of actors to
consider, including paramountly budget constraints. Sometimes we
come up with different numbers.

Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, was there any congressional con-
sultation about this action and, if so, with whom?
Mr. WHITE. I would have to provide that for the record.
[The information follows:]
Meetings with key congressional staff personnel were held by Service and DoD

personnel early this calendar year to explain our programs. As always, we wereprepared to provide any information requested by the Congress to promote afull understanding of what we were doing.
I think it is also important to note that from a management point of view weconsider the active strength authorized by Congress for each Service to be aceiling not to be exceeded. We feel it would be imprudent to not introduce efficien-

cies whenever appropriate. Some of these efficiencies will inevitably result in end
strength reductions.
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ARMY TRAINING LEVELS

Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, what authority does the Army or
DOD have to reduce the Army's training base strength below the
level mandated by the Congress?
Mr. WHITE. Sir, I don't know really other than the obligation to

run the Department of the Army in the most efficient way. There are
a great many dynamics, as you well know, that take place here.
Reenlistment rates, attrition rates, accession rates. These all interact
and change over any given year.

Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, would you agree that if DOD
follows this policy then the work Congress does in acting on the
manpower requests is really a waste of time?
Mr. WHITE. No, sir, I don't think so. We value the guidance that

we get from the Congress. There are just a great many factors.
Senator THURMOND. Is it guidance or is it law that the Congress

enacts?
Mr. WHITE. In some cases one and other cases the other.
Senator THURMOND. Is the Department looking upon what the

Congress does as guidance? We don't guide, we enact law.
Mr. WHITE. If it is law we follow it, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. Well, it was law. That is the reason I want to

know who directed these cuts to be made.
Dr. White, I understand in the current budget for fiscal year 1979

the Army requested 8,000 more personnel than finally was requested
in the budget. Why was the Army training cut once again?
Mr. WHITE. The Army training cut in 1979 was an attempt on

our part to balance the programs within the overall defense budget
in the context of the other services as well as the Army, and in the
context of the dynamics of the Army manpower base, which again
includes the nature of the force reenlistment rates, their attrition
rates and so on.

Senator THURMOND. Dr. White, what annual training levels does
DOD predict for the Army during the early eighties?
Mr. WHITE. I would have to provide that for the record, but it is

rower than had been the case in recent years, Senator, and closer to
the 1979 level.
[The information follows:]
Army training loads (the daily average number of Army students and trainees

enrolled in formal school training courses) are shown in the following table for
fiscal years 1977-1981:

Actual, Estimated, fiscal years—
fiscal year  

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

Active Army  77, 649 69, 079 67, 843 69, 616 68, 311
Army National Guard  12, 459 16, 471 16, 793 14, 102 13, 897
Army Reserve  6, 198 6,238 5,959 6,816 6, 852

Total Army  96, 306 91,788 85,595 90, 534 89, 060

Senator THURMOND. And to what extent does that differ from the
training input in the past few years?
Mr. WHITE. Well, as I indicated, sir, I think it will be lower.
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Senator THURMOND. Do you visualize this is sufficient to close one
base or two bases, and when will you determine what reductions can
be made?
Mr. WHITE. I do not have the schedule. Perhaps Mr. Gibbs does,

on the decisions whith respect to the bases. Do you know the projected
dates?
Mr. GIBBS. The projected dates for the Dix, Jackson, Bliss studies

are after the first of the year.

ONE STATION UNIT TRAINING

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions for
Secretary Gibbs now.
Mr. Secretary, I will proceed with those. Secretary Gibbs, are you

aware of an Army study issued late in 1976 which found it was far
more cost effective to place the new one station unit training at Fort
Jackson rather than Fort Benning?
Mr. GIBBS. I have been informed or that although I have not seen

the study, Senator.
Senator THURMOD. You haven't seen that study? Mr. Gibbs,

would you mind having that study brought to your attention and
would you please read it?
Mr. GIBBS. I Will.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, this study found that there

would be one time cost of about $70 million more to place this training
at Benning instead of Jackson. In addition, it found an annual recur-
ring cost of about million if Benning was selected over Jackson.

If this study were valid today, would you support taking advantage
of these savings?
Mr. GIBBS. Senator, I don't know whether the study would be

valid today and I am not aware of the numbers that you are speaking
about. As I understand, the Army's decision at that time to locate
one station unit training at Fort Benning, it was done because the
Infantry school is located at Fort Benning and there are a lot of de-
sirable features of having one station unit training at the home of the
Infantry.

Senator THURMOND. That shouldn't override the question of cost
though, should it? Aren't you trying to save all you can now? Is the
President trying to close bases and cut down and save in an effort to
approach a balanced budget?
Mr GIBBS. We always are very cost conscious, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, a recent study conducted by

the commanding general at Fort Jackson showed the cost of placing
one station unit training there would be only about $3.7 million. This
includes $1.7 million for a track maintenance facility and $2 million
for range construction and renovation. Are you aware of this study?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes; I am aware of the study and I believe that that

is being conducted as a part of the overall study of the location of
the Second Infantry Division.
As you know, one of the candidates for receiving the Second In-

fantry Division upon its return is Fort Benning. Should Fort Benning
be selected, then one station unit training would have to be relocated
and Fort Jackson is the candidate for that. So the study you spoke
of, I believe, is being conducted as part of that.
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, the present plan of the Army
is to place one station unit training at Fort Benning mainly on the
basis that the training should be at the professional home of the
Infantry. What value do you give to the professional home concept?
Mr. GIBBS. I think there is a lot of value attached to the profes-

sional home concept. We have gone to that on a number of occasions
and at a number of locations.

Senator THURMOND. How high a cost savings do you feel should
be surrendered to follow through on this concept?
Mr. GIBBS. That is not a question I can answer in the abstract,

Senator. The colocation 
Senator THURMOND. I believe this study showed there would be

savings of $70 million. In addition, recurring costs of about $4
million, if Benning were selected over Jackson.
Mr. GIBBS. Senator 
Senator THURMOND. In other words, how much are you willing to

surrender in order to carry out that concept? If not $71 suppose it
is $100 million?
Mr. GIBBS. Again, not having seen that study that you referred to,

which goes back several years, it is just not a question I can answer
either in the abstract or in the context of that study. Cost is an
important factor, but the mission capabilities and the effectiveness
that one gets by collocating training for infantrymen with the pro-
fessional school where a lot of concepts and doctrine are developed
and can be tested out, has to be given some weight. It is hard to put
a dollar value on that kind of thing.

Senator THURMOND. I believe my time is up. I will be back in a
few minutes.

COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE USING BASE REALINEMENT SAVINGS

Senator HART. Thank you, Senator.
I just have two questions. One has to do with mitigation. There

are proposals beginning to emerge, which I would like each of you
to respond to, that assert the amount of the savings or the savings to
be realized from a consolidation realinement be earmarked for a
period of time, 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, for economic assistance to
the locality affected. And, particularly directed toward possible use,
reuse or revitalization of the excess capacity which that facility may
represent, some other peacetime or civilian purpose
What would be your thoughts on that, the point being that the

Department would realize its cost savings several years later but for
a period of time, to get over the worst initial effects, that if $1 million
were saved at installation x by closure, that $1 million would go
back to that community for economic adjustment and assistance
and perhaps reworking of the facility if it was the kind of facility
that could be used for some other purpose.
Mr. WHITE. I don't see any logical link between cost savings for

a reduction of a facility and the needs of the community that is sur-
rounding that facility. It seems to me that the needs of the community
surrounding the facility ought to be addressed based objectively on
those needs. That is what the economic adjustment process is intended
to do. The community ought to get what support it requires, rather
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than some arbitrary fraction of the defense savings, depending on
the needs of the community. It seems to me that is the way to do
economic adjustment, not to tie it artifically to some number which
doesn't have any direct linkage to the problem.

Senator HART. Do any of the Secretaries wish to comment on that
proposal?
Ms. CHAYES. I agree with John, it seems to me also there is a lot

of tinkering with the process, if you can put it that way, that perhaps
one way to approach all of this might be to think about comprehen-
sive legislation that leads toward procedures, and criteria that really
deals with the question of economic adjustments. I guess my concern
is that overall there isn't enough money at the right time in the other
agencies to deal with the needs, that the highest priority of the other
agencies is not economic adjustment. It is just my own thought, that
a comprehensive bit of legislation might deal with that problem,
namely, the earmarking of funds to facilitate economic adjustment.
I have nothing further to add to what Dr. White has said, I think he
is correct. But you also talked about depoliticization and confidence;
comprehensive legislation of some sort might in fact deal with all
these questions in a logical, coherent framework.

Senator HART. Does the earmarking of that money, which is really
what we are talking about, is it not an attempt to be arbitrary here?
It is an attempt to make sure that the funds available are definable and
locatable, whether they are too much or too little, at least you know
where the pot is from which the assistance is going to come.
I don't think this is necessarily politicization, and I take it that

is not what you are suggesting by your last remark?
Ms. CHAYES. No; I was going back to your earlier comments about

the need to depoliticize the whole base closure process and the concerns
that have been expressed that the process was not coherent and logical
and so on. I just said it may be that an alternative would be to deal in
some comprehensive piece of legislation with all of these issues,in-
cluding the earmarking of the necessary funds.

POSSIBLE REVISION OF BASE REALINEMENT POLICY

Senator HART. I want to ask each of you, the Secretaries partic-
ularly, one open ended final question for myself, and that is, if you
could start from scratch and design the ideal base realinement policy,
what would you change, what would you do differently from the
way it is being done today?

Secretary Gibbs?
Mr. GIBBS. That is an interesting question. I think I would respond

in two ways. First, I think that the process that we follow is a pretty
good one. It is a very open process. In general, I like this process.
One of the things that disturbs me is the very openness of it, and

that is to say, because we are required to make public announcements
about our studies, and because they are often large and time consum-
ing, we end up keeping communities and our own people hanging,
if you will, for quite sometime.
I don't think on balance, though, that it would be wise to change the

public announcement policy or the public nature of those studies, but
it is a concern and if we could figure out some way or other of either
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doing these things faster or announcing the study when we are a little
farther along, so as to not disrupt the community as much as it does,
I think that might be a helpful change.

Senator HART. You don't have any solution to the problem we were
discussing earlier with regard to Lowry about how you study a thing
to find out you are not going to close it in a way that doesn't frighten
everyone while you are doing that study? Is there a way of doing that
except doing it in secret, which would problably be unacceptable to
Congress?
Mr. GIBBS. I don't think there is a way to do it except in secret and

these kinds of things are never secret. Even though we don't make a
public announcement until we have done a feasibility study, during
the stage when within the Pentagon we are doing feasibility studies, the
mere process of collecting information means that you have to ask
questions of local commanders at installations. The mere questioning
begins all the speculation and lots of rumors get started well before
any public announcement is made. I don't think there is a cure for it.

Seantor HART. Secretary Hidalgo, what do you think?
Secretary HIDALGO. Mr. Chairman, I would only make this brief

comment. I couldn't agree more with what Secretary Gibbs has said
about the impossibility of keeping any of these things on a closed basis
and I don't see any possible advantage would even come near out-
weighing the disadvantages. For the rest, although I hardly consider
myself a base closure expert, I have been around the business world
a good deal and I would say that the approach that is being taken is
tremendously businesslike, it is a thorny question at best, and I think
it is being improved in a very systematic objective way. I just subscribe
to it as being the best possible solution. I don't know of any. improve-
ment, offhand that I would find. Should I go along and have any
thoughts, I would certainly communicate them to you.
Senator HAAT. Please do.
Secretary Chayes?
Ms. CHAYES. Well, I also think our approach is sound. I think it is

important that we have had a chance here to state what the criteria
are and to make. Congress aware of those criteria. We may expect
Congress to hold us accountable to those criteria.
- As I said before, I think that we need the appropriation of the
economic adjustment fund in a timely manner so a community will
be able to recover quickly. I don't know how this is to be accomplished,
whether through a coherent legislative framework or otherwise. In
light of the concerns of the committee we ought to be taking a longer
range look at our basing structure and to make publicly available
anticipated changes just as we do in our force structure. Again I
don't know how quite to accomplish this, but this is something that
Secretary Stetson has requested of us and we intend to do it. I think
you should be asking us for this framework and prodding us until
you are satisfied that we do have a logical, consistent framework for
base closure. I think we are getting very close to that.
Senator HART. I would invite you or any of our colleagues to

communicate your feelings on that specific issue by letter or personal
visit, as you so desire, because it is an interesting suggestion, a long
range framework based approach to this. It might be something
later we would want to hold some hearings on, just that issue, after
people have formulated their thoughts a little more, but it certainly
makes sense to me.
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Any other thoughts, Dr. White?
Mr. WHITE. Other than the standard ones, I think we do need to

continue and we need to continue to solicit your help in being objective.
I think this is the most important thing in the process.
The second point I would make is that we need to continue to ask

your help in terms of being timely and open, but this means moving
on with the activity. The biggest problem in that regard that I see,
Mr. Chairman, is that too many of the proposals which I see for
change simply add time to the process and do not provide us with any
more information or wisdom or anything else, in terms of help. I
would rather see the help in that regard come at the end in terms of
assisting the impact affected communities.
• The hardest part of this whole process, speaking personally, and I
know I speak for my colleagues, is what happens to people. You put
people out of their jobs and disrupt their lives. So it is very hard. So
we need a lot of help in that regards.
The final thing I would say, which I think is less practical than

those two, is we are getting to the situation in many of these cases
where nothing is acceptable except hard numbers. We are limited in
the Defense Department in terms of management actions which
will increase our efficiency unless we can demonstrate to the 'Congress
specific hard number savings, and with many management actions
that is often very difficult. I think we pay a cost in efficiency for that
emphasis.

OBJECTIVITY OF BASE REALINEMENTS

Senator HART. Well, on the question of objectivity, that should be
the primary criterion of the Department on an issue of this sort,
it must be, not by our favoritism or politics, I think each of us includ-
ing myself has an obligation to do everything we can to point out the
benefits of certain facilities in our States and districts, the impact of
closure of those facilities on the economy, and lives of the people,
and also to do anything we can to mitigate that, and I would yield to
no one in my concern for that.
I think we make a mistake in the Congress when any of us try to

become realinement experts and get into the detailed decisionmaking
process and try to make our own views the substitute of those who
have the professional responsibilities for doing that. There is a much
greater, I think, willingness of those of us in the Congress to intervene
and to meddle if we are sure that no one is meddling on the other side.
I think it is a necessity to create this objectivity. We want to know
that all of us are playing with the same deck and understand the same
rules. It is when I think others don't agree with those of us who feel
that way that it puts us in the bad spot and we are then under great
pressure to start doing some of the same political tricks as some of
our colleagues.
Senator Thurmond?

PROFESSIONAL HOME CONCEPTS

Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Gibbs, speaking of the professional home concept, I

observe that the professional home concept is not implemented
in the engineering branch, as the professional home is at Fort Belvoir,
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Va., and training is at Fort Leonard Wood, Mo. Do you plan to con-
solidate these two programs?
Mr. GIBBS. We don't have any current plans to do so, although we

did look in the last realinement package at the possibility of doing it.
We conducted a feasibility study on that question but we decided not
to go forward with a detailed study, primarily because the feasibility
study demonstrated that the costs appeared to be excessive.
Over the long run the Army would very much like to consolidate

its engineering training at one installation and we will probably look
at that again down the road to see whether or not it could be justified
on the basis of costs. As an ideal, we would like to have the profes-
sional home concept applied to the engineering community.

Senator THURMOND. It would cost considerable money to do that,
wouldn't it?
Mr. GIBBS. At this time it would.
Senator THURMOND. Just like it costs considerable money to estab-

lish at Benning the training that now goes on at Fort Jackson, wouldn't
it?
Mr. GIBBS. Again, I believe you are referring to a study you men-

tioned before, which I have not seen.
Senator THURMOND. Be sure and see that study now.
Mr. GIBBS. I am going to.
Senator THURMOND. Where it costs $70 million more to do it at

Benning rather than Fort Jackson.
Mr.GIBBS. Yes, sir.

ANNUAL ARMY TRAINING PROJECTIONS

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, I believe the study also found
that the current training base should include Fort Dix and Fort Jack-
son if the annual input to training remains 200,000 or higher. What
are the projections for the input in the next 5 years?
Mr. GIBBS. Senator, I will have to supply that for the record, I

don't have the figures with me.
[The information follows:]
The Army study done in 1976 concluded that Fort Dix should be retained if

male non-prior-service input to training remains above 200,000 annually. Input
projections for the next five years are as follows:

Fiscal years:
1978  178, 55S.
1979  180, 831
1980   195, 007
1981   187, 000
1982 _   187, 000.

Data Source: Fiscal year 1979 MMTR.

At the time this study was completed, women were given initial entry training
(JET) primarily at Fort Jackson and Fort McClellan. This is no longer the case
as women are given JET at other Army Training Centers too. The total input
projected for all males and females, non-prior service, active and reserve corn-
ponents is as follows:

Fiscal years:
1978  212, 157
1979   213, 469'
1980    232,616
1981   227, 000
1982  227, 000-

Data Source: Fiscal year 1979 MMTR.
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, turning to the base realinement
study. How did you project personnel input levels on the decision to
reduce the training base? The study I referred to was projected on
input levels between 200,000 and 230,000 annually.
Mr. GIBBS. I will submit figures for the record. I believe the figures

will show that the annual training loads will be less than those figures
quoted from several years ago.
[The inforination follows:]
No, the current realinement study and the study analysis to which you refer

are not related. The realinement study has been initiated to determine cost
savings the Army might expect if the present training base structure is consoli-
dated. The actual training inputs expected in the next few years are used as
the workload requirement in this study. However, the FY 1976 Resource Analysis
was done to validate the concepts of one-station-training (OST), one-station-
unit-training (OSUT) and the professional home as useful and cost effective.
Hypothetical training inputs were used and OST/OSUT were compared from a
resource viewpoint with basic training (BT) and advanced individual training
(AIT) modes of handling this workload. The only installation considered for
realinement was Fort Dix and this analysis found that Dix should be retained
only if the annual input remained above 200,000 for male non-prior service input
to training. Today male non-prior service input is less than 181,000 annually
and other assumptions in this study analysis are equally questionable.

ARMY TRAINING BASE

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, in considering the base realine-
meat for the training facilities, has this 1976 study of the Army I
have cited been evaluated?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes; it was. In this exercise we began the study anew;

that is, we took a look at what our training requirements are going
to be over the next several years.

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, when this study was made,
Fort Jackson was nearly full of trainees. To keep Fort Dix going the
Army has been drawing down at Jackson and other bases so now a
cost study on one station unit training would be even more favorable
to Jackson. Do you plan such a study and could not such a study
develop a case for sizable cost savings to the Ariny?
Mr. GIBBS. We are looking at one station unit training at Fort

Jackson, as I indicated before, in connection with the study of the
location of the 2d Infantry Division.

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, the Army, I presume, should
locate its training programs in the most cost efficient way. I presume
that you would agree with that thought?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes; I would.

ARMY PERSONNEL ATTRITION

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, I believe one reason for the
perceived belief less training facilities will be needed is the Army
view that there will be lower personnel losses or lower attrition in
the future.
What are your attrition projections for fiscal year 1979 and what

were they in 1978 and what do you project for 1980 and 1981 and
1985?
Mr. GIBBS. Senator, I will have to supply that for the record.
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ATTRITION

Inasmuch as your question is in the context of the interrelationship between

Army personnel losses and trainee input to the training base, my answer will

address total annual losses rather than be restricted to attrition losses alone. (W
e

normally reserve the terminology "attrition losses" for those losses, irrespective

of specific cause, which occur prior to the soldier completing his/her current ter
m

of enlistment.)
The larger total loss figure is important because, in order to maientain strength,

each soldier who is lost from the Army must be replaced and, in turn, be trained.

Total losses include attrition (either adverse or non-adverse) losses, ETS separa-

tions, nondisability retirements, and dropped from military control (DFMC),

offset by returned to military control (RTMC), and are projected to occur in

the numbers shown in the following chart:

ANNUAL ARMY LOSSES (MALE AND FEMALE)1 FISCAL YEAR 1979 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

[In thousands]

Fiscal years-

1978 1979 1980 1981

Attrition 74.49 70. 91 72.98 72.54

ETS separation 74. 11 86.50 90.76 84. 13

Nondiscriminatory retirement 6. 42 6.66 7.69 7. 54

DFMC less RTMC .54 .46 .48 .49

Total losses 155.56 164.53 171.91 164.70

I Note that the losses are those projected to occur during a specific fiscal year and are distinct from the losses associated

with a fiscal year's "cohort" which extend over a 3-year period.

Senator HART. Excuse me just 1 minute, Senator Thurmond.
Unfortunately, I have another commitment, and I would like to
excuse myself and turn the Chair over to you to conclude the hearings,
if you would, and offer my thanks to our witnesses this morning for
some excellent information, I think extremely helpful to us, particu-
larly the suggestion about how to handle these matters in the future,
and I appreciate the effort that you made.
We all have some questions for the record. We would appreciate

your cooperation there.
Thank you, Senator.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, the General Accounting Office

recently found that attrition goals had not even been set for females
in the Army. These rates are traditionally higher than for males.
Would this not be important since you are depending on a greater
number of females?
Mr. .GIBBS. I am not aware, Senator, of the problem you are

speaking to.
Mr. WHITE. Senator, if I may, we have not historically looked at

the attrition rates for females in the military services because of the
size. We are now in the process of examining the attrition rates for
females, and yes, it is an important factor in terms of the future.

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, the GAO also advises attrition
rates for Navy and Air Force are increasing, while DOD is predicting
lower attrition rates for the Army. The Army Training Command's
are advising the Congress they will go up. This information was con-
tained in a 1979 military manpower training report given us in March
of this year. Would you comment on that point?
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Mr. GIBBS. Senator, I am just not aware of the GAO report, and
so it comes somewhat as a surprise to me. I am not sure that I can
comment on it.
Senator THURMOND. Would you want to look into that report and

then answer the question for the record?
Mr. GIBBS. I would be glad to.
[The information follows]

ATTRITION PROJECTIONS

Attrition rates for females have been traditionally higher than those for males
when the comparison is made between the same educational levels and mental
categories. Because of the higher percentage of high school diploma graduates
and generally higher mental category mix among females, however, the overall
attrition rate for females is within 1-2 percent of the overall rate for males. You
are correct that because of our projected increase in female accessions, their
attrition rates will become more significant to us. However, attrition goals should
not be established for female personnel at this time. With the need for increased
female accessions, we may be required to accept lower mental categories to meet
objectives, and we have no loss experience with lower female mental categories.
Moreover, we do not know the effect of attrition of women moving into non-
traditional military occupational specialties. Until more experience with increased
female force levels is gained, it will be difficult to accurately forecast attrition
and set reasonable attrition goals.

With respect to Army cohort attrition rates, our projections show a downward
trend through FY 80, as indicated by the attached chart. About half of the down-
ward trend can be attributed to the increase in the percentage of high school
diploma graduates in the force and the lower attrition rates associated with them.
The balance of the overall downward trend can be attributed to a real change in
the attrition behavior noted in recent accessions to the Army.

3-YR ANNUAL COHORT ATTRITION LOSSES AS A PERCENT OF ACCESSIONS

[Fiscal years]

Year of entry

1979 and
Sex: Education level 1974 1975 1976 1 1977 1 1978 1 1980 1

Male: HSDG 2 26 27 28 25 24 23
Male: NHSDG 3 51 50 49 47 46 41
Male: All 39 37 38 35 32 30
Female: HSDG 2 38 36 40 37 37 38
Female: NHSDG 3 58 58 55 52 52 (4)

Female: All 40 39 42 40 37 38
All: All 39 38 38 35 33 31

1 Forecasts.
2 High school diploma graduates.
3 Non-high school diploma graduates (to include GED holders).
Army does not plan any NHSDG female accessions after end fiscal year 1978.

GAO REPORT
•

Senator THURMOND. I ask unanimous consent to have placed in the
record at this point a letter on this subject which GAO addressed to
Senator Harry Byrd. Without objection, that will be done.
[The letter follows]

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
FEDERAL PERSONNEL AND COMPENSATION DIVISION,

Washington, D.C., June 8, 1978.
B-146890
HOD. HARRY F. BYRD,
U.S. Senate.
DEAR SENATOR BYRD: This is an interim response to your March 23, 1978,

request that we undertake a study of the costs associated with first-term attrition
33-208-78--7
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and the low rate of reenlistments in the armed forces. As you stated, a high rate of

attrition is costly because greater numbers of individuals must be recruited and

trained than would otherwise be necessary.
As requested by your staff, we are providing several observations based on

limited work to date. We held discussions with and obtained data from officials at

the Department of Defense (DOD) and service headquarters levels.

DOD and the Services have taken some actions to more effectively manage

attrition. At the present time, however, three element § in their efforts appear to

need strengthening. They are:
Attrition goals covering the full first-term enlistment period,
Coordinated programs designed to achieve those goals, and
Effective monitoring and evaluation systems.

ATTRITION GOALS

DOD has promulgated attrition goals which cover only part of the first-term

enlistment period for male recruits. The goals established in 1975 and 1976 generally

covered the 30-month period following recruit and initial skill training. DOD

officials told us that setting these goals was not the most effective way to manage

attrition since the services could control the attrition rates by increasing training

attrition not subject to goals in hopes of lowering the rates during the subsequent

period. Consequently, in 1977, DOD issued new goals which covered the entire

first three years of the enlistment period. However, with the exception of the

Army most enlistments today are for four or more years. In addition, attrition

goals have not been established for females who historically have a higher attrition

rate and for other reasons than males. This is an important factor because female

personnel are becoming an increasingly larger proportion of the enlisted force:

COORDINATED PROGRAMS

In view of the importance of this issue to both National defense and the in-

dividuals involved, we would encourage greater coordination between DOD and

the Services, between service headquarters and individual commands, and among

the Services in order to effectively manage their programs and achieve their goals.

For example, while Defense officials testified that actions were being taken which

they expected to result in reduced attrition, the Training Commands advised the

Congress that increased recruit training attrition was planned for fiscal year 1979

in the Navy and Air Force. The Military Manpower Training Report sent to

Congress in March 1978 stated that the Navy expects a 12 percent attrition rate

for recruit training in 1979 compared to 10 percent for 1978. Likewise, the report

shows that Air Force expects attrition to be 7.7 percent for 1979, compared to 7.3
percent for 1978.

MONITORING AND EVALUATING

A critical element of a coordinated program is an effective system for monitoring

and evaluating services' actions and accomplishments. DOD is planning, but has
not as yet begun, to monitor Services' attrition program results for the new attri-
tion goals. Currently among the Services only the Marine Corps has an operational
and effective data collection and monitoring system.
We are particularly impressed with Marine Corps efforts to monitor attrition

and evaluate actions designed to achieve the DOD goals. For example, monthly
sub-goals were established for the first six months during which a third of the total
attrition usually occurs. Marine Corps officials, who monitored the actual attrition
experienced thus far in fiscal year 1978, found that the sub-goals have been signifi-
cantly exceeded. As a result, headquarters officials are meeting with training
officials to determine causes for the higher rates and what further actions can be
taken to achieve the goals.
As discussed with your staff, we are performing a comprehensive study of at-

trition costs and actions by DOD and the services to manage in ways to reduce
attrition. We expect to have our final report available by next March.

Sincerely yours,
H. L. KRIEGER, Director.

QUALITY OF BASIC TRAINING

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, the recent study by Congress-
man Beard of Tennessee found that the average trainee was not as well



95

prepared as in the past years. This was attributed to the constant,
cuts in training base personnel. Do you feel this problem can be cor-
rected despite a smaller ratio of training support people to trainees?
Mr. WHITE. May I answer that, Senator?
Senator THURMOND. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, sir, I think it can be, and we have to recognize that

what Mr. Beard did was go to the field. A member of his staff went to
the field and asked people subjectively in a large number of situations,
a large number of levels, what they thought. Then they compiled
these comments into a report. That is useful, but they did not do an
analysis of the training base or of the training requirement.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, is it not a fact that the generally

low level of high school training characteristic of the All-Volunteer
Force has tended to require more training effort rather than less?
Mr. WHITE. No, sir, I don't think that is the case. We have a situa-

tion now, principally with respect to the Army but across the board,
where, generally, high school diploma education of our troops is as
high or higher than during the draft. The problem that we have, sir,
has to do with a problem in the society, with reference to the literacy of
people who come into service and so on.
Senator THURMOND. So you don't feel that training support should

be increased rather than decreased?
Mr. WHITE. NO, sir, I do not.

FACTORS AFFECTING TRAINING BASE REQUIREMENTS

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, in weighing the three factors
which affect the need for training base realinement, what percentage
factors would you give to each—lower attrition, reduced input, and
better retention? Either one of you may answer.
Mr. WHITE. Sir, I am sorry, I don't think I can answer the question

quite that way. What we attempt to do through the reenlistment
increase is obviously to change the structure of the force. That changes
our training requirement.
With respect to the attrition rates in the first term, that tends to

change the accession requirment and therefore, the emphasis in
all of these feeds back into our overall accession rate. So they all
have to be thought of at once in terms of coming out with a final accession
rate.

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, I also understand the Training
Doctrine Command has advised higher headquarters if the training
cuts continue they will be forced to go to on-the-job training in
certain skills. Are you aware of this unprecedented step being forced
on the field commands by these constant training reductions?
Mr. GIBBS. In general I would have to say that I am aware of

TRADOC's concerns with respect to changes in the training program.
It does not necessarily follow there is going to be any diminution of
the skill levels of the people who enter the active force. I think his-
torically a lot of people who have gone through training in the Army 
have entered their job assignments with the expectation that their
training continues on the job.
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MOBILIZATION REQUIREMENT FOR TRAINING BASES

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, which of the three Army
training bases under study has the capability to handle mobilization
in the short period as estimated we might have in the future
emergency?
Mr. GIBBS. All three training bases would have some mobilization

capability. I can't give you a precise answer. That is one of the things
that has to be answered in the case study.

Senator THURMOND. Management of personnel is one of the most
diffiult jobs in the military. I urge that you consider the points that I
have raised and I would appreciate hearing from you as to any findings
or conclusions that you might reach.
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, sir.
Senator THURMOND. Now, I believe you said that the Army would

consider all bases, whether they are on the list or not, for closure; is
that correct?
Mr. GIBBS. We have been looking at all of our training installa-

tions, not just the three that have been listed for detailed study, and
we .have been looking at them in the context of what our long-range
training needs are, what our mobilization requirements are, what our
workload requirements are going to be over the next 5 to 10 years.
That is really a way of our doing some planning to make sure that we
in fact have an efficient training base able to accommodate both our
long-term needs and our mobilization requirements.

SELECTION OF TRAINING BASES FOR REALINEMENT STUDY

Senator THURMOND. I just wondered, since you are considering all
bases instead of just those three, why you singled out those three for
public attention?
Mr. GIBBS. Why? Fort Bliss was selected because it has a very small

basic-training mission and, as you know, it has other missions. there,
and because of the reduced training load there was a clear indication
that looking to eliminate just basic training, nothing else, at Fort
Bliss, would be appropriate for study.
Fort Jackson and Fort Dix were selected because they are training

centers, they are not located with any professional schools.. The
advanced training they do; in addition to their basic combat training,
in the area of combat service support, that is a school for cooks, a
school for wheeled vehicle mechanics—is the kind of training that can
be more easily moved to other installations than, for example, artillery
training or training for tankers.

Senator THURMOND. Of course, you are familiar with the fact that
Fort Jackson has many new and modern facilities?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, I am.
Senator THURMOND. And a new reception center, a 1,000 man

barracks complex, a new hospital, theaters, dental clinics, a new PX,
family housing, new instructional facilities.
About $100 million has been spent there in the last 10 years.

About $180 million approximately in the last 15 years. Only $28
million spent at Dix, and Dix has been on the closure list since 1973.

4.
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Are you familiar with the fact that the weather permits more training
days at Fort Jackson and results in lower-fuel costs. Are you familiar
with that?
Mr. GIBBS. Those are all considerations, sir, that will be taken

into account' in the study.
Senator THURMOND. Are you familiar with the fact that the wage

board employees realize $3,000 more annually at Dix, than at Jackson,
which would be quite a savings?
Mr. GIBBS. No, I am not familiar with the exact figure but I am

not surprised by the wage differential.
Senator THURMOND. Are you familiar with the fact that Fort

Jackson has 53,000 acres versus 31,000 at Dix and we can expand to
mobilize without opening a new base?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes sir.
Senator THURMOND. Are you familiar with the fact that the recep-

tion station at Fort Jackson serves Jackson and a number of other
bases and it would cost $25 million to replace, and that these trainees,
would be required to go somewhere else?
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, there would have to be different arrangements.

made. But again all of the things that you are now asking me about
are all relevant questions and important ones and are all factors
that are being considered in that study.

Senator THURMOND. Are you familiar with the fact that if Jackson
closed you would have to put the new facilities there in a caretaker
status and build identical facilities at some other site?
Mr. GIBBS. The first part of your question would be true; if we

closed the Army training center there, we would not utilize all of
those facilities. There would be some activities that we would main-
tain at Fort Jackson, but a large number of facilities would be put
in caretaker status. It is not clear, and the study will have to answer
this question, whether or not there would be any additional construc-
tion requirements at any other installation. An awful lot of this
depends on what the workload is going to be and how that workload
would be distributed among the existing training installations.
Senator THURMOND. Are you familiar with the fact that Fort.

Jackson's efficiency is twice, I repeat, twice that of the average of
the other Army training bases and that if all the Army training bases,
were as efficient as Fort Jackson, a savings of $187 million alone could
be made?
Mr. GIBBS. Well, I don't believe that you can make that kind of

savings. A reason for that is I believe the efficiency factor that you
are speaking to has to do with the ratio of students to faculty. I
think you have to understand that if you compare Fort Jackson
with other bases you are really not making an apples to apples com•-
parison. That is, there are a higher number of faculty members, if
you will, at other installations primarily because they have profes—
sional schools there and primarily because there are a number of
people there who are included in that ratio who are not a part of the
actual training operation but are charged with the responsibility of
writing training documents and doctrine. So it is not clear that we
could ever achieve a reduction in the faculty-student ratio across.
the board that would equal what you have at Fort Jackson.
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Senator THURMOND. Well, there is no question that the Army's
own records show that it is the most efficient Army base we have.
Mr. GIBBS. Yes, but I think you have to interpret some of those.

However, I am not here to say that Fort Jackson is inefficient.
Senator THURMOND. You can interpret things any wa37 you want

but that is what the records show, don't they?
Thank you very much.
Mr. GIBBS. Thank you, sir.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS BASE REALINEMENT CANDIDATES

Senator THURMOND. I have a few questions here for Secretary
Hidalgo.
Mr. Secretary, would you explain for the committee what directives

you received from higher headquarters which led to your recom-
mendations on the current base realinement finding in the Marine
Corps?
Mr. HILDALGO. Sir, this was the product of a general look in accord-

ance with all the testimony that has been given today at our recruit
training centers and we are looking to studies that are underway,
looking for the Navy side to Great Lakes and San Diego, and on the
Marine side they look, you know, Senator, at Parris Island and Pendle-
ton and San Diego, and we are just taking a good hard look to see
what if anything, should be done as the studies move forward.
The estimated date for the four way study of four alternatives to

the Marine Corps, sir, we estimate will be concluded sometime in
February.

Senator THURMOND. The bells have rung for a vote. Maybe we can
finish it in the next ten minutes.
Mr. Secretary, how did you go about selecting the bases for inclu-

sion in the realinement study?
Mr. HIDALGO. Are you referring to the recruit training ones, sir,

or the total package of the Navy?
Senator THURMOND. Well, I am just wondering how you went

about selecting the bases like Parris Island, which is included in
that study. Parris Island is up for consideration now for closure.
Mr. HIDALGO. In the same manner, sir, that Dr. White has described

of how we went about 
Senator THURMOND. If you would like to put both in the record,

it would be all right.
Mr. HIDALGO. All right, we will do that.
[The information follows:]
In response to a Secretary of the Navy requirement to give broadest considera-

tion to alternatives for base consolidations and realignments, the Marine Corps
submitted a list of candidates. From this list, the Secretary of the Navy deter-
mined that the Marine Corps should make a detailed study of the realignment of
recruit training functions.

Senator THURMOND. Were the recommendations you made to DOD
followed? Were bases added or subtracted by DOD?
Mr. HIDALGO. No, sir, I think our suggestion and our proposals

were accepted by OSD/DOD.
Senator THURMOND. Completely?
Mr. HIDALGO. Yes, sir.
Senator THURMOND. Did you recommend a study of the Parris

Island Marine Depot for possible closure?

I
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Mr. HIDALGO. I am sorry, would you repeat that?
Senator THURMOND. Did you recommend a study of the Parris

Island Marine Depot for possible closure?
Mr. HIDALGO. I did not personally, sir, but this was part of the

overall Navy package which involves 33 installations or activities
as one of the candidates for study, that was all.

Senator THURMOND. Who did recommend it?
Mr. HIDALGO. Secretary Claytor was dealing with this. I was

occupied, I think, with some other things at the time when the original
idea came forward, but then I was fully informed and consulted about
it.

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, are you giving your personal
attention to evaluating which bases remain and which bases should
be reduced or closed?
Mr. HIDALGO. I am and I shall continue to do so.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, from the standpoint of cost

savings, would it be wise for the Marines to close their only recruit
training depot on the east coast and be forced to ship all new enlistees
from the very heavily populated Northeast all the way to the west
coast?
Mr. HIDALGO. Well, sir, that certainly is one of the main factors

that will be an essential part of ths study that is underway.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Secretary, would you describe the current

practice of transporting recruits from San Diego Depot to Pendleton
for weapon training as inefficient or high cost to conduct Marine
recruit training?
Mr. HIDALGO. The details of this I would like to submit for the

record.
[The information follows]
Weapons training is an integral part of the training of a Marine Corps recruit.

The rifle ranges at Camp Pendleton are the only ones available to train the recruits
at Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego. The only differential cost associated
with weapons training at Camp Pendleton is the cost of transportation which is
$56,000 per year. This is considered to be a reasonable expenditure in light of the
training benefits received.

Senator THURMOND. When do you expect the Marine portion of
the study to be completed?
Mr. HIDALGO. As I mentioned, Senator, we now estimate February.
Senator THURMOND. When will there be a public announcement

made on this?
Mr. HIDALGO. You know the whole procedure, of course. Dr.

White has explained what we do upon completion of the study and the
various processes we go through, so I can't give you an exact date on
that.

Senator THURMOND. I think we are going to have to stop now and
go and vote. I think we have covered most of the points.
I want to take this opportunity to thank all of you fine people for

coming here today and giving us the benefit of your testimony. We
appreciate your presence.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Senator.
Mr. HIDALGO. Thank you.
[Subsequent to the hearing additional questions were submitted by

Senator Hart to the witnesses to be answered for the hearing record.
The questions, with answers supplied, follow:]
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BASE FACTORS REPORT

Question. I'm interested in the Base Factors Report that you mention on pag
e.

3. Can you actually rank bases with similar missions according to some crite
ria?'

Can you compare between Services?
Answer. The Domestic Base Factors does rank each installation for each of th

e

80 column data sets within a similar category. However, care must be taken w
hen

making comparisons of a workload indicator for several reasons. First is the fact

that the report is new and until we can assure more consistent interpretation of
 "

various definitions involved, some distortion of data will exist. The second rea
son

is that such comparisons should only be made with full knowledge of the particular

situation at the installations being compared to ensure that reasonable equals are

being compared. In addition, comparison of one factor of several installations is

insufficient to result in any meaningful conclusions. Instead, a number of the

factors displayed in the report must be considered before any conclusions can be

drawn. A better solution and one which we are attempting to develop combines•

a number of the more important factors into an installation profile. Hopefully
,

with such an approach the comparison of installations with similar missions will

be facilitated. In this regard, we have asked the Military Departments to evaluate

the report. One of the results of this evaluation will be that the Services will be

in a position to explain sizable variations between installations. With regard to.

comparisons of installations with similar missions between Services, as stated in

the Report, we do not believe that this will be possible to great extent due to the

different organizations, methods, and procedures used by the Services in operating

their bases.
Question. You mention that this report will be a valuable management tool

How are you using it and what uses do you plan for it?
Answer. The Domestic Base Factors Report contains timely base, population,

energy and other important data. In addition, the management indicators con-

tamed inin the reports can be useful in identifying trends and in raising questions

about comparative installation management, utilization, and operating costs with

regard to both individual and groups of similar mission bases. These can be used

to assist in identifying areas where further efforts may be required to improve the

overall management of the base structure; allocate base operating support re-

sources; increase utilization; reduce overhead and support costs and personnel

and initiate other appropriate management actions. The data used to compile the

reports requires further refinement in order to be more consistent but this will

be an evolutionary process and should not detract the Services from making fulr

use of the current reports.
Question. Will it be used to plan your military construction? Will you avoid'

investment at high cost bases?
Answer. No, it will not be used to plan military construction, at least at this.

stage. However, it will identify for further study and corrective action high cost

bases. Corrective action can consist of improved management practices, increased
utilization, closure or consolidation or other management improvements.

Question. Can you develop candidate base realignments from this report?
Answer. Not directly. However, as stated previously, the management indi-

cators will help to identify areas for study which may develop into base realign-

ment candidates.
CURRENT LAW

Question. Let me turn for a moment to 10 USC 2687. For the current round of
base realignments, did you all submit the required notice to the Congress?

Answer. Attached for the record are copies of the notices submitted to the
Congress by the Military Departments:

Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the provisions of Section 2687 of

Title 10, United States Code, the Department of the Army hereby notifies you

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY,

Washington, D.C., April 25, 1978.
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that the following installations and activities are candidates for closure or realign-
ment:
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah.
U.S. Army Military Personnel Center, Alexandria, Virginia.
Fort Monroe, Virginia.
Presidio of San Francisco, California.
Fort Sheridan

' 
Illinois.

The above actions will undergo detailed study following which you will be• notified of the Army's final decisions and provided detailed justifications for
such decisions.

Attached are realignment fact sheets which provide further details.
Sincerely,

CLIFFORD L. ALEXANDER, JR.
[Five Inclosures.]

REALIGNMENT FACT SHEET.—US ARMY DUGWAY PROVING GROUND, UTAH

BACKGROUND AND MISSION

Dugway Proving Ground consists of about 841,000 acres and is located in a
sparcely populated area 87 miles southwest of Salt Lake City, Utah. Established in
1942 at the outbreak of World War II, Dugway Proving Ground has the unique
capability within the Department of Defense for open air and large chamber
testing of chemical warfare and biological defense systems and performs tests for
all Services. However, open-air testing of lethal chemical and biological agents
has been restricted by public law since 1969.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

A detailed realignment study will be initiated involving the possible consolida-
tion of base operations and support activities of Dugway Proving Ground with
those of nearby Tooele Army Depot and the disestablishment of Dugway Proving
Ground as a separate command. Dugway Proving Ground would be made a
-satellite activity of Tooele Army Depot. Dugway Proving Ground's unique
•capability for testing chemical warfare/biological defense systems would be
retained under the operational control of the US Army Test and Evaluation
Command.

REASONS FOR THE ACTION

The Department of the Army has a need to reduce non-essential support struc-
ture, headquarters, other overhead operations, manpower costs and base structure.
As part of the continuing program for determining where economies of manpower
improvements can be realized, a preliminary evaluation indicated that Dugway
Proving Ground warrants further review for possible realignment. Therefore,
Dugway Proving Ground has been selected as a candidate for formal study for
possible realignment.

IMPACT OF THE ACTION

The current authorized strength of Dugway Proving Ground is 252 military
and 618 civilian positions. This action could affect up to 87 military and 331
civilian positions. Approximately 52 military and 174 civilian positions would be
transferred to Tooele Army Depot and 35 military and 157 civilian positions would
be eliminated. Of the positions transferred to Tooele Army Depot, it is estimated
that 42 military and 151 civilian positions would remain with duty station at
Dugway Proving Ground. Annual savings could amount to $4.1 million.

REALIGNMENT FACT SHEET.—US ARMY MILITARY PERSONNEL CENTER
ALEXANDRIA, VA.

BACKGROUND AND MISSION

The US Army Military Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) was established in
January 1973 under the general staff supervision of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Personnel, Headquarters Department of the Army (DA DCSPER). MILPER—
CEN was formed by consolidating management functions of officer personnel from
the Office of Personnel Operations (GPO), enlisted personnel from DA DCSPER,
information systems and computer support from Personnel Information Systems
Command (PERSINSCOM), and other functions from The Adjutant General
(TAG).
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- MILPERCEN is located mainly in the Hoffman Building in Alexandria, Vir-
ginia, and the following separate activities:

1. Enlisted Records and Evaluation Center at Ft. Benjamin Harrison, IN.
2. Enlistment Eligibility Activity at St. Louis, MO.
3. Personnel Assistance Points in airports at Charleston, SC; McGuire AFB,

NJ; Travis AFB, CA; Seattle, WA; and J F Kennedy International Airport, NY.
The mission of MILPERCEN is to execute and recommend Army military

personnel policies, systems and programs and to develop and support procedures
applicable to military personnel management.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

A detailed realignment study will be initiated involving the possible move of
the Military Personnel Center and those activities which must be collocated with
it to Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN. MILPERCEN would be collocated with the
US Army Finance and Accounting Center. New administrative storage facilities
would be built to accommodate those finance records which must be moved in
•order to make room for MILPERCEN. Leased space currently occupied by
MILPERCEN in the National Capital Region (NCR) would be returned to the
General Services Administration.

REASONS FOR THE ACTION

The Department of the Army has a need to reduce non-essential support struc-
ture, headquarters, other overhead operations, manpower costs and base structure.
As part of a continuing program for determining where economies or manpower
improvements can be realized and as part of a continuing requirement for reducing
the military presence in the National Capital Region, a preliminary evaluation
indicated that MILPERCEN warrants further review for possible realignment.
Therefore, MILPERCEN has has been selected as a candidate for formal study
for possible realignment.

IMPACT OF THE ACTION

The current authorized strength of MILPERCEN is 980 military and 1935
civilian positions all of which would be transferred to Fort Benjamin Harrison
by this action.

REALIGNMENT FACT SHEET.-FORT MONROE, VA.

BACKGROUND AND MISSION

'Fort Monroe has figured in the history of America for 371 years, including

the Revolutionary War, the War of 1812, the Mexican War, the Civil War, the

:Spanish-American War, World War I, World War II, Korea and the Vietnam

'conflicts. Fort Monroe is the oldest and perhaps the most historic,, Army installa-

tion in the United States. It was first established in 1607, completed in 1611,

.destroyed and virtually abandoned from 1612 to 1727, then rebuilt when Spain.

ideclared war on England. Initial plans for the present Fort Monroe were formu-

lated after the War of 1812 when the need for strong coastal defenses at the tip

of the peninsula, formed by the junction of the James and York Rivers and

'Chesapeake Bay, became evident. Built from plans drawn up by General Simon

-Bernard, Staff Engineer for Napoleon Bonaparte, the installation was formally

"titled Fort Monroe in 1832 in honor of President Monroe, during whose term

'construction was approved and started. Designated as the first Artillery school

in 1824, it remained the "Home of Artillery" until 1907 when it was designated

as the Coast Artillery School. The school was transferred in 1942 and the Fort

housed the Headquarters Ground Field Forces until 1955 when the Field Forces

were reorganized and the Headquarters redesignated Continental Army Command.

In 1973 the Army reorganized and Fort Monroe now houses the Headquarters

United States Army Training and Doctrine Command.
The mission of Fort Monroe is to perform administrative and logistical func-

tions necessary to operate the post and to support assigned and tenant units

both on and off the installation.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

A detailed realignment study will be initiated involving the possible closure

of Fort Monroe, Virginia except for the facilities occupied by the Navy Surface

40
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Weapons Center and the 72d Tactical Control Flight, US Air Force. The primary
study alternative will consider the displacement of tenant activities located at
Fort Monroe to Fort Eustis, Virginia, located approximately 20 miles to the
north, in new facilities to be constructed. The displacement of the headquarters
to Langley Field, VA, Fort Knox, KY, and other possible locations will also be
reviewed.

REASONS FOR THE ACTION

The Department of the Army has a need to reduce non-essential support struc-
ture, headquarters, other overhead operations, manpower costs and base structure.
As part of the continuing program for determining where economies or manpower
improvements can be realized, particularly in utilization of multimission installa-
tions, a preliminary evaluation indicated that Fort Monroe warrants further
review for possible realignment. Therefore, Fort Monroe has been selected as a
'candidate for formal study for possible closure.

IMPACT OF THE ACTION

The current authorized strength of Fort Monroe is 1271 military and 1614
civilian positions, all of which could be affected by this action. Approximately
1040 military and 1321 civilian positions could be relocated to other Army installa-
tions and 231 military and 293 civilian positions could be eliminated. Annual
savings could amount to $10.2 million.

REALIGNMENT FACT SHEET.—THE PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO AND FORT
BAKER, CALIF.

BACKGROUND AND MISSION

The Presidio of San Francisco consists of approximately 1750 acres and is
located on San Francisco Bay at the foot of the Golden Gate Bridge.
The Presidio has been a military post since 1776 when it was established by

the Spanish. It came under Mexican control in 1822 and the United States took
possession in 1846. The Presidio expanded during the period 1860 and 1908 with
the establishment of Fort Point, Alcatraz, Angel Island, Point Jose and the
Harbor Defense Forts of Baker, Barry and Miley. During the War with Spain,
Letterman General Hospital was constructed and the Presidio became head-
quarters for the military administration of outlying possessions as well as the
major training and assembly center for troops bound for the Philippines. The
Presidio became a training center for officers and a demobilization center during
World War I. In the years between wars, Headquarters, Ninth Corps and the 30th
Infantry were established at the Presidio. During World War II the Western
Defense Command Headquarters directed the successful operations on Attu and
Kiska from the Fort and Letterman General Hospital became the largest debarka-
tion medical center in the United States. The Presidio was officially designated a
Registered National Historic Landmark in 1963. Currently, the Presidio is the
home of the Headquarters Sixth United States Army and Letterman Army
Medical Center.
The mission of the Presidio is to perform administrative and logistical functions

necessary to operate the post and to support assigned and tenant units both on
and off the installation to include Reserve Components.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

A detailed realignment study will be initiated involving the possible closure of
Fort Baker and the reduction of the Presidio of San Francisco to the minimum
essential required to support the residual activities. The family housing and several
small activities will be retained. The study will consider the displacement of tenant
activities at the Presidio to other installations both in and outside the Bay Area.
The activities considered for displacement would be relocated to US Naval
Station, Treasure Island, CA; Fort Ord, CA; Fort Lewis, WA and Fort McCoy,
WI.

REASONS FOR THE ACTION

The Department of the Army has a need to reduce non-essential support
structure, headquarters, other overhead operations, manpower costs and base
structure. As part of the continuing program for determining where economies
•or manpower improvements can be realized, a preliminary evaluation indicated



104

that the Presidio and Fort Baker warrant further review. Therefore, these installa-i
tons have been selected as candidates for formal study for possible realignment.

IMPACT OF THE ACTION

The current authorized strength of the Presidio of San Francisco and Fort
Baker is 3010 military and 2879 civilian positions. This action could affect up
to 1599 military and 1888 civilian positions. Approximately 1524 military and
1358 civilian positions would be relocated to other Army installations and 75
military and 530 civilian positions would be eliminated. Annual savings could
amount to $10.8 million.

11EALIGNMENT FACT SHEET.-LETTERMAN ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, PRESIDIO OF

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.

BACKGROUND AND MISSION

Letterman Army Medical Center traces its origin as a general hospital to De-
cember 1898 when Headquarters of the Army General Orders created the Army's
first general hospital. The "old" hospital, now known as the Annex, is no longer
in use as an active treatment facility. From its start as a 400 bed hospital, Letter-
man has responded to war requirements throughout its history. In 1911 the US
Army General Hospital, Presidio was renamed in honor of a Civil War surgeon,
Major Jonathan Letterman, a pioneer in medical evacuation techniques whose
principles of organization stand today. The present Letterman Army Medical
Center, completed in February 1969 as a 550 bed hospital, has the mission of
providing general hospital type care, dental and veterinary care and environmental
health services for authorized personnel. Letterman provides medical and dental
support at other locations in the central California area through local health
clinics, and also serves as the destination hospital for patients referred from the
southern half of the Pacific Seaboard.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

A detailed realignment study will be initiated involving the possible closure of
Letterman Army Medical Center and the reduction of the facility to an out-
patient clinic operation as required. The mission of the center would be trans-
ferred to the Oakland Navy Regional Medical Center upon completion of military
construction projects required to upgrade and seismicproof that Navy facility.
Approximately 663 medical spaces would be transferred to the Navy Center at
Oakland and Travis Air Force Base to absorb increased workload as a result of
the action. Other alternatives will be included in this study.

REASON FOR THE ACTION

The Department of the Army has a need to reduce non-essential support struc-
ture, headquarters, other overhead operations, manpower costs, and base struc-
ture. As part of the continuing program for determining where economies or
manpower improvements can be realized, a preliminary evaluation indicated
that Letterman Army Medical Center warrants further review for possible re-
alignment. The requirement for extensive construction to seismicproof both
Letterman Army Medical Center and the Oakland Navy Regional Medical
Center and the under-utilization of both of those hospitals as well as David Grant
Hospital at nearby Travis Air Force Base have resulted in the selection of Letter-
man as a candidate for formal study for possible closure. This study will be in-
dependent of the Presidio of San Francisco study.

IMPACT OF THE ACTION

The current staffing of the center includes 750 military personnel, 800 civilians,
248 students and 49 contractor personnel. The action could impact on all 1847
personnel. Approximately 363 military and 300 civilian positions would be re-
located to the other medical facilities along with the 248 students; 387 military
and 500 civilian positions would be eliminated. Annual savings could amount to
$11.4 million.
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REALIGNMENT FACT SHEET.—FORT SHERIDAN, ILL.

BACKGROUND AND MISSION

Fort Sheridan consists of about 700 acres and is located on the shore of Lake
Michigan about 25 miles north of Chicago, Illinois.

Acquired in 1886, Camp Highwood was officially renamed Fort Sheridan on
27 February 1888. During World War I Fort Sheridan served as a training center
for men entering the Army from Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. World War II
saw Fort Sheridan function as a Recruit Reception Center and Separation Center.
On 11 June 1946 Fifth US Army was established in the former Chicago Beach
Hotel. In 1966 it was relocated to Fort Sheridan where it remained until 1971 when
Fourth and Fifth US Armies were merged and the Headquarters moved to Fort
Sam Houston, Texas. In 1973 Fort Sheridan became the home of both the Head-
quarters US Army Recruiting Command and the Headquarters US Army Readi-
ness Region V.
The mission of Fort Sheridan is to perform administrative and logistical func-

tions necessary to operate the post and to support assigned and tenant units both
on and off the installation. Fort Sheridan also provides administrative and logisti-
cal support for all Reserve Components located in Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, Min-
nesota, Missouri and Wisconsin.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

A detailed realignment study will be initiated involving the possible closure of
Fort Sheridan, Illinois, with the exception of the Army Reserve Center, which
would be retained. The study will consider the displacement of tenant activities
located at Fort Sheridan to other installations with some units being relocated to
facilities within the Chicago area and with the area support missions of Fort Sheri-
dan being transferred to other installations within the region. The activities con-
sidered for displacement would be relocated to Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN; Fort
McCoy, WI; and other installations.

REASONS FOR THE ACTION

The Department of the Army has a need to reduce non-essential support struc-
ture, headquarters, other overhead operations, manpower costs and base structure.
As part of the continuing program for determining where economies or manpower
improvements can be realized, a preliminary evaluation indicated that Fort Sheri-
dan warrants further review for possible realignment. Therefore, Fort Sheridan
has been selected as a candidate for formal study for possible closure.

IMPACT OF THE ACTION

The current authorized strength at Fort Sheridan is 1190 military and 1410
civilian positions. This action could affect up to 1188 military and 1365 civilian.
positions. Approximately 864 military and 879 civilian positions could be relo-
cated to other Army installations and 324 military and 486 civilian positions could
be eliminated. Annual savings could amount to $15.3 million.

Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the provisions of Section 2687 of

Title 10, United States Code, the Department of the Navy hereby notifies you
that the following activities are candidates for closure or realignment:

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, California
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, South Carolina

33-208-78-8

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., July 7, 1978.
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These studies and any subsequent actions will follow the requirements ot
applicable legislation.

Attached are information sheets which provide further details.
Sincerely,

EVERETT PYATT,
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of thejNavy (Logistics).

Attachments.

• DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, NAVAL AIR STATION, KEY WEST, FLA.

INFORMATION SHEET

The Department of the Navy has a need to reduce nonessential overhead
support personnel and costs connected with its base structure. As part of this
program, preliminary evaluation indicates that the Naval Air Station (NAS),
Key West should be reviewed to determine the feasibility of placing it in a care--
taker status by October 1979.
The primary mission of NAS Key West is to support operations of aviation

activities and units of the Operating Forces. This review would consider dis-
establishing aviation support units and eliminating all base support services
provided. Approximately 1,279 military and 551 civilian positions could be
affected by this action. Of this number, 501 civilian positions could be eliminated.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT, SAN DIEGO, CALIF.

INFORMATION SHEET

The Department of the Navy has a need to reduce nonessential overhead sup-
port personnel and costs connected with its bsae structure. As a part of this pro-
gram, preliminary evaluation indicates that the Marine Corps Recruit Training
Depots at San Diego, CA., and at Parris Island, S.C., should be reviewed for
possible realignment.
The mission of Marine Corps Recruit Depots is to provide recruit training for

Marine Corps enlisted personnel, as well as specialized training for enlisted Marines.
assigned as recruiters, recruit drill instructors, members of ships' detachments, and
to the drum and bugle corps and personnel administration fields.
The following alternative realignments will be studied:
(1) Relocation of San Diego to Parris Island, with resulting increase in size and

function at Parris Island MCRD.
(2) Relocation of San Diego to Camp Pendleton, CA., without change at Parris

Island.
(3) Relocation of both San Diego and Parris Island to a single location at Camp.

Pendleton.
Jobs affected by any relocation of San Diego MCRD to Camp Pendleton or

Parris Island total 7844, including 1900 military, 277 civilians and an average
daily load of 5667 recruits and students.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT, PARRIS ISLAND, S.C.

INFORMATION SHEET

The Department of the Navy has a need to reduce nonessential overhead
support personnel and costs connected with its base structure. As a part of this
program, preliminary evaluation indicates that the Marine Corps Recruit Train-
ing Depots at San Diego, CA., and Parris Island, S.C. should be reviewed for
possible realignment.
The mission of Marine Corps Recruit Depots is to provide recruit training for

Marine Corps enlisted personnel, as well as specialized training for enlisted Marines
assigned as recruiters

' 
recruit drill instructors, members of ships' detachments,

and to the drum and bugle corps and personnel administration fields.
The following alternative realignments will be studied:
(1) Relocation of San Diego to Parris Island, with resulting increase in size and

function at Parris Island MCRD.
(2) Relocation of San Diego to Camp Pendleton, CA., without change at Parris

Island.
(3) Relocation of both San Diego and Parris Island to a single location at Camp.

Pendleton.
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Jobs affected by ally- relocation of Parris Island MORD to Camp Pendleton
total 8263, including 2148 military, 548 civilians and an average daily load of 5567
recruits and students. Relocation of San Diego to Parris Island would result in
approximately doubling the daily load of recruits, with some increase in military
and civilian employment.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES
AFFECTED BY REDUCTION IN FORCE

Tinder the Department of Defense Program for Stability of Civilian Employ-
ment, every effort will be made to assist displaced employees obtain other accept-
able employment.

All adversely affected career and career-conditional employees who desire
placement assistance will be registered in a Defense-wide computerized Priority.
Placement Program. Registrants in this Program will be afforded priority place-
ment rights to vacancies arising throughout the Department for which they are
qualified and available. Also, the help of other Federal Departments and Agencies
will be solicited and registrants in the Priority Placement Program will be made
available for placement consideration in vacancies in these organizations. In most
cases, 60-day advance notice of reduction in force and functional transfer will be
given to employees rather than the minimum 30-day notice required by the U.S.
Civil Service Commission. Upon their request, employees will be carried in a leave
status for such additional time as is necessary to provide a 90-day notice period
prior to separation for reduction in force or for failure to accompany their fimction
when it is moved outside the commuting area.
Defense officials have been working closely with the Civil Service Commission

to seek out and provide job opportunities to affected employees. Eligible career
employees desiring placement assistance will be registered in the Civil Service
Commission's Displaced Employee Program for referral and consideration by
other Federal Departments and Agencies.

Close liaison is being maintained with the Department of Labor, State Employ-
ment Offices, and private industry to help employees desiring placement assistance
or retraining for positions in the private sector.
Where displaced employees are required to relocate in order to continue their

Federal employment, their transportation and moving expenses will be paid.
In those cases where employees suffer downgrading, their salaries will be

protected to the maximum extent provided by law and regulation.
Employees selected for other job opportunities will be promptly released in

accordance with their desires and those of the gaining employers.
Career employees who do not elect to take other Federal positions will be

eligible either for severance pay up to one year, based upon length of Federal
service, or for immediate retirement under one of the voluntary or involuntary
retirement options.

RIGHTS AND BENEFITS OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES AFFECTED BY BASE CLOSURESy
REDUCTIONS AND CONSOLIDATIONS

PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE

All career employees will be given maximum assistance in continuing their
careers as employees of the Federal government through reassignment to other
positions in the Department of Defense or other Federal agancies. In addition, in
cooperation with the Department of Labor and State employment services,
assistance will be given to employees in locating positions in private industry.
Where appropriate, they will be given the opportunity to undertake retraining
programs to qualify them for jobs available in their local labor markets.
Employees whose jobs are transferred to other locations will be given the op-

portunity to transfer with their jobs. The costs of transporting them, their families,
and households to new locations will be borne by the government. Among the
costs that will be paid are moving and transportation of household effects, the
costs of buying and selling a home, the costs of a "house hunting" trip to the new
location, and temporary quarters subsistence expenses.
Employees whose jobs are eliminated will be given priority rights to other

vacant positions in the DoD and in other Federal agencies. They also will.be given
assistance in locating jobs in private industry if they so desire..



108

The Department of Defense Program for Stability of Civilian Employment
and Priority Placement Program provide the principal mechanisms for placing
affected employees elsewhere in the DoD. Through the Priority Placement
Program, the skills of displaced employees are matched with vacant positions as
they occur at other activities throughout the Defense Department at which the
employees are willing to work. The job match is accomplished through a computer-
ized referral system, and if the new job involves a move to another location, the
costs of moving the employee and his household are borne by the government. If
the new job is at a lower grade level, the employee's pay is saved to the maximum
extent permitted by law.
Employees also are registered in the Civil Service Commission's Displaced

Employee Program and through this means are given priority consideration for
vacancies in other Federal agencies. The State Employment services provide
placement and retraining assistance for employees desiring jobs in private industry.

BENEFITS OF EMPLOYEES WHO ARE SEPARATED

A career employee who is separated by reduction in force in most circumstances
is entitled by law to either an immediate retirement annuity or salary for each
year of service after 10 years; and an age adjustment allowance of 10% of the
=total basic severance allowance for each year by which the employee's age exceeds
-40.

Example: An employee 45 years of age with 15 years of creditable service with
-weekly pay prior to separation of $100 is entitled to severance pay of $3,000,
prorated over 30 weeks.

OTHER BENEFITS

Life insurance.—Employees separated on an immediate annuity continue to
receive their regular life insurance coverage (which equals their current salary,
plus $2,000) free of charge. The coverage continues at its present level until age
65 when it starts reducing at the rate of 2 percent a month until it reaches 25
percent of the original value. Employees who are retiring on an immediate annuity
have the option, within 31 days, to convert to another life insurance plan, without
medical examination, for which they pay the full cost.

Health insurance.—Most employees separated on an immediate annuity meet
the eligibility requirements to continue in the same health insurance plan by
which they were covered as active employees. In such cases, the government
continues to pay a portion of the cost (about 60 percent). Employees separated
who are not eligible for an immediate annuity or who do not meet the minimum
service requirements for continuation of their health insurance program receive
a 31-day temporary extension of coverage during which time they may convert
to a non-group contract without evidence of insurability by the carrier of the plan
in which they are enrolled. Employees converting to such plans pay the full cost.

Leave.—Employees separated receive a lump sum payment for their accumu-
lated annual leave. Unused leave generally may accumulate to a total of 30 days.
For those who retire on an immediate annuity, the number of days of sick leave
accumulated is credited toward the computation of their years of service for a
retirement annuity. If an employee is physically incapacitated at the time of
his proposed separation, his separation date is extended until he recovers or his
sick leave is exhausted, whichever comes first.

Deferred annuities and retirement contribution refunds.—If an employee is sepa-
rated before attaining eligibility for an immediate annuity, he may elect to have
his deductions refunded or leave the money in the retirement fund. If the money
is left in the fund and he has a minimum of 5 years of creditable service, he will
be entitled to a deferred annuity at age 62.

March 1978.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INFORMATION SHEET.-NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICY ACT AND DOD BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACTIONS

BACKGROUND

Congress enacted the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA),
to encourage harmony between the people and their environment and thereby
stimulate the health and welfare of all. As a trustee of the human environment,
the Department of Defense has established a policy to demonstrate leadership in
carrying out its mission of national security in a manner consistent with national
environmental policies. Accordingly, we are continually adjusting and refining
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our administrative practices to minimize or avoid adverse environmental conse-quences.
REQUIREMENTS

NEPA and its implementing guidelines require federal agencies, "to build intotheir decision-making process, beginning at the earliest possible point, an appro-priate and careful consideration of the environmental aspects of proposed actionsin order that adverse environmental effects may be avoided or minimized andenvironmental quality previously lost may be restored." Consequently, no candi-date base closure or realignment action announced for study will be introducedinto the DoD final decision-making process until an "appropriate and carefulconsideration" is given to its environmental consequences.

NEPA PROCESS.—ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA)
The first step in the NEPA process is to assess the environmental impact ofthe candidate action concurrent with the preliminary evaluation of the technical,operational, economic and other factors necessary to determine the desirabilityof implementing the candidate base realignment action. This environmentalimpact assessment (ETA) normally takes from one to three months to completesince it requires an interdisciplinary approach to ensure all relevant factors havebeen considered. Upon completion of the assessment a determination is made asto whether or not the candidate action is a major action which could significantlyaffect the quality of the human environment. Should this be a negative determina-tion, a final decision to implement the action may be made. This negative deter-mination will accompany the candidate action through each step of the decision-making process.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INFORMATION SHEET

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS
The military Construction Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1978, PublicLaw 95-82, added a new section 2687 to title 10 of the US Code. That sectionspecifies certain procedures to be followed for certain base closures and realign-ments. These procedures include a requirement for the Department of Defenseto inform the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House ofRepresentatives with regard to certain base closure and realignment proposals.A copy of 10 U.S.C. 2687 is attached.
Attachment-10 U.S.C. 2687.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION ACT, PUBLIC
LAW 95-82, AUGUST 1, 1977

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS
SEC. 612. (a) Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, as amended by section504 of this Act, is amended by adding at the end thereof a new section as follows:

"§ 2687. Base closures and realignments
"(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no action may be taken toeffect or implement—

"(1) the closure of any military installation;
"(2) any realignment with respect to any military installation involvinga reduction by more than one thousand, or by more than 50 percent, in thenumber of civilian personnel authorized to be employed at such militaryinstallation at the time the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the mili-tary department concerned notifies the Congress under subsection (b)(1) thatsuch installation is a candidate for closure or realignment; or
"(3) any construction, conversion, or rehabilitation at any military facilityother that a military installation referred to in clause (1) or (2) (regardlessof whether such facility is a military installation as defined in subsection.(d)) which will or may be required as a result of the relocation of civilian per-

sonnel to such facility by reason of any closure or realignment to which clause(1) or (2) applies, unless and until the provisions of subsection (b) are com-plied with:
"(b) No action described in subsection (a) with respect to the closure of, or arealignment with respect to any military installation may be taken unless anduntil—
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"(1) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department
concerned publicly announces, and notifies the Committees on Armed Serv-

ices of the Senate and the House of Representatives in writing that such
military installation is a candidate for closure or realignment;
"(2) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department

concerned complies with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 with respect to the proposed closure or realignment;
"(3) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department

concerned submits to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and
House of Representatives his final decision to carry out the proposed closure
or realignment and a detailed justification for such decision, including state-
ments of the estimated fiscal, local economic, budgetary, environmental,
strategic, and operational consequences of the proposed closure or realign-
ment; and
"(4) a period of sixty days expires following the date on which the justifi-

cation referred to in clause (3) has been submitted to such committees, dur-
ing which period no irrevocable action may be taken to effect or implement
the decision.

"(c) This section shall not apply to the closure of a military installation, or a
realignment with respect to a military installation, if the President certifies to
the Congress that such closure or realignment must be implemented for reasons
of national security or a military emergency.
"(d) As used in this section:

"(1) 'Military installation' means any camp, post, station, base, yard, or
other facility under the authority of the Department of Defense—

"(A) which is located within any of the several States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or Guam; and
"(B) at which not less than five hundred civilian personnel are author-

ized to be employed.
Such term does not include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers
And harbors projects, or flood control projects.
"(2) 'Civilian personnel' means direct-hire permanent civilian employees

of the Department of Defense.
"(3) 'Realignment' includes any action which both reduces and relocates

functions and civilian personnel positions, but does not include a reduction
in force resulting from workload adjustments, reduced personnel or funding
levels, skill imbalances, or other similar causes.

"(e) Except as provided in subsection (c), this section shall apply to any
closure of a military installation, and any realignment with respect to a military
installation, which is first publicly announced after September 30, 1977.".
(b) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 159 of such title is amended

by adding at the end thereof a new item as follows:

"2687. Base closures and realignments.".
(c) Section 611 of the Military Construction Authorization Act, 1966 (Public

Law 89-188; 10 U.S.C. 2662 note), and section 612 of the Military Construction
Authorization Act, 1977 (Public Law 94-431; 90 Stat. 1366), shall be inapplicable
in the case of any closure of a military installation, and any realignment with
respect to a military installation, which is first publicly announced after Sep-
tember 30, 1977.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FACT SHEET

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

The President's Economic Adjustment Committee (EAC) is charged with
helping communities and individuals that may be affected by changes in Defense
programs. Assistance is provided to help communities reduce their dependence on
Defense activities and to make necessary adjustments when program changes
cause serious impacts. EAC membership includes 18 Executive agencies under
the chairmanship of the Secretary of Defense.
Upon request, the EAC will assist local leaders to (1) identify the adverse

effects of proposed or actual program changes, (2) examine feasible alternative
courses of adjustment action, (3) develop a consensus strategy and plan of action
to alleviate the impact, and (4) assure that federal resources are coordinated and
targeted in a manner that is responsive to the most important needs of the im-
pacted area. The Economic Adjustment objective is to utilize a combination of
federal, state and local public and private-sector talents and resources in a cooper-
ative effort to generate new jobs and for other related developments that will
minimize local economic problems.
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Requests for economic adjustment planning and project assistance may beaddressed to: Chairman, Economic Adjustment Committee, Office of the Secre-tary of Defense, Attention: Director of Economic Adjustment, Room 3E7721Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20301.

[From the Federal Register, vol. 43, No. 61—Wednesday, March 29, 1978]

THE PRESIDENT
[3195-01]
Executive Order 12049 March 27, 1978

Defense Economic Adjustment Programs
By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution ofthe United States of America, in order to provide coordinated Federal economicadjustment assistance necessitated by changes in Department of Defense activities,it is hereby ordered as follows:
SECTION 1. Functions of the Secretary of Defense.
(a) The Secretary shall, through the Economic Adjustment Committee, designand establish an Economic Adjustment Program to assist in the alleviation of-serious economic and social impacts that result from major Defense realignments.The program shall provide for:
1. Identification of Defense-related impact problems of States, metropolitanareas, or communities that require assistance.
2. Preparation of development strategies and action plans to coordinate Federal,State and local economic adjustment efforts.
3. Strengthened and uniform economic impact analysis and analysis of com-munity requirements for Federal economic adjustment resources, prior to baserealignment action.
4. Timely and earliest possible consultation and cooperation with local, Stateand Federal officials concerning impact problems and coordinated interagencyand intergovernmental adjustment assistance.
5. A clearinghouse service to exchange information among Federal, State and

local officials involved in the resolution of community adjustment problems;e.g., previous studies, technical information, and sources of public and privatefinancing.
6. Application of consistent policies, practices, and procedures in the admin-istration of Federal programs that are utilized to assist Defense impact com-

munities.
7. Encouragement of effective State and regional cooperation and concertedinvolvement of public interest groups and private sector organizations in Defenseadjustment activities.
8. Development, with representatives of appropriate agencies, of uniform

criteria for the determination of social economic impact of a particular realignment.
9. Identification and strengthening of existing agency mechanisms to better

coordinate employment opportunities for displaced agency personnel.
10. Increased attractiveness to the private sector of interim usage of lands and

buildings and ways of streamlining property disposal procedures to enable im-pacted communities to acquire base property for job-generation purposes asmilitary activities phase down.
(b) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that sufficient resources and personnelare allocated to carry out these functions.
SEC. 2. Economic Adjustment Committee. (a) The Economic Adjustment Com-

mittee is hereby continued.
(b) The Committee shall be composed of the following, or a principal deputy,

and such others as the President may designate:
(1) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be the Chairman of the Committee.
(2) The Secretary of Agriculture.
(3) The Secretary of Commerce.
(4) The Secretary of Energy.
(5) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
(6) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.
(7) The Secretary of the Interior.
(8) The Secretary of Labor.
(9) The Secretary of Transportation.
(10) The Attorney General.
(11) The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers.
(12) The Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
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(13) The Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

(14) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
(15) The Director of the Community Services Administration.
(16) The Administrator of General Services.
(17) The Administrator of the Small Business Administration.
(18) The Chairman of the United States Civil Service Commission.
(c) The Committee shall advise, assist, and support the Secretary of Defense's

Economic Adjustment activities.
(d) The Secretary of Defense shall provide all necessary administrative support

for the Committee.
SEC. 3. Responsibility of Executive Agencies.
(a) The head of each agency represented on the Economic Adjustment Com-

mittee shall designate a permanent representative to: (1) serve as liaison with the

Secretary of Defenses economic adjustment staff, (2) coordinate agency support

and participation in assistance projects, and (3) assist in resolving community

impact problems.
(b) All Executive agencies shall:
(1) Support, to the extent permitted by law, the economic adjustment assistance

activities of the Secretary of Defense. Such support shall include the use and ap-

plication of personnel, technical expertise, legal authorities, and available financial

resources to the extent required to provide a coordinated Federal response to the

needs of individual communities, States, and regions adversely affected by neces-
sary Defense changes.
(2) Afford priority consideration to community requests for Federal technical

assistance, financial resources, excess or surplus property, or other requirements-
that are part of a comprehensive plan used by the Economic Adjustment Com-

mittee.
SEC. 4. Construction. Nothing in this Order shall be construed as subjecting any

function vested by law in, or assigned pursuant to law to, any agency or head

thereof to the authority of any other agency or officer or as abrogating or re-
stricting any such function in any manner.

JIMMY CARTER.
THE *HITE HOUSE,

March 27, 1978.

[FR Doc. 78-8497 Filed 3-28-78; 1:15 pm]

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., April 26, 1978.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to inform you and other interested Members of
Congress of programmed actions affecting Air Force installations and activities.
As part of the continuing effort to manage military resources more efficiently,

we plan to consolidate, reduce and realign various Air Force installations and
activities throughout the United States. Information sheets identifying specific
implementing or study actions, locations, and National Environmental Policy
Act considerations are attached.

Career and career-conditional civilian personnel affected by these actions will
receive the full advantage of the Defense Program for Stability of Civilian Employ-
ment. A fact sheet explaining this program is attached.
In addition, the Office of Economic Adjustment within the Department of

Defense is prepared to assist, upon request, the local community leadership
where adverse economic impact will occur as a result of the attached actions. Also
attached is a fact sheet explaining the Department's Economic Adjustment
program.

If you desire additional details, please let us know.
Sincerely,

CHARLES C. BLANTON,
Major General, USAF, Director, Legislative Liaison.

Attachments.
This letter sent to Committee List No. 2.
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DELEGATION LIST
Alabama

Senator John Sparkman (D), Senator James B. Allen (D), and Representative
Jack Edwards (R), Dauphin Island AFS.

California
Senator Alan Cranston (D), Senator S. I. Hayakawa (R), and Representative

Leon E. Panetta (D), Cambria AFS/Almaden AFS.
Representative John L. Burton (D), Mill Valley AFS.
Representative Clair W. Burgener (R), Mt. Laguna AFS.
Representative Don H. Clausen (R), Klamath AFS.
Representative Robert K. Dornan (R), Los Angeles AFS.
Representative Charles H. Wilson (D), Los Angeles AFS.
Representative Glenn M. Anderson (D), San Pedro Hill AFS.
Representative Shirley N. Pettis (R), Norton AFB.
Representative George E. Brown, Jr. (R), Norton AFB.
Representative William M. Ketchum (R), Edwards AFB.
Representative Robert J. Lagomarsino (R), Vandenberg AFB.

Colorado
Senator Floyd K. Haskell (D), Senator Gary W. Hart (D), and Representative

Patricia Schroeder (D), Lowry AFB.

Florida
Senator Lawton Chiles (D), Senator Richard Stone (D), and Representative

Louis Frey, Jr. (R), Patrick AFB.
Representative Bill Chappell, Jr. (D), Jacksonville AFS.
Representative Robert L. F. Sikes (D), Tyndall AFB.
Representative Dante B. Fascell (D), Richmond AFS/Key West NAS.
Representative Sam M. Gibbons (D), MacDill AFB.

Georgia
Senator Herman E. Talmadge (D), Senator Sam Nunn (D), and Representative

Bo Ginn (D), Savannah AFS.
Representative John J. Flynt, Jr. (D), Savannah AFS.

Illinois
Senator Charles H. Percy (R), Senator Adlai E. Stevenson III (D), and Repre-

sentative Edward R. Madigan (R), Chanute AFB.

Maine
Senator Edmund S. Muskie (D), Senator William D. Hathaway (D), and

Representative William S. Cohen (R), Bucks Harbor AFS/Caswell AFS/Charles-
ton AFS.

Maryland
Senator Charles McC. Mathias (R), Senator Paul S. Sarbanes (D), and Repre-

sentative Marjorie S. Holt (R), Fort Meade.

Michigan
Senator Robert P. Griffin (R), Senator Donald W. Riegle, Jr. (D), and Repre-

sentative Philip E. Ruppe (R), Calumet AFS/Sault Ste. Marie AFS.
Representative Guy Vander Jagt (R), Empire AFS.

Minnesota
Senator Wendell R. Anderson (D), Senator Muriel Humphrey (D), and

Representative Arlan Stangeland (R), Baudette AFS.
Representative James L. Oberstar (D), Finland AFS.

Mississippi
Senator John C. Stennis (D), Senator James 0. Eastland (D), and Repre-

sentative Trent Lott (R), Keesler AFB.

Montana
Senator John Melcher (D), Senator Paul Hatfield (D), and Representative

Ron Marlenee (R), Malmstrom AFB/Havre AFS/Opheim AFS.
Representative Max Baucus (D), Kalispell AFS.

New York
Senator Jacob K. Javits (R), Senator Daniel P. Moynihan (D), and Represent-

ative John J. LaFalce (D), Lockport AFS.
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Chairmen
Hon. John C. Stennis, Chairman,

Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
Senate, room 212.
Hon. Warren G. Magnuson, Chair-

man, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, room 1243.
Hon. Abraham Ribicoff, Chairman,

Committee on Governmental Affairs,
U.S. Senate, room 3306.
Hon. Gary Hart, Chairman, Subcom-

mittee on Military Construction Au-
thorization, Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, U.S. Senate, room 254.
Hon. Walter D. Huddleston, Chair-

man, Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction, Committee on Appropria-
tions, U.S. Senate, room 3327.
Hon. Edmund S. Muskie, Chairman,

Committee on Budget, U.S. Senate,
room 208, Carroll Arms.

Representative Otis G. Pike (D), Montauk AFS.
Representative Robert C. McEwen (R), Watertown AFS.

North Carolina
Senator Jesse A. Helms (R), Senator Robert Morgan (D), and Representative

L. H. Fountain (D), Roanoke Rapids AFS.

North Dakota
Senator Milton R. Young (R), Senator Quentin N. Burdick (D), and Represent-

ative Mark Andrews (R), Minot AFS, Fortuna AFS.

Ohio
Senator John Glenn (D), Senator Howard M. Metzenbaum (D), and Represent-

ative Samuel L. Devine (R), Rickenbacker AFB.
Representative Chalmers P. Wylie (R), Rickenbacker AFB.

Oregon
Senator Mark 0. Hatfield (R), Senator Robert W. Packwood (R), and Repre-

sentative Les AuCoin (D), Mount Hebo AFS.
Representative Al Ullman (D), Kingsley Field/Keno AFS.
Representative James Weaver (D), North Bend AFS.

South Carolina
Senator Strom Thurmond (R), Senator Ernest F. Hollings (D), and Represent-

ative Mendel J. Davis (D), North Charleston AFS.
Texas
Senator John Tower (R), Senator Lloyd Bentsen (D), and Representative

Robert Krueger (D), Goodfellow AFB.
Representative Abraham Kazen, Jr. (D), Randolph.? FB.
Representative Henry B. Gonzalez (D), Lackland AFB.
Representative Jack E. Hightower (D), Sheppard AFB.

Vermont
Senator Robert T. Stafford (R), Senator Patrick Leahy (D), and Representative

James M. Jeffords (R), St. Albans AFS.
Virginia

Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr. (I), Senator William L. Scott (R), and Represent-
ative Paul S. Trible, Jr. (R), Cape Charles AFS.
Washington
Senator Warren G. Magnuson (D), Senator Henry M. Jackson (D), and

Representative Lloyd Meeds (D), Blaine AFS.
Representative Thomas S. Foley (D), Mica Peak AFS.

COMMITTEE LIST No. 2
April 1978

SENATE
Ranking Minority Members
Hon. John Tower, U.S. Senate, room

142.

Hon. Milton R. Young, U.S. Senate
room 5205.

Hon. Charles H. Percy, U.S. Senate
room 4321.

Hon. Strom Thurmond, U.S. Senate,
room 209.

Hon. Ted Stevens, U.S. Senate, room
260.

Hon. Henry Bellmon, U.S. Senate
room 125.
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HOUSE

Chairmen Ranking Minority Members
Hon. Melvin Price, Chairman, Corn- Hon. Bob Wilson, House of Repre-

mittee on Armed Services, House of sentatives, room 2307.
Representatives, room 2120.
Hon. George H. Mahon, Chairman, Hon. Elford A. Cederberg, House of

Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, room 2306.
Representatives, room 11-218
Hon. George H. Mahon, Chairman, Hon. Jack Edwards, House of Repre-

Subcommittee on Defense, Committee sentatives, room 2439.
on Appropriations, House of Represent-
atives, room H-144.
Hon. Gunn McKay, Chairman, Sub- Hon. Robert C. McEwen, House of

committee on Military Construction, Representatives, room 2210.
Committee on Appropriations, House of
Representatives, room E-300.
Hon. Lucien N. Nedzi Chairman, Hon. G. Wm. Whitehurst, House of

Subcommittee on Military Installations Representatives, room 442.
and Facilities, Committee on Armed
Services, House of Representatives,
room 2418.
Hon. Robert N. C. Nix, Chairman, Hon. Edward J. Derwinski, House of

Committee on Post Office and Civil Representatives, room 1401.
Service, House of Representatives,
room 309.
Hon. Robert N. Giaimo,* Chairman, Hon. Delbert L. Latta, House of

Committee on Budget, House of Repre- Representatives, room 2309.
sentatives, room 2207.

*Copy to: Mr. Russell Hale, National Security Task Force, Committee on
Budget, House of Representatives, room 214, Annex.

AIR FORCE

(Information sheets on individual installation and activity realinement proposals
in the United States)

INDEX OF INFORMATION SHEETS

Department of Defense Program for Stability of Civilian Employment.
Rights and Benefits of Civilian Employees.
National Environmental Policy Act and Base Realignments.
Base Closures and Realignments (10 U.S.C. 2687).
Community Economic Adjustment Assistance.
Economic Adjustment.
E.O. 12049—Defense Economic Adjustment Programs.
Information Sheet on Joint Surveillance System.
Information Sheet on Los Angeles Air Force Station, CA.
Information Sheet on Chanute Air Force Base, IL.
Information Sheet on Rickenbacker Air Force Base, OH.
Information Sheet on Kingsley Field, OR.
Information Sheet on Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

REALINEMENT FACT SHEET—JOINT SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM

Background and mission
The current Air Defense radar network is the Semi-Automatic Ground En-

vironment (SAGE) system. The system was designed and deployed in the 1950s
to counter the Soviet bomber threat as then perceived. The SAGE System was
to perform the peacetime air sovereignty mission and a bomber defense mission.
At this time, SAGE consists of two segments: a network of 56 radars (49 USAF
and 7 Federal Aviation Administration) around the periphery of the United States
plus six CONUS Region Control Centers (RCCs). The SAGE system employs
1950s vintage vacuum tube technology, and has become expensive and difficult
to maintain. As a result the Air Force is transitioning to the Joint Surveillance
System (JSS) for peacetime air sovereignty.
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Nature of action
The JSS will incorporate radar inputs from Long Range Radars (LRR) operated

by the Department of Defense and the FAA. Many existing LRRSs will be trans-
ferred to the FAA which will operate and maintain the surveillance radar portion
with approximately 20 people. Fewer than 10 USAF personnel will be assigned to
these sites to operate the height finder radars as FAA does not have a requirement
for height information from these sensors. Some existing Air Force LRRs are
Incorporated in the system covering areas in which FAA does not need reporting
and will continue to be operated and maintained solely by the Air Force. Still
other radars will no longer be required.
Reason for the action
The JSS is being implemented for two significant reasons. First, to fully comply

with a 1954 Executive order which tasked the Air Force and FAA to combine their
separate, dedicated radar coverage. Second, to replace the aging SA GE network
with technically up to date hardware which will enable the air sovereignty mission
to be performed more efficiently and cost effectively. As the system is implemented,
the E-3A AWACS will be employed to augment its capability in times of increased
international tension.
Impact of the action
There are over 40 sites affected in FY 79 and 80 by the implementation of the

JSS. Each of these sites is relatively small, with less than 200 personnel. A break-
out of the personnel affected, in the aggregate, does not adequately portray the
comparatively minor personnel effects at each of the sites. In total, approximately
3200 military and 700 civilian manpower authorizations will be avoided between
Fiscal Year 79 (beginning October 1, 1978) and disposal of the real property at the
sites estimated for Fiscal Year 83. There may be some personnel turbulence, but
the effect at each site will be comparatively minor. The manpower resources made
available by these actions will be used to improve our worldwide combat readiness.
The total one-time cost for implementation of the Joint Surveillance System is

$31.7 million with a total estimated annual cost avoidance of $56.8 million.
The majority of the assessments for the individual sites are complete; the re-

mainder are being finalized and should be complete in the fall of 1978. A listing of
the locations to be affected during 1979 and 1980 is attached.
The following Air Force sites are programmed to be impacted by implementation

of the JSS. The manpower impact is approximate and expressed as military per-
sonnel (MIL), civilian (CIV), and total (TOT):

Location

USAF personnel—

Reduced Remaining

Action effective
by—

Mili-
tary

Civil-
ian Total

Mili-
tary

Civil-
ian Total

Dauphine Island AFS, Dauphin Island, Ala.
(site to be inactivated)

Summer 1980_ 7  7

Almaden AFS, Twin Creek, Calif. (site to be
inactivated).

Summer 1980._ 100 20 120

Cambria AFS, Cambria, Calif. (site to be in-
activated).

Summer 1980._ 90 25 115

Mill Valley AFS, Mill Valley, Calif. (Air Force
radar transferred to FAA).

Spring 1980 143 30 173 7 7

Mount Laguna AFS, Mount Laguna, Calif. (Air Fall 1980 133 30 163 7 7
Force radar transferred to FAA).

Klamath AFS, Requa, Calif. (Air Force radar
transferred to FAA).

Winter 1979 93 25 118 7 7

San Pedro Hill AFS, Los Angeles, Calif. (Air Fall 1980 18 5 23 7 7
Force radar transferred to FAA).

Jacksonville AFS, Orange Park, Fla. (site to be
inactivated).

Summer 1980 60 10 70

Key West NAS, Key West, Fla. (Air Force radar
transferred to FAA; USAF action impact).

Winter 1979 33 1 34 7 7

MacDill AFB Tampa, Fla. (Air Force radar Summer 1980 
transferred to FAA at FAA site).

55 5 60 5,045 855 5,900

Patrick AFB, Cocoa Beach, Fla. (Air Force radar
transferred to FAA).

Winter 1979 25  25 3, 175 950 4, 125

Richmond AFS, Perrine, Fla. (Air Force contract
radar transferred to FAA).

Summer 1980___ —22 —1 —23 7 7

Tyndall AFB, Panama City, Fla. (Air Force radar
transferred to FAA).

Winter 1979 20  20 3, 180 950 4, 130

Savannah AFS, Savannah, Ga. (site to be in-
activated).

Summer 1980_ 70 10 80
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USAF personnel—

Reduced Remaining

Action effective
Location by—

Mili-
tary

Civil-
ian Total

Mill- Civil-
tary an Total

Finland AFS, Finland, Minn. (Air Force radar Spring 1980 
transferred to FAA at Nashwauk).

93 25 118 7  7
Havre AFS, Havre, Mont. (site to be inactivated)_ Fall 1979 95 25 120Kalispell AFS, Lakeside, Mont. (Air Force radar Winter 1979 

transferred to FAA).
23  23 7  7

Malmstrom AFB, Great Falls, Mont. (Air Force Winter 1979 
radar transferred to FAA).

20  20 4,630 620 5,250
Opheim AFS, Opheim, Mont. (site to be isac- Fall 1979 

tivated).
90 25 115

Lockport AFS, Lockport, N.Y. (site to be mac- Summer 1979 
tivated).

95 25 120

Montauk AFS, Montauk, N.Y. (site to be mac- Spring 1980 
tivated).

110 30 140

Watertown AFS, Watertown, N.Y. (site to be Fall 1979 
inactivated).

97 22 119

Bucks Harbor AFS, Bucks Harbor, Maine (Air Spring 1979 53 10 63 7  7Force radar transferred to FAA).
Caswell AFS, Caswell, Maine (site to be mac- Fall 1980 

tivated).
80 20 100

Charleston AFS, Charleston, Maine (site to be Summer 1979 
inactivated).

160 20 180

Fort George Meade, Laurel, Md. (radar site to Summer 1980 
be inactivated).

50 3 53

Calumet AFS, Central, Mich. (site to be mac- Winter 1979 
tivated).

105 25 130

Empire AFS, Empire, Mich. (Air Force radar Spring 1980 
transferred to FAA).

28 10 38 7  7
Sault Ste Marie AFS, Sault Ste Marie, Mich. Winter 1979 
(site to be inactivated).

100 20 120

Baudette AFS, Baudette, Minn. (site to be mac- Winter 1979 
tivated).

100 30 130 7  

Roanoke Rapids AFS, Roanoke Rapids, N.C. Fall 1978 
(site to be inactivated).

85 15 100

Finley AFS, Finley, N. Dak. (Air Force radar Fall 1979 
transferred to FAA at another location; site
to be inactivated).

83 30 113 7  7

Fortuna AFS, Fortuna, N. Dak. (radar to be Fall 1979 
inactivated).

110 25 135

Minot AFS, Minot, N. Dak. (site to be inacti- Fall 1979 
vated).

90 20 110

Keno AFS, Keno, Oreg. (Air Force radar trans- Spring 1979 
ferred to FAA).

See announcement for Kingsley Field.

Mount Hebo AFS, Hebo, Oreg. (site to be in- Spring 1979 
activated).

160 30 190

North Bend AFS, North Bend, Oreg. (site to be Winter 1979 
inactivated).

90 30 120

North Charleston AFS, North Charleston, S.C. Summer 1980 
(site to be inactivated).

100 15 115

Cape Charles AFS, Kiptopeke, Va. (site to be Summer 1980_
inactivated).

80 25 105

Blaine AFS, Blaine, Wash. (site to be inacti- Spring 1979 
vated).

100 25 125

Mica Peak AFS, Mica, Wash. (Air Force radar Summer 1979 
transferred to FAA).

35 10 45

Saint Albans AFS, Saint Albans, Vt. (site to be Summer 1979 
inactivated).

90 20 110

LOS ANGELES AFS, LOS ANGELES, CALIF.
Information sheet
The Department of the Air Force desires to improve the management of re-

sources devoted to the national space effort. Currently, the Air Force Systems
Command (AFSC) through the Space and Missile Systems Organization (SAMSO)
at the Los Angeles AFS, California, conducts the majority of the Air Force re-
search and development effort associated with space systems. Air Force and
contractor employees from Aerospace, Inc., work together in conducting research
and managing procurement and production. This study may result in a reorgani-
zation of SAMSO, relocation of activities and the closure of Los Angeles AFS.
The study will consider the relocation of essential activities to Vandenberg,
Norton, and Edwards AFB's, California. The actual numbers of personnel to be
relocated to each location will be determined as a part of the study.
Los Angeles AFS is a small single-mission installation with limited expansion

capability. The base has been subjected to urban encroachment for some time



118

and has few of the amenities associated with military life such as a major
medical facility, sufficient base housing, and morale and welfare facilities. The
relatively high cost of living in the Los Angeles area exacerbates this lack of normal
amenities. Preliminary reviews conducted by the Air Force indicate management
advantages can be gained if SAMSO activities are relocated. There may also be
some economies realized through a reduced requirement for about 175 Air Force
military and civilian personnel and approximately 400 contractor support per-
sonnel. However, further study is required prior to making any decision on this
proposal. The Air Force will be conducting detailed evaluations of the opera-
tional, resource environmental, and socioeconomic impacts of this proposal.
The decision will be made only after all aspects of the proposal are examined.
An environmental assessment will be prepared to determine the extent of the

impact on the biophysical environment of the Los Angeles AFS area and the
areas gaining activities if the proposal were implemented. The assessment will be

used to determine the requirement for an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). These evaluations and assessments will begin immediately and should be
complete later this year.

If an environmental impact statement is not required, it will be announced and

the assessment and other evaluations will be used to make a decision on this
proposal. Should an EIS be required, it will be prepared and processed in accord-
ance with established procedures. The final EIS will then be used in the decision
process. If the final decision is to implement this proposal to close Los Angeles
AFS, a report to the Congress under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2678, will be made.
This report will include an analysis of local economic impact.

Currently there are approximately 5,700 Air Force military, Air Force civilian

and contractor personnel at Los Angeles AFS. The Air Force is sensitive to the
uncertainty that this proposed closure could cause within the local military and

civilian communities. Therefore, we will proceed quickly with our evaluations in
order to reach an early decision.

CHANUTE AFB, RANTOUL, ILL.

Information sheet
The Department of the Air Force perceives a requirement to reduce the number

of bases dedicated to technical training. This requirement is brought about by a

decreasing Air Force population and changes in training concepts. These changes

in training concepts include the use of programed learning techniques and

training programs concentrated to fit the needs of an individual assignment

rather than all aspects of a broad career area.
A preliminary review of the Air Force technical training base structure has led

to the proposal to close Chanute AFB, Rantoul, IL and relocate its training

missions to other technical training centers. Chanute AFB, among the training

centers within the Air Force, is the sole single mission base and could possibly be

closed with comparatively limited disruption of activities. Keesler AFB, MS and
Sheppard AFB, TX each support flying activities in addition to technical training

centers. Keesler AFB supports active and Reserve Force weather reconnaissance
missions and an Airborne Command and Control Squadron; Sheppard AFB hosts
a flying training wing for non-US student pilots. Activities at Lackland AFB, TX

include the basic military training center of the Air Force, a major USAF Re-
gional Hospital, Wilford Hall, and a technical training center. Lowry AFB, CO,

hosts the Air Force Accounting and Finance Center and the Air Force Reserve
Personnel Center in addition to a technical training center. Lowry also provides
some support for Buckley Air National Guard Base, CO.
The proposal would relocate technical training instructors and students from

Chanute AFB to the other technical training centers. The relocation of activities
would be phased so as to minimize interruption in training courses. Preliminary
studies indicate that the closure of Chanute AFB or any other training center
would require a significant outlay of funds for construction of dormitories and
training facilities. However, this outlay could be amortized in a few years by the
cost avoidances that could be realized through the total closure of Chanute.
These preliminary studies indicate that as many as 2,000 Department of the Air
Force personnel positions, contract operations requiring approximately 450 em-
ployees and $43M annually could eventually be avoided. The same studies In-
dicate that approximately 2,800 military and 1,350 DAF civilian employee
positions could be affected by this proposal, with approximately 1,600 military
and 550 civilian positions relocated to other installations.
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The detailed studies necessary to address all aspects of this proposal will begin
immediately. The Air Force will evaluate the operational impact of the proposed
action as well as the costs which could be incurred and avoided. The Air Force
will assess the socioeconomic impact and the bio-physical environmental impact
in the Chanute area and in the areas which would receive functions realigned
from Chanute. These evaluations should be complete in 90 to 120 days. Upon
completion of the environmental assessment a determination will be made and
announced as to the requirement for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
If an EIS is not required, a decision will be made and announced based on the
evaluations and assessments. Should an EIS be required, it will be prepared and
processed in accordance with established procedures. The final EIS will then be
used in the decision process. If the final decision is to implement this proposal, a
report to the Congress under the provisions of 10 U.S.C. 2687, will be made. This
report will include an analysis of the local economic impact.

This proposed closure, if implemented, is expected to take several years to
complete.
The requirement to phase the relocation to minimize the disruption of training

and the planning, programing, funding and construction of facilities could re-
quire implementation extending into the 1980's. We recognize that a long imple-
mentation period may generate some uncertainty in the civilian and military
communities. However, depending on the decision, delayed implementation can
provide the community lead time to adjust to any economic impacts. The Air
Force is sensitive to these concerns and will announce its decision as soon as
possible.

Information, sheet
The Department of the Air Force has a continuing requirement to align its

basing structure with its force posture. In satisfying this requirement, the Air
Force often makes reductions and realignments of major installations. Accordingly,
the Air Force will study all aspects of a proposal to withdraw active forces from
Rickenbacker AFB and close excess facilities.
The Air Force will study the relocation of Strategic Air Command (SAC)

forces from Rickenbacker AFB and close all facilities not required for the Air
Reserve Force (ARF) activities. Currently, the 301st Air Refueling Wing with
15 KC-135 air refueling aircraft is the host unit at Rickenbacker. The SAC unit
supports an Air National Guard (AN G) Air Refueling Group equipped with
8 KC-135s, an AN G Tactical Fighter Wing with 18 A-7Ds as well as an Air
Force Reserve Tactical Airlift Wing with 32 C-123s. In terms of assigned assets,
the number of aircraft assigned to the ARF units far outnumber the 15 KC-135s
of SAC's 301 Air Refueling Wing.
The mission of the SAC KC-135 units is to provide air refueling support for

SAC B-52s, and for other aircraft assigned to Tactical Air Command, Military
Airlift Command and the Air Reserve Force. The KC-135 AN G unit at Ricken-
backer has a similar mission. It appears that the overall management of our air
refueling assets can be enhanced by dissolving the SAC unit at Rickenbacker
AFB and assigning the aircraft to other existing KC-135 units. A contributing
factor leading to the study of the relocation of KC-135s from Rickenbacker is an
Air Force program begun in 1974. This program will eventually transfer 128
KC-135 tankers from SAC to sixteen ARF units. The transfer of tankers has, in
some cases, resulted in reduced base loading at SAC installations thereby making
facilities available for this realignment.
The AN G and AFR units currently assigned to Rickenbacker are not proposed

for relocation. The Air Force plans to retain those units at Rickenbacker in their
assigned missions.
As a part of the study relative to relocating the SAC force, the Air Force will

examine the feasibility of performing the remaining base operating support func-
tions by contract rather than by use of Air Force military and civilian personnel
as is the current practice. The decision on this aspect of the proposal is dependent
on the relative economic advantages of withdrawing the active forces and 011
on passage by Congress of amendments to the provisions of the FY DOD Authori-
zation and Appropriations Acts relating to contracting out of base support
functions.

Preliminary studies conducted to date indicate the proposal to relocate SAC
forces and convert BOS to contract could reduce the population at Rickenbacker
by approximately 1,800 military and 450 civilian personnel; approximately 400

RICKENBACKER AFB, COLUMBUS, OHIO
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military and 15 civilians of those positions would be transferred. Personnel re-

maining at Rickenbacker would number approximately 120 active duty milit
ary.

personnel, 760 AF civilian personnel including ARF technicians and approxi-

mately 3,300 AN G and AFR military personnel. The base operating supp
ort

contract, if implemented, would offer employment opportunity for an estimated

200-250 additional civilian personnel. If the base operating support is not done

by contract, a similar number of civil service employees will be required. The

realignment of forces from Rickenbacker AFB would result in cost avoidances

estimated at more than $24 million annually.
In future months, the Air Force will study all aspects of this proposal. These

studies will include an operational evaluation, an evaluation of the impact on the

Air Force resources and an assessment of the socioeconomic impact and the en-

vironmental impact of this proposal. The studies will begin in the immediate

future and should be completed in 90-120 days.
Upon completion of the environmental assessment, a determination will be

made and announced concerning the requirement for an Environmental Impact

Statement. Preliminary indications are that no significant impact on the bio-

physical environment of the Columbus, Ohio, area would result from this pro-

posed action at Rickenbacker AFB. However, the impact on the locations which

may receive missions from Rickenbacker has not been fully assessed. If an EIS

is not required, a decision on the proposed actions will be made and announced

based on the evaluations and assessments. Should an EIS be required, it will be

prepared and processed in accordance with established procedures. The final EIS

will then be used in the decision process.
The Air Force is sensitive to the uncertainty such realignment proposals could

generate within the military and civilian communities at our installations. There-

fore, we will proceed as rapidly as possible with our studies and we will make every

effort to reach an early decision. If this proposal is implemented, the realignment

of forces may take place during calendar year 1979.

KINGSLEY FIELD, KLAMATH FALLS, OREG.

Information sheet
The Department of the Air Force has a program to utilize the radar capabilities

of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the USAF. This program,

entitled the Joint Surveillance System, (JSS) would result in the transfer of

some USAF radar activities to the FAA and the inactivation of some USAF

radar sites. The radar site at Keno AFS, OR, and the support activities at Kingsley

Field, Klamath Falls, OR, are affected by this program. The Air Force intends to

inactivate the radar squadron at Keno AFS. The site itself would be retained for

future use by the Federal government as a part of the JSS. The Air Force, there-

fore, proposes to withdraw active units from Kingsley Field.
Air Force activities at Kingsley Field support Keno AFS and a day-to-day air

defense alert commitment. Aircraft provided by the F-106 Fighter Interceptor
Squadron at McChord AFB, Washington, rotate to Kingsley Field on a regular
basis to provide air defense alert. With the inactivation of the radar squadron
at Keno AFS, there would be no longer be a requirement for the support functions
performed at Kingsley Field.
The requirement for peacetime air defense alert at Kingsley appears limited.

The detachment responded on only two occasions during 1976-1977 to intercept
and identify aircraft which had come under air defense surveillance. It does not
appear, therefore, a mission essential that we provide an alert capability from
Kingsley Field. Air defense fighter interceptor coverage for the area could be
provided by the existing Air National Guard alert force at Portland IAP, OR.

Preliminary studies conducted to date indicate the elimination of Air Force
activities at Kingsley could generate cost avoidance estimated at almost $10
million annually and reduce the requirement for 475 military and civilian per-
sonnel.
The Air Force may retain some real property interests at Kingsley Field to

provide a dispersal base for fighter interceptor aircraft if necessary during periods
of heightened defense conditious. The remainder of the Air Force real property,
however, could be excessed and disposed of through normal GSA procedures after
inactivation of Air Force activities. The Air National Guard activity at Kingsley,
a tactical air control flight, will remain.
The Air Force will be conducting evaluations of the operational, resource,

environmental and socioeconomic impacts of this proposal. The Air Force expects
to begin these evaluations immediately and should complete the preliminary
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assessments by the summer of 1978. Upon completion of the environmental
assessment a determination will be made and announced as to the requirement for
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

If an EIS is not required, a decision will be made and announced based on the
evaluations and assessments. Should an EIS be required, it will be prepared and
processed in accordance with established procedures. The final EIS will then be
used in the decision process.

Information sheet
The Department of the Air Force perceives a requirement to improve the man-

agement of the cryptologic training program, reduce overhead and support activ-
ities and reduce costs associated with the training base structure. Preliminary
evaluations indicate that Goodfellow AFB, Texas, should be reviewed as a candi-
date for possible closure, with missions relocated to other installations.
The primary mission of Goodfellow is technical and operational training for

applied cryptologic sciences for the Air Force, Army, Navy, and Marine Corps
in certain common skills. The current authorized permaant party strength is
approximately 1,000 military and 325 civilian positions. The normal student load
is about 700.
This installation has been selected for study because it is a small single-mission

base with a relatively high per capita operating cost; therefore, it appears that
considerable annual cost reductions could be realized if this action were to be
implemented.
The Air Force will evaluate the operational impact of the proposed action, the

costs that could be incurred and avoided and the potential socioeconomic and
biophysical environmental impacts. Preliminary reviews indicate approximately
375 military and 225 civilian personnel positions and $14 million annually could
be avoided by the closure of Goodfellow AFB.
The required evaluations will begin immediately and will identify potential

sites for the relocated training activities. Under the provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and its implementing guidelines, an Environ-
mental Impact Assessment (EIA) will be prepared to evaluate the biophysical
environmental impact of the closure of Goodfellow AFB. This assessment and
the other evaluations are expected to take from one to three months to complete.
Upon completion, a determination will be made and announced as to whether or
not an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required.

If an EIS is not required, a decision on the proposal will be made and announced
based on the evaluations and assessments. Should an EIS be required, it will be
prepared and processed in accordance with established procedures. The final EIS
will then be used in the decision process.
The Air Force is sensitive to the uncertainty that this proposed closure could

generate within the military and civilian communities. Therefore, we will proceed
as rapidly as possible with our studies and we will make every effort to reach an
early decision.

GOODFELLOW AFB, SAN ANGELO, TEX.

Question. Why was your notice not submitted until much later than your public
announcement?

Answer. The Air Force position is that the notice was submitted prior to the
public announcement, not later. The Navy position is that the long time period
between public announcement and availability of the studies themselves did not
necessitate earlier submittal.

Question. In the military construction authorization bill for FY-79, there was
an amendment to 10 USC 2687 to reduce the threshold of applicability from 500
civilians to 300 civilians. You did not oppose that amendment in your conference
reclama letter. Why?

Answer. We determined that the impact of the amendment would be a minimal
increase in reporting requirements. Of the 374 installations contained in the
Domestic Base Factors Report, 247 have an authorized personnel level of 500
or more. Reducing the level to 300, adds only 44 more installations.

Question. There is also a training base realignment provision in the FY-79 De-
fense Procurement Authorization Bill which went unopposed by the Defense
Department. What will be the impact of this provision and why did you not oppose
it?

Answer. A. Our original viewpoint on the impact of the provision, strictly from
an installation management viewpoint, was that it would have a minimal overall

33-208-78----9
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effect since section 602, H.R. 10929 and Report No. 95-1118 placed no new restric-
tions on DoD in addition to those imposed by 10 USC 2687. Further, while it
would require duplicative reporting, this would place an additional administrative
workload on DoD and would be somewhat objectionable. It would not place an
intolerable burden on DoD.
B. Through an administrative oversight DoD opposition to section 602, H.R.

10929, from a training management viewpoint, was not provided to the Congress.
However, we have reevaluated section 602, in light of currently available infor-
mation and now strongly oppose it for the following reasons:
"It involves the Congress, whether intended or not, into the micromanagement

of the training base and, therefore, infringes on the prerogatives of the Executive
Branch.
"It does require .an increase in administrative requirements that are dupli-

cative of reports already made available to the Congress under the provisions of
10 USC 2687 and, therefore, places an additional strain on limited DoD resources."
We made our thoughts on section 602 known to various staff members of both

the House and Senate but unfortunately, official action was too late. We regret
this oversight and intend to oppose this section strongly at the next opportunity.

MOBILIZATION REQUIREMENTS

Question. Do you have plans for mobilization that include the necessary bases?
Perhaps Secretary Gibbs you might discuss, for instance, Army training bases—
which you are studying cutting back—do we have enough bases to do mobilization
training?

Respondent. Current Army plans consider all bases that will be required. With
regard to training installations, the Army projects that there will be sufficient
bases available if mobilization becomes necessary.

ALTERNATIVES

Hon. HAROLD BROWN,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I'm deeply disturbed to learn that the Air Force has

decided to defer the construction of the avionics training facility authorized for
Lowry Air Force Base in the Fiscal Year 1978 Military Construction Act at a
cost of $3,380,000. I'm disturbed at learning of this deferral from the press rather
than from Defense Department or Air Force officials. However, I'm much more
disturbed that this action appears to be a political accommodation to the Illinois
Congressional delegation which has been understandably vocal in their concern
over the publicly announced study of the closure of Chanute Air Force Base.
As Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee on Military Con-

struction, having to deal with base realignment legislation and policy, I've
emphasized in hearings and in private meetings with Defense officials that I
support efforts by the Defense Department to achieve management efficiencies
and economies through base realignments, consolidations and closures—if they
can be justified—however, these actions are painful and efforts to mitigate
adverse impacts are a must. I've also emphasized that realignment studies should
be as objective and as factual as possible—without regard to politics.

Apparently politics dictated the recent Air Force decision to defer the Lowry
project. Lowry Air Force Base has never been identified as a "candidate" or even
an "alternative" for realignment by the Air Force. No mention was made in the
April 26, 1978, Air Force announcement that construction activities would be
curtailed or suspended at Lowry. It is my understanding that this decision was
made only last week as a result of Congressional intervention.
As a Senator from Colorado, I must, of course, be concerned that Lowry Air

Force Base does not become a political pawn. As Chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Subcommittee that has jurisdiction over these matters, this action
evokes broader concerns with Defense Department base realignment policy
and procedures. I have appended a list of questions on this subject which I would
appreciate have your office address expeditiously.

(Exchange of correspondence with Senator Hart attached.)

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, D.C., June 28, 1978.



123

Since serious policy issues are raised by this development, it may be necessary
to defer Senate Floor action on the Fiscal Year 1979 Military Construction Act
until these questions are clarified or until subcommittee hearings are conducted
to determine whether amendments to base realignment law (10 U.S.C. 2687) are
warranted.

Sincerely,

Attachment.

G .kRY HART,
Chairman, Subcommittee on

Military Construction and Stockpiles.

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT POLICY ON BASE REALINEMENTS

1. When and why was the decision made to defer the construction of the
avionics training facility at Lowry Air Force Base?

2. Was the Defense Department consulted on this decision?
3. Is this decision part of a Defense Department policy to defer construction

at all bases that are either "candidates" for realignment or have missions similar
to "candidate" bases?

a. If no, why not?
b. If yes

' 
provide a list of all other bases affected by this policy and indicate

the specific deferrals that may be affected at such bases.
4. If it is not Defense Department policy to defer construction at "candidate"

bases and bases with similar missions, perhaps it should be. Provide a list of all
bases that are currently "candidates" for realignment and all bases that have
similar missions (e.g., Chanute, Lowry, Keesler, Sheppard, and Lackland; San
Diego, Great Lakes, and Orlando, etc.). For each base indicate construction
projects that are pending (authorized but not completed, include those only
partially completed) indicating the status of each project.

5. Despite assurances from Defense officials during hearings that the Fiscal
Year 1979 Military Construction Authorization request contained no construction
projects at bases that were identified as "candidates" for realignment in the recent
announcements, the Senate Armed Services Committee identified and "condi-
tionally authorized" over $40 million for such projects. What is Defense Depart-
ment policy with respect to requesting authorization for construction projects
at "candidate" bases?

6. The action at Lowry suggests that the Committee should perhaps examine
projects at bases whose missions are similar to "candidate" bases with a view
toward either eliminating projects contingent on final realignment decisions and
revalidation of project requirements. Provide a list of such bases showing projects
authorized for each of these bases as included in the FY-79 Military Construction
Authorization Bill reported by the Senate Armed Services Committee.

ASSISTANT SECETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1978.

Hon. GARY HART,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Military Construction and Stockpiles, Committee on

Armed Services, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter to Secretary Brown regard-

ing the Air Force decision to defer construction of an avionics training facility at
Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado.
We regret that your first notice of the action to defer construction of the Lowry

project was from the press. As you may know, we have a long-standing procedure
that the Military Services assure that Congressional delegations are informed
of any action substantially affecting their states or districts. In this instance,
failure to provide prior notification of the deferral was an oversight. We sincerely
regret any embarrassment which may have resulted.
I assure you that political pressure or consideration was not in any way a

factor in the determination to defer construction of the avionics training facility
at Lowry. Rather, that decision reflects a long-standing procedure within the
Department of Defense to closely review and monitor military construction at
bases (1) either planned or currently under review for possible realignment of
missions or closure, or (2) which could reasonably be considered as alternatives
to the prime base candidate. These management procedures are designed to
insure that construction funds are not needlessly expended.
Each project is reviewed on a case-by-case basis and in many instances such

reviews do not result in deferral or cancellation of planned construction. Fre-
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quently, it can be determined that the need for the proposed work is not affected
by a planned or on-going study and thus is required regardless of the outcome.
However, in the case of the Lowry training facility, the Air Force has not com-
pleted the detailed analysis of its technical training centers and, therefore, could
not clearly make such a determination. Accordingly, the Air Force took the only
prudent management decision practicable under the circumstances and withheld'
execution of the project pending conclusion of the study which should be forth—
coming shortly.
With respect to the list of detailed questions which was appended to your letter,

we have prepared replies and they are enclosed herewith. If you have any ques-
tions, please let us know. We would be pleased to meet with you or your staff
on this matter if you desire.

Sincerely,

Enclosures.

JOHN P. WHITE,
Assistant Secretary of Defense.

1. Question. When and why was the decision made to defer the construction of.
the avionics training facility at Lowry Air Force Base?

Answer. The decision within the Headquarters, United States Air Force, to
defer the construction of the avionics training facility at Lowry Air Force Base
was made in early June. Within the Department of Defense, it is a long-standing
management practice to closely monitor the military construction program toinsure that no construction funds are needlessly expended at bases (1) undergoingreview for possible closure or major realignment, or (2) those which could bereasonably considered as alternatives to the prime base candidate.
2. Question. Was the Defense Department consulted on this decision?
Answer. The Office of the Secretary of Defense was not consulted specifically

on the decision to defer the avionics training facility. However, it was clearlyunderstood that the Air Force would exercise the long-standing DoD managementpractice with respect to additional capital investments on a base under study for -closure, as outlined above.
3. Question. Is this decision part of a Defense Department policy to defer con--struction at all bases that are either "candidates" for realignment or have missionssimilar to "candidate" bases?
(a) If no, why not?
(b) If yes, provide a list of all other bases affected by this policy and indicatethe specific deferrals that may be affected at such bases.
Answer. It is not Department of Defense policy to unequivocally defer all con-struction at bases that are either candidates for realignment or have missions simi-lar to candidate bases. The proposed project must be screened with respect to the -final configuration or mission of the realigned installation. Projects that are notcompatible with possible final realignment action are held in abeyance. Projectsthat cannot conceivably be affected by the realignment action (to include Health/Safety projects) are allowed to continue though they receive close scrutiny. Con-struction at similar locations is not deferred unless there is a direct relationshipbetween the proposed realignment and the similar installation. Any adjustmentsare made in accordance with established procedures.4. Question. If it is not Defense Department policy to defer construction at"candidate" bases and bases with similar missions, perhaps it should be. Provide alist of all bases that are currently "candidates" for realignment and all bases thathave similar missions (e.g., Chanute, Lowry, Keesler, Sheppard, and Lackland; .San Diego, Great Lakes, and Orlando, etc.). For each base indicate constructionprojects that are pending (authorized but not completed, include those onlypartially completed) indicating the status of each project.
Answer. Tab A, Army; tab B, Navy; and tab C, Air Force.

TAB A—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
1. The following locations are presently being considered by the Department of:the Army for possible realignment action.
(a) Training base realignment considerations:

(1) Ft. Benning, Ga.
(2) Ft. Bliss, Tex.
(3) Ft. Dix N.J.
(4) Ft. Gordon, Ga.
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0) Ft. Jackson, S.C.
(6) Ft. Knox, Ky.
(7) Ft. McClellan, Ala.
(8) Ft. Sill, Okla.
(9) Ft. Leonard Wood, Mo.

(b) Medical center realinement considerations:
(1) Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (AMC), Colo.
(2) Brooke AMC, Tex.
(3) Dwight David Eisenhower AMC, Ga.
(4) Walter Reed AMC, D.C.
(5) Tripler AMC, Hawaii.
(6) Madigan AMC, Wash.
(7) William Beaumont AMC, Tex.
(8) Letterman AMC, Calif.

,(c) Other realinement considerations:
(1) Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.
(2) Arlington Hall Station, Va.
(3) Ft. Eustis, Va.
(4) Ft. Douglas, Utah.
,(5) Dugway Proving Ground, Utah.
,(6) Ft. Hamilton, N.Y.
,(7) Ft. Indiantown Gap, Pa.
(8) Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa.
,(9) Ft. MacArthur, Calif.
,(10) Ft. Monroe, Va.
-(11) Corpus Christi Army Depot, Tex.
-(12) New Cumberland Army Depot, Pa.
,(13) Presidio of San Francisco, Calif.
'(14) Rock Island Arsenal, Ill,
(15) Ft. Sheridan, Ill.
(16) Ft. Wadsworth, N.Y.
.(17) Vint Hill Farms Station, Va.
k(18) Ft. Totten, N.Y.
(19) Redstone Arsenal, Ala.

2. The projects which are pending at the proposed realignment locations are•as follows:
(A) TRAINING BASE REALINEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Fiscal
year Project

CWE
(thousands) Date

(1) Ft. Denning, Ga.
Design (award):

1977 Building improvements $969 July 1978.1977 Energy conservation system 1,628 September 1978.1977 Upgrade domestic waste treatment 4, 030 Do.1978 EM barracks complex 13, 934 September 1978 (holding).1978 Dental clinic 3, 279 September 1978.Construction (completion):
1975 Upgrade hospital 5,214 December 1979.1976 EM barracks complex 18,342 August 1978.1976 Building improvements—Energy 483 July 1978.1977 Lindsay Creek Parkway 3,689 May 1979.1973 BCT training facility 3,264 December 1978.(2) Ft. Bliss, Tex.
1978 Design (award): Insulate buildings 557 September 1978.Construction (completion):
1978 Water storage tanks 262 October 1978.1978 Hot water heaters 79 February 1979.(3) Ft. Dix, N.J.

Design (award):
1973 Cold storage warehouse 1, 215 On DA hold.1973 Barracks modernization 5, 670 Design completed.1971 Construction (completion): Improve sewage facility 3, 005 August 1978.(4) Ft. Gordon, Ga.
1977 Construction (completion): Regional dental activity 1, 583 March 1979.(5) Ft. Jackson, S.C.

Design (award):
1976 Building weatherproofing 357 September 1978.1978 Water pollution control 

Construction (completion):
366 July 1978,

1976 EM barracks complex 10, 003 December 1973.1976 Storm drainage 254 September 1978.
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(A) TRAINING BASE REALINEMENT CONSIDERATIONS—Continued

Fiscal CWE

year Project (thousands) Date

(6) Ft. Knox, Ky.
Design (award):

1977 Insulate/improve heating/cooling, phase II  1,666 August 1973.

1977 Modify heating plant, phase II  1,747 December 1978.

1976 Upgrade sewage system, phase II  4,316 December 1979.

Construction (completion):
1976 Add/alter Ireland Army Hospital  34, 820 August 1980.

1977 Upgrade sewage system  2, 938 December 1978.

1976 Sanitary sewer cleaning, phase II  186 July 1978.

1977 Industrial waste treatment  1, 960 November 1979.

1977 Improve heating/cooling phase I  1,068 August 1978.

1977 Modify heating plants, phase I  893 December 1978.

1977 Dining facility modernization  2, 047 February 1979.

(7) Ft. McClellan, Ala.
1974 Design (award): Boiler expansion, phase IV  1,300 August 1978.

Construction (completion):
1976 Addition to Noble Army Hospital  9,608 September 1979.

1976 Boiler plant modernization  708 November 1973

1976 EM barracks complex  14, 443 Do.

1976 Heating controls/insulation  397 Do.

1977 Heating control system (ECIP)  1, 880 January 1980.
(8) Ft. Sill, Okla.

1977 Design (award): Industrial waste treatment  782 September 1978.

Construction (completion):
1976 Barracks complex trainee   12, 570 March 1979.

1976 Building heating system  1, 649 January 1979.
(9) Ft. Leonard Wood, Mo.
Design (award):

1977 Heating plant improvement  2,800 November 1978.

1977 Insulation/storm windows  645 July 1978.
Construction (completion):

1974 EM barracks complex  44, 840 October 1978.
1975 Electrical/mechanical upgrade hospital  4, 142 August 1978.
1975 EW barracks  1, 599 October 1973.
1975 Sewage treatment plant  2, 001 July 1979.
1975 Water pollution control  146 Do.
1976 Range improvements  526 December 1978.
1976 Range parking area  158 Do.
1976 Sewage treatment improvment  9, 144 July 1978.
1977 Fuel conversion  1, 371 October 1978.

1977 Heating system automation/surveillance controls  4, 236 February 1979.

(B) MEDICAL CENTER REALINEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

(1) Fitzsimons AMC, Colo.
1977 Construction (completion): Upgrade sewage plant  $516 August 1978.

(2) Brooke AMC, Tex.
1978 Design (award): Alter Brooke AMC  9,000 Design held.

(3) Dwight David Eisenhower AMC, Ga.—None.
(4) Walter Reed AMC, D.C.

1978 Design (award): Fuel oil storage/emergency generator_   2,089 September 1978.
Construction (completion):

1972 Hospital  140, 000 June 1978.
1977 Research support facility  660 August 1978.

(5) Tripler AMC, Hawaii. —None.
(6) Madigan AMC, Wash.—None.
(7) William Beaumont AMC, Tex.

1977 Design (award): Hospital electrical/mechanical upgrade_ 3, 856 August 1978.
(8) Letterman AMC, Calif.—None.

(C) OTHER REALINEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

(1) Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.
Design (award):

1974 EM barracks $4, 652 February 1979.1

1974 EM barracks, phase II  6,329 March 1979.1
1978 Chemical storage security  6, 738 September 1978.
1978 Energy control system, phase II  800 Do.

Construction (completion):
1974 Relocation of electrical lines for EM barracks  18 July 1978.
1976 Research facility  6, 500 August 1978.
1977 Install storm sashes  692 July 1978.
1978 Energy control system, Phase I  800 October 1979.

(2) Arlington Hall Station, Va.—None.
(3) Ft. Eustis, Va.
Construction (completion):

1976 Dining facility modernization  930 October 1978.
1977 Energy control system  1, 517 February 1979.

See footnotes at end of table.
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(C) OTHER REALINEMENT CONSIDERATIONS—Continued

Fiscal
year Project

CWE
(thousands) Date

1977 Insulation and storm windows 
(4) Ft. Douglas, Utah—None.
(5) Dugway Proving Ground, Utah—None.
(6) Ft. Hamilton, N.Y.—None.
(7) Ft. Indiantown Gap, Pa.—None.
(8) Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa.
Construction (completion):

783 October 1978.

1977 Vehicle rebuild facility 3,226 November 1979.1977 Insulate permanent buildings, phase I 1,062 February 1979.1977 Insulate permanent buildings, phase Ila 952 August 1978.1977 Insulate permanent buildings, phase Ilb 
(9) Ft. MacArthur, Calif.—None.
(10) Ft. Monroe, Va.

923 Do.

1976 Design (award): Water pollution control, phase II 
(11) Corpus Christi Army Depot, Tex.
Design (award):

649 September 1978.

1978 Heat treatment 2, 693 July 1978.1978 Industrial waste, phase II 
Construction (completion):

836 Do.
1978 Jet fuel test facility 927 December 1978.1978 Flammable storage and POL 328 August 1978.1978 Industrial waste, phase I 651 November 1978.1976 Supply operations and storage building, phase II 

(12) New Cumberland Army Depot, Pa.—None.
(13) Presidio of San Francisco, Calif.

988 January 1979.

1978 Design (award): Heat recovery 
(14) Rock Island Arsenal, Ill.

132 On hold. Not schedu!ed.
1978 Design (award): Replace Moline bridge 

(15) Ft. Sheridan, Ill.—None.
(16) Ft. Wadsworth, N.Y.—None.
(17) Vint Hill Farm Station, Va.

9, 100 August 1978.

1977 Design (award): Sewage treatment plant 
(18) Ft. Totten, N.Y.—None.
(19) Redstone Arsenal, Ala.

960 September 1978.2

1977 Construction (completion): Sediment and disposal facility 1, 368 April 1979.

These were. DA hold until Fall of 1977—barracks modernization will be awarded subject to availability of funds afteraward of EM barracks.
2 on DA hold until June 1978, when it was released for award.

[Cost in thousands of dollars,

Installation and project Status
Cost (percent)

NAVY
Current candidates for realinement:

RTC San Diego, Calif. (none) 
RTC Great Lakes, III. (none) 

Bases with similar missions: RTC Orlando, Fla. (none) 

MARINE CORPS
Current candidates for realinement:

MCRD Parris Island, S.C.:

(')
(r)
(I)

Modern family housing 2, 418 10Boiler plant modernization 80 15Sanitation sewer collection system 570 2Dining facility alteration 500 0Recruit barracks 2, 300 0Applied instruction building 700 0MCRD San Diego, Calif.: Steam and conduction system 1, 200 0Bases with similar missions: (none).
Current candidates for realinement: Headquarters Military Sealift Command, Washing-ton, D.C. (none).
Bases with similar missions: (none).
Current candidates for realinement: Navy Recruit Command, Washington, D.C. (none).Bases with similar missions: (none).
Current candidates for realinement: Navy Exhibit Center, Washington, D.C. (none).Bases with similar missions: (none).
Current candidates for realinement: Headquarters Navy Audit Service, Washington, D.C.(none).
Bases with similar missions: (none).
Current candidates for realinement: NSA Long Beach, Calif. (none) (2)Bases with similar missions: NS San Diego, Calif.:

P-087 berthing improvement 400 4P-112 pier utilities 8, 106 4Current candidates for realinement: NAS (NARF) Alameda, Calif.: 3 P-745 energymonitor and control system. 1, 191 0
Bases with similar missions: NSC Oakland, Calif.3 (none).

See footnotes at end of table.
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Installation and project
Cost

Status
(percent)

MARINE CORPS—Continued
Current candidates for realinement:

NARF Norfolk, Va.:5 P-292 insulation and storm windows 
390 0

NAS Norfolk, Va.:
P-089 insulation and storm windows 

100 25

P-158 heating, ventilation and air-conditioning 
700 5

P-269 AUW shops and weapons storage magazine_  
950 10

P-363 runway extension 10, 300 2

P-442 air freight terminal 
Bases with similar missions: NSC Norfolk, Va.:3

2,950 0

P-867 POL pipeline 
4,990 25

P-163 lighting system 
1, 200 0

Current candidates for realinement:
NARF North Island, Calif.3(none).
NAS North Island, Calif.:

P-366 oily waste collection and reclamation 3, 600 56

P-373 industrial waste collection 2, 171 80

P-379 steam and condensate system 5, 949 13

P-388 oil spill prevention 1, 500 0

P-391 steam and condensate system 
4, 500 0

P-446 classified item 7, 251 0

P-996 smoke abatement—Crash fire 
Bases with similar missions: NSC San Diego, Calif.° (None).

250 0

Current candidates for realinement: Naval Regional Medical Center, Philadelphia, Pa.4
(none).

Bases with similar missions: National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md.:, P-052

National Naval Medical Center modernization 100, 000 54

Current candidates for realinement: Naval hospital, Quantico, Va.5 (none).
Bases with similar missions: National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md.; 5 P-052

National Naval Medical Center modernization 100, 000 54

Current candidates for realinement: Naval hospital, Whidbey Island, Wash.° (none).

Bases with similar missions: Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Wash.: 6
P-033 hospital complex 

29,959 73

P-004 BEQ 1, 450 0

Current candidates for realinement: Naval hospital, Port Hueneme, Calif? (none).

Bases with similar missions: Navel hospital, Long Beach, Calif? (none).
Current candidates for realinement: Naval hospital, Key West, Fla.5 (none).
Bases with similar missions:

Naval Regional Medical Center, Jacksonville, Fla. (none).
Naval Aerospace Regional Medical Center, Pensacola, Fla. (none).

Current candidates for realinement: Naval hospital. Annapolis, Md.9 (none).
Bases with similar missions: National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Md. 9 (none).
Current candidate for realinement: Naval Regional Medical Center, New Orleans, La.lo

(none).
Bases with similar missions: (none).
Current candidates for realinement: NAS Keywest, Fla.: 15

Dispensary/dental clinic 975 97

Incinerator 
Bases with similar missions: (none).

1, 648 0

Current candidates for realinement: Support and Development Office, (CASDO), Ports-

mouth, N.H.12 (none).
Bases with similar missions: Central Naval Ordnance Management Information Systems

Office (CENO), Indian Head, Md.12(none).
Current candidates for realinement:

NAS Whiting Field, Flu.: Is
P-174 training facility 500 10

P-154 outlying fields including land acquisition 1,400 38

EM dining facility 1,208 0

NAS Corpus Christi, Tex.:13 P-231 boiler replacement 
Bases with similar missions: (none).

5, 430 1 5

NAVAL RESERVE

Current candidates for realinement:
Naval Air Facility (NAF) Detroit, Mich.:

P-031 aircraft maintenance hangar 4, 356 20

P-032 intermediate maintenance facility 2, 136 20

Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), Lakehurst, N.J. (none).
Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), Miami, Fla. (none).
Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), Denver, Colo. (none).
Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), Olathe, Kans. (none).
Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), New York, N.Y. (none).
Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), Niagara Falls, N.Y. (none).
Nava Air Reserve Detachment (NARDET), Seattle, Wash. (none).

Activities with Similar Missions

(a) To NAF Detroit, Mich.:
Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas, Tex.:

P-245 intermediate maintenance facility 2,693 45

P-265 F-4 trainer facility 1,740 14 100

P-246 aircraft maintenance hangar alterations 1,278 14 100

P-263 building modernization 

See footnotes at end of table.

116 14 100
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Installation and project Cost
Status

(percent)

Naval Air Station (NAS), New Orleans, La.:
P-290 aircraft rinse facility 210 100
P-249 warehouse mez 134 85
P-261 oil spill prevention facility  403 80
P-258 aircraft maintenance hangar alterations 1, 684 45
P-196 refueling vehicle maintenance facility 197 1495

Naval Air Station (NAS), Willow Grove, Pa.:
P-130 avionics engine shop 1, 670 45
P-076 aircraft parking apron 1,754 30
P-151 supply building 428 25
P-119 aircraft noise suppressor 282 14 100
P-131 aircraft maintenance hangar alterations 996 14 45

Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview, Ill.:
P-982 aircraft control tower 1, 585 32
P-298 building modernization 224 5
P-078 P-3 DI FAR trainer 70 14 100
P-966 oil water separator 79 1995

P-989 secure steam nonheat season 297 1445

Naval Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth, Mass.:
P-035 bachelor enlisted quarters 1, 194 5
P-103 aircraft approach lighting  285 14 45
P-126 intermediate maintenance facility 2,712 14 40
P-131 aviation training building alterations 520 1430

Naval Air Station (NAS), Atlanta, Ga.:
P-288 load shedding cycling equipment 78 50-
P-281 fuel vapor emission control 262 25
P-284 ordnance complex 244 2
P-291 ground support equipment shop expenditures 143 19 100

P-289 building modernization 115 14 30
Naval Air Facility (NAF), Washington, D.C.: 16

P-001 aircraft power check pad/with sound suppressor 147 14 100

Bases with Similar Missions

(b) To NARDET Lakehurst, N.J. (Flying NARDET status):
Naval Air Detachment (NARDET), Miramar, Calif.: P-149 administrative training

building 1,783 25
Naval Air Detachment(NARDET), Moffett Field, Calif.: P-128 training building addition. 510 (16)

Naval Air Detachment(NARDET), Patuxent River, Md. (none).
(c) To other (nonflying) NARDETS:

Naval Air Detachment (NARD ET), Columbus, Ohio (none).
Naval Air Detachment(NARDET), Twin Cities, Minn. (none).
Naval Air Detachment, Albuquerque, N. Mex. (none).
Naval Air Detachment(NARDET), Lemoore, Calif.(none).

I There is collocated with each of the recruit training centers a service school's command which is not the subject for
realignment actions. There are projects included in the fiscal year 1979 Milcon program for the service school's command,
Orlando.
2 The proposed action would reopen NSA Long Beach as an active homeport for surface ships. The action is intended to

relieve port conjestion at NS San Diego and avoid costly future pier construction at this location. The action will not affect
projects for NS San Diego requested in the fiscal year 1979 Milcon program.
3 There are 5 naval supply centers (NSC) and 6 naval air rework facilities (NARF) within the continental United States.

The situation wherein a NSC and a NARF are in sufficiently close proximity for consolidation of common supply functions
exists at only 3 locations which are all addressed in the Apr. 26, 1978 realignment action.

If disestablishment of NRMC Philadelphia occurs, active duty military inpatient care would be provided at NNMC
Bethesda. Emergency care would be provided at the nearest hospital. Other beneficiaries would be referred to Veterans'
Administration facilities or Champus.

Should NH Quantico be discontinued, active duty military inpatient care would be provided principally at NNMC
Bethesda with some at Fort Belvoir Army Hospital. Emergency care would be provided at the nearest hospital. Other
beneficiaries would receive inpatient care at NNMC Bethesda, Fort Belvoir AH or be referred to Champus.
6 If disestablishment of NH Whidbey occurs, active duty military inpatient care would be provided at NRMC Bremerton.

Other beneficiaries would be referred to Champus or Madigan Army Hospital. Emergency care would be provided at the
nearest hospital.

7 If disestablishment of NH Port Hueneme occurs, active duty military inpatient care would be provided at NH Long
Beach or possibly Veterans' Administration facilities. Emergency care would be provided at the nearest hospital. Other
beneficiaries would be sent to either NH Long Beach, Veterans' Administration facilities or referred to Champus.

If disestablishment of NH Key West occurs, active duty military inpatient care would be provided primarily at NRMC
Jacksonville with some provided at NARMC Pensacola. Emergency care would be provided at the nearest hopsital. Other
beneficiaries would be returned to Champus.

If disestablishment of NH Annapolis occurs, active duty military inpatient care would be provided at NN MC Bethesda.
Emergency care would be provided at the nearest hospital. Other beneficiaries would be sent to NN MC Bethesda or referred
to Champus.

in If disestablishment of NRMC New Orleans occurs active duty military inpatient care would be provided at Public
Health Service facilities. Emergency care would be provided at the nearest civilian hospital. Other beneficiaries would be
referred to Public Health Service facilities (primarily) and Champus.

11 Mission under review at HAS Keywest is support of A-5 reconnaissance aircraft. All Navy A-5 aircraft have hereto-
fore been based at Keywest. The A-5 mission is the primary role of this base, other Navy operations here being in support
of the A-S's. Upon phase out of all A-S's from Navy inventory, to occur by fiscal year 1980, plan is to assist reconnaissance
mission to F-14 aircraft to be based at NAS Oceana on HAS Miramar.

12 These activities are tenant commands with computer related primary functions. CASCO is located at the Portsmouth
NSY, N.H. and CENO at NOS Indian Head, Md. Because of their size, functional nature and tenant status these commands
have only minimal Milcon requirements.

13 Although there are many more NAS's throughout the Navy, NAS Whiting Field and HAS Corpus Christi are the only
2 involved in basic propeller flight training.

14 Design.
11 In transition to becoming a Naval Reserve activity.
In Design complete,
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TAB C.—DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Installation and project
Cost

(thousands) Status

Air Force current candidates for realinement:
Chanute AFB, III.:

Composite airmen dorm (75 MCP) 
Air pollution abatement (78 MCP) 
Sewage treatment/disposal (78 MCP) 
Construct commissary (NAF) 

Los Angeles AFS, Calif.: None.
Kingsley Field, Oreg.: Add to and alter runway special lighting 
Goodfellow AFB, Tex.: Dispensary/dental clinic (75 MCP)  
Rickenbacker AFB, Ohio:

Sewage treatment/disposal facility (77 MCP) 
Sewage regional connect (79 MCP) 

_Air Force bases with similar missions:
Chanute AFB, Ill.: Each Air Force technical training center is somewhat

different and supports different missions. However, the Air Force bases
supporting technical training in addition to Chanute are:

Keesler AFB, Miss.:
Composite medical facility (76 MCP) 
Energy conservation (77 MCP) 
Control tower (78 MCP) 
Repair facility housing (75 MCP) 
Improve/repair family housing (77 MCP) 

Lackland AFB, Tex.:
Add/alter composite medical facility (76 MCP) 
Energy conservation (76 MCP) 
Dental clinic (78 MCP) 
Improve/repair wherry housing (76 MCP)  

Lowry AFB, Colo.:
Composite airmen dormitory (72 MCI') 
Avionics training facility (78 MCP) 
Energy monitor/control (78 MCP) 

Sheppard AFB, Tex.: Cold storage facility (78 MCP) 
Goodfellow AFB, Tex.: No other Air Force base has a cryptologic training

mission.
Rickenbacker AFB, Ohio: No other Strategic Air Command installation
supports the combination of an Active Force squadron of KC-135's and
such a significant number (4 squadrons) of Reserve Forces units.

Los Angeles AFS, Calif.: No other Air Force Systems Command installation
supports a similar space development and acquisition mission.

Kingsley Field, Oreg.: No other Aerospace Defense Command base supports
a similar air defense mission.

4, 590

$6,267
626

7,400
2,500

99-percent complete.
Design complete.

Do.
Do.

115 Do.
99-percent complete.

503 Design complete.
946 40-percent design.

43, 140 59-percent complete.
1, 350 37-percent complete.
642 Design complete.

2, 886 99-percent complete.
2, 378 42-percent complete.

97, 550 26-percent complete.
1, 466 83-percent complete.
4, 700 Design complete.
3, 197 94-percent complete.

4, 779 99-percent complete.
3, 380 Design complete.
1, 808 95-percent complete.
980 Awarded April 1978.

5. Question. Despite assurances from Defense officials during hearings that the
Fiscal Year 1979 Military Construction Authorization request contained no con-

- struction projects at bases that were identified as "candidates" for realignment
in the recent announcements, the Senate Armed Serviges Committee identified.
and "conditionally authorized" over $40 million for such projects. What is De-
fense Department policy with respect to requesting authorization for construction
projects at "candidate" bases?

Answer. Basically, it is Department of Defense policy to maintain to the maxi-
mum extent, a very conservative approach when requesting authorization for
projects at bases which are either candidates for realignment or alternatives to
these candidates. In most instances, as noted in the response to Question 1, re-
quests would not be made for construction authorization at installations under
consideration for realignment, reduction or closure. However, there are excep-
tional circumstances involving compliance with on-going national programs such
as energy conservation or pollution abatement which justify continuation of cer-
tain related projects at candidate bases regardless of the outcome of realignment
studies. Such cases, some of which were included in the Fiscal Year 1979 Military
Construction Program, receive very thorough examination before being placed
under contract.
6. Question. The action at Lowry suggests that the Committee should perhaps

-examine projects at bases whose missions are similar to "candidate" bases with
a view toward either eliminating projects contingent on final realignment de-
cisions and revalidation of project requirements. Provide a list of such bases

• showing projects authorized for each of these bases as included in the FY 1979
Military Construction Authorization Bill reported by the Senate Armed Services
-Committee.

Answer. tab A, Army; tab B, Navy; and tab C, Air Force.

TAB A—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

A. Training base locations ($000).
(1) Ft. Benning, Ga.
(a) Energy Control System—$1,528.
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(b) Small Arms Maintenance Facility—$3,645.
(2) Ft. Bliss, Tex.
(a) Patriot Training Facility Alterations—$1,644.
(b) Dental Clinic—$1,905.
(c) Regional Sewage Treatment Plant—$1,209.
(3) Ft. Dix, N.J.—None.
(4) Ft. Gordon, Ga.
(a) Energy Control System—$2,201.
,(b) Heat Recovery System—$1,906.
(5) Ft. Jackson, S.C.
(a) Energy Control System—$3,300.
(b) High Pressure Sodium Lights—$234.
'(6) Ft. Knox, Ky.
(a) Armor Crew Interaction Simulator—$924.
(b) Tank Training Facility—$3,474.
(c) Cold Storage Plant Renovation—$1,002.
.(d) Dental Clinic—$2,272.
(e) Central Vehicle Wash Facility—$4,724.
(f) Energy Control System—$2,054.
(g) Infrared Gas Spot Heaters—$401.
(h) Aircraft Control Tower—$702.
(7) Ft. McClellan, Ala.—None.
(8) Ft. Sill, Okla.
(a) Tactical Equipment Shop—$1,673.
(b) Dental Clinic—$1,970.
(c) Barracks Complex, Trainee—$17,300.
(d) Chapel—$845.
(e) Insulation/Set Back Controls—$3,109.
(9) Ft. Leonard Wood, Mo.
(a) Fuel Oil Storage—$2,437.
(b) Training Facility Improvements—$3,118.
(c) Storm Windows and Insulation—$6,124.
(d) Medical Supply Warehouse—$2,477.
B. Medical Center Locations ($000)
(1) Fitzsimmons AMC, Colo. Energy Control System—$1,436.
(2) Brooke AMC, Tex.—None.
(3) Dwight David Eisenhower AMC, Ga.—None.
(4) Walter Reed AMC, D.C. Medical Administration and Support Facility—

$3,524.
(5) Tripler AMC, Hawaii—None.
(6) Madigan AMC, Wash. Surgical and OB Ward Addition—$3,307.
(7) William Beaumont AMC, Tex.—None.
(8) Letterman AMC, Calif. Energy Control System—$368.

TAB B.—DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Current candidate for realinement Bases with similar missions Fiscal year 1979 projects

RTC San Diego, Calif.; RTC Great Lakes, Ill
Headquarters Military Sealift Command,

Washington, D.C.
Navy Recruit Command, Washington, D.0

RTC Orlando, Fla 
None 

 do 
Navy Exhibit Center, Washington, D.0 do 
Headquarters Navy Audit Service, Washing-  do 

ton, D.C.
NSA Long Beach, Calif  NS San Diego, Calif 

MCRD Parris Island, S.0  None 
MCRD San Diego, Calif do 
NAS (NARF) Alameda, Calif  NSC Oakland, Calif 

NAS (NARF) Norfolk, Va  NSC Norfolk, Va 

NAS (NARF) North Island, Calif  NSC San Diego, Calif 

NRMC Philadelphia, Pa.; NH Quantico, Va.; NNMC Bethesda, Md 
NH Annapolis, Md.

NH Whidbey Island, Wash  NRMC Bremerton, Wash
NH Port Hueneme, Calif  NH Long Beach, Calif 
NH Key West, Fla  NRMC Jacksonville, Fla___
NRMC New Orleans, La  None 
NAS Key West, Fla do 
NAS Whiting Field, Fla.; HAS Corpus Christi,  do 
Tex.

None.
Do.

Do.
Do.
Do.

P-143 pier; P-144 pier improvement; P-200
quaywall repairs.

None.
Do.

P-046 oil spill prevention; P-053 dust re-
moval; P-059 egress improvements.

P-163 lighting system; P-343 cold storage
warehouse; P-993 oil spill prevention.
P-014 general warehouse; P-029 oil spill

prevention; P-005 POL pipeline.
P-052C NNMC modernization.

None.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
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TAB C.—DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

(thousands of dollars)

Current candidate for realinement Bases with similar missions Fiscal year 1979 MCP project

Chanute AFB, III  Keesler AFB, Miss  Improve/Repairs to Family Housing, $2,744.
Lackland AFB, Tex  Bachelor enlisted quarters, $4,700.
Lowry AFB, Colo  Family housing energy conservation, $164.

ALTERNATIVES

Question. Are the other Air Force technical training bases (Sheppard, Lackland,
and Keesler) also alternatives to the Chanute action?

Answer. No. The analysis performed as a first phase of the Chanute AFB study
process identified Lowry- as an alternative and eliminated Sheppard AFB, Lack-
land AFB, and Keesler AFB from further consideration.

Question. Mr. Hidalgo, you announced the potential closure of one of the Navy's
basic training centers (either San Diego or Great Lakes). I understand that you
have 3 such basic training centers. Why wasn't the third base (Orlando, Florida)
also an "alternative" base?

Answer. The facilities at RTC Orlando are the most modern available at any
recruit training center. In light of their condition and the maximum potential for
expansion in the even of mobilization, Orlando was not considered to be a likely
alternative for closure. If the initial conditions which determined the choice of
primary and alternate candidates are not confirmed during the more extensive-
studies underway at this time, then a revision of candidates would result. Judging
these matters on a case by case basis the possibility for closure of Orlando appeared
too remote to be addressed at this time.

Question. Mr. Gibbs, let me ask you the same question. Why did you single
out Forts Jackson and Dix for study rather than in Juding all of your training
bases as "alternatives?"

Respondent. The Army decision to study the possible closure of either Fort
Dix or Fort Jackson training centers was based upon feasibility studies which
suggested that the closure of one of these two installations might be a source of
substantial savings and consolidation of an overstructared training base. Also,
these two installations were realignment candidates as they are single training
mission posts conducting initial entry training only. Detailed realignment studies
for Fort Dix and Fort Jackson are now being conducted to determine specifically
what savings would result from closure. Concurrently, the Army initiated a long
range review of the entire training base to determine the most cost effective struc-
ture for 1984 and beyond. When completed, the findings of this study may well
have an impact on Army decisions related to the Fort Dix and Fort Jackson re-
alignment studies.

ONGOING CONSTRUCTION POLICY

Question. At many of the bases that are either primary or alternative candidates,
there is ongoing construction—some under contract, some in need process of be-
ing put under contract. What is your policy regarding this construction?

Answer. At all bases that are either candidates for realignment or have missions
similar to candidate bases, proposed construction projects are screened by the
Services with respect to the final configuration or mission of the realigned installa-
tion. Projects that are not compatible with possible final realignment action are
held in abeyance. Projects that cannot conceivably be affected by the realignment
action are allowed to continue though they receive close scrutiny. Construction at
similar locations is not deferred unless there is a direct relationship between the.
proposed realignment and the similar installation. Projects already under con-
struction are reviewed to determine the economic feasibility of termination of
construction. If the review results in an affirmative determination, the project is
then screened as discussed above for proposed projects-

Question. Let me get specific again on Lowry. Your response to my letter says
that you did not decide to defer the contract on the avionics facility until June.
As I understand it, you put the contract out for bids on May 24, 1978, after the
public announcement on Chanute in April, 1978—so as late as May 24, 1978, you
apparently intended to keep Lowry open. What occurred to make you change
your mind and consider Lowry as an alternative to Chanute?
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Answer. As stated earlier, the first phase of the Chanute AFB study processwas an analysis of the Air Force technical training base structure. This analysisindicated that closure of the technical training center at Lowry should be studiedalong with the Chanute proposal.
Question. I have mentioned my concern over the possibility of programing

new construction at bases that may be closed or significantly reduced. Whatprocedures do you have to preclude programing projects at bases that may beclosed?
Answer. Basically, it is Department of Defense policy to maintain to the maxi-

mum extent, a very conservative approach when requesting authorization forprojects at bases which are either candidates for realignment or alternatives tothese candidates. In most instances, requests would not be made for constructionauthorization at installations under consideration for tjalignment, reduction or
•closure. However, there are exceptional circumstances itvolving compliance withongoing national programs such as energy conservation or pollution abatementwhich justify continuation of certain related projects at candidate bases regardlessof the outcome of realignment studies. Such cases, some of which were included
in the Fiscal Year 1979 Military Construction Program, receive very thoroughexamination before apportionment and before being placed under contract.
[Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, subject

to call of the Chair.]
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