FORT MYER, VIRGINIA
(JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP — HEADQUARTERS AND
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES; JOINT BASING)

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

Realign McChord Air Force Base (AFB), WA, by relocating the installation management functions to Fort
Lewis, WA, establishing Joint Base Lewis-McChord.

Realign Fort Dix, NJ, and Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst, NJ, by relocating the installation
management functions to McGuire AFB, NJ, establishing Joint Base McGuire-Dix- Lakehurst.

Realign Naval Air Facility Washington, MD, by relocating the installation management functions to
Andrews AFB, MD, establishing Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, MD.

Realign Bolling AFB, Washington, DC, by relocating the installation management functions to Naval
District Washington at the Washington Navy Yard, Washington, DC, establishing Joint Base Anacostia-
Bolling-Naval Research Laboratory (NRL), Washington, DC.

Realign Henderson Hall, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Fort Myer, VA,
establishing Joint Base Myer-Henderson Hall, VA.

Realign Fort Richardson, AK, by relocating the installation management functions to Elmendorf AFB, AK,
establishing Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK.

Realign Hickam AFB, HI, by relocating the installation management functions to Naval Station Peatl

Harbor, HI, establishing Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, HI.

Realign Fort Sam Houston, TX, and Randolph AFB, TX, by relocating the installation management
functions to Lackland AFB, TX.

Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, by relocating the installation management functions to

Charleston AFB, SC.
Realign Fort Eustis, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Langley AFB, VA.

Realign Fort Story, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Commander Naval Mid-

Atlantic Region at Naval Station Norfolk, VA.

Realign Andersen AFB, Guam, by relocating the installation management functions to Commander, US
Naval Forces, Marianas Islands, Guam.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

All installations employ military, civilian, and contractor personnel to perform common functions in
support of installation facilities and personnel. All installations execute these functions using similar or near
similar processes. Because these installations share a common boundary with minimal distance between the
major facilities or are in near proximity, there is significant opportunity to reduce duplication of efforts with
resulting reduction of overall manpower and facilities requirements capable of generating savings, which
will be realized by paring unnecessary management personnel and achieving greater efficiencies through
economies of scale. Intangible savings are expected to result from opportunities to consolidate and optimize
existing and future service contract requirements. Additional opportunities for savings are also expected to
result from establishment of a single space management authority capable of generating greater overall
utilization of facilities and infrastructure. Further savings are expected to result from opportunities to



reduce and correctly size both owned and contracted commercial fleets of base support vehicles and
equipment consistent with the size of the combined facilities and supported populations. Regional
efficiencies achieved as a result of Service regionalization of installation management will provide additional
opportunities for overall savings as the designated installations are consolidated under regional
management structures.

Specific exceptions not included in the functions to relocate are Health and Military Personnel Services. In
general, the Department anticipates transferring responsibility for all other Base Operating Support (BOS)
functions and the Operations and Maintenance (O&M) portion of Sustainment, Restoration and
Modernization (SRM), to the designated receiving location.

However, because of the variety of circumstances at each location, the Department requires flexibility to
tailor implementation to the unique requirements at each location.

In all but three realignments, discussed below, the quantitative military value score validated by military
judgment was the primary basis for determining which installation was designated as the receiving location.

McGuire’s quantitative military value compared to the Fort Dix quantitative military value score was too
close to be the sole factor for determining the receiving installation for installation management functions.
Military judgment favored McGuire AFB as the receiving installation for the installation management
functions because its mission supports operational forces, in contrast to Fort Dix, which has a primary
mission of support for Reserve Component training.

As an installation accustomed to supporting operational forces, it was the military judgment of the JCSG
that McGuire was better able to perform those functions for both locations.

Similarly, the quantitative military value score of Charleston AFB compared to that of Naval Weapons
Station Charleston was too close to be the sole factor for determining the receiving installation for
installation management functions. Military judgment favored Charleston AFB as the receiving installation
for the installation management functions because of its mission in support of operational forces compared
to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, which has a primary mission to support training and industrial
activities. It was the military judgment of the JCSG that Charleston AFB, as an installation accustomed to
supporting operational forces , was better able to perform those functions for both locations.

Langley AFB’s quantitative military value score compared to the Fort Eustis quantitative military value score
was a clear margin for Fort Eustis. However, pending changes to Fort Eustis resulting from other BRAC
recommendations causes military judgment to favor Langley AFB as the receiving installation for the
installation management functions. Relocations of organizations currently based at Fort Eustis will cause a
significant population decline and overall reduction in the scope of the installation’s supporting mission.
Based on these changes, it was the military judgment of the JCSG that Langley AFB was better able to
perform these functions for both locations.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Although affected communities supported the concept of Joint Basing, several communities expressed
concerns about the effect of personnel cuts on the mission, questioned DoD’s process used to determine
the proposed number of personnel cuts, and expressed concern over the overall health and welfare of the
bases involved. Additionally, communities argued that the “clash of cultures” and servicesspecific interests
would impair installation management by a different service. To avoid this likely problem, some community
advocates argued DoD would need to develop a common installation management approach by
establishing a joint basing office in DoD to implement the new Joint Bases so that individual military
services did not issue conflicting guidance and procedures. Finally, there was concern expressed that non-
appropriated fund employees were not addressed specifically in the DoD recommendation.



COMMISSION FINDINGS

While the Commission supports the concept of Joint Basing strongly, it is concerned, as is GAQO, that DoD
must assess and remedy several issues before implementation will be successful. For instance, common
terminology is lacking to define Base Operating Support (BOS) functions among the military services and
OSD. The Commission concurs with the Government Accountability Office (GAO) that DoD needs an
analytic process for developing BOS requirements. Also, while each military service has standards, there are
no DoD-wide standards for common support functions.

Additionally, the Commission learned that DoD determined the manpower reductions through
application of a formula and not deliberations among commanders of the affected installations. In other
words, the manpower savings were directed rather than derived from functional analyses and manpower
studies.

Finally, the Commission found that currently Naval District Washington provides non-mission related
services to the Naval Research Laboratory because the Navy has centralized its installation management
functions. Naval Research Laboratory (NRL) is a Secretary of the Navy Working Capital Fund Activity, so it
must maintain control of laboratory buildings, structures, and other physical assets that are essential to the
NRL research mission.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission found that the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from final selection criteria 1
and 4 and from the Force Structure Plan. Therefore, the Commission recommends the following:

Realign McChord Air Force Base (AFB), WA, by relocating the installation management functions to Fort
Lewis, WA, establishing Joint Base Lewis-McChord, WA.

Realign Fort Dix, NJ, and Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst, NJ, by relocating the installation
management functions to McGuire AFB, NJ, establishing Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, NJ.

Realign Naval Air Facility Washington, MD, by relocating the installation management functions to
Andrews AFB, MD, establishing Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air Facility Washington, MD.

Realign Bolling AFB, DC, by relocating the installation management functions to Naval District
Washington at the Washington Navy Yard, DC, establishing Joint Base Anacostia-Bolling, DC.

Realign Henderson Hall, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Fort Myer, VA,
establishing Joint Base Myer-Henderson Hall, VA.

Realign Fort Richardson, AK, by relocating the installation management functions to Elmendorf AFB, AK,
establishing Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, AK.

Realign Hickam AFB, HI, by relocating the installation management functions to Naval Station Pearl
Harbor, HI, establishing Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, HI.

Realign Fort Sam Houston, TX, and Randolph AFB, TX, by relocating the installation management
functions to Lackland AFB, TX.

Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, by relocating the installation management functions to

Charleston AFB, SC.
Realign Fort Eustis, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Langley AFB, VA.

Realign Fort Story, VA, by relocating the installation management functions to Commander Naval Mid-
Atlantic Region at Naval Station Norfolk, VA.

Realign Andersen AFB, Guam, by relocating the installation management functions to Commander, US
Naval Forces, Marianas Islands, Guam.



The Commission found this change and the recommendation as amended are consistent with the final
selection criteria and the Force Structure Plan. The full text of this and all Commission recommendations
can be found in Appendix Q.



