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ABSTRACT 

 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, known as the 

BRAC Commission, is a venue for the United States to reduce the number of 

military installations in order to become more efficient while maintaining 

effectiveness. While national security is at the epicenter of this nonpartisan, 

independent process, there can be adverse affects to local communities when their 

military installations are realigned or closed. The economic impact on local 

communities is a factor when considering which installations are to be closed or 

realigned. However, the BRAC Commission gives priority to their four military 

value criteria over the four other criteria, including economic impact on the existing 

community. Most communities are able to recover from base closings but their 

progress varies.  

Using data and reports from the United States Government Accountability 

Office, this study examines the factors that contribute to increasing civilian jobs in 

communities that have lost jobs due to major base closings and realignments in 1988, 
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1991, 1993, and 1995. There were five factors that played a statistically significant 

role in determining the number of civilian jobs created, which is one tangible 

measure of economic revitalization. The five variables were the GAO�s estimate of 

jobs lost initially, army installations, navy installations, time (in years), and federal 

grants (in thousands of dollars). The best case scenario estimated from this study is a 

community with an air force base that actively sought and received federal grants 

over the years. The community will be more likely to create as many jobs or more 

than what was lost during BRAC. The worst case scenario is a community with an 

army or navy installation that has environmental issues and the community has not 

applied and/or received federal grants. The community�s economic revitalization will 

likely be longer and harsher. Every community affected by BRAC in the past or 

future should actively work with local, state, and federal officials to map out a use 

for the old military installation and obtain as many federal grants as possible. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

The acronym BRAC triggers different reactions from different people. For 

some Americans, they have little knowledge what the acronym stands for (Base 

Realignment and Closure) or what base realignment and closure is. Elected officials at 

the federal, state, and local levels express fear over possible closings, joy for growth, 

or are indifferent since they do not have a military installation in their respective 

district. Local communities with military installations tend to panic since realignment 

or closure will have an impact on their community. Lobbyists sell their services to state 

and local communities in order to work to help remove an installation off the closure 

list or keep it from being added. While there is no guarantee the lobbyists can keep 

installations off the �chopping block,� many panicked communities are willing to pay 

thousands of dollars in hopes that their investment will pay off. 

National security is the epicenter of the base realignment and closure process. 

The military must be able to train, equip, house, and provide services to its service 

members in order to sustain a military that is read to be utilized when the President and 

Congress call upon them. However, the military must be as efficient as possible since it 

is extremely costly. Realigning and closing bases is just one way that the military can 

work to reduce overall costs. 
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An indirect effect of ensuring national security while maintaining efficiency is 

the change in a local community�s economy. Any change in a military installation will 

impact the local community to some degree or another. The local economic impact 

should not drive the BRAC process, however it should not be ignored. The BRAC 

Commission has eight value criteria they consider during the process. The four military 

value criteria take priority over the other considerations, which include impact on the 

existing community. Nevertheless, the Department of Defense recognizes the 

importance of providing guidance to a community when their base is either closed or 

realigned. The Office of Economic Adjustment within the Department of Defense can 

provide a community with a wealth of knowledge and resources to deal with any 

changes in their community.1  

This study examined the impact that BRAC has on local communities and how 

the community can recover after their base is closed. It evaluated a variety of factors to 

determine which were statistically significant in predicting the creation of civilian jobs, 

which is just one aspect of the local economy affected by BRAC. While there is no 

silver bullet to conquer job losses, the right cocktail of federal grants, time, and 

preparation can help a community rebound after the initial impact of BRAC. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1 The OEA sends information to communities being affected by BRAC as soon as the recommendations 
are accepted. They also hold workshops, conferences, and provide grants to communities.  



 

3 

Chapter 2.  Background 

Over the past 20 years, there have been five BRAC Commissions that have met 

and recommended bases be either realigned or closed. However, the process of 

realigning and closing bases goes back almost half a century. After World War II, there 

was an excess of military bases that were costly to run and maintain. The military had 

shrunk even though it was engaged in conflicts in Asia. During the 1960s, �Secretary 

of Defense Robert McNamara developed and implemented a base closure program 

within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, with minimal consultation with the 

military departments or Congress. Hundreds of base closures and realignments took 

place during this period, and more than 60 major bases were closed.�2 The lack of 

consultation irritated Congress which tried to pass legislation to ensure that the process 

was not run solely by the Secretary of Defense. These bills were vetoed by Presidents 

Lyndon Baines Johnson and Gerald Ford. 

 

THE 1988 COMMISSION 

The moratorium on base closures and realignments over the years surfaced as a 

budgetary problem in the late 1980s. �By 1988, the Defense budget had declined for 

three straight years and was predicted to decline further. To ensure that scarce DOD 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

2 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (2005). Report to the President. Arlington, VA: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, p. 311. 
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resources would be devoted to the most pressing operational and investment needs 

rather than maintaining unneeded property, facilities, or overhead, Secretary of 

Defense Frank Carlucci chartered the Defense Secretary�s Commission on Base 

Realignment and Closure on May 3, 1988. Enacted in October 1988, Public Law 100-

526 provided the statutory basis for this one-time approach.�3 The Department of 

Defense and the Secretary of Defense played very important roles during the 1988 

BRAC Commission. Congress played a virtually non-existent role in the 1988 BRAC 

Commission. Their main actions were to pass the law to establish the Commission and 

to either pass or not pass a joint resolution of disapproval to prevent the Commission�s 

recommendations to close 86 military installations from going forward. The Secretary 

of Defense appointed the Commission and they directly reported to him. Furthermore, 

the majority of the Commission�s work was done in closed sessions, thus providing no 

information to the public on how the decisions were made.4 This lack of transparency 

combined with some sentiment that the Commission targeted facilities in the districts 

of congressmen who were at odds with the president raised many concerns over the 

decisions made. The law stated that the Commission would submit its 

recommendations and then be dissolved. Therefore, Congress and the public were able 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

3 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (2005). Report to the President. Arlington, VA: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, p. 311. 
4 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (2005). Report to the President. Arlington, VA: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, p. 311. 
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to change the process when the need for more base realignments and closures surfaced 

a couple years later. 

 

P.L. 101-510: THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

 
 The end of the Cold War helped to trigger another round of base realignments 

and closures. However, the experience of the 1988 Commission was still vivid in the 

minds of the various decision-makers in Washington, DC.  

In 1990, Congress passed P.L. 101-510 which created an independent, five year 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, with closure rounds in 
1991, 1993, and 1995. The act outlined procedures, roles, and time lines for the 
President, Congress, Department of Defense (DoD), Government 
Accountability Office (GAO), and the BRAC Commission. The 1990 
legislation required that all bases be considered equally without regard to 
whether the installation had been previously considered or proposed for 
realignment or closure. DOD�s recommendations had to be consistent with the 
current force-structure plan and congressionally approved selection criteria. For 
each of the next three BRAC rounds, the services (i.e., military departments) 
and DOD agencies submitted their candidates for closure and realignment to 
the Secretary of Defense and, after reviewing service candidates, the Secretary 
submitted his recommendations to the BRAC Commission for its independent 
review. The 1991, 1993 and 1995 BRAC Commissions had four months to 
scrutinize and analyze the Secretary�s recommendations. In addition, the 
Commission could add, delete, or modify the Secretary�s list. The Commission 
submitted its report with recommendations to the President who had 15 days to 
either accept or reject the Commission�s recommendations in their entirety; if 
he rejected them, the Commission could give the President a revised list of 
recommendations. If the President accepted the Commission�s 
recommendations, he forwarded the list to the Congress, which could either do 
nothing and accept the list, or reject it in full by passing a joint resolution of 
disapproval. Such a resolution would be subject to Presidential veto. Unless 
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rejected, the BRAC Commission�s recommendations effectively became law. 
The BRAC Commission was created �to provide a fair process that will result 
in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United 
States.� Public Law 101-510 required each Commission to conduct public 
hearings on the Secretary of Defense�s list of closures and realignments and on 
any proposed changes to those recommendations. In addition, its records were 
made open to public scrutiny. Procedurally, the P.L. 101-510 BRAC 
Commissions differed substantially from the 1988 DOD Commission. The 
1988 Commission, working for the Secretary of Defense, generated an internal 
list of recommended closures and realignments. The 1991, 1993, and 1995 
BRACs independently reviewed and analyzed DOD�s recommendations and 
submitted its findings and recommendations directly to the President. The 
President could end the process at multiple stages (although he could not pick 
and choose among individual recommendations) if he believed the process was 
in danger of producing a poor outcome. To ensure an independent assessment, 
P.L. 101-510 required the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to provide 
the Commission a detailed analysis of DOD�s recommendations and selection 
process, and to assist the Commission in its analysis of the Secretary�s 
recommendations. The process under which the 1991, 1993, and 1995 BRAC 
Commissions operated was open, largely transparent, and heavily insulated 
from partisan politics. The Commission met only during the non-election years 
of 1991, 1993, and 1995. All meetings and hearings were open to the public. 
The BRAC Commission provided numerous opportunities to interested parties, 
as well as community and Congressional leaders to provide testimony and 
express their viewpoints. Transcripts of hearings, correspondence, and other 
data received by the Commission were available for public review. For all 
BRAC Commissions conducted after November 30, 1993, public testimony 
presented before the Commission was under oath. Major sites proposed for 
closure during the 1991 thru 1995 timeframe were visited by at least one 
commissioner, in order to gain a firsthand look at the installations and their 
mission capabilities.5 

 

 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

5 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (2005). Report to the President. Arlington, VA: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, p. 312. 
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THE 1991, 1993, and 1995 BRAC COMMISSIONS 

 The three BRAC Commissions had eight selection criteria for closing or 

realigning military installations. The four military value criteria were given priority 

over the four other considerations criteria. The criteria were: 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense�s total force. 

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

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

4. The cost and manpower implications 
5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of 

ears, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for 
the savings to exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on communities. 
7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities� 

infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel. 
8. The environmental impact.6 
 

  Between the three BRAC Commissions, there were 389 recommendations to 

either close or realign military installations. All three of the Commissions� 

recommendations were accepted by the President and all resolutions of disapproval in 

both chambers of Congress were rejected. Combining those recommendations with the 

1988 Commission�s recommendations resulted in the United States �eliminating 21% 

of DOD�s installation capacity. They produced a net savings of approximately $17.7 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

6 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (2005). Report to the President. Arlington, VA: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, p. E-2, E-3. 
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billion through fiscal year 2001 and have saved approximately $7.3 billion annually 

since 2001.�7 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

7 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (2005). Report to the President. Arlington, VA: 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, p. 314. 
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Chapter 3.  Literature Review 

The availability of scholarly and independent research on BRAC was fairly 

limited. The majority of studies and reports were from the GAO, CRS, and DOD. 

There were also a handful of studies and reports from The RAND Corporation and The 

Heritage Foundation. When the scope of studies and reports was not limited to 

scholarly and independent sources, the amount of information expanded exponentially. 

Virtually every local community and/or state produced their own studies and reports on 

the military installations in their region. There were a number of interesting facts and 

findings in these reports. However, they were not considered in this study. Many of the 

reports overestimated the multiplier effect of a military installation closing, which 

produced a much grimmer outlook than what actually happened. Furthermore, every 

study, whether it was done by the community, a college, or a lobbying firm, always 

advocated that the military installation not be closed or realigned. The combination of 

these two factors led to the exclusion of these reports in this study since they tended to 

be bias. 

CRS REPORT FOR CONGRESS 

 The Congressional Research Service provided Congress a report on May 18, 

2005 which outlined the socioeconomic impacts of closing military installations.  
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The report stated that overall communities do not suffer as much as they had originally 

projected. The central explanation why the impact was not as drastic as predicted 

involved the multiplier effects. These effects �measure the rate at which a direct effect 

(e.g. base job losses) creates indirect effects, such as employment related to the base 

and income spent in the community.�8 Most local communities overestimated the 

multiplier effects so their predicted outcomes were worse than the actual outcomes. 

The report does not fault the communities since it is difficult to predict the actual 

effects of a base closing. �A 2001 study estimated that multipliers of less than one 

more accurately predicted the actual effect since the total employment loss from 

closure was much lower�On average, the study found that per capia income in the 

communities was little affected by the closures.�9 It was apparent that rural 

communities would likely have higher multipliers since the military installations in 

their communities played significant roles. However, most communities that braced for 

the worst and developed a realistic economic redevelopment plan were able to replace 

most of the jobs lost and strengthen their local economies.10  

The CRS report also described the problems posed by environmental cleanup. 

Almost all of the military installations needed some level of economic cleanup but the 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

8 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 2. 
9 Hooker, Mark A. and M. Knetter (2001). �Measuring the economic effects of military base closures,� 
Economic Inquiry, 39(4), 2001. 
10 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 4. 
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degree and length of the cleanup varied by the type of installation and what the land 

was going to be used for. The delays caused by environmental cleanup slowed 

economic redevelopment and created a hole in the community since the land was not 

producing any economic benefit.11 

Overall, the report stressed two points. First, most economic projects are far 

worse than what actually occurred in communities. Second, �with the wide variety of 

economic circumstance in the local areas and usable facilities left behind, there is no 

single template for redeveloping a closed military base. The only generality that 

applies to almost all cases is that the sooner economic redevelopment can begin after 

the base closure, the better the results will be for local communities.�12 

 

TRANSFERRING ARMY BRAC LANDS CONTAINING UNEXPLODED 
ORDNANCE 

 
 The environmental cleanup issues discussed in the CRS report are elaborated 

on, in part, my a 2004 study done by The RAND Corporation. RAND found that �only 

10% of closed army acres with unexploded ordnance had been transferred while over 

60% of closed army acres without unexploded ordnance had been transferred.�13 The 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

11 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 6. 
12 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 5. 
13 MacDonald, J.A., D. Knopman, et al. (2004). Transferring Army BRAC Lands Containing 
Unexploded Ordnance. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, p 19. 
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small percentage of land transferred posed a number of problems. For the local 

community, the slow cleanup of unexploded ordnance prevented them from acquiring 

the land which in turned slowed economic recovery. For the federal government, it 

usually cost more to clean up the land which reduced the cost savings from closing and 

possibly transferring the military installation to the local community or another federal 

agency, such as the Fish and Wildlife Service. The RAND Corporation recommended 

that the local community and federal government utilize �early transfer authority� in 

order to privatize the cleanup.14 The combination would theoretically decrease the 

transfer and cleanup time which in turn would allow the local community to implement 

their economic redevelopment plan sooner. It was also suggested that this would 

reduce costs to the federal government. 

 

THE EFFECTS OF MILITARY BASE CLOSURES ON LOCAL 
COMMUNITIES: A SHORT-TERM PERSPECTIVE 

 
 The RAND Corporation did a study in 1996 on the effects of BRAC on three 

local communities. The closed bases selected were all located in California but not 

near the urban areas. They selected George Air Force Base, Castle Air Force Base, and 

Fort Ord and utilized three categories of measures in their analytic approach. Their 

measures included: size of population change, drop in school enrollments, size of labor 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

14 MacDonald, J.A., D. Knopman, et al. (2004). Transferring Army BRAC Lands Containing 
Unexploded Ordnance. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, p 42. 
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force, unemployment rate, taxable retail sales, municipal revenues, number of housing 

units, vacancy rates, and housing sales prices.15 One part of the analysis involved 

comparing the predictions on the measures to the actual results. In the majority of 

cases, the projections overestimated the impact on the various measures in the 

community. The four factors that RAND suggested played a role in the discrepancy 

between actual and projected were 1. The withdrawal of working spouses from the 

local labor markets, 2. Double counting of spouses who are employed as civilian base 

workers, 3. The attenuated financial impact of military personnel who live on the base 

due to the economic isolation from the community, and 4. The redirection of retirees� 

retail and medical expenditures from the base to the local community (perhaps the 

most important factor).16 RAND stated that future economic projections that account 

for these four factors will be more realistic. 

 

BRAC AND PER CAPITA INCOME 

 The Heritage Foundation did a study in 2005 to examine BRAC and per capita 

income. The study dismissed the claim that the �BRAC process devastates 

communities economically since most communities have recovered from previous 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

15 Dardia, M., K. McCarthy, et al. (1996). The Effects of Military Base Closures on Local Communities: 
A Short-Term Perspective. Santa Monica, CA: RAND National Defense Research Institute, p. 21. 
16 Dardia, M., K. McCarthy, et al. (1996). The Effects of Military Base Closures on Local Communities: 
A Short-Term Perspective. Santa Monica, CA: RAND National Defense Research Institute, p. 45. 
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BRAC rounds and approximately 90% of the jobs have been replaces�17 Detailed 

analysis was performed on per capita income before and after BRAC in every county 

where there was a closure recommended in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. In addition to 

examining each county, the analysts at The Heritage Foundation created different 

clusters of base closings to determine whether or not there was a difference in recovery 

due to geographic location, population designation (i.e. urban, rural, and suburban), 

type of military installations, and level of military presence. Their research suggests 

that �despite different local conditions, the result is the same: economic survival and 

growth is the norm for post-BRAC communities.�18 The per capita income in each of 

these clusters did not decrease and, more importantly, it rose at a rate similar to 

communities that were not affected by BRAC. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

17 Spencer, J. (2005). �BRAC and Per Capita Income.� Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation, p. 1. 
18 Spencer, J. (2005). �BRAC and Per Capita Income.� Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation, p. 3. 
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Chapter 4.  Variable Analysis 

DATA 

 The data for this study came from various GAO reports on BRAC, specifically 

Military Base Closures: Observations on Prior and Current BRAC Rounds (GAO-05-

614) and Military Bases: Status of Prior Base Realignment and Closure Rounds 

(GAO/NSIAD-99-36). While hundreds of military installations have been closed or 

realigned during the past BRAC rounds, only a fraction of those are considered major 

closures or realignments by the BRAC Commissions. The GAO reports used for the 

data only cover those major closures and realignments since the minor closures and 

realignments would have little impact on the community, thus skewing the data 

analysis. Table 1 below lists the 57 military installations used in this study. 

Table 1 
YEAR NAME STATE 
1988 Chanute Air Force Base IL 
1988 Fort Sheridan IL 
1988 George Air Force Base CA 
1988 Jefferson Proving Ground IN 
1988 Lexington Army Depot KY 
1988 Mather Air Force Base CA 
1988 Norton Air Force Base CA 
1988 Pease Air Force Base NH 
1988 Presidio of San Francisco CA 
1991 Bergstrom Air Force Base TX 
1991 Carswell Air Force Base TX 
1991 Castle Air Force Base CA 
1991 Eaker Air Force Base AR 
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YEAR NAME STATE 
1991 England Air Force Base LA 
1991 Fort Ben Harrison IN 
1991 Fort Devens MA 
1991 Fort Ord CA 
1991 Grissom Air Force Base IN 
1991 Loring Air Force Base ME 
1991 Lowry Air Force Base CO 
1991 Marine Corps Air Station Tustin CA 
1991 Myrtle Beach Air Force Base SC 
1991 Naval Air Station Chase Field, Beeville TX 
1991 Naval Station Long Beach, Long Beach CA 
1991 Sacramento Army Depot CA 
1993 Gentile Air Force Station OH 
1993 Griffiss Air Force Base NY 
1993 Homestead Air Force Base FL 
1993 March Air Force Base CA 
1993 Marine Corps Air Station El Toro CA 
1993 Naval Air Station Alameda CA 
1993 Naval Air Station Barbers Point HI 
1993 Naval Air Station Cecil Field FL 
1993 Naval Air Station Memphis TN 
1993 Naval Shipyard Mare Island, Vallejo CA 
1993 Naval Station Charleston SC 
1993 Naval Station Staten Island NY 
1993 Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco CA 
1993 Naval Training Center Orlando FL 
1993 Naval Training Center San Diego CA 
1993 Newark Air Force Base OH 
1993 Plattsburgh Air Force Base NY 
1993 Tooele Army Depot UT 
1993 Vint Hill Farms VA 
1995 Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal NJ 
1995 Fitzsimons Army Medical Center CO 
1995 Fort McClellan AL 
1995 Fort Pickett VA 
1995 Fort Ritchie MD 
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YEAR NAME STATE 
1995 Kelly Air Force Base TX 
1995 Letterkenny Army Depot PA 
1995 McClellan Air Force Base CA 
1995 Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminister PA 
1995 Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, 

Louisville 
KY 

1995 Reese Air Force Base TX 
1995 Savanna Army Depot Activity IL 
1995 Seneca Army Depot NY 

Source: U.S. Government Accountability Office (2005). Military Base Closures: 
Observations on Prior and Current BRAC Rounds. 
 
 The data used in this study also posed some possible problems. The major 

caveat is the fact that the grants received by communities came from the 1998 GAO 

report while the rest of the data came from the 2005 GAO report. The researcher was 

not able to find an updated list of grants provided to communities at the time this study 

was written. While the use of data from the same year would have been preferable, the 

older data still provided an adequate overview of the grants used by the various 

communities. Furthermore, the progress reported in the 2005 GAO report is due, in 

part, from the grants listed in the 1998 GAO report. 

 

MODEL 

GAOestimatedjobscreated = β0 + β1GAOestimatedjobslost + β2army + β3navy + β4time 

+ β5grantsthousand + ε 
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

 The dependent variable in this study was GAOestimatedjobscreated. The 

variable captured the GAO�s �estimated civilian jobs created at major BRAC locations 

during the prior four BRAC rounds, as of September 30, 2004. The data did not 

include jobs created from other economic activity in the area.�19 The number of 

civilian jobs created after a closure is one tangible measure of the economic impact 

BRAC has had on a community. When compared to the estimated number of civilian 

jobs lost as a result of BRAC, it indicates if the community was able to recover from 

the initial economic shock of BRAC as well as how robust that recovery has been. 

 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

The first independent variable used was the GAOestimatedjobslost.  The data 

for this variable came from the same 2005 GAO report which listed the estimated 

number of civilian jobs created. �The data did not include the job losses that may have 

occurred elsewhere in a community.�20 This was just one indicator of the negative 

economic impact BRAC can have on a local community. Other variables that could 

have been used to gauge the impact include the loss of tax revenue from military jobs 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

19 U.S. Government Accountability Office (2005). Military Base Closures: Observations on Prior and 
Current BRAC Rounds. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office, p. 31. 
20 U.S. Government Accountability Office (2005). Military Base Closures: Observations on Prior and 
Current BRAC Rounds. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office, p. 31. 
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leaving the community as well as a drop in tax revenue due to the decrease in the 

number of civilian jobs in the community. The hard numbers of civilian jobs lost and 

created appeared to be a better indicator of the community�s response to BRAC than a 

simple percentage of local unemployment. �About 70 percent of the major BRAC-

affected communities have consistently been at or below the national unemployment 

rate.�21  

The next two independent variables were army and navy. These were simply 

indicators that showed the impact if the military installation was either classified as 

army, navy, or air force. As mentioned earlier, there were some problems when it came 

to transferring land that were once army installations due to unexploded ordinances. 

Furthermore, army and navy installations tended to require more environmental clean-

up than air force installations. The additional clean-up slowed property transfer, thus 

slowing a community�s economic recovery. Lastly, the facilities and grounds of air 

force installations tended to be more maintained and modern which could possibly lead 

to more economic activity than army and navy installations. 

The fourth independent variable used was time. The variable was computed by 

subtracting the year the military installation was selected to close or realign from 2004, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

21 U.S. Government Accountability Office (2005). Military Base Closures: Observations on Prior and 
Current BRAC Rounds. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office, p. 31. 
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which was the year when the civilian job data was collected. It is assumed that more 

jobs will be created as time passes.  

The last independent variable that was used was grantsthousand. The variable 

indicated the amount of grants, in thousands of dollars, that the local communities 

received to recover from BRAC. As stated in the 1998 GAO Report: 

The loss of a military base can cause economic distress to the locally affected 
communities. To support dislocated workers and help communities plan and 
implement their economic redevelopment objectives, the federal government 
provides assistance through numerous programs. Among the major sources of 
assistance are the Department of Defense�s (DOD) Office of Economic 
Adjustment, the Federal Aviation Administration, the Department of 
Commerce�s Economic Development Administration, and the Department of 
Labor. Grants are awarded to communities for activities such as reuse planning 
and job training, as well as infrastructure improvements and community 
economic development. In addition to this federal assistance, there are other 
federal, state, and local resources available to assist with the retraining of 
workers and the redevelopment of closed bases.22 

 
 

VARIABLES NOT USED IN FINAL EQUATION 

 There were a number of other independent variables that were collected and 

used in the regression analysis. Most of these variables ended up not being significant 

at the 95% significance level. While these variables did not make it to the final 

equation, it is important to highlight some of them in order to appreciate the final 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

22 U.S. Government Accountability Office (1998). Military Bases: Status of Prior Base Realignment and 
Closure Rounds. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability Office, p. 82. 
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equation as well as provide suggestions to another researcher who may examine the 

economic impact of BRAC in the future. 

 The indicator of whether a military installation was closed or realigned had 

little impact on this study. However, it could possibly play a role given the fact that 

there might be different economic redevelopment plans between installations that are 

closed and realigned. It is likely that once the 2005 BRAC installations are taken into 

account and as well as any further BRAC rounds, the sample size will increase which 

may give some weight to the difference between a closure and realignment. 

 The region and division where the military installations were located were 

additional factors that appeared to have little significance on economic recovery. The 

researcher used the U.S. Census to determine the appropriate region of each military 

installation (Northeast, Midwest, South, and West). The U.S. Census breaks the 

regions down further into nine divisions which the researcher also analyzed with little 

significant results. The original intent of including geographic location was to examine 

if growth was tied to economic and population growth in that region or division. The 

lack of significance reflected the results of The Heritage Foundation that �despite 

differences in geographic location�economic survival and growth is the norm for 

post-BRAC communities.�23 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

23 Spencer, J. (2005). �BRAC and Per Capita Income.� Washington, DC: The Heritage Foundation, p. 3. 
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RESULTS 

 The multivariate regression model including the five independent variables 

listed above is listed below:  

 

GAOestimatedjobscreatedPREDICTED = -494.419 + 0.318(GAOestimatedjobslost) � 

819.35(army) - 1062.333(navy) + 152.759(time) + 0.02(grantsthousand) 

 

 The most statistically significant factor in estimating the number of jobs created 

was GAOestimatedjobslost. While this may appear illogical at first, there was some 

reasoning behind the results. It helped to put in perspective the raw number of jobs 

created in various communities. The GAO reported that nearly 70% of the jobs lost in 

the four previous BRAC rounds had been recovered by 2004.24 Most communities will 

work to replace a portion of the jobs lost but the amount of jobs created will vary due 

to other variables. However, holding all other variables constant, the data suggested 

that roughly three jobs would be created for every ten lost due to closures and 

realignments.  

 The next two significant factors in estimating the number of jobs created were 

army and navy. Both of these factors decreased the estimated number of jobs created 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

24 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 4. 
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whereas an air force base had no negative impact on estimated jobs created. (It should 

be noted in a prior regression when the variable airforce was used in lieu of army and 

navy, the results suggested that air force bases had a positive effect on creating jobs.) 

Holding all other variables constant, an army installation reduced the estimated number 

of jobs created by approximately 819. Similarly, holding all other variables constant, a 

navy installation reduced the estimated number of jobs created by approximately 1062. 

There are a number of suggested explanations why an army or navy installation 

would inhibit estimated job growth. One of the strongest explanations involved 

environmental cleanup of an installation before it can be transferred to another entity. 

As stated previously, an army installation may have unexploded ordinances and many 

other environmental issues that need to be cleaned up, more than an air force base. The 

Department of Defense must clean up all land in order to comply with standards of 

industrial use. However, �they will clean the land to a greater degree if housing or 

schools are to be located there.�25 While they are not legally bound to do this, they feel 

it is an obligation to the community to reduce environmental issues further since 

children will be going to school and people will be living at the site. This additional 

cleaning will take additional time, thus inhibiting the economic recovery. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

25 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 6. 
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 Another explanation of the army and navy variables reducing the number of 

estimated jobs created is their infrastructure. �With a wide array of economic 

circumstance in the local areas and usable facilities left behind, there is no single 

template for redeveloping a closed military base.�26 Generally speaking, army and 

navy installations tend to have older infrastructures and facilities than air force 

installations. It is easier for communities to regain jobs and economic strength if they 

do not have to spend time and money demolishing and/or renovating the facilities left 

over by the military. Therefore, it could be suggested that since more air force facilities 

require less work than army and navy facilities, economic revitalization will probably 

occur more quickly, thus increasing the estimated number of jobs. 

 One final point regarding the variables army and navy: in most cases, both 

types of facilities lack the capability to allow private, commercial, and military fixed 

wing aircraft to land and take off. The lack of various transportation options can reduce 

the types of activities that can move into a community when a military installation is 

closed.  Furthermore, landing strips for fixed wing aircraft can draw businesses from 

outside the local community to the region. 

 The fourth statistically significant variable was time. Holding all other variables 

constant, it was estimated that approximately 153 jobs will be created every year after 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

26 Cowan, Tadlock and B. Webel (May 18, 2005).  �Military Base Closure: Socioeconomic Impacts.� 
Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, p. 5. 
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a military installation is closed. It makes logical sense that as time passes, more jobs 

will be created. The time elapsed, however, was not when the community or another 

entity took control of part or all of the military installation. The variable measured the 

time since the BRAC Commission recommended a closure or realignment. As 

discussed earlier, the time between closure/realignment and transfer of military 

installations can vary widely due to a variety of factors. Furthermore, the coefficient is 

simply an estimate of the average. It is highly unlikely that the year following the 

BRAC Commission decision would generate the estimated number of jobs created 

since the closure or realignment has come to fruition. However, the coefficient on the 

variable should be used as an estimate after a few years has past since the initial 

decision. 

 The last significant variable used in this study was the amount of grants (in 

thousands of dollars) that local communities received from various federal sources. 

Previous regressions did not indicate this variable was significant despite many 

government reports from the GAO, CRS, and OEA claiming the federal grants played 

an important role in economic recovery and job growth. After analyzing the data set, 

an outlier was found. The community where the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was 

located received $165,259,490 in federal grants. This amount was significantly higher 

than the amounts given to other communities even after considering the number of 
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initial jobs lost. After controlling for this outlier, the variable became statistically 

significant.  

 Holding all other variables constant, approximately two jobs are estimated to be 

created for every $100,000 in federal grants. These numbers are rough estimates and 

should be refined. Specifically, the number of jobs created being estimated was for 

2004 while the federal grant data was from 1998. It is possible that the communities 

have received more federal grants between 1998 and 2004. It is highly likely that the 

grants would still be significant but the same amount of grant money would likely 

produce a higher number of jobs created. These federal grants provided direct and 

indirect support in job growth. Some of them focused on retraining people in order to 

adapt to the new industry but they also provided funding for infrastructure and other 

items that help lead to more employment. 

 While there were five statistically significant variables that emerged due to this 

study, they only predicted less than fifty percent of the estimated civilian job growth 

after BRAC. As shown in Table 2 below, the adjusted R-squared is 0.4446. It was not 

as robust as the researcher would have preferred but it was the result of numerous 

regressions using combinations of many variables. There were other variables that 

influenced estimated civilian job growth but it was difficult to identify them. There 

were similar features between the 57 military installations and their communities 
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examined in this study; however, there were also many differences that greatly affected 

economic recovery. To compound the problem, there was limited academic research on 

BRAC with a small sample of communities to research. It is likely that the 2005 

BRAC Commission may lead to more academic research especially if there is another 

BRAC Commission formed in the future. 

Table 2 
Raw Regression Results 

Source SS Df       MS Number of 
observations = 57 

Model 65249986.4 5 13049997.3 F( 5, 51) = 9.97 
Residual 66776922.6 51 1309351.42 Prob > F = 0.00 

Total 132026909 56 2357623.37 R-squared = 0.4942
Adj R-
squared 

= 0.4446 
 

Root MSE = 1144.3
GAOesti~created Coef. Std. Err t P>t 95% Conf. Interval 
GAOesti~lost .318059 .076689 4.15 0.00 .1640994 .4720186 
army -819.350 375.993 -2.18 0.03 -1574.18 -64.5126 
navy -1062.33 393.875 -2.70 0.01 -1853.07 -271.595 
time 152.7589 71.6725 2.13 0.04 8.870352 296.6475 
grantsthousand .0201608 .008208 2.46 0.02 .0036829 .0366388 
_cons -494.419 963.591 -0.51 0.61 -2428.91 1440.071 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
GAOestimatedjobslost 57 1826.105 2088.732 136 10912 
army 57 .3157895 .4689614 0 1 
navy  57 .2807018 .4533363 0 1 
time  57 11.89474 2.296614 9 16 
grantsthousand 57 11681.37     19889.02     400.436    130532.4 
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Chapter 5.  Conclusion 

There are a variety of options a community has when their local military 

installation is closed or realigned. Some of the variables that affect the rate of 

economic recovery are out of their hands (i.e. the type of military installation and the 

number of civilian jobs lost). However, they are able to work with various federal 

agencies to secure grants to help recover lost civilian jobs and revitalize the local 

economy. The 2005 BRAC Commission�s recommendations are currently being 

implemented with a target of 2011 for the recommendations to be completed. The local 

communities should be actively working now to prepare their economic redevelopment 

plans to launch as soon as the installation is transferred in a few years.  

Furthermore, an independent study should be performed within the next decade 

to analyze the real economic impact and recovery the 2005 BRAC round had on local 

communities. The data within the 2005 BRAC Report to the President provided a 

much more in-depth view of the projected economic impact than the prior BRAC 

rounds, which were used in this study. It provided the net job changes for military, 

civilian, and contractors, total direct job changes, total indirect job changes, total job 

changes, total area employment, and changes as a percentage of the area�s 

employment. The study should examine whether or not the multiplier used to 

determine indirect job changes was accurate, if the type of base had an effect on job 
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creation, and if the amount of federal grants provided to the community created the 

same, more, or less civilian jobs than projected in this study. Another BRAC 

Commission is almost inevitable. Therefore, combining studies on prior BRAC rounds 

and developing a study on the 2005 BRAC round would lend useful insight for the 

communities affected in future BRAC rounds as well as help the Economic 

Adjustment Committee adapt its grants to the changing environment.  
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