
August 17,2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN 

VIA: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

SUBJ: FINAL DELIBERATIONS 

The following overview is provided to assist in focus of effort on the most likely 
challenges to be confronted in the week ahead. 

Legal issues of which the commissioners should be aware. 

Governor consent ICW Air NG recommendations. 
Retirement of aircraft ICW Air NG recommendations. 
Legality of Commission acting on leased space recommendations. 
Legality of Commission considering Cecil Field as an alternative to NAS Oceana. 

As has been discussed at length, both the governor consent and retirement of aircraft 
issues could be bases for successfbl legal challenge of the BRAC process. 

I do not believe the other two issues in any way inhibit the Commission in its 
deliberations and voting on leased space properties or NAS Oceana. Furthermore, I believe that 
the Commission can appropriately consider Cecil Field to be a receiving site if NAS Oceana is 
closed. 

The first two issues can be mitigated and largely resolved by including language in the 
Air NG recommendations that require State approval and by deleting reference from those 
recommendations all mention of retiring aircraft. However, if neither approach is considered 
desirable, the Air NG recommendations can be evaluated without regard to them. They can all 
be approved, all voted down, or altered in one way or another. As with other recommendations, 
a sense of the Commission as to possible resolutions of the Air NG recommendations will 
develop in the days ahead. 

The breakdown of recommendations is as follows: 

Adds - 8 installations to be considered. 

Army -- 10 recommendations involving major installations, 46 involving Reserve 
Component installations. 

Navy -- 16 recommendations involving major installations, 5 involving Reserve 
Centers and Recruiting. 
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Air Force -- By rough count 30 recommendations involve movement of Air NG 
aircraft; 12 other recommendations involve other (some major) 
installations. 

Joint Cross Service Group - 7 1 recommendations 
Education and Training -- 9 recommendations 
Headquarters and Support Activities -- 2 1 recommendations, including 

leased spaces and numerous multiple recommendations 
Industrial -- 17 recommendations 
Intelligence -- 2 recommendations 
Medical -- 6 recommendations 
Supply and Storage -- 3 recommendations 
Technical -- 13 recommendations 

At least 50 recommendations (Army and Naval Reserve) will be resolved in two or three 
votes. A significant number of the other recommendations will be approved with minimal 
discussion. By category, the Air NG recommendations are currently presenting the most vexing 
issues to staff. Once there is more clarity about viable courses of action, motions and alternative 
motions can be developed for them, and they will likely be deliberating and voted on 
expeditiously. Then the remaining recommendations will fall into two categories: 1) those 
likely to require lengthy discussion; and 2) those that can be voted on more quickly, but will still 
require considerable discussion. 

Scripts and amendments/motions are being prepared for all possibilities which will be 
identified through interaction with the commissioners in the days ahead. 

David C. Hague 



Cirillo, Frank, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 

Meeting with R&A and GC Regarding Final Deliberation Process 
R&A Conference Room 

Thu 7/28/2005 2:00 PM 
Thu 7/28/2005 3:00 PM 

Recurrence: (none) 

Meeting Status: Meeting organizer 

Required Attendees: Cirillo, Frank, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Hague, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Cook, Robert, CIV, WSO- 
BRAC; Dinsick, Robert, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Cowhig, Dan, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Saxon, Ethan, 
CIV, WSO-BRAC; Oborn, Tyler, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Sillin, Nathaniel, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Napoli, 
Andrew, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

This is the walk through Meeting to determine recommended form and format for Final Deliberations. One Hour Maximum: 

Agenda: 

Discuss Commissioner Gehman idea (Frank) 5 min 
Review Commissioners Final Deliberation Smart Book (Frank,Tyler) 10 rnin , 

Discuss Purpose and Intent of Final Deliberations (FrankIDavid) 5 min 
Discuss Legislative Model (David1 Dan) 15 min 
Review Interaction between and among recommendations (Frank) 5 min 
Discuss Order of Presentation (Bob/ Gary) 5 min 
Review Presentation Format and Concepts (Ethan / Bob I Gary) 10 min 
Discuss report (Andy) - 5 min 
Draft Schedule for FDs - Follow-on Action 



BRACIGCldch 
May 1 1,2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

Subj: DEFINITION OF SUBSTANTIAL, DEVIATION 

1. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 as amended provides in Section 
2903d(2)(B): 

". . . in making its recommendations, the Cominission may make changes in 
any of the recommendations made by the Secretary [of Defense] if the 
Cominission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the 
force-structure plan and final criteria . . . in making recommendations." 

2. The following definition of substantial deviation was developed by the Review and Analysis 
staff and General Counsel of past BRACs and will be useful to the commissioners and others 
charged with determining when the Secretary substantially deviated from the force-structure plan 
and final criteria in making his recommendations. 

The Secretary deviated substantially from the force-structure plan and final criteria in making his 
recommendations when: 

Data used for evaluating specific installations against the force-structure plan 
or one or more of the final selection criteria are so inaccurate that applica- 
tion of valid data causes a change in an installation's status. 

Methodology is so flawed, or was applied so inconsistently, that the force- 
structure plan or one or more of'the final selection criteria were effectively 
not considered and correcting the flawed methodology or applying the 
lnethodology consistently causes a change in an installation's status. 

DAVID C. HAGUE 
General Counsel 



Hague, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

To: 
Subject: 

Angulo, Magda, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
LEGAL SUPPORT 

Magda -- 

The Commission found itself during mid-summer in need of immediate, specialized legal advice. With litigation threatened 
and conclusion of the BRAC process rapidly approaching, time was of the essence. The Executive Director contacted the 
Washington, DC law firm of Wiley, Rein & Fielding and arranged with Mr. Fielding for his firm to prepare a memorandum 
of law on complicated and contentious legal issues before the Commission. Outside, independent, and highly-regarded 
legal advice was essential for the completion of a major portion of the BRAC Commission mission, namely, formulation of 
recommendations pertaining to nearly 40 Air National Guard closures and realignments recommended by the Secretary of 
Defense. Few, if any other firms, would have had the talent and other resources to effectively respond to the tasking. 

The requested memorandum of law was provided in remarkably short time and proved to be of significant value to the 
Commission, the Department of Justice, and various Federal District Courts and Circuit Courts of Appeal. Issues 
addressed in the memorandum were ultimately decided by the U.S. Supreme Court. The memorandum will be of 
continuing utility and value if the States that objected to Department of Defense and BRAC Commission actions that 
affected their Air National Guard units return to Federal District Court to litigate the merits of their claims. 

Anticipating the need for such assistance, the BRAC statute specifically authorizes the Commission to procure services of 
experts and consultants (Section 2902(j), Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended). 

David Hague 
General Counsel 



July 26,2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN AND COMMISSIONERS 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

From: GENERAL COUNSEL 

Subj: WEIGHING EVIDENCE IN PREPARATION FOR FINAL DELIBERATIONS OF 
THE 2005 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

This memorandum provides guidance on weighing the various types of evidence that are 
available to the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (Commission). It 
suggests an approach that is consistent with past practice, but does not purport to be binding 
instructions to the Commissioners. 

The importance Congress attaches to the free flow of information is revealed by the application 
in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, (BRAC statute) of the 
Military Whistleblowers Act with respect to communications with the Commission. The act 
prohibits any person from restricting a member of the armed forces from communicating with 
the Commission. An additional consideration with regard to communica-tions with members of 
the armed forces is that they are required under the Uniform Code of Military Justice to be 
truthful when making official statements in the line of duty, which includes communications 
with the Commission. 

In light of the upcoming final deliberations to be undertaken by the Commissioners in making 
recommendations to the President, a review of the types of evidence provided to the 
Commission, and the weight they should be accorded are discussed below. The following 
categories of evidentiary submissions (both testimonial and documentary) will be considered: 

A) certified data submitted by the Department of Defense (DoD), 
B) sworn testimony and documentary submissions at hearings before the Commission, 
C) communications from federal, state, and municipal officials, 
D) communications from the general public, both individuals and organizations, and 
E) personal knowledge and observations. 

CATEGORY A: CERTIFIED DATA PROVIDED BY THE DOD 

Section 2903(c)(5)(A) of the BRAC statute provides that each person: 

when submitting information to the Secretary of Defense or the [BRAC] 
Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a military installation, 
shall certify that such information is accurate and complete to the best of 
that persons knowledge and belief. [Certify means to confirm formally as 
true or accurate; an oath serves that purpose with testimony.] 



Persons include: (i) the Secretaries of the military departments; (ii) the heads of the defense 
agencies; and (iii) each person who is in a position whose duties include personal and substantial 
involvement in the preparation and submission of information and recommendations concerning 
the closure or realignment of military installations . . .." (See Section 2903(c)(5)(B)) of the 
BRAC statute.) 

Accordingly, DoD personnel have provided certified data to the Secretary of Defense in support 
of making recommendations for closures and realignments. Based on this certified data, the 
Secretary has made his final recommendations to the Commission. Moreover, pursuant to 
Section 2912(b) of the BRAC statute, the Secretary has also certified that there is a need for the 
closure and realignment of military installations, and has additionally certified that such closures 
and realignments will result in annual net savings for each of the military departments beginning 
no later than fiscal year 201 1. 

DoD personnel (in the categories described above), when responding to questions submitted by 
Commission personnel to the DoD clearinghouse have a duty to provide the Commission with 
certified data. All data received from the clearinghouse is considered to be certified. 

CATEGORY B: SWORN TESTIMONY AND DOCUMENTARY SUBMISSIONS AT 
HEARINGS BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

Section 2903 (d)(l) of the BRAC statute provides that after receiving the Secretary's 
recommendations for closures and realignments of military installations, the Commission shall 
hold public hearings. Further, this statutory provision directs that "[all1 testimony before the 
Commission at a public hearing . . . shall be presented under oath." 

The oath administered to witnesses testifying before the Commission states as follows: 

Do you swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give, and any 
evidence that you may provide, are complete and accurate to the best of 
your knowledge and belief, so help you God? 

This language parallels the certification requirement set forth in Section 2903 of the BRAC 
statute. Moreover, the oath covers not only the sworn testimony of the witnesses appearing 
before the Commission but also the documentary evidence (e.g., Powerpoint presentations, hand- 
outs, memoranda) that is submitted to the Commission by a witness during the course of a 
hearing. 

In weighing the credibility of the witnesses, each Commissioner must individually determine for 
him or herself the believability of each witness. In evaluating this matter, each Commissioner 
must consider each witness's sincerity, truthfulness, persuasiveness, knowledgeableness on the 
subject-matter presented, and whether the witness is supported or contradicted by other evidence. 
The possibility of bias in terms of how the witness may be impacted by the decision-making of 
the Commission may also (but not necessarily) factor into the process of according the 
appropriate weight to such a witness's testimony and any documentary evidence helshe may 
provide. In making this determination, it is important to remain as objective and impartial as 



possible, realizing that each Commissioner is also moved by his or her own life and professional 
experiences, biases, and judgments. 

CATEGORY C: COMMUNICATIONS FROM FEDERAL, STATE, AND 
MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS 

The Commission has been in frequent contact with numerous elected and appointed federal, 
state, and municipal officials. Where such officials have been corresponding or otherwise 
communicating in person or by telephone without formally testifying before the Commission, 
such communications should also be given appropriate weight. Commissioners have come into 
contact with many such officials during the course of hearings, base site visits, meetings, 
receptions, and other events. 

Since the nature of these communications are not sworn to or otherwise certified as truthful and 
accurate, less weight needs be accorded to them. Nevertheless, there may be circumstances in 
which a particular Commissioner may feel that a certain unsworn, non-certified communication 
is particularly influential or persuasive. This is again a matter of weighing the credibility and 
believability of such a person, and the context of that communication which necessarily includes 
the nature of the Commissioner's relationship with that person. 

CATEGORY D: COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC 

The Commission has received thousands of pieces of correspondence from individuals, civic and 
community organizations, veterans groups, schools, and numerous other organizations. These 
communications are not sworn or certified. However, the same caveat mentioned above applies 
here where an individual Commissioner may feel that a certain public submission has great 
persuasive value. This is a judgment call, and each Commissioner has been vested with the 
public trust and authority to make such a determination. 

CATEGORY E: PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE AND OBSERVATIONS 

Commissioners and staff members are chosen for their experience and expertise and are expected 
to use their knowledge and special insights in evaluating information received from all sources. 
They acquire important information first-hand through site visits, which provide opportunities to 
speak with a wide variety of people and see the condition of infrastructure, extent of encroach- 
ment, and other conditions and circumstances relevant to proposed BRAC actions. They also 
properly receive relevant and material information from the popular press, television, and other 
news sources. The significance and value of such information are once again determinations to 
be made by individual Commissioners. 

DAVID C. HAGUE 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

Date: June 22,2005 

To: Commissioners, Defense B a y  Closure and Realignment Commission 

From: Chairman Anthony J. Princip~ '14 
RE: Commission Prodecures and Schedule 

As we approach the voting phase of the Base Closure and Realignment 
process I have found it useful to review our current situation regarding recusals and 
voting requirements. A discussion of the results of my review follows. 

Matters as they now stand are that four commissioners have recused 
themselves from participation in matters relating to installations in their home states. 
Commissioners Coyle and Gehman recused themselves, in accordance with ethics 
agreements they signed during the nomination process, because of BRAC-related 
activity in California and Virginia respectively. Commissioner Bilbray recused 
himself because of his long-time representation of Nevada in the Congress and 
other public offices. Commissioner Hansen recused himself with regard to Utah for 
the same reason. 

Each of the commissioners made his recusal publicly at a Commission hearing 
held on May 19, 2005. As a result of these recusals, the commissioners cannot 
deliberate or vote on matters relating to installations in their home states or to 
installations in other states that are substantially affected by closures and realignments 
or installations in their home states. To avoid controversy and possible litigation 
"substantially affected will be interpreted very conservatively. 

The procedural rules adopted by the Commission at an open hearing on 
May 19, 2005, are, with one significant exception, the  same as t h e  rules that guided 
the previous three BRAC Commissions. Unlike in the past, however, a super 
majority of seven of nine commissioners is now required to add, realign, or increase 
the realignment of a base not included on the Secretary of Defense's list of bases to 
be closed or realigned. 

With the exception of the seven-of-nine vote requirement, no guidance is 
provided in the BRAC statute for voting, such as what constitutes a quorum and 
majority. The Commission rules describe three situations in which a majority of the 
commissioners serving is required to conduct business. Only issues such as 
motions to extend meetings and adjourn are resolved by a simple majority of 
commissioners present. A majority of commissioners serving is therefore always 
five unless by resignation or other loss without replacement the total number of 
commissioners serving is reduced below nine. 

The majority of the votes anticipated during Commission hearings to 
consider additions to the Secretary's list and conduct final deliberations will not be 
affected by recusals. All commissioners will be qualified to deliberate and vote. 



June 22.2005 Commission Procedures and Schedule 

Only one Commissioner will be recused from most of the remaining votes. In only a very 
limited number of actions will two or three Commissioners be disqualified from deliberating 
and voting. 

In a related matter, I have determined as a matter of policy that we will make the 
greatest reasonable effort to minimize the number of conflicts but permit recused 
Commissioners as necessary to participate in regional hearings. Participation will be allowed 
even though the recused Commissioners will be unable to deliberate and vote on all of the 
installations discussed at the hearings and site visits. Their direct exposure to as much 
information and as many concerned citizens as possible is recognized as being vitally 
important to the completion of the Commission task of open, fair, and comprehensive 
consideration of the final selection criteria, force-structure plan, and worldwide infrastructure 
inventory. Other Commissioners and staff at the hearings and site visits will also gather data, 
so there is no real possibility that the recused Commissioner could be seen as filtering the 
Commission's view of an installation. 

I know that we are of like mind that the Commission and its individual members must 
be above reproach and free from any real or perceived bias. The actions of Commissioners 
Bilbray, Coyle, Gehman, and Hansen in limiting their participation in certain Commission 
actions reflect the importance they place on their personal integrity and the public trust. Their 
actions can only serve to enhance the reality and perception of the Commission as 
independent, open, and honest. 

I know that you share my enthusiasm for this undertaking, but I also am confident that 
we all look forward to the successful completion of our work. We have conducted more than 
half of our initial site visits and public hearings, but two full months of focused effort remain. 
Hearings to receive testimony from the Department of Defense, Government Accountability 
Office, and others are scheduled for July 18 and 19. We will conduct our "adds" hearing on 
July 19. We will receive Congressional testimony on July 28 and 29, and testimony from the 
Secretary of Defense and Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff during the week of August 15. 
Final deliberations commence the week of August 22. At this point, we remain on schedule 
to deliver the Commission report to the President on September 8. Thanks to you all for your 
remarkable service. 



ProcedumX Rules of the 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comission 

w. I"he Defe~xsr; Base Cfostur-e md Reafim-t Commission ~ComrnisGort"') wris 

estahiishfxf by the Defense B1.t~ C.losusue and Realignrnwrt AM of 1990, Part A of  Title XXIX of 
Public Law 101 -51 0, as amended by Title XXX af the PJaiod D e f m  Authurx'zaion Act' for 
Fiscal Year 2002, Public Law 107- i 07, and f&&er amended by Section 2822, Subtitle C, "rille 
XXVLXl, Ltivisiern 8, of Pubtic Law f 08- t 36  act:''). The Gosnmiirsic?nss aperations sf~all 
comply with that Act, as amended, and with these P r o d &  RuIes- 

Rule 2. The Crtrnmissisns meetings, other t h  mezings in which dasstfied infarmatitiern 1s to be 
discussed, shall he open to the prtblic. Xn other respects, the Commission shall amply with the 
Federal Advisory CtmmiMec Act, Tifie 5, United States Code, Appe~dix 2, aildl the F d m l  
Advisury Gommitte Mmagement Finaf Rule, 41 Code of Federal Re~fagom Pm f O I -6 and 
102-3. 

Rule 3. The Commission shall meet only during cidendmr yews 2005 and 260%. -- 
Rule 4. ' he  Commission shall meet at the d l  of the Chairman or the request of a majority of' 
the Commissionm serving at Ehaa time. 

Rule 5. When the C a m i s i o n  meets to eonsi&r (a) :fie rccoxnmendatians of the Semem-y uf 
Defense ('"Secretary") suh~ittecf to the Commissian in acmrwfmce with the Act, (h) thc 
Commissictn"~ ~:eprt to the President in aecodanm with tfre Ad,  or (G) a revised list of 
reccrmnestdaticms in accordance with tXle Act, a quorum shd1 consist. of a majority of the 
members then sewing. When the Cnmmissiun mms to considtx lfie cias~~re of an Jnstallation 
not recommend& by the Secrtltary tor such action, or to consider the reaIignment ai* an 
instdlatiun that would m u i t  in a reduction in the force structure at that inrrta1Iatic;n rlha was tsnila 

rcmmmd@ct by the Scxrctwy, a quorum shall 60mist of seven of the members serving, 
When the Commission meets to conduct public hearings to receive pul3lir: cttmmmt on afte 
=wme~~dztioris af the Swr~tary or the prodixlgp af the Cornmissjsjon, a quorum shill consist 
of one ar  more mazberts designated by the Chajnnm. 

Rule 6. IVhm the C:ommission meets to consider (a) the recum~ead&ons of the Secrc~a-y 
srtbmi#r=d to the C:clmmissia~~ in acwrdmce with the Bra, (h) the cam mission'^ r q r l  to the 
President in awordmee with the Act, ar (GI c) revised fist of~t~onmrne~ifafions in a~cixdance with 
the Act, and a q u u m  i s  pcsmt, a vote shall be required afthe Cnmmtssion to cfjspensc: with 
any of the abtlve resp~iilsibifities nr to rat@ s a y  acts of the Commissian. *Re adoption of any 
achso taken by the Cammission with regard &3 (a) &e n=wn~rnandatlnns of xRtt: Satewry 
su;ttbmnitr& to h e  Can~missi;ion in accx~rdmce with the Act. (h) the Comissinn's report to the 
President in accordance with the Act, or (c) a revisal fist of reu~mn~endulioris in accordeuxce with 
the Act, will be by a majority o f  the meznbws sewing at f.kz time. In the event of a tie vote on 
the adoptian of  any SU& actit>in, tht: motion faiils far iack of a majority. Ttx: arloptictn rrf any 
action taka1 by the Coxnrnissisn with regad to the dosure of an installatian not t=ommended 
by rhtr: Secretary for such action, or to consider the rm;itliwmar c~f m inst;lllaticrn that- would 



result in. a reduetitrn in tf?e force stfilcwre at that installation that W% not r*corrrmmdaI by ehc: 
Secretary, wit1 be by seven of the mctnbcrs then sewing. ??re resolution uf df ather issues 
arising in rkf: nomaf. cctune of Garrln~ission meetings or hearings skdi be by a simple majority 
of@ommission~rs present. 511c Commissioners shall Vole in pwsrm, except \vhen a proxy is 
tsxcrcised under Rule 5;). 

Rule 7. The Chaimm sshrtIt preside at meetings md public i - rengs  of @te Con~missicsn t&m fac? --- 
is presenr. fn the Chiman's & s e n ~ +  tte or she shall d e ~ i ~ a t e  moI;her m~mber of the 
Commission ts pircside, 

&q@. Tt?c Chairman, or in his absence, tile presidiiq Csnmissioner, sttdl ahc aii&c:snty to 
ensure tbe ordaly cmdW of ehct Co1mission's business. +This power indudes, wittiout 
limitation, r ~ o ~ p i z i n g  members of the public to speak, imposing rwoitable limitations 011. the 
length of time u spc'ilkcr may laold the floor> delemining the order In which rn~mks crf the 
C:otr-tmissi~~n may clucgiion witncssm, wnducting votes of manbe= of ate ~mmis s i i sn ,  arld 
desipating Co~~~~nlssittncrs far the conduct of public hearings. 

&&9. One Cum~issioner may designate another &missioner to vote riaid otherwise aet for 
the first member wlzen he or she will be absent, but only where the first Comsnisslcpn~~ has 
preGousf y issued u written pmxy to the second stating the specific, limited purpose for which the 
p ~ o x y  i s  t o  be excxfcised. tVhere the margin of decision would be supplied by a proxy vote* the 
prtjxy shall bc eorrsidercd invalid and the miitla unrler coxisider8&on sfialj be ct-tnsidmed $0 have 
ikiled. 

RrrXe 10. These wles may be amended by a majority v c ~ e  of the Comis s ione~  ~ t m 4 ~ g  at the 
time. 





P R O C E E D  
CHAIRMAN COURTER: The 

Cornission w i l l  c u m  t o  order. I f  uc can have 
order i n  the roam, please. Thank you very 
mxh. 

Good morning, ladies and 
gentlan, and u e l c a  t o  one of the m a t  
inportant meetings that the Base Closure and 
Reali-t Camtission w i l l  have. Uelre here 
t o b y ,  as y w  knou, t o  develop a mnu of 
options, a l i s t  o f  possible alternatives t o  
sanc of the m i l i t a r y  ins ta l la t ions  that the 
Secretary o f  Defense has recoRmwrdcd for 
closure. 

I want t o  emphasize that uclre 
not  here today t o  probce a f i n a l  L ist  of 
closures and r e a l i g m t s .  Ylc w i l l  not take 
that  d e f i n i t i v e  act ion mt i l  the l a t t e r  pmrt 
o f  next month, Jvw. I t  u i l l  probably be the 
t h i r d  m k  o f  Jme, perhaps the Last m k  in 
Jvw. 

Uelre here today t o  mke 
decisians about d i n g  bases fo r  further 
consideration, not  because ue have k t e n i n e d  
tha t  ma need t o  close more bsses than the 
secretary has reconnmdtd, necessarily, but 
because we want t o  make sure he selected the 
r i g h t  ones f o r  closure and r e a l i g m t .  

I also want to  make i t  c lear 
tha t  our job i s  not to  w e t  and, i n  som 
cases, almost t e r ro r i ze  camuni t ies that my,  
i n  s m  cases, breathe a sigh of re l i e f  i n  
March uhm they f d  cut they w r e  not on the 
Secretary's l i s t  o f  recocmwded realiprments 
o r  closures. Ye are as a -1 acutely auere 
o f  the pain and the dis locat ion that 
cumut i t i es  fear uhen they face the prospect 
o f  an i ~ p o r t a n t  m i l i t a r y  base k i n g  closed o r  
real igned in t h e i r  neighborhood. 

Our job as an indepndent 
Comissiar  i s  t o  rcnder a f a i r  and i n f o d  
judgant of the Secretary's recomrrrrdations. 
1 don't th ink  w can do that i n  som cases 
ui thout l u k i n g  d i r e c t  carparisons b e t m  
barn :hat are on the Secretary's L ist  and 
s imi la r  bases tha t  are not fand on the 
Sccretaryls List, 

If, a f t e r  f u l l  and apcn 
discussions today w e  a d  h o e s  f o r  further 
consideration, w e  u i l l  St f a i r  t o  those 
addit ional insta i lat ions,  jus t  as w have ken 
f a i r  to  those that  uere on :he Secretary's 
L ist .  Siuply pt, an af f i rmat ive vote, vhich 
w i l t  rcquire i f  there i s  no refusals, four 
c a n i s s i ~ r s  vo t ing  in the a f f i rna t ive  :o plt 
a base on the r c v i w  l i s t  does not necessarily 
man they're going t o  Lw closed. 

I t  mans that f o r  us t o  do an 
hoocst and indtptndent job i n  analyzing that 
par t icu lar  category, as did the Department o f  
Defense, w have t o  look a t  a broader picture. 
Yc have t o  laok a t  other instal lat ions, we 
feel, i f  there i s  an affirmative vote, ocher 
than those that  e r e  f a v d  on the Secretary's 
l i s t  #arch 15th. 

A t  least one cannissioner if, 
in  fact, we vote a f f i rmet ive ly  t o  add bases on 
our rw i cw  l i s t  today, w i l l  v i s i t  any 
ins ta l l a t i on  that  w add fo r  further 

I N G S  
consideration, i f  i t  f a l l s  in  the catmory of 
k i n g  major. A n d  representatives of that 
comnnity, just  l i k e  those tha t  occurred 
during the past ccxple of months, w i l l  bc 
given the oppor tmi ty  t o  t e s t i f y  i n  t he i r  area 
o f  the can t r y .  A n d  then t h e i r  e l u t e d  
representatives in Uashington, D.C., u i l l  b. 
given the oppar tmi ty  t o  t e s t i f y  l a t e r  on t h i s  
month u i  t h  respect t o  those rdd i t i ona l  
f a c i l i t i e s  here in  Yashington. 

A schedule o f  those a d d i t i o ~ l  
base v i s i t s ,  i f  we have a f f i m m t i v e  votes 
today, and hearings u i l l  be amourced u i t h i n  
the next feu days. Af ter  we carplete a m 
romd of base v i s i t s  and hearings b r i n g  the 
early days of Jvw, ue u i  11 have a d d i t i c ~ l  
hearings i n  Washington, &r ing  which manbers 
of Congress and other inportant  witnesses u i l l  
be given a f i n a l  w r t m i t y  t o  t e s t i f y .  

I have spoken t o  various 
comnissioners i n d i v i & a l l y ,  a d  they feel  
strongly that h a t  ue m y  writ t o  do in  scme 
instances - -  not a l l ,  but  i n  some instances, 
and mybe a l l  instances - -  i s  t o  i n v i t e  beck 
the Department o f  Defense, the Secretary of 
Defense, Service Secretaries, and other 
personnel that came ufa u i t h  the or ig ina l  L is t  
that was published on March 15th. 

We u i  1 1  t h m  begin our f i na l  
publications or public del iberat ions a r m  
the 17th or 18th of June and u i l l  vote a, our 
f i na l  ruarmeodations t o  the President, as I 
mentioned, l a te  June - -  we ant ic ipa te  J m e  
25th or 26th. 

As we have been, I be1 ieve, 
throughout t h i s  en t i re  process, uelLL cont iwe 
t o  be f a i r ,  open. and, o f  course, f i e r ce l y  
independmt. Our job i s  to  make sure that ue 
make the best  decisions fo r  the interests o f  
the can t r y .  

Final ly, I want t o  say a word 
about how we proceed today, and I have a 
c q l e  o f  technical housekeeping chores. I 
have rsked Yatt Behnnam, uho i s  s i t t i n g  i n  
f ron t  o f  m, and our ch ie f  o f  staf f ,  and B e n  
Bordon, uho is, as ell, in f ron t  of oc, arr 
d i rec tor  o f  review ard analysis, t o  g ive us a 
short presentation, a f t e r  uhich the leaders 
fo r  :he cannission~s three serv ice teams a d  
interagency t e a  - -  ue have a ream leader f o r  
the A i r  iorce, the A m y ,  and the Navy, and an 
interagency tern. 

And .*el t 1 have them be 
available t o  take us through the various 
options that they have prepared a t  our 
request, as wel l  as any other options that any 
c a n n i s s i w r  may ra ise  during the day. f 
anticipate, obviously, a f u l l  and b r d  end 
vigorour discussion r i t h  regard t o  a l l  these 
categories and a i l  these bases. 

I uant t o  mphasize the fact 
that the process with respect t o  today's 
events star ted je fore  today. And I just uant 
t o  smke sure that everybody u r d e r s t h  what 
that process uas. The camiss ion rs ,  before 
they were sworn i n  as camissioocrs by the 
United States Senate, obviously disclosed 
:heir f inancia l  s i tuat ions - -  f inanc ia l  



disclosure statements. 
Yhen the Secretary's March 

15th l i s t  cam art, a l l  the contracts that  
thase ins ta l la t ions  had wi th pr iva te  i n c h t r y  
nas capared with the f inanc ia l  disclosure 
statemmts t o  mke  sure that  n m k r s  of t h i s  
Cmmission d i d  not w i t t i n g l y ,  m i thw t  
knwing the conf l i c t ,  vote on something i n  
2*ich there w s  r conf l i c t .  

r4nd that uas don, and one o r  
tw coa iss ioncrs  have rccused thanselves, 
e i ther because they f o v d  out  i n fo rmt ion  they 
d i h l t  knou, or because they k n t v  it, and t h y  
were going t o  recwe thcneelves anyuay, 
because they f e l t  that there was a perceived 
or  real  c o n f l i c t  of interest .  

I n  order t o  make sure that 
t h y  we didn' t  f a l l  i n to  tha t  sam trap or  
that same problem, I asked i n d i v i d m l  
comissiancrs b r i n g  the past 10 days that as 
thay revieued potent ia l  a l ternat ives or addr 
t o  the Secretary's l i s t ,  t ha t  they give the 
nrrcs of those f a c i l i t i e s ,  those bssn,  t o  our 
chief  cormaet, Sheila Cheston, and that then 
there would be that sanr con f l i c t s  revicw, 
uhich would take place wi th respect t o  those 
potent ia l  addit ional f a c i l i t i e s ,  as took place 
with respect to  the March 15th l i s t .  

Our counsel, of course, gave 
then that proposed con f l i c t s  l i s t  to  the 
Department of Defense's Standards o f  O f f i c i a l  
Conduct Of f ice  inside the Of f ice  of the i r  
Gcnra l  Cornsel. The con f l i c t s  were looked 
at, and I think i n  a l l  except for  one 
category, no recusal was needed 4 t h  regard t o  
t h i s  Large group that were on t h i s  conf l i c ts  
L ist .  

Today, then, a l l  the 
discussions w r e  on safe g roud .  A l l  the 
discussions and a l l  the votes w i l l  take place 
an bases in uhich conf t i c t s  uere examined 
&ring the past 10 days. h d  1 wanted t o  lreke 
sure cverybdy vderstood that, because as I 
ard ather coanissioners .nt 4 t h  ambers o f  
Congress, as .*'re constantly doing -- i t ' s  
p r c  of the process, and n wlcane that; .w 
th ink i t ' s  very helpfu l  - -  there was ~m 
discussion about, "Am I on a List?* 

nobody i s  on a l i s t  mtil we 
aff i raret ively vote today Sy a major i ty  o f  
colmissioners that are e l i g i b l e  t o  vote. That 
L i s t  mas only a conf l i c ts  L i s t  t o  avoid 
&own, w i t t i n g  con f l i c t s  o f  interests. 

Ui t h  regard t o  the yocchr re  
today, we'l l  hear f i r s t  - -  and I ' m  not going 
t o  recognize you yet, because :here's another 
chore 1 uant to  take vdcr consideration - -  
we'l l  hear from E d  3roun, the Army tean 
lesdcr, 1. guess, i n  a b u t  10 minutes. Then 
we ' l l  move to  Alex Ye l l i n  a f t e r  that. And 
then w 1 r e  going t o  .move t o  the A i r  Force 
a f te r  we f i n i sh  with the gar/. And then we're 
going t o  go in to  the special team, and that i s  
Bob Cook. 

1 don't r e a l l y  anticipate, 
mlcss we're t e r r i b l y  e f f i c i en t ,  f in ishing 
today. A l l  the cana iss ionrs  have indicated 
t o  ac that  i f  w don't, w w i l l  reconvene a t  
an agreeable time tanorrow, and th i s  p l b l i c  
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hearing w i l l  be c o n t i n r d  u i thout  the need of 
fur ther publ icat ion in the Feckral Register. 
Perhaps that  was, i n  fact, already don. 
UellL cer ta in ly  do wr best, as always, to  
stay on schedule. 

U i th  regard t o  some of the 
addi t ional  housekeeping chores, our coulsel 
has r e v i d  the by law  tha t  mere adopted i n  
1991 and then readopted t h i s  year. Ule points 
out that there's tw, areas o f  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  - -  
not substantive change, but c l a r i f i c a t i o n  - -  
that  w l d  be best t o  rev ien  today and to 
c lear up by way of an a m r d m m t  or  tuo 
amendmnts. 

F i r s t  of a l l ,  the rules that 
are prblished, and you can have a copy of them 
i f  you don't have than nw, indicate that in 
order for  a quorun to  be present and for votes 
t o  take place with respect t o  closing a 
f a c i l i t y ,  there has t o  be a major i ty  of 
carmissiocxrs. The f i r s t  anmhmt says Yhe 
l m j o r i t y  of e l i g i b l e  cann i~s iorwrs ,~*  because 
w may have one or  more caanissioners reuse  
themselves. And therefore, we wanted t o  mke 
i t  atandantly c lear that the  Rules 5 and 6 
focus on the need to  have a major i ty  of 
e l i g i b le  cunnissioners. 

The second i s  an amendmnt to 
Rule 6, which fur ther mekes ccear that  a 
majority vote i s  required t o  re ject  a 
rccomnenaarion o f  the Secretary of Defense or 
to  add m i l i t a r y  i ns ta l l a t i ons  t o  the 
Secretary's L i s t  or to  add a m j o r  
realignrent. i n  other words, i n  the events -. 
and I uant to  make sure our rules make th is 
abundantty clear - -  i n  the event of a t i e  on 
these issues, the Secretary's recarmendat ions 
w i l l  stand. 

So those a r e  the tw technical 
wendments that I'm asking k offered today. 
And do I hear a motion on those amendments? 
And i f  seconded, ue can have whatever 
d i  xussion i s  necessary. 

The gentlemm i s  recognized. 
CMnISSI(3WER STUART: To 

c l a r i f y  the CannissionJs intent, I move that 
:he f i r s t  sentence of Rule 5 of  :he Procedural 
R u L a  ~f the Defense Base CLosure and 
2 e a i i g n m t  Sc mended t o  read: 'A yy 
sha l l  consist o f  3 , m j o r i t y  o f  the e l ~ g i b l e  
Carmission rrmbcrs serving a t  that time.. 

CHAIRWAN CCURTER: Oo I hear a 
second to  :he motion? 

CO~Q~ISSIOWER 3YRON: nr. 
Secretary, I second. 

CHAIRWAN COURTEI: I hear a 
second. 

Any discussion on that? I 
b l i e v e  that alL cannissiomrs have the actual 
language d i t h  respect :o t h i s  technical 
amerunent. I s  there any discussion on the 
motion ~ i c h  has k seconded? 

(No response.) 
Hearing oo discrrssions, a l l  in 

favor, say aye. 
(Chorus of ayes. ) 
CHAIRMAN CUJRTER: Does 

anybody w s e  t h i s  motion? 
(No response.) 
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1 P R O C E E D I N G S  
2 CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good ladies and 
3 entlemey, and welcome to the first g;Y~d final 
r %eliberatlons of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
5 R e a l ~ y t  Copmussion. 
6 y name 1s Alan Dixon, and I am chairman of the 
7 Commission. With me are my collea es, Commissioners A I I  
8 Cornella, Rebecca Cox. General J.B. Savls, S. Lee Klio 
9 Admiral Benjamin Montoya, General Joe Robles, and d ~ d i  

lo Steele. 
11 Today, we will beg& to decide which military bases 
12 to recommend to the President for closure or realignment. It 
13 is a ainful r nsibilit which none of us sought, but 
14 whi& we m%ermiud to carry out a deliberate way tbat 
IS will improve long-term military readiness and insure we are 
16 spending the American taxpayers' money in the most efficien 
17 way possible. 
18 Yet, as unappealing a s  our task is, I can assure 
19 every American taxpayer that we are as well-prepared for it 

21 received .the recommendations of the Sec+~ry of Defense, 
22 commtssloners and staff have made 205 visits to the 165 

1 
zo as any eight people could be. In the 16 weeks srnce we 1 

i i 
1 
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1 miljtary installations and activities. We conducted 16 
2 regional heanngs arqund the~ountry and in Guam. We held 
3 another 13 heamgs m Waslungton and have had hundreds of 
4 m-~tjngs with community representatives and elected 
5 officials. 
6 The commissioners have worked hard. Tbe staff has 
7 worked hard. The process has been open at every point, and 
8 whatever the outcome of our votes, I am confident when I saj 
9 I believe that eve community on the list has been treated 

lo and wu b j u d  d f a i r ~  
11 Before I %escnbe gow the final deliberations will 
12 be conducted, I wanted to offer m thanks on behalf of the 
13 other commissioners and our s t a d o  all the military and 
14 civilian personnel who have coopcrated with us completely and 
15 raciously during what is clearly a traumatic time for them. 
16 hey show character beyond words and do their country proud. 
17 
! 

Now, let me describe how these deliberations wil l  
18 proceed. When we h i i h  our work today, w e  will resume work 
19 m this room at 8:30.tomorrow morning and Saturda morning. 
20 If we have not finwhed by Satyday, we will de off Sunday 
21 and return here Monday m o m g  at 8:30 and for as many 
22 mommgs as necessary. 

Page 6 1 
1 We have deliberately left these work cia s open- 
2 ended and will know only late qn.eqch day .w&t - ye y i U 1  
3 stop work. For those reasons, ~t IS ~rnposs~ble to pred~ct m ! 

4 advance what time of what day a base will be considered. ; 
5 We will begin in a few minutes with a presentation 1 
6 by our staff cross-semice team. This presentation will 
7 include the installations in the following cate ories: Air , 
8 Force laboratories and product centers; Air &rce depots; , 
9 Army depots; Navy depotslwarfare centers; Navy technical 

10 centers; and the Du ay Proving Ground and a group of five [ 
11 miscellanequs Air installauons. 
12 As y l 1  be the case throughout the deliberations, I 

I 
13 our staff wlu tesent.the comssioners  wjth the results of i 
14 its review a n ~ d y s i s  of the data underlymg the I 
1s recommendatioqs qn the Secretary's ljst and regarding the ! 
16 bases the Comrmss~on added for cons~deratlon on May 10- ' 

17 After the presentation on each installation, there 
la will be as many questions and as much debate as the 
19 commissioners desire, and then it will be ap ropnate to 
20 enteein a notion for soye kind of action, ?t is our t 

21 lntent~on to vote on each d l a t i o n  after 1t.s 
22 presentation. The final result on each base will be known at ; 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. (202) 296-2929 Page 1 -Page 6v  1 
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1 closure statute does not ive the *me resumption to bases 
2 added to the list b the 8ommission. L e s e  bases can be 
3 dosed or realignd only with a majority vote. 
4 Further, there is no need to make a motion to kee 
5 an added base o en. We do not have to vote on all the gases 
6 we added, and if we do not vote, that particular base will 
7 remain open. 
8 ?pe Chair will try to make sure we all understand 
9 these dlstlnct~ons as we proceed with the votmg. 

10 Now, before I reco the Comrmssion staff 
11 director, David Lyles, w E l l  begin the. resentations, I 
12 would ldce to say a few wprds about the difficuJt @sk at 
13 hand and how I approach it. I belleve the ellmation of 
14 excess infrastructure +.the Defense Department is critical 
15 to the ablli of the rmlitary services to maintain and 
16 moderruze eir forces over the next decade. 
17 

% 
All of us are aware of the pressures on the defense 

18 bud et. In the last 10 years, the defense budget has 
19 d e c h  almost 40 percent in real terms. For FY 1996, the 
20 military bud et for modernization and procurement of new 
21 yeapons is 6 9 . 4  billion -- do? 71 ercent since 1986, and 
22 m real terms at ~ t s  lowest level smce P950. 
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1 that time, notwithstanding the fact that we have until july 1 
2 to deliver our formal report to the President. 
3 After the cross-service team is finished, we will 1 4 move on to the Air Force, then the Navy, the Army, and 
5 finally, the Defense Logistics Agenc . d 6 Now, let me take a m u t e  to escribe our voting 
7 rocedure, because it may be sli htly confusin at times. 

fil d 8 %e base closure statute affords e recommen ations for of 
9 the Secretary of Defense a presum tion of con~tness .  From 

10 a practical stand omt, that means &e Commrssion can 
11 overturn or modfy the SecretaryVs recommendation only by a 
12 majorit vote. 
13 I r a  motion to reject or modify the Secretary's 
14 recommendation ends m a tie, then the motion fai!s and the 
15 Secretary's recommendation stands. In addition, m order to 
16 overturn the Secreta 's recommendation, the Co~mission must 
17 make a speeific +Zin that the recommendation has 
18 substantially deviated from the force structure and base 
19 closure criteria. 
20 In the case of a motion to acce t the Secretary's ? 21 recommendation, a tie vote is all tha is needed to sup ort 
u the Secretary. A majority vote is not necessary. Theiase 

2 next several days. 
3 The first point involves the financial and 

budgetag context of the Commission's deliberations. As yo 
5 can see om the first chart on the screen there, back on 
6 March lst, the Defense Department estimated that the base 
7 closure and realignment recommendations they were forwarding 
8 to the Commission had one-time, u -front costs of $3.74 
9 billion, with annual savings of l.??billion once they were 

10 implemented, and a 20- ear savings of $21 billion. 
11 Two thm s have &i pened smce March 1st that have 
12 chan ed or coufd chan e fhese cost and savin s estimates. 
13 The &st is that the mifjtary services, princip~ly the Army 
14 and the Air Force, have gone out and done detailed site 
15 surveys of the installations on their closure lists. As a 
16 resul! of these site surve s, the services have revised the 
17 one-time cost and mudsavings  projections on a number of 
I 8 their recommendatjons. 
19 The second lme on this chart shows the cumulative 
20 results of these revisions. Using the Defense Department's 
21 own figures, the one-time cost to im lement their March 1st 
22 recommendations have now gone u p j y  $337 million, or 9 

Page 10 ; p e r s o n ~ l ~  g refer to achieve greater savings. 
ave said earlier, the base closure law allows 

3 the Commission to remove a base from the Secretary's list 
4 only if it finds substantial deviation from the force 
5 structure plan or theselection criteria. For my art, I 
6 will apply a very n id test to h s  quean of su%stantial 
7 deviation, because fbelieve that closmg bases now is the 
8 key to  +e continued readiness and future modernization of 
9 our rmlltary forces. 

10 Now ladies and entlemen, we're read to begin. 
11 And I would ask that afi the staff members wlo may be 
12 testifying today please stand, and I will administer the 
13 oath. 
14 Staff sworn 
15 EmnwANIDIxoN:  Director Lyles, you ma begin, 
16 sir. And thank ou from this entire Commission for e 
17 excellent work dbne b you and your staff. 
18 MR. LYLES: &a& you, Mr. Chairman, and good 
19 morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. Before 
20 we turn to the Commission review and analysis staff to begin 
21 a discussion of the closure and realignment recommendations, 
22 I would like to take just a moment or two to make two points 

I I I 
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1 Since 1986, we have reduced the size of the 
2 military by 30 percent. If this Commission closes eve 
3 the De artment wants closed this year, we will have rzA% 
4 the in#astructure by just 21 percent in all four rounds of 
5 base closure. 
6 There are no bad bases left to vote on. All the 
7 installations before us have made it through three rigorous 
8 rounds of cuts. Nonetheless, throughout our four months of 
9 visits, hear@gs and anal sis, certain indisputable facts 

lo emerge: F p t ,  DOD odcials have t s t i f i g  that even after 
i I h s  round is completed, there d l  still be sigmficant 
12 excess infrastructure m Defense Department. 
13 Second, DOD officials haye also testified that the 
14 services are countlng on the savlngs from thts round to 
15 reverse the decline rn their modernization funding. Third, 
16 the overall defense budgetjs)ikely to decline over the next 
17 few years. And fourth, thts is the last round.of closures 
18 under the current, ex edited procedure, and it is unclear 
19 whether Congress wit  ever authorize another round. 
20 Having said that, I believe it is critical that the 
21 Commission achieve at the very minimum the level of savings 
22 proposed in March by the Secretary of Defense. I would 

Page 1; 
1 percent. Their annual savin s have gone down by $146 
2 million, or 8.3 percent. An% the 20-year savings have gone 
3 down b $1.9 billion, a little over 9 percent. 
4 d e  second thin that has ha pened, Mr. Chairman, 
5 is that the secretary o f~e fense  an8 the secretary of the 
6 &m have wntten aslung the Commission to remove severa 
7 mstaflatlons from 6 e  March 1st list. These.installatipns 
8 are listed on the second chart and lnclude artland k r  Force 
9 Base in the Air Force, Dugway Proving Ground, and two smaller 

10 installations in the.Aqny. 
11 If the Commrssion agrees with the Department's 
12 recommendation to remove these installations from the list, 
13 the financial result is shown on this slide. The one-time up 
14 front cost to im lement the closures and reali 
15 declined by 22?million, or 6 percent, from =;,"h 1st 
16 figure. The annual savings declined b 199 million, or 11 
17 ercent. And the 20-year savings dec&ed by 2.1 billion, or 
18 70 percent. 
19 So, Mr. Chairman, the messa e here is that if the 
20 C o m s s i o n  were just to acce t thesefense De artment's 
21 recommendations as they Stan8 now, using the gefense 
22 Department's numbers, the annual savings would be 11 percent 
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1 lower, and the 20-year savings would be 10 percent Lower than 
2 the Defense Department estimated when they sent the list to 
3 the Commission on March the 1-st. 
4 The second area I would hke to hi hlight briefly, f 5 Mr. Chairman, is the Commission's approac to economic impact 
6 and cumulative economic impact in our analysis of the Defense 
7 Department recommendahons over the four months. P" 8 Economic impact is one of the eight se ection criteria 
9 considered by the Defense Department when they drew up their 
lo closure recommendations. 
11 In the presentations bysthe Commission's staff ove? 
12 the next several days you ud see for econormc 
13 impact and for cumuhive emnomi-for each 
14 installation on the Secretary of Defense s list of 
15 recommendations, as well as on the Commission's list of bases 
16 added for conside~tion. 
17 The economc lm act of a ro sed closure or 
18 realignment of an insdation is Zeged as 'The direct and 
19 indirect job loss resulting from a @ w e n t  or clopre as 
20 a percent of the eqloyment w h  its economc area. " 
2 1 The cumulahve econormc ~mgact of a closure or 

realignment is 'The direct and indrrect job loss as a percent 
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1 of the employment base resultin from the pro sed 1 9 h  
2 closure or realignment action, o$r E95  closure or I 3 realignments acmss all the -ices withq the same economic 
4 area, and prior closure or r e a h p e n t  a$tIons across all the 
5 servlces w~thm the same economc area. 
6 Mr. Chairman and commissioners, I think our hearing 
7 record demoetrated .that the economc t estimates 
a presented an just eshmates and are conszed by most 
9 technicians to be worst-case estimates, and the actual 
10 economic impacts of base closum may or may not nflect this 
11 worst case. 
12 I would also like to emphasize that the data and 
13 the methods used to estipate economic impacts are well- 
14 documented and are apphed consistently across all the 
15 installations in the Commission's review mcas. We have 
l6 had hvo senior economists on our staff hof ing us in this 
17 area, Mr. Dave He from the D-ent o?~ommercc, and Mr. 
18 Bob Wilson f r o m % ~ ~  
19 Mr. Chairman, wi& these intrpducto remarks, I 
20 think the staff is ready to proceed wth the Xrst catego 
21 of closure and realignment recammendations. Mr. Bem Borxn, 
n our director of review and analysis, is on my right. And on 

I 

I 
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1 Kirtland Air Force B e ,  k d  Brooks Air Force Base. 'I%e 
2 three shaded lnstallat~ons are those that are recommended by 
3 the Department of Defense for closure or reali ent. We 
4 have a map that shows the location of each of 
5 installatiom. 
6 Our next chart begins with the first installation, 
7 which is the Rome Laboratory, located at Griffiss Air Force 
8 Base in New York. Rome Laboratory is the Air Force center of 
9 excellence for command, control, communications, com uters, 
10 and intelligence, known qC4-I. And it is one of %e Air 
11 Force's her 1-top laboraton?. 
12 Accordmg to the Ch;urman of the Joint Chiefs of 
13 Staff - and I quote - "In each of the world wars of h s  
14 century, new technology debuted that revolutionized the way 
15 we fou ht wars. The revolution occurring toda is in C4-I. 
16 & A-4 - will you please ut the chart%ack? 
17 MS chart show! the Secretay of 8ef-*s -qnmendation 
18 and the cost-savmgs persome and the economc impact 
19 involved. 
20 The Secretary's recommendation is to close Rome 
21 lab. Chart A-5 shows the DOD pro sed relocation of Rome 
n Laboratory's activities and praonneP"positions to Hnnscom 
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1 Air Force B e  and Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, .Under this 
2 plan, the lab slte, a modelhg and fabncat~on fac~bty, 
3 along with personnel, will remain at Grifiss Air Force Base. 
4 The nexf the shows the issues we have review4. 
5 The DOD position IS that its costs are fau and have a su -  
6 year reern on investment, while the community's position is 
7 that it wlll take more than 100 years for the return on 
8 investment. Our review and analysis show a 13-year ntum on 
9 investment. 
10 The second issue involves space. DOD's position is 
11 that space is available for the renovation at Hanscom Air 
12 Force Base without copstructing new facilities. The 
13 commun~ty's sit~on is that renovated and new fac~lities 
14 will be n e e d 3   he staff becura of a timi. mblem on 
15 the facility to be modified at ~ a p x m ~  foundtg, a new 
16 facility or an investment in intenm fscllihes will be 
17 nquued. 
18 DOD's position on Rome activity to be moved to Fort 
19 Monmouth is thal fhey. will +crease cross-servicin The 
20 commumt 's sition is &at it breaks up team ofkghly 
21 committedlh~iduals without. standin .C4-I expertise and 
22 capabilitia who are currently mvolvdm DOD and 
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I 1 my left is Mr. Jim Owsley, the team chief of the cross- 

2 service team, who will begm the discussion and resentation. 
3 MR. OWSLEY: Thank ou. Good morning. Rr. Chairman 
4 and commissioners. ~ t ' s  a Teasure to be here this morning 
5 to present 0% analysis of tl?e Secretary of  defense:^ 
6 recommendabons on product centers and laboratones, 
7 logistics centers, depots, and air warfare centers. 
8 Assisting me on the first portion of my testimony is Dick 
9 Helmer next to him is Las Farrington; and then l p t  in line, 
10 Frank L t w e l l ,  all senior analysts for the Copmnss~on staff. 
11 The cross-services presentation today wlll address 
12 29 installations. The installations are divided into seven 
13 categories that you see on the screens before you. Category 
14 A is the Air Force product centers and laboratories; Category 
15 B is the Air Force de ots; Category C is the Arm depots; 
16 Category D is Navy $epots and warfare centers; &te ones E 
17 through G mcludes 15 mtallatlons that span the A r  fierce, 
18 Navy, and Arm . 
19 We wouldYnow like to get into the first of the 
20 product centers. The next chart depicts the seven Air Force 
21 roduct centers and laboratories. They are Hanscom Air Force 
22 iase, Rome Laboratory, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
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1 interserviqing pfo'ects. We believe that no inc- in 
2 cross-mcmg isj&ely to occur from t@s relocation. 
3 DOD's posibon is that some loss m Rome's 
4 laboratory missions effectiveness will result, but the will 
5 return at a later date. .The community's pos~tion is &t 
6 most key ersonnel wlll not relocate and that the lab will 
7 never be &e psme. 
8 We belleve there is a bi h probabili that team 
9 ex e r t i ~  would be serious1 & raded by C6 e closure and 
10 refocap?n. Man prsomel wd! not move and, as a d t ,  
1 1  the -g instaiahons would have to h m  new people who 
12 will%ave to be trained. 
13 The Air Force, the.last issue is one iqvolving re- 
14 use. And the A r  Force IS no longer c o m t t e d  to the 
15 commmty's re-use plan, because the law requires them to 
16 look at bases that are o n equally each tlme they sprt the 
17 process. There's a 1981ettcr to the then Coxmmsslon from 
18 the Deputy Assistant Secretqy of the Air Force for 
19 installahons statm "The h r  F o q  has no plans to close 
20 or relocate Rome kboratory w h  the next five y- ' . 
21 The comxiuni believes @S program pfomse h&ts 
22 its redevelopment o ?' Gnffiss h r  Force Base Rome Lab. The 


