
Responsibilities of the General C:ounsel's Ofice 

1 - The (;etier;11 C~i l~ ise l  pla!'s 11 i'ital role in helping the Com~iiission deterniine its policy 
h!. interpreting and advising tlie Commissioners on tlie Commission's enabling statute and 
its legislati\*c history. Tliis in\.ol\.es responding cluickly to complicated legal cluestions and 
\\riti~ig position papers on issues sucli as tlie Coliimission's jiirisdictioli and 
responsibilities. Counsel must be hiowledgeable on the bod\. of law pel-taining to base 
closurzs. ilicluding the Comniissioa's \\.ark in pre\lious cycles in 19%. 1993 and tlie 
Commission's Izgislati\.e histor>.. 

2 - Developing. training. monitoring and adn~inisteri~ig tlie Commission's cthics program 
consimies at least a tliird of tlie coimsel's time. It in \~ol~es  initial revie\\. of financial 
holdings h r  corlflict of interest of Commissioners atid the staff. assisting in the 
confimiation process. trairiitlg staf'f and Commissioners on etliics I;I\VS arid regiilatiotis and 
tiioriitoring and responding dail!. to ethics issiies. Tlie re\.ie\~ fbr conflicts of interest 
in\ 011-es checking financial holdings against all bases under considzration b\. the 
Commissioil. Tliis revie\& occurs t\\,icz. first in hlarcli ~/lieli tlie Secretas\ trans~iiits his 
rcconimendations to tlie Coliit~iissioli and  lien tlie Co~~i~i l iss~ol l  adds bases for 
co~~sideratio~l ill April hla>-. Tlie review ~xocess is denlanding of both tiiiie and 
manpo\\er fbr appro~llliatel!. tlree necks for each re\-ien. 

3 - Counsel is responsible for handling litigation arising out of thc Conlmission's actions. 
Coimsel works n ill1 the Depal-tliie~it of Justice to \\'rite i111d edit briefs. C0111isel iisiiall\. 
attellds Ileasings but is not recj~iirzd to as the Depastlnetit of Justice represztlts the 
Com~uission. T11e Counsel's time for litigation should be less in the 1995 round than in 
prc\.iotis !;ears. since tlie Supreme Co1tl.t limited the t?.pe of action that ma?. be broiight 
against the Colii~iiissioli. Ciu-szlitl\.. 11ie1-e is 011e case 011 appeal it1 tlie Llnitcd States Court 
ot'.-\pp~als for the Third Circuit. 

4 - Counscl ad\rises the Conlmission on procedures for public hearings and dclibcratiolis 
incltiding cluorum recluirements. joting. and parliamentary rules. 

5 - C01111se1 ilisi~res tlie C~l~llliissioli follo\vs tlie spirit and illtellt of gi)\;e1111iie11t regi~latio~is 
aflkcting agencies (21'211 if tlie!' .Acts do not appl!. to the Com~~iission) includitig the 
Frezdoni of Infc)i,miation .Act, -h_lnerican \A it11 Disabilities Act. tlie Si~tishine .Act and 
Federal .Ad\*isory Committee .Act. 

6 - Counsel insures that tlle Conlr~iissi~)~i adheres to its statutonl reqiiirenients. siicli as its 
open hearing recluiremetits and adliiinistrative isst~es. Coimsel monitors that the 
Comliiissioti consiste~itl~~ applies its o1i.n policies in all areas especiall\- it1 regard to tra\.el. 
base \.isits atid hearings. 

7 - Coiuisel miist be able to ~ n r k  011 a nide \.arizt\. of topics and advise thc Commission 
011 niattzrs tliat arise during the Coliiniission's researcli and anal\.sis. including but not 
limited to interprzti~lg contracts. leases and tlie applicatioti of en\.i~.o~mental lans sucli as 
1112 E~~ida1ige1'ed Species .Act. 
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8 - Counsel attends all hearings (sitting with Commissiotlers) and insures tlie Colnnlission 
co~nplies with the statute's reclt~irzments, advises on parliametltar!r SLIIZS. is preselit to 
respotid to i~i~lilires fi.olll C~ltlniissio~lers and o\.ersees procedures during daliberatiotls and 
voting. 

9 - Cou~isel is a liaison \vith Congress. the Executive branch. rnilita1-y ser\~ices and the 
Departmelit of Deiknse \vIien the Commission is disci~ssing issiles ai'ficting the above 
mentioned parties. 

10 - Coimsel pla!.s an integral role it1 editing the final report to insure the Ialigi~age is 
s~~fficietit. 

11 - Counsel works to insure the Colii~iiissioli pro\'ides eclual treahnelit to all comtnt~nities 
that have bases resie\sed by the Comniission. 

12 - Counsel works with the Commission's analysis staff to dei~elop the language fc~r the 
I~u~idrsds of motions that are options used by Commissioners \vIien voting on 
recotnniendatiolls to the Preside~it. Duritig filial deliberations. Cot~nsel riiiist be ablc to 
nork tmder presstire to nsrite or adapt motions that articulate the desires of tlie 
Con~~iiissio~lers as the!. lute. Counsel reads tlie ~'otes during the hearing . records all \.otcs 
and mor~itors the process to ensurz all issues are addressed and \.oted on in a fair niatuier. 



2005 COMMISSION TIMELINE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DELIVERS RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION 
(MAY 16) 

COMMISSION CONDUCTS INVESTIGATIVE HEARINGS, BASE VISITS, AND REGIONAL HEARINGS 
(MAY 16 -JULY 3) 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL SUBMITS REPORTANALYZING SECDEF RECOMMENDATIONS AND THE 
SELECTION PROCESS TO THE CONGRESSIONAL DEFENSE COMMITTEES 

(JULY I -POSSIBLYA WEEK OR SO LATER, SHOULD BE HELD AT LEAST PRIOR TO ADDS HEARING IN 
CASE GAO NOTES SERIOUS ERRORS CALLING FOR CHANGES) 

COMMISSION PROVIDES LIST OF INSTALLATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED FOR ADDITION TO SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE FOR COMMENT 

(JULY 4) 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SUBMITS REASONS WHY INSTA LLA TlONS CONSIDERED FOR ADDITION 
WERE NOT INCLUDED IN INITIAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

(JULY 19) 

COMMISSION CONDUCTS HEARING TO ADD INSTALLATIONS TO BE CONSIDERED FOR CLOSURE OR 
REALIGNMENT 

(JULY 21) 

COMMISSION SUBMITS LIST OF ADDED INSTALLATIONS TO FEDERAL REGlSTER 
(JUL Y 22) 

COMMISSION CONDUCTS BASE VISITS AND REGIONAL HEARINGS FOR ADDED INSTALLATIONS 
(JULY 22 -AUGUST 12) 

CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY ON RECOMMENDED CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 
(JULY 29 - JULY 30) 

SECDEF/ CHAIRMAN JCS AND SERVICE SECRETARIES TESTIFY IN RECLAMA TO PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON 
RECOMMENDED CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(AUGUST 15-17 OR AS LATE AS AUGUST 22) 

COMMISSION CONDUCTS FINAL DELlBERATlONS HEARINGS 
(AUGUST 23 -AUGUST 24) 

COMMISSION REPORT SENT TO PRINTER 
(SEPTEMBER 2) 

COMMISSION DELIVERS FINAL REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 
(SEPTEMBER 8) 

PRESIDENT CONSIDERS AND FORWARDS HIS CERTIFICATION OF COMMISSION'S REPORT TO 
CONGRESS OR RETURNS THE REPORT TO THE COMMlSSlON FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

(SEPTEMBER 8 -SEPTEMBER 23) 

COMMISSION CONSIDERS COMMENTS AND RESUBMITS REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 
(OCTOBER 20) 

PRESIDENT TRANSMITS APPROVAL AND CERTIFICATION OF RESUBMITTED REPORT TO CONGRESS 
(NOVEMBER 7) 

CONGRESS HAS 45 DAYS (EXCLUDING RECESSES) TO ENACT A RESOLUTION OF DISAPPROVAL 
(NOVEMBER 7 OR DECEMBER 22 EXCLUDING RECESSES) 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Timeline 

Now thru 
May 16, 05 DoD Deliberative Process. DoD undertakes internal data gathering and analytic 

process necessary to formulate recommendations and meet the statutory reporting 
requirements outlined below. 

Dec 3 1, 03 Draft Selection Criteria. Not later than this date the Secretary of Defense "shall 
publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense 
committees the criteria proposed to be used by the Secretary in making 
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the 
United states." There is a 30 day public comment period. 

Feb -, 04 Force Structure Plan & Infrastructure Inventow to Congress. As part of the FY 05 
Budget justification documents submitted to Congress, the Secretary shall include 
the following: 

A "force-structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the 
Secretary of the probable threats to the national security during the 20-year 
period beginning with fiscal year 2005, the probable end-strength levels and 
major military force units (including land force divisions, carrier and other 
major combatant vessels, air wings, and other comparable units) needed to 
meet these threats, and the anticipated levels of funding that will be available 
for national defense purposes during such period." 
A "comprehensive inventory of military installations world-wide for each 
military department, with specifications of the number and type of facilities in 
the active and reserve forces of each military department." 
A "description of infrastructure necessary to support the force structure 
described in the force structure plan." 
A "discussion of excess categories of excess infrastructure and infrastructure 
capacity." 
An "economic analysis of the effect of the closure or realignment of military 
installations to reduce excess infrastructure." 
A "certification regarding whether the need exists for the closure or 
realignment of additional military installations; and if such need exists, a 
certification that the additional round of closures and realignments would 
result in annual net savings for each of the military departments beginning not 
later than fiscal year 20 1 1." 

Feb 16, 04 Final Selection Criteria. Not later than this date the Secretary of Defense shall 
"publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense 
committees the final criteria to be used in making recommendations for the 
closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States." 

Mar 15,04 Deadline for Congressional disapproval of Final Selection Criteria 

Apr -, 04 Comptroller General Evaluation. Not later than 60 days after the date on which 
the force-structure plan and infrastructure inventory are submitted to Congress, 



Mar 15,05 

Mar 15,05 

May 16,05 

Jul 1, 05 

Sep 8,05 

Sep 23,05 

Oct 20,05 

Nov 7,05 

Apr 15,06 

the Comptroller General shall prepare an evaluation of the force-structure plan, 
infrastructure inventory, selection criteria, and the need for the closure and 
realignment of additional military installations 

Revisions to Force-Structure Plan and Infrastructure Inventory. If the Secretary 
has made any revisions to the force-structure plan and infrastructure inventory, the 
Secretary shall submit those revisions to Congress as part of the FY 06 Budget 
justification documents 

Nomination of Commissioners. Not later than this date, the President must 
transmit to the Senate nominations for the appointment of new members to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Secretary of Defense Recommendations. Not later than this date, the Secretary 
must publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense 
committees and the Commission, a list of the military installations that the 
Secretary recommends for closure or realignment. 

Comptroller General Analysis. Not later than this date, the Comptroller General 
shall transmit to the congressional defense committees, a report containing a 
detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection process. 

Commission's Recommendations. Not later than this date, the Commission must 
transmit to the President "a report containing its findings and conclusions based 
on a review and analysis of the Secretary's recommendations." 

President's Approval or Disapproval .of Commission Recommendations. Not later 
than this date, the President shall transmit to the Commission and to the Congress, 
"a report containing the President's approval or disapproval of the Commission's 
recommendations." 

If the President approves the recommendations, the recommendations are binding 
45 "legislative" days after Presidential transmission or adjournment sine die, 
unless Congress enacts joint resolution of disapproval. 

Commission's Revised Recommendations. If the President disapproves the 
Commission's initial recommendations, the Commission must submit revised 
recommendations to the President not later than this date. 

President's Approval or Disapproval of Revised Recommendations. The 
President must approve the revised recommendations and transmit approval to 
Congress by this date or the process ends. The recommendations become binding 
45 "legislative" days after Presidential transmission or adjournment sine die, 
unless Congress enacts joint resolution of disapproval. 

Commission terminates 
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Facts: Base Realignment and Closure 2005 

BRAC is a means to achieve several important goals: eliminate excess infrastructure; reshape our military; pursue 
Jointness; optimize military readiness; and realize significant savings in support of transforming the Department of 
Defense. At a minimum, BRAC 2005 must eliminate excess physical capacity -- the operation, sustainment and 
recapitalization of which diverts scarce resources from defense capability. However, BRAC 2005 can make an 
even more profound contribution to transforming DoD by more closely aligning our infrastructure with defense 
strategy. BRAC 2005 should be the means by which we reconfigure our current infrastructure into one in which 
operational capacity maximizes both warfighting capability and efficiency. By creating Joint organizational and 
basing solutions, we will facilitate multiservice missions, reduce waste, save money and free up resources to 
recruit quality people, modernize equipment and infrastructure, and develop the capabilities needed to meet 21st- 
century threats. 

2005 timeline 

February - defense secretary submits, with the budget, revisions to force-structure plan and infrastructure 
inventory 
May 16 - by this date, the defense secretary must forward his recommendations for closure and 
realignment to the independent BRAC commission, at which time the information will be available to the 
public 
Sept. 8 - by this date, the BRAC commission's recommendations must be submitted to the president 
Sept. 23 - by this date, the president will accept or reject the recommendations on an all-or-nothing basis, 
and will forward the recommendations to Congress if he accepts them 
Oct. 20 - by this date, if the president rejects the BRAC commission's recommendations the first time, the 
BRAC commission resubmits its revised recommendations to the president 
Nov. 7 - by this date, president approves or disapproves the BRAC commission's revised 
recommendations 
Once the president forwards the BRAC recommendations to Congress, Congress has 45 legislative days 
to enact a joint resolution rejecting all the recommendations or they become binding on DoD 

BRAC facts 

DoD conducted four previous BRAC rounds: 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995. BRAC '88 closed 16 major 
installations; BRAC '91 closed 26 major installations; BRAC '93 closed 28 major installations; and BRAC 
'95 closed 27 major installations 
The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 authorized the Defense Department to pursue 
one BRAC round in 2005 
Previous BRAC rounds continue to save about $6.6 billion annually and have eliminated about 20 percent 
of DoD capacity. Through 2001, BRAC has produced a net savings of about $16.7 billion, including the 
cost of environmental clean-up. 
All CONUS-based installations are being considered in BRAC 2005 
There is no target number of installations identified to close or realign 
The independent BRAC Commission, the president and Congress review the defense secretary's 
realignment and closure recommendations publicly 
A primary objective of BRAC 2005 is to examine and implement opportunities for greater Joint activity 
Military value is the primary consideration in reducing or restructuring U.S. military bases. The 2005 BRAC 
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process will help find innovative ways to consolidate, realign or find alternative uses for current facilities 

To stay informed about BRAC 

The Pentagon Channel, on-line at www.thepentagonchannel.mil 
American Forces Press Service, on-line at ~.,d-efense!in__kkrm,mi! 
Primary BRAC 2005 Website, www.defenselink.millbrac 
DoD Office of Economic Assistance Website, www.oea.gov 

Questions and answers 

Q. How does BRAC work? 
A. The process of BRAC, or base realignment and closure -- referring to the congressionally authorized process 
DoD uses to reorganize its base structure -- begins with a threat assessment of the future national security 
environment, followed by the development of a force-structure plan and basing requirements to meet these 
threats. DoD then applies published selection criteria to determine which installations to recommend for 
realignment and closure. The secretary of defense will publish a report containing the realignment and closure 
recommendations, forwarding supporting documentation to an independent commission appointed by the 
president, in consultation with congressional leadership. 

Q. Which bases will be looked at in this round? 
A. All military installations within the United States and its territories (under the control of the U.S. federal 
government) will be examined as part of this process. This includes labs, medical, training, Guard, Reserve, air 
stations, leased facilities, etc. 

Q. Will near-term future new force-structure changes be incorporated into the BRAC 2005 process? 
A. Where the BRAC timeline can accommodate operational imperatives, new force-structure beddowns will be 
incorporated in the BRAC process. Using the BRAC process offers the opportunity to make the most efficient and 
effective use of the capacity and capabilities of the department. 

Q. How will Jointness be assessed during BRAC2005? 
A. The BRAC law requires that closure and realignment recommendations be based on published selection 
criteria that must make military value the primary consideration. The law further provides that military value must 
include impacts on Joint warfighting, readiness and training. 

Q.  Are there any specific priorities for BRAC 2005? 
A. In his Nov. 15, 2002, memorandum, the defense secretary established the goals and priorities for the 2005 
BRAC round. A primary objective of BRAC 2005, in addition to realigning our base structure to meet our post- 
Cold War force structure, is to examine and implement opportunities for greater Jointness. To reinforce the idea 
that we should be looking across traditional lines to examine the potential for Jointness, the Secretary established 
an internal BRAC 2005 decision-making body that is Joint at every level. 

Q. How will the realignment of military forces and bases overseas impact BRAC 2005 efforts? 
A. On March 20, 2003, the defense secretary directed the development of a comprehensive and integrated 
presence and basing strategy looking out 10 years. Results of that effort, including rationalizing areas of potential 
excesses and identifying the utility of overseas installations, will be included in the analytical portions of the BRAC 
2005 process. 

Q. How much excess capacity does the DoD currently have? 
A. The March 2004 DoD Report required by Section 291 2 of the Defense Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 
as amended through the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, estimates that DoD has 24 
percent excess installation capacity. Moreover, in preparing the list of realignment and closure recommendations 
in May 2005, DoD will conduct a thorough review of its existing infrastructure in accordance with the law and DoD 
BRAC 2005 guiding procedures, ensuring that all military installations are treated equally and evaluated on their 
continuting military value to our nation. 
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Q. What is the BRAC 2005 commission? 
A. The commission is an independent commission responsible for reviewing the defense secretary's 
recommendations for BRAC 2005. BRAC legislation specified the selection process for commissioners. The 
president was required to consult with the congressional leadership on nominations to serve on the commission. 

Q. Who makes up the BRAC 2005 commission? 
A. Anthony J. Principi has been nominated by the president as the chairman of the commission. On March 15, the 
president nominated eight people as members of the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission: 
James H. Bilbray, Nevada; Philip Coyle, California; retired Navy Adm. Harold W. Gehman Jr., Virginia; James V. 
Hansen, Utah; retired Army Gen. James T. Hill, Florida; retired Army Lt. Gen. Claude M. Kicklighter, Georgia; 
Samuel Knox Skinner, Illinois; and retired Air Force Brig. Gen. Sue Ellen Turner, Texas. 

Q. What authority does the commission have? 
A. The commission has the authority to change DoD's recommendations if it determines that a recommendation 
deviated from the force-structure plan and/or selection criteria. The commission will hold regional meetings to 
solicit public input prior to making its recommendations. History has shown that the use of an independent 
commission and public meetings make the process as open and fair as possible. 

Q. What happens to the commission's recommendations? 
A. The commission forwards its recommendations to the president for review and approval, who then forwards 
the recommendations to Congress. Congress has 45 legislative days to act on the commission report on an all-or- 
none basis. After that time, the commission's realignment and closure recommendations become law. 
Implementation must start within two years, and actions must be complete within six years. 

Q. If a base is approved for closure or realignment, how long will it take? 
A. Under the BRAC law, actions to close or realign a base must be initiated within two years of the date the 
president transmits the BRAC commission's recommendations report to Congress and must be completed within 
six years of that same date. 

Current TNS releases 1 TNS archives 1 Media release archives I Web specials I Public Communications 
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Hague, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Freeman, James, CTR, WHSIAPSD 
Cowhig, Dan, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Sarkar, Rumu, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
RE: Update of GSA FACA Committees Web Page 

Jim, Your email is very helpful. Thanks. We want to do everything right and will work 
with you to that end. 

David Hague 
General Counsel 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Freeman, James, CTR, WHS/APSD 
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2005 9:00 AM 
To: Cowhig, Dan, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Cc: Wilson, Frank, CIV, WHS/APSD 
Subject: RE: Update of GSA FACA Committees Web Page 
Importance: High 

Dan, 

Once again we are addressing an issue that everyone on your advisory committee seems to 
misinterpreted. 

First off the legal name of the advisory committee is the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, and not the 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 
If you have any question about this perhaps you should review the documentation from the 
White House. Secondly, the Commission is not independent of the DoD in the sense that some 
on your Commission seem to feel. 

There are, in the FACA statute, only two categories of advisory committees 
- -  Discretionary and Non-Discretionary advisory committees. With regard to Discretionary 
advisory committees, they are established by the Agency Head (in our case the SecDef) at 
his suggestion or that of Congress. 
Non-Discretionary advisory committees are directed by the Congress or the President, and 
within this broad category there is what is known as Independent Presidential Advisory 
Committees (directed by Congress or the President). 

With the exception of Independent Presidential Advisory Committees, all advisory 
committees in the Executive Branch are attached to an Executive Branch agency for support 
(the support level is determined by the Agency Head and not the advisory committee). 
Independent Presidential Advisory Committees operate independent of any Executive Branch 
agency and only receive support from the General Services Administration (GSA), and 
whenever they are established the Committee Management Secretariat (GSA) appoints a 
Committee Management Officer (CMO) for the advisory committee. 
The appointment of the CMO for an Independent Presidential Advisory Committee signifies 
the special category these committees hold in the Executive Branch since the only other 
CMOS in the Government are those appointed for each Executive Branch Agency. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission does not fall into the "Independent 
Presidential Advisory Committeeu category since neither the White House or the U.S. 
Congress directed that the Commission would be an "Independent Presidential Advisory 
Committee.I1 To further enforce the fact that the Commission is not an !!Independent 
Presidential Advisory Committee" Congress directed that the $10M appropriated for the 
Commissionls operations would be held by the DoD for use by the Commission instead of GSA 
or OMB, which is where the monies for '!Independent Presidential Advisory Committees" are 
held and dispersed. Another factor reinforces the fact that the Commission is I1supported" 
by the DoD is that the statute states that if funds are not appropriated for the 
Commission then the Secretary (the SecDef) may transfer what funds are necessary. 

If the Commission was an "Independent Presidential Advisory Committee1I you would not be in 



DoD-leased office space or receiving any support whatsoever from the DoD; everything would 
be coming from the GSA. The most recent Independent Presidential ~dvisory Committee was 
the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of 
Mass Destruction chaired by Senator Robb and Judge Silbermam. 

Notwithstanding, I believe the disconnect centers around the fact that all advisory 
committees regardless of their designation (Discretionary or 
Non-Discretionary) are independent entities of the Executive Branch called upon to provide 
"independent advice and  recommendation^^^ to the Federal Government. Being an independent 
entity providing "independent advice and recommendationsv1 does not mean that you are an 
"Independent Presidential Advisory Committee." The DoD is required by law to provide 
"adequate supportv to all advisory committees supported or sponsored by the Department. 
The Department is well aware of the fact that all advisory committees we support are not 
part of the DoD1s organizational structure nor are we supposed to interfere in the 
Membership's deliberate process. 

However, that does not mean that the Commission or any other advisory committee supported 
or sponsored by the DoD has the option to do anything it wants to. The Commission, like 
all other advisory committees, must comply with the rules and regulations that apply to 
the Executive Branch, to include those of the sponsoring Agency. So far the Commission has 
been less than forthright in abiding by all the laws and regulations governing the DoD and 
other agencies in the Executive Branch, to include the Federal Acquisition Regulations, 
the Federal Travel Regulations, and the rules governing the handling of National Security 
Information. 

With regard to the CMS1s Federal Advisory Committee Management Database, you are and you 
will remain listed under the Department of Defense. The only way that this can change is 
if the Congress or the White House directs that your status changes to an "Independent 
Presidential Advisory Committeeu, which would mean that the DoD, by law, would have to cut 
off all support to the Commission. The same goes for your Federal Register Notices you 
will continue to file them through the DoD without exception. 

Being listed under the DoD in the GSA1s Database or having to file your Federal Register 
Notices through the DoD does not mean that you are part of the DoD or subordinate to the 
SecDef. Nor does it mean that the Department is managing the Commission. It has to do with 
complying with the Federal statutes governing Federal advisory committees ... To put it in 
simpler terms, OSD does not tell the Army who to pick to be a company commander in the 
10lst Airborne Division, but the Department, through DoD Directive 1315.7, has the 
prerogative to require the Army to comply with certain rules governing the assignments of 
military personnel (e.g., time-on-station requirements). 

Regarding your statutory authority, I would like to point out two items: 
(a) Mr. Battaglia personally approved the Charter as written, which reads in part "The 
Commission, in accordance with Public Law 101-510, as amended, ...I1; and (b) that portion 
of P.L. 107-107 that pertains to the Commission says, "The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) 
is amended by adding at the end the following new section: ...I1 

Regardless of whether we are talking about the Sunshine Act or the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, if the Commission fails to comply with the rules laid down by the GSA and 
promulgated by the DoD it does so at its own peril. There are interested people and groups 
just waiting for the Commission to violate the Sunshine Act or the FACA statute so they 
can slow down or stop the Commissionls deliberation with legal action. It has happened 
before and is happening in our areas of the Executive Branch. 

If you are having trouble updating your data then please contact Jackie Sellers for some 
assistance ... The concern from the CMS Office is that they are getting queries and they 
(CMS) are concerned about someone having something to complain about. 

Jim 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Cowhig, Dan, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2005 6:59 PM 
To: Wilson, Frank, CIV, WHS/APSD 



Cc: Sellers, Jacquelyn, CIV, WHS/APSD; Freeman, James, CTR, WHS/APSD; Hague, David, CIV, 
WSO-BRAC; Carnevale, Diane, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Battaglia, Charles, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Barlow, 
Larry, CIV, WHS/APSD 
Subject: RE: Update of GSA FACA Committees Web Page 

Frank - 

Thanks for your reminder. Most of the information called for in the GSA website is 
already available on our website, http://www.brac.gov/default.asp, but we'll populate this 
as well. My understanding of the GSA website from our conversations was that it was 
primarily for internal government use, not a necessarily a conduit for public release of 
information. 

A few issues with the BRAC "General Information" entry for the GSA website. I don't seem 
to be able to edit these items directly. 

The "Department or Agency1' is not DOD. The Department or Agency entry should read 2005 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The BRAC Commission was established 
independent of DOD to review the DOD recommendations. Here, as with the FR notices, we 
should not be listed in a manner that indicates that the BRAC Commission is a part of DOD 
or subordinate to the Secretary of Defense. 

Our "Specific Establishment Authorityn is Pub. L. 107-107 (there is no language in Pub. L. 
101-510 authorizing the 2005 BRAC) 

The "Effective Daten of 107-107 is December 28, 2001 

Our "Committee URLfl is http://www.brac.gov/default.asp. 

Thanks for your help with this. BTW, any progress on my detailing orders, or those of the 
other service members supplied to the Commission from DOD? 

Dan Cowhig 
Deputy General Counsel and Designated Federal Officer 
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
2521 South Clark Street 
Suite 600 Room 600-20 
Arlington Virginia 22202-3920 
Voice 703 699-2974 
Fax 703 699-2735 
dan.cowhig@wso.whs.mil 

From: Wilson, Frank, CIV, WHS/APSD 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2005 1:22 PM 
To: Cowhig, Dan, CIV, WSO-BRAC 
Cc: Sellers, Jacquelyn, CIV, WHS/APSD; Freeman, James, CTR, WHS/APSD; Hague, David, CIV, 
WSO-BRAC; Carnevale, Diane, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Battaglia, Charles, CIV, WSO-BRAC; Barlow, 
Larry, CIV, WHS/APSD 
Subject: Update of GSA FACA Committees Web Page 

Maj . Cowhig, 
I just received a telephone call from the DoD desk officer at GSA FACA Committee 
Management Secretariat. He asked why the data concerning the ODefense Base Closure and 
Realignment ComrnissionO had not been updated. He is attempting to field questions from 
citizens that are unable to find information on the web page. On May 4th Jim Freeman and 
I briefed you on all the duties required of the DFO, one of which is to update the 

3 



official GSA web page which is the official records data repository for FACA Committee 
information. On May 12th Jackie Sellers provided you with a password with which you could 
access the web site and update information. 
Both the Committee Secretariat and my office would appreciate it if you would log on and 
update the OBRAC 050 web page. As we briefed you, given the high visibility of the BRAC 
05 Commission it is paramount that all FACA processes and procedures be followed in a 
timely manner. If you have any questions please call either me or Jackie. 

Thank you for your attention to this vital issue. 

Frank 

Frank Wilson, Civ., WHS/APSD 

Chief, Administrative Services Division 

Suite 940, CG1 

(703) 601-2554 ext. 113 
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Order Code RS22066 
February 23, 2005 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC): 
Property Transfer and Disposal 

t 
w 

Aaron M. Flynn 
Legislative Attorney 

American Law Division 

CRS Report for Congress 
Received through the CRS Web 

Summary 

The Defense Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1990 and the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 provide the basic framework for the transfer 
and disposal of military installations closed during the base realignment and closure 
(BRAC) process. This report provides an overview of the various authorities available 
under the current law and describes the planning process for the redevelopment of 
BRAC properties. This report will be updated as events warrant. 

Introduction 

The nation's military installations have gone through several rounds of base 
realignments and closures (BRAC), the process by which excess military facilities are 
identified and, as necessary, transferred to other federal agencies or disposed of, placing 
ownership in non-federal entities. Since the enactment of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, transfer or disposal of fonner military installations has been 
governed by relatively consistent legal requirements. On December 28, 2001, the most 
recent changes to the BRAC framework were signed into law (P.L. 107- 107)', providing 
for a new round of base closures in 2005. 

The current BRAC law is generally similar to the original statute and retains many 
of the transfer and disposal authorities that were available in previous rounds. However, 
significant amendments in 1999 and 2001 altered portions of the law's disposal 
authorities. This report will provide an overview of the transfer and disposal authorities 
available under the law for military installations that may be closed during the 2005 round 

' National Defense Authorization Act For Fiscal Year 2002, Act of December 28,2001, P.L. 107- 

t 107, 1 15 Stat 10 12 (current version at 10 U.S.C. 5 2687 note). For ease of reference, all citations 
to the 1990 Act are to the relevant sections of the act as it appears in the note following 10 U.S.C. 
5 2687. 

Congressional Research Service +:* The Library of Congress 



and indicate how recent amendments to the Defense Base Closure Act have altered the 
property transfer and disposal process.' It will be updated as events warrant. 

Transfer and Disposal Authorities 

The transfer or disposal of federal property is primarily perfonned by the General 
Services Administration (GSA) pursuant to the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (FPASA).3 The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act directs 
the GSA to delegate its statutory authority to the Department of Defense (DOD) with 
respect to BRAC installations, and DOD has, in turn, delegated this authority to the 
various military  service^.^ Thus, BRAC property transfer and disposal is performed, 
generally, in accordance with the FPASA and the GSA regulations implementing it. In 
addition, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act authorizes DOD, with GSA 
approval, to supersede GSA regulations with BRAC-specific regulations.' The FPASA 
process for BRAC properties is discussed below. 

Federal Screening. The first step in the property transfer process begins when 
the military service in possession of a BRAC property notifies other DOD branches that 
property has become a~a i l ab le .~  If another branch of DOD determines that it requires the 
property and if Secretary of Defense concurs, intragency transfer may occur with or 
without reimbursement.' If no DOD branch requires the property, it is deemed "excess" 
and a notice of its availability is sent to all other federal agencies.' If no federal agency 
pursues acquisition within the specified time frame or if DOD exercises residual authority 
to deny the request for transfer, the property is determined to be "surplus" and the disposal 
process  begin^.^ 

Local Redevelopment Authorities (LRAs). An LRA is "[alny authority or 
instrumentality established by a State or local government and recognized by the Secretary 
of Defense ... as the entity responsible for developing the redevelopment plan ...." with 

It  should be noted that significant issues related to environmental cleanup under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) exist a t  
some BRAC properties and that the use of certain property transfer authorities may be contingent 
upon adequate performance of CERCLA obligations or agreement by the acquiring entity to 
accept liability for environmental cleanup. See 42 U.S.C Q 9620(h); P.L. 107-107, Q 3006. 

Act of June 30, 1949, ch. 288, 63 Stat. 377. Transfer and disposal authority is codified at 40 
U.S.C. Q Q  521-559. 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, 4 2905(b); 32 C.F.R. 8 175.6 (2004). 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, 5 2905(b). 

32 C.F.R. Q 175.7(4). 

' Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, 9 2905(b). 

' "Excess" property is defined as "any property under the control of a Military Department that 
the Secretary concerned determines is not required for the needs of the Department of Defense." 
32 C.F.R. 5 175.3(e). 

"Surplus" property is defined as "any excess property not required for the needs and the 
discharge of the responsibilities of federal agencies. Authority to make this determination, after 
screening with all federal agencies, rests with the Military Departments." 32 C.F.R. 5 175.3(i). 



respect to an installation closed under the BRAC process.'0 Briefly, upon the conclusion 
of the federal screening process, LRAs are to conduct outreach efforts and design a 
comprehensive plan for reuse of BRAC property, culminating in a redevelopment plan.'' 
The redevelopn~ent plan is not binding upon DOD; indeed, DOD is ultimately responsible 
for preparing an environmental impact analysis under the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), in which it must examine all reasonable disposal alternatives, and make its 
own disposal decisions.'* However, it is worth noting that DOD is statutorily obligated 
to give the LRA's redevelopment plan considerable weight in making its own disposal 
determinations. Specific requirements impacting the planning process and eventual 
disposal of property are discussed below. 

Homeless Assistance. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance ActI3 
allows "excess," "surplus," "unutilized," or "underutilized" federal property to be used 
as homeless shelters, and has been applicable to BRAC properties closed in prior 
rounds.I4 A separate process is now provided for properties closed after October 25, 1994 
(the date of enactment for Base Closure Comlnunity Development and Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1994).15 To comply with the older McKinney Act provisions, DOD 
was required to submit a description of its vacant base closure properties to the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).I6 HUD would then determine 
whether any of this property was "suitable for use to assist the homeless."" The HUD 
determination would be published in the Federal Register, at which time qualified 
"representatives of the homeless" could apply for and receive the requested property.18 

As stated, amendments to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act now 
displace the traditional McKinney Act implelnentation requirements. The Secretary of 
Defense is now directed to publish notice of the available property and to submit 
information on that property to HUD and any local redevelopment authority.19 All 
interested parties, including representatives of the homeless, are then to submit to the 
local redevelopment authority a notice of interest in the property.20 Simultaneously, 
redevelopment authorities are to perform outreach efforts and provide assistance in 
evaluating property for various reuse purposes. After complying with these requirements 
and the statutorily imposed information collection time frames, the redevelopment 

' O  32 C.F.R. 5 176.5. 

" 32 C.F.R. 4 176.20. 

l 2  42 U.S.C. 5 4321 et seq. 

"42 U.S.C. 5 11411. 

l4 Id. 4 1141 ](a). 

'' P.L. 103-421, 108 Stat. 4346 (1994). 

l 6  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, 5 2905(b); 32 C.F.R. 5 175.6(b). 

l 7  ~ d .  

l 8  See National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty v. U.S. Dept. of Veterans Affairs, 964 
F.2d 12 10, 12 12 (D.C.Cir. 1992). 

l 9  Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, $ 2905(b). 

z0 Id. 



authority must prepare a redevelopment plan, which considers "the interests in the use to 
assist the homeless of the buildings and property at the installation that are expressed in 
the notices submitted to the redevelopment authority ...."2' The redevelopment authority 
next submits the plan to the Secretary of HUD and the Secretary of Defense for review. 
The Secretary of HUD is authorized to review the plan, to negotiate with the 
redevelopment authority for changes, and ultimately must determine, based on statutorily 
prescribed factors, whether the plan is acceptable." Upon HUD approval, the base 
redevelopment plan, including any homeless assistance component and agreement to 
implement no cost homeless assistance property conveyances, are submitted to DOD. 
Again, it would appear that DOD, giving "substantial deference to the redeveloplnent plan 
concerned," may develop its own disposal plan.23 

Public Benefit Transfers. Public benefit transfers are authorized under FPASA 
and allow for the conveyance of property at a discount for specified public  purpose^.'^ 
Various agencies oversee these programs and are authorized to approve a state's 
application for acquisition under them.25 The military departments are required to inform 
these agencies of potentially available property and transmit any expression of interest to 
the relevant L R A . ~ ~  LRA's are encouraged to work with the public benefit transfer 
agencies and must consider any expression of interest, although they are not required to 
include it in a redevelopment plan." All the same, it would appear the DOD must 
consider these options when examining disposal alternatives even though it would not 
appear that a public benefit transfer proposal must be accepted by DOD with respect to 
BRAC property.28 

Public Auction and Negotiated Sale. In addition to the public benefit transfer, 
additional disposal authorities exist. In accordance with FPASA, DOD may dispose of 
BRAC property via public auction or through a negotiated sale with a single purchaser.29 
The public auction process requires public advertising for bids under such terms and 
conditions as to permit ''full and free competition consistent with the value and nature of 
the property involved."30 Further, if adequate bids are received and disposal is in the 
public interest, the bid most advantageous to the federal government is to be accepted. 
A negotiated sale is pern~issible if a series of conditions are met. Generally, negotiated 
sales are permissible when: (1) a public auction would not be in the public interest; (2) 
public auction would not promote public health, safety, or national security; (3) a public 

2' Id. 

22 Id. 

23 Id. 

24 See 4 U.S.C. 55  550-554. These include uses for airports, highways, education, wildlife and 
environmental preservation, and public health purposes. 

Id. 

26 32 C.F.R. 5 176.20(d). 

27 Id. 

'' Defense Base Closure and Realignlnent Act, 5 2905(b); 32 C.F.R. 5 176.45. 

'9 40 U.S.C. 5 545. 

30 Id. 



exigency makes an auction unacceptable; (4) public auction would adversely impact the 
national economy; (5) the character of the property makes public auction impractical; (6) 
public auction has failed to produce acceptable bids; (7) fair market value does not exceed 
$15,000; (8) disposal is to a state, territory, or U.S. possession; or (9) negotiated sale is 
authorized by other law.3' It is also worth noting that even if one of these conditions is 
met, there is frequently an additional requirement that fair market value and other 
satisfactory terms can be obtained through negotiation. 

Economic Development Conveyances (EDCs). In addition to FPASA 
authorities, the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Act has since its enactment 
provided for EDCs in one form or another. Under its EDC authority, DOD may dispose 
of BRAC property for less than fair market value.32 From 1994 until the 1999 and 2001 
amendments to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, the Secretary of Defense 
was authorized to "transfer real property and personal property located at a military 
installation to be closed ... to the redevelopment authority ... for consideration at or below 
the fair market value of the property transferred or without c~nsideration."~~ The reduced 
or no cost conveyance was authorized when it was determined to be necessary to support 
economic developnlent and when DOD could show that other transfer authorities were 
in~uf f i c i en t .~~  

The 1999 and 200 1 amendments35 significantly altered the requirements of the EDC. 
Under section 2905(b) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, the broad 
discretion of the Secretary of Defense to authorize reduced or no consideration economic 
development conveyances has been replaced by what is arguably a more restrictive 
scheme. The law now states: "the transfer of property of a military installation. . . may 
be without consideration" but only when the transferee agrees to specified These 
terms include a requirement that a transferee use the proceeds from certain future sales 
or leases of the acquired property to support economic redevelopment at the former 
installation. 

Further, under the new legislation, while no consideration transfers remain a 
possibility as described above, the Secretary is also now required to "seek to obtain 
consideration in connection with any transfer . . . in an amount equal to the fair market 

3 '  Id. 

32 Additionally, a no consideration transfer was required when a closure was to take place in a 
rural area and would cause "a substantial adverse impact (as determined by the Secretary) on the 
economy of the communities in the vicinity of the installation and on the prospect for economic 
recovery. . . ." P.L. 103-160, 5 2903, amended by P.L. 106-65). For a thorough discussion of 
the policy behind the EDC, see Randall S. Beach, Swords to Plowshares: Recycling Cold W ~ I -  
Installations, 15 PROB. &PROP.  58 (2001). 

33 P.L. 103-1 60, 5 2903 (1 994). 

Id. 

35 Act of October 5, 1999, P.L. 106-65, 1 13 Stat 5 12; P.L. 107-1 07,53006. Bases closed under 
previous BRAC law but still owned by the Department of Defense may be included under the 
new statutory framework, and certain existing contracts may be modified to comply with the 
updated law. 

36 P.L. 106-65, 5 2821, aliie17ded by P.L. 107-107. 



value of the property, as determined by the Se~retary."~' The provision does not explicitly 
state what the Secretary must do to fulfill this requirement. However, when read in 
conjunction with the authorization for no consideration transfers, the requirement to seek 
fair market value would appear to leave open the possibility of a no consideration transfer 
so long as a reasonable attempt to find or negotiate another transaction is unsuccessful. 
Another significant change is the apparent elimination of the statutory requirement that 
DOD justify its decision to use its EDC authority and not a public auction or negotiated 
sale.38 Exactly how this change would affect procedures when read in conjunction with 
the requirement that DOD seek fair market value must be deemed an open question at 
present. 

Conclusion 

In sum, the transfer and disposal process for 2005 round BRAC properties is 
primarily governed by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, as amended, and 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act. The process first requires 
screening to determine if other DOD branches or federal agencies have a need for the 
property. In the event that property is not transferred in this manner, it is deemed surplus 
and may be disposed of pursuant to other authorities. Compliance with these disposal 
authorities will generally require some form of homeless assistance screening and public 
benefit transfer analysis. DOD is directed to take into consideration multiple factors in 
determining which authority to use but would appear to be ultimately responsible for 
making final determinations. Public auctions and negotiated sales are generally available, 
although it would appear that fair market value must generally be obtained under these 
authorities. Economic development conveyances may be authorized as well, which may 
be made for no consideration, contingent upon certain conditions of transfer. 

j7 P.L. 107-107, $ 3006. 

'' P.L. 106-65,s 282 1(a)(3). 
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MEMORANDUM FOR INFRASTRUCTURE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL MEMBERS 
INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP MEMBERS 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP CHAIRMAN 

Subject: 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Selection Criteria 

The Ronald Reagan National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005, 
Public Law 108-375, amended the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 
Public Law 10 1-5 10, to specify the selection criteria. Specifically, the amendment 
revised the criteria previously published by the Secretary of Defense by adding the word 
"surge" to criterion three. The amendment also revised the wording, but not the meaning, 
of criteria one and seven, to avoid the use of the possessive. 

The Department shall use the attached 2005 Base Closure and Realignment 
(BRAC) Selection Criteria, along with the force-structure plan and infrastructure 
inventory, to make recommendations for the closure or realignment of military 
installations inside the United States, as defined in the base closure statute. This direction 
supersedes any previous direction regarding selection criteria for the BRAC 2005 
process. The 2005 BRAC Commission will also use these criteria in their review of the 
Department of Defense's final recommendations. 

ichael W. ynne g* 
( ~ c t i n ~  ~ ~ M ~ c ~ u i s i t i o n ,  Technology & Logistics) 
Chairman, Infrastructure Steering Group 

Attachment: 
As stated 



Final Selection Criteria 
Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense, giving priority consideration tot military value (the first four criteria below), 
will consider: 

Military Value 

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of 
the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint 
warfighting, training, and readiness. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including 
training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a 
diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed 
Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

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

4. The cost of operations and the manpower implications. 

Other Considerations 

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

6 .  The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations. 

7. The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities to support forces, missions, and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential environ- 
mental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities. 
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OCT 1 4  

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMEN, JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

SUBJECT: Policy Memorandum Two--BRAC 2005 Military Value Principles 

The Department has determined that the most appropriate way to ensure that 
military value is the primary consideration in making closure and realignment 
recommendations is to determine military value through the exercise of military 
judgment built upon a quantitative analytical foundation. The quantitative analytical 
foundation is built by the Joint Cross-Service Groups and Military Departments applying 
the BRAC selection criteria to rank the facilities for which they have responsibility. The 
exercise of military judgment occurs through the application of principles. Limited in 
number and written broadly, the principles enumerate the essential elements of military 
judgment. The Military Departments and the Joint Cross-Service Groups shall use the 
attached principles when applying military judgment in their deliberative processes. 

[~c t ing  USD (qquisition, Technology & Logistics) 
Chairman, Infrastructure Steering Group 

Attachment: 
As Stated 



BRAC Principles 

Recruit and Train: The Department must attract, develop, and retain active, reserve, 
civilian, and contractor personnel who are highly skilled and educated and have access to 
effective, diverse, and sustainable training space in order to ensure current and kture 
readiness, to support advances in technology, and to respond to anticipated developments 
in joint and service doctrine and tactics. 

Qualitv of Life: The Department must provide a quality of life, including quality of 
work place that supports recruitment, learning, and training, and enhances retention, 

Organize: The Department needs force structure sized, composed, and located to match 
the demands of the National Military Strategy, effectively and efficiently supported by 
properly aligned headquarters and other DoD organizations, and that takes advantage of 
opportunities for joint basing. 

Equip: The Department needs research, development, acquisition, test, and evaluation 
capabilities that efficiently and effectively place superior technology in the hands of the 
warfighter to meet current and future threats and facilitate knowledge-enabled and net- 
centric warfare. 

Supply, Service, and Maintain: The Department needs access to logistical and 
industrial infrastructure capabilities optimally integrated into a skilled and cost efficient 
national industrial base that provides agile and responsive global support to operational 
forces. 

Deploy & Emplov (Operational): The Department needs secure installations that are 
optimally located for mission accomplishment (including homeland defense), that support 
power projection, rapid deployable capabilities, and expeditionary force needs for reach- 
back capability, that sustain the capability to mobilize and surge, and that ensure strategic 
redundancy. 

Intelligence: The Department needs intelligence capabilities to support the National 
Military Strategy by delivering predictive analysis, warning of impending crises, 
providing persistent surveillance of our most critical targets, and achieving horizontal 
integration of networks and databases. 



PREPARED TESTIMONY OF U.S. SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
DONALD H. RUIHSFELD 

BEFORE THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES CObIhf ITTEE 
GLOBAL P O S T U R E  

SEPTEMBER 23, 2004 

Mr. Chairman, members of  the Committee: 

We  thank you for the opportunity to discuss our  work of some 3% years to transform the Department ofDefense  

History is traced by major cvents. It is important to learn from them. As we look back now on the wars o f  the last 
few centuries, w e  see the key moments, the turning points, and the statesmen and legislative leaders who played 
critical roles in helping to make our world more secure and allowing freedom to spread. 

I am not certain thal ou r  work, together with this Committee and the Congress. in carrying out the President's vision 
for transforming of our military is one of  those milestones. 

But it couid prove to be so. 

I hope it is. Indeed, it is important that that be the case. 

Today I will mention some o f the  elements o f  reform - even revolution - that fit under the somewhat pedestrian term 
o f  "transformation" or  "transforming." We all can look back with some satisfaction on how I T I U C ~  has been achieved. 
and look forward with encouragement, as we seek to do still more. 

W e  meet as the brave men and women in uniform are defending the American people against those w h o  seek to 
terrorize and intimidate civilized societies and to attack our freedoms. The folks in ~lniform represent the bes l  ou r  
country has to offer. They have not wavered in meeting thc tough challenges we f a ~ e .  

Tl'hile I know the Comlnittee agrees that our responsibility is  to ensure that they have the  tools they need to fight this 
war, and a military structure that helps them win it, we need to do still more. 

Rearranging our global posture. the subject of  today's hearing, is essential to our success. General Jim Jones,  
Admiral Thomas Fargo, and General Leon LaPorte are here today with Chairman of the Join1 Chiefs of Staff,  
General Dick Myers, to discuss these important proposals. 

I t  is important to note that rearranging our global posture is only part of  our considerably broader set  of  
undertakings. What w e  are doing is changing mindsets and perspectives. 

Essential to this is  transforming our military into a more agile. more efficient force that is ready and able to combat  
the asymmetric challenges o f  this new and uncertain time. 

This is a sizable undertaking. It is said thal Abraham Lincoln once equated reorganizing the Army with "bail ing nut 
the Potomac River with a teaspoon." He was expressing the truth that change is not easy. 

But history has long warned great nations o f  the perils of  seeking to defend themselves by using the s u c c e s s h l  
tactics and strategies o f  the last war. The French experienced this with the Maginot Line. 

Throughout our  history, Americans have shown a talent for innovation and invention, and the providence o f  f inding 
the right leaders for the times. General Ulysses S. Grant made skillful use of the rifle, the telegraph, and railroads to 
win the Civil War. A t  the turn of the 20th Century, President Theodore Roosevelt recognized the po tency  o f  
deterrence and used naval power to project American strength. 

After World W a r  I, visionaries like Billy Mitchell predicted the rise of  air power as critical to future battles. And  
Patton and Eisenhower's awareness of  the importance o f  the tank and armored warfare helped to prepare for  W o r l d  
W a r  11. 



In Afghanistan, our forces utilized a creative conlb~nation of  cutting edge satellite technology and old-time cavalry 
charges to liberate that country with a nlinimal loss oflife.  

America today remains the world's preeminent military power because our leaders have properly challenged 
assumptions and the status quo, invested in and made use o f  new teclinologies. and abandoned old certainties and 
strategies when freedom's defense required i t .  Ours are the military forces that have been on the cutting edge of new 
ideas. And so we must be today. 

Members of  the Committee. we do not propose changes to our defense strategies lightly or precip~tously.  They a re  
part of  a broad strategy that, 3s this Comm~t tee  knours, has been years in the m a k ~ n p .  These proposals \+)ill take place 
over the next six to eight years. There will be no grand announcement. This admlnlstration has consulted extens~vely  
with our allies - new and old - on a multitude of levels, every step of the way. We have sought the advice of the 
Congress We recognize thatno one has a monopoly on w ~ s d o n ~ .  

The course we have charted is not novel or sudden. Key points were designated by the President before he  was even 
elected. 

In a 1999 speech at the Citadel, then-Governor Bush warned of  the rise of terrorism, the spread of missile 
technology, and the proliferation o f  weapons of mass destruction - a  "world of terror and missiles and madmen." 

Calling for a "new spirit of  innovation." he outlined ambitious goals: -'to i i~ove  beyond marginal improvements - to 
rcplace existing programs with new technologies and strategies. Our forces in the next century must be agile, lethal, 
readily deployable, and require a minimum of logistical support. We must be able to project our power  over long 
distances, in days  o r  weeks, rather than months." 

Mr. Chairman, I realize these goals are not new to you or to this Committee. We have been working on these 
changes together for a number of years. 

But let me set out where we are at this point of our journey: 

W e  have increased the size of  the U.S. Army and are re-organizing it into more agile, lethal and deployable 
brigades - light enough to move quickly on short notice, but also with enough protection, f irepower and 
logistics assets to sustain themselves; 

W e  are  retraining and restructuring the Active and Reserve components to achieve a more appropriate 
distribution of  skill sets, to improve the total force's responsiveness to crises, and so that individual 
reservists and guardsmen will mobilize less often, for shorter periods of time, and with somewhat more 
predictability. Already the services have rebalanced some 10,000 military spaces both within a n d  between 
the Active and Reserve components in 2003. and are projected to rebalance 20,000 more during 2004. 

We  are increasing the jointness between the services. Instead of simply de-conflicting the armed services 
and members o f  the intelligence community we are integrating them to interact as seamlessly as possible.  

W e  are  improving communications and intelligence activities. This includes, for example, the development  
o f  Space Based Radar (SBR) to monitor both fixed and mobile targets deep behind enemy lines and over  
denied areas, in any kind o f  weather. W e  also are at work on  the Transformational Communicat ions  
Satellite (TSAT) to provide our joint warfighter with unprecedented communication capability. To give you 
an idea of the speed and situational awareness the TSAT will provide, consider this: transmitting a Globa l  
Hawk image over a current Milstar 11, as w e  do today, takes over 12 minutes. With TSAT it will take less 
than a second. --- 
The Department is constructing three new state-of-the-art guided missile destroyers to patrol the seas; 42 
new F/A-I 8 fighter aircraft to guard the skies; and new C-17 strategic air lifters, which will improve our  
ability to move forces quickly over long distances. 



W e  have significantly expanded the capabilities and missions of Special Operations. SOCOM has moved 
from exclusively a "supportinq" command to both a "supportine" and a "supported" command, with the 
authority to plan and caecule missions in the global war on terror. 

W e  have established new commands and restructured old ones: 

the Northern Command, dedicated to defending ihe holneland: 
* the Joint Forces Command, lo focus on continuing transfom~ation; and 
= the Strategic Command, responsible for early warning of and defense against missile 

attack, and the conduct of  long-range atlacks. 

W e  are working wlth NATO in an effort to make the Alliance more relevant and credible in this post-Cold 
War  era, shedding redundant headquarters and creating a new rapid response force. 

It used to be that operational and contingency plans were developed, then placed on the shelf for years. 
We're working to maintain a regular review of plans. challenging our  own assumptions and keeping thc 
plans fresl~ and relevant. 

The Department is changing its approach to infrastructure and installations. When the Administration 
arrived, facilities were funded a t  a rate and level that reflected an expectation that they wou!d be  replaced 
only every 175 to 200 years. Our goal was and remains to cut i t  down to a more realistic recapltal~zation 
rate closer to 70 years. 

W e  are making progress in changing the  culture in the Department and the military from one o f  "risk 
avoidance" to one that rewards achievement and innovation. 

Let me mention another example of an  activity underway that on its own may seem minor, but is crucial to the 
process o f  transforming. 

Today we have tens of  thousands of uniformed people doing what are essentially non-military jobs. And yet we are 
calling up Reserves to help deal with the global war  on terror. The same benefit as we achieve with an increase in 
military personnel is already coming from converting some o f  these jobs filled by uniformed personnel to positions 
supported by  D o D  civilians or contractors. The Department has identified over 50,000 positions to begin such 
conversion and plans to carry out this conversion at  a rate of  about 10,000 positions per year. We are also continuing 
to review thousands of other positions for possible conversion. 

To support this, w e  are working with the Congress and the unions to improve our civilian personnel systems s o  w e  
can fill these converted positions expeditiously. This is an enormously complicated matter and there is  a great deal 
more work to be done. But when fully implemented, the National Security Personnel System, should: 

Expedite the hiring process for civilian employees; 
Recognize and reward outstanding civilian individuals; 
Make it easier to provide merit-based pronlotions and reassignments; and 
Streamline the complex webs of rules and regulations that currently frustrate efficient management o f  the 
Department. 

When w e  talk about changes to our  country's global posture, it is  important to look at those changes - as  pa r t  o f  the 
broader transforming of our way o f  doing things. O n e  cannot succeed without the other. 

If our goal is to arrange the Department and our  forces so  we are prepared for the challenges of  this new cen tu ry  - 
the newer enemies and the more lethal weapons - it  is  clear that our  existing arrangements are seriously obsolete. 

We  have entered an era where enemies are in small cells scattered across the globe. Yet America's forces con t inue  to 
be arranged essentially to fight large armies, navies, and air forces. and in support of  an  approach - static deterrence  
-that does not  apply to enemies who  have no territories to defend and no treaties to honor, 



W e  are still situated in a large part as if little has changed for the last fifty years - as if, for example, Germany is still 
bracing for a Soviet tank invasion across its northern plain. In South Korea. our troops were viriually frozen in place 
from where they were when the Korean War ended in 1953. 

So we have dcveloped a set o f  new concepts to govern the way w e  will align ourselves in the coming years and 
decades. Though this should not be ncws to many on tile Committee since we have offered extensive briefings to 
Members and staffs. let me reiterate some of  the concepts. 

A first notion is that our troops should be located in places where they are wanted, welcomed. and needed. And. in 
some  cases, the presence and activities o f  our forces grate on local populations and have become an irritant for host 
governnicnts. The  best example is our massive headquarters 111 some of the most valuable downtown real estate in 
Seoul - Korea's capital city - long a sore point for many South Koreans. Under our  proposed changes,  that 
headquarters will be moved to a location well south of the capital. 

In the last few years. we have built new relationships with countries that are central to the fight against extremists - 
in places such as Afghanistan, Pakistan. and Uzbekistan, to offer a few examples. We also have strong partnerships 
with the newly-liberated nations of Eastern Europe. W e  be l~cve  it makes sense to try to work out arrangements with 
countries that are interested in thepresence o f f h e  G.S. and which are In closer proximity to the regions of  the world 
where our troops are more likely to be needed in the future. 

A second governing conccpr is  that American troops should be located in environn~ents that are hospitablr to their 
movements. Because U.S. soldiers may be called to a variety of  locations to engage extremists at short notice, w e  
need to be able to deploy them to trouble spots quickly. Yet over time, some host countries and or their neighbors 
have imposed restrictions on the movement and use of  our forces. So it makes sense to place a prerniun~ on 
developing more flexible legal and support arrangements with our allies and partners where  w e  might choose to 
locate, deploy or  exercise our troops. 

Many of  our  current legal arrange~nents date back a half a century or more. W e  need our international arrangements 
to be up-to-date - to reflect the new realities and to permlt operational f lexib~l~ty .  They have to help, not hinder, the 
rapid deployment and employment of U.S. and coal~t ion forces worldwide in a crisis. These legal arrangements 
should encourage responsibility and burden-sharing among our partners and ourselves, and be certain to provide  the 
necessary legal protections for U .S. personnel. 

Third, w e  need to be in places that allow our troops to be usable and flexible. As the President has  noted, the 1991 
Gulf War  was a stunning victory. But it took six months of  planning and transport to summon our fleets and 
divisions and position them for battle. In the future, we cannot expect to have that kind of time. 

Finally, we believe w e  should take advantage of advanced capabilities that allow us to do  more with less. The old 
reliance on presence and mass reflects the last century's industrial-age thinking. 

In this century, w e  are shifting away from the tendency to equate sheer numbers of  things - tanks, troops, bombs, 
etc. - with capability. If a commander has a smart bomb that is so precise that it can do the  work of  eight d u m b  
bombs, for example, the fact that his inventory is reduced from ten dumb bombs to five smart bombs does not mean 
his capability has been reduced - indeed his capability has been significantly increased. 

The "old think" approach needs to be modernized. In terms of  lethality, precision weapons have greatly expanded 
our capability, while significantly reducing the number of  weapons needed. 

W e  can, for example, attack multiple targets in one sortie, rather than requiring multiple sorties to attack o n e  target. 
The Navy's response time for surging combat ships has been shortened to the point that w e  will likely n o t  need a 
full-time carrier strike group presence in every critical region. 

As a result o f  these new ways o f  thinking, w e  have developed plans for a more flexible and effective force posture 
for the 21" century. For example,  main operating bases in places like Germany, Italy, the U.K., Japan, and Korea,  
will be consolidated, but retained. We hope to rely on forward operating sites and locations, with rotational presence 



and pre-positioned equipment. and to gain access to a broader range of facilities with little or no pennanent U.S. 
presence, but with periodic service or contractor support. 

In Asia, our ideas build upon our current ground, air, and naval access to overcome vast distances, while bringing 
additional naval and air capabilities forward into the region. We cnvision consolidating facilities and headquarters in 
Japan and Korea, establishing nodes for special operations forccs, and creating multiple access avenues for 
contingency operations. 

In Europe, we seek lighter and more deployable ground capabilities and strengthened special operations forces - 
both positioned to deploy more rapidly to other regions as necessary - and advanced training facilities. 

In the broader Middle East, w e  propose to maintain what we call "warm" facilities for rotational forces and 
contingency purposes. building on cooperation and access provided by host nations during Operations Enduring 
Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. 

In Africa and the Western Hemisphere, we envision a diverse array of smaller cooperative security locations for 
contingency access. 

And, of course. we welcome comments and suggestions as negotiations with potential host countries proceed. 

One additional benefit to our proposed new arrangements is  that they will significantly improve the lives of U.S. 
military families. This is important. Over the comlng period of years, we plan to transfer home, to American soil, up 
to 70,000 troops and some 100,000 family members and civilian employees. In addition, deployments o f  the future 
should be somewhat shorter, families should experience somewhat fewer permanent changes of station, and thus less 
disruption in their lives. 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 

The global posture decision process and Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) are tightly linked, indeed they 
depend on each other. They are both key components o f  the President's transformation agenda, and they both will be 
critical instruments for stability In the lives o f  service members and their families. Together, they will  help to 
provide more predictability in assignments and rotations. 

The progress made to date on global posture enables DoD to provide specific input on overseas changes for BRAC 
2005. That input will allow domestic implications of the global posture review - with forces and personnel either 
returning to or  moving forward from U.S. territory - to be a c c o u ~ ~ t e d  for as effectively a s  possible within the BRAC 
decision-making process. 

Finally, a s  was the case with previous BRAC rounds, the U.S. will retain enough domestic infrastructure to provide 
for difficult-to-reconstitute assets to respond to s u q e  needs, and to accommodate significant force reconstitution as 
necessary, including all forces based within or outside the United States. 

Any initiative as complex a s  the proposed global posture realignment will stimulate questions - especially i n  an 
election year. 

I appreciate this opportunity to address a few o f  the myths and misconceptions that seem to be lingering o u t  there 
about what is contemplated. 

For example, will reducing overall force levels in Korea reduce our ability to come to its defense? 

In fact, our partnership with the Republic of  Korea is a good example of  what w e  hope to accomplish. T h e  Defense  
Department has been investing in and making arrangements for improved capabilities - such a s  long range precision 
weaponry - to be available on the Korean peninsula. A s  a result, as w e  are increasingly able to transfer responsibility 
to Korean forces, we will b e  able to reduce U.S. troop levels. The combined capabilities o f  the U.S. and the  Republic 
of  Korea will make our defense of  Korea stronger than before. 



As in Western Europe. the situation in Korea is different from what i t  was 50 years ago, back when South Korea was 
impoverished and \~irtually destroyed. Today South Korea is an econonlic powerhouse, with a modern military force 
of  some 600,000, and a GDP per caplta of  18 times that of  North Korea. Our p ~ o p o s e d  global force posture 
initiatives make it clear that the U.S. and the Republic of  Korea are working together as partners, each bringing 
important capabilities to our shared challenges. 

Has the Administration prepared the public - and irrformed Congress - ahozrr these clta~rges? 

As 1 mentioned. these concepts were outlined years ago - first in a 1999 speech before Presidcnt Bush took office 
and then a number o f  times since. 

The global posture review had its origins in the 2001 Report of  the statutory Quadrennial Defense Review. On 
November 25 ,  2003, President Bush announced that the U.S. would intensify consultations with fnends, allies, and 
partners overseas. 

We  have made s~gnificant progress during 2003-2004, and these proposals have been shared frequentlv with thc 
Congress~onal Icadershlp. commlltee leadershtp and members, and w ~ t h  committee staffs. 

I'm told that in the past two years the Department of State and this Department have provided at least: 

Four briefings to House colnmittee staffs and one each to members of the House Armed Services 
Committee and House Appropriations Committee - Defense Subcommittee; 
Four briefings to individual Senators; 
Nine briefings to Senate committee staffs or  members' personal staffs; and 
This year alone, I took part in five breakfast meetings on the subject with Congressmen and Senaiors, 
including one on April 29, 2004 with Chairman Warner and Senator Levin. 

Shoiifd we havegirvn enriier warning to our allies? 

In fact, w e  have met with officials in foreign governments on a variety of levels on these concepts. Secretary Powell 
and I have spoken many times with our counterparts abroad, as have our staffs. 

The results of  multiple consultations by Under Secretary of Defense Feith, his State Department colleague Marc  
Grossman, and others at NATO and in key European, Asian and other capitals helped to create understanding and 
cooperation regarding our posture realignment. 

Our foreign counterparts have appreciated that their input was sought before key decisions were made and they 
understood our global, long-term view and the strategic rationale for conducting the review at this time. 

Does realigiting our posture send a dangerous message to Nortft Korea about our commitment to the South? 

The answer is an emphatic "no." We know that sheer numbers o f  people are no longer appropriate measures of 
commitment or capabilities. As  I have noted earlier, our capabilities in defending the R e p ~ ~ b l i c  of Korea  are 
increasing, not decreasing. 

Senator Joe Lieberman said it well in an  interview a few weeks ago. He noted that: "Kim Jong I1 ... is not under  any 
misconceptions. We have enormous power at sea, in the air, on  the ground, in the Asian Pacific region and  o n  the 
Korean peninsula. And if he tries to take aggressive action against the South Koreans, he will pay a very, ve ry  heavy 
price." The Senator is correct. 

IVill sending more troops home from theaters in Europe weaken our ability to surge quickl~f to  trouble spots? 

Actually, the opposite i s  closer to the truth. Presence is important, but forward stationing does not mean  optimal 
stationing. Forces in Europe, for example, are only closer to the Middle East if they can deploy rapidly to the south.  
If  those same forces have to deploy to the north, through the Baltic and North Seas, then to the Atlantic and 
Mediterranean, then w e  can move roughly as fast from the United States. W e  do not expect our forces to fight where  



they are stationed. We  know that our forces will need to rnove to the fight, whcrever i t  is. That means that command 
structures and capabilities must be expeditionary. We  need well-devcloped transportalion networks. And we need 
materiel and supplies along transportation routes. 

So, if there are legal or political restrictions on the movement o f  our troops where they are stationed, the difficulties 
in using them quickly multiply. 

Additionally, the more  flexible arrangenlents we are seeking with our allies will allow us lo make changes as 
changes are needed. Area commanders don't own forces. Our country does. We have n o  hesitation in moving forces 
from one region to another as circu~nstanczs change and require - and we do frequently. 

Critics of these proposed moves seem trapped in the thinking of the last century. In some ways, that is 
understandable. It is  difficult to part with thoughts that one has harbored for decades. But the world changes and 
updated thinking is needed. 
W e  owe an up-to-date defense posture to our troops in the field and the generations that may be called to battle in the 
future. 

This week, I had the privilege of  participating in one o f  our regular meetings in M'ashington with the combatant 
commanders, some o f  whom are here today. They are impressive. They follow in the footsteps of  the visionary 
military leaders o f  the past. And this plan was undertaken with the benefit of their military advice. 

One day future generations will look back at them with gratitude for what they have accomplished in t h e  last few 
years in the stniggle against global extremists. 

And our task is to see  that one day historians and generations will look back at what is being done today, at  what  is  
being accomplished, and say that our actions also helped to make the world more peaceful, our military more 
formidable, and our freedom more secure. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Vice Chairman, Members of the Committee. 

It is my honor to meet with you today to discuss the challenges I see facing America and its 
interests in the months ahead. These challenges literally span the globe. My intention is to tell you 
what I believe are the greatest challenges we face today and those where our service as 
intelligence professionals is needed most on behalf of the US taxpayer. 

We need to make tough decisions about which haystacks deserve to be scrutinized for the 
needles that can hurt us most. And we know in this information age that there are endless 
haystacks everywhere. I do want to make several things clear: 

Our officers are taking risks, and I will be asking them to take more risks--justifiable risks-- 
because I would much rather explain why we did something than why we did nothing, 

I am asking for more competitive analysis, more collocation of analysts and collectors, and 
deeper collaboration with agencies throughout the lntelligence Community. Above all, our 
analysis must be objective. Our credibility rests there. 

We do not make policy. We do not wage war. I am emphatic about that and always have 
been. We do collect and analyze information. 

With respect to the CIA, I want to tell you that my first few months as Director have served only to 
confirm what I and Members of Congress have known about CIA for years. It is a special place-- 
an organization of dedicated, patriotic people. In addition to taking a thorough, hard look at our 
own capabilities, we are working to define CIA'S place in the restructured lntelligence Community-- 
a community that will be led by a new Director of National Intelligence--to make the maximum 
possible contribution to American security at home and abroad. The CIA is and will remain the 

j flagship agency, in my view. And each of the other 14 elements in the community will continue to 
make their unique contributions as well. 

http://www.cia.gov/cia/public affairs/speeches/2004/Goss testimony 02162005.html 



Now, I turn to threats. I will not attempt to cover everything that could go wrong in the year ahead. 
We must, and do, concentrate our efforts, experience and expertise on the challenges that are 
most pressing: defeating terrorism; protecting the homeland; stopping proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and drugs; and fostering stability, freedom and peace in the most troubled 
regions of the world. Accordingly, my comments today will focus on these duties. I know well from 

w my 30 years in public service that you and your colleagues have an important responsibility with 
these open sessions to get information to the American people. But I also know all too well that as 
we are broadcasting to America, enemies are also tuning in. In open session I feel 1 must be very 
prudent in my remarks as DCI. 

TERRORISM 

Mr. Chairman, defeating terrorism must remain one of our intelligence community's core 
objectives, as widely dispersed terrorist networks will present one of the most serious challenges 
to US national security interests at home and abroad in the coming year. In the past year, 
aggressive measures by our intelligence, law enforcement, defense and homeland security 
communities, along with our key international partners have dealt serious blows to al-Qa'ida and 
others. Despite these successes, however, the terrorist threat to the US in the Homeland and 
abroad endures. 

Al-Qa'ida is intent on finding ways to circumvent US security enhancements to strike 
Americans and the Homeland. 

It may be only a matter of time before al-Qa'ida or another group attempts to use chemical, 
biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons (CBRN). 

Al-Qa'ida is only one facet of the threat from a broader Sunni jihadist movement. 

The Iraq conflict, while not a cause of extremism, has become a cause for extremists. 

w We know from experience that al-Qa'ida is a patient, persistent, imaginative, adaptive and 
dangerous opponent. But it is vulnerable and we and other allies have hit it hard. 

Jihadist religious leaders preach millennia1 aberrational visions of a fight for Islam's survival. 
Sometimes they argue that the struggle justifies the indiscriminate killing of civilians, even 
with chemical, biological, radiological, or nuclear weapons. 

Our pursuit of al-Qa'ida and its most senior leaders, including Bin Ladin and his deputy, Ayman al- 
Zawahiri is intense. However, their capture alone would not be enough to eliminate the terrorist 
threat to the US Homeland or US interests overseas. Often influenced by al-Qa'ida's ideology, 
members of a broader movement have an ability to plan and conduct operations. We saw this last 
March in the railway attacks in Madrid conducted by local Sunni extremists. Other regional groups- 
-connected to al-Qa'ida or acting on their own--also continue to pose a significant threat. 

In Pakistan, terrorist elements remain committed to attacking US targets. In Saudi Arabia, 
remnants of the Saudi al-Qa'ida network continue to attack US interests in the region. 

In Central Asia, the Islamic Jihad Group (IJG), a splinter group of the Islamic Movement of 
Uzbekistan, has become a more virulent threat to US interests and local governments. Last 
spring the group used female operatives in a series of bombings in Uzbekistan. 

In Southeast Asia, the Jemaah lslamiyah (JI) continues to pose a threat to US and Western 
interests in Indonesia and the Philippines, where JI is colluding with the Abu Sayyaf Group 
and possibly the MILF. 

http://www.cia.gov/cia/public affairs/speeches/2004/Goss testimony 02162005.html 4/25/2005 



In Europe, Islamic extremists continue to plan and cause attacks against US and local 
interests, some that may cause significant casualties. In 2004 British authorities dismantled 
an al-Qa'ida cell and an extremist brutally killed a prominent Dutch citizen in the 
Netherlands. 

ANf Islamic extremists are exploiting the Iraqi conflict to recruit new anti-US jihadists. 

These jihadists who survive will leave lraq experienced in and focused on acts of urban 
terrorism. They represent a potential pool of contacts to build transnational terrorist cells, 
groups, and networks in Saudi Arabia, Jordan and other countries. 

Zarqawi has sought to bring about the final victory of Islam over the West, and he hopes to 
establish a safe haven in lraq from which his group could operate against "infidel" Western 
nations and "apostate" Muslim governments. 

Other terrorist groups spanning the globe also pose persistent and serious threats to US and 
Western interests. 

Hizballah's main focus remains Israel, but it could conduct lethal attacks against US 
interests quickly upon a decision to do so. 

Palestinian terrorist organizations have apparently refrained from directly targeting US or 
Western interests in their opposition to Middle East peace initiatives, but pose an ongoing 
risk to US citizens who could be killed or wounded in attacks intended to strike Israeli 
interests. 

Extremist groups in Latin America are still a concern, with the FARC--the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces of Colombia--possessing the greatest capability and the clearest intent to 
threaten US interests in the region. 

Horn of Africa, the Sahel, the Mahgreb, the Levant, and the Gulf States are all areas where 
"pop up" terrorist activity can be expected. 

AFGHANISTAN 

Mr. Chairman, Afghanistan, once the safe haven for Usama bin Ladin, has started on the road to 
recovery after decades of instability and civil war. Hamid Karzai's election to the presidency was a 
major milestone. Elections for a new National Assembly and local district councils--tentatively 
scheduled for this spring--will complete the process of electing representatives. 

President Karzai still faces a low-level insurgency aimed at destabilizing the country, raising the 
cost of reconstruction and ultimately forcing Coalition forces to leave. 

The development of the Afghan National Army and a national police force is going well, 
although neither can yet stand on its own. 

IRAQ 

Low voter turnout in some Sunni areas and the post-election resumption of insurgent attacks-- 
most against lraqi civilian and security forces--indicate that the insurgency achieved at least some 
of its election-day goals and remains a serious threat to creating a stable representative 

I government in Iraq. 

http://www.cia.gov/cia/public affairs/speeches/2004/Goss testimony 02162005.html 4/25/2005 



Self-determination for the lraqi people will largely depend on the ability of lraqi forces to provide 
security. Iraq's most capable security units have become more effective in recent months, 
contributing to several major operations and helping to put an lraqi face on security operations. 
Insurgents are determined to discourage new recruits and undermine the effectiveness of existing 
lraqi security forces. 

The lack of security is hurting Iraq's reconstruction efforts and economic development, 
causing overall economic growth to proceed at a much slower pace than many analysts 
expected a year ago. 

Alternatively, the larger uncommitted moderate Sunni population and the Sunni political elite 
may seize the post electoral moment to take part in creating Iraq's new political institutions if 
victorious Shia and Kurdish parties include Sunnis in the new government and the drafting 
of the constitution. 

PROLIFERATION 

Mr. Chairman, I will now turn to the worldwide challenge of proliferation. Last year started with 
promise as Libya had just renounced its WMD programs, North Korea was engaged in 
negotiations with regional states on its nuclear weapons program, and Iran was showing greater 
signs of openness regarding its nuclear program after concealing activity for nearly a decade. Let 
me start with Libya, a good news story, and one that reflects the patient perseverance with which 
the Intelligence Community can tackle a tough intelligence problem. 

LIBYA 

In 2004 Tripoli followed through with a range of steps to disarm itself of WMD and ballistic 
missiles. 

'(I Libya gave up key elements of its nuclear weapons program and opened itself to the IAEA. 

Libya gave up some key CW assets and opened its former CW program to international 
scrutiny. 

a After disclosing its Scud stockpile and extensive ballistic and cruise missile R&D efforts in 
2003, Libya took important steps to abide by its commitment to limit its missiles to the 300- 
km range threshold of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). 

The US continues to work with Libya to clarify some discrepancies in the declaration. 

NORTHKOREA 

On 10 February 2005, Pyongyang announced it was suspending participation in the six-party talks 
underway since 2003, declared it had nuclear weapons, and affirmed it would seek to increase its 
nuclear arsenal. The North had been pushing for a freeze on its plutonium program in exchange 
for significant benefits, rather than committing to the full dismantlement that we and are our 
partners sought. 

In 2003, the North claimed it had reprocessed the 8,000 fuel rods from the Yongbyong 
reactor, originally stored under the Agreed Framework, with IAEA monitoring in 1994. The 
North claims to have made new weapons from its reprocessing effort. 

We believe North Korea continues to pursue a uranium enrichment capability drawing o n  
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the assistance it received from A.Q. Khan before his network was shutdown. 

North Korea continues to develop, produce, deploy, and sell ballistic missiles of increasing range 
and sophistication, augmenting Pyongyang's large operational force of Scud and No Dong class 
missiles. North Korea could resume flight-testing at any time, including of longer-range missiles, 
such as the Taepo Dong-2 system. We assess the TD-2 is capable of reaching the United States 
with a nuclear-weapon-sized payload. 

North Korea continues to market its ballistic missile technology, trying to find new clients 
now that some traditional customers, such as Libya, have halted such trade. 

We believe North Korea has active CW and BW programs and probably has chemical and 
possibly biological weapons ready for use. 

IRAN 

In early February, the spokesman of Iran's Supreme Council for National Security publicly 
announced that Iran would never scrap its nuclear program. This came in the midst of negotiations 
with EU-3 members (Britain, Germany and France) seeking objective guarantees from Tehran that 
it will not use nuclear technology for nuclear weapons. 

r Previous comments by Iranian officials, including Iran's Supreme ~eaber  and its Foreign 
Minister, indicated that lran would not give up its ability to enrich uranium. Certainly they 
can use it to produce fuel for power reactors. We are more concerned about the dual-use 
nature of the technology that could also be used to achieve a nuclear weapon. 

In parallel, lran continues its pursuit of long-range ballistic missiles, such as an improved version 
of its 1,300 km range Shahab-3 MRBM, to add to the hundreds of short-range SCUD missiles it 
already has. w 
Even since 911 1, Tehran continues to support terrorist groups in the region, such as Hizballah, and 
could encourage increased attacks in Israel and the Palestinian ~erritories to derail progress 
toward peace. 

lran reportedly is supporting some anti-Coalition activities in Iraq and seeking to influence 
the future character of the Iraqi state. 

Conservatives are likely to consolidate their power in Iran's June 2005 presidential 
elections, further marginalizing the reform movement last year. 

lran continues to retain in secret important members of Al-Qai'ida-the Management Council- 
-causing further uncertainty about Iran's commitment to bring them to justice. 

CHINA 

Beijing's military modernization and military buildup is tilting the balance of power in the Taiwan 
Strait. Improved Chinese capabilities threaten US forces in the region. 

In 2004, China increased its ballistic missile forces deployed across from Taiwan and rolled 
out several new submarines. 

China continues to develop more robust, survivable nuclear-armed missiles as well as 
conventional capabilities for use in a regional conflict. 
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Taiwan continues to promote constitutional reform and other attempts to strengthen local identity. 
Beijing judges these moves to be a "timeline for independence". If Beijing decides that Taiwan is 
taking steps toward permanent separation that exceed Beijing's tolerance, we believe China is 
prepared to respond with various levels of force. 

China is increasingly confident and active on the international stage, trying to ensure it has a voice 'w on major international issues, secure access to natural resources, and counter what it sees as US 
efforts to contain or encircle China. 

New leadership under President Hu Jintao is facing an array of domestic challenges in 2005, such 
as the potential for a resurgence in inflation, increased dependence on exports, growing economic 
inequalities, increased awareness of individual rights, and popular expectations for the new 
leadership. 

RUSSIA 

The attitudes and actions of the so-called "silovikiM--the ex-KGB men that Putin has placed in 
positions of authority throughout the Russian government--may be critical determinants of the 
course Putin will pursue in the year ahead. 

Perceived setbacks in Ukraine are likely to lead Putin to redouble his efforts to defend 
Russian interests abroad while balancing cooperation with the West. Russia's most 
immediate security threat is terrorism, and counterterrorism cooperation undoubtedly will 
continue. 

Putin publicly acknowledges a role for outside powers to play in the CIS, for example, but 
we believe he is nevertheless concerned about further encroachment by the US and NATO 
into the region. 

Moscow worries that separatism inside Russia and radical Islamic movements beyond their 
borders might threaten stability in Southern Russia. Chechen extremists have increasingly 
turned to terrorist operations in response to Moscow's successes in Chechnya, and it is 
reasonable to predict that they will carry out attacks against civilian or military targets 
elsewhere in Russia in 2005. 

Budget increases will help Russia create a professional military by replacing conscripts with 
volunteer servicemen and focus on maintaining, modernizing and extending the operational life of 
its strategic weapons systems, including its nuclear missile force. 

Russia remains an important source of weapons technology, materials and components for 
other nations. The vulnerability of Russian WMD materials and technology to theft or 
diversion is a continuing concern. 

POTENTIAL AREAS FOR INSTABILITY 

Mr. Chairman, in the MIDDLE EAST, the election of Palestinian President Mahmud Abbas, 
nevertheless, marks an important step and Abbas has made it clear that negotiating a peace deal 
with Israel is a high priority. There nevertheless are hurdles ahead. 

Redlines must be resolved while Palestinian leaders try to rebuild damaged PA 
infrastructure and governing institutions, especially the security forces, the legislature, and 
the judiciary. 

Terrorist groups, some of who benefit from funding from outside sources, could step up 
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attacks to derail peace and progress. 

In AFRICA, chronic instability will continue to hamper counterterrorism efforts and pose heavy 
humanitarian and peacekeeping burdens. 

In Nigeria, the military is struggling to contain militia groups in the oil-producing south and 
ethnic violence t.hat frequently erupts throughout the country. Extremist groups are 
emerging from the country's Muslim population of about 65 million. 

In Sudan, the peace deal signed in January will result in de facto southern autonomy and 
may inspire rebels in provinces such as Darfur to press harder for a greater share of 
resources and power. Opportunities exist for Islamic extremists to reassert themselves in 
the North unless the central government stays unified. 

Unresolved disputes in the Horn of Africa--Africa's gateway to the Middle East--create 
vulnerability to foreign terrorist and extremist groups. Ethiopia and Eritrea still have a 
contested border, and armed factions in Somalia indicate they will fight the authority of a 
new transitional government. 

In LATIN AMERICA, the region is entering a major electoral cycle in 2006, when Brazil, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Venezuela hold presidential elections. 
Several key countries in the hemisphere are potential flashpoints in 2005. 

In Venezuela, Chavez is consolidating his power by using technically legal tactics to target 
his opponents and meddling in the region, supported by Castro. 

In Colombia, progress against counternarcotics and terrorism under President Uribe's 
successful leadership, may be affected by the election. 

The outlook is very cloudy for legitimate, timely elections in November 2005 in Haiti--even 
with substantial international support. 

Campaigning for the 2006 presidential election in Mexico is likely to stall progress on fiscal, 
labor, and energy reforms. 

In Cuba, Castro's hold on power remains firm, but a bad fall last October has rekindled 
speculation about his declining health and succession scenarios. 

In SOUTHEAST ASIA, three countries bear close watching. 

In Indonesia, President Yudhoyono has moved swiftly to crackdown on ,corruption. 
Reinvigorating the economy, burdened by the costs of recovery in tsunami-damaged areas, 
will likely be affected by continuing deep-seated ethnic and political turmoil exploitable by 
terrorists. 
In the Philippines, Manila is struggling with prolonged Islamic and Communist rebellions. 
The presence of Jemaah lslamiyah (JI) terrorists seeking safe haven and training bases 
adds volatility and capability to terrorist groups already in place. 
Thailand is plagued with an increasingly volatile Muslim separatist threat in its southeastern 
provinces, and the risk of escalation remains high. 

### 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided a long-term force 
structure plan for the Defense Department based on its analysis of current and 
future threats, challenges, and opportunities and on the President's national 
strategy to meet such circumstances. In accordance with Section 2912 of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Public Law 101-510, as 
amended, the force structure plan for Base Realignment and Closure (BilAC) 
2005 is based on the probable threats to national security for a 20-year period, 
from 2005 to 2024. In previous BRAC rounds, this projection ran only 6 years 
into the future. It is important to note that this report focuses on a snapshot 
of force structure through Fiscal Years 20 11 due to security classifications. 
However, this snapshot is a realistic representation of future force structure. 

An unclassified portion of the force structure plan is included in this 
report. The entire plan is classified and available through restricted 
distribution. The force structure plan does not reflect temporary adjustments 
to the force structure of one or another military service that the Secretary of 
Defense may make from time to time in response to unique but transient 
conditions. The Secretary of Defense submitted the force structure plan to 
Congress in March 2004 per Public Law 101-510. This submission is a 
revision to that plan. 

Stratem and Force Development 
The President's National Security Strategy and the Secretary of Defense's 

Strategy provide a new focus for US military forces. These strategies require 
that U S  forces, by their presence and activities, assure friends and allies of the 
United States resolve and ability to fulfill commitments. Military forces must  
dissuade adversaries from developing dangerous capabilities. In addition, 
forces must provide the President with a wide range of options to deter 
aggression and coercion, and if deterrence fails, forces must have the ability to 
defeat any adversary a t  the time, place, and in the manner of US choosing. 

Based on detailed analysis since the Secretary's 2001 Quadrennial 
Defense Review, the Department of Defense has updated its strategic thinking, 
incorporating lessons learned from recent military operations. 

The Department's planning has  informed decisions to date on the force's 
overall mix of capabilities, size, posture, patterns of activity, readiness, and 
capacity to surge globally. Just  as strategy is constantly updated to 
incorporate and account for a changing global security environment, force 
planning standards also are adaptive and dynamic over time. 

The Department's force planning framework does not focus on specific 
I conflicts. It helps determine capabilities required for a range of scenarios. The 

Department analyzes the force requirements for the most likely, the most 
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dangerous, and the most demanding circumstances. Assessments of U S  
capabilities will examine the breadth and depth of this construct, not seek to 
optimize in a single area. Doing so allows decision makers to identify areas 
where prudent risk could be accepted and areas where risk should be reduced 

'V or mitigated. 

The defense strategy requires the creation of new forms of security 
cooperation to support US efforts to swiftly defeat an adversary with modest 
reinforcement. Specifically, security cooperation will underpin diversified, 
operational basing access and training opportunities for forward stationed 
forces, and strengthen US influence with potential partners that could provide 
coalition capabilities for future contingencies. Security cooperation efforts will 
focus on activities to build defense relationships that promote US and allied 
security interests, develop allied and friendly military capabilities for self- 
defense and coalition operations, and provide US forces with peacetime and 
contingency access and en route infrastructure. 

Transformation To A Capabilities-Based Approach 
Continuous defense transformation is part of a wider governmental effort 

to transform America's national security institutions to meet 2 1st-century 
challenges and opportunities. Just  as our challenges change continuously, so 
too must our military capabilities. 

The purpose of transformation is to extend key advantages and reduce 
vulnerabilities. We are now in a long-term struggle against persistent, adaptive 

((I adversaries, and must transform to prevail. 

Transformation is not only about technology. It is also about: 

- Changing the way we think about challenges and opportunities; 
- Adapting the defense establishment to that new perspective; and, 
- Refocusing capabilities to meet future challenges, not those we are 

already most prepared to meet. 

Transformation requires difficult programmatic and organizational 
choices. We will need to divest in some areas and invest in others. 

Transformational change is not limited to operational forces. We also 
want to change long-standing business processes within the Department to 
take advantage of information technology. We also are working to transform 
our international partnerships, including the capabilities that our partners and 
we can use collectively. 

Derivative of a transformational mindset is adoption of a capabilities- 
based planning methodology. Capabilities-based planning focuses more on 

i how adversaries may challenge u s  than on whom those adversaries might be or 

(I 
where we might face them. I t  focuses the Department on the growing range of 
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capabilities and methods we must possess to contend with an uncertain 
future. It recognizes the limits of intelligence and the impossibility of 
predicting complex events with precision. Our planning aims to link 

Plb 
capabilities to joint operating concepts across a broad range of scenarios. 

The Department is adopting a new approach for planning to implement 
our strategy. The defense strategy will drive this top-down, competitive 
process. Operating within fiscal constraints, our new approach enables the 
Secretary of Defense and Joint Force Commanders to balance risk across a 
range of areas. 

We seek to foster a culture of innovation. The War on Terrorism imparts 
an urgency to defense transformation; we must transform to win the war. 

Addressing Capabilities Through Force Transformation 
The Department's transformation strategy will balance near-term operational 
risk with future risk in investment decisions. It will invest now in specific 
technologies and concepts that are transformational, while remaining open to 
other paths towards transformation. Capabilities will be developed, supported 
by force transformation, which will allow u s  to meet the defense strategy while 
remaining open to explore new and essential capabilities. This force 
transformation will allow us to create a new/future force structure, which will 
move from its current platform-centric condition to a more capabilities-based 
and network-centric philosophy that addresses the full spectrum of conflict. I t  
will allow the US military to create conditions for increased speed of command 
and opportunities for coordination across the battlespace. 

PROBABLE THREATS TO NATIONAL SECURITY 

Range of ChaIlenges. Uncertainty is the defining characteristic of 
today's strategic environment. We can identify trends but cannot predict 
specific events with precision. While we work to avoid being surprised, we 
must posture ourselves to handle unanticipated problems - we must plan with 
surprise in mind. 

We contend with uncertainty by adapting to circumstances and 
influencing events. It is not enough to react to change. We must safeguard US 
freedoms and interests while working actively to forestall the emergence of new 
challenges. 

The US military predominates in the world in traditional forms of 
warfare. Potential adversaries accordingly shift away from challenging the 
United States through traditional military action and adopt asymmetric 
capabilities and methods. An array of traditional, irregular, catastrophic, and 
disruptive capabilities and methods threaten US interests. 
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These categories overlap. Actors proficient in one can be expected to try 

to reinforce their position with methods and capabilities drawn from others. 

Indeed, recent experience indicates that the most dangerous 
circumstances arise when we face a complex of such challenges. For example, 
our adversaries in Iraq and Afghanistan presented both traditional and 
irregular challenges. Terrorist groups like al Qaida pose irregular threats but 
also actively seek catastrophic capabilities. The government of North Korea at 
once poses traditional, irregular, and catastrophic challenges. In the future, 
the most capable opponents may seek to combine truly disruptive capacity 
with traditional, irregular, and catastrophic forms of warfare. 

Traditional challenges come largely from states employing recognized 
military capabilities and forces in well-known forms of military competition and 
conflict. While traditional forms of military competition remain important, 
trends suggest that these challenges will receive lesser priority in the planning 
of adversaries vis-A-vis the United States. This can be attributed, in part, to 
US and allied superiority in traditional forms of warfare and the enormous cost 
to develop, acquire, and maintain conventional capabilities. But it is also 
explained by the increasing attractiveness of irregular methods, a s  well a s  the 
increasing availability of catastrophic capabilities. Even where adversaries 
possess considerable capacity in traditional domains, they often seek to 
reinforce their position with catastrophic, irregular, and disruptive methods 
and capabilities. Therefore, some strictly traditional or hybrid challenges 
require the active maintenance of sufficient combat overmatch in key areas of 
traditional military competition. 

Irregular challenges are characterized as  "unconventional" methods 
employed by state and non-state actors to counter the traditional advantages of 
stronger opponents. Irregular methods of increasing sophistication - including 
terrorism, insurgency, civil war, and third-party coercion - will challenge U S  
security interests to a greater degree than they have in the past. Our 
adversaries are likely to exploit a host of irregular methods in an attempt to  
erode US influence, power, and national will over time. 

Two factors in particular have intensified the rapid growth and potential 
danger of irregular challenges: the rise of extremist ideologies and the erosion 
of traditional sovereignty. Worldwide political, religious, and ethnic extremism 
continue to fuel deadly and destabilizing conflicts. Particularly threatenin, - are 
those extremist ideologies that sanction horrific violence targeted at  civilians 
and noncombatants. Areas in Central and South America, Africa, the Middle 
Ease, and South, Central, and Southeast Asia have provided havens for 
terrorists, criminals, insurgents, and other groups that threaten global 
security. Many governments in these areas are unable or unwilling to extend 
effective control over their territory, thus increasing the area available to hostile 

1 exploitation. Irregular challenges in and from these areas will grow more 
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intense over time and are Iikely to challenge the security of the United States 
and its partners for the indefinite future. 

Our ongoing War on Terrorism and our resulting operational experience 
call for a reorientation of our military capabilities to contend with these 
challenges more effectively. 

Catastrophic challenges involve the acquisition, possession, and use of 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) or methods producing WMD-like effects. 
A number of state and non-state actors are vigorously seeking to acquire 
dangerous and destabilizing catastrophic capabilities. States seek these 
capabilities to offset perceived regional imbalances or to hedge against US 
militajr superiority. Terrorists seek them because of the potential they hold for 
greater physical and psychological impact on targeted audiences. 

Porous international borders, weak controls over weapons-related 
materials and expertise, and ongoing revolutions in information technology are 
increasingly enabling this trend. Particularly troublesome is the nexus of 
transnational terrorists, WMD proliferation, and rogue states. Unchecked, this 
confluence raises the prospect of direct WMD employment against the United 
States or our allies and partners. Indeed, many would-be adversaries likely 
believe the best w q t o  check American reach and influence is to develop the 
capability to threaten the US homeland directly. Catastrophic attacks could 
arrive via a number of delivery meals  ranging from rogue use of WMD-armed 
ballistic missiles to surreptitious delivery through routine commercial channels 

(r to innovative attacks like those undertaken on 9/  1 1. 

Elements of the U S  national infrastructure are vulnerable to catastrophic 
ere a* s attack. The interdependent nature of the infrastructure more 

vulnerability because attacks against one sector - the electric power grid for 
instance - would impact other sectors as  well. Parts of the defense-related 
critical infrastructure are vulnerable to a wide range of attacks, especially 
those that rely on commercial sector elements with multiple single points of 
failure. 

The continuing illicit proliferation of WMD technology and expertise 
makes contending with catastrophic challenges an enduring necessity. A 
single catastrophic attack against the United States is an unacceptable 
prospect. The strategic effect of such an attack transcends the mere economic 
and social costs. It represents a more fundamental, existential threat to our  
nation, our institutions, and our free society. Thus, new emphasis must  be 
applied to capabilities that enable us to dissuade acquisition of catastrophic 
capabilities, deter their use, and finally, when necessary, defeat them prior to 
their posing direct threats to u s  and our partners. 

l Disruptive challenges are those posed by competitors employing 

wv breakthrough technology that might counter or negate our current advantages 
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in key operational domains. In doing so, competitors seek to provide new 
military options that offset our advantages in niche areas and threaten our 
ability to operate from the strategic commons - space, international waters and 
airspace, and cyberspace. Such developments will afford opponents only 
temporary advantage. In a few instances, hourever, the United States could 
confront technologcal breakthroughs that would fundamentally alter our 
approach to security. These might include, but are not limited to, 
breakthroughs in biotechnology, cyber-operations, space, directed-energy, and 
other emerging fields. Although such developments are unpredictable, we 
must be attentive to the consequences that such possibilities hold, and plan 
and invest accordingly. 

The goal of our transformation is to contend effectively with these 
challenges and channel future security competition in ways favorable to  the 
United States and its international partners. We accomplish this by assuring 
our allies and friends - demonstrating our resolve to fulfill defense 
commitments and protect common interests; dissuading potential adversaries 
from adopting threatening capabilities and ambitions; deterring aggression and 
coercion by maintaining capable and rapidly deployable military forces. 
Finally, at the direction of the President, we will defeat adversaries at  the time, 
place, and in the manner of our choosing - setting the conditions for future 
security. 

The Unclassified Force Structure Plan 
The following table shows the programmed force structure, manning, and  

funding for the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force for Fiscal Years 2005, 
2007, 2009, and 20 11. When reviewing this plan, it should be noted that i t  
depicts only Service force units; that is, not all of the force structure is 
identified. For example, the unclassified version does not account for Army 
non-divisional units including its associated assets like aviation and special 
operations; Navy non-carrier-based aircraft and construction battalions; and 
Air Force airlift, special operation, tankers, and missiles. 
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Service Force Units 

FYll 

w Army UEx 
Active 
Resenre 

Army Divisions 
Active 
Reserve 

Aircraft Carriers 12 11 

Carrier Air Wings 
Active 
Reserve 

. Battle Force Ships 324 325 

Air Force AEFs 
10 10 

USMC Ditisions 
Active 
Reserve 

End-strength (k) 

FYOS 
482 

FYll 
482 USA* AC 

USN AC 
RC 

USAF AC 360 356 350 350 
RC 183 182 182 183 

* The Army projects it will end FY05 with end strength of 5 11,800 or 29,400 above the  baseline of 482,400. The 
Marine Corps projects it will end M05 with end strength of 177,675 or 2,675 above the baseline of 175,000. The FY05 
Supplemental request includes $1.7 billion to support these overstrengths. In FY06, the h y  and Marine Corps plan 
to exceed the funded end strength levels by a t  least 30,000 and 3,000 end strength, respectively. Both Services plan to 
seek Supplemental funding for any additional end strength above the baseline in support of the War on Terrorism. 

Anticipated Level of Funding ($B) 

USA 

USN 

USMC 
# 
I USAF 

mv 
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J*&S t;ccs .Reject Challenge to Base- Closing Process 

I ~ e d  an elaborate system tirur Con- rzsolution of disapproval within 45 
By LINDA CRFE&!HOUSE cress devised with the nope of both days of the President's action. 

Spulnl loThc N c v  York Tlmcs ksulating the unpopular base-closing 
WASHINGTON, May 23 - The Su- In two rounds of closings s o  far. Process f rom political Pressure and more than bases have been desig- preme Court ruled uaanirnousiy !e. Protecting politicians from its conse- 

natcd as no longer necessary to ihe day that the Government's choice of quences. 
rvhlch military bases to close is no! Under the and Re- r ~ a ~ i o n ' s  defense. A third round of 
subject to challenge lii Federal court. alignment Act oi 1990, a n  independent c'oSinns is for 

The decislcn forecloses a n  effort by csmmission selects the bases to be "How the President chooses to ex- r!ected off!cisls from Pennsj!ven!o closed or shrunk and makes recom- ercise the discretion Congress h a s  and New Jersey to block the sched. mendations to the President, who granted him IS not a matter for our uled closing of the Philadelphia Naval must approve or  reject the list In its review," Chief Justlce Rehnquist 
Shipyard. It also r?.ffactlvely ends n entirety within two weeks. If  the llst I s  said. "Where a statute. such as the 
separate lawsuit that New York State nccepted. Congress can  block the 1990 ACL. commits decision maklng to 
!!led late last year to challenge the closings only If both houses pass a the d~scretion of the Prcsldent. judi- 
scheduled ciosing of Plattsburgh Air cia1 review of the President's deci- Force Base. 

Chief Justice William H. Rehn- - - 
quist's o'pinion for the Court exnrn- Continued nn Page A14, Column I 
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Justices Reject Challenges 
To Base-Closing Decisions 

-- - 

Conttnued From Page A1 A unanimous ruling 
sion is not avallable." that upholds the way - 

The decision overturned a ruling 
last year by the United States Court military bases are 
of Appeals for the Third Circuit. in 
Philadelphia. which had nermitted a closed or shrunk- 
group of elected offic~ais. including - 

the four Unlted States Senators from 
Pennsvlvania and New Jersev to sue - - .. 
to slob the closing of the shipyard. 
The officials argued thr~t procedural 
irregularities had led to the inclusion 
of the shipyard. one of the region's 
blggest employers, on the 1991 list of 
base closlngs. 

The case never went to trial be- 
cause the Court agreed last fall to 
hear the Clinton Administration's ap- 
peal on the question of whether the 
case could be brought at all. Pennsyl- 
vania's senior Senator. Arlen Specter. 
argued the plaintiffs' case himself 
before Ihe Justlces in March. 

Specter Is Disappointed 
Senator Specter. a Republican. said 

today that he was disappointed and 
surprised by the decision. "If we can- 
not get redress in the courts, what I 
intend to do i s  take thig hack to the 

Blockecl due Lo cc~pyrighl 
Scc full pagc i~aiagc or  

microfiln~. 

Conpress," I e sald a t  a news confer- 
ence in Pt,iladelphia. 

As Chief Justice Rehnquist ana- 
lyzed thr? issue. the case. Dalton v. 
ipecter. No. 93-239, presented two 
questions. One was whether a base- 
closing decision could be chal!enged 
bv means of the Administrative Pro- 
cidure Act, the Federal law that pro- 
vtjes j*ldtclal review for "faai sgen- 
cy action" of the Federal Govern- 
ment. Review was not a+r~ilable, Ihe 
Chief Justice said, because the action 
of the bssgcloslng commission was 
not "final" and the President, who 
m:rIces the final decision . ~ n d e r  the 
base-closing law, Is not an "agency" 
to which the act applies. 

This part of the Chiel 'Justice's 
analysis was based on a 1992 decision, 
Franklin v. Massachusetts, that re- 
jected a chai l~nge under the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act of :he certifi- 
cation of the number of representa- 
tives that states were entitled to un- 
der the 1990 census. The Court in that 
case ruled that the action of the Sec- 
retary of Commerce in transmitting 
the census figures to the President 
was not "final." and that *.he Presi- 
dent coula riot be sued for transmit- 
ting the figures to Congress because 
the President is not an agency. 

Ncxt. Chid Justice Rehnguist ad 
dressed Senator Specter's ergumen 
that even if the Administrative Prc 
cedure Act did not offer a basis lo 
the lawsuit. iudicial review still ha 
to b= a v s r ~ i d ~ e  for the Es:.ertto:> thr.. 
rhc Pres~dew had v~olaterl tiic scope 
of his author-ity unde~r th-, bi3:;e-clos- 
ing I3w by a;.cepling p~'oca3urally 
f l a i~ed  recon?lnendattor~;. 'The plain- 
tiffs argued in their Iawsiiit that the 
Navy was so intent OII  c:o:;ing the 
Philade1ph:a shipyard ;.list ir. with- 
held from che base-clcsirg comrnis- 
sio:n crucia! testimony 2nd doc*-- 
ments that would have rrlade the case 
(or keeping the shlpyarC tlplrn. 

EIut the Chief Justice satd '*at even 
it those allcgatbns were ttue, nothing 
in the law prohibited the Presldent 
from accepting procedurslly flawed 
recornmendatlons or "from approv- 
ing o r  disapproving the iecommenda- 
t i o ~  for whatever reason he sees 
f t t  

I - .... - -- - -- - - - 
~~~t~~~ -re.. Separate Cuncurtlnp, Dp!nlon 

ht a news  conference yc*;tcrday. Justice Hurry A. Blackrt~ur~ wrote a 
Senator Arlen Specte5 of Pennsyl- seud rate c r ~ , ~ ~ u r r i n g  op!n"an lo make 
bania said h e  w a s  d~s . .ppo~nted  b y  (he f~oint Ul&L judkrei leview would 
+e Supreme Court 's dec~ston.  be available il the President acted 

Blockcti clue to copyright. 
See fill1 page irnage o r  

microrilm. 

B I I I C ~ . ~ ~ ~  tor m e  N ~ W   ark ~ t m e .  

T h e  S u p r e m e  C o u r t  has unanimously over tu rned  a lower  c o u r t  decision 
allowing elected officials to block t h e  closing o f  the Philadelphia Naval  
Shipyard,  w h e r e  a mothbal l  fleet r o d e  a t  a n c h o r  yesterday.  

completely outside the authortty of plan. sponsored by Pennsylvania law- 
the law - for e#amplq by choosm $o makers and other offiolals who have 

- -  - QIUl tkrlttjthe comml~Lon&d vlslted Moscow to discuss it, the 
on the list. juwce project would continue for 10 years 
d that could be broubht and would retain up to 3.000 of the 
the rocess over such issues shipyard's 7+000 jobs. 
Chaguling of a elwed meeting Although the base-closing law calls 

LL14L I*& required by law to be open to 2;; :,",":",o ,'g:z[,",'Ps ',","," the publlc. rons~der~ng  a plan that would delay 
In addltton. Justice Blackmun and some decls~ons untll af ter  the 1996 

three other Justices d ~ d  not join the electtons 
portion of Chref Justlce Rehnqutsc's 
optnlon analvztng the Adminlstratlve I 
erocedure Act 6ecause. they said, it 
was unnecessary. The other Justtces 1 
were David H. Souter. John Paul Sre- 
vens and Ruth Bader Ginsburg. 

But these four. in a concurring 
opinion by Justice Souter, subscribed 
fully to the conclusion that judicial 
review is unavailable. "If judiclal re- 
view could eliminate one base from a 
package, the political resolution em- 
hadied in that package would be de- 
stroyed," Justice Souter said. 

The Philadelphia shipyard's life 
may not end as  quickly a s  the base- 
closlng commission had envisioned 
because of a plan now under consid- 
eration 10 use the base for disman- 
tling Russian warships and convert- 
ing them to scrap wetal. Under the 

Reproduced with permission of the copyright Wiler. Fuixhsi reproductio~ n prohibited without permission. 
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(b)  CI~EKICAL AMENI)~IENT.--The table of sections a t  the begin- 
ning of such chapter is amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 4771 the follouring new item: 

"4772. I3erit:lge Center for the National Museum of the United States Army: devel- 
opment and operation.". 

10 USC 5013 SEC. 2823. ELIMINATION OF REVERSIONARY INTElZESTS CLOUDING 
note. UNITED STATES TITLE TO PROPERTY lJSED AS NAVY 

HOMEPORTS. 

(a)  A U ~ H O I ~ I T Y  TO ACQUIRE COMPLETE TITLE:.--If real property 
owned by the United States and used as  a Navy homeport is 
subject to a reversionayy irterest of any kind, the Secretary of 
the Navy may enter into an agreement n i th  the holder of the 
reversionary interest to acquire the reversionary interest and 
thereby secure for the Unlted States all sight, title, and interest 
in and to the property. 

(b) Aur r r roa~z~u  CONSIDERATION.-(1) As consideration for the 
acquisition of a reversionary interest under sub~ection (a),  the Sec- 
retary shall provide the holder of the reversionary ~nteres t  with 
in-kind consideration, to be determined pursuant to negotiations 
bc iwe~n  the Secretary at12 t,he holder of the relerslonary interest. 

(2) In determining ~ h t  type and ~ n l u e  of any in-hind consider- 
ation to be provided for the acquisition of a reversionary interest 
under subsection (a), the S~cre ta ry  sliall takc into account the 
nature of the reversionary interest, including whether it would 
require the holder of the rsvrrsionary interest to pay for any 
improvements acquired by the holder as par1 of thc reversion of 
the real property, and the long-term use and ultimate disposition 
of the re,il property if th r  IJn'ted States were to acquirc. all right, 
t i t l ~ ,  and nterest in and to the real property subject to the rever- 
sionary i.7 terest. 

(c) PKOIIIHITED C O N S I D E ~ : I Z T L ~ N - C ~ ~ ~  payments are not 
authorizzd to be made as consideration for the acquisition of a 
reversion~ry interest under subsection (a). 

Subtitle C-Base Closure and Realignment 

S W C .  2331. E5TABLISHMEPJT OF SPECIFIC! 1)EADLlNE ]?OR SUBMISSION 
OF REVISIOI\S TO FORCE-STRIJCTURId: F'LAhl AND EYFM- 
STRUCTURE LNVE: YTORY 

Scct~,,n 2!312(aV4) o l ' t h ~  Det'ensc Hasc C l o s ~ ~ r e  a ~ i d  Realignment 
Act of 1!)90 (part k of t , t le :MIX of P ~ b i l c  Law 101-510; 10 
L1.S C. 2Bt17 nott) 1s amendeu by strlaing "as part of the budget 
justifioa~ll~n documents ~ j c l h ~ i t t ~ d  to Congress for fiscal >car  2006." 
and i i~ sc~ r t~ng  t,he follow~ng "not later ~ h d n  March 15, 2005. For 
purposes of selecting rn~litnry ~nstali,+tions for closure or rcallgn- 
n e n t  under this part irl  2005, no r.e\lsion of the fbrce-strvcture 
plan or ~nfrastructure invcnlory is authorized after that date.". 

SEC. 2832 SPECIFICATlOh C)P' i'll\riliA Sii.:!,E< I'ION CKITCRIA FOR 2005 
BASE CLOSl! rRE IiOtJY1>. 

Si:ctr,)n 2913 of ~ h c  LPeterLs- b a , u  C!osuce and keailgrlment 
AL, of 1990 (part A of tit;? ?.rXl:C ~f ['~ldllc Law I C I - . j i O ;  10 
1J.S.C. 26387 note) 1s arner,c,eci ko a:; follo\vs 
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"SEC. 2913. FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA 1 CIXI I~J)I)ITIOIYAL, LIOIJND OF 
HASE C1,OSIJRES AND REA1,IGNMEN'l'S. 

"(a) F'INAI, SEI,E:(:TI~N CKITERIA.---T~~ final criteria to be used 
by the Secretary in making recommendations for the  closure or 
realignment of military iristallations inside the United States under 
this part  in  2005 shall be the  military value and other criteria 
specified in su1):;ections ( h )  and (c). 

"(b) MIL.ITAI~Y VALIJL (~RITEIZIA.--T~~ military value criteria 
are a s  follow~s: 

"(1) The current and future mi:isioi~ capabililies arid the  
impact on operational readiness of the .total force of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting, 
training, anu re;ldiricss. 

"(2) The availability and conditio:n of land, facjlities, and 
associated airsp.1ce (includirlg Irajnij,,q :~i.eits suilaole for 
maneuver by groilntl, iiavai, or air iolces *shy ougl~ou; a diversity 
of' climate and te:-rain areas and stag'ng areas fr:r the use 
of' the Armed Forct-.:; in homeland d c f ~ n s c  missions) a t  both 
exist,i'ng and potenti:~l receiving locatit~ns. 

"(3) The nhillty l,n accommodate ciii? tingenc:~, mobilization, 
surge, and f~ i tu re  i.ntal force reyrlirenients a t  both existing 
and pot,enti:il reci?:ving locat,ions t:. ;;i.ippor.t opc:rrri.ionr; and 
trair~ing. 

"14) The cost, of operations and -the manpo7,vi:t. .;inpljcations. 
" ( c )  O?'HER ~ . ~ R J T ~ ~ : R I , ~ . - - ' ~ ~ . ~  other i:rit?ria h a t  the  8ec:retary 

shall use in mak'ng recornii~endatic~ns f i l l *  the  closul~e ( a  :-e:i!:gnment 
of military installati!;rls iiiside the UniLed States u ~ l d e r  this part  
in 2005 are as fi>llow;:: 

" i f  ) 'rtlz ~ : ~ : t t i y : t  b r ~ d  timirig of ,,,11:,. iiar ,;o.:tt; :.- ? c : ~ ~ ~ i i ?  .. n, f 

including t h t  ~-irinil;c: of yezrs, i.t.:gi:;'l~np, with t11e date of 
complet,ion !IS lhrt c!?sure or res.lijinnlrnt. fhr the savings tc! 
exceed the c c ~ t s .  

"(2) Thc cconor.~ ic  impact on er:c:ting corr~munities in the 
vicinity of m ;lita:-y ini:f,allations. 

"(3) The nhilit,y of' the  infrnstrnctlll-e of both thc existing 
arc? pot.cntinl rereivin? communities t o  i!l~?nnrt Sorrr's ..nissions, 
and personnel. 

"r4) T ~ P  en..rir.t):~mental impa.c:t, inrlnding t h e  impact of 
cost,. related t o  potcnt~al enviror-n~c:~li,al rostorc!i~jn, waste 
mana;;cment, and env~ronmenial ccm )liancc ectivil ie~. 
"(tl) ~RI(JF:JT" !:I\'EP: 'i':> M IJ,I'I7AI-ZY ',' ?: ::I:.--T~-I~ S?rr:.l,ary ~ h i l I J  

give priority c:)r!;idc?i-at.:on to the mil:i:iry val~:c~ critc~i,: specibed 
in s-ubscc+,iorl .hi jr! :hr -,l-kin% of re<.:- :-,( < - -  < 3 1 1 ' , ~ ~  ; f" .::? . t '  (' rl)s l l1-~ 
or realign~ner-t (!" r*~; i i t : - t r , : .  ;tlsti~llations. 

" ( c )  ~:FI:E(:(T ON ~ ~ ~ P , ~ R T L \ I E : V ? .  A N ' !  l i ) ' l - l lk:I< !?\C;L:\IC'~ COS'I'S.-- 
The sel~~ct ion criteria relating to the cost savings or return on 
inves1,mcnt from the prr:posed closilre or  3.?alignme~?f, ilf military 
installot,ions sh2.l' t : l k ~  into eccount t21e eKect, of the  proposed 
closure or renlipnrwnt 07 the costs nf' ~ 1 7 y  otlie?. activit.y of the 
Department of ,D.jf'ensc or any ether FcL~":-RI ilp:r1(:v t,hiit inay 
be reql~irrd  to sssume responsibility lbr activities a t  the military 
installation:;. 

"(f) REL,ATIO*J TO O'I'IIEH NLATEKLA! 3.--7"n.: 5rn-1 srlw:tinn c r i -  
teria ~pecified ir th is  section shall be thil onjy criteria to be used, 
along wit17 the f;nrrc~-strl-l-ture p l n ? ~  arid il~S1*a;t,ructilre inven:,ory 
rc?ferrcd to in :<cr,tiqv :?9:12, in 1nakil.i:- recornnend:~ti~)ns f i r  t,he 
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clo:;ure 1-11. iealignrncnt cf ~?li'itarv ir,stallations inside the IJnited 
S .ales u; iJcr this p;irt iii 200.5. 

"ig) ;%ELATION TO ~ : R I , I ' F . R [ ~ ~  &'ill! &~ItI.IBK ~0~~11~. - -Scc t ion  
29030)), :~ r ;d  the selecft )!! criieria 1xep:'rtd under such section, 
:;'1311 not apply with re::pcLr:r, i -1  the proces? of making recommenda- 
tions for the closure ( 1 .  ,-c:sl!gnrnc?nt of military installations in 
?Oi35.'.. 

(c) (~ONI'OKMIN(; A h l ~ ' h ; l . ) h l ~ : ~ r ~ . - - ' ~ k  e 1)cfense Lime C~osure  and 
Rrsalipnaient Act of 1990 Is amr.ndt:d---- 

10 uSC 2687 ( 1  i in sectio13 2912(c)(l:,!A), by striking "criteria prepared 
note. under section 2913" and! inserting "criteria specified in section 

2913''; and 
10 US(: 2687 ( 2 )  in section f:sl.l!ai, b : ~  striking "criteria prepared by 
note. the Skcretary under 3ect i~n 2913" and inserting "criteria speci- 

fiecl 111 sectjon 12913". 

:iii:C. ~82.i. ICEPI;AL 01' AI,'A'1iORI'IY Or" SE(:HE'CAEY OF DEFENSE TO 
RECOIMMBNO ::'t,r!~T liNS'"n'Al.Ldil'!DI\ti BE PLACED IN INAC- 
TI\%: s SIA'I'C':.:. 

Sc,!tic,-j 2914 of t b ' l h  I:)eii:nse Base C1osul.e and Realignment 
A c t  c;f I990 (part A ill' title X:(:(lX of' Puhiic Law 101-510; 10 
I1.S i:. 2687 note) is  am~nr!c!d h ~ r  r ~ r i k i ~ : ~  subsc:ction (c). 

St2CI. Ei:l:. VOTING 1tEQUIPiX111:1i'I::i li'OR Ifl4:FEhSE BASE C1,OSURE AND 
HEALI(:T<I~"I~,:~I'~ C;.)R.III\IYSSION 7 O tll)lI TO OR OTHERWISE 
E:XPIWU CLt?dl:Bil: ASJD i(E&,Ii:NMEPJT RECOMMENDA- 
?-IONS MADE BY !3EC'HE'rL4RY OF DEFENSE. 

8irbsi~l:tion (d) of sectior~ 2Qi4 of W;e Defi:nse Base Closure 
and IZe 11;c~nment Act 0:' 1!'IE)O (part '4, of' title XXIX of Public Law 
lU?-tilC); i.3 U.S.(:. 265'i il:>tttj, :IS ittldt?,!, by section 3003 of the 
( . I (  

_!..II-L:::> ( ' ~ , u s t : ~ ~ ' t ~ i . > l ~  A.~!r.c*: i::.at:o~.~ iht : 521. Fi:;t-a1 Ypar 2002 (divi- 
I o I ?  1 . :  I '  7 ;  j i . :.:-lc! 2nd ;~~?elldec! by 
sccr,ior~ 2tii,54 c f  the M1:i~nr-y C:oLlsh.uctj~:~~ ,4ut,horizat,ic?n A.ct for 
Fisc:al '<:1a~. 2003 (riivi:.it:-: i :  of' I'uhlic I.ww 107--314; 116 Stat. 
%7:?8), is ai-ilerided--- 

r I ) in pnrsgra.sh : X ; ,  by strikCalg "T'O  AD^" and inserting 
'"I'o ( I )NSIDER nul.,r.:ic>:,i; ': an(, 

; .L I kjjr >it l i :<;~~~ ,.J,: ~: ( 4 ,  c ~ k  1, i:?) I..<: ii~:.cftiiig the follo\ving 
nr:w I;:-ragrcp,: 

"(5) ~ ~ V C ~ ~ i l ~ ? ~ < : v l . - ~ . ~ ~  ! '1 ,~;.:i-AJ~ 1) C! l .d>jL' :<P;  OR l~k;A;21~.E\blEN'r 
I t l 1 ~ ( : C i h ~ ? # ~ l ' ! i ~ ) ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ i ~ . : -  i r l  :,h:. r'2l;',r: uc : i -~-xd  under section 
2902(1-1)(2i(A) that  ir.. :c. i ; ~  ;,I-sn:~miti.cd ~u lder  paragraph ( I ) ,  
i . k ~ r  4: c.rnmissioi. m,r:y L Z I , ~ .  rrlalw a 21-1, i7g;.? i r ~  the  rec:~rnnienda- 
.L.~:II:, o'' tha Sccret;ksj1 ! h ; ~ t  w ~ u l d  c!n?e a military installation 
nl.)+ .-. sr?lv1nlon-1~d fi).. !.' *?u1-r  I:y the 8F'i'cx:rc??ary, WOLLICI  realign 
a ~n-'~:.:!ry ins4-allat- -. -. ,. , r  ..c~c~-!nr ~--r-td::rl l i ~ r  closure or roalign- 
rt-'r:ni '?!, tile Sr-crc,; ,I:.> , or  \vnul(l e1:pand the extcnt of the  
~-;:al c:nrnent of a mi ' i t :~ rji irti',alla!~on .,r,cnmrnended for realign- 
rnt , r i , :  1 . t . i  1,h:: ,C;ecret~!.:v t.nlt:s,,--- 

' ' ( rS i  at  le;~::?. . V.YI IIII-. tnb::ri; of ;he  Commission visit 
rnililary ir1.:r;:ll;:'ion )~ . IOY. I :  tlrr. [late of the transmittal 

!,'" I he I-enort; ? . l - , r !  

"(H 1 the tier ;Ifi.-: of 7 '.I:: ('or:~rr~l::rior~ t,o n~alce the  change 
'? recorr,msnrl 1'-1.1 c !OSL-- ~ r '  1 1 1 "  inilitzry installation, the 
~-r?alj!gnrner~t of t!. i-I :its1 ,ill;~tl:,ir o r  thc expanded realign- 
rr,?nt oi' the in~;?.r~ll:ii.ion is suo:)o;.t,ed Sy a t  least seven 
rr embers o f the  i ' ~ 1 ~ ; l 1 ~ - . ~ i ~ s i n r 1 . "  
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Subtitle Ill--Land ( l~rh~~vccy:axaces 

PART I-, 4R.Mlr! C 07*LTVfi','JAPq CE 2; 
SEC. 2841. IAND CO'NVI:v~.4NCE, SITWF'l..t)hl:t':i3 ,5LIiP+TY AMI\IUIVII'ION 

PLANT, KANSAS. 

( t j  ) CONVEYANCE i l l  : ' I~~oRI%EI).-T~~ - il;i,crr:t ary of' ;he A i x ~ y ,  in 
consultation will.1 {,kc zidn~inistrator -)f' ;l~~r~c:i.al $civic!::;, 1nii.T 
conve) to an  eniity se lx ted  by the kio;ird o f  Corun~:i;?,;oners of 
Johnson County, Kans ;~?  ( in  this :secti~~:i ref:.?r.rcd tr, a.; t h e  "er:tity" 
and the "Board", re~pcct . ;~ .e ly~,  all rigi-it, ~ i t l e ,  and interest of the 
United Statcs i ~ . .  z.;ld ? c  a parcel ol' 1.i.e pro~)crty, ir;cluding any 
improvenlents thereon, c~.)nsisting of appror:iinately 9,065 acres and 
containing tho S-lnflou,cr Army Amxi~ini~ion Plant. The purpose 
of the corivcyalxa ~s ta tacil;tdi~ t11C . r - . l . :c ,  I:( ttc. p;i,yerty for 
econonlic developn~ent and re vita1izatio1-i. 

(hi CON:;II)'<:F 41'lO:q.- i 1 .I.; 1'0.3 , r t : t l , .   if;^ )'I ;,.- i'c conveyanc:e 
under subsection (a ) ,  the entit.y shall pl,rwlde thc I l i ~ ~ t e d  States, 

7 .  wE.eth~r by cash pay!i.~~:C, i:1-kind C O Y )  .,I? .~;.:tioc? c.r a 1.::.~:~.3i::~.tion 
thereof', a n  amoilnt !.)I::.:. is not less ii-ian !;he Fair market value 
of the ronve~ied cropcrty, as determiri.id t)y ap a~prsi isa l  of' the 
property acccpt:~hle tr; I?:(: Administra!.r> ,ir-!d ?.he Scc~.i:trjry. A:, 
a form of in-kind cons ic~r~ . t ion  for t,he , . ( ; 1 -  \;r:yt!ncc a!' tkir:. ~iroperty, 
tho Secretary rn;1:7 a ~ i t h c ~ ~ i x e  the c-.ntity t o  rcir3,,5, nr~t t r i~\ i ronm~ntal  
remediation activities fo.1. :lie convf::yed .:rope! ty. 

(21 Cash cc~ll:;idf?j.:~t'::rl ref'f\iv~d u h v r  p~i . i ;~ r . . ?ph  (11  sh:all he 
deposited in the spcxeial :~(:courit in the ')'rrl;isuty es t~h l i shrd  under 
subsection (h )  of' section 5'72 of title I t ' ,  i.Jnite2 Statof, Code. and 
shall be i~~w~~t:l~l:l i :  j ~ '  a 7 ~ , - , i - d , l ~ 7 ( . ~  1vi4,h , I ~ . I ; I ( ; . ' : I ~ +  '!Si(F)'ji  of' such 
subsectioi~. 

( c )  O P T  I ? I P141i ., , I  ! r  1. *,\.I) ~ ? O ~ ~ ? V J ~ : ~ T ~ A N ( ~ ~ ;  
A~JTH(IRI~?!.-'~'~~:~ eorlvt?yanco authorit:,, rrvo-ridccl by :;nbi;c:otion (;i) 
is in nddil,ion tc the r.nl?T,:3i7ance alitlln>'-., ;:-.:.vi? 1,j b:i ~;!y.rion :?S2:3 
of'the 1VAilitary rl 'nl~st ri:c? ion iiut,hr~rizathon k t  flo'- Fiscal 'L'c::rr 2003 
(division H of' I'uhlic. I , sw 107-314 ! I c i  $?;!i:tt. 271%) to c.onvey n 
portion oi' the 81: r ~ f i r ~ v z  +. P. r?rn~:~ Ammlll;~t '.ri 1"nrlt Lo 1. .J~:hnso,li 
Coiint y Park aiic; Kei:l,cat I ( ,  11 i)islrlc:t. 

( d  1 A G R I L ~ . \ , I ~ ~ : N ~ ~ > ;  C!( I V C E L W I N G  E~Y , , I  tx,% l . \ i l jft .  K ~ A I ,  l ? ~ : . , ) , ;  ~ ' 1  II.\~I.IOPJ 
ANI> E% ~ ' I ~ O S J V J < : ~  c.!i .iS.il 8 1' -.-( j ) r l l ~  ;%'!-, ( - 1  :)I.:{, I{J c o f ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ t : i l ~ l o r ~  
the Ari~nirli:;tra~or, rrl:lj r.-;~tc?r i r ~ t o  r : ~ ~ l c  i..t,crr conpi.),~~,ivc~ :igt.re- 
ment or c:ntrnct w ~ i l ,  + , i r l l  a n t i ~ y  f;,r {.he r.:\, i i -o .  >1)1~-11;iii rt n~c'diation 
and ertplosives cleanup 111 tke conveyctl pc.orier!!i, nncl n-cty utilizct 
amour~ts  allthori;:::d to i t appropri:+l.ed 1 1 '-,it Se:13el ityi hr pui.poses 
of environmental relned-1;ttion and tlxobc!!i. \~c?s cleanup iindrr the  
agreement o?- cor! r act. 

( 2 ;  The c:d>uc.ral!vr e:r.et.:rnelli (11. :. nl:.;,i:i ma:; p:v,tvirie for 
advance p:t.yrnci!ntz on a r  .7!1hl.~;?l basis (11. i ~ i - . ~ , r y n i ~ i r l s  o ! )  : I  .<)c,rft:,:.-111,- 
arkc? 0x5;s Pa3inm?~>-,~ 1.1 , t ? i  be ~11ac1: ivt :, is:);: oS ' . i ; ,~>  ag~,t,:,! 
to I)y lllc S:,r:imcti;ir~ L( i!l i,he cn t i t j  fij. 5,i ~.!.ll.:i-. llinlo hs Ir)a,y be 
necess;il.y to pi-] h1.m 7h(. i:~viro~imerl t~ ! :' , , 7  i>c1;.r tion r~n ; i  !.ivpl.>sivci; 
clear111~ <)f' t h ~  p r ~ > r ! r ~ r t l ~  ! I I : ! ~ J I ~ ~ ~ L S  at,r;, ,!ot.:...lcxrr~l <;;IC;..;I~~~)II arid 
rnai~~tt!n:incc? r t ~ ( y ~ i ~ ~ ~ ) i ~ ! :  +,.:. 

(k? 3 PA\JII,[E.\:~I rj.: (~ , ; ,  : , IS : jp i ;():n>~;,.~.~, I;.. - ( i  ) ' j ' , ~ ~ ; :  i,?;:~ pl,;t~-,!~ 
m;~y i-cq~.~i~-e thr  c r t ~ ; . , ~ ~  1.0 ',,lwer c ( ~ ~ , t s  [,o 1 )  ! . - ,  :i-j-ed t ~ y  I.~I? S~(:~,et;ijy, 
OT i.0 veirti\>~it-q~? t1-P: : L s c  : e: ary li),, c f i ~ ~ , :  l l l i  b ,  , I . ,  I.! I: Sr!c~*.-.t,,i~.;q, 
to c.arr.y ; i ! ~ t  t.hc 1801-r\re,y:il ::t? ~~n~.-ler.  silGi. $ , ' I  i, i ~ t t  1 ~t l !~ : ; ;  suriicy 
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SIX.  2805. Repeal of' limitations on use of alternative a u t h r i t y  for acquisition and  
im rovement of military housing. 

a ing to alternati~re authority fbr See. 2806. ~dfi) i t ional  reporting requirements re1 t '  
acquisition and improvement of military housing. 

Sec. 2807. l'emporary a u t h o i ~ t y  to accelerate design efyort~ for military construc- 
tion rojects carried out using design-build selection rocedures. 

Sec. 2808. ~o t i f fca t ibn  thresholds and requirements for expenlitures or contribu- 
tions for acquisition of facilities for reserve cum onents. 

Sec. 2809. Authority to exchange reserve component facifties to acquire replace- 
ment  facilities. 

Sec. 2810. One-year extension of temporary, limited authority to ui:e operation and 
ma~ntenance  funds fbr construction projects outside the United States. 

Sec. 2811 Consideration of combination of military medical treatmtmt facilities and 
health care facilities of llepartment of Veterans Affairs. 

Subtitle B-Real Property and Facilities Administrat,ion 
Sec. 2821. Reorg;anization of existing administrstivci provisions relaling to real 

roperty transactions. 
Scc. 2822. Keve1,jpmrnt of Heritage Center for the Ntitional hlureum of the United 

States  Army. 
Sec. 2823. Elimination of reversionary interests clouding United Stat~,s  title to 

prcperty used a s  Navy homeports. 

Suhtitle C-Base Closure and Realignment 
Sec. 2831. !Cst;~blishnient of specific deadline for submission of revisions to force- 

structure plan and infrastructure inventory. 
Sec. 2832. Specificatic~n of firla1 selection criteria for 2005 base closure round. 
Sec. 2833. Ilepeal of nuthority of Secretary of Defense to recornmelid tha t  installa- 

tions be placed in inactive status. 
Sec. 2834. Voting requirements for Ilefense Uai;c: Closurc end Realignment Corn- 

?$/ mission to add 1:) or otherwise expand closu~.e and rezlignnient rec.. 
ommendations made by Secretary of Uefcnsr. 

Subtitle D-Land Conveyar,ce? 

PART I-ARMY CONVEYAP~CF;~ 
Sec. 2841. !,and conveyan-o, Sunflower Army Ammunitii~n Plant, Kansas. 
Sec. 2842. J-and exchange, Fort Campbell, Kentucky and, Tennessee. 
Sec. %H4:?. l,:rr)d conXieyancr, 1-ouisiana Army Ammun~tion Plant, 1)oylinr:. 1,ou- 

isiana. 
See. 2844. Land conveFncq, Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 
Scc. 2845. 'rransfi,.: o admin~:;;rat~vts ju r i sd~c t~on ,  1)el'tnsi Supply Center, Colum- 

bus. Ohiu. 
See. 2846. Jurisdiction and utilizaticn of former public domain lands, Umatilla 

Ct~emical Ilepot, Oregon. 
Set. 2X.t' i. Ivlodification or authority for land conveyance, equipment and stmage 

vard, C:h.~rleston, South Carolina. 
Sec. 28.38. Land con\.evance. ij'ort Hood, Texas. 
See. 2849. Land convciyance, local training area Sol. Browning Army i-lf:sn.ve Cen- 

t er ,  Utah.  
Sec. 2850 Idand conveyance, Army Reserve Center, I-lampton, Vir  n i a .  
Sec. 2851. Land conveyance. Army National Guard Ipacil~ty, Sen t tg ,  Ilianhingtun. 
Sec. 2852. Modification at' land exchange and consolidation, Fort I,ewis, Wash- 

ington. 

PAR'S 11-NAW C~NVF:YAN,::I:S 

Sec. 28til. !,and exchange, former Richmond Naval P.ir Station, Florida. 
Sec. 28632. 1,:ind conveyance, Honolulu, Hawaii. 
Sec. 2863. Land conveyance, Yavy pro perf.^, former Fort Slieridan, Illinois. 
SEC. 2864. Idand c?wchang?, Naval Alr btation, Patuxc,nt River, Maryland. 
SEC. 2865. Modification of land acquisitii~n authorit:y, 1'ercluim;rns County, North 

,';:3r(~I 1i1a. 
Sec. 2866. 1,and conveyance, Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South carol in;^. 
Scc. 28f7. i,?nd cocveyance, Navy YMCA building. Portsmoutl~, Vir@nin. 

PART ILI~-AIR E 'onc~  C o x v ~ : v ~ ~ c e s  

S ! x .  2271. Larc. cxcll,~r,go, Mzxurell Air Force B;IS.:, Al;tharn; . 
Sec. 287%. !.an( cunvcyance, March Air Force Base. Califo~,nia. 
SIT. 2873. .-&inc co:: r : , : i ~  n:?. h1r1i1t.r Griff~ss Air F'8.1rc.e I?asr. 'Jevi 'iork. 

t'r r r  IV-OTIIICR COI~VLY e,x( ,I?!; 
Scc. 2881. I,arid exchange, Arlin@on County, Virginia. 
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CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFOR ION 

Air Force Issues 

Taking the " 4ir" Out of " A i r  Natiol-tal Guard": BRAC 
and tl-le: Air Force 

The BRAC Process 

The Base Realignment and Closing (BRAC') C'ommission was created in 1977 as part of a 
congressional effort to Increase control over the shrinkin3 and closing of tnajor military 
bases. Since the passage of this law, there h a w  been four rounds of RRAC - 1988, 1991, 
1993 and 1995 - with a fifth round nearing conlpletion this year. As the current process 
dravis to n clc st:, thr p"l;t;cal, inilitary, ana :\i?tiond Gusrd 'eadership of the Air Force 
have been drawn into an increasingly heated dcbatc over the proposed cuts. 

BRAC 2005 and the Air Force 

The BRAC Commission has several option5 when deciding a base's fate. It nlay add jobs 
and assets from other military bases. or it Tll l l t j  close the baqe entirely. Between these two 
extremes is rt:ali:;nmeqr, urh.erc perst?nnel, ur'ts. and other rt:sources are transferred but 
the base remains  pen. 

As ir part of thc Irtcst 17R,4C' round, the 4ie :;~\r.;.r C X R ~ I ~ P C ~  the capabilities of its existing 
infrastructure nnd reccln~nt:nded changes b , ~ s c d  on four grals: 

Tr;.nsfor~n 5.i a?~a;simizi~kr warfighting cap:lbility of each squadron; 
Transform by realigning A.ir Force infrastnlcture with future defense strategy; 
Maximize o~eratinnal capability by elirninr.ting excess pllysical capacity; and 
Capitalize or. opportunities forjoint activity. 

In practice. three themes emerged frorn thew goals: 

Airc.~.:~ft  rill I - \ t x  con~oliclaled into 1 3 7  :I 3r units locarc.(l ~t fewer bases; 
Base? ~ 1 1 1  opt rat? fever c: ffixenf t;, 1-1:s qf i7irc:rtr:ft; 211d 

Research and support operations will !ze relocated into fewer, larger centers with 
Inore focuce3 ~ ~ . l ; l ; : ' i o n ~ .  

Based on :h(-se principles, thc DRAC Cornlrlis!,ion rr:colnml:nJed the closure of 14 Air 
Force facilities and the rt':;igii~i~~"nf of 47 j\7r Ferce bases. at a cost of 14,000 military and 
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civilian jobs. Another 68 bases will gain th\: personnel, aircraft, and programs being 
moved into more consolidated units and fac~lirics. In co~ijunction with its cuts in 
infrastructure and personnel, thc Air Force will be retirirt? over 250 aircraft - primarily 
older ('-1 30s. 1'-1 tis, at t! E;C - 1 15s - in arlt cipt~tiot~ of it', ;'t.rture Total Force 
tnodernizatiorr prograln. 

BRAC 2005 2nd l h c  ,4ir Nnlional Guard 

Although the ckosurc :)f se\~erir: lnajor a i r l ~ ~ i x ~  lias attracted ~ttetition from senior political 
officials, BRAC's irnpact oil the Air Natio-a1 Guard (ANG) has also generated serious 
problems for the Air Fcrrce in the current ~numrl. Wliile the National Guard leadership 
accept: that tlac AN(.? lniill lace rcsourc:es ah; 3 part of BR AC' 2005. it has been angered by 
the Air Forct:'!: r'zliance o r  thi;. "enclnve" ~.-or,-ept to achievt: its goals. 

Under thc enc:lc~l(: c:on;ept. L! hssc with a ctr.iti.gic locatior but no essential mission may 
have most of its aircraft and associated asst.t.b transferred elsewhere. However, an 
Fxpedition7:y CI(:lnL?t St~l)p(>~l (ECS) e!c:~-ent will remain hehind to maintain a presence 
at the base. Should these enclaves be needcd in the future, the ECS element will enable 
the base fo  qt:ickIy rct1.1~ to r\rt:ration. IJel ~lrreril snec.ific~lly for the Air National Guard, 
the Air Forcr: h::licvt's en(-l:7~ . .; \~iiIl allow !;o\cLrr?cl-s to rctarn s o p e  capabilities for 
homeland scclinty mi: ~ior ls  an.-! emergericles while :;till saving moncy. According to the 
National Guilr(l As;oc.i:~tic,r ?f the llqited qtntt:s (N(;AI.JS). ER.AC 2005 will relocate all 
aircraft ?rid assoriiited capabilities from 23 hsiec;, turning thein into enclaves. In the 
process, seven states (cYc~n:~cc,tli*ut, De1avlot.f. A/lnntnria, Nevada, North Dakota, Virginia, 
and \Yri~hinii">tl) v i l l  1.e 1*:St l:~!thout anlr .\hJl i arr,:r:ltt Col~r.(;t:q disagrce 011 the exact 
~iiimbcr of'hnse(; and sfatcs which will be af'5t':.c?crl. h l ~ t  it n r i ! l  rcrt2inly bc significant. 

The leadership of the AN(; liar been inct:n~eii hy tile propo-,t.d changcs. It argues that the 
Air Force will deotrny +he P ~ ~ ~ I ;  hy leavirf~ c1171-1A- states ~ ~ v i t F o ~ ~ &  ar\y aircraft - taking the 
"Air" m t  of "4i K s t ~ o n ? l  ('a: nl ' n .~d ~ I - { ~ S :  I:~S S C V C ~ ~ !  re,3:;0nc; why thiq ~ i o u l d  hurt the 
1 .  i t r  irst. it fern t L ?  Iosr; o f  a~rcr:~ft  \,\.JII ma1 e re,c:rult~ng neitriy impossible and 
cause v:*t~r311 Gu~t-Cl~;~r~arl to c j : . ~ ~ t  and take t:-c:r vnluablt: expc: -ienc:e with them. Next, it 
t h ~ n k s  ''cnc1:~ves'~ . \ r ~ l l  be to.;\ 8;lnall to pres:I.\t. ,I gc7vernor'<; ab11it.i to respond to 
homeland sec~rrity crl:es ar-ICI ~:lkcr ~ : P I C I . ~ ~ C I I ~ Y (  c Finally. i t  ht:lie\ es the proposed 
real ign~~cntc ~ t - e  < 4 a ~ i i ~ ~ * ~ e t l  ti) yi~tf: t h e  rC 71' r ti. ~ ~ ~ n r o f , l n ~  the artive duty Air Force. In 
d(3ir)g SO, 11 tt:c!5 thr  Air F0*~3[~ fail. tl. conci*l?r tkt: (;iiard's &nique cayabilitiec and duties. 

The ANG Ic:.~dcrr;h I. h.:lic\ics flicse re~ul ts  r:linr ai~cut bec;j~~se, u~ilike thc Army and 
PJavq, the .Air Fnvc did not 1.6 ns~llt it dirrinr: thc h::ginn'ncr nf'the BICAC process. While 
acknoui!c:dgtnr.~ th ) t  cc31ni i. >!;tai. 1nt1c.t 5e cl >,;cl i ftir' d j i :  ;~rlts general writ the Air Force 
to reeuarnint 11, i l l i t i , ~ l  c.c>r;cl:ls.r~n'~ an 1 I. rcsli(: ;I 1 ,t bettcr wi:~d. to their vi:inll: of the 
ANG nntl its r v i s ~ r r \ ~ .  Y e \ w  1 1  c!ow:rwtls arid :r,ltt att! ~-nc.y~. yenera1 hqbe pcne so far as to 
threaten legal i i (  lion i f  the ;.rrrrcnt plan ' S  irr 91 ,rii~ented, aVg~iriic; that any ~~iovenient of 
National C i u i t t ~ l  fi)r(:c: S C ( ~ I I I I L ~ *  hc' C O I ? S ~ ~ I '  ' i f  f I ~ C  authcqrifirbq. Thesc protests seem to be 
~_'air?f~:! trnctlcxq. ac; thc. HR. 4 C fr'c)mm;s5~o 7 l i ~ l b t ~ v t l ; i  S(T+ ; I  I,;ftx- tn Sccrt-t31-y of Defense 
Dc~n;nld R ~ ~ n ~ : ~ l r ~ i c '  ,t(:kln!y 1:11- in'brlnntiot~ I.#-I jlr: 4ir F o w ~ ' ~ ;  j3li 4C 17rocp~c :ind held a 
hearing to address the concerns of the Nalronal Ciudrd leadership. 



As is to be c.rjS~cLbt~. d SOIIIC (\''!he ANC;'s (: it:, iss,~ i llavt* I,tlle basis in fact, stemming 
instearl fi-oin p,,l, trcr,: f;ustrl;i~i t l  at l,\sin:g J lh: . I:c r e.,:1111plc, trT'the sc\ t:rj states which 
v:ill be  IcH wiri,~ T'L) /,?;C dl<(: ; f;, t l l l e~  (Ct*i~,~r:ctrc~.~, I \ *o l i l i  I,$~kot:a, and L lrginia) 
currendy ha1$c t mi) coi?~'U,iJ ;I[* c,,-hf[. "r't t i , ~  ; t~ :~i)~it : l . i l  LYiL, c<)~rlhat aircraft arc of little 
use to a governor. Therc i J  r i o  ,Iiance d sta!lX c ~ ~ 1 1 ( 1  ever ihce an emergency where it had 
to 311001 do'+ I: ;i rl,..~r: ' t  -111111 il t:,r;gt't 11'11'~ i.:~ jri11ol~.zin;< '! , fkdc:.31 gov:rnrnent. With 
so miiny Iar;)~: crirhase~L   rid ~ c , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a p l ~ i c a l l y  xi. 111 states, oms E;lst Coast governors can 
certarnly afford to lose their a~rcraf't. I f  this I., a ser-lous lv-otrlern, it should be easy for the 
Air Force and neig'ihoring sratcs to arrarqre ::hiired control of tran:;ports and combat 
aircraft, retainii-g governors' crnergency cnrabilities w h ~ l e  generating cost savings. As for 
the sparsely x\m~~lated :;talc: c"- tlls hllid1ve. t ; ~ d  b'ot-tl~v tst.t thcy 'Ire unlikely to need any 
signiF~:aqt airftf't or i!i S D : ~ ? C , >  rleferqc cap,*' : f ~ f i z s  rn the rear ti. t~:re. 

The ?r;i2:,.:;:~ :bl';~i~<:rxt'\ lc)t\i \XCS* ;,:n$ :.e't<; L!?t: i ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ v ~  1.1f $ 1 ) ~  country i s  n1m-e 
problcm:!!ic .A s E;rst A.sirr her.c,:nes increc:.i~!t%l\r . . inl!)c~~-ta~-it !o the !inited States. i t  seems 
prudcrjt t;) 1t.y.;. r;r.lji.* nrl:7 r c : f : ~  ::inc~ cqy);'i: '+i . .r; on Ihc. 1h'c:::t (y'o;j:;t. 

,.> 

Thc rnoct re;,l~:.t;c clb;ec"ion i *  :hc ;n~pac +I-;!+ ,r;lnsf:l-rin!: ;I:I.,:YI~~ will I~nlre or1 recruiting 
and retentior-! 'The .;r?cla\r$: :<.i ~cept  i s  lil;f:l.~ 1 7 ?Ti-(-\\1:' dic:\,tro~~s filr AN(: recruiting, 
doolni7j.i crlc Irr;c haws  to clir~.:.~rc i!? the lor*;, ::In 'The lliN(3 forcbcri stationed at enclaves 
-will he rzd~ccl-l to :~d~m;nistr.atl JC  ti ffC ll1h c11 1 l i L ~ 1 :  lit If ow 3 cootact with ,iircraft. Yet 
primilry rric:;iI l7 of t+c 4,1:. \5ieifiorlal Cilarrl ' % t:ving, a ~d ~ . t  vc;rsonnel join to work with 
aircraft. With little to ofter ?:f jl,-nd , l r i i n ~ ~ n ~ ~ . ~ ~ . ; ~ f ; ~ l e  dutir::: bil~i,*l(< u ltllo~it axcraft will 
r ?  t .  1 ' i I I :  3 ! 1 , * '  11: -,-, ,I  kit  thc cap;ihilitics these 
enclak es and i\ hb +;,rcscs ?flit, , 3'1~1 i4' t11(~'y : I r .  tr~:/:/ : l ~ p ( ; r i z s ~ t  i f  'h~111d reconsider its 
curr~:n: p\, i~?~, 

The excl~s io~l  nf thr: 41'G 11c:ldc:r:;hip from t l - e  HK,AC p ~ ~ - ~ c ~ : s s  ha< generated a great deal 
of unnec:e:;snry li.;ction. I'hc :? ir Fol-ce >;l-~<l.!l .- i  rc:-o~sider it!: lnost co ! l t cn t i~~s  closings, 
and a c n ~ p t  tF c f  t h e  C ~ C ~ F I \ ~ C  ~:c?tirel)t is . c i l . . ~ ~ \ s ~  ~ . r +  via3le. 111 r.c:tu!-n, thc ANG rnust realize 
that in tli.c ! ? ( \ ~ t  -( 'old \Y:11- ~; \ i~ : ic?~  t?ei-c: is rw I!.ii.ecit tb ,s?  can  jl.~.;tify a ilying unit in every 
state. SI~arir;! .;.rr,rc:i:.! e:~;l:r:z:x:~.:\./ a;rl.ift 11:t.i r l  ,171t.i;tic rjcf?,n:;i: c:?p:ibilitir:s will allow for 
C O S ~  smil;g,~ \,vIli It: n~..e:;:~ vi ng 1 . 1 ~  .PLj\lG";, :!)!, \: ; j r  - 10 C T  , : ty 0111 14 t~11 ~ ~ ~ s s ; , o ~ I Q .  

Click her('. f or ";4 ir Forclf ( ~ t t d  Air ,fliuti/;~n~J c l , ~  rrard BRA C ;!0/15 " .spr.ead.sheot (PDF) 

"4nal;::;i:: ;;11a.l 12c3::ot.\~lr~::~\~1241 ions: BiZAC' I;! , I ) : ; ' ' ,  I:.Sep:,:-tl7:.2~.it c'f ?.i-c Air t'nrce, May 2005. 
<]1ttp:/ '/~\:1~~1 ,cia,-q{, !;,pv/flr l(:!iy 1 t';'\,'A irForL,,c. ., j. g':, 

"Base Closure and Xicalil~ll~nmt Kepot-t, Lrc\iuii;: 1'  . W~par t~? ;c~\L  of'Defcr~se, May 2005, 
.App*:~i~lix C' 
<http:I/$,iiwn dlb.fcn\el;nk.rni! /br nc:/~ndfipt 1 I ; zjlp co.pJii 



Anthony .I. r'rincipi, "C'liait-i~~a i Princ~pl L t3[tc:r.  to Sccrt.ta:y ~<un?c;fcld" [letter], July 1, 
2005. 
<http://\vw~'. bra~.g0~~~~docslPrir1cipi-Run7s~i:ld.p~l f;> 

Anthotly .I. I'-lr~cipi. "C'h,ri~.t-,-t v, Pl-~ncipi ! ,>I*,:I- ro 121 torn~:\ t.;:neral Gon/-ales", May 23, 
200q 
< I ~ t t p ~ / / ~ ~ ~ u v , l . ~  us. )rg . ~.o~m/Psincip "!()I,trY(l 
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Frank Scoggins, "Vl;ashin~~lni~ Lt.:te HRAC r i . s t i ~ )~o r~* " .  Jul1r.: 17, 2005 
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"BRA(' Sulnn~at y", LJ:d;/7: 2005, Nationrl iluard Association of the United States, May 
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CHAPTE:R 1 

THE ISSUE I N  PERSPECTIVE 

"The Depar tment  of Defense should recommend and Congress  should concur  

with an agress ive  program to c!oscl o r  realign a s ignif icant  number of mili tary 

bases  in t h e  IJnited states."' This 1983 Pres iden t ' s  P r iva te  S e c t o r  Survey on 

C o s t  Con t ro l  (Grace  Commission) recommendation has been echoed  by t h e  

Congress ional  Budget Office, G o v t ? r r : ~ ~ ~ e , n t  Accot:nting O f f i c e ,  O f f i c e  of 

Management  and Budget (OMB), some Depar tment  of Defense (DOD) o f f i c i a l s  

and numerous imemhers o f  C:ongress. There  appears  t o  be a nea r  consensus  t h a t  

a s ignif icant  number of military bases should be closed as a cos t  savings  and 

e f f i c i ency  measure;  y e t ,  t h e  f ac t  remains t h a t  t h e r e  have been very f e w  major 

b a s e  closings in the United S t a t e s  s ince  the mid-1970's. 

This paper  exa.mines the issue of clos;?g domestic mili tary bases ,  an issue 

t h a t  t a k e s  on a g r e a t e r  iniporeance today in l ight of t h e  c u r r e n t  f e d e r a l  budget  

crisis .  I t  has  been said t 'lat many of D O D ' s  3,327 s e p a r a t e  p roper t i e s ,  which 

inc!.ude 360 vaior bases, a r e  in some rer;pects "remnants of a t ime when our  

f o r c e  srt .ucture was f a r  d i f f e ren t "  than i t  is today.2 Because  of t h e  d r a m a t i c  

technological  changes witness3d dr,:ring t h e  pas t  two decades ,  i t  is possible 

t h a t  not  only a r e  savings~ k?ing igno-ed but  t h a t  these  remnants  a r e  not 

providing the most e f f i c i e n t  basing s t ruc tu re .  

Even be fo re  the  C;ramm-Rud man-Hollinqs Deficit  Reduct ion Ac t  

(Gramm-Rud man) i t  was becoming clear that DO9 would be facing declining 

suppor t  for  mili tary spending. W i t h  Gramm-R1.1dmzn now law,  DOD will b e  

required to  choose  be tween  e s t ruc t r~ ra l iy  d i f f e r e n t ,  b u t  r eady ,  sus ta inable  and 



mobile force, or a potentially "hollow" one.) Distressingly, a recent 

Georgetown University Center for Strategic and International Studies report 

predicts that DOD "is likely to make the strong choice". 
4 

If DOD is instead to choose correc:tly, now is the time to sieze the 

opporturlity to take a macro look at all domestic military bases. Those that are 

unneeded, cost ineffective and underutilized should be closed in order to save 

money and allow the military to become rnore efficient. Out-year cost savings 

associated with  such a program have Seen estir.r~ated to be between two and 

five billion dollais annually, Hcwever, Lhese savings could be even greater 

depending upon h3w far DOE is willing to additionally cut into their lowest 

priority military operations. 

Although Gramm-Rudrnan provides tk,c latest psychological opening to 

seriously address this issue, irsnically the: Act prohibits base closures in fiscal 

year (FYI 1986. Under Grar~m-R.~~dmw~ there arc n 3  prohibitions after FY86,  

but  the probl~ms which rnut;t he addressed if a rnczaningful base closure program 

is to succeed remain forrnidah!e. Key among them is that of overcoming 

congress;.ona I resistance since individu id members have historically thwarted 

closure prc,;osals ir their owr  c'if:,tric.ts or states. Tied to this are the issues of 

dealing with real or irnagired adverse local economic impacts, i n su r ing  

congressional .upport for funding transition actions, and dealing with statutory 

requirements, Also, a neaniv~gful,. tcl;mg!itful, and politically sellah le formula 

must be developcc! to guide. :he decision making process of determining which 

installat.ions should be closed. 

IJnlike big bt~siness, DC?r)':, opera.tions in terms :)f objectives and results can 

not be  eas.i1!/ qr~antified. Na t io~a l  prit;ririe.s, not profits, determine the scope of 

Don's operations. However. i f  c ~ ~ t t i n g  costs is really a rlational priority, 

Congress acd DOT) must cariously w i t h  this I s s ~ e ,  This paper will close by 



recommending a unique solut ion,  which if adop ted  could  resul t  in a s ign i f i can t  

number of base closures, generatir lg subs tan t i a l  c o s t  savings  and inc reased  

mil i tary  efficiency. 



CHAPTER 2 

There are 3,827 separate properties on the DOD inventory in the United 

States and its territories. These pr0pertic.s were acquired at a cost in excess of 

53 billion dollars and today, with improvements, represent a national asset of 

incalculable value. It sho~lld be noted that over 75 percent of these properties 

are either Reserve Centers or very minor active installations leaving 907 as the 

number of l1basesV1 claimed by D O D . ~  Uost importantly, because of current 

statutory requirements which don1 i n  ternis of numbers of authorized direct hire 

permanent civilian employees, only 360 bases presently are authorized to hire 

300 or more civilians and for purposes of this paper will be referred to as 

Itmajor bases". 

From a services standpoint the 597 b,rses break down as follows: Air Force, 

405; Navy, 253; Army, 210; and Marine Ccrps, 25 (the balance of 14 falls under 

the control of 3efense Agencies). The states wi th  t h e  most bases (numbers of 

bases in parenthesis) arc: California (105!, Florida (53), Hawaii (491, Alaska (481, 

Texas (461, New York (41,): and Virginia (37). States wi th  fewer than five bases 

(listed d?habetically) include: Delaw a.re, Idaho, New Hampshire, South Dakota, 

Vermont, West Virginia, 3nd 'W yomini;. 6 

Between 1970 and 1983, during a period when t h e  mi l i t a ry  labor force 

declined by almcst 25 percent, the number of bsses closed represented less than 

ten percent of the DOD invt?ntory. hlore significant is the fact that most of 

these clc!jurt?s clcct~rred as a result of the Vietna.m drawdown with  no major 

bases being closed during the past five years, Since 1979 no major base closures 

have even been formally arlnoucceij., 

4 



I t  appears that the record since the mid-19'70's is not the result of a lack 

of thought on the issue. During the  Carter administration a significant number 

of bases were formally slated for closure and during the Reagan administration 

DOD has on numerous occa,sions directed the separate Services to make 

recommendations on candidate bases for c:losure. However, the late-1970's also 

marked the beginning of the current U.S. military buildup, and .in 1977 

legislat'on was passed wiich greatly harnpered D014's ability to close bases. 

These two factors appPar to be key to w k y  closure sctiors have either not been 

attempted, or have failed. 

Although both Congress, with Senator Barry Goldwater taking the lead, and 

DOD have given rnuch atten tion To the i ~ s u e  irl 1985, nothing of real substance 

has transpired. Senator Goldwater, upon taking over as Chairman of The Senate 

Armed Services Cornrnittc?~? in January, s%ted t h ~ t ,  "Onc of the best ways to 

a,,prcack t t e  c?rrminply higher (lost of firferise *soulti be t3 close some of the 

bases that are no lolzer needed.lf7 The Committee started to look at this isrue 

and in April indicated a belief that D01? "consider and propose for closure bases 

that pilt ar excessive drair, or\ alrcatiy iirritcd r e ~ o ~ ~ t c e s " .  8 

The 3 9 D  re;ct:nn tc thir :1?cnr;-.7erzdallcn has b ~ e n  to examine closely and 

consider base closures as a way to ~ c o n o - n ~ z e  o p ~ r a t i o n s .  However, because of 

t h e  large o n e - t i ~ e  costs iqv: Yved in closiiig " e 5 ,  ostl-nnted b y  130D to be two 

and one half billion dollars to close abot~t 20 installations, in March 1985 a 

decision was rnzde to recommend no closure actions as part of the FY86 

budget. 9 

lzollowing tc8i.; actlon, It- R u ~ i ~ s t  19!? 5, kcretary of Defense Caspar 

Weirbergcbr directed that DOD shoi~f;' "rro-eed w ~ t h  b a e  clost~res that improve 

cper 3tiqnal efficjencv and m ~ i e  FcrsP ;.7-oio;nic~ily ." To t h ~ s  end each service 

was as!<ed to repcrt b3rk to the S~:r:ttary w i t h  closure and realignment 



As of January 1986 these responses were not yet finalized, and 

because of t h e  lead-.time requ:red by t h e  budget process i t  is DOD's belief that 

any of these recommendations could r~ot he effectively implemented u n t i l  

FY 88.11 



CHAPT13R 3 

CONGRESSIONAL. RESISTANCE 

Senator Goldwater best summed up the paradoxical dilemma of 

Congressional resistance to attempts to close military installations in a March 

1985 statement on the floor of the Senate. Senator Goldwater said, in part: 

[The] Department of Deferlse believes that . . . 
military installations could b e  closed with little or rio 
adverse effect on our national security . . . the 
White House . . . is unwilling to endorse such a 
proposal . . . [because of] their concern that my 
colleagues. . .who would be affected by such base 
closures, wo1.11d hold pro-Administration votes on 
other matters hostage to later concessions by the 
Administration on base closures. . . while my 
colleagues clamor for additional reductions in the 
Defense hudget, they do n'ot want such reductions 
when they affect programs qr2 facilities located 
within their stz.t?s and disi:ricts. 

The Grace Comroission, although ci tine other reasons why no effective 

closure actions t-a~re been accompl;shnd, pPirnarily pointed ?he finger at  

Congress as ?be major sturr~bling b b c k .  The Grace Commission found that 

"intense loca! concern", which  is then translated into "congressional pressure", 

precludt?~ base c!osur?r from ~ c c u r r i ? ~ . ' ~  Although some nlemberr of Congress 

have taken a harder line than others when faced with a potential closure action 

which would impact on their ~ ~ ~ s t i t u c n i s ,  few, if any, have concurred with 

proposals that affect their districts er ststes, 

Closure actions have his'oricai1:r been "frustrated by the pressure of pork 

barrel politics" ~ n i n l y  because the re31 and perceived dollar impacts on 

consrit~~ents seen? so ~ n o - m o ~ ~ ~ ; . ~ ~  This pork barrel approach has nnged from the 

sub:le covert tr; t1.e apolo]r,r:~?ic overt, and rec:ently has Seen totally successful 



in thwarting closures. 

Notwithstandhg the arguments about congressional resistance it is important 

to remember that the Constitution gives Congress the initial power "To raise 

and support armies, . . . provide arrd maintain a Navy and . . . make rules for 

the Government and Regulation of the land and nzvN ~orces!"' Therefore, the 

authority to deal with the closure issue is clearly one of congressional 

responsitsil;ty, ?c>ssibly, a more rat onal direction could be closer a t  hand 

according to (_'ortgrcc;srnan Ronald 1'. D~llums, Chairman of The House 

Subcommittee on hlilitary Installations and F~ci l i t ies .  In closing a June 1985 

Subcorninittee hearing dec!ict: 'with has? c iosur?~ and realignments, he said, in 

part: 

[R u t  somewhere between both sicles holding the 
other hostage, there is a middle ground around which 
effici?ncy ar,d effec.t;,venesi can takc place on the 
o n e  hand, arrrj on the  other hand ,  appropriate 
prcmtect:cr? o:: cn~sti.t~!::a?c~es. . .\X:e are n o t g  than 
willing to try to find that appropriate ground. 



CHAPTI,R 4 

L,OC.AL ECONOIL!IC IMPACT 

The issue of real or perceived adverse local economic impact is the reason 

congressional resistance to proposed base closures is so intense. Refore the fac t ,  

base closures are viewed as a serious threat to a region's economy. Local 

reaction to making "the Pentagon's hit list" is usually one of "outrage" followed 

by "fright".17 When a base closure is finally announced "severe losses are 

predicted", and the local citizens genera!ly vow to fight the closing with mottos 

along t h e  lines of "Not rto.r, n#Dt ever." 18 

Surprisingly, according tl; a l98l study published by DOD's Office of 

Economic Adjustment (OEA), the  id- to .hg-term economic impact of closure 

actions has been, in inost c.35es, a pa,si t i ve  one. Thi5 study evaluated Sr, military 

base closlste acti~n.;  occurt"irg, a f te r  1961, erd con'::li~ded ti-~at after a transition 

period (dsually riir'e months to three year:? "communi:ies tan si~ccessfully adjust 

to sl~ctl dislocations." Collectively, after the transition period, these 9r closed 

installations produced tile fol.lowlng rcs:;ultz.: 123,777 new civiliar~ jobs replacing 

the 87,703 jobs .lost:: 9,362 new off -base jobs; 4 7  new educational institutions 

(ranging from four-year co!leges to vocational-?ethnical schools); 68 new 

industrial parks cIr plant c 2 ~ p l e x e s :  and 40 new ~(rnicipal or general aviation 

airports. 19  

From a negative standpoirt i t  is illpartarit to note that making a closure into 

a success story taker: mve c-ansisticn f i r e  and lcts of hatd work.  Also, most 

closures will generall!,' cause sornc sbclrt-term unernplo!/ment and, sometimes, 

drnma~ic structura! ~:h:lnges !i*itliin t'7t. af'fecl-ed community. Most significant is 



the fact that in a f e w  cases (of t h e  5% €valuated) cornrnonity recovery was not 

sustained. 

The O E A  was established 25 years ago to work with local communities 

transistioning from a base closure action. OEA car! become involved in the 

planning stages for recovery well before  losu sure actions become effective and is 

in a position to tie other qpropriate government agencies into the process. 

Many of the rccovery success stories sf the 1960's and 1970's can be directly 

attributable to OEA's involvement coupled with some excellent economic 

conditions, However, because of large decreases in a.v;rilnble government grants 

since the late 1970's i i  a set?i?g of r'if:fererlt: economic conditions, it must be 

questioned whether ?hi5 record c f  ale-ccss ccrc~ld be duplic3ted in the late 1980's 

w~thout an infusion of substantial surr,s. Also, beczuse OEA is a DOD entity it 

must r ece iv~  3. pec:if~r: rpqtlest fc.r $ 4  f;orn s-I a'fccted community before 

becornins xt ively ~l~volved. 



CHAPTER 5 

STATUTORY AND .JUDICIAL IMPEDIMENTS 

10 lJSC 2687, enacted in 1977 and amended in 1985, gave both Houses of 

Congress broad powers to review executive department decisions to close or 

realign military installations. This 1977 law prohibits DOD from closing military 

installations authorized to employ 300 01- more direct hire permanent civilians 

until completing numerous administrative actions. These actions began wi th  

requirements to make a public notice of the proposal while also informing both 

the Senate a r t  House Armed Service? Ccmrnittees. Compliance wi-h the National 

Environmental Po!lcy Act (YEPA) x i d  completion of extensive studies on the 

projected fiscal, budgetary, local econornic impact, strategic and operational 

effects are also required.. 

On 2. case-by-case basis other legislatior? has also been eriacted since 1977 

which has ha.d the effect of delaying realignments or requiring additional 

environmental impact studies, decpitc the fact that they were not required by 

law under the specific ~! rc~:~n: i tanc~s ,  Ir: a number of exes laws were passed 

which  flatly prohibited DOT) frorn closing a specific base. 20 

DOD has felt that the hroad i r n p . 3 ~ ~  of 10 USC 2687 is the biggest 

impediment to taking appropriate ?cr.c)ns to close bases and to this end has 

vigorour;ly attempted to have the !avl changed. DOD has desired legislation 

which "wculd grant th? Secrt:tary c~f Defense al~ihofit)r to effect realignments 

and clcsllre*; withoxt rega.rr' :I: aI-.:j other ~ro-{isicn of the law that would 

prevent or delay such In rastimany before the House Armed Services 

Subcommittee On hlilitary 11:s.tallat:ons and Facilities in June 1985, Dr. 

. - 

.L 1 



Lawrence J. Korb, former Assistant Secretarv of Defense for Manpower, 

Installatiorls and I.,ogistics,, presented tke DOD positiorl by explaining that t h e  

enactment of 10 USC 2687 in 1977 has "resulted in just about nothing 

happening". He went  on to point out that this law has clearly placed military 

efficiency far behind political expediency in dealing wi th  the issue.22 10 USC 

2687 was finally modified in 1985: however, the amended versiorl made only a 

few v i ~ a r  changcs to the existing law an,l fell far short of what DOD felt was 

necessary. 

1.0 lJSC 2687 also recjtlire~ that YEPA be complied with and this poses a 

double hurdle for DOD sfken ;ttt.!rnptin2, to c!ase an i"rstal1atinn. First, studies 

under NEPA can take u? to one year to complete and can cost upwards of a 

million dollars., A.ddttior.slly, NEPA st:tdies become an ideal basis for opponents 

of a closure act'on to bring a ir.ldi-ia! .rhdIlenga to the proposed action. An 

example of this point involved a closure action announced in 1978 which took 

six years for a resol~~~tizn hec:iusn of REP?, aqd local court challenges. 2 3 



CHAPTER 6 

DOD RESIS'TANCE? 

Although difficult to  substantiate,  a case can be made that  DOD and the 

separa te  Services co i~ ld  have been more act ive during the  1980's in pushing for 

appropriate closures. There seem to be many reasons for this, with none more 

compelling than t h e  fact  thal  serious at tempts  a t  base closures tended to be 

overshadowed by the  euphoria of the Reagan administration's military buildup. 

Aside from ,the 1980's buildup three other factors  enter  t he  equation. Firs t ,  

future contingencies, n moxt cast:s unkrown, tend to be bet ter  served by 

maintaining as many bases possih!e in an act ive status. There a r e  those in 

DOD \who still ref lect  on the 0.S. pocture prior to World War I1 as a lesson 

which cannot be lost. Next,  lhr! s ~ p a r ~ t e  (;ervic<?s tend to th ink  in parochial 

terms when i t  comes to  relenquishing itssets. This tendency cou!d be blurring the  

process of objectivejy determining which bases ought to be proposed for closure. 

L . a s ? :  s ince closure. prop3sals have ktecorne so heatedly political, DOD 

officials have tended t.0 reft-?in from overdeveloping solid cases as each 

prsposal carr ies  t he  potential of offending individual rnem5ers of Congress. The 

Grace Gornmissiorr conflrrned this tuith i? cctnnent  indicating their to ta l  

frustratien ir t ry ing to deve!op 3deruate informatioq about base c:losures. Their 

report conc!uded tbat  "The many prF:swres that  a re  brought to thwart  each 

specific proposal have even di':cocragetl the asserrbly of clsable da t a ,  a t  least 

1 ,,24 2t t h e  OS9 leve . 
TK,;.; rrzl~sztancl~ to ~ f f e n 3  Congres,; a y e a r s  to also apply to those a t  lower 



levels in the separate Services. According to an internal DOU memorandum 

there is evidence that  "there probably have been . . .cases where Congressional 

pressure has been put on the military departments that influenced their decision 

to maintain the status quo.1vZs 



CHAPTER 7 

POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS 

Accurate estimates of potential cost savings which could be generated by 

closing bases are extremely difficult to compute because of the complexity of 

the issue. The Grace Cornmissior, c:or;clti~led that two billion dollars could be 

saved annually and further cited an OME estimate that stated five billion "could 

be achieved" with some fundarnent a1 changes in base However, 

these figures were not arrived at through the process of a detailed review of 

the specific situation at e,sch 5ase to be closed, which is the only way a 

meaningful figure can be developed. 

In a very broad sense ?,ix separzte ci~tz.gorjes of savings and costs would 

enter into the f;?al net equation. On th.2 savings arid dollar generation side are: 

operation md maintenance savings; personnel cost savings; md disposal of 

properties i n  the marketplace. C?n the mr;t expense side are: funcling for moving 

or e l i m i n a t i n g  o ; , se re t ions ,  eql . : ipment  a?3 p e r s o n n e l ;  f u n d i n g  for c o n s t r u c t i n g  or 

renovating f?.cilities at bases dpslgnated to support the moved operations; and, 

costs of ame!iorsting adverse local worornic impacts. Most importantly, any net 

savings figure ,wo[ilc! haye fa be deve!loped in a mid to long-term perspective 

since first, and even second year savings would be impossible to achieve. 

,411 of these catagories, except personnel cost savings, need no further 

ciaboraxion. Hov!ev?r, feels that rie!rsannel strength could not be reduced 

unless entire operations wera el,iminated, ro t  just moved or c~nso!idated.*~ This 

position is arguable since tFlere is no displ~te that all bases require a certain 

dniuunt ot p~ re; j eve,-head :u?por l ;:c~-sor~nel. Tkle number required for this 

7 .  - J 



"keep-the-door-open" role would vary depending upon the size and missions of 

t h e  base. However, as an  example only,  according to Air Force estimates, a 

dispersal move of a !arge tactical fighter wing consisting of 72 aircraft  from a 

closed base to three gaining bases could produce a net savings  of about 1100 

support Assuming a budget cost of $32,000 per person, this 1100 

person personnel cu t  would alone yield savings of over 35 million dollars 

anr~ually. 



CHAPTER 8 

FORMULAS FOR DECISIONS 

Notwithstanding the Grace Commission conclusion that DOD does not have 

any "usuable data," according to Dr. Korb, "The Department constantly reviews 

the status of its installations, activities, properties, for effectiveness and 

efficiency" and works to purge bases "that do not contribute effectively to 

current or long range plans. "29 Bes:des DOD'r OEA, there are many other 

offices in DOD and the Services that monitor, review and evaluate installations 

on a coi.ltinuing ;basis. F~rthermore, both @OD and the Services have a countless 

number of planning s taffs  who could easily assist in translating mid- to 

long-term operational requirements into base c!osure and realignment decisions. 

DOD and the Services t'ave also developxi cr:teria far use in base closure 

proposals. Secreta-y LVeinkserger, in I n  April 1985 letter to Senator Coldwater, 

broadly explained what is considered in evaluating each closure proposal as 

follows: 

Mission requirements and the impact of potential force 
turbulence on operational readiness 

Availability and cond.;tio? of facilities at potential receiving 
installations 

Potential to accorn~oda:e con!irgcrley and f ~ l t l ~ r c  for,:e 
requirements a t  the new location 

Capital investment at the presc?! loc3.ti3n 
Budgetary implications of the proposal 
Extent an13 timing of potential cast savings 
Economic impact on the community 
Conmurity srlpport at t h e  new !ocation 
Environmental impact 
Impact on r.1-her Servic s 
Imp [ernentation period 

35' 

In a more detailed sense all of the Services have developed criteria which 

deal wi th  al?ios: every conceil~~.ble characteristic of installations as they relate 



to operations. tllthotlgh UOD's interpretations of the criteria to be used for the 

decision process might not be totally agreed upon by Congress, it is clear that a 

good starting point of i n f o r ~ i a ~ i o n  has been developed and is available. 



CHAPTER 9 

CONCLUSIONS A N D  RECOMMENDATION 

The complex, uncertain, nonq~antifia~tble and politically volatile nature of 

this issue places it in the category of the classic political-bureaucratic dilemma. 

However, because of its far reaching national importance, the issue must be 

addressed. There seems to be a near consensus that closure and realignment 

actions are necessary in ;I setting of almost no concensus on how to achieve a 

result. There is a near consensus that closure and realignment actions would 

save substantia! sums; y ? t  how rntch, ;x7!d how i.ong it would take, seem 

impossible to ascertain. Thrtre also is a near cons?nsus that changing defense 

requirenlonts and tighter future m:litary budgets rr~ean that structural changes 

are ine,v.ltable within DCl?, with base ciosure. and realignments having the 

potential to better suppori: this stcuctu-ally changed force. 

The  Grace Commission recomrn1:nde1.1 that the President appoint an 

hdepender3thhip; i r t i  r;c r, corr~.ni:i;zic.:n i:o s,>.~dj  the Issur:. In the alternative, they 

rerommc?ndecl t h a t  DQD decJ.3:e all b m e s  as c a n d i d a t e s  for c l o s u r e  and work in 

3 1 
a zero-Da3ed mode. A recent Columbia University graduate program study 

recommended that the Sx re t i i r y  of Eefens? "be in command of 5ase selection" 

using "an attractive 3'3~ for tor!verti~g bases to alternative uses. Both of 

these recommended plans have merit, but along with countless other proposals 

miss the real p?int -- th:j?. (.,II'J Cengres~. is i n  a position to deal effectively 

w i t h  t h e  isa!e. 

The irltimot.? answer lies w:th qew legislatior1 that sets up an objective, 

nonpart:sa~. , m d  ef fcc.!i vtr n ~ c l l a n i s  1 7  ci nilar f 3  C r a r i r -  Rudman in the sense 



t h a t  i t  c a n n o t  b e  eas i ly  con t ro l l ed  by pa roch ia l  i n t e r e s t s .  Anything less t h a n  a 

l aw  which c l e a r s  t h e  way for o b j e c t i v e  decis ions  while providing f o r  insured  

implemen ta t ion  is doomed to fail and would resul t  in a c o n t i n u a n c e  of t h e  

"nothing happening" per iod#.  Like Cramm-Iaudrnan, ini t ial  s u p p o r t  fo r  t h i s  t y p e  of 

l aw  cot.11d probably  b e  gained f rom bo th  Congres s  and t h e  Adminis t ra t ion .  

However ,  t h i s  l a w  would ul!:irnately remove con t ro l  of t h e  i s sue  f rom bo th  

C o n g r e s s  and D 0 D  which makes i t s  ?na,ctnler?t high!y dcubtfu l ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  a f t e r  

t h e  pa ' s~age of ref  lt?ct-ive ti ma .  

Neve r the l e s s ,  it is reca19n:ended t h a t  Congress  e n a c t ,  and t h e  P res iden t  

s ign ,  a law -- Tht? Stream1:n.d Defense lt!stallations Ac t  of 1986 - which  

e s t ab l i shes  a t empora ry  five-year ~ndepexndent f e d e r a l  comrnlssion wi th  t h e  

followirg,  c h a r t e r :  resporis~bllit!/ fo r  ongorng evali jatron of t h e  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

and opera ' ional  efficic?ncy of sll d ~ ~ ~ ~ e c t i c  m ~ l i t a r y  properties, ins t a l l a t ions ,  and  

bases ;  ~esponslb!lit:,r for 1npl:ing f~rlal decis ions  on c losu re ,  r ea l ignmen t  and 

c o n s o i i d a t i m  3ict.tons i w p ~ , c t ; r , g  3~ all c'omcs t ic  rn i l i t l ry  p r c p e r t i c s ,  i n s t a l l a t ions ,  

md bases ;  r e s p o ~ s i b i l i t y  for  a d r r 2 n i s t ~ r i n g  f c ~ r d s  for  d isbursement  t o  DOD and 

a f f e c t e d  fedfbrtl 31- state c:qtlties to  !-npl-nent i t s  f inal  dec is ions ;  responsib i l i ty  

f o r  adrninisterir .~;  funds lor d\~'sursemctrit t o  f e d e r a l  and s t a t ?  a g e n c i e s  t o  

provide e c o n o m i c  assistance to a f f e c t e d  c o m m u n i t i e s  and i n d ~ v i d u a l s  u n d e r  

existing law: ;tnd respi?ns;birity for final decis ions  on the most a d v a n t a g e o u s  

d~sposal  o6 311 a f f e r t m l  s rov .~e r t i e s ,  Thir wculd h a v e  t9 sgspend a n y  a d  all  

provisions c\f cu- re-* t  law v1hic-4 c011ld p reven t  G r  delay  f ina l  d e c ~ s i o n s  f rom 

being i w p l e ~ t z n t e d ,  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  this  ' sw w o ~ j l d  h a v e  to speci f ica l ly  a p p r o p r i a t e  

fvnds to c o v e r  t 9 e  substantfin! s h r t r t - t e Y ~  casts H F - ~ c : ~  w o ~ l l d  be ~ n c u r r e d .  

This Cowmiss.on s?oulrl be c o r n p o r e : h f  f ive  wzrnbers,  who b e c a u s e  of t h e  

i!niquc nc?ttlre of this entit\! shou!d be nom'nated in the following manner: one 

h y  :he SenpA P 3rmed Serb i r t 3 s  C o n ~ i i t ? c ~ +  cnc Sy :he House Armed Se rv ices  

i 0 



Committee, one by the Secretary of Defense, and two by the President. One of 

the President's selectees stlould be from among retired senior m~litary officials 

and the other should be a former Senator or Congressnlan (who would 

automat~cally be designated as chairman). This Commission would be given full 

authority and powers ranging from developing nleaningful formulae to insuring 

that final decisions are properi y implemented. This coinmission would be staffed 

from t:x;s:ing federal resou-ces i,2cll~c;rlg n l z n y  from C 8 D  and all from OEA. 

,4lthough :h~: !c.gisl,ttic~ is bke C~amrrt-Rudinarl i~ its ability to separate 

control fro7i para(:hial intere;ts, it Appear-, lo be ~n i ike  Gramm-Rudmann in its 

ability to tralsfer  d e c i j ~ ~ r ~  makir-lg power w~thcriit running afoul of the 

ccnsti tu tion. T'u; 1s becaurl- il  trancfers n:) i rr?vcr~ahle power to either make 

or x e c r t t e  !aw%. Ho'.v~vcr, t t i s  prapo;,il nearls that both Congress and DOD 

would h ~ :  re1iriq;i~~-hing crir*er~+ prere[:a:i1o?; OD basiqg to m Independent body 

withalt  C ' I ~  aD11i:y "c. ;?lierride. ':i-:s <,blthor. c:jnsidrred a livited Ireto power for 

both Corrg! es i  t - l r  * i e  %"e:ar\ ? I'cfe:r;e ds pi r t  of ihe proposal and 

re;c?cted 1% tie<-ause ~t .-d~l~Jd !nost likely in l-:c: t po:itics back into the equation. 

C h s e  study o' t+t. r e x s  t "notking h' pp~ning" rccortl demands this uqiquely 

d i f f e r m *  apl:roacb of clslr,g o?jectiuc ; ~ d l l  sis, by s detzched and lndependent 

body, vl th onhr o n r  goal in mind --. a more effrcicnt, streamlined and cost 

effective basing; ;tr~l:-?rrr., 

How?\rr-,  in crrrlr-r pt-1- ,I!'.: +o , ~ r t t ' ~ o r a + e  I ? ?  rotes+isl  conccrrl of both 

Cc*g-ess art3 [)On, ?be Corrlrnlssio~~ s+ould be -equired to make public ~ t s  

general criteria far decisions 5ef ?re '74 i y  any ~ c t i ~ q s .  Furthermore, at the 

request of a-y nernLc?r c" o i thr r  fioilrs - f  f ~ , n ~ r t b s ~  r r  t9e Secretary of Defense, 

putihc hctar~rir,r an the  a;.-rcF r i 3 ' e ~ c s -  c' lvhe;e criteria would be required. 

The fcre!:?inpi i s  !?(I+ 3 ,kelet?r cj f  a mechanism which would achieve the 

right rs;~'l:r, \ V + I ~ P  ' nk7-  t f i e  C I I P C -  t i 0  I ~-r'itic,il bwi t  3~1ay from both DOD 



officials and members of Congress. .4s for potcrltial commissioners, Senator 

Goldwater would be ideal as chairman -- and the timing is just about right! As 

for the mid to long-term impact if rhi5  law were enacted - it would make an 

important difference as thc U.S. marches ~ n t a  the Twenty-First Cen?ury. 
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