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GAO & DOD JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUPS 

GOOD MORNING, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, AND WELCOME TO 

TODAY'S HEARING OF THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

COMMISSION. 

I AM ALAN J. DMON, THE COMMISSION CHAIRMAN, AND WITH US 

TODAY ARE MY FELLOW COMMISSIONERS AL CORNELLA, REBECCA COX, 

GENERAL J.B. DAVIS, S. LEE KLING, ADMIRAL BEN MONTOYA, GENERAL JOE 

ROBLES AND WEND1 L. STEELE. 

THIS IS THE NINTH INVESTIGATIVE HEARING THE COMMISSION HAS 

HELD IN  WASHINGTON SINCE RECEIVING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ON CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS ON FEBRUARY 

2%. 



IN ADDITION, SINCE MARCH 22, WE HAVE CONDUCTED FIVE REGIONAL 

HEARINGS AROUND THE COUNTRY AND IN GUAM, AND COMMISSIONERS AND 

STAFF HAVE MADE MORE THAN 60 VISITS TO INSTALLATIONS ON THE 

SECRETARY'S LIST. WE HAVE REGIONAL HEARINGS THIS WEEK IN DALLAS 

AND ALBUQUERQUE, AND THERE ARE 13 BASE VISITS SCHEDULED THIS 

WEEK, AS WELL. SO WE ARE HARD AT WORK. 

WE HAVE A FULL SCHEDULE TODAY, SO LET ME TELL YOU HOW WE 

WILL PROCEED. OUR FIRST PANEL, FROM NOW UNTIL 10 A.M., WILL CONSIST 

OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WHO WILL 

REPORT TO US ON THEIR ANALYSIS OF THE METHODOLOGY USED BY THE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE IN REACHING ITS RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS. 

THEN, FROM 10 A.M. UNTIL 4 P.M., WITH A ONE HOUR LUNCH BREAK AT 

NOON, WE WILL HEAR TESTIMONY FROM THE FOUR D-0-D JOINT CROSS 

SERVICE GROUPS THAT PREPARED RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE MILITARY 

DEPARTMENTS IN THE AREAS OF DEPOT MAINTENANCE, UNDERGRADUATE 

PILOT TRAINING, MEDICAL SERVICES AND LABS AND TEST & EVALUATION. 



SENIOR OFFICIALS FROM THE ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE AND DEFENSE 

LOGISTICS AGENCY WILL SIT WITH EACH OF THE CROSS SERVICE PANELS 

TO FURTHER INFORM US AS TO WHY THE DEPARTMENTS DECIDED TO 

ACCEPT OR REJECT VARIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CROSS SERVICE 

GROUPS. 

LET US BEGIN, THEN WITH THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE. THE 

BASE CLOSURE LAW REQUIRES THE G-A-0 TO REPORT BY APRIL 15 TO 

CONGRESS AND THIS COMMISSION REGARDING THE RECOMMENDATIONS 

AND SELECTION PROCESS USED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE;. 

WE ARE HONORED TO HAVE WITH US TODAY: 

* MR. HENRY L. HINTON, JR, THE ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER 

GENERAL FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS; 

* MR. DAVID WARREN, DIRECTOR FOR DEFENSE MANAGEMENT AND 

NASA ISSUES FOR GAO; AND, 

* MR. BARRY W. HOLMAIV, THE ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR DEFENSE 

MANAGEMENT AND NASA ISSUES. 

w 



MR. HINTON, ON BEHALF OF ALL THE COMMISSIONERS, I WANT TO 

THANK G-A-0 AND YOU PERSONALLY FOR YOUR SUPPORT OF THE 

COMMISSION'S WORK. THIS SUPPORT IS EVIDENT IN YOUR TESTIMONY THIS 

MORNING, AS WELL AS IN THE FACT THAT YOU HAVE DETAILED TEN 

EXCELLENT G-A-0 EMPLOYEES TO THE COMMISSION STAFF TO HELP US 

CARRY OUT OUR REVIEW AND ANALYSIS. 

ALL THE COMMISSIONERS HAVE HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW 

MR. HINTON'S TESTIMONY AND G-A-0's REPORT. MR HINTON HAS AGREED 

TO LIMIT HIS OPENING REMARKS TO 10 MINUTES, AND THEN WE WILL 

BEGIN QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSIONERS. 

BUT FIRST, LET ME SAY THAT THE BASE CLOSURE LAW ALSO 

REQUIRES ALL WITNESSES TESTIFYING BEFORE US TO DO SO UNDER OATH, 

SO X MUST ASK YOU ALL TO STAND AND RAISE YOUR RIGHT HANDS. 

DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU 

ARE ABOUT TO GIVE BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION SHALL BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH 

AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH? 
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w Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission: 

We are pleased to be here today to discuss our report entitled 

Militarv Bases: Analvsis of DOD's 1995 Process and 

pecommendations for Closure and Realianrnent (GAO/NSIAD-95-133, 

Apr. 14, 1995). The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 

1990 (P.L. 101-510, as amended) established the current process 

for DOD base closure and realignment actions within the United 

States. Our report responds to the act's requirement that GAO 

provide to the Congress and the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission an analysis of the Secretary of Defense's 

recommendations for bases for closure and realignment and the 

selection process used. 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense recommended 

closures, realignments, and other actions affecting 146 domestic 

military installations. Of that number, 33 were described as 

closures of major installations, and 26 as major realignments; an 

additional 27 were changes to prior base closing round decisions. 

The Secretary projects that the recommendations, when fully 

implemented, will yield $1.8 billion in annual recurring savings. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 

Although the Department of Defense (DOD) has in recent years 

undergone substantial downsizing in funding, personnel, and force 



structure, commensurate infrastructure reductions have not been 

w achieved. Despite some progress in reducing excess 

infrastructure, it is generally recognized that much excess 

capacity likely will remain after the 1995 BRAC round. This view 

is supported by the military components' and cross-service 

groups' analyses, which showed far greater excess capacity than 

will be eliminated by the Secretary's recommendations. 

Currently, DOD projects that its fiscal year 1996 budget 

represents, in real terms, a 39-percent reduction below its 

fiscal year 1985 peak of recent times'. BY way of comparison, its 

1995 BRAC recommendations combined with previous major domestic 

base closures since 1988 would total a reduction of 21-percent. 

DOD's 1995 BRAC process was generally sound and well documented 

w and should result in substantial savings. However, the 

recommendations and selection process were not without problems, 

and in some cases, there are questions about the reasonableness 

of specific recommendations. At the same time, we also noted 

that improvements were made to the process from prior rounds, 

including more precise categorization of bases and activities; 

this resulted in more accurate comparisons between like 

facilities and functions and better analytical capabilities. 

We raise a number of issues that we believe warrant the 

Commission's attention in considering DOD's recommendations. Key 

among those issues are the following: 



-- DOD's attempt at reducing excess capacity in common support 

functions facilitated some important results. However, 

agreements for consolidating similar work done by two or more 

of the services were limited, and opportunities to achieve 

additional reductions in excess capacity and infrastructure 

were missed. In particular, this was the case at depot 

maintenance activities, test and evaluation, and laboratory 

facilities. 

-- Although the services have improved their processes with each 

succeeding BRAC round, some process problems continued to be 

identified. In particular, the Air Force's process remained 

largely subjective and not well documented; also, it was 

influenced by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that 

changed when more focused analyses were made. For these and 

other reasons, GAO questions a number of the Air Force's 

recommendations. To less extent, some of the services' 

decisions affecting specific closures and realignments also 

raise questions. For example, the Secretary of the Navy's 

decision to exclude certain facilities from closure for 

economic impact reasons suggests that the economic impact 

criterion was not consistbntly applied. 

Now, permit me to briefly expand my comments in a few of these 

areas. 



BRAC'Savinas Are Emected to Be Substantial, 
but Estimates Are Preliminary 

V 
We estimate that the 20-year net present value of savings from 

DOD's recommendations will be $17.3 billion, with annual 

recurring savings of almost $1.8 billion. These estimates are 

not based on budget quality data, however, and are subject to 

some fluctuations and uncertainties inherent in the process. 

Nevertheless, we believe the savings will still be substantial. 

At the same time, it should be noted that environmental 

restoration was not a factor in the DOD base closure decision- 

making process; and such restoration can represent a significant 

cost following a base closure. 

DOD and its components improved their cost and savings estimates 

for BRAC 1995 recommendations. In developing cost estimates, 

they took steps to develop more current and reliable sources of 

information and placed greater reliance, where practicable, on 

standardized data. Some components sought to minimize the costs 

of base closures by avoiding unnecessary military construction. 

For example, the Navy proposed a number of changes to prior BRAC 

decisions that will further reduce infrastructure and avoid some 

previously planned closure costs. 

We identified a number of instances where projected savings from 

base closures and realignments may fluctuate or be uncertain for 

a variety of reasons. They include uncertainties over future 



locations of activities that must move from installations being 

closed or realigned and errors in standard cost factors used in w 
the services' analyses. We completed a number of sensitivity 

tests to assess the potential impact of these factors on 

projected costs and savings and found that they had a rather 

limited impact. 

It should be noted that shortly after the Secretary of Defense 

announced his list of proposed closures and realignments, most 

DOD components began undertaking more rigorous assessments of the 

expected costs of implementing the recommendations and developing 

budget quality data for doing so. Such efforts are currently 

underway primarily in the Army and Air Force, and to less extent 

in the Navy. We suggest that the Commission obtain updated cost 

and savings data, to the extent it is available, and include it 

in summary form in its report for the recommendations it forwards 

to the President for his consideration. 

S T  
Infrastructure, but With Little Gain 
in Cross-Servicinq 

The BRAC 1995 process reduced some infrastructure in common 

support areas such as hospitals and pilot training facilities. 

However, the lack of progress in consolidating similar work done 

by two or more of the services limited the extent of 

infrastructure reductions that could have been achieved. 



DOD tried to strengthen the 1995 BRAC process by establishing 

cross-service groups to provide the services with proposals for 

consolidating similar work in the areas of depot maintenance, 

laboratories, test and evaluation facilities, undergraduate pilot 

training, and medical treatment facilities. However, in the 

laboratories and test and evaluation areas, the cross-service 

groups were narrowly focused, and their initial proposals 

represented minor work load shifts that offered little or no 

opportunity for a complete base closure or cost-effective 

realignment. While the depot maintenance group identified excess 

capacity of 40.1 million direct labor hours, the services' 

recommendations would eliminate only half that amount. DOD 

received the services' recommendations too late in the process 

for meaningful give-and-take discussions to achieve greater 

V 
consolidations. More time for such interactions and stronger DOD 

leadership will be required should there be future BRAC rounds. 

DOD Com~onents' Processes Were Sound. 
With Some E X C ~ D ~ ~ O ~ S  

While we found the components' processes for making their 

recommendations were generally sound and well supported, we do 

have some concerns, particularly related to the Air Force. 

Specifically, key aspects of the Air Force's process remained 

largely subjective and not well documented. Documentation of the 

Air Force's process was too limited for us to fully substantiate 

the extent of Air Force deliberations and analyses. However, we 

determined that initial analytical phases of the Air Force's 



process were significantly influenced by preliminary estimates of 

base closure costs. And some bases were removed from initial 
V 

consideration based on these estimates. Also, in some instances, 

closure costs appeared to materially affect how the bases were 

valued. For example, Rome Laboratory, in Rome, New York, was 

ranked high for retention purposes largely because of projected 

high closure costs. When the Air Force later looked at the 

laboratory at the suggestion of a cross-service group, it found 

that the closing costs were much lower. Consequently, the Air 

Force recommended closure of the laboratory. Without the cross- 

service group's suggestion, the Air Force might have missed this 

opportunity to reduce excess capacity and produce savings. The 

more numerous recommendations on Guard and Reserve activities 

were developed outside its process for grouping or tiering bases 

for retention purposes and were based largely on cost- - effectiveness. 

Regarding the Navy, the Secretary of the Navy's actions excluded 

four activities in California from consideration for closure 

because of concerns over the loss of civilian positions. For the 

activities in California, he based his decision on the cumulative 

statewide economic impact. The cumulative job losses in 

California, in absolute terms, are greater than total job losses 

in other states. However, the individual impact of each of the 

four California activities is less than the impacts estimated for 

other activities in other states recommended for closure. For 



example, the closure of the Naval Weapons Assessment Division 

w (NWAD) Corona, California, would have meant a total loss of 3,055 

jobs, but the closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian, 

Mississippi, will result in an estimated loss of 3,324 jobs. 

However, OSD did not take exception to this apparent 

inconsistency. 

Regarding the Army, it did not fully adhere to its regular 

process in assessing military value when recommending minor and 

leased facilities for closure. In selecting 15 minor sites for 

closure, the Army based its decision on the judgment of its major 

commands that the sites were excess and of low military value. 

In considering leased facilities, the Army relied on its 

stationing strategy and its guidance to reduce leases but did not 

w' assess the facilities separately as it did for other 

installations. The decisions were arrived at through some 

departure from the process used for installations. 

Some Service Recommendations Raise Issues 
That Should Be Considered bv the BRAC Commission 

We generally agree with the Secretary's recommendations. 

However, we have unresolved questions about a number of Air Force 

recommendations and to much less extent the other components' 

recommendations. The following are some examples. 

Even though the Air Force recognized that it had excess capacity 



at its five maintenance depots and was considering closing two, 

it opted late in the process to realign the work load rather than 

close any depots. However, the Air Force based its decision on 

preliminary data from incomplete internal studies on the 

potential for consolidating and realigning work load and reducing 

personnel levels at the depots. Some of these studies were 

completed after DOD's BRAC report was published and do not fully 

support the BRAC-recommended consolidations. These recommended 

consolidations appear to expand the work load at some depots that 

are in the process of downsizing. Thus, the Air Force's 

recommendation may not be cost-effective and does not solve the 

problem of excess depot capacity. 

The Air Force also proposed the realignment of Kirtland Air Force 

Base, New Mexico, because it rated low relative to the other five 

bases in the same category. Again, closure costs appeared to 

heavily influence this base's rating. However, for the military 

value criterion pertaining to mission requirements, the most 

important to the lab subcategory of bases, Kirtland rated among 

the highest of the six bases. Kirtland's realignment would 

reduce the Air Force's operational overhead, including support 

previously provided to the Qepartment of Energy (DOE) and its 

Sandia National Laboratory located on Kirtland. However, the Air 

Force's savings could mean an increase in base operational 

support costs borne by IXIE. We believe, and have recommended in 

the past, that DOD should consider the impact of significant 



government-wide costs in making its recommendations. 

The Army's proposed realignment of the Letterkenny Army Depot has 

generated some concerns not only about the completeness of 

closure cost data but also regarding the extent to which the 

current BRAC recommendation represents a change from a 1993 BRAC 

decision. BRAC 1993 produced a decision to consolidate all 

tactical missile maintenance at one location--Letterkenny. The 

Army's 1995 BRAC recommendation would split up some of the work 

by transferring the missile guidance system work load to 

Tobyhanna Army Depot while preserving the tactical missile 

disassembly and storage at Letterkenny. Maintenance on the 

associated ground support equipment, such as trucks and trailers, 

would be done at Anniston Army Depot. There are differences of 

Future BRAC Leaislation Mav Be Needed 
to Reduce Remainina Excess Activities 

According to DOD, its major domestic bases will be reduced by 21 

percent after implementation of all BRAC recommendations from the 

current and prior rounds; however, DOD fell short of meeting the 

goal it established for BRAC 1995. To bring DOD's base 

infrastructure in line with the reductions in force structure, 

DOD's goal for the 1995 round was to reduce the overall DOD plant 

replacement value by at least 15 percent--an amount at least 

equal to the three previous base closure rounds. However, DOD's 



1995 recommended list of base closures and realignments is 

projected to reduce the infrastructure by only 7 percent. 

The Secretary of Defense recently stated that excess 

infrastructure will remain after BRAC 1995, and he suggested the 

need for additional BRAC rounds in 3 to 4 years, after DOD has 

absorbed the effects of recommended closures and realignments. 

However, the current authority for the BRAC Commission expires 

with the 1995 round. Should the Congress seek further 

reductions, some process will be needed. The current BRAC 

process, while not without certain weaknesses, has proven to be 

effective in reducing defense infrastructure. Also, without new 

BRAC legislation, there is no process to approve modifications of 

BRAC decisions if implementation problems arise. BRAC 

Commissions in 1991 and 1993 ruled on changes to prior BRAC round 

decisions, and we see nothing to indicate that changes may not 

occur in the future. 

Now let me conclude by discussing our report's specific 

recommendations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendations to the Secretarv of Defense 

Should there be future BRAC rounds, we recommend that the 



Secretary of Defense 

v -- begin the cross-service process 1 year before the services' 

BRAC process and, for each common support function studied, 

incorporate specific capacity reduction goals in OSD's 

initial BRAC guidance, and 

-- prior to any BRAC round, identify and make the policy 

decisions necessary in each area to merge service functions 

that would result in further reductions in infrastructure. 

Should Congress mandate future BRAC rounds, we recommend that the 

Secretary of the Air Force fully document all analyses and 

QV decisions, including cost data. 

Pecommendations to the Commission 

We recommend that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

take the following actions: 

-- Consider obtaining updated cost and savings data, to the 

extent it is available from the services, and include this 

data in summary form in its report for the recommendations 

it forwards to the President for his consideration. 



-- Require more complete plans for eliminating excess capacity 

and infrastructure before approving the Air Force's 

recommendations to realign its depot facilities. 

-- Because the services did not completely analyze the set of 

alternatives developed by the chairpersons of the 

cross-service group for test and evaluation, the BRAC 

Commission may wish to have the services complete detailed 

analyses, including cost analyses, for its consideration. 

-- Closely examine expected cost savings and operational 

impacts associated with the Kirtland AFB realignment. 

Additionally, we recommend that the Commission have DOD 

identify those closures and realignments that have costs and 

savings implications affecting other federal agencies. 

-- Assess the Army's approach to selecting lease facilities for 

termination and minor sites for closure regarding whether 

variances we have identified represent a substantial 

deviation from the selection criteria. 

-- Ensure that the Army's ammunition depot recommendations are 

based upon accurate and consistent information and that 

corrected data would not materially affect military value 

assessments and final recommendations. 



-- Assess the proposed realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot in 

view of the Army's recommendation to change a prior BRAC 

decision to consolidate tactical missile maintenance at a 

single location. 

-- Ensure that the Army has met all permit requirements related 

to the closure of Fort McClellan, Alabama. 

-- Explore the need for a DOD component or some other 

government agency to obtain the wind tunnel facility at the 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, White Oak, Maryland, from the 

Navy. 

-- Thoroughly examine the basis for exclusions to the cost and 

savings data associated with closure and realignment 

scenarios such as the Naval Surface Warfare Centers in 

Louisville, Kentucky; Indianapolis, Indiana; and Lakehurst, 

New Jersey. 

-- Examine, from an equity standpoint, the Navy's exclusion of 

activities from closure and realignment consideration due to 

concerns over job losses. 

-- Finally, consider requiring that DOD report to the 

Commission on the comparative cost-effectiveness of options 

it is considering regarding privatization-in-place or the 



transfer of workload to other depots, versus the current 

cost of performing operations at the Aerospace Guidance and 

Metrology Center at Newark Air Force Base, Ohio (a 1993 BRAC 

recommendation). 

Mr.Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. We will be 

happy to respond to any questions. 





1. Mr., in broad terms, what was the approach methodology and sampling 
plan used by the General Accounting Office in analyzing the DoD selection 
process? 

2. Mr. Hinton, legislation requires use of certified data in the decision process. In 
several instances, Commission visits revealed that critical, certified data are 
inaccurate. 

What are your views on the certification process use by the Military 
Services? 

How did you assess the accuracy of data? 

What was your process to oversee data review and update as the decision 
cycle unfolded? 

w 



COSTS 

1. .Mr. Hinton, the Secretary of Defense estimated the cost to implement his 
recommendations at $3.8 billion, with annual steady-state savings of $1.8 billion, / 
and a net present value of $1 8.4 billion over 20 years. Your estimates validated 
the $1.8 billion savings, but estimated net present value at a lower $17.3 billion. 

Where do your cost estimates differ from the Defense Departments? 

What are the factors behind those differences? 

2. Mr. H.b&m, your testimony and report raise questions about the projected costs 
and savings from several of DoD's closure and realignment recommendations. 

How confident are you that DoD will achieve the $1.5 billion in annual 
savings from their recommendations? 

\91 
3. Mr. H&m, GAO previously criticized DoD's decision to expend no effort 
capturing the total costs to government of BRAC recommendations. 

Please cite examples where you determined DoD might not have captured 
total costs to government in this round of recommendations. 

Do you have suggestions on how the Commission can calculate the total 
costs of DoD's recommended actions? @o~J a v 

4. Mr. l3hfa1, Secretary of Defense guidance prohibits consideration of 
environmental restoration costs in closure cost calculations. 

Did you detect any instance where this cost was included (or considered) in 
determining the cost to close? 

Did you detect instances where installations were recommended for 
closure due to unique contamination problems or restoration costs? 



(C DoD SELECTION CRITERTA 

1. Mr. anton,  written guidance for the selection process was provided by the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to the Services. 

What is GAO's opinion of the OSD guidance? 

Did you detect instances of substantial deviation from the Secretary's 
guidance by the Joint Cross Service Groups or by the Services? 

2. Mr. Hinton, military value remained the driving factor in the Secretary's 
criteria for analyzing potential closures or realignments. 

Did your review highlight any instances where economic or political -C-- p3 
considerations were placed ahead of military value in the decision process? 

w 
3. .Mr. Hinton, you suggest that the Commission "examine, from an equity 
standpoint, the Navy's exclusion of activities fiom closure and realignment 
consideration due to concerns over job losses." 

To which specific activities are you referring? 

Are you recommending that the Commission add them to the list for 
consideration? 



1. M. Hi-, the DoD decided to choose a threshold at which the E L  COY 
cumulative economic impact becomes the determining factor in removing a b- 
for consideration of closure or realignment. 

In your view, how was cumulative economic impact used in DoD's 
assessments, and what weight did economic impact have in its deliberations? 

2. m. m, the DoD substantially revised the economic "multipliers" used to 
measure the indirect and induced employment impacts of base closures in this 
round of recommendations. In general, the changes result in lower estimates. P L(.s i 0 

The DoD still maintains, however, that their methodology results in estimates of c L ~ I ~ P , ~  
"worst case" job impacts. ~ S I C W  Of- 

- w& 
Do you agree that DoD's methodology results in worst case estimates of the 

y impact on jobs? 

3. Mr. H i m ,  some of the functions on installations recommended for closure or f 
realignment are operated by contractors' employees. 

What is the appropriate way to count these j 

Have they been counted by DoD? 

Have the Services been co 



CESS CAPACITY 1 CRg- 

1. Mr. Hinkm, your opening statement noted excess Defense Department capacity 
would remain after execution of the list, particularly within the categories of depot 
maintenance and lab facilities. 

Did you find excess capacity problems were more prevalent in any one 
Service or Defense Agency? 

Do you have specific recommendations for the Commission to address 
remaining excess capacity during this round of deliberations? 

2. Mr. m, one of the specific DoD responses to your 1993 recommendations 
was the establishment of Joint Cross Service Groups in five functional areas. 
Your report for this round is still critical of the results of cross service efforts. 

In your view, why did the Cross Service Groups produce such poor results? 

3. ~~, the Medical Joint Cross Service Group provided some 16 separate 
hospital realignment and closure alternatives for Service consideration. Most of 
the Joint Group's alternatives are not among the DoD recommendations. 

/ 
/ *  r s  

What is your assessment of the quality of the Medical Joint Cross Service / bu 
Group's process and the alternatives it produced? c \ id/\ 

Did all three Services hlly research cost estimates and carehlly consider 
the Medical Group's recommendations? 

/ 

4. Mr. Hinton, one early Joint Cross Service Group decision was to separate the 
evaluation of research and development activities (Labs) fiom test and evaluation 
activities (T&E). 

What is your view on the decision to separate these functions? 

To what extent did that result in retaining excess capacity / infrastructure? 



5. Mr. H l m ,  according to the DoD closure and realignment report, the Services 
concluded that the need to preserve "core" test facilities precluded major closures, 
and that cross-servicing of T&E fhctions would not be cost effective. 

What is GAO's view on the controversy over the "core" alternatives 
suggested by the T&E Joint Cross Service Group? 

What happened in the process that resulted in Service non-responsiveness? 

6.  Mr. W, in your testimony for record, you noted an example of the Air 
Force revisiting Rome lab at the suggestion of the Lab Joint Cross Service 
- with the ultimate result of recommending closure. Your example infers the Air 
Force / DoD recommendation to close Rome Lab is valid. 

r . 
Is the inference correct? p() C@W 

dJ 

What are the factors that validate Air Forc ' c ure reco ndation prior ) l( ;$ 
to their d e t e m i n i n g i h e f u l l  

7. Mr. Hinton, the general approach to infrastructure reduction was to consolidate 
functions at selected installations to eliminate functional duplication. Such an 
approach would appear applicable with the Navy and Air Force aviation training 
programs and would support a broader "cross service" training system. 

Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider such an approach with the 
Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training program? 



1. Mr. Hintm, the GAO report concludes: "The Air Force's reco&mendations to 
realign rather than close any depot maintenance activities did not appear to be well 
thought out or adequately supported. They do not fully address the problem of 
significant excess capacity in the depot system, and it is not clear that the 
realignments will achieve indicated savings." 

Is the Air Force approach to reducing excess capacity appropriate? \ \  

Is it your recommendation that the Commission should consider the cl sure 
of Air Force depots? If so, how many? 

2. .Mr. Hinton, the Air Force has indicated that the cost to close one of their depots 
A 

would be approximately $600 million and the cost to close two would be 
approximately $1.2 billion. 

Did GAO review these estimates? Do you agree with them? 

3. Mr. Hinton, in estimating the costs to close an Air Force depot, the Air Force 
assumed that a depot closure would result in the elimination of only 7 percent of 
the positions at that depot--the rest would be realigned to the other depots. 

In your view, is this a reasonable estimate of the persomel savings that 
would be achieved fkom closure of an Air Force depot? 

4. Mr. Enton, the Air Force excluded F.E. Warren AFB, Wyoming, from 
evaluation on the rationale that DoD Force Structure requires Peacekeeper 
missiles throughout the BRAC 95 implementation period. 

GAO found no reason to question the basis for the Secretary of the Air 
Force's decision to eliminate additional installations from the analysis, because no 
significant excess capacity existed. Given that Peacekeeper drawdown will be 

QDI 
7 



well underway by the end of BRAC 95 implementation, what are your views 
the Air Force excluding F.E. Warren AFB from evaluation? ,J 0 Ll) $9 
Mr. the Air Force made a "conditional" recommendation to inactivate 
missile group at Grand Forks AFB--unless the Secretary of Defense 

determined that ABM Treaty considerations preclude the recommendation. 

What are your views on a "conditional" recommendation to the 
Commission? 

H h ,  in December 1994, GAO issued a report concerning the Newark 
B Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, which was closed by the 1993 

The report challenged the Air Force attempts to privatize the 
Center's workload in place and recommended the Secretaries of the Air Force and 
Defense reevaluate the 1993 DoD recommendation to close and challenged the Air 
Force's approach to implementing the recommendation through privatization-in- 
place. / A I P  

J ( I V  , l j i /  

wV m, what was the Air Force response to GAO's recommendation? O'i ~ " I L ( S ( V ~  .. --- 

Did GAO find that the Secretary of the Air Force and the Secretary of Defense A' ".-- 
reviewed the 1993 closure? 

H-, given that the Air Force and the Department of Defense did 
request the Commission to redirect its 1993 recommendation and given that the 
Air Force appears not to have fully investigated other approaches to the 1993 
recommendation other than privatization in place, do you believe that the 
Secretary of Defense has s u b s t m y  deviatd from the eight Selection 
the Force Structure in nnt requesting a redirect of the Newark AFB? 

/ 

7. m. Hinton, GAO reported that the initial analytical phases of the Air Force 
process were significantly influenced by preliminary estimates of base closure 
costs. Some bases were removed from initial consideration based on these 

to-close estimates? 
estimates. Specifically, which bases were taken off the list because of high cost- 

Q d C  



Ww @Mr. m, the GAO report states "the Air Force may not have considered t 

\ .  other issues regarding those facilities that are scheduled to remain at Kirtland." 

#@BWh at are the "other issues"? 

ton, the Air Force's Base Closure Executive Group deliberated and 
closures for both Active and Reserve Components. 

T What role did Reserve Compone 
realignment recommendations, especially 
Component? 

w, as you know, the services must consider DoD Force Structure 
an when making closure and realignment recommendations to this  commission,^/ 

How did the Air Force use the Force Structure Plan regarding 
Component in making its base closure and realignment recornmendat' 

L V  - 
11.m. -,the ent Re~or t  states ul 
Component bases were examined for cost effective relocations other bases. 

Can GAO confirm the accuracy of the savings, or net present value, 
gen.erated by DoD's recommendations regarding the Reserve Component? 

12. Mr. Hinton, the GAO report comments that although the Air Force initially 
indicated an excess of eight operational aircraft bases, the Service failed to close a 
single such base. The further analysis of the Air Force process seems to indicate 
that this result was due to the lack of appropriate receiver bases due to air quality 
limitations and potential overseas returns. 

Do you believe the Air Force was justified in not closing an operational 
aircraft base due to the above limitations? i lh c\L 'h ,, 

\ L A ,  



In light of the environmental and overseas return limitations, did GAO 

W calculate the actual excess capacity in the Large and Small Aircraft Categories? 

13. Mr. Hinton, GAO's report again criticizes the Air Force for not objectively D\I$ 
ranking their installations within categories but you do credit them with a more ' A  

object approach to assigning "roll-up" ratings to individual criteria for each base. 
You also criticize the Air Force for putting too much weight on closing costs in 
their installation tiering process. The GAO report, on the other hand, m l i m e n t s  
the other services for specific military value ranking procedures while noting that 
the lowest ranking bases were not always closed by those services due to closing 
cost or operational considerations. 

Isn't the Air Force method another way of applying the judgment of .. 
military leadership to a system that could be driven by statistics as opposed t x b r Y ' ~ ~  
operational considerations and cost considerations - 
factors in assessing military value? 

If the Air Force had provided 
for the record, would you have more of a tendency to support their process? 

Would you have been more inclined to su 
allowed to sit in on their balloting sessions? 

14. Mr. Hinton, the GAO report notes that the meetings of the Executive Group 
with the Secretary of the Air Force were not documented. Is it not true, however, 
that the decisions of the Secretary at those meetings, and the rationale for those 
decisions, are 



@Mr. you note in the GAO report that "citing the high cost of closure, 

w e Air Force recommended that none of its five maintenance depots be closed." 4 Elsewhere in the report, GAO comments that the proposed Kirtland AFB 
realignment fails to achieve the stated objective of reducing laboratory capacity 
and that "a significant amount" of Air Force savings from this action will be offset 
by increased Department of Energy costs--which, incidentally, will also come /' 

from the same appropriation. As you know, the Kirtland AFB realignment was 
the single most costly action proposed by the Air Force with a one time cost to 
close of $277 million, and if this recommendation had not been included, it 
appears that the Air Force could have afforded to close one of its five depots. 

Based on these observations, are you satisfied that DoD gave adequate 
consideration to the Air Force recommendations before forwarding them to the 
Commission without changes? I" 

16. Mr. Hinton, GAO's report comments on the Air Force's ongoing assessment 
of the Reese AFB community concerns on the Air Force's application of Joint 
Cross-Service Group functional value scores to military value and the Air Force's 

.I subsequent tiering results. 

Do you believe the Air Force application of a relatively narrow standard 
deviation of these scores was an appropriate method to determine criteria one ( 
color coding? 

Hi-, in your review of the Air Force's data and analysis on projected 
of total available capacity at Electronic Combat facilities (particularly 

and REDCAP missions) did you reach any specific conclusions as 
to the measurement andlor methodology the Air Force used in their projections? I 



1. Mr. Hinton, the Depot Maintenance Joint Cross Service Group suggested that 5+4 
future nuclear submarine workload requirements in the Navy could be met even / 
with the closure of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. The Navy apparently 
disagreed. 

What are GAO's views on the issue? 

Do the current recommendations result in significant excess capacity in the 
Navy's nuclear capable shipyards? 



ARMY 

1. M. Hinton, the Army's cost data concerning Fort McClellan, A .  includes 
barracks construction expenditures at Fort Leonard Wood, MO to accommodate 
joint-service training, and costs at other bases to move basic training out of Fort 
Leonard Wood. None of these moves (or costs) is required by the Army's 
realignment recommendation. 

What is your opinion regarding these specific costs in Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA), and the inclusion of discretionary costs in 
general? 

What is GAO's view of paying for discretionary moves from base closure 
funds? 

2. .Mr. Hinton, your report notes: "The Army's stationing strategy seems to 
suggest that only one base is needed in Alaska to support one maneuver brigade 
and support forces. Initial Army studies show that keeping Fort Wainwright ope/-* 
was the better choice and that Fort Richardson would therefore be the best 
candidate for closure." 

You go on to note: "the Army later decided that due to strategic I 

requirements in the Pacific and high closure costs, Fort Richardson would remain 
open." 

Do you agree with the Army's conclusion that two maneuver installations 
are needed in Alaska under current stationing plans? 

3. Mr. W, the Army recommended realigning or closing several installations 
that primarily provide family housing (Price Support Center, Fort Totten, Fort 
Hamilton, Fort Buchanan, and Army Garrison - Selfiidge). In a March 1995 
interview, Defense Secretary Perry stated housing is a major problem within DoD. 

In view of the Secretary's comments, are the Army's recommendations 
justified 

13 



4. Mr., the Army recommended consolidating the Baltimore and St. Louis 
Publications Centers at St. Louis. The Commission's initial analysis indicates 
possible greater savings by a cross-Service consolidation of all DoD publications 
centers. 

What are your views on this issue? 

5. Mr. Hinton, in 1993, GAO was critical of the Defense Department for 
removing Fort Monroe, VA &om the Army's closure list because of uncertainty , 
over environmental clean-up costs. Subsequently, the Army completed a 

b& / 
restoration cost study. The Army's 1995 list does not include Fort Monroe. 

Did GAO review the reasons for excluding Fort Monroe fi-om this round? 



COST OF BASE REUGNMENT ACTU)NS (COBRQ 

1. Mr. Hinhm, in the 1993 GAO report on DoD's base closure process, you noted 
several differences in the way the various services employed the Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) model. 

Did GAO discover any significant differences between the services' 
application of COBRA in this year's process? 

[&6\ 



FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT 

1. Mr. Hinton, in October 1994 Business Executives for National Security A 

(BENS) issued a report, "Uncovering the Shell Game," contending ".. .ofthe 6? /' 

bases the President, Congress and the Pentagon have agreed to shut down this far, 
over one-third never closed or have quietly reopened under a new name or 
function." 

Did your review of the 1995 (or previous years) DoD process detect 
instances that lend substance to the BENS' allegation? If so, please amplify. I 

hobdl vZ( 4 3dfiuzw b b  -3 f14& r-d h dTu' 

2. Mr. HintPn, Secretary Perry defended his Department's decision to place 12 ?) ()(u,d 
new Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) offices on bases previously ./ 
slated to close as a result of prior base closure rounds. 

--- 
_xC 

What is GAO's position on DoD' ision? 



CLOSING QUESTIONS 

1. Mr. Hinton, the Secretary of Defense's recommendations total 146 actions 
across the Services and several Defense Agencies. Your statement highlighted 
areas where you retain unresolved questions about the Military Departments' 
selection process. 

Do you have any additional installations you recommend for the 
Commission's consideration? 

2. Mr. Hinton, thank you for your comments on the need for a future process 
assisting Defense efforts to reduce unneeded infrastructure. The Commission 
plans to make recommendations on such a process after this 1995 round is 
completed. 

Do you have any specific suggestions in this area for us to consider? 



TIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN RICHARD GEPHARDT 

1. The General Accounting Office report states that the Army "did not fully 
adhere to its regular process for installations in assessing military value when 
recommending ... leased facilities for closure." It specifically notes that the " Army 
did not prepare installation assessments for leased facilities." 

Is it true the Army's installation assessment consisted of an evaluation 
based on the four DoD military value criteria? 

If so, were leased facilities therefore excluded from an evaluation based on 
these four criteria? 

It is true that the base closure law requires the Army to make closure 
recommendations on the basis of the DoD criteria? 

.1 2. In response to a question by the Commission, the Army stated its leaders 
considered the military value of the Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM) in 
their deliberations. The community in which ATCOM is located contends that no 
such consideration occurred. 

Did the General Accounting Office find any evidence that the Army's 
leaders considered the specific military value of ATCOM in their deliberations? 

3. Is it legitimate for the Army to claim that vacating leased facilities owned by 
the General Services Administration will result in a savings to the government? 
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Alan Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1 200 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to request that the following issues with regard to the Navy's process 
and recommendations in targeting NAS South Weymouth for closure be raised at 
next week's BRAC hearing with the Government Accounting Office (GAO). 

In recommending NAS South Weymouth for closure, the Navy apparently 
overlooked two facilities (NAS Atlanta and NAS Fort Worth) with a lower "milifary 
value," according to the Navy's own criteria. 

In the case of NAS Atlanta -- which is significantly lower in military value than 
South Weymouth and was initially considered for closure -- the Navy has argued 
that the area is "rich in  demographics" and should remain open. Yet the Navy's 
own Military Value Matrix for Reserve Air Stations rates NAS Atlanta and NAS 
South Weymouth first in demographics. 

In its 1993 report to  the BRAC, the GAO identified a "problem" with the Navy's 
process in instances when "a base was recommended for closure, even though its 
military value was rated higher than bases that remained open." I see no reason 
that these concerns would not be relevant to  the Navy in 1995. While the GAO's 
1995 report describes the Navy's recommendations as "generally sound," does the 
GAO continue to view the Navy's disregard for military value -- particularly in the 
case of NAS South Weymouth -- as a problem in its decision-making process? 

Again, I respectfully request that the BRAC direct the GAO to respond to this issue 
during next week's hearing. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



Congress of  Qe EIniteb States 

Aprii 13, 1995 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Defense Base Closure and Xealignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 . 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 
r 

We are vriciag to you regarding the upcoming testimony of the 
General Accounting Office on Monday April 17, 1995. Given your 
March 24 visit to the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT) 
and the questions which we have shared with you about the 

i recommendation to close DDMT, we request that you consider asking 
the following questions of t h e  GAO witnesses at :he Monday 
hearing: 

Question # I :  

The Department of Defense and Defense Logistics Agency 
created a 1,000 point ranking system to evaluate its 
distribution depots. Within this 1,000 point system, only 20 
points related to a depot's transportation capabilities. 
Does the GAO believe it was appropriate to allocate only 2 
percent of the evaluation of a distribution depot to the 
issue of cransporta tion capabilities? 

How can the GAO validate DLA's procedures when the 
installation military value rankings placed zhe oldest depot 
with t h e  highest real property maintenance as the top 
installation? Shouldn't this result have sent a red flag to 
the GnO that mission scope was skewing the military value 
analysis? 
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Comrniasioner S. Lee Kling 
April 13, 1995 

Question #3 

Did the M G  analyze 903's ?rscess of selecting DLA depots 
for closure t h a t  are collocated with o t h e r  service branch 
bases? 

Agaia, we appreciate t h e  time rha: you have devoted r o  our 
constituents and the base closure arocess and your consideratior 
of this request. 

Member of Canaresn 
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SECRETARY O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON 

MAY 2 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I was concerned to hear of both the content and temper of the remarks by the General 
Accounting Office during the Commission hearing on April 17th. Although some of the technical 
points raised by the GAO in their report are valid, it appears they have overstated their case. I do 
not wish to offer a point-by-point rebuttal, but I will offer some general observations about the 
GAO assessment. 

Contrary to the repeated assertions of GAO officials, the Air Force process, deliberations, 
and rationale are very well documented. First, minutes of the Base Closure Executive Group 
capture not only its deliberations, but also a synopsis of my decisions and my rationale. 

The GAO's assertion of a lack of documentation relates to the voting of the Executive 
Group members on the placement of bases into tiers within categories. This tiering process 
follows a very detailed analysis of each base within a category using a combination of 
mathematical and statistical calculations. Specific measures or statistical analyses were applied to 
a large number of subelements under five (Criteria I, TI[, El, VII, and VIII) of the eight DoD 
criteria and then rolled up mathematically to a single grade for each criterion using specific 
weights or standard deviation methodology. In addition, for each base within a category 
mathematical calculations were used to establish the financial aspects and economic impact under 
Cd2ria W :  V, and VI, Using this information, the thirteen individual members of the Executive 
Group, representing years of experience in a wide range of functional areas, applied their 
judgment in voting. This tiering is not, of course, the end of analysis, but the beginning, as it 
serves to focus detailed analysis of individual bases. While the GAO prefers a mathematical 
ranking of bases, it recognizes the importance of applying military judgment to that ranking. This 
is exactly what the Air Force did. 

The other deficiencies noted by the GAO related to Kirtland AFl3 and the depot down- 
sizing recommendation are, as you know, being addressed with your staff. I understand that your 
staff was provided updated information on the Technical Repair Center consolidations. Our site 
survey teams are refining the cost data, and this refined information will be provided as soon as 
our internal process is complete. 



It is my fm conviction that the Air Force process is sound, fair, and well-documented. I 
and my staff are ready to provide any information needed to support your important review. 

Sincerely, 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: 960424- 13 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Following our testimony before your Commission on April 17, 1996, you requested 

that we respond to numerous additional questions perta;lrung 
. . to the base 

realignment and dosure process. Enclosed are our answers to those questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Henry L. Hinton, 6. 
Assistant Comptroller General 

Enclosure 



COSTS 

Question: GAO previously criticized DOD's decision to expend no 
effort capturing the total costs to government of BRAC 
recommendations. You cited the exanple of Kirtland AFB where DOD 
might not have capcured total costs. Please provide your estimate 
of the costs to the U.S. Government for the DOD proposal to realign 
Kirtland X93. 

-Answer: Tke Air 7orce's ongoing ra,assessments do not allow us to 
give such an estimate. Zowever, availablt infomation ixdicates 
that the Air Force's iaitial estimate of $52 million a year in 
recurring savings is overstated from a government-wide cost 
perspective. This is because the Air Force did not reflect between 
approximately $18 and $31 million in annual operating costs 
identified in subsequent Air Force and Department of Energy (DOE) 
studies identifying the costs required to support a DOE cantonment 
at Kirtland. The above variance results from DOE'S assumption that 
it must independently establish base support operations for its 
catonment while the Air Force study indicated a lower estimate of 
incremental Air Force cost to support DOE as part of the planned 
remaining active Air Force cantonment under a host-tenant 
relationship. 

~dditionally, the Air Force now recognizes that it overstated 
personnel savings by 179 personnel which we calculate overstated 
savings by about $7 million using average Air Force salary factors. 
However, the Air Force has not yet recognized increased salary w costs of about $6 million that could be required if Kirtland 
transitioned to a largely civilian operated facility. These latter 
costs are based on our review of  hilli ips Laboratory and Kirtland 
Underground Munitions Storage Complex analyses. Further, the Air 
Force's one-time cost estimate of $278 million for the realignment 
could increase significantly, including between $18 and $64 million 
in estimated one-time DOE costs depending on the host-tenant 
relationship, and $227 million in DOD construction costs depending 
on the final results of Air Force site surveys and reviews. Air 
Force officials cautioned that both their initial cost and savings 
estimates, and the revised site survey data, are subject to on- 
going reviews, refinement, and consideration of other options that 
will continue for some time. 

DOD SELECTION CRITERIA 

Question 1: Written guidance for the selection process was 
provided by the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to the 
seLvices. What is GAO's opinion of the OSD guidance? Did you 
det~ct instances of substantial deviation from the Secretary's 
gul2ance by che Joizc Cross Ser~ice Groups or by the Services? 

Answer: Our report noted some areas where there were 

w 1 



inconsistencies in some servicese application of policy guidance or 
established processes, such as the Navy's action in applying 
economic impact criteria. More generally, however, we found that w DOD components and cross-service groups adhered to OSD guidance and 
their internal decision-making processes. We recognize, however, 
thac under law, the dett-rnination of "substaztial devLaticnl' Is 
committed solely to che Commissicn's discretion. 

OS2 gcizance provided an irnporzacz ErairnewcrX for 33AC decision- 
maki~g by the services. At the szTe ziine, is was sufficiently 
broad that it pe,?nitced the compcnencs to eszablish decision-making 
prscessss unique to their indi-~i&=;al organizations. -Li ixportant 
element of consistency between BRXC rounds rssulted from ZOD's 
decision to retain the same eight selection criteria in BRAC 1995 
as it used in both the 1991 and 1993 rounds. LYUch of the guidance 
OSD issued for BRAC 1995 was similar to that issued for BRAC 1993. 
In general, this guidance has improved with each BRAC round. The 
Joint Cross-Service Groups were new in BRAC 1995, and OSD guidance 
pertaining to them likewise was also new. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

guestion 1: Some of the functions on installations recommended for 
closure or realignment are operated by contractors' employees. 
When we asked what is the appropriate way to count these job 
losses, you offered to provide a response. 2lease provide your 

V answer. 

Answer: The portion of overhead costs (base operating support) 
attributable to contractor or non-appropriated fund employees is 
included in COBRA for BRAC 1995; that cost was not included in 
COBRA in prior BRAC rounds. Also, on-base contractors (those in 
support of a base's mission) are counted in the economic impact 
database in a manner similar to civilian employees. They are 
included in the calculation with multipliers for civilians. Sub- 
contractors were considered as part of indirect impact as were off- 
base contractors. This approach makes sense from a consistency 
standpoint, since it is similar to the manner in which military and 
civilian employees are counted. 

EXCESS CAPACITY/CROSS SERVICE 

Question 1: When discussing Joint Cross-Service Group 
recommendations, Commissioner Rling addressed the subject of GAO's 
review of Wilford Hall and excess capacity in the San Antonio, TX 
area. 30 you agree with the Air Zorce's decision not to downsize 
Wilford Hall Medical Center? Do you Selieve the issue of excess 
hospital bed capacity (both ailita~y =ad civilian) in the San 
-tonio area warrants further study? 



Answer: As we stated in our report,' a crucial task facing the 
Cocgress and DOD as they plan for the future of the military health 
services system is reaching agreement on the size and structure of 
the medical force needed to meet wartime requirements. Also, as we 
have noted, several key variables that sreatlv affect the wartime - - - 
demand for medical care are still a matter of debate, naking it 
difficult to prestrike the excent of additional infrastructure 
reductions that could or should 5e cxiiertaken at this :he. 
Further stu2y cf sxcess hospizal bed capacicy is certainly 
warranted as requirements become more clsarly defined. Scwever, at 
this time, we have not studied, nor are we able to definitively 
establish within the short time remaining in the 1995 3RAC process, 
the amount of military and civilian excess hospical bed capacity in 
the San .Antonio, Texas area. 

Ouestion 2: Mr. Kling also discussed the number of small, close- 
proximity military hospitals around the country. Do you believe 
the DOD aissed opportunities to close, realign, or consolidate 
services at small military hospitals? 

Answer: As discussed in question one above, until DOD resolves the 
requirements issue, conclusive answers are not possible. However, 
DOD still has the opportunity to close, realign, or consolidate 
services at small hospitals outside of the BRAC process. Many 
hospitals or the realignment of some larger facilities would fall 
below the current BRAC threshold of authorized civilian positions. 

w 
Question 3: One early Joint Cross-Service Group decision was to 
separate the evaluation of research and development activities 
(Labs) from test and evaluation (T&E) activities. What is your 
view on the decision to separate these functions? To what extent 
did that result in retaining excess capacity/infrastructure? 

Answer: If there are further BRAC rounds these two functions 
should not be separated. One of the problems DOD officials 
identified in this area was the separation of test and evaluation 
and laboratory functions between two cross-service groups. This 
created artificial barriers around the functions and facilities 
that each group could consider. While it would appear that this 
was a contributing factor affecting the retention of excess 
capacity/infrastructure in this area, sufficient data is not 
available to accurately quantify its impact. 

'~iiizarr 3ases: Ualvsis of COD'S 1995 ?rr,cess acd 
Recommendations for Closure and Realianment (GAO/NSIAD-95-133, Apr. 
14, 1995). 
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Ouestion 4: According to the DOD closure and realignment report, 
the services concluded that the need to preserve "core" test 
facilities precluded major closures, and that cross-servicing of w T&E functions would not be cost effective. What is GAO' s view on 
the controversy over the "core" alternatives suggested 3y the T&E 
Joint Cross-Service Group? What happened in the process that 
resulted in service non-responsLveness? 

,-swer: 3ecause the ser-~lces did not completsly analy=e the core 
set of alternatives developed by the chairpersons of Eke cross- 
service group for csst and evaluation, we suggest thac rhe 
Commission have the services complete detailed analyses, incli~ding 
cost analyses, of these alternatives for its consideracion. Since 
the cross-service group identified a large amount of excess 
ca~acity and analyzed certified data collected within the 3RAC 
process, the Commission may find it useful to know if the core 
alternatives were feasible and cost-effective options. 

Ouestion 5: Commissioner J.B. Davis asked Mr. Holman to define 
GAC's recommendation for the Commission to review the DOD 
recommendation on Letterkenny Army Depot. The GAO report expresses 
concerns that the BRAC 95 recommendation represents a change to the 
BRAC 93 decision consolidating tactical missile maintenance. What 
is the impact of the separation of missile disassembly/storage at 
Letterkenny, guidance systems at Tobyhanna, and ground support 
equipment (including trucks and trailers) at Anniston? Do the Army 
assumptions and associated costs for the Letterkenny recommendation 
appear to support the recommendation? Are there additional costs 
associated with the Letterlce~y recommendation? What is the impact 
of these costs on the ROI? 

Answer: As we indicated in our report, we identified about $3 to 
$5 million in additional costs to implement the realignment than 
indicated by the Army. We are also aware, as we indicated in our 
testimony, that the Army is currently developing an implementation 
plan for the realignment. The process of developing this plan 
should identify any operational impacts and impediments to its 
implementation, as well as additional costs. For that reason, we 
suggest that the Commission obtain a briefing on the implementation 
plan and updated cost data from the Army in the late May or early 
June 1995 timeframe to more completely assess the operational and 
cost factors and the impact on the Ariny's projected return on 
investment. Until this information is provided, the feasibility of 
the maintenance concept and cost implications cannot be fully 
determined. 

Ouestion I: T3e ;L-my's cost data concerning Tort YcClsllan, 
Alabama includes barracks construction expenditures at Fort Leonard 
Wood, XO to accommodate joint-service training, and costs at other 



bases to move basic training out of Fort Leonard Wood. None of 
these moves (or costs) is required by the Army's realignment 
recommendation. Please review Fort McClellan's Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) analysis and provide your opinion on 
tke inclusion of discretionar- costs. 

Answer: According to an Arrny official, the Inter-Service Training 
Review Organization (IT3O) aocstructicn incl~ded i 2  3 i s  
recommendation is xecessary Because ITRO persorxel are currently 
housed in permanent party faciiities alanned for xse  by incoming 
Fort McClellan personnel. According to the Army, tke ITRO 
personne; in question should be housed in trainee barracks which 
are less costly to renovate to required standard. To ensure that 
both permanent party and trainee personnel are in adequate 
facilities, ITRO personnel are expected to occupy renovated trainee 
barracks. An Army official told us that there is some indication 
that the construction costs may have been overestimated. However, 
the Army is currently reviewing this situation and has indicated 
that appropriate adjustments will be made as needed. 

Also, an Army official told us that they included discretionary 
moves in the COBRA submitted to the Commission because they 
believed that this provided a more accurate picture of the cost of 
executing this recommendation. However, this official also 
indicated that the Army's Training and Doctrine Command may 
determine that there is a better way of breaking out student loads 
during the execution phase. A number of options are currently 
being explored as part of the implementation phase. Options which 
may develop from implementation planning could warrant revising 
COBRA analyses at a later date.   ow ever, the Army believes that at 
present the current COBRA analysis provides the most viable 
analysis. 

Question 2: Chairman Dixon noted concerns over Army 
recommendations that dealt primarily with closing family housing 
areas, especially in view of recent SecDef comments on housing 
inadequacies. At issue is the cost to upgrade and maintain family 
housing versus the cost and availability- of suitable housing on the 
local economy. Please provide the Commission with GAO's analyses 
of the cost alternatives regarding the Army's recommendations to 
close family housing at Price Support Center, Fort Totten, Fort 
Buchanan, Army Garrison-Selfridge, and Dugway's FJlglish Village 
Housing Area. 

Answer: This issue was not covered in the scope of our review. 
However, based on inquiries made since the April 17, 1995 hearing, 
we .noted the following. The family housing in ques~ion is located 
on what the A,my considers to 5e installations that are of low - .  -.-; - military value and tha-, it 20 longer requiras. ,,,A-,ai A m y  
studies showed that these facilities can be closed at savings to 
the Lry. Subsequently, the issue was raised regarding non-A,my 



personnel who reside in the family housing in question. The cost 
impact of such personnel was not included in some of the Army's 
original COBRA data. The Army has now adjusted its COBRA analysis w to include increased BAQ/F? for those personnel which will be 
forced to relocate on the local economy. The effect of this was 
that B A Q / W  recurring costs were increased by $4.2 million. There 
was no chmge in the return on investment years as a result of the 
increased costs. 

Housing is currently an area of major coxern in the Departnent of 
Defense. In recent congressional testimony, the Decuty Assistant 
Secretary of Cefense (Installations) said that 12 gercent of 
military families living in civilian communities are in substandard 
housing. One reason cited for this is cost. Families who live off 
base receive about 21 percent less in allowances than they pay on 
the average for their housing. Families in government housing do 
not have this additional expense. On the other hand, the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary pointed out that there are also serious 
problems with government owned housing. The inventory is aging-- 
average age of military housing is 33 years--and about 250,000 
unsuitable houses need to be fixed up or closed. 

The Deputy Assistant Secretary went on to say that DOD is 
collaborating with the services to develop and use both private 
capital and private sector management techniques to meet the 
Department's housing requirements. They are looking at such things 
as joint public/private housing ventures and sale/lease-back 
arrangements . 

In view of the above statements, we believe it would be appropriate 
for the Commission to request DOD to explain how its BRAC 
recommendations affecting the Army's military family housing fit 
into overall concerns about and plans for addressing family housing 
needs. 

Ouestion 3: The Army recommended consolidating its Baltimore and 
St. Louis Publications Center at St. Louis. Please examine the 
possibility of consolidating &I- DOD publications centers, and 
provide the results of your examination to the Commission. 

Answer: Such an examination is not possible in the timeframe 
available. However, information available within DOD indicates the 
following. A 1994 DOD-wide Business Process Reengineering Task 
Force recommended that a study be undertaken to determine the best 
alt~rnative for carrying out the missions of the services' and 
Defsnse Logistics Agency's publication distribution centers--there 
are 18 such centers. The DOD study, which is ewected to take 
eight months to complete, is expected to Segin in late 1995. It is 
ewected to examine the consolidation potential and cke impact of 
long-tern alternatives such as electronic forms creation. Adoption 
of an eleczronic foms alternative could radically change the 



business process for publications management from storing paper in 
warehouses to storing digital files in data centers and thus create 
the potential for increased infrastructure reductions in the 
future. 

The Army recommended the closure of its Saltimore Pi~blication 
Center because, in its estimation, it is no longer needed, and it 
could no longer afford two separate distribution zenctrs. In view 
of the upcoming study, and potzntial changes, Amy officials 
continue to express the view that closure of the 3altimore 
Publication Center is a sound decision and will not adversely 
impact any future DOD consolidations. The Army believes that as 
DOE continues to downsize and as the publication sanagement process 
further changes, the demand for storage space will continue to 
significantly decrease. Our work on other storage capacity issues 
shows that space reduction can be achieved by using compact discs. 
(See Space O~erations: Archivina S~ace Science Data Needs Further 
Manaaement Im~rovements (GAO/NSIAD-94-25, Dec. 9, 1 9 9 3 . )  

Question 4: In discussion with Commissioner Cornella, you noted 
GAO was aware that Fort Indiantown Gap, PA community groups had 
submitted alternate cost data challenging Service estimates. 
Please provide your analysis of new COBRA data provided by the 
community on Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Answer: The Fort Indiantown Gap community raised several concerns 
about the accuracy and reasonableness of the Army's cost data. We 21 analyzed each of the concerns including average annual civilian 
salary expenses, base operating support costs, operating funds and 
real property that will remain at Fort Indiantown Gap to support a 
National Guard enclave, and travel costs to satisfy National Guard 
training requirements. As part of our analysis, we also reran the 
COBRA using the community's cost estimates. 

Based on data available at this time, we believe that the A r m y ' s  
recommendation to close Fort Indiantown Gap continues to project a 
significant cost savings. We found no indication that the Army 
deviated from its standard data sources and methodologies to 
project the savings that would result from this closing action. We 
were not able to validate the cost estimates cited by the 
community; however, for purposes of making a sensitivity 
assessment, we employed their figures in a COBRA run to assess 
their impact. We found that if the community's cost estimates were 
valid, the return on investment (ROI) associated with closing Fort 
Indiantown Gap would remain approximately one ye=; the net present 
value over 20 years would decrease from $281.5 million to $ 9 0 . 6  
million. However, discussions remain ongoing between Army and Fort 
Indiantown Gap officials to rsconcile differences in their cost 
daca. 



Question 5: The GAO report cites errors found in the data 
supporting recommendations on ammunition storage depots. In your 
view, would correction of the errors justify changing the Army's w recommendations for closure of ammunition storage installations? 

Answer: As indicated in our report, we performed some sensitivity 
tests on the ammunition storage installation data. We basically 
used lower data amounts from the 1993 BRAC round and found that 
those tests did not materially change the relative rankings of the 
facilitiss. However, we ca-mot conclusively say that the rankings 
would not change without knowing the results of applying correct 
data for these facilities. 

Question 6: The General Semites Administration has stated that 
the Army's recommendation to disestablish the Aviation-Troop 
Support Command and relocate its functions to four different 
locations will result in a potential increase in Federal facilities 
costs of over $130 million in a 10-year period. Does GAO agree 
with GSA's contention? Please provide your rationale. 

Answer: GSA has stated that the Federal Government would incur 
significant costs if ATCOM1s missions are shifted to other Army 
locations. Some of these costs are already recognized by the m y  
and reflected in its COBRA analyses. For example, COBRA does 
contain about $59 million in military construction costs, most at 
Redstone Arsenal, that would be required to implement the 
realignment. The Army's COBRA assessment for this zealignment also 
recognizes additional facility base operating costs of $11 million 
at the new locations, compared to $7-6 million for the current GSA 
lease. Other costs cited by GSA are not included in the Army's 
COBRA analyses. For example, GSA suggests that an additional $10 
million will be required to move the remaining tenants at the ATCOM 
site after the realignment. We have not validated that estimate 
but have assessed its impact on the Army's projected 20-year net 
present value (NPV) from the realignment; we found that it 
decreased the 20-year NPV by $9 million and increased the return on 
investment (ROI) period from 3 to 4 years. 

GSA has suggested that tenants that remained at the GSA facility in 
St. Louis could incur an additional recurring annual rental cost of 
$3 million since overhead costs will continue to be allocated among 
the tenants who remained at the facility. It is not known whether 
the remaining tenants would absorb such an increase or decide to 
relocate elsewhere. 

While facilities costs are important, a more significant factor 
affecting the &my's projected costs and savings from this 
realignment involves personnel costs. Under the R-;nyls COBRq 
analysis, a significan~ portion of the projectsd cost savings are 
derived from reduced personnel costs resulting from the 
realignment. By collocating aviation and troop support commodity 



functions with their research and development/testing functions, 
the Army estimates that siqnificant personnel reductions will occur 
and are-expected to more than offset- the costs associated with w implementing the recommendation. 

-: Please provide for the record the work SAO has done 
studying options available to the Navy to maintain attack submarine 
force structure levels. 

Answer: Recent GAO studies have examined this topic. (See Attack 
Submarines: Alternatives for a More Affordable SSN Force Structure 
(GAO/NSIAD-95-16, Oct. 13, 1994) and N a w  Shi~buildina Proarams: 
Nuclear Attack Submarine Reauirements (GAO/T-NSIAD-95-120, Mar. 16, 
1995). Several options for maintaining attack submarine forces 
were presented in these reports. Most of these options involve 
ca.cellation of construction of SSN-23, the third boat in the 
Seawolf class, or deferment of construction on a less expensive 
follow-on submarine. We are on record as questioning continuation 
of the Seawolf program in its current form on fiscal grounds and 
have disagreed with Navy concerns about losing the submarine 
industrial base, should further SSN construction be deferred. 

We are much less certain about an assessment of the submarine 
threat and subsequent future SSN force structure requirements. The 
Navy has stated that the continuing improvement in Russian attack 
submarines represents a capability it must be prepared to counter. 
In addition, the threat posed by increasingly capable Third World 
diesel-electric submarines is viewed by the Navy-as an important 
consideration in continuing to improve US SSNs. 

AIR FORCE 

Ouestion 1: The Air Force made a "conditional" recommendation to 
inactivate the missile group at Grand Forks AFB--unless the 
Secretary of Defense determined that ABM Treaty considerations 
preclude the recommendation. What are your views on a 
"conditionalm recommendation to the Commission? 

Answer: The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended, does not address "conditional" recommendations such as 
this one. The Secretary's recommendations must be based on the 
final criteria and the force-structure plan, and that evaluation 
appears to have been done here for both bases. The outcome of that 
evaluation indicates that Grand Forks was the preferred base for 
realigment except for the complicating factor of treaty 
considerations. 



Question 2: In December 1994, GAO issued a report concerning the 
Newark M B  Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, which was 
closed by the 1993 Commission. The report challenged the Air Force 
attempts to privatize the Centsr's workload in glace and 
recommended the Secretaries of the Air Force and Cefense reevaluate 
the i393 DGD recommendation to close and challezged the Air Force's 
approach to inplementing the recommendatioc through privatization- 
in-place. Given that ?he Air 'grce and the Degartne~t 3f Defense 
did not requesz che Commission zo  redirect its 1993 recommendation 
and given that +' ~ n e  Air Zorce appears not to have f - ~ i l : ~  investigated 
other approaches to the 1993 recommendation other chan 
grlvatization in place, do you believe that the Secretary of 
Defense has substantiall./ deviated from the eight selection 
criteria or the force structure in not requesting a redirect of the 
Newark -WB? Do you believe tke Commission should revise the 1993 
recommendation to close Newark AFB? 

Answer: While the Commission can make changes to a recommendation 
of the Secretary of Defense upon a determination of "substantial 
deviation" from the final criteria and force structure alan 
(section 2903 (el (2) (B) ) , there is a question of whether there can 
be a "substantial deviation" determination where, as here, no 
Secretarial recommendation is made and what is at issue is the 
recommendation of a prior BRAC Commission. In any event, the 
determination of "substantial deviationn is committed solely to the 
Commission's discretion. Consequently, GAO has not developed 
standards for such a determination and is not in a ~osition to - - - 

express an opinion at this time on what constitutes a "substantial 
deviation." 

In light of the matters raised in our report on Newark AFB, we 
believe the Secretaries of the ~ i r  Force and Defense should have 
recommended Commission reconsideration of the 1993 Newark AFB 
closure. 

guestion 3: The GAO report states "the Air Force may not have 
considered other issues regarding those facilities that are 
scheduled to remain at Rirtland." What are the "other issuesn? 

Answer: The other issues deal with whether the Air Force gave 
adequate consideration to sensitive security and operational 
matters for the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex. 
There are issues related to perimeter security; the provision of 
security personnel, either military or civilian; and the adequate 
and timely provision for backup alert persorinel in the event of an 
emergency. Additionally, there are indications that conversion of 
the facility largely to a civilian operation could make it subject 
to more stringent and costly Occupatiocal Safety and Xealth Act 
(OSHA) provisions than are currently encountered by the military 
operation. 



Question 4: The Air Force's Base Closure ~xecutive Group 
deliberated and voted on base closures for both ~ctive and Reserve 
Components. Please assess the impact of changing base ownership 
from the Acti'ie Component to the Reserve Comporent . 

Answer: Changing base ownershir, from ztctive tc reserve componects 
may result in overall savings to the active component. However, it - w;li result in the shiftizg of some bass operzzizg costs to the 
r2serve component; tLe anouct wculd depsnd upor, u he size of ~ h e  
cantorneni area. Sixce 1988, 3F-AC recornmendaciocs haT7e cocverted 
portions of at least 5 actl-re-dut:~ Air Torte bases to rlserve 
component bases. These conversions generally consist of closing 
most of the base and leaving an existing reserve component unit in 
cantonment. Therefore, while some operating costs remain, the 
overall cost of operating the remaining portions of the bases 
should decrease in line with the smaller cantonment areas. 

Question 5: The Services must consider the DOD Force Structure 
Plan when making closure and realignment recommendations to this 
Commission. How did the Air Force use the Force Structure Plan 
regarding the Reserve Components in making its base closure and 
realignment recommendations? 

Answer: Based on our review of minutes of the Air Force Base 
Closure Executive Group's meetings, it appears that the Executive 
Group considered, to some extent, the force structure plan during 
its deliberations regarding the Air Force Reserve. Documentation 
is less clear regarding the Air Guard where the minutes indicate 
that primary consideration focused on achieving cost saving 
opportunities. 

Ouestion 6: In discussion with Commissioner Steele, Mr. Hinton 
noted that a final study of the Air Force's scoring of selection 
criteria number 1 regarding Reese AFB has just been completed. 
Please provide GAO's analysis of your review of the Air Force's - .  - - 
tlnal study. 

Answer: This assessment of criteria 1 was predicated on community 
concerns raised concerning the Air Force's evaluation of Reese. We 
discussed the community concerns with cognizant Air Force 
officials. Particular emphasis was given to criterion 1 (mission 
requirements) since it snowed the greatest differentiation among 
the Air Force bases. The community had pointed out what it 
considered to be errors in the Air Force's scoring in the 
measurements of mission requirements such as airspace, weather, and 
airfield pavement. 

We noted that the Air Force has addressed the issues raised by the 
community and that changes were made to the functional values where 
appropriate. For example, the community pointed out data call 
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differences between Air Force and Joint Cross-Service Group ( J C S G )  
measurements of available airspace. However, Air Force officials 
indicated that their data base was not used; instead they opted to w use cross-service group functional values as the basis for 
criterion 1 scores. However, some of Reese 's  areas wit5 11,300 
feet of altitude were credited witk 9,000 feet due to transcribing - .  
errors. The Air Force also agrsea with th2 comrnu~iry's rrzding - .  tkaz ?.eese should r3ceiTre creel: fcr two additicr,al azsas and for 
havlns an alert arsa. The - 4 . i ~  ?arc? srovided daza shcwins _hat the 
net ictal tffect of making ihese airspace correciions woulZ 
increase Teese's functional value by only about 0.08 point. 

We also noted that some of the community issues came from =on- 
certified data or data otherwise not part of the Air Force's SRAC 
precess. For example, the community questioned why Reese fsll from 
being the Air Force's "second highest ranked UPT base" during BRAC 
1991 to the lowest ranked UPT base in BRAC 1995. ..4n Air Force 
official told us that they did not rank these bases as part of 
their 3-C process in 1991 or 1995. 

The Air Force has concluded that the net effect of incorporating 
the community's valid points would only increase Reese's average 
functional score by less than 1.5 percent and would have no impact 
on its recommendation to close Reese AFB. Based on available 
information, the Air Force's actions in addressing the issues in 
question appear reasonable. 

).I Question 7: GAO reviewed the Air Force's data and analysis on 
projected workloads of total available capacity at Electronic 
Combat facilities (particularly the AFEWES and REDCAP missions). 
Do you agree with the Air Force recommendation to disestablish 
these two facilities? 

Answer: Neither of these facilities were originally considered by 
the Air Force in its own BRAC review process because they did not 
meet the DOD BRAC threshold of 300 authorized civilian personnel. 
The Air Force considered them for disestablishment because they 
were suggested to them as alternatives by the Test and Evaluation 
Cross-Senrice Group. Available information indicates that REDCAP 
consists of government-owned equipment located in a contractor 
facility and AFEWES is a government-owned/contractor-operated 
facility. The cross-service group reported that realigning both of 
these facilities to other bases met its policy imperative of 
migrating workload to core activities. The cross-service group 
found that the future projected workload at each of these two 
facilities was less than 30 percent of facility capacity. The 
cross-service group's analysis shows that disestablishing these two 
facilities will eliminate nearly all identified excess capacity in 
one zest category. 



The Air Force's recommendation was to relocate the facilities' 
unique workloads to existinq facilities at Edwazds -3, California. 
It indicated that the remaining workloads are duplicated elsewhere w and are not leeded. 3ascd on available dccumecza~ion, we found no 
information to scggest that these were zot viable reccmmecdations. 

DEFZNSE SCCISTICS >-CZNCTT 

Question: Congrsssnan Xobert aorski, ?A, reqeszed that the 
Commission rsview the DOD reccmmendation s3 diszs~ablish :he 
Defense Industrial Supply Cen~tr (DISC) based OE 5 s  belisf that: 
(I) there were significant cost omissions in the COB= for DISC, 
including the cost of transferring items and the cost of delaying 
the BRAC 93 realignment of the Defense Personnel Support Center to 
the Aviation Supply Office compound; and (2) the methodology used 
to determine the amount of positions that would be eliminated under 
various ICP scenarios, which is the basis for tke preponderance of 
savings, is patently illogical and contradicts common sense. What 
are your views on the disestablishment of DISC? 'What is your 
assessment of Congressman Borski's contentions? 

Answer: We are unable to comment on whether every item should be 
moved or not, and what the associated costs are likely to be. 
However, it is our view that to the extent the movements occur as a 
direct result of the BRAC recommendation, we believe they should be 
accounted for in DLA1s analysis. In addition, we also believe that 
some costs associated with delaying the BRAC 1993 realignment of 
DPSC to the AS0 compound in North Philadelphia should have been 
captured in DLA1s analysis. Unfortunately, a precise determination 
of these costs is difficult to determine at this time. However, we 
performed a sensitivity analysis to broadly assess the potential 
impact of these costs on DLA's recommendation. We found that 
capturing these costs, even under what appears to be a worst case 
scenario, still results in significant savings from this 
recommendation. 

DLA officials have indicated that they do not believe that the cost 
of transferring items (i.e., historical hard copy data, technical 
drawings and ancillary records) is relevant to the BRAC process 
because this transfer would occur regardless of which ICP was 
disestablished. During 1995 BRAC Executive Group meetings the 
driving force behind DLA's ICP decisions was the fact that excess 
capacity existed and that one or two ICPs could be disestablished. 
DLA officials stated that another reason why it did not consider 
these costs in its 1995 process was because the costs associated 
with the transfer of items from the Defense Electrical Supply 
Center to Columbus, Ohio, as a result of BRAC 1993 were not 
included in that cost analysis. 

DISC personnel believe that the costs associate2 with the transfer 
of items between ICPs as a result of the 1995 3RXC action should 



have been considered. They contend that if it were not for BRAC, 
this transfer of 3 I S C  items would not occur. They believe it will 
cost about $66 million to pnysically transfer DISC items. DLA 

(I11 contends that greater reliance on commercial arac tices r3c;uires 
changes in item macagement assignmezts, whether or zot an I C P  is 
eliminated as a result of 3FAC. .And, while elininatins an IC? 
results in a greacer vollme of aovement, the increase xould occur 
regardless of which ZCP -Mas disestablished. 3LX officials believe 
L - A-,- . - , - .  ~nat the associated costs -douLd be much less chan ? o o  al-iiox, 
because most items will be zransferred electronically as opposed to 
the physical transfer that DISC personnel describe. This official 
stated that the actual number of items and associated coscs will be 
deternined during BRXC 1995 iinplementation. Inplementation 
planning is currently undernay. 

During a 1995 BRAC Executive Group meeting, the cost of delaying 
the BRAC 1993 realignment of the Defense Personnel Support Center 
(DPSC) to the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) compound was discussed. 
According to the Chief of the BRAC Working Group at chat time, she 
had received guidance from OSD on how to address this issue in the 
1995 BRAC round. Based on this guidance, DLA only claimed as 
savings the military construction costs avoided, and not the 
associated real property maintenance (RPMA) and payroll costs 
associated with the number of people required to maintain the 
facility for an additional two years. DLA officials told us that 
they sought OSD guidance because (1) the move to the AS0 compound 
was still within the BRAC 1993 timeframe and they were unsure 
whether any costs and savings could be attributable to DLA BRAC w 1995 recommendations; and (2) DLA's methodology for computing RPMA 
and base operating support (BOS) costs in 1995 were different from 
what was used in BRAC 1993; and (3) the COBRA model, the discount 
rate, and standard factors were different. 

DISC personnel believe that the cost of delaying the BRAC 1993 
realignment of DPSC to the AS0 compound in North Philadelphia 
should have been included in DLA1s analysis. They believe that 
this cost is at least $74 million in fiscal year 1994 dollars- 
According to DISC officials, they used BRAC 1993 data to arrive at 
this figure. In our discussions with DLA officials, they do not 
believe that BRAC 1993 data should be used because of the various 
changes that have occurred since BRAC 1993. We concur with DLA on 
that issue. However, we do believe that some costs to maintain the 
facility for two years should have been captured in their analysis. 
Therefore, using BRAC 1995 data, we developed what we believe are 
the associated RPMA, personnel, and BOS non-payroll costs for 
staying at the South Philadelphia compound for an additional two 
years. We estimate the associated costs could be $7.9 million for 
this two-year period. We calculated this number based on 185 
personnel (who currently remain at the South Philadelphia compou~d) 
remaining on Dm's rolls to maintain the facility. We did not 
include the item managers or other operational gersonnel because 
the costs associated with these personnel were already captured in 



D m ' s  analysis. Although it is not clear that 185 personnel would 
be retained for a full two years, we used this number because it 

u represents what appears to be a worst case scenario. 

Given the absence of f i n  data relating to the movement of DISC 
ittms, and OSD's guidance that precluded DLA from including the 
two-year associated DPSC costs, we conducted our own COBRA . . sensitivity analysis to de~ermine the inpact on DLA's dec~sron to 
disestablish DISC by incorporating chese additional costs. We 
conducted this analysis wich four variations while keeping the 
$7.9 million costs constant over 1998 and 1999: (1) 2lacLng the 
$66 million as a one-time cost in 1996; (2) placing tke $66 million 
as a one-time cost in 1999; ( 3 )  placing a third of these costs in 
years 1996 through 1998; and (4) placing a third of these costs in 
years 1997 through 1999 (see the following table). For comparison 
purposes, we also showed DLA's recommended action. As shown in the 
table, regardless of the scenario, the decision to disestablish 
DISC still pays for itself. While the net present value (NPV) and 
return on investment (ROI) years change, the annual recurring 
savings once the action is completed remains the same. 

Impact of Various Cost Considerations on DLA's Decision to 
Disestablish DISC 

Fiscal year 1996 dollars in millions 

Recurring 
annual 

Scenario savings ROI years 20-year NPV 

DLA's recommended action $18.4 Immediate $236.5 

$66 million one-time cost in 18.4 4 156.4 
1996 plus $7.9 million 
allocated over two years 
(1997 and 1998) 

$66 million one-time cost in 18.4 4 161.5 
1999 plus $7.9 million 
allocated over two years 
(1997 and 1998) 

$65 million one-time cost 18.4 4 158.1 
allocated over three years 
(1396-1998) plus $7 -9 million 
allocated over two years 
(1997 and 1998) 

$65 nillion one-time costs 18.4 4 159.8 
allocated over three years 
(1397-1999) glus $7.9 million 
allocated over two years 
(1397 and 1998) 

In its data call questionnaire, each ICP provided the number of 
positions which allowed the D W  BRAC Working Group to determine the 



number of direct, indirect, and G&A positions. The number of 
positions by category differs at each ICP. When analyzing DLA1s - - 
various ICP- scenarios, the number of positions eliminated-vary w based on the overhead positions on board at the losing activity. 

D U  officials told us that they will determine the actual number of 
people required at each of the remaining ICPs during BRAC 1995 
implsmen~acion; this w i l l  occur as a result of DLA refining its 
breakout of workioad into weapon system, and troop and general 
support items. 

COST OF EASE XSXLIGNMENT ACTIONS (COBRA) 

Question: During testimony questions, the rationale and effects of 
cost estimate discount rates was a topic of discussion. Does GAO 
have a recommendation on a discount rate the Commission should use 
in preparing its cost analyses? 

Answer: As indicated in our report, DOD's use of a different 
discount rate approach for BRAC 1995 tied to the Treasury's 
borrowing rate appears reasonable, and we see no reason why it 
should not be used. However, in using that approach, we believe 
that a discount rate of 4.85 percent should be employed to 
calculate NPV since that is the current rate approved by the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

9 BUSINESS EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT 

Question: During testimony questions, GAO expressed concern over 
DOD's decision to place 12 new Defense Finance and Accounting 
Service (DFAS) offices on bases previously slated to close as a 
result of prior base closure rounds. Please provide for the 
record a copy of GAO's current draft report on the Defense Finance 
and Accounting Service. 

Answer: We expect to provide a copy of this draft report to DOD 
for comment within the week and plan to make a draft available to 
the Commission shortly thereafter. 

QbTSTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN RICHARD GEPHARDT 

guestion I: The General Accounting Office report states that the 
Amy "did not fully adhere to its regular process for installations 
in assessing military value when recommending ... leased facilities 
for closure." It specifically notes that the "Army did not prepare 
installation assessments for leased facilities." Is it t,ue the 
Lny's installation assessment consisted of an evaluation based on 
the four DOD military value criteria? If so, were leased 
facilities therefore excluded from an evaluation based on these 



four criteria? Is it true that the base closure law requires the 
Army to make closure recommendations on the basis of the DOD 

V criteria? 

Answer: Yes, the Arrrnyls installation assessment did consist of an 
evaluation based on the four COD military value criteria. As we 
indicated in our report, the A m y  did not pregare installation 
assessments for leased facilities; however, tke Army's stationing 
strate= provided the basis for t k e  nilitary -7alue of leased 
facilities. Yes, the services are required to employ DOD's 
selection criteria in making BmC decisions. See our response to 
question 2 below for a fuller discussion of these issues. 

Question 2: In response to a question by the Commission, the Army 
stated its leaders considered the military value of the Aviation 
and Troop Command (ATCOM) in their deliberations. The community in 
which ATCOM is located contends that no such consideration 
occurred. Did the General Accounting Office find any evidence that 
the Anny's leaders considered the specific military value of ATCOM 
in their deliberations? Is it legitimate for the Army to claim 
that vacating leased facilities owned by the General Services 
Administration will result in a savings to the government? 

Answer: The Army did send out a data call related specifically to 
leases. This data call was sent to the Major Commands that had 
leases costing more than $200,000 per year. The data call 
requested the following empirical information on each lease: w location, tenants by lease and location, size of leased facility, 
cost, buy-out penalties, reorganization plans affecting leases 
(planned changes), and population. 

The Army prepared a letter, dated April 14, 1995, addressed to the 
Commission, which explains how the Army addressed each of the four 
military value criteria for each of the leases. In this letter, 
the Army stated that "in no instance did the Army assess the 
military value of a leased facility solely according to the 
qualitative guidance provided by the m y ' s  Stationing Strategy." 
The Army maintained that it used the empirical data collected in 
the data call along with other corporate data bases such as the 
facility data base in analyzing military value both from a 
quantitative and qualitative standpoint. 

The qualitative assessment of leases appeared to be inherent in the 
stationing strategy. However, we found no other documentation 
supporting an analysis of, or addressing, the military value of 
leases. Further, the m y ' s  Management Control plan does not 
describe a process to be used for determining military value of 
leases. Yet, Army officials state that milita-y value 
considerations were present and i-aherent in the &my's 
consideration of alternative scenarios. For example, Axmy 
officials said that mission impact and operational considerations 



were key in their analysis of the ATCOM and other leases. The 
conclusion reached was that affected operational efficiencies would 
be optimized through the ATCOM realignment. Also, Army officials 
indicated that consideration regarding the ability of the receiving 
installation to accommodate ATCOM (availability and condition of 
land and facilities) at both the existing and potential receivirg 
locations was also necessary in reaching the decision that this 
lease could be vacatsd. Data regarding the ability to expand, and 
costs at the receiving and losing locations, was also available for 
consideration. 

The Army's COBRA analysis did not take into consideration costs to 
GSA in this realignment proposal; however, the precise cost to the 
government is not clear given the uncertainty over future use of 
the vacated space. Also, see our response to question 6 under the 
Army portion of these Q&As. 

-STIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN GERRY E. STUDDS 

~uestions I and 2: In recommending NAS South Weymouth for closure, 
the Navy has apparently overlooked two facilities (NAS Atlanta and 
NAS Fort Worth) with a lower "military value," according to the 
Navy's own criteria. In the case of NAS ~tlanta--which is 
significantly lower in military value than South Weymouth and was 
initially considered for closure--the Navy has argued that the area 
is "rich in demographics" and should remain open. Yet the Navy's 
own Military Value matrix for reserve Air Stations rates NAS 
Atlanta last and NAS South Weymouth first in demographics. 

In its 1993 report to the BRAC, the GAO identified a "problem" with 
the Navy's process in instances when "a base recommended for 
closure, even though its military value was rated higher than bases 
that remained open." I see no reason that these concerns would not 
be relevant to the Navy in 1995. While the GAO's 1995 report 
describes the Navy's recommendations as "generally sound," does the 
GAO continue to view the Navy's disregard for military value-- 
particularly in the case of South Weymouth--as a problem in its 
decision-making process? 

Answer: The goal of the Navy's 1995 BRAC process, as in the 1993 
round, was to reduce excess capacity and maintain average military 
value across each subcategory of activity.  his approach gave rise 
to instances where activities with higher military value were 
recommended for closure over activities with lower military value 
in their respective subcategories. The recommendation to close LUS 
South Weymouth is such an example. 

The Navy's military value analysis is the second step in what is, 
essentially, a four step process: (1) capacity analysis, (2) 
military value analysis, (3 ) configuration analysis, and (4) the 
derivation and assessment of BRAC alternatives/scenarios. The 
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determination of relative military values for each activity in a 
subcategory was not the sole determinant for closing activities. 
The results of capacity and military value analyses were used in a 
configuration analysis to identify potential BRAC actions. 

In the case of reserve air stations, the Navy's configuration 
analysis indicated the possibility of closing NAS Atlanta. 
However, the results of the Navy's analysis of operational air 
stations left NAS Brunswick, Maine, open, after CINCLANT indicated 
that the Navy should retain an operational air station north of 
Norfolk. This permitted the BSEC to consider another reserve air 
station option. By closing NAS South Weymouth and moving any 
necessary aircraft and functions to NAS Brunswick, which the Navy 
determined to be a more capable air station, excess capacity was 
reduced in both operational and reserve air station subcategories, 
while not adversely affecting demographic concerns in that area. 
The resulting average military value for operational air stations 
increased, while the reserve air station subcategory essentially 
maintained its average value, dropping only a few decimal points 
(61.12 vice 61.16). 

OUESTIONS FROM CONGRESSMAN ilAROLD FORD, SENATOR BILL FRIST, AND 
SENATOR FRED THOMPSON 

Question 1: The Department of Defense and Defense Logistics Agency 
created a 1,000 point ranking system to evaluate its distribution 
depots. Within this 1,000 point system, only 20 points related to w a depot's transportation capabilities. Does GAO believe it was 
appropriate to allocate only 2 percent of the evaluation of a 
distribution depot to the issue of transportation capabilities? 

Answer: DLA's methodology provided that a total of 90 points could 
be awarded for transportation related questions in its military 
value analysis of stand-alone depots. Of those 90 points, 60 
points were possible based on a depot's transportation 
capabilities, and 30 points were possible based on a depot's 
transportation cost operational efficiency. Had a greater number 
of points been assigned to these questions, the number of points 
awarded would still be proportional to the points awarded to other 
depots. The points each depot received was based proportionally on 
the number of points awarded to the depot which had the greatest 
transportation capability or the lowest transportation cost. An 
important aspect of the BRAC process, one enhancing its 
credibility, was the assignment of values and weights before data 
is collected and evaluated. 

Question 2: How can the GAO validate DLA's procedures when the 
installation military value rankings placed the oldest depot with 
the highest real property maintenance as the top installation? 



Shouldn't this result have sent a red flag to the GAO that mission 
scope was skewing the military value analysis? 

Answer: In terms of real property maintenance, DLA's operational 
efficiency section of the stand-alone depot military value analysis 
shows that the San Joaquin depot (Tracy/Sharpe, California) had the 
highest real property maintenance cost and was awarded the least 
number of points. That analysis also showed that the Ogden depot 
received the greatest points, while the Columbus depot (DLA's 
oldest depot), rated second best. Memphis rated third. 

Mission scope, by itself, was not the basis on which DLA made its 
decisions. DLA's excess capacity and military value analyses of 
installations and depots, in conjunction with other analytical 
tools, were considered by DLA in making its closure and realignment 
recommendations. At the same time, since mission scope was one of 
four measures of merit which were considered in the installation 
military value analysis, it is not clear to us that mission scope 
skewed the installation military value analysis results, or the 
final decision. 

The Richmond installation was assessed as having the best facility 
condition and therefore received the greatest number of points; the 
New Cumberland facility received the least number of points. In 
addition, in the stand-alone depot military value analysis, the 
Richmond depot was rated the best in terms of facilities, while the 
Susquehanna depot (New Cumberland, Pennsylvania) scored the fewest 
points. 

guestion 3: Did the GAO analyze DOD's process of selecting DLA 
depots for closure that are collocated with other service branch 
bases? 

Answer: GAO analyzed DLA's overall process for selecting 
activities for BRAC action, including its process for selecting 
collocated depots for closure. 

QUESTIONS FXOM CONGRESSMAN WALLY HERGER 

Ouestion 1: Do you know of any instances, other than Sierra Army 
Depot, where a Member of Congress needed to resort to FOIA in order 
to obtain supposedly public information from the Army? 

Answer: We did not examine Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 
issues in connection with the BRAC process and, therefore, do not 
know the extent to which this situation occurred. 

Question 2: Please confirm that GAO report statements cited below 
apply in the case of Sierra Army Depot: 



(a) "GAO has identified a number of instances where projected 
savings from base closures and realignments may fluctuate or be 
uncertain for a variety of reasons. They include uncertainties 
over future locations of activities that must move from 
installations being closed or realigned and errors in standard cost 
factors used in the services' analyses." (p.5) 

Answer: This statement refers to possible changes to BRAC savings 
that could affect a number of BRAC recommendations. Although not 
specifically directed at, it potentially could affect Sierra, to 
the extent changes in projected cost and savings data are 
determined to be required. 

(b) "The other realignment . . .  is caught up in debate over the 
accuracy of some data. " (p. 75) 

Answer: This statement does apply to Sierra. 

(c) "Also, some mestions were raised concerning the accuracy of 
some data used in the military value analysis for ammunition 
storage installations." (p.77) 

Answer: The data in question applies to Sierra as well as other 
munition storage installations. For example, corrections to the 
other installations' data could affect the installation value of 
Sierra relative to other ammunition depots. 

(d) "Community concerns about the development of military value 
for ammunition storage installations centered around the accuracy 
of some of the information used to score all of the installations. 
Specifically data in two of the attributes were questioned-- 
munition storage and total buildable acres ... Our follow-up and 
that of the Army's seem to support the existence of some data 
inaccuracies; however, the correct information has not yet been 
ascertained ... The Commission may want to ensure that the corrected 
data has been obtained and assessed prior to making a final 
decision on this recommendation." (p.78) 

Answer: As indicated above, use of correct data for all ammunition 
depots is important to individual ammunition depot installation 
values and also to confirming the relative ranking of each 
facility, including Sierra. 

(e) "Also, some questions remain about the accuracy of some data 
used in assessing Army ammunition depots. Therefore, we recommend 
that the Commission ensure that the Army's ammunition depot 
recommendations are based upon accurate and consistent information 
and that corrected data would not materially affect military value 
assessments and final recommendations." (p.86) 

Answer: As stated above, use of correct data for all ammunition 
depots is important to individual ammunition depot installation 



Answer: A key objective of the BRAC process is to eliminate excess 
infrastructure. Many facilities could be more fully utilized by 
shifting around workloads or more fully utilizing those facilities, w but this would not necessarily lead to infrastructure reductions. 

Question 8: Has the Army documented the fact that it can complete 
all demilitarization at SIPS prior to 2001? If so, why could they 
not complete chemical demilitarization at two regional depots 
within the designated timeframe? 

Answer: According to Army officials, the Sierra depot stores 
conventional ammunition, and if funding is available, as planned, 
there is no reason that all conventional ammunition 
demilitarization at Sierra cannot be accomplished by the year 2001. 
If for some reason, the total demilitarization could not be 
accomplished at Sierra, Army officials indicate that the munitions 
would be moved for demilitarization to another munition depot. 
On the other hand, munitions stored at Umatilla and Pueblo are 
chemical and must be demilitarized in place--they are prohibited by 
law from being moved. In addition, incinerators must be built at 
those locations before the demilitarization can take place. 

Ouestion 9: Since the Army is required by law (PL 101-510, as 
amended) to evaluate all facilities equally for closure 
consideration, why were five facilities exempted early in the 
process (three for military value and two for inability to meet 
closure parameters)? 

Answer: DOD components are required to include in their BRAC 
process installations meeting a threshold of having 300 authorized 
civilian personnel. This provides a baseline for ensuring that all 
eligible facilities are considered for closure. As the process 
progresses, installations are removed from consideration at various 
stages. In the final analysis only those Amny installations 
identified as low in military value were selected as study 
candidates for closure or realignment. Regarding the two 
installations exempted from study because of the inability to 
complete any potential closure or realignment in 6 years, this 
decision was in keeping with a requirement of the BRAC law- 

Question 10: Since GAO states in their report (p .  79) that "Army 
installations/facilities selected for closure or realignment 
generally had relatively small one-time closing costs and provided 
almost immediate savings after completing the closure," if it was 
learned that the one-time closing costs would be significantly 
higher and not provide the proposed long term savings, would GAO 
agree that a decision should be reconsidered? 



Answer: Military facilities recommended for closure and 
realignment varied in the extent of one-time closing costs and 
savings. Our report indicates that fluctuations do occur in 
projected costs and savings for a variety of reasons; the magnitude 
of such changes have to be examined on a case-by-case basis. 

Question 1L: Has the Army provided specific data regarding 
transport cost of ammunition from SIAD to destination locations? 

Answer: Army officials have told us that they expect any movement 
of the munitions to occur through issuances to meet operational 
requirements rather than as part of a BRAC related move. 
Otherwise, Army officials indicate they expect to demilitarize much 
of the excess munitions at Sierra. 

guestion 12: Why is 5% or more unemployment produced by closure 
considered unacceptable in populous areas (where diversity and 
recovery are more likely) and a 10% unemployment result in an 
entire county considered acceptable? Especially since GAO 
indicates (p .  145) that "...there was no evidence to support OSD's 
assumption that economic recovery would be more difficult in a 
large metropolitan area than in a smaller one." 

Answer: A 5 percent figure was an arbitrary ceiling established in 
the BRAC 1993 round. There was no ceiling established in BRAC 1995 
and the decision as to excess economic impact was left to the 
judgment of the service secretaries or the Secretary of Defense. 
No L- installation was removed from BRAC consideration in 1995 
because of economic impact concerns. 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE JOINT CROSS 
SERVICE GROUP 

OUR FIRST TESTIMONY TODAY IN THE JOINT CROSS SERVICE AREA 

Y WILL BE FROM THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE GROUP. WE ARE PLEASED TO 

HAVE WITH US MAJOR GENERAL JAMES KLUGH, U.S. ARMY RETIRED, WHO 

HEADED THE GROUP. GENERAL KLUGH SERVES AS THE DEPUTY UNDER 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR LOGISTICS. 

HE IS JOINED BY A DISTINGUISHED PANEL OF SENIOR PERSONNEL 

FROM THE ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE AND DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY WHO 

WILL REMAIN WITH US ALL DAY FOR THE SUCCEEDING CROSS SERVICE 

TESTIMONY ON PILOT TRAINING, MEDICAL SERVICES AND LABS AND TEST & 

EVALUATION. 



THEY ARE: 

* BRIGADIER GENERAL JAMES E. SHANE, JR, DIRECTOR OF 

MANAGEMENT, THE OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY; 

* M R  CHARLES NEMFAKOS, VICE CHAIRMAN, NAVY BASE STRUCTURE 

EVALUATION COMMITTEE; 

* MAJOR GENERAL JAY D. BLUME, JR, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 

CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE AIR FORCE FOR BASE REALIGNMENT AND 

TRANSITION; AND, 

* MS. MARGE MCMANAMY, CHlEF OF THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS 

AGENCY BRAC WORKING GROUP. 

THERE WILL BE NO OPENING STATEMENTS, SO WE CAN PROCEED 

DIRECTLY TO QUESTIONING FROM THE COMMISSIONERS. 

FIRST, HOWEVER, WOULD YOU PLEASE STAND AND BE SWORN. 



DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU 

ARE ABOUT TO GIVE BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE .4YD 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION SHALL BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH 

AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH? 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUPS 

1. bIr. Kl@, please explain, in general terms, the Joint Cross Service Group 
study of depot maintenance. 

We understand capacity was one of the most significant features of your 
study. Please describe current excess capacity in DoD facilities in percentage 
terms. 

What is the excess capacity by Service and by depot? 

What is the impact of DoD's BRAC recommendations on this excess 
capacity? 

What would have been the impact on excess capacity if the Joint Cross 
Service alternatives had been accepted? 

'lllr 
The Air Force's elimination of excess capacity requires reengineering of the 

core workload. What would the Air Force's excess capacity be if the 
reengineering can not be accomplished? 

2.  Mr. K l u b ,  please describe the concept of "maximum potential capacity". 

Does maximum potential capacity require a second shift or military 
construction expenditures? 

3. Mr. u, describe how your Joint Cross Service Group assigned 
functional values to each of the depots and shipyards? 

When assigning workload, how did the functional value scores impact the 
positioning of workload? 

Please describe the "centers of excellence concept". 



4. what does the DoD BRAC recommendation do to your ability to 
1111 inter-service depot maintenance work in the future? 



CHART 1 
w CROSS SERVICE GROW' P R O P O S ~  

1995 DEPOTISHIPYARD CLOSURE 
.AND REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Navy Shipyards (C) Long Beach (C) Portsmouth *(C) Long Beach 
(C) Pearl Harbor *(C) Ponsmouth 

*(C) Pearl Harbor 

Navy Aviation Depots (C) Jacksonville (C) Jacksonville 

Navy Weapon Center (C) Crane-Louisville (C) Crane-Louisv~lle ** (C) Crane- Louis\ ~ l l e  
(R) Keyport (C) Kcyport ** ( C )  Keyport 

Air Force Aviation II)I bar1 t n t o ~ i ~ t ~  ( C )  San Antonio (C) San 4ntonio 
(Df 3acrainenTo (C) Sacramento 
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1. Mr. Klugh, based on extensive study, the Joint Cross Service Group 
indicated that up to 8 maintenance depots could be closed. This table lists the 
depot alternatives for closure. Please explain the basis for these alternatives. 

R'hat was the basis for the alternatives to close depots at San Antonio and 
Sacramento and Jacksonville, in the fixed wing aircraft area? 

Did any of your analysis point to the need to close the Naval Aviation 
Depots at Cherry Point or North Island or the Hill, Tinker, or Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Centers? 



CHART 2 
TION OF AIR DEPOT C 1 , O S m  

Air Force Depot Proposal 

Cost Implications 
($ Millions) 

FY96-01 Net 

Consolidate One-Time Costs Annual Total - Costs (Savinas) Saving Savinas* 

BRAC Actions 183 (1 39) 89 99 1 

NON-BRAC 35 (488) 146 1,875 
ACTIONS 

ALL ACTIONS 218 (627) 235 2,866 

Alternate - 1,107 (363) 161 699 
Close 2 Depots 
(+$600 Million 

Env) 

*Savings in 20 year net present value 

1. General Blume, when the Secretary of Defense testified before the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, he showed a chart which compared 
the cost of downsizing Air Force depots to the cost of closing two depots. 

Which two depots were represented on that chart? 



2.  General Bl-, the Secretary of the Air Force testified to the fact that Air 
w Force depot capacity levels indicate that the need to close 1 112 to 2 depots. As 

we know, the Air Force has determined that it is more cost effective to eliminate 
two "depot equivalents" through downsizing rather that two bases. 

If the Air Force were to close one or two depots, which would they be and 
why? 

3. C d d ,  two years ago, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force for installations testified to the Commission that " ... if the Commission 
chooses to recommend a closure of a major Air Force depot this year, it should be 
McClellan. Not only can closure be accommodated within the DoD cost and pay- 
back guidelines, but it was also the lowest ranked of the five major depot bases." 

If McClellan's cost to close was not prohibitive in 1993, why is it 
prohibitive in 1995 when cost to close is calculated to be lower than it was in 
1993? 



w' 
NGES TO AIR FORCE BRAC RECOMMENDATION 

1. General Rlum, the Commission staff was recently briefed on a revision to 
the 1 March DoD recommendation from the Air Force. 

Please outline for the Commission the revision to the recommendation. 

Would you please explain why the Air Force found it necessary to revise its 
BRAC recommendation 7 weeks into the process? 



CHART 3 
c 

BRAC Depot/Shipyard History 
1988 - 1995 (Recom) 

a< = CLOSED = OPEN 
k m v  Navv Air Force Marines . Anniston X Alameda .Oklahoma City .Albany 
.Corpus Christi .Cherry Point .Ogden .Barstow 
9( Lexington Bluegrass .Jacksonville USan Antonio 
)< Letterkenny 9< Norfolk (NAD) .Sacramento 
X Pueblo .North Island .Warner Robins 
9< Red River 9< Pensacola 
X Sacramento .Crane 
WTobyhanna )( Louisville 
>( Tooele )< Key port 

.Portsmouth 
a< Philadelphia 
.Norfolk (NSY) 
X Charleston 
WPuget Sound 
)< Mare Island 
)< Long Beach 
.Pearl Harbor 

1. Mi-. Mu&, this chart depicts the BRAC history since 1988 on 
depotsishipyards. Prior actions have been closures, and, as this chart shows, the 
Air Force has elected to downsize all Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) in lieu of 
closure of one or two depots as recommended by the Joint Cross Service Group. 
Please explain to us why your group recommended closure vs. downsizing. 

2. Mr., if you were responsible for submitting a recommendation to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission for removal of Navy and Air 
Force fixed wing aircraft maintenance depot infrastructure, would your 
recommendation be to close or downsize? 

3. General Blume, never in the history of BRAC has the DoD recommended 
downsizing in place of closing a depot. Why was it not recommended to earlier 
Commissions by the Air Force? 

4. C d B l u m e ,  have you determined that the law allows BRAC h d s  to be 
expended to mothball and demolish depot space? 

'w 



CHART 4 - 
INDUSTRIALITECHNICAL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

I V N  Cost and Manpower Implications/Return on Investment 

1. Gene-, the Air Force's 1995 Base Closure documentation included 
estimates of the cost to close each of the five depot installations. We note that the 
costs to close Kelly and McClellan were significantly less than the closure costs 
for the three other installations. Were the costs-to-close a significant basis for 
studying Kelly and McClellan as closure candidates for 1 1 months? 

Base Name 
Hill AFB 
Kelly AFB 
McClellan AFB 
Robins AFB 

Why were the costs to close these two so much lower than the other three? 
Do the costs to close include any environmental clean-up costs? 

One Time 
Costs 

(Closing) 
IV. 1 

1409 
653 
514 
101 1 

Steady State 
Savings 

70 
70 
96 
75 

20 Year Net 
Present 
Value 
IV.2 
514 
-180 
-607 
133 ----- 

Tinker AFB 13 12 5 6 633 

Manpower 
Savings 

1450 
1492 
1756 
1 744 

Return on 
Investment 

V 

30 
10 
5 
18 

1393 42 



CHART 5 
Comparison of Closure COBRA data from each Military Department (costs in SM) 

Air Force Navy Army Army 
Kelly AFB Long Beach Red River Letterkenny 

ROI year 9 0 0 0 
NPV 283 1,949 1,497 952 

costs and savings: 

one time costs 582 75 60 50 
one time savings 7 0 0 0 
Steady state savings 76 131 123 78 

positions: 

population 19,104 3,891 2,971 3,017 

eliminated 1,245 1,697 1,861 1,287 
realigned 16,415 472 1,040 803 

% eliminated 7% 44% 63% 43 O h  

% realigned 86% 12% 35% 27% 

911 2. General w, There are significant differences between the Services' 
COBR4 estimates to close depots. For example, there are substantial differences 
in the percentages of people which would be moved 

What is your estimate of the percentage of personnel that would move upon 
the closure of a depot? 

Is there a difference in the number of people that would move upon a 
downsizing versus closure? 



3. General B l u ,  Secretary Widnall testified that a depot closure is 
91 prohibitively expensive. We are interested in understanding the relatively high 

cost that you estimated for the closure of an Air Force depot. 

This chart (chart 5) shows that the Air Force calculates the steady state 
savings from closing Kelly Air Force Base with a base population of 19,104 to be 
just over half of the cost of the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard with a 
base population of 3,89 1. 

The reason for this is that the Navy estimates that closing the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard will result in the elimination of 44% of the jobs at the shipyard, 
while the Air Force estimates that the closure of Kelly Air Force base will result in 
the elimination of only 7% of the jobs at the depot and the base -- and that 16,4 15 
of the jobs at Kelly Air Force base will be realigned to other bases, resulting in 
moving costs alone of $160 million. 

Why does the closure of an Air Force depot result in the elimination of such 
a low percentage of the jobs at the depot, particularly compared to the closure of 
industrial facilities in the other services? 

wv 
4. General Blume, assumptions drive closing costs and savings calculations. 

I understand that almost all of the savings in your depot downsizing option 
come from a 15 percent "reengineering factor" which assumes personnel savings 
of approximately 15 percent based on increased efficiency in certain depot 
operations as a result of the downsizing plan. Is this accurate? 

5. h e r a l  Blume, let's focus on three key assumptions that the Air Force 
made in determining the cost to close one of your depots: 

-First, that only 7% of the personnel positions would be eliminated; 

-Second, that the closure would take 6 years, and third, that no 
personnel savings would be achieved until year 6. 

Changing these assumptions can have a dramatic effect on the projected 
savings. This chart (Chart 6) uses the Air Force COBRA and changes a few of 
these assumptions: 

- 10- 



CHART 6 

Closure Sensitivity Analysis ($M) 
of Personnel Savings and Phasing 

One-Time Steady Net Present 
Cost State Savings Value 

AF Baseline 
7% personnel savings; 

close in year 6 

15% personnel 
savings; close in year 6 

15% personnel 
savings; close phased 

over 4 yrs 

25% personnel 

w savings; close phased 
over 4 years 

6. General B l u u ,  if you assumed the same increased efficiency from a depot 
closure and calculated a 15% instead of a 7 % personnel savings, the one-time 
closure cost would be $572 instead of $582 million, and the annual steady state 
savings would be $154 million instead of $76 million. 

Change the personnel savings to 25% -- significantly less than what the 
Navy calculates fiom Long Beach Naval Shipyard and less than half of what the 
Army calculates fiom the closure of its Red River depot -- and phase the closure 
over 4 years, the annual savings from closing the depot rise to $244 million and 
the net present value rises to more than $2.7 billion. 

'(I 
General Blume, what is your reaction to this analysis? 



7. General u, did your Joint Cross Service Group do any kind of 
independent analysis of the Air Force's calculation on the cost to close one of its 
depots? If so, did you conclude that their assumptions about positions eliminated 
and the time to carry out the closure were appropriate, even though they differed 
significantly from the estimates of the other services? 

8. General h, please explain the Army's assumptions which drive the 
numbers of positions which will be moved versus realigned. 

9. &, N*, in 1993 the Navy recommended closure of three of the six 
Naval Aviation Depots. When do you expect to have each of the three facilities 
closed? 

Do you expect to attain the annual recurring savings of over $230 million 
you projected in 1993 from the closure of the three Naval Aviation Depots? 

10. .Mr. Nemfakos, The Joint Cross Service Group offered an alternative to 
close the Jacksonville Aviation Depot. 

Did the Navy assess this alternative? 

What was the result of the assessment? 

Would the Navy be able to get their engine work done if Jacksonville were 
to close? 

Where would that work be done? 



CHART 7 
J ,UE 

Air Force Tiering System Describing Military Value 

D e ~ o t  tier &iSdi!X 

Hill I I 

Tinker I1 I 

Robins I I1 

Kelly I11 I11 

McClellan I1 I11 

1. Blume, military value is the most important criterion to be 
considered when sizing the DoD infrastructure through the base closure process. 
The Air Force has used a tiering system in place of assigning military values. This 

II, chart shows the tiering of depot installations and depots. Please explain how these 
tiers were derived. 

What was the basis for assigning Kelly and McClellan Air Forces Bases to 
"tier" 3? 

What was the basis for assigning the depot at Kelly to "tier" 3? 

2.  General Blume, the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group minutes 
indicate that the Air Force was studying the closure of Kelly and McClellan for 1 1 
months. Were military value "tiers" a significant basis for studying Kelly and 
McClellan as closure candidates? 

How did the low military values of Kelly Air Force base and McClellan Air 
Force base impact the Air Force's final base closure recommendations? 

3. General Blume, the Air Force's depot downsizing recommendation would 
result in a "tier" 3 base (lowest ranking) receiving workload from "tier" 1 bases 

.I (highest ranking). What is the reason for this? 
-13- 



CHART 8 

Air Force Certified Maximum Potential Capacity (Sinale Shift) 
Reported to Joint Cross Service Group (Million Hrs) 

Tier Rating 57.3 

31.8 Available using 
only Tier 1/11 facilities 

FY 99 Projected 
Workoad = 29.3 

4. General B l u u ,  this chart (chart 8) shows a stacked bar which reflects each 
of the Air Force depots' maximum potential capacity. The bases are stacked 
according to base "tier" which is the proxy for military value. The chart 
demonstrates that all of the Air Force's depot maintenance workload could be 
performed by tier 1 and 2 installations. 

This suggests that the Air Force's workload could be performed by three 
depots. Do you concur with this capacity analysis? 



w 
1. m a 1  B l u ~ ,  all of the savings from the Air Force's BRAC 
recommendation to downsize all Air Force depots in place is the result of a 15 % 
reengineering factor. 

Have the reengineering studies been performed yet? 

What is the basis of the 15 % factor? 

Was this based on certified data fkom the performing organizations? 

Do your site surveys confirm this 15% productivity savings is achievable? 

(If the answer is yes then Commissioner Steele or Davis could ask:) 

2.  General B l u ,  why was I told by Tinker and Robins that the 1 5% 
productivity improvement is not achievable? 



G AND DEMOJJTION 
YIY 

1. General R l u ,  the Air Force's BRAC submission will eliminate 8.9 
million of the 13.2 million hours of excess capacity, but will not eliminate or 
consolidate overhead structures and therefore overhead costs of the depot 
workload which results in higher hourly rates. 

The BRAC submission equates to knocking down bedrooms and locking 
others when the kids go off to college, rather than moving into a smaller house. 

What are the costs of demolishing 2.8 million square feet of depot space? 

What are the savings? 

How do savings accrue from mothballing depot space? 

2 .  General w, did the Army consider downsizing depots? If not, why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the 
'(I depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 

3. Mr. Nemfakos, did the Navy consider downsizing maintenance facilities 
rather than closures? If not why not? 

In your view, is downsizing in place a cost effective method for sizing the 
depot infrastructure to meet force structure and program requirements? 



1. G e n e r a l =  the downsizing of ALCs would not breach the BRAC 
thresholds if actions were to be evenly phased over the next several years. 
Furthermore, if the personnel eliminations due to reengineering were subtracted 
from the BRAC recommendation, only one installation would have a workload 
adjustment which breaches the BRAC threshold. 

Why did the Air Force choose to use the BRAC process if it could 
independently accomplish the same result? 



CHART 9 
REDUCTION IN DEPOT OVERHEAD COSTS 

Effect of Workload Volume 
on Depot Maintenance Hourly Rate at Tinker AFB 

Volume Efficiency 
NOT included 

1. General Blume, the Air Force BRAC recommendation will not cut overhead 
of depots proportionately with reductions in capability. The increasing 
proportional size of overhead will result in increased depot labor hour costs. For 
example, the labor hour rate will increase $6 per hour at the Tinker depot under 
your depot downsizing proposal. (chart 9) 

In addition to the BRAC proposals to downsizing in place, mothballing and 
demolition of depot space, will the Air Force take any steps to reduce depot 
overhead to make the depot system more efficient? 



Shouldn't the Department eliminate at least proportional overhead and 
administrative costs when eliminating industrial capability? In other words, 
cutting the fat and muscle proportionately? 

2.  Mr. Nemfakos. the Navy has had considerable experience closing aviation 
depots. 

How have the closures of Naval Aviation depots impacted the proportion of 
overhead vs. operating costs? 



1. Mr. Klugh, part of Navy's rationale for retaining Portsmouth NSY is its East 
Coast location. In moving shipyard work, did the Joint Cross Service Group 
account for the benefit of East Coast/ West Coast capabilities? 

Did the JCSG take dry-dock capabilities and capacity into account? 

2.  Mr. Nu&, Cross Service Alternative Two (chart 1) proposes the closure 
of Long Beach and either Pearl Harbor or Portsmouth. Did the Joint Cross Service 
Group view Pearl Harbor and Portsmouth as equivalent in terms of capability as 
well as capacity? 

3. Mr. Klugh, the COBRA for the shipyard scenario in Cross Service 
Alternative One indicates that virtually all of Portsmouth's workload can be 
moved to Norfolk for a total cost of $100 million. Since the COBRA predicts 
annual recurring savings from closing Portsmouth of $1 50 million, does this 

w suggest that current and predicted shipyard workload does not justify keeping 
Portsmouth open? 

4. Mr. Nemfakos considering this assessment about Portsmouth's workload 
and the projected annual recurring savings of $150 million, why didn't the Navy 
propose closing Portsmouth? 

5. Mr. N e e ,  the Navy says that "continuing decreases in force structure 
eliminates the need to retain the capacity to dry-dock large naval vessels for 
emergent requirements." How many large-decked ships (CV, CVN, LHA & LHD) 
are in the Pacific Fleet now? How many less are expected to be in the Pacific Fleet 
in 2001? 

6. Mr. Nemfakos, currently, the Navy is creating the capability for refbeling 
688-class submarines at Norfolk, Pearl Harbor, and Puget Sound Naval Shipyards. 
How many 688's are slated to be refueled, and at which yards? When will these 
three shipyards have the capability to refuel 686-class submarines? How much is 
it costing to facilitize Pearl Harbor to perform these refueling, including training 

.I and military construction? 
-20- 



w 7. Mr. N e a ,  in determining nuclear capacity, did the Navy consider the 
maintenance capacity at Newport News Shipbuilding and Electric Boat? 

Considering that the Navy is performing carrier refueling in the private 
sector, what is the potential for private nuclear shipyards to perform submarine 
refueling? 

8. Mr. Klua ,  in both alternatives one and two, (chart 1) specific workload 
transfers are identified for each commodity group except for sea systems. In that 
case, the alternative states, "Consolidate as possible within the Department of the 
Navy." Why was the sea systems commodity area proposal not specific 
concerning workload distribution? 



1. General S b ,  the Army studied two ground vehicle depots for possible 
closure, Red River and Letterkenney depots. Tobyhanna Army Depot was not 
studied for closure because it was considered a unique, one of a kind, depot for 
the repair of electronics components. 

In terms of buildings and acres, Letterkemy is a considerably larger depot. 
Did the Army look at possibly closing Tobyhanna Army Depot and transferring 
the electronics workload to Letterkenny, a facility that is partly focused on 
electronics and partly focused on ground vehicle maintenance? 

2. General S b ,  your recommendation to transfer missile work to 
Tobbyhanna require added costs to transport guidance and control sections 
between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. Were these costs included in the Army's 
COBRA analysis? 

3. General S b ,  in determining military value, why did the Army place 
heavy emphasis on capacity, which is based on the number of work stations to 
produce a particular workload, and relatively less emphasis on building square 
footage and expandable acreage? 

Were other options considered as an alternative to the Letterkenny 1 
Tobyhanna scenario recommended by DoD? For example, did the Army look at 
sending all of the tactical missile storage and maintenance workload to Hill Air 
Force Base and sending the residual conventional ammunition storage mission to 
other DoD storage locations? This would result in a total base closure, rather than 
a partial realignment. 

4. General m, the Army plans to transfer ground vehicle workload from 
Letterkenny to Anniston, but none of the personnel authorizations would be 
realigned. How can this work be accomplished at Anniston with no additional 
people? 

5 .  Mr. Klugh, why did the Cross Service initially recommend the 
decentralization of tactical missile maintenance and then later "approve " the 
Army plan to consolidate at Tobyhanna? 
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41 Did the JCSG consider the centralization of tactical missile maintenance at 
Hill Air Force Base? If so, what were the findings? 

Was Anniston Army depot considered for missile maintenance 
consolidation? 

6. Mr. Klugh, we understand the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot 
Maintenance looked at alternatives for accommodating tactical missile 
maintenance at three sites -- Barstow, Hill, and Amiston-- if Letterkenny were 
approved for closure. 

In your view what are the advantages and disadvantage of consolidating like 
workloads at one single location versus the three locations suggested by your joint 
group? 

Do you believe the Army's proposal to transfer guidance and control work 
to Tobyhanna, and leaving the ammunition and missile storage mission at 
Letterkenny is the best alternative? 

w 
7. General S h ,  did the Army look at moving the Tobyhanna Depot to 
Letterkenny? If so, what were the results? Do you believe this would be a good 
idea? 



NAVAL WARFARE CENTERS 

1. Mr. Nemfakos, when did you first hear of the proposal to privatize the 
Naval Surface Warfare detachment at Louisville? 

Did you consider the privatization proposal when you wrote the language 
recommending closure of the Naval Surface Warfare detachment at Louisville? 

What do you think of this privatization proposal? 

Have you done a COBRA, or other analysis, to examine the economics of 
the proposal? 

Do you believe it is possible to evaluate the proposal without including the 
changes that could be made at the Government Owned-Contractor Operated 
(GOCO) facilities in Minneapolis and Tucson? 

w 2. Mr. Ne-, has the Navy reviewed the community proposal for the 
privatization of Indianapolis Naval Air Warfare Center? Please comment on the 
Navy's current assessment of the proposal. 

Does the Navy's rejection of a proposed commercial and government use of 
the Propeller Shop and Foundry in Philadelphia relate to the potential for the 
Indianapolis proposal? 

3. )k. N e m h ,  the General Accounting Office testimony this morning 
recommended that the Commission thoroughly examine the basis for exclusions to 
the cost and savings data associated with recommendations for Naval Air Warfare 
Centers at Louisville, Indianapolis and Lakehurst. Please comment on the issue. 

4. Nemfakos, did the Navy consider consolidating platting operations at 
Louisville's new $36 million modern platting facility? 



5 .  Mr. Nemfakos, also during the Commission's visit to Louisville Naval 
Warfare Center, we were given documents that claim the Navy's recommendation 
does not include many costs to implement this recommendation. These excluded 
costs total $240.4 million, and are listed on chart #lo. Could you please comment 
on these costs? 

CHART 10 

Data Call Area Items Excluded 

One Time Unique CIWS Overhaul at crane 

Costs Excluded 

$48,600,000 

Net Mission Costs Depot Transitional costs $45,3 70,000 
to sustain fleet/workforce readiness 

Mission Costs 

qlllu' 
Increase costs due to stabilized rate $29,120,000 
at Norfolk Naval Shipyard 

6.  Mr. Ne-, regarding the Naval Air Warfare Center in Indianapolis, 
could you explain why the Navy gave this installation a 0 in the Military Value 
category for integrated capabilities? 

7. Mr., during the Commission's recent visit to the Naval Air 
Warfare Center in Indianapolis, we were shown the systems design facility for 
the EP-3 and ES-3 aircraft. We were told by the Naval Air Warfare Center that 
the cost to relocate those facilities to China Lake would be $30 million. Could 
you please explain why the Navy only provided $1.17 million for Military 
Construction at China Lake to accommodate these facilities? 



1. M. m, your Cross Service team recommended the closure of 
Jacksonville Navy Aviation Depot. Where was their engine work to be done 
under your proposal? 

Do you still support this proposed alternative? 

2 .  Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy's configuration analysis did not result in a scenario 
that closed a complete Naval Aviation Depot. Did the Navy investigate any 
realignment scenarios that, through interservicing, would have reduced the 
substantial overcapacity for component and engine workload? 
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GOOD AFTERNOON, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN AND WELCOME TO OUR 

AFIERNOON SESSION. I AM GENERAL J.B. DAVIS AND IT IS MY HONOR TO 

CHAIR THIS PORTION OF THE HEARING, WHICH WILL HEAR TESTIMONY 

FROM THE UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING JOINT CROSS SERVICE 

GROUP. 

WE ARE JOINED BY M R  LOUIS C. FINCH, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE FOR READINESS, WHO HEADED THE UPT GROUP, AND BY OUR 

SEMOR DEFENSE PERSONNEL FROM THIS MORNING: GENERAL SHANE, 

GENERAL BLUME, M R  NEMFAKOS AND MS. MCMANAAMY. 

AGAIN, THERE WILL BE NO OPENING STATEMENTS, AND WE CAN 

BEGIN AS SOON AS I HAVE SWORN IN M R  FINCH, AND ANY OTHER BACKUP 

WITNESSES WHO MAY BE CALLED UPON TO ANSWER QUESTIONS DURING 

THIS PANEL. 



w 
DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU 

ARE ABOUT TO GIVE BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION SHALL BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH 

AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH? 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) 
JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP 

PROCESS 

m h ,  did the Cross-Service analysis directed by the Secretary of 
efense take place in the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group in a mannet sufficie 

yield a joint result, and to provide savings due to the elimination of u m e c e s s ~  
DoD capacity in the final recommendations by the Air Force and the Navy? 

Mr. Finch, the scope of analysis chosen by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service 
roup was as follows: 0 

"Installations in the UPT category include all DoD flight programs which 
support and facilitate selection and training of pilots, naval flight officers and 
navigators to the point of awarding 'Wings."' 

This scope includes fixed and rotary wing training of all officer and enlisted 
student pilots, naval flight officers and navigators. Did you find the scope of UPT J 

aining programs, installations and student types you chose to be either too broad 
%r not broad enough? I 

* 

Mr. Finch, CHART 1 shows the 10 functional areas selected for analysis by 
e UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. Please discuss how they were determined. 

Flight Screening Advanced Maritimenntermediate E-2/C-2 
Primary Pilot Helicopter - 

AirlifVTanker Primary and Intermediate Naval Flight Officer i 

Advanced BomberEighter Advanced Naval Flight Officer Strike L 

StrikeIAdvanced E-2lC-2 Advanced Naval Flight Officer Panel 



FUNCTIONAL AREAS 
UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group 

Flight Screening 
Primary Pilot 

Advanced Bomber1 
Fighter 

Strike1 

Advanced E-2/C-2 

Advanced Maritime1 
Intermediate E-2IC-2 

Helicopter 

Primary & Intermed. 
Naval Flight Officer 

Advanced Naval 
Flight Officer Strike 

Advanced Naval - 

Flight Officer Panel 

CHART 1 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comn~ission 
- 
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i 4. ' Nfr. Finch, it is our understanding that the joint Air ForceNavy plan for 1 1 
u Ud has not yet received final approval. Did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group I 

consider this draft plan in its analysis? If this plan had been approved, would the 
results of your analysis have been different? 

The draft plan assumes that the Air Force will be moving toward more 
single function training bases, similar to some of the Navy's training bases. With 
this in mind, please comment on the appropriateness of your use of an averaEe of 
functional values for multiple training missions to determine a base's military 
value in this round of closures. 



1. Mr. Finch, your optimization analysis apparently placed primary emphas~s 
on the installation military value data provided to you by the services, and less 
emphasis on the functional values developed by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service 
Group. 

Please explain the reasoning for this approach? 

2. M a ,  your Joint Cross-Service Group minutes of March 24, 1994, state 
that the UPT category is largely installation oriented. If the value of a UPT base is 
best reflected in its fimctional rather than military value, why didn't you base your 
alternatives on model output which maximized functional value unconstrained by 
installation military value? 

Since there is a direct correlation between the Joint Cross-Service Group's 
functional value rating and the Air Force's determination of military value, didn't 
the use of both functional and military value in the model simply increase the 
impact of functional value in the result? 

3. General Blume, i< your capacity as Co-Chairman of the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG), did you agree with the UPT-Joint crdss-service 
Group's selection and use of functional areas? . , 

In what areas do you disagree with the method of their analysis? 

Since the Air Force relied so heavily on the results of the Joint Cross- 
Service Group's computer model, did you analyze the model for caIculation 
errors? 

4. General BlumeM. Nemfakos, your Service recommendations used your 
own RRAC process as well as non-BRAC policy decisions to chose which UPT 
bases to close or realign. Why didn't your recommendations necessarily reflect 
the high functional value scores from the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group? 



5. -, CHART 2 shows the average functional value for each Air \ 

Force UPT base (the Reese score is adjusted based on your recent memo to us). 

Columbus AFB 
Vance AFB 
Randolph AFB 
Laughlin AFB 
Reese AFB 

I understand the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) used the 
functional values &om the WT-Joint Cross-Service . . Group. As shown on 
CHART 3, these averages were used to find rv valu 
standard deviation analysis to assign a color " e ~ ~ h t  zod b?T se ' " -  

"Flying Mission Evaluation." All eight criteria were then considered to derive an 
overall Air Force ranking: the result was Tier I for Columbus, Laughlin, 
Randolph, and Vance, and Tier I11 for Reese. 

Why didn't the Air Force simply use the functional value for the training 
that is actually accomplished at each specific UPT base to determine its score? 

< 
- - Would the result have been different? 

A. 

6. Mr. Finch, did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group . - run any excursions using 
the Linear Programming Optimization Model, such as the ones shown on 
CHART 4: 

a. Examining only Air Force Bases; 
b. Examining only Naval Air Stations; 
c. Excluding flight screening; 
d. Excluding Navy-unique functional areas 
e. Excluding Air Force-unique functional areas 
f. Changing the weights on various factors, such as airspace? 

What would the results be if these excursions were run? 







LINEAR PROGRAMMING MODEL 
Excursions 

Air Force Bases ohly 

Naval Air Stations only 
Exclude Flight Screening 

Exclude Navy-unique Functional Areas 

Exclude Air Force-unique Functional Areas 

Change Weights on various factors 

CHART 4 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission - 



1. Mr. Finch, what were the options you considered for measuring capacity, 
and why did you choose the methods you did? 

2. h4.r. Nemfakos, what range of capacity requirements above the planned Pilot 
Training Rate (PTR) was used in your analysis to determine the viability of a 
proposed closure or realignment scenario? For example, did you test the ability of 
the remaining bases to meet a 10 or 20% increase in Pilot Training Rate (PTR)? 

3. Mr. Fin&, did your capacity analysis account for factors that influence 
capacity but are not readily apparent, such as: 

a. Aircraft availability; 
b. Instructor pilot shortages; 
c. Delays of Primary student graduates feeding into the next level; 

,-?' 
d. Weather; and 

I e. Periodic runway maintenance? 

The effectiveness-of a commander at one base may be greater than that at 
anoth.er in dealing with these limitations. How did your capacity analysis account 
for this intangible and otherwise unquantifiable factor? . , 

4. Mr. Finch, a separate functional value for the Air Force's post-UPT 
Introduction to Fighter Fundaments (IFF) training was not included among the 10 
functional areas selected for assessing the overall functional value of each UPT- 
category base. 

Even though it is conducted after "Wings" are awarded, IFF is conducted at 
a UPT base, consumes capacity, and is similar in content to training events 
contained within the latter stages of the Navy's Strike Training syllabus. 

Why didn't the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group include IFF as an additional 
functional area? 



5. General Bl-, did the Air Force consider transferring the Introduction to 
Fighter Fundamentals training from Columbus AFB to another location such as 
Luke AFB in order to increase the capacity to do other training at Columbus? 

6.  Mr. Finch, in the consideration of training airspace for both capacity 
analysis and functional value, the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group methodology 
permitted a base to claim credit for large sectors of airspace so long as any portion 
of it was within 100 nautical miles of the base. For bases near the Gulf of Mexico, 
this meant credit for huge over-water sectors. 

Both Air Force and Navy UPT programs train predominantly over land. 
This is to permit such over-land flight training events as ground reference 
maneuvers and low level navigation training. Since credit for over-water airspace 
is not really relevant to actual UPT practice, doesn't giving credit for large blocks 
of over-water airspace skew the results in favor of coastal bases? 

7. Mr. Finch, did either the Services or the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group 
w consider the impact of contracting some UPT functional training areas to outside 

sources? 

a 

8. Mr. Finch, by closing NAS Meridian and Reese AFB will-the Navy and Air 
Force have sufficient capacity remaining to perform all UPT requirements? 

Will sufficient capacity remain to accommodate a surge? 

9. Mr. Nemfakos, closing NAS Meridian puts 'all of your eggs in one basket' 
by now only having NAS Kingsville for strike training. Can Kingsville satisfy all 
of your UPT requirements and still leave room for a surge? 

10. General Blume, does closing Reese AFB leave sufficient capacity in the 
UPT area to provide for surge capability in pilot training? 



1. Mr. Finch, all of your alternatives move the Navy's helicopter training to 
Fort Rucker. There are several different ways to implement this alternative. For 
example, the Navy could retain their current helicopter training process and be 
collocated at Fort Rucker as an Army tenant; or the Navy's pilots could be 
integrated into the Army training through a c onsolidation. 

Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider the issue of consolidation vs. 
collocation when developing its alternatives? 

2. Mr. F i d ,  the Navy responded to your alternatives that closed Whiting 
Field with COBRA analyses that showed a high cost of implementing the 
movement of primary training to Naval Air Station Pensacola and helicopter 

. training to Fort Rucker. 

Did the UPT-Joint Cross Service Group look at variations to this scenario, 
such as the movement of helicopter training to Fort Rucker with primary training (.Ljl remaining at Whiting Field? 

4 

3 .  Mr. Nemfaku, would moving helicopter training out of Whiting Field help 
the Navy meet its requirement for outlying fields for primary . ., training? 

Does your answer change when considering the transition to any of the Joint 
Primary Aircraft Training System (PATS) aircraft? 

4. Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) 
record states that the reason for rejecting the movement of helicopter training to 
Fort Rucker is the high one-time cost and long return on investment. 

Did operational concerns also enter into this decision or was it strictly an 
economic decision? 
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1. General Blume, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG) choose Reese AFB to close? 

Q+ General Blume, the Lubbock, Texas, community offered to purchase and 
n lease back to the Air Force Reese AFB family housing as well as a 40,000 

square foot hangar at Lubbock International Airport. Do these offers provide a 
favorable opportunity for the Air Force, and what is the status of your review? 

3. C-, if Reese AFB is closed, where is the Air Force planning to 
transfer joint Air Force and Navy primary training? 

@ General Blume, several issues have been raised regarding the accuracy of 
airspace data reported in the base questionnaires for UPT bases. 

w f@nce errors were discovered in the data for both Reese and Van e, h the 
ir Force reviewed the data far the other UPT bases? J & u i 4 d  Ov& dLd 

A ,p?ve errom-%w3efl Ir 
Why was the quantity of low level Military Training Routes available for 

training a measure of merit instead of simple sufficiency? 
. , 

% In your view, what is the best way to judge the quality of a base's airspace, 
for example: 

a. Functional area (primary versus strike and bomberlfighter); 
b. Use versus control; or 
c. Potential versus actual use? 

5.  General Blume, other UPT bases own or control more airspace than Reese 
AFB, but much of this airspace is not necessarily usable for UPT activities. Was 
Reese AFB down-graded because it lacks actual ownership and control of required 
airspace--even though access to the airspace it uses for UPT training activities is 
unimpeded and lacks any encroachment problems? 

'T; 
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oximity to this airspace is less than some other UPT bases. Why did the Air Q 
Force measure the distance to the leading edge of available training airspace rather 
than to its geographic center? Wouldn't this more properly reflect actual flight 
training practice? 

~ ' k G e n e r a 1  Blume, I have several questions relating to the weather. 

Why was percent of time the ceiling and visibility are better than 1000 feet 
and 3 miles given any weight in the analysis when it is 1500 feet and 3 miles tha 
represents a key weather decision factor 
operations? 

#$kacking weather attrition, 
ca cellations due to forecast icing conditions, and the occurrence of crosswinds 
out of limits can be used. Why was so much weight placed on crosswinds rather 

w than some of these other factors in the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group functional 
value analysis? 
/10 
( d h 8  T-38 attrition rate planning factor at Reese is 28 percent compared to 

17 percent for the T- 1. Since the T- 1 factor is currently in use at Reese, why did 
the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group use the T-38 instead . + of the T-1 planning 
factor in its Actional value analysis? 

I 

Mr. Finch, why did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group functional analysis 

House" standards, a superior method for measuring the condition and future cost 
adequacy of housing and not whether it met Air Force "Whole 

requjrements of military family housing? 

neral Blume, a lot has been learned about conducting joint primary 
ining at Reese AFB. How was this experience factored, weifited, or 

considered in the analysis to close a UPT base? 

p9 WJ 
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1. Nemfakos, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Structure 
Evaluation Committee (BSEC) choose NAS Meridian to close? 

2. , are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) 
at NAS Meridian and NAS Kingsville that were used in your capacity analysis the 
same? Please explain any differences. 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at 
NAS Kingsville? How does this compare with the figure used to determine strike 
Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS Kingsville? 

3.  r. Nemfakos, to what extent was the Navy's determination that a single 
intermediateladvanced strike UPT base contained sufficient capacity to conduct 
training to support the strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) in the future and under 
surge operations based upon the availability of NAS Corpus Christi as an outlying 
field? 

What is the maximum strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) that NAS Kingsville 
could support with both Outlying Field (OLF) Orange Grove and NAS Corpus 
Christi available as outlying fields? 

To what extent would the strike training capacity of NAS Kingsville be 
impacted if NAS Corpus Christi was not available? 



4. r. F~ncb, please discuss the process used to analyze a potential NAS 
Meridian/Columbus AFB complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the UPT-Joint cross-service Group 
consider? 

What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS 
MeridiadColumbus AFB complex? 

What cost advantages were considered (for example, NAS Meridian and 
Columbus AFB using joint targets and outlying fields and sharing excess capacity 
during runway maintenance)? 

5. Mr. Nemfakos, if the redirect of mine warfare helicopter assets to NAS 
Corpus Christi not approved, what impact would that have on the operations per 
day available for pilot training at Corpus Christi? 

How much do other flight operations at Corpus Christi reduce daily 
operations available for pilot training? 



c 
JOINT PRIMARY AIRCRAFT TRAINING SYSTEM (JPATS) 

t 

1. Mr. Finch, will Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) increase or 
decrease the number of bases required for UPT training? 

2. Mr. Finch, what was the impact of Joint Primary Aircraft Training System 
(PATS)-related issues on the group's assessment of hctional  value? 

What specific facility and airspace requirements were used to determine 
Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) functional values? 

(;3 Mr. Finch, I understand the Air Force operates a flight screening program to A LC 
l:" Wentify suitable student pilot candidates for UPT. The Navy screens by means ,------ 

other than a flight program. The Air Force contended that including Flight 
Screening within the scope of the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group would 

w unnecessarily complicate the analysis of UPT base capacity and fbnctional value. 
. , 

The UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group concluded, however, that since Flight 
Screening reduces attrifion in the Primary UPT phase, it does have an impact on 
UPT capacity, and was included. 

In the alternatives produced by the computer model, the Flight Screening 
hnction was moved out of Hondo and the Air Force Academy. Your group, 
however, chose to disregard this result. 

3 ow does the functional value analysis of Flight Screening help 
the re ative merits of UPT bases when the Air Force has no intent to conduct 
Flight Screening at a UPT base? 

Why did you include Flight Screening, a function not done at UPT bases, 
and not include Introduction to Fighter Fundamental (IFF) training, a function that 
is done at UPT bases, in the scope of your analysis? 

In retrospect, was the inclusion of Flight Screening a flaw in the analysis? 

Merrill Beyer and Mark Pross/Air Force Team 
Jim BrubakerNavy TeamIApril 1 4, 1 995 



Honomblt: Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense B a s e  Closure 9r R d i g n r n e n r  Commission 
1700 Xonh Moore S m t  
Suite 1125 
Ariington. Virginis 2239 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you prepare For your April 17Lh heruins on the Joint Cross-Service Working 
Groups' involvement in the Penugon's base closure md ralignmznt ~cornrnend;ltions. we 
would be  most apprcciacive If you would raise a number or  issues with ~xgaxd [O the 
consolidation of u n d e r g n d u a  pilot mining. Enclosed are J number ol'ques:ions tha~ you 
and the commissioners may want to put betore the witnesses. 

We applaud the addition OF the joint cross-service working groups into the base 
closure process. They provided 3 new and imponant analysis that considered jointness and 
the consolidation of mles and missions. UnfonunaleIy, in the cast? d u n d e r g n d u a ~  pilot 

w training. the Pentagon acted on only half of the mission. While they agret:d rh;r~ 
inuoducmry fured wing raining operations could be consoiidtltzd bctwctn the PLir Force 
and the Xavy. che Pentagon chose not m act on h e  rccommendatio~~ LO consoh&u pmary  
helicopter mining benuen  the Navy and rhe Army.  We believe rh3t chis is r Gmvr 
mistake, and a missed opporrunity to provide he  American tzcpayer with siynrticmt cost 
savings. 

/ 

" '9 an, we can no longer d ford  unnecessary iiupliixdons in h milir-rry 
when moe e cient and equally effective mining amngwnznts are available. The 
consolidation of primary helicopter mining ib iong overdue. and wt: hope [hat you and the 
other commissioners will consider this opporruniry during ;/our dr=iibcnriom asi thc 1995 
hase closure process. 

With hest regzds. we are 

Sincerely yours. 
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In November of 1994, be Joint Cmss-Service Gmup on U n d e r ~ d u a e  Pilot Training submitted elm 
different rrllmmivcu for conzldcnbon by rhe n i l i t vy  d e p m e n c s  and ~ e i ~ c l ; r r y  Ferry. According io documents 
submitted w Lbe BRAC. each alurnarive reduced cxctss capacity while maulU.tnrrlg nigh unllirafy value. Each  of 
the three altrrnatlves cunslstently recommended consolidrCing all mllltary u n d e r j i r ~ d u ~ r e  
helicopter pilot training a t  Fort Rucker. 

However. aese recommendations were not adhered to in b e r e  enurety. S&rc?hry Pcmy chose nor to 
consolid3cr: UHVT at Fnn Rucker a ecouunznded due to hi@ MKCON cc.srs assoclued WIUI c ios~ng  Whiung 
N a .  He rhen direcud c o n s o l i ~ ~  all Navy initial tixed wing !raining ;u '&him y N.4S. 

W h y  IS it U~st consoticlarion of UHPT at Rucker -w,as no1 dopud" 
Since the Navy is moving dl of LLS ~ntual Ftud w ~ u g  w n ~ n g  :a Whiunf YXS. woulcln'c lirnlted \~;lct be 

freed-up if UHPT was m o v d  ul FL Ruckn? 
Fmm an effiaency. doesn't it makc m\e m have a1 mrua rorvy wmS raining rlluctcd 31 (me l a w t ' ~ n ' f  

On :Man51 30.1993 General Colin Pow11 m[td at th2 Ilouse m e d  Services Commiucr .Army RJSIIJ~C 
H a n g  hat ''I belime the p r o p  phcc to do me ~ e n m l i t a t i o n  (oi i1Hr1 :mJ w h e n  I I  c a t  k done v e r ~  well is at 
Fort R u c k .  Ahbanam. He went on to say. "I am commifted ro push Ih13 as hard possible k c 3 w  there are real 
savings h u t  and &is is wbere we ougbc LO find rhe uvings." 

The cost a mufcr chc UHPT operation at Whitins Firid u Fort Ruckrr 1s less rhYl 318 million dolljrs. 
In 1992 Lhc DoD IG repaned Urn1 reiocauon af UI.IYT 's Fort Rucker would srvo ;;l 1-SL 274 ~ n d l i o n  d o l l v s  over 5 
m 

' b rhrs savings cuimstc sull valid today? 

In a proposal w rhc R o b  & M~SIOIIS Comrnirsron. the .4rmy has s t ;~ ted  bat by cnnsoli&br~g dl p n m q  
DoD rotary wing mining, i n u ~ n t i o n  ,and s~ul&udiz;lrion ~ ~ r ~ n g  Qc servrses would bc tnbrinccd to m ~ l y  i u p p ~ n  
joinmess. of the services luould sonrinulc :o pmvidc ~dvmcrd 'mining for zelr own unique icipcclr uC r n c q  
wing aviation. 

The Xnny has che capacity ro tmin id1 of i3oD'~ pri- hcficopfu pilot requiremenu without any need for 
expansion or new consmaion. 

During the 3RAC 95 Yavy hearing earlier Oirb yczrr. Cicr~renl hfundv commen(ed chat in the 1970'> thc 
. h y  was vrrinlng Marine helicopter pilots. snd hat this . ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ c I I I  worked very well. 

' Is there any r u a o n  why che .M;uinz Csrps couldn'r rerum 'Lo chis mangernmt? 

In 1992. tne JcS nwn oo Rot- & btihs~ana tecouwi~ded ionsoiida[ion of all primruy hc l i cupu  f h n u ~ g  
wilh the . A m y .  A re3m led by rhe Saw was ~ a k u l  by Sc~1.cruy of Ocfenx  .4spln ro nview thib recommm&~ric\rr. 
&ir findings concluded ih3t consolid3lion ,.vouid ntxd to be ?\I\ on hold unhl p l u y  mning for both fixed wing 
and r o w  wing could be :vJuv[ed ~ ~ g c r l t u .  ille hervvce and opemung cosrs of rhc ncw TH-67 r r inc r  had heal 
jetermined md that rhe decision would be made w ~ r h  !he ~ v n t c x t  of ;I :=se closurr round. 

' &ch of these win& h35 been ~ s t i e d .  ; ~ e f  DoD only dcpwl Ihe fixed wng porLic)n of Lhe Cross-Service 
Group rccomncn&tion. Why * w s  row) $sing 'mining ignored:' 



Earlier UIIS y e w .  rhc Navy kstiticd before lne BRAC 912 commision that Ihe tutrst)li&lion of Navy 
helicopter mining wtlh the b y  wz% ntx fcaslble because i t  was a 'people" tswuC. Or 3 q d i t y  of life issue and hat 
Navy Pilots fly ~n .?lc>rc u m n c  weather condiuons ar rea hi111 Inc Anny does. If !hat in k t  is the cae,  why docs 
chc Pcnugon continue to fqucst A m y  helicoptm and pilots ro suppc'fl 113vai miutons'' 

A number of .4nny msslons in support of ,Vavai operurions: 

lo8?- - Shipboard o d o n s  involving the . b m y ' s  l8lh .Asbane Corps: UH-Ws. O H - ~ ~ A ' C ' S .  
x4- 1's 

j987: 
" S h ~ p b a r d  a d  OWeW3rtr opcmions involving Lha A r m y ' s  -1jI:Lh C.4'1 (now -113 with 

CH-58D's 
" v-idid CONOPS mLrslolr m a y  

1994. c m n  ITmoId r v  - H m  
" 10th Mounca111 D~vulon operated from Ihe USS E.r!lhower - OH-58D's h3d cxtcnrivc missionv prior w inras~on 
" UH-60's CH47's. OH-S8NC. Y I ~  MI-l's transported nwps u1J ~ L J U I P U I ~ ~ I L  10 tbe .40 for 
scvenl days. followed by cornulvrd & cottml missions 

Each .4f~ny Av~arion MU ,bus a fask,Cir .sltlpDoard operarions ~ncorporurrd in !burr rntsslon e s ~ n n n l  list of 
:a& 77re Anny :ruim /or strrphard ~pt!rat;orrr and perfunru rhtpi~cwrd nperarr onr 

In 1392, M G n .  Dilvc R ~ b h ~ t o ,  rhs~r-(~om~~under of me : m y  hviactoa Ccnur, noted th3t oae of be mii~n 
masons lfiC Navy was opposed LO c c ~ ~ ~ . ~ i i & ~ l r ~ g  Chis minmg w i b  the Army WA\ hr'ause UK Navy d initial f i x e d -  
wing asiniag -& 3 " Q ~ c M ~ "  ~ O O L  far students. 

' Do y w  Mieve thts ro be the cue. md is here my lcg~lunvc rcrwn why tbe Navy WQ this e x t n  

w 'cuntng' cool? 

' Could tbe Navy use tbe m y ' s  training syllabus Lh3L p k e s  student pilots directly urw Lhe n~ary wtng 
pipeline? 

-4ccording fo me DoD IG, "Relouting chr N;ivv's prim* helicopctr vainins to Fon R u c k  WHIM relieve 
ground and air -C congdon  ar Whiting Fieid NAS." 

' 1s tbere a problem with a n  jcsuOn 31 Whitmy Geld. bob in the ;lir and on Ihe yroutlrl? If so. would 
relocllim of the Navy's Undupadwrt Helicopter Pilur Tailing p g m m  free up space at Whiting 
Fild? 

' How does Fort Rucker compare with Wh~ung witb regard ro aviaihblc s p t ?  

' S i m  the . m y  ainrdy owns neatly SO% of dl DoD klicllplcrs. does Fort Ruckr have he aptci ty  w 
aain 1111 of DoD's pmmry hclicopur pilot rquiremrm:' 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

ITEMS FOR INCLUSION IN THE RECORD 

1. &$r. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Conmissioner Robles that you would 
provide a list of those criteria used by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group to constrain the linear 
programming model from presenting nonsensical results. Please provide these criteria. 

ANSWER: In addition to the "Site,'Function Constraint Matrix" which limited potential 
site/functions combinations from the outset of the modeling process, constraints were imposed as 
the JCSG proceeded with its Optimization Model process. These constraints which were applied 
in an additive manner are as follows: 

1. Flight screening would not be performed/collocated with any other function - based on 
JCSG military judgment. 

2. Primary and advanced NAVNFO, advanced NFO Strike, and advanced NFO Panel 
functions would be joint and single-sited - based on DEPSECDEF memo of 
October 24, 1994. 

3. No function would be "spread" or fractionalized smaller than a "notionalized" or 
smallest squadron (approximately 100 annual production) - JCSG military judgment. 

4. Flight screening function limited to the Air Force Academy and Hondo, TX sites - 
JCSG military judgment. 

5. Primary function limited to four sites - JCSG military judgment. (This constraint was 
later dropped.) 

6. Three site closure results (MIN PRIME model run) used as baselinc for follow-on 
Optimization Model runs. ---, 

7. Air space and outlying airfield operations capacity from sites closed in MIN PRIME 
model run were transferred to remaining sites in close proximity for all additional 
modeling efforts. 

2. Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Cornella that Flj=qht 
Screening was "basically" included as a matter of completeness. For the record, please respond 
to the following question: 

Why did you iGclude Flight Screening, a function not now nor envisioned tc be done at UPT 
bases, but did not include Introduction to Fighter Fundamental (IFF) training, a function that is 
dore at UPT bases, in the scope of your andysis? 

ANSWER: The JCSG defined its category scope to include: DoD flight programs which 
support and facilitate selection and training of pilots, naval flight officers, and navigators to the 
point of awarding "Wings." Post-"Wings" flying missions such a IFF, the Blue Angeis, and a 
large number of graduate rotary-wing courses were excluded from direct analysis. Non-flyins 
missions at the bases (such as technical training at Sheppard AFB and NAS Meridian) were also 
excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 

wmv 



3. General BlumeRVlr. NemfakosIGeneral Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner Davis 

Clsl4' 
asked how much surge capacity exists in each service. Please respond to this question in terms 
of capacity to recover from temporary situations, such as a period of prolonged bad weather, and 
also in terms of capacity to accommodate an increase in the Pilot Training Rate in the event of a 
long-term increase in pilot requirements. 

ANSWER: Mai Gen Blume. If Reese AFB closes as recommended by DoD, the Air Force will 
retain approximately 12 percent surge capacity to recover from temporary situations at the 
Specialized Undergraduate Pilot Training bases. In addition, bases will have the capability to 
respond to temporary requirements by lengthening the duty day, increasing sortie density, flying 
on the weekend, etc. Increases such as these are not sustainable over a sufficient period of time 
to generate net increases in production. For extended operations such as an increase in the pilot 
training rate, the Air Force will retain between 7 and 12 percent surge capacity. 

Mr. Nemfakos. To ensure the DON has capacity to support future unforeseen increases in 
pilot/NFO training rates, as part of its configuration analysis the BSEC looked at scenarios 
where all the FY 2001 pilot and NFO training rates were increased by 10 and 20 percent. (This 
includes increases in the Air Force training scheduled for Naval air stations.) The results showed 
that even with the its closure recommendations, the DON could support a 20 percent increase in 
PTR requirements and still have some excess capacity. 

In addition, the capacity analysis was based on a 237-day work year and accounted for down 
time due to bad weather. If need be, training capacity could be increased at each air station by 
increasing the operating schedule (e.g., pilots could train on weekends to make up for lost flying 
time during the week days). - 

4. General BlumeJMr. Nemfakos/General Shane, during your testimony, Commissioner Robles 
requested that each Service provide data summarizing the costs to train pilots. Please include in 
this information the fixed costs for Base Operating Support (BOS), Real Property Management 
Account (RPMA), Overhead and Personnel at each UPT base, and the variable costs which vary 
by the number of students and flight hours/sorties flown. These costs should reflect only the 
portion attributable to UPT for the installations that also host other tenant units. 

- 
ANSWER: Rlai Gen Blume. 

COST ESTIMATE BASED ON FY94 DATA 
Mission RPM BOS Medical* Total SUPT 
Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Variable 
Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs Cost Per 
(in $M) (in $M) (in $M) (in $M) (in $M) Graduate 

Columbus $33.5 $4.9 $27.9 $8.5 $74.8 $237,507 
Laughlin $35.3 $5.7 $32.2 $1 1.0 $84.2 $245,0-49 
Reese $32.1 $5.5 $3 1 .O $9.9 $78.5 $244,619 



Vance 

w * Although not specifically asked for, medical fixed costs are also provided. These costs are not 
included in any other of the fixed costs provided. 

Definitions: 

Mission Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student. Includes Instructors, school 
overhead, and maintenance. 

RPM Fixed Costs: The upkeep on the facilities that is required whether or not you have students in 
training (e.g., utilities). 

BOS Fixed Costs: Base operating support costs that are required to support the fixed personnel (e.g., 
transportation, supply, grounds maintenance, chaplains, comptroller). 

Medical Fixed Costs: Open-the-door costs to enter one student (e.g., supplies, and equipment to 
support fixed population). 

Variable Cost Per Graduate: The cost of sending one additional student through SUPT. It does not 
include any fixed costs. 

Mr. Nemfakos. The Na\y has issued a data call to collect these data. We will forward a 
response as soon as possible. 

5 .  Mr. Finch, during your testimony, you stated that in order to achieve uniformity when 
malung comparisons between the services, the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group drafted rules used 
by the FAA to measure airfield operations capacity at each UPT base. Please provide the 
formula that the FAA uses and how these rules were applied by your group. 

ANSWER: In collecting runway capacity data, the JCSG data call asked for the sustainable 
capacity of the air station's main field and each outlying field in terms of the number of flight 
operations per hour each runway complex can support. To ensure consistency in the responses, 
the question instructed the air stations to base their capacity calculations on the methodology in 
the FAA Advisory Circular 15015060-5 entitled "Airport Capacity and Daay." This 
methodology accounts for the type and mix of aircraft, the runway and taxiway configurations, 
and reductions in operations due to weather and times the airfield is closed to flying operations 
for other reasons. The attached pages at TAB 5 excerpted from the Circular describe the 
procedure for determining the weighted hourly capacity for each runway. 

6.  General Blume, during your testimony, you stated you would provide answers to several 
questions relating to weather. Please respond to the following questions: 

ANSWER: These questions pertain to Joint Cross-Service Group analysis and data and should 
therefore be directed to the Joint Cross-Service Group. 



Why was the percent of time at which the ceiling and visibility are better than 1000 feet and 

w 3 miles given any weight in the analysis when it is 1500 feet and 3 miles that represents a key 
weather decision factor in conducting Air Force flight training operations? 

Mr. Finch: The measures and criterion reflected the JCSG developed consensus decision. The 
100013 ceiling visibility cutoff represents a key Navy decision factor. Missions were analyzed 
based on the users. For example, both Military Departments will conduct primary training, so 
both 100013 and 150013 were used. In Air Force unique bomber-fighter training, on the other 
hand, 150013 was used while 100013 was not. 

In tracking weather attrition, factors such as actual attrition experience, cancellations due to 
- forecast icing conditions, and the occurrence of crosswinds out of limits can be used. Why was 

so much weight placed on crosswinds rather than some of these other factors in the UPT-Joint 
Cross-Service Group functional value analysis? 

Mr. Finch: All weather factors (icing, crosswinds, etc.) were captured by weather attrition 
inputs. The extra weight given to crosswinds represents a measurement of the frequency of 
crosswinds, not a measure of "lost sorties." While some crosswind exposure is useful, frequent 
crosswinds complicate the learning process and can cause last-minute scheduling changes. 

The T-38 attrition rate planning factor at Reese is 28 percent compared to 17 percent for the 
T- 1. Since the T- 1 factor is currently in use at Reese, why did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service 

Qw Group use the T-38 instead of the ~ 1 1  planning factor in its functional value analysis? 

Mr. Finch: In computing the T-1 attrition planning factors, the JCSG used the reported value 
for Reese AFB and a surrogate, based on kxisting aircraft, for the other sites. In the final 
analysis, no Air Force site received points for the T-1 planning factor in the JCSG model. Based 
on T-371'T-38 attrition planning factor comparisons across sites, there is no reason to believe that 
Reese AFB would gain an advantage from a T-1 planning factor comparison. 

7. Mr. Nemfakos, dtiring your testimony, you stated to Commissioner Davis that you would 
provide for the record your analysis on Strike Pilot Training Rates. Please provide that general 
data along with your response to the following specific questions: 

Are the flight operations per strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Kingsville used in your capacity analysis the same? Please explain any differences. 

ANSWER: Yes, the analysis used 151 1 daylight flight operations per Strike PTR 

What is the current operations per strike Pilot Training Rate at NAS Kingsville? How does 
this compare with the figure used to determine strike Pilot Training Rate capacity at NAS 
Kingsville? 



ANSWER: NAS Kingsville's data call reported a daylight flight operations requirement for an 
all T-45 syllabus of 1393 ops. The 15 1 1 ops used in the analysis was derived as follows. Because 
in FY 2001 not all strike training will be done in T-45 aircraft, we assumed 50 percent of the 
Strike pilots would go through an all T-45 syllabus and 50 percent would go through a split 
syllabus consisting of an Intermediate phase in the T-2 aircraft and an Advanced phase in the T- 
45 aircraft. Based on certified data, the flight ops requirement for this split syllabus was 
calculated as follows: 

Intermediate Phase in T-2 -- 741 (from NAS Meridian' data call) 
Advanced Phase in T-45 -- 888 (from NAS Kingsville's data call) 

Total: 1,629 

Taking a weighted average, this gives 

( 1393 x .5 ) + ( 1629 x .5) = 15 1 1 daylight flight ops per Strike PTR 

To what extent was the Navy's determination that a single intermediateladvanced strike 
UPT base containing sufficient capacity to conduct training to support the strike Pilot Training 
Rate (PTR) in the future and under surge operations based upon the availability of NAS Corpus 
Christi as an outlying field? 

ANSWER: Under the recommended scenario, the main airfield at NAS Corpus Christi is 
needed to support the single-siting of Strike training at NAS I(lngsvi1le. 

'IV What is the maximum strike Pilot Training Rate (PTR) that NAS IGngsville could support 
with Orange Grove and NAS Corpus Christi available as outlying fields? 

ANSWER: Because daylight runway operations is the capacity limiter at training air station, we 
will show the capacity of this complex to support Strike training in these terms. As explained in 
response question 6b, the certified data showed that the daylight runway operations per pilot 
training rate (PTR) for Strike training is 15 11 operations. The capacity at NAS Kingsville, OLF 
Orange Grove, and NAS Corpus Chriiti (after the proposed runway extensions) is as follows: 

NAS Kingsville ------- 237 days x 12.1 hrslday x 80 ops/hr = 229,416 annual flight ops 
OLF Orange Grove -- 237 day$ x 11.6 hrslday x 54 ops/hr =148,457 annual flight ops 
NAS Corpus Christi -- 237 days x 11.6 hrslday x 80 opslhr = 219,936 annual flight ops 

Total: 597,806 annual flight ops 

Dividing the total annual flight ops by the flight ops required per PTR gives a strike PTR 
capacity of 

597.8061151 1 = 396 PTR 

The FY 2001 pilot training rate for Strike is 336 pilots. Thus, the recommended scenario 
provides an excess capacity of 



396 - 336 = 60 PTR 

which equates to about an 18% surge capability under planned and budgeted operations. 
Note that the Strike training capacity at this complex will increase as the Navy completes its 
transition to an all T-45 training syllabus. Once this transition is completed, the capacity at this 
complex will be 

597,80611393 = 427 PTR 

which increases the surge capability to about 28% 

To what extent would the strike training capacity of NAS Gngsville be impacted if NAS 
Corpus Christi was not available? 

ANSWER: Without the use of NAS Corpus Christi, NAS Kingsville would need another 
outlying field to support all Strike training. 

8. Mr. Finch, your optimization analysis apparently placed primary emphasis on the installation 
military value data provided to you by the services, and less emphasis on the functional values 
developed by the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. 

Please explain the reasoning for this approach? 

ANSWER: Sites have value both with respect to their ability to accommodate activities 
involving specific functions (e.g., those associated with flight training) and the more general 
mjlitary missions of the Military Departments. For the former, the initial means of representing 

-value for flight training functions was to consider the capacity of sites collectively to cany out all 
the functions associated with flight training. This was done by introducing a set of constraints 
that ensured that there was sufficient capacity in the collection of sites that remained open to 
handle all flight training functions. 

Beyond ensuring there was sufficient capacity to perform flight training functions, the 
Group's methods next considered military value, maximizing the inherent military value of all 
sites that remained open to carry out general military missions of the Military Departments. 

Finally, the Group's method considered the value of sites that remained open to perform 
flisht training functions. Since functional value was already considered implicitly by setting 
constraints that guaranteed sufficient capacity to carry out all functions, this additional 
consideration of functional value was given lower priority. 

To allow functional value to drive the model is relevant only if we assume functions can 
be easily moved and are completely interoperable. In practice, this led to nonsensical results 
during the early, "unconstrained" model runs. For example, Navy Strike training with its 
attendant costly T-45 infrastructure was spread to four sites. Other functions were swapped 
between Air Force and Navy sites. Site functional value was also a more narrow look at 



installation value, as it did not consider collateral missions such as technical training. The 
Military Departments' inputs encompassed all functions and potential alternative uses of the 

w installation. 

9. Mr. Finch, your Joint Cross-Service Group minutes of March 24, 1994, state that the UPT 
category is largely installation oriented. If the value of a UPT base is best reflected in its 
functional rather than military value, why didn't you base your alternatives on model output 
which maximized functional value unconstrained by installation military value? 

Since there is a direct correlation between the Joint Cross-Service Group's functional value 
rating and the Air Force's determination of military value, didn't the use of both furictional and 
military value in the model simply increase the impact of functional value in the result? 

ANSWER: Functional and military values are not independent. SECDEF guidelines define the 
first four BRAC criteria as military value. Criterion one is "mission requirements." This 
indicates functional value is a significant element of military value. There is also no single 
functional value for each base. The JCSG generally analyzed each site for all UPT missions, 
regardless of whether the site currently supported those missions. The JCSG did not analyze 
non-UPT missions. Functional value is only a subset of military value. 

10. General Blume, since the Air Force relied so heavily on the results of the Joint Cross- 
Service Group's computer model, did you analyze the model for calculation errors? 

ANSWER: The Air Force had representatives on the Joint Cross-Service Group and its Study 
Team to continuously monitor the process and its output. The Base Closure Executive Group 
also did an independent capacity analysis to confirm the required infrastructure level. 

11. General BlumeMr. Nemfakos, your Service recommendations used your own BRAC 
process as well as non-BRAC policy decisions to choose which UPT bases to close or realign. 
Why didn't your recommendations necessarily reflect the high functional value scores from the 
UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group? 

ANSWER: Mai Gen Blume. The Air Force recommendations do reflect the high functional 
value scores. The recommendation to close Reese AFB is consistent with the fact Reese had the 
lowest average functional value. 

Mr. Nemfakos: The DON'S process did not consider functional value. It used its own 
documented method for evaluating the military value of its installations. 

12. Gen Blume, the average functional value for each Air Force UPT base is shown (the Reese 
score is adjusted based on your recent memo to us). 
Columbus AFB 6.74 
Vance AFE3 6.67 
Randolph AFB 6.53 



Laughlin AFB 
Reese AFB 

w The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) apparently used the functional values 
from the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group. These averages were used to find militarv value by 
performing a standard deviation analysis to assign a color "Stop Light" code to Criteria I, "Flying 
Mission Evaluation." All eight criteria were then considered to derive an overall Air Force 
ranking: the result was Tier I for Columbus, Laughlin, Randolph, and Vance, and Tier 111 for 
Reese. 

Why didn't the Air Force simply use the functional value for the training that is actually 
accomplished at each specific UPT base to determine its score? Would the result have been 
different? 

ANSWER: Functional value is an important part of military value, but is not necessarily the 
only indicator. For example, Randolph AFB houses a Major Command Headquarters, a 
Numbered Air Force Headquarters, and the Air Force Military Personnel Center besides having a 
flying mission. In the case of UPT bases, average functional value scores, the BCEG "Stop 
Light" analysis, and professional judgment all indicated Reese AFB is the correct base to close. 
The Air Force does not believe the results would have been different if functional value were 
used as an exclusive measure. However, using only functional value would be a narrow analysis 
and would not comply with Secretary of Defense guidelines. In addition, the Air Force made a 
conscious effort to fully integrate, where possible, the Joint Group process into its entire 1995 
BRAC analysis. For the Laboratory, Test and Evaluation, and Depot subcategories, the Air Force 
used Joint Group data, the same methodology and, with few exceptions, the same measures of 
merit to produce the functional portion of the Criterion I grade for those installations. For the 
Undergraduate Flying Training category, the Air Force used the ~ o i n t  Group functional values as 
the basis for its Criterion I grade. These steps ensured that the Air Force analysis was consistent, 
to t'le maximum extent possible, with the Joint Group direction on analysis of these functions. 

It should be noted that the average functional values were not used to find "military 
value," but were instead used to determine the Criterion I grade. Military value, under the 
criteria, consists of the first four criteria. 

Finally, the BCEG examined the functional values derived by JCSG-UPT. After 
discussion, the BCEG agreed to include all activities pertaining to Air Force operations as the 
basis for the average functional value. Including all potential flying training activities rather than 
the training actually accomplished provides a better analysis of both current and potential training 
value. I 

13. Mr. Finch, did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group run any excursions using the Linear 
Prosramming Optimization Model, such as the ones shown on below: 

a. Examining only Air Force Bases 
b. Examining only Naval Air Stations 



c. Excluding flight screening 
d. Excluding Navy-unique functional areas 

w e. Excluding Air Force-unique functional areas 
f. Changing the weights on various factors, such as airspace. 

ANSWER: The Group was sensitive to the potential issue of adjusting the model after the data 
had been collected. Excursions to evaluate the sensitivity of the model to movement of new 
functions to new sites given differing minimum site levels was performed. Service specific 
excursions were not performed, given the joint perspective of the Group's efforts. 

What would the results be if these excursions were run? 

ANSWER: It would be inappropriate to speculate as to potential results without running the 
model. 

14. Mr. Finch, what were the options you considered for measuring capacity, and why did you 
choose the methods you did? 

ANSWER: Factors of capacity and the methods to measure them were developed over time by 
the JCSG. The process started with development of the Data Call followed by construction of 
the Capacity Analysis Matrix and the questions utilized in point distribution for the Measures of 
Merit. As the process evolved, the JCSG refined its methods of measurement in the framework 
of sound operational experience and military judgment. 

15. Mr. Finch, a separate functional value for the Air Force's post-UPT Introduction to Fighter 
Furldaments (IFF) training was not included among the 10 functional areas selected for assessing 
the overall functional value of each UPT-category base. 

Even though it is conducted after "Wings" are awarded, IFF is conducted at a UPT base, 
consumes capacity, and is similar in content to training events contained within the latter stages 
of the Navy's Strike Training syllabus. 

Why didn't the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group include IFF as an additional functional 
area? 

ANSWER: Post-"Wing" flying missions such as IFF, the Blue Angels, and a large number of 
graduate rotary-wing courses were excluded from direct JCSG analysis. Non-flying missions 
collocated at the UPT sites (such a technical training a Sheppard AFJ3 and NAS Meridian) were 
also excluded. When forwarding alternatives for consideration, the JCSG asked the military 
departments to quantify any such missions that impacted their capacity. 

16. General Blume, did the Air Force consider transferring the Introduction to Fighter 
Fundamentals training from Columbus AFB to another location such as Luke AFB in order to 
increase the capacity to do other training at Col~inbus? 



ANSWER: No. The Air Force collocated Introduction to Fighter Fundamentals (IFF) training 
on the UPT bases in 1993 when it stood up Air Education and Training Command during a major 
reorganization. This allowed a more seamless training continuum for fighter-bound students, 
particularly as the Air Force converted from generalized UPT to specialized UPT. Luke AFB 
also does not have the capacity to absorb this training. Even if Luke could absorb IFF, this 
would require an additional move for many fighter-bound students whose final formal training 
units were located elsewhere. To return to a different basing structure would be expensive and 
counterproductive. 

17. Mr. Finch, in the consideration of training airspace for both capacity analysis and functional 
value, the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group methodology permitted a base to claim credit for large 
sectors of airspace so long as any portion of it was within 100 nautical miles of the base. For 
bases near the Gulf of Mexico, this meant credit for huge over-water sectors. 

Both Air Force and Navy UPT programs train predominantly over land. This is to permit 
such over-land flight training events as ground reference maneuvers and low-level navigation. 
Over-water training is performed close to shore. Since actual UPT practice precludes the use of 
large blocks of over-water airspace, doesn't giving credit for such over-water airspace unfairly 
skew the results in favor of coastal bases? 

ANSWER: Over-water airspace has intrinsic value to the Navy and the consensus of the JCSG 
was to consider it equally with over-land airspace. 

18. Mr. Finch, did either the Services or the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider the impact 
of contracting some UPT functional training areas to outside sources? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG charter was to help size infrastructure, not to make policy decisions. 

19. General Blume, does closing Reese AFB leave sufficient capacity in the UPT area to provide 
for surge capability in pilot training? 

ANSWER: Yes. The closure of one Air Force UPT base leaves iufficient capacity to provide 
for surge capability. However, there is not enough excess capacity to close more than one Air 
Force UPT base. 

20. Mr. Finch, all of your alternatives move the Navy's helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 
There are several different ways to implement this alternative. For example, the Navy could 
retain their current helicopter training process and be collocated at Fort Rucker as an Army 
tenant; or the Navy's pilots could be integrated into the Army training through a consolidation. 
Did the Joint Cross Service Group consider the issue of consolidation vs. collocation when 
developing its alternatives? 

ANSWER: No. The JCSG was not established to consider policy issues related to 
undergraduate pilot training. Therefore, its approach was to use existing policies that were 
applicable to the various functions considered by the Group. In the case of helicopter training, 



existing policy was, and is, not to consolidate such training for the Army and Navy. Therefore, 
only alternatives that involved collocating or not collocating this function were considered. 

2 1 .  Mr.  inch, the Navy responded to your alternatives to close Whiting Field with COBRA 
analyses that showed a high cost of implementing the move of primary training to Naval Air 
Station Pensacola and helicopter training to Fort Rucker. 

Did the UPT-Joint Cross Service Group look at variations to this scenario, such as the 
relocation of helicopter training to Fort Rucker with primary training remaining at Whiting 
Field? 

ANSWER: Given the resource requirements, site capacities and functional values, and site 
military values, the Optimization Model consistently moved the helicopter function to Fort 
Rucker and closed NAS Whiting Field. The Group did not look at additional variations. 

22. Mr. Nemfakos, would moving helicopter training out of Whiting Field help the Navy meet 
its requirement for outlying fields for primary training? 

Does your answer change when considering the transition to any of the Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) aircraft? 

ANSWER: No, the OLFs used for helicopter training are not configured to support fixed-wing 
training. JPATS does not change this situation. 

3 .  Mr. Nemfakos, the Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) record states that 
the reason for rejecting the movement of helicopter training to Fort Rucker is the hlgh one-time 
cost and long return on investment. 

Did operational concerns also enter into this decision or was it strictly an economic 
decision? 

ANSWER: The decision riot to co-locate helicopter training at Fort Rucker was strictly an 
economic decision -- high one-time costs and a poor return on investment. Operational 
considerations, however, lead the DON to evaluate a co-location scenario as opposed to a 
consolidation scenario. 

24. General Blume, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) choose Reese AFE3 to close? 

ANSWER: When all eight criteria were applied to the bases in the UFT category, Reese AFB 
ranked lowest relative to the other bases in the Undergraduate Flying Training category. In 
addition, Reese AFB was recommended for closure in each alternative recommended by the DoD 
Joint Cross-Service Group for UPT. 



25. Mr. Nemfakos, please summarize the main reasons why the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC) chose NAS Meridian to close? 

w ANSWER: First, the current Force Structure Plan shows a continuing decline in the PTR 
(particularly in the decline from 11 to 10 carrier air wings) so that Navy strike training could be 
handled by a single full-strike training base. Second, the consolidation of strike training that 
follows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirit of the policy of the Secretary of Defense that 
functional pilot training be consolidated. The training conducted at NAS Meridian is similar to 
that conducted at NAS Kingsville, which has a higher military value, presently houses T-45 
assets (the Department of the Navy's new primary strike training aircraft) and its supporting 
infrastructure, and has ready access to larger amounts of air space, including over-water air space 
if such is required. Lastly, the net of all costs and savings associated with this recommendation 
is a savings of $158.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $33.4 million 
with an immediate return on investment expected. 

26. Mr. Finch, please discuss the process used to analyze a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus 
AFB complex. 

What alternatives or "strawmen" did the UPT-Joint Cross-Service Group consider? 

ANSWER: The Group evaluated three alternatives for the NAS Meridian/Columbus AFB 
complex: 1) A JPATS Primary "Master" site, 2) a StrikeBomber-Fighter complex with Strike at 
N.9S Meridian and Bomber-Fighter at Columbus AFB, and 3) moving Maritime and 
Primaryhtermediate NFONAV to NAS Meridian to allow creation of a JPATS Primary 
"h'laster" site at NAS Pensacola and NAS Whiting Field. The first alternative's up-front costs - 
building five outlying fields and relocating Columbus AFB's Bomber Fighter function to 
Laughlin AFB were considered excessive. The second alternative was dropped because it did not 
result in the net increase of a "base complex," would waste significant investment in the T-45 
training system at NAS Kingsville, and it would also require high, up-front cost at NAS 
Meridian. The third alternative, while not as costly to implement as alternative one, was 
discounted as the Maritime and PrimaryAntermediate NFO/NAV functions could be readily 
accommodated by those flight training bases not recommended for closure. (JCSG Meeting 
Minutes of February 23, 1995). 

What COBRA runs were performed to assess a potential NAS Meridian/Columbus AFE3 
complex? 

ANSWER: None. 

What cost advantages were considered (for example, NAS Meridian and Columbus AFB 
using joint targets and outlying fields and sharing excess capacity during runway maintenance)? 

ANSWER: The JCSG considered potential savings in shared or combined facilities from a 
JPATS site consolidation or formation of a JPATS base complex, but found they could not 
readily be identified. The Group also agreed that savings, if any, would be well in the future. In 



reviewing the base complex issue, the Group found no clear or compelling rationale to change 
the Military Departments' recommendations. 

27. Mr. Nemfakos, if the redirect of mine warfare helicopter assets to NAS Corpus Christi is not 
approved, what impact would that have on the operations per day available for pilot training at 
Corpus Christi? 

How much do other flight operations at Corpus Christi reduce daily operations available for 
pilot training? 

ANSWER:-Operating mine warfare helicopters out of NAS Corpus Christi would have a 
negligible effect on the runway operations available for pilot training. All other flight operations 
at NAS Corpus Christi, to include the proposed mine warfare helicopter operations, require less 
than 5 percent of NAS Corpus Christi's pilot training capacity. 

28. Mr. Finch, will Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS) increase or decrease the 
number of bases required for UPT training? 

ANSWER: The answer will depend on the aircraft selected and the evolution of the JPATS 
training syllabus. For example, some contenders may require longer runways than others. On 
thLe other hand, these same aircraft may be able to absorb some flying time from the more costly 
and more infrastructure-intensive advanced training tracks (i.e., T-45 Strike training). 

29. Mr. Finch, what was the impact of Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (JPATS)-related 
issues on the group's assessment of functional value? 

What specific facility and airspace requirements were used to determine Joint Primary 
Aircraft Training System (JPATS) functional values? 

ANSWER: For purposes of the analyses, the Measures of Merit utilized the maximum 
requirements identified in the source selection process for JPATS (i.e., 5,000 ft runway). 

CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

Questions submitted bv Congressman Smith: 

1. Since the Navy has recommended relocating the Naval Air Technical Training Center 
(XATTC) from Lakehurst, NJ, to Pensacola, do you envision recreating the Carrier Aircraft 
Launch and Recovery System (COLASSES) at Pensacola or do you expect to disassemble, 
package, ship and reinstall those devices that are critical to training pilots for flying off and onto 
aircraft carriers? 



ANSWER: The mission of NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not include training pilots for 
flying off and onto aircraft carriers. The N A T C  Lakehurst Detachment personnel and 
equipment support training requirements specific to operations and maintenance of aircraft 
carrier catapult, launch, and recovery equipment systems. The personnel and equipment 
necessary to continue supporting this training will be relocated to NAS Pensacola. 

2.  At what cost do you envision recreating the unique aircraft flight training facility in 
Pensacola? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment is not a unique aircraft flight training facility and 
therefore will not be recreated as such. However, all appropriate costs to relocate NATTC 
L'akehurst Detachment necessary personnel and equipment that support training requirements 
specific to operations and maintenance of aircraft carrier catapult, launch, and recovery 
equipment systems were included in the COBRA analysis for Lakehurst. These costs are 
calculated automatically by COBRA algorithms from various input data and appear as part of the 
aggregate one-time costs for NAWC AC Lakehurst, NJ plus the one-time costs for NAS 
Pensacola, FL. The exact cost will be determined as part of the implementation planning and 
budgeting process; however, it would be expected that the final cost would be of a similar 
magnitude. 

3. Do facilities exist at Pensacola for the housing of the Lakehurst NATTC students? 

ANSWER: Yes. BRAC 93 moved average onboard of 5004 students to NAS Pensacola. 
BRAC 95 adds the relocation of aviation students from both NTTC Meridian and Lakehurst, a 
total of 162 additional students. Barracks space was sized under BRAC 93 to accommodate the 
planned force structure through the end of the century. The FY 2001 average onboard for 
aviation students, including Meridian and Lakehurst, is 4226. The Navy is under contract to 
build BEQ space for 4924 beds. This number includes planned onboard, transient students and a 
surge capability. In view of this, the BSEC made a determination that no additional BEQ 
construction was required. 

4. What type of delay or disruptions are anticipated or planned for in the training of these 
aircraft carrier student pilots while the training facility is disassembled, moved and recreated in 
Pensacola? 

ANSWER: NATTC Lakehurst Detachment does not train aircraft carrier student pilots. 

Questions submitted by Senators Shelby and Heflin and Congressman Everett: 

1. In November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot Training 
submitted three different alternatives for consideration by the military departments and Secretary 
Perry. According to documents submitted to the BRAC, each alternative reduced excess capacity 
while maintaining high military value. Each of the three alternatives consistently recommended 
consolidating all military undergraduate helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker. 



However, these recommendations were not adhered to in there entirety. Secretary Perry 
chose not to consolidate UHPT at Fort Rucker as recommended due to high MILCON costs 
associated with closing Whiting NAS. He then directed consolidating all Navy initial fixed-wing 
training at Whiting NAS. 

a. Why is it that consolidation of UHPT at Ft. Rucker was not adopted? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. While the recommendations forwarded by the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group called for moving the DON's Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker, they 
said nothing about consolidating UHPT. Because of operational differences in training Navy and 
Army helicopter pilots, in evaluating these proposals, the DON only considered the co-location 
of UHPT. - 

b. Since the Navy is moving all of its initial fixed-wing training to Whiting NAS, wouldn't 
limited space be freed-up if UHPT was moved to Ft. Rucker? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. Moving the DON's Advanced Helicopter training to Fort Rucker 
would free-up space at NAS Whiting Field for fixed-wing training. IIowever, because there is no 
issue of limited space at NAS Whiting Field for fixed-wing training, this additional space would 
be of little value. 

c. From an efficiency standpoint, doesn't it make sense to have all initial rotary-wing training 
dedicated at one location? 

V 
ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. It would make sense to have all initial rotary wing training at one 
location if both the Navy and Army had the same training syllabi, same trainers, and identical 
aircraft. They do not. The DON has unique training requirements which are driven by its 
operational missions (i.e., a sea-based environment). Because of this, a consolidation of UHPT 
tralning would still require separate training tracks for Navy and Army pilots, and therefore, only 
create costs. 

2. On March 30, 1993 General Colin Powell stated at the House Armed Services Committee 
Army Posture Hearing that, "I believe the proper place to do the centralization (of UHPT) and 
where it can be done very well is at Fort Rucker, Alabama." He went on to say, "I am committed 
to push this as hard as possible because there are real savings here and this is where we ought to 
find the savings." 

The cost to transfer the UHPT operation at Whiting Field to Fort Rucker is less than $18 
million dollars. In 1992 the DoD IG reported that relocation of UHPT to Fort Rucker would save 
at least $79 million dollars over 5 years. 

a. Is this savings estimate still valid today? 



ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. It should be noted that the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force 
M'anagement and Personnel) and the Department of the Navy nonconcurred with the portion of 
the 1992 DoD IG audit report in which were presented the savings estimate cited above, 
believing that the audit analysis attempted to compare dissimilar programs and also questioning 
the estimated monetary benefits from relocation. 

In considering the UPT JCSG alternatives during the 1995 base realignment and closure 
process, the BSEC used only data, certified to be accurate and complete, contained in our 1995 
Base Structure Data Base, and information provided and verified by the other Military 
Departments. Based on our analysis of this certified data, the total estimated one-time cost to 
implement the "non-JPATS' alternative is $155.7 million with an annual recurring savings after 
implementation of $13 million and a return on investment expected in 14 years. The net present 
value of the costs and savings over 20 years for this scenario is a savings of $9 million. The total 
estimated one-time cost to implement the "JPATS' alternative is $159 million with an annual 
recurring savings after implementation of $13 million and a return on investment expected in 15 
years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years for this scenario is a savings 
of $7 million. 

3. In a proposal to the Roles & Missions Commission, the Army has stated that by 
consolidating all primary DoD rotary-wing training, integration and standardization among the 
services would be enhanced to truly support jointness. Each of the services would continue to 
provide advanced training for their own unique aspects of rotary-wing aviation. 

The Army has the capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements 
without any need for expansion or new construction. 

a. From an efficiency and interoperability standpoint, doesn't it make sense for all introductory 
helicopter pilot training to be conducted by the Army? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. There is a fundamental difference in how the Army and the naval 
services desire to train their pilots from an operational perspective; each has its own set of 
validated requirements that drive its training program, ihe location for the training, and 
efficiencies derived. The Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard training requirements include 
fixed-wing training for all students, emphasis on basic and radio instrument training, situational 
awarenesslunusual attitudelaerobatic training and shipboard landing training. We use aircraft 
systems as well as simulators and ground support systems that are different from those used by 
the Army in support of this specialized training. Then too, we believe that the operational 
environment in which our helicopter pilots will eventually be required to fly validates and 
mandates our current approach to UHPT. For example, the absolute necessity for aviator 
competence in over water flight, where aircraft performance and navigational techniques 
employed differ significantly from those over land, carries unique training demands. And, 
especially for Marine helicopter pilots, replacement of the aging CH-46 fleet with V-22 aircraft 
that feature in-flight transitions between rotary and fixed-wing modes will spawn a completely 
different dynamic for which they must be trained. In contrast, Army requirements and training 



are oriented toward the daylnight VMC, ground contact environment that supports the Army 
mission in the field. 

What makes the most sense for all the Services is to adhere to training programs that best - -  - 
prepare pilots to function in the respective operational environments in which they will be 
employed. Different requirements produce efficiencies unique to the specific training program at 
each base (NAS Whiting Field and Fort Rucker). It should be noted that intent of the Secretary 
of Defense in establishing a JCSG for UPT was not for it to examine the UPT programs of the 
Services with an eye toward consolidation, but to assist the Military Departments in identifying 
asset sharing opportunities. To what extent ')ointness" is served by consolidation of UHPT, 
whether it should be, and which Service ought to conduct consolidated UHPT for all are issues 
more appropriately addressed outside the base realignment and closure process. 

4. During the BRAC 95 Navy hearing earlier this year, General Mundy commented that in the 
1970's the Army was training Marine helicopter pilots, and that this arrangement worked very 
well. 

a. Is there any reason why the Marine Corps couldn't return to this arrangement? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The Department of the Navy does not endorse Army UHPT for 
Marine pilots, because it does not meet the training requirements for service with the Fleet and 
Fleet Marine Forces. During the Vietnam War, the Marine Corps experienced a severe shortage 
of pilots, and following the direction of the Secretary of Defense, accepted helicopter pilots who 
had been trained by the Army. To meet Marine Corps requirements those Army-trained pilots, 
whose training was complete by Army requirements, required an additional 70 to 75 hours of 
flight training that was provided in Marine Corps helicopter training grocps. General Mundy's 
comment during the Commission's hearing on March 6, 1995, did not indicate his willingness to 
change the training syllabus for Marine Corps helicopter pilots, but was offered in rebuttal to 
suggestions that our current resistance to UHPT consolidation is fueled in whole or in part by 
interservice rivalry. 

5. In 1992, the JCS report on Roles & Missions recommended consolidation of all primary 
helicopter training with the Army. A team led by the Navy was tasked by Secretary of Defense 
Aspin to review this recommendation. Their findings concluded that consolidation would need 
to be put on hold until primary training for both fixed wing and rotary wing could be evaluated 
together, the service and operating costs of the new TH-67 trainer had been determined, and that 
the decision would be made with the context of a base closure round. 

a. Each of these points has been satisfied, yet DoD only adopted the fixed-wing portion of the 
Cross-Service Group recommendation. Why was rotary-wing training ignored? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The 1992 JCS Report on Roles & Missions, signed by General 
Colin Powell in February 1993, did not recommend consolidation of primary helicopter training. 
Instead, ii stated "ljfit is cost effective, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard helicopter training 
will be nzoved from Perzsacola to Ft Rucker. " A joint working group, led by the Navy with 

w 



assistance from the Army, recommended "retaining existing Navy helicopter training at Whiting 
Field and continuing use of the T-34C for primary training and track selection at least through 
JPATS introduction. This proven training fonnat is presently the least costly approach to 
producing Navy helicopter pilots that meet service requirements. " The study further 
recommended that "All services reevaluate each ofthe options presented in this study shortly 
after the following events occur: JPATS source selection is complete and acquisitiordoperating 
costs are identified. Final force levels are establislzed and thisflight training requirements 
deiermined. A m y  receives TH-67 deliveries and actual inventory and operating costs are 
identfied. " The study was forwarded with concurrence from the Army. 

Rotary-wing training was considered on an equal basis with ail other types of UPT in both 
the Department of the Navy's analysis and that conducted by the UPT JCSG. The rationale for 
the Department of the Navy's rejection of the UPT JCSG alternative to close NAS Whiting Field 
is explained in response to question 1. 

6. Earlier this year, the Navy testified before the BRAC 95 commission that the consolidation 
of Navy helicopter training with the Army was not feasible because it was a "people" issue, or a 
quality of life issue and that Navy Pilots fly in more extreme weather conditions at sea than the 
Army does. If that in fact is the case, why does the Pentagon continue to request Army 
helicopters and pilots to support naval missions? 

A number of Army missions in support of Naval operations: 

1 983: Operation U r ~ e n t  Fury 

w "'Shipboard operations involving the Army's 18th Airborne Corps: UH-60's, 

1987: Operation Prime Chance 
*Shipboard and overwater operations involving the Army's 4/17th CAV (now 4/2) with 
OH-58D's 

*valid CONOPS mission today 

1994: Operation Uphold Democracv - Haiti 
"10th Mountain Division operated from the USS Eisenhower 
*OH-58D's had extensive missions prior to invasion 
*UH-60's, CH-47's, OH-58AIC's and AH-1's transported troops and equipment to the A 0  

for several days, followed by command & control missions 

Each Army Aviation unit has a task for shipboard operations incorporated in their mission 
essential list of tasks. The Army trains for shipboard operations and performs shipboard 
operations. 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. As mentioned in response to question 1, training for Army 
helicopter pilots and naval aviators is designed to prepare them for two significantly different 
operational environments. The record of employment of Army helicopters shows that the Army 



does operate from Navy ships on certain occasions and under visual meteorological (VMC) 
weather conditions. However, Army helicopter pilots are not trained for, and do not operate 
during, degraded weather conditions. In contrast, every Navy pilot is trained to operate from 
large and small deck ships under all weather conditions. In each of the cases cited above, Army 
helicopters were required due to unique mission circumstances and operated under favorable 
weather conditions as directed by senior Defense Deparrment officials. 

7. In 1992, MGen. Dave Robbins, then-Commander of the Army Aviation Center, noted that 
one of the main reasons the Navy was opposed to consolidating this training with the Army was 
because the Navy used initial fixed-wing training as a "cutting" tool for students. 

a. Do you believe this to be the case, and is there any legitimate reason why the Navy needs 
this extra "cutting" tool? 

b. Could the Navy use the Army's training syllabus that places student pilots directly into the 
rotary wing pipeline? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. The Navy practice of using fixed-wing aircraft in rotary-wing pilot 
track selection and training was validated by a 1994 Center for Naval Analysis study which 
concluded that "Splitting the current Navy primary into two separate tracks, rotary primary and 
fixed-wing primary, could increase attrition if current standards are maintained. Attrition would 
bc. higher in each track than in the present unified prinlary and thus would be higher overall." 
Increasing attrition will increase the cost of training and require increased accessions. In 
addition, the study forwards the following training considerations: 

"The motor skills and learned responses needed to fly helicopters and fixed-wing 
airplanes in forward flight are alinost exactly the same ... These skills are transferable." 

"Flying Izelicopters in hover mode is diflerent from flying them in forward flight mode. 
Fronz a training standpoint, it is sensible to first reach rotary-wing pilots forwardflight in a 
fiued-wing trainer. Student pilots can then move to helicopters where they acquire specialized 
flight skills. " 

"Some flight training, particularly navigation and instrunzentflying, involves skills that 
are not specific to a particular type of aircraft." 

The Air Force also supports the concept of undergraduate, primary fixed-wing training for 
its helicopter pilots. In December 1992 the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force stated "...fixed- 
wing training before rotary-wing training produces a better trained Iielicopter pilot for less 
money. " 

Based on the benefits of fixed-wing primary training, using the Army's curriculum would 
not meet Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard requirements. 



8. According to the DoD IG, "Relocating the Navy's primary helicopter training to Fort Rucker 
would relieve ground and air traffic congestion at Whiting Field NAS." 

w 
a. Is there a problem with congestion at Whiting Field, both in the air and on the ground? If 
so, would relocation of the Navy's Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training program free-up 
space at Whiting Field? 

b. How does Fort Rucker compare with Whiting with regard to available space? 

c. Since the Army already owns nearly 80% of all DoD helicopters, does Fort Rucker have the 
capacity to train all of DoD's primary helicopter pilot requirements? 

ANSWER: Mr. Nemfakos. There is no ground or air congestion at NAS Whiting Field. As 
previously stated, fixed wing (T-34C) aircraft normally conduct training operations at altitudes 
above 1500 feet and rotary wing (TH-57BlC) training aircraft operate in the airspace structure 
below 1500 feet. Commercial airliners overfly training airspace at altitudes above 24,000 feet. 
Navy fixed-wing aircraft conduct landing operations at exclusive fixed-wing airfields, which are 
specifically designed to train naval aviators to land day or night, in fair or foul weather, and 
aboard the confined landing areas of our ships at sea. These airfields are located within ten miles 
of home field, enhancing training efficiency and lowering cost per completed student sortie. 
NAS Whiting, in effect, is two airfields for the price of one. There are no course rule conflicts 
between fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft operating at these two fields. Operations in joint- 
use areas are normally conducted using air traffic control procedures andfor radar monitoring. 
Additionally, helicopters, by design, can operate at very slow airspeeds. As a result, near mid-air 
collisions involving Navy helicopters are virtually non-existent. In contrast, increased congestion 
at Fort Rucker would result from consolidating training there. 

Fort Rucker is larger than NAS Whiting Field. However, NAS Whiting Field meets all 
present and future Navy requirements for primary and helicopter training and includes sufficient 
maritime operating areas for the Helicopter Landing Trainer ship. Additionally, the area around 
Fort Rucker has a much greater concentration of noise sensitive areas than does NAS Whiting 
Field. 

Fort Rucker requires significant facilities MILCON, extensive rehabilitation and upgrade of 
existing structures and, equally important, extensive quality of life improvements to support 
consolidated training. Facilities meeting the Navy's requirements for both mission and quality of 
life are currently available and in use at NAS Whiting Field. 
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MEDICAL JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

NEXT WE WILL HEAR TESTIMONY FROM THE MEDICAL JOINT CROSS 

SERVICE GROUP. WE ARE PRIVILEGED TO HAVE WITH US D R  EDWARD D. 

MARTIN, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 

HEALTEI AFFAIRS, WHO HEADED THE GROUP. 

'cllr 
WE WILL BEGIN COMMISSIONER'S QUESTIONS AS SOON AS I HAVE 

SWORN IN D R  MARTIN, AND ANY OTHER BACKUP WITNESSES WHO MAY BE 

CALLED UPON TO ANSWER QUESTIONS DURING THIS PANEL. 

DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU ARE ABOUT 

TO GIVE BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

COMMISSION SHALL BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH AND NOTHING BUT 

THE TRUTH? 



MEDICAL JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

PROCESS 

1. Dr. Martin, would you please describe the make-up of your Medical Joint 
Cross Service Group and briefly explain the process by which your group 
developed its realignment and closure alternatives? 

2.  All but one of the 16 Joint Cross Service Group alternatives describe 
realignment of an acute care hospital to an outpatient clinic. 

Math ,  why were so many of the Joint Cross Service Group's 
alternatives realignments rather than closures? Is realignment to a clinic a cost 
effective way to eliminate capacity? Would it be more cost effective to close 
rather than realign hospitals, especially in areas with other military hospitals in the 

. 
area or substantial civilian capacity? 

mi what exactly did the Joint Cross Service Group have in mind 
hen it used the word "clinic?" Who has the final say as to what is included in a 
inic, and who decides how many people it takes to operate one? 

Gene-, how did the Army define "clinic" for the Fort Lee and Fort 
Meade realignments? What was the basis for the size of the staff reductions in the 
recommendations for those two hospitals? 

&fr. Pirie, do the Navy's definitions or assumptions about hospital-to-clinic 
realignments differ fiom the Army's? If so, please elaborate. 

h s d l h n g ,  do the Air Force's definitions or assumptions differ from 
those ofthe other two services? If so, please elaborate. 



w 
3. Dr. Madin, do opportunities exist for the downsizing and realigning of 
hospitals to allow for the specialization of medical capabilities or functions within 
a certain geographic area? 

Could these actions allow for better care through specialization, and lower 
costs through reduced infrastructure? 

Were opportunities for this type of realignment identified and/or 
considered? 

4. w m ,  in developing the cost savings estimates for the two Army 
hospital realignment actions, what assumptions did the Army make about both 
inpatient and outpatient CHAMPUS cost increases? 

-;given that direct care services in military hospitals are 5.  
ssentially free to beneficiaries, while services received under CHAMPUS involve 

copayments and deductibles, do you believe it is reasonable to conclude that 
demand for services may diminish when direct care services are reduced? 



w 
1. Dr. M a d ,  will you please briefly describe how reductions in the medical area 
fit into the larger, DOD-wide drawdown context? Do past BRAC actions and the 
current set of recommendations keep pace with changes in the rest of the military 
or are medical assets drawing down at a faster or slower pace? 

2. Dr. m, in meetings with Commission staff you described a number of 
hospital realignment actions taking place outside of the BRAC process. 

Would you please describe what the Department is doing to eliminate 
excess inpatient capacity beyond the recommendations sent to this Commission? 
Why isn't the Department doing these actions through the BRAC process? 

Given the frequency with which budgets can and do change, what 
assurances do you and the Commission have that these actions are really going to 
take place? Do you believe it would be beneficial for the Commission to add any 
Dr all of the actions you describe to its list of actions to consider? 

'lr 
3. Dr. mar ti^^, CHART 1 shows the San Antonio, Texas area. We can see from 
this chart that it is home to two large military medical centers and a large number 
of civilian hospitals. This appears to be an example of an opportunity to eliminate 
a substantial portion of excess capacity, and, indeed, the Air Force facility, 
Wilford Hall, was on the Joint Cross Service Group list of realignment 
alternatives. Yet neither facility is on the DOD list. 

m, why is this? 

General Blume, why did the Air Force choose not to realign Wilford Hall to 
either a clinic, as the Joint Cross Service Group alternative suggests, or a 
community hospital? 

G m ,  do you believe there is a surplus of medical center beds in 
San Antonio? If so, why did the Army build the new facility at Fort Sam 
'louston? 

w 





4. , in meetings with commission staff, you've discussed plans to 
change Wilford Hall into a community hospital configuration, while consolidating 

w graduate medical education at Brooke Army Medical Center. 

What is the status of this plan? 

Are you comfortable with the Army and Air Force plans to enact this 
alternative through the budget process? If not, do you feel that Commission action 
could better ensure that the necessary realignment takes place? 

Given the unique aspects within both the Brooke Army Medical Center and 
Wilford Hall, would you envision any actual infrastructure operating efficiencies 
by a consolidation? Would you actually be able to close a facility by 
consolidation? 



1. Dr. bhlin, CHART 2 shows the current inventory of military hospitals and 
hospital beds in the United States as taken from the Joint Cross Service Group's 
linear programmimg model dataset. 

Does the Department need all of these hospitals and beds? How many 
staffed, operating military hospital beds does the Department need to meet 
p e a c e t k  requirements? 

How many beds are needed to meet the readiness requirement of two major 
regional contingencies (MRCs)? Do the beds needed to support wartime 
requirements come from the operating total or the expanded bed total? 

Are Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Center beds counted as being 
available to satisfy any of the wartime (2 MRC) or peacetime requirements? 

Are civilian beds, particularly at hospitals enrolled in the National Disaster 
Medical System, a part of this equation? 

2. M m ,  we understand that there is some disagreement within the 
Department in the area of wartime readiness requirements for hospital beds, and 
we know that this is not something that this Commission is going to solve. 

However, do even the highest estimates of required wartime beds exceed the 
current inventory of over 20,000 mobilization beds? 



Military Hospitals -- U. S. 

Source: JCSG Linear Programming Model Dataset 
I Defense Ba Closure and Realignment Commission 1, 

Hospitals Operating Available Expanded 

Army 
- - * -- - - -" 

Navy 
- "- -- 

USAF 
- - -  

Total 

32 

19 

4,75 1 

2,395 

48 

99 

7,464 

3,383 

9,682 

3,865 

2,538 

9,684 

4,76 1 

15,608 

6,501 

20,048 



C I L O S ~ P ~ I D O D  m T T V E S  TO MI-- 
EFFECTS 

w 
1. Dr. Martin, the Commission has been receiving many letters from people 
worried about their access to health care services if "their" military hospital 
closes. Most of these letters are from retirees, many of whom are age 65 or over 
and no longer eligible for CHAMPUS. Beyond their worries about access, many 
of these letters talk in very heartfelt terms about promises of lifetime medical care 
that will be broken with the closure of a hospital. 

Would you please tell us about just who is entitled to care in DOD medical 
facilities? 

What are the priorities for treating beneficiaries in DOD medical facilities? 

2. Dr. Martin, would you please describe what you see as the impact of 
closures and realignments on the users of closed or realigned hospitals, as well as 
any DOD or Service programs that will be put in place to mitigate the impacts on 

W v  
these people? 



SPONSW TO JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 
ALTERNATIVlES 

w 
1. Dr. Martin, eleven of the sixteen alternatives provided to the Services by the 
Joint Cross Service Group were not accepted. 

Are you satisfied that the DOD list goes as far as it should in reducing 
medical infrastructure? In your opinion, do the eleven rejected alternatives 
represent missed opportunities? 

2. General S b ,  would you please explain why the Army accepted some of 
the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives but not others? 

3 .  .M. Pirie, would you please explain why the Navy did not accept either of 
the two Naval Hospital realignment alternatives on the Joint Cross Service Group 
list? 

4. Rased on documents provided to the Commission and discussions with 
Commission staff, our understanding is that the Army and the Navy both 
performed COBRA analyses for all of the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives, 
but that the Air Force did not perform any. 

General Blum, is this correct? If so, why didn't the Air Force do the 
analyses needed to determine such an important aspect of the feasibility of the 
alternatives? 

General Blume, did the Air Force actively participate in the Joint Cross 
Service Group effort? Why? 

Dr. Martin, if the Air Force wasn't going to consider the Joint Cross Service 
Group alternatives, why did the Joint Group bother to consider Air Force 
Hospitals at all? 



Medical Joint Cross Service- Group 
Alternatives 

L 

CLOSE 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, CO* 

Fort McClellan, A L * 
Fort Rucker, A L 
Fort Meade, MD* 
Fort Belvoir, VA 
Fort Lee, VA* 

Naval Hospital Beaufort, SC 
Naval Hospital Corpus Christi, 7X ., 

Scott AFB, IL 
Wright-Patterson A FB, OH 
Shaw AFB, SC 
Reese AFB, TX* 
Sheppard A FB, 7X 
Langley A FB, VA 
Air Force Academy, CO 
Wilford Hall Medical Center, TX 

* Hospitals on DOD BRAC List 
I Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
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OUR FINAL GROUP OF THE DAY IS THE JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

ON LABS AND TEST & EVALUATION. 

WE ARE PLEASED TO HAVE WITH US THE CO-CHAIRS OF THE T&E 

GROUP, M R  PEK&IP E. COYLE, WHO IS DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONAL T I ~ T  

w AND EVALUATION, AND M R  JOHN A. BURT, WHO IS DIRECTOR OF TEST, 

SYSTEMS ENGINEERING AND EVALUATION IN THE DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE. 

WE ALSO HAVE WITH US DR CRAIG DORMAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR 

LABORATORY MANAGEMENT, WHO WAS THE LAB STUDY TEAM LEADER 



w 
IF YOU THREE GENTLEMEN WILL STAND, AND ANY OTHER BACKUP 

WITNESSES WHO MIGHT BE CALLED UPON TO ANSWER QUESTIONS, I WILL 

ADMINISTER THE OATH AND WE WILL BEGIN WITH COMMISSIONER'S 

QUESTIONS. 

DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT THE TESTIMONY YOU 

ARE ABOUT TO GIVE BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION SHALL BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH 

AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH? 



LABS, TEST AND EVALUATION JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUPS 

1. Dr. Jones, in summarizing the results of the Services' laboratory cross 
sel-vicing, you wrote, and I quote: "The final results are disappointing and 
unbalanced. Cross-servicing is minor at best." 

What is the impact of DoD's 1995 BRAC recomn~endations on excess 
laboratory capacity? 

2. Dr. Jones, what would have been the impact on excess laboratory capacity if 
the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group's four priority alternatives had been 
accepted by the Services and DoD? 

SEE CHART #1 

3. General Shane, why didn't the Army accept the applicable Laboratory Joint 
Cross Service Group's priority alternatives? 

II 
4. Mr. Nemfakos, why didn't the Navy accept the applicable Laboratory Join1 
Cross Service Group's priority aiternaiives? 

5. General Blume, why didn't the 4 i r  Force accept rhe applicable Laboreror!, 
Joint Cross Service Group's priority alternatives? 

6. Dr. Jones, in your view, what were the deficiencies in the process that 
allowed the Services to disregard the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group's 
proposed priority alternatives? 

7. Dr. Jones, in sum, you wrote, and I quote: "If we are to achieve desired 
results it appears that we have a system in which only a heavier handed 
instrument will suffice." Please explain this comment. 





8. Dr. Jones* in response to a Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group data call, 
the Navy provided information that clearly outlined significant cross-service and 
federal agency use of two unique facilities at White Oak, Maryland: the Nuclear 
Weapons Effect facility and the Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel. 

The Navy recommended, and the DoD endorsed, abandonment of these one- 
of-a-kind facilities. 

Was the need for the continued operation of these facilities under a joint or 
consolidated arrangement addressed by the Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service 
Working Group? If not, why not? 



CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF ROME LABORATORY 

1. Dr. Jones, it is our understanding that DoD's only recomnlended laboratory 
closure and/or realignment involving cross-servicing is closing Rome Laboratory 
and realigning its functions at Fort Monmouth, New York, and Hanscom Air 
Force Base, Massachusetts. 

SEE CHART # 2 

2. Dr. Jones, please explain the context in which your group proposed the 
closing of Rome Lab and the alternative for cross service collocation of comnlon 
Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence (C41) activities 
at Fort Monmouth. 

3. Dr. Jones, what organizations and how many personnel would have been 
located at Fort Monmouth under this alternative? 

4. Mr. Nemfakos, why didn't the Navy realign the C41 functions of its Space 

w and Naval Warfare Systems Cornlnand and its approximatel>. 9 10 personnel 
positions at Fort Monmouth as suggested by the Laboratory Joint Cross Service 
Group? 

5. General Blume, why did the Air Force decide to move most of Rome 
Laboratory to Hanscom Air Force Base, rather than moving the lab to Fort 
Monmouth, as suggested by the Laboratory Joint Cross Service Group? 

6. Dr. Jones, as you know, Rome was designated as one of the Air Force's four 
Tier I laboratories. As Director of Defense Research and Engineering, are you 
concerned that closing the lab and moving solne of its C41 functions to Fort 
Monmouth and the others to Hanscom Air Force Base will have a major impact on 
the DoD's and the Services' ability to conduct current and further C41 research 
and development? 

7. Dr. Jones, in your view does it make sense to split Rome Lab's C3I 
functions between two military installations? 



a 
Rome Laboratory 

The Proposed Relocation 
Current Directorates Proposed Thrust -- 

Intelligence & Reconnaissance Electromagnetic~ 7 2  
Command, Control, & Communications Intelligence 
Electromagnetics & Reliability Surveillance Massachusetts 

Surveillance & Photonics Software Technology 
Command and Control 
Space Communications 
Total of 595 Positions 

New York bk?b- 
Proposed Thrust 

Electromagnetics & Reliability 
Total of 77 Positions 

Proposed Thrust A 
EMlReliability 
Photonics 
Computer Systems 
Comm Networks 
Radio Comm 
Total of 283 Positions New Jersey 



8. Dr. Jones, the Army was planning to locate the functions and personnel 
positions from Rome Laboratory into facilities at Fort Monmouth's Myer Center, 
which is currently occupied by the Army's Electronic Technology Device 
Laboratory. This lab is to move to the Army Research Laboratory at Adelphi, 
Maryland, as the result of a 1991 BRAC decision to consolidate Army 
laboratories. 

Does it make sense froin a joint cross servicing perspective to move the 
Army's lab, which performs C41 functions, including DoD's flat screen display 
research and development, from Fort Monmouth while moving Rome laboratory's 
related C41 functions to Fort Monmouth? 

9. General Blume, how did the Air Force determine the cost and savings of the 
Rome Laboratory recommendation? Did anyone from the Air Force involved in 
the decision to close the lab and realign its functions visit the lab before the 
recommendation was made to: (1) discuss these actions with the lab's managers, 
(2) evaluate the impact of these actions on the lab's current and future C41 work, 
(3) determine the Lab's requirements at the receiving locations. and f - l )  determine 

(I what had to be moved to the n e ~ .  location and ar \r.ii-r cost? 

i 0. General Biume, it has been suggested -- the Air Force's costa associa~eci \vith 
closing and realigning Rome Laboratory are understated and the Lab's nioving 
costs, requirements for space, communications equipment and networks have not 
been determined. as of April 7. 1995. For example: 

--The Air Force's total one-time moving cost is $6.8 million but it is for 
moving only four major pieces of equipment. There is only $1 52,000 for freight 
for moving every thing else. 

--Rome Laboratory has an Electromagnetic Environmental Effects Research 
Center containing equipment, including a large anechoic chamber, with an 
estimated current replacement value of $1 7.4 million. Replacement costs were not 
included in the Air Force's Cost of the Base Realignment Actions (COBRA). 

General Blume, is the Air Force planning to take another look at the costs of 
this proposed move? When will a revised COBRA be made available to the 



BROOKSIARMSTRONG LABORATORY 

1. Major General Blume, in all of DoD capacity, approximately 35-40% of 
human systems research and technology development is conducted at Brooks 
AFB. 15-20% is conducted at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, and the remaining 
40-50% is conducted by the Army and the Navy at 15-1 7 separate sites. 

The Joint-Cross Service Groups recommended the consolidation of Army 
and Navy human systems lab functions at Brooks and Wright-Patterson. It also 
found that Brooks has more capacity and a higher functional value than Wright- 
Patterson. 

Given all of this, why did the Air Force recommend the closure of Brooks? 

Major General Shane and Mr. Nemfakos, were you considering moving 
these fbnctions to Brooks prior to finding out that Brooks was closing? 

In addition, since the current DoD recommendation is to close Brooks 
colnpletely and move most of the personnel ~ n d  functions e i ~  e~rheie .  hour can 
there be a great deal of cost savings? How could an accurate estimate be 
oenerated without a transition plan? C 

7 . Major General Blume, one of the main reasons Brooks Air Force Base 
scored low in military value is-that it does not have an active runway. However, 
there are several active military runways in San Antonio, and the primary 
functions at Brooks are laboratory and research-related, and therefore do not 
require an active runway. 

Did DoD consider a runway foremost in its assessment of the military value 
of Brooks? If so, why? 



3. Ma-ior General Blume, during the Commission's visit of Brooks, the San 
Antonio con~munity presented a plan to establish a cantonment area, close Brooks, 
and preserve the functions of the Human Systems Center, that is Armstrong 
Laboratory, the School of Aerospace Medicine, and the Human Systems 
reasearch. 

Had the Air Force considered this option previously? 

Will you be sure the COBRA results already requested by the Co~nmission 
on this matter be submitted to us prior to 1 May 95? 



OTHER LABORATORY ISSUES 

1. Major General Blume and Dr. Dorman, the current DoD recommendations 
dictate that the Aircrew Training Research Division of Armstrong Laboratory 
remain as a stand-alone facility at the closed Williams Air Force Base. 

Nearby Luke Air Force Base already conducts the ma-jority of the fighter 
weapons training for the Air Force, and has a long history of cooperation with 
Williams. 

How strongly did the Air Force consider moving this unique and necessary 
function from Williams Air Force Base to Luke Air Force Base? Have any 
COBRA runs performed? 

2. In 1990, the Secretary of Defense announced his intention to close the Los 
Angeles Air Force Base. including the laborator!, function, and move it to Kil-tland 
Ail- Force Base. 

-- -. 
What has happened in the years since thar l ime to chznrse the ezriiei- 

Secretary of Defense announcement': 



TEST AND EVALUATION GENERAL OUESTlONS 

1. Mr. Burt. the alternatives from the Joint Cross Service Group are displayed 
before you. SEE CHART # 3 

Do you still support these as the ways to reduce excess capacity in the Test 
and Evaluation area? 

Mr. Burt, what percent of the excess capacity Test and Evaluation would be 
eliminated if your alternatives were adopted? 

2. Mr. Burt and Mr. Coyle, virtually no reductions in Test and Evaluation 
capacity resulted from the Services' recommendations. 

Why was the Joint Cross Service Group so unsuccessful in convincing the 
individual Services to consolidate activities? 

7 
3. Major General Blume. why did the Air Force not imple~nent a111~ of the 
recommendations of the Joint Cross-Service Group? 

4. Mr. Nemfakos, why did the Navy not impleillent any of the 
recommendations of the Joint Cross Service Group? 

5. Major General Blume, the Joint Cross Service Group stated "electronic 
combat Test and Evaluation capability at Eglin and China Lake have 
approximately 85% overlap." The recommendation was to move China Lake test 
assets to Eglin. 

Why is the Air Force, in light of this alternative, proposing to move 
Electronic Combat Testing from Eglin Air Force Base to Nellis Air Force Base? 

What will the cost for this move of Electronics Combat Testing to Nellis Air 
Forlze Base? 

Will there be a scheduled delay and a negative impact on programs from 

(I 
this proposed move of Electronic Combat Testing to Nellis Air Force Base? 



a a 
JCSG PROPOSAL - CORE REDUCTIONS 

ALTERNATIVES 

PAX River T&E missions primarily to Edwards OR 
Edwards T&E missions primarily to PAX River 
If either is enacted, consolidate Army air vehicle T&E to the 
receiving site 

Eglin T&E missions primarily to China Lake OR 
China Lake T&E missions primarily to Eglin 

Pt. Mugu T&E missions primarily to China Lake OR to Eglin 



Mr. Nemfakos, did the Navy consider the alternative to move China Lake 
T&E missions primarily to Eglin? 

6.  Mr. Nemfakos, did the Navy consider moving the test activities fi-om Pt. 
Mugu to Eglin Air Force Base to eliminate excess test infrastructure? 

Would this be the prudent course to follow considering the excess capacity 
identified by the Joint Cross-Service Group? 

6 .  General Blume, the Joint Cross-Service Group recon~mended that the 
relocation of the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity at 
Fort Worth, Texas, and the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor 
Activity at Buffalo, New York (simulation systems) be moved to Patuxent River 
or to Edwards Air Force Base. 

The Air Force rejected both recommendations, and instead, recommended 
to move these activities to Nellis Air Force Base. \JThy? 

Did you conduct cost e\.al.ciations oi: the 2Ite:-na~i; es" 

if so, wouid ~ ~ o u  piease pro\-icie them ro the Coml?lissio:. 2s soon 2s 
possible? 

7. Mr. Coyle, the Joint Cross Service Group on Test and Evaluation put forth 
the alternative to consolidate Airborne Weapons testing at Eglin Air Force Base 
eliminating these missions at China Lake and Point Mugu. 

Do you still suppport this alternative? 

8. Mr. Coyle. since you recommended the consolidation of testing at the Eglin 
Air Force Base Test Range, does the proposed movement by the Air Force of the 
Electromagnetic Test Environment effort to Nellis Air Force Base eliminate the 
opportunity to consolidate DoD electronic testing? 



9. General Blume. what are the estimated costs for movement of this 

(I Electronic Combat Testing from Eglin Air Force Base to the Nellis Air Force 
Base? 



ocument S eparator 



PP.UL 3. SARBANES 
M*nVLlmO 

WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-2002 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Defensc  Base C l o s u ~ e  dnd Realignme9t Commission 
1700  N. Moore Street 
Arlington, V i r g i n i a  22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

As you know, Xr. Philip E. Coyle, Director of Operational 
Test and Evaluation, Department of Defense is s c h e d u l e d  t o  
testify before  t h e  BRAC on Ynnday on the Joint Cross S ~ L - v i c e  
Groups for Laboratories, Test and E v a l u a t i o n .  

It is our ~ ~ n d e r s t a n d i n g  that M r .  C o y l e  h a s  v i s i t e d  NSWC 
White Oak twice in the p a s t  two weeks and has expressed s e r i o u s  
concerns about t h e  p o t e n t i a l  loss of the hygerve.locity wind 
tunnel and othcr unique f a c i l i ~ i e s  a t  Whize O a k .  W e  would 
a p p r e c i a t e  i t  i f  you would ask M r .  Coyle h i s  views on t h e  DOD 
recommendation t o  close White Oak and have a t t a c h e d  some 
suggestad questions fur youx cons lde ra t lon .  

w Thank you for your a t t e n t i o n  in this mat ter .  

Wit:h b e s t  r ega rds ,  

rbara A .  W@&e- pdL Paul S .  sa rbanes  
U n i t e d  States Senator Znited S t a t e s  S e n a t o r  

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Dur ing  testimony before t h e  Commission o n  March 1, General 
Shalikashvili expressed c o n c e r n s  about how the proposed C ~ O S I I I - P  

of t h e  Naval S u r L d c e  warfare Center at White O a k ,  Mary land ,  would 
affect the hypervelocity wind tunnel located there. Do you have  
similar c o n c e r n s ?  

Were the hypervelocity wind tunnel and the nuclear weapons 
effects Simulation facility at N S W C  W h i t e  Oak considered by t h c  
' rest a n d  Evaluation o r  Laboratory J o i n t  Cross S e r v i c e  Groups?  

( T o  t h e  extent n o t  s v a t e d  i n  previous response)  Is i L  your 
view that this wind  t u n n e l  m u s t  c o n t i n u e  to s t a y  i n  operation, 
e i t h e r  by the Navy or some other agency, at White Oak or some 
other I ocation? 

1 To the e x t e n t  n o t  s t a ted  i n  p rev ious  responses) The 
cer t i  i e d  data call responses i n d l c a c e  char  the U . S .  government 
bas no o t h e r  wind tunnel with the capabilities of the one a t  
White Oak. Is this t h e  case? 





SAM F ARR 
ITT- L~STRIC~.  O C ~ O R N U  
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COMMITTEE W AGflICUlww 
sr-€5 

0 . b - w m  Q-F-A- %mo- 
u*. Peuro- 

Gongre$$ o f  m e  Wniteb States 
Bouge of f iepre~cntat ibes  
Wasbrngton. BC 205154517 

April 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixm 
Chairman 
Base C1osurc And Realignment 

Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlingtoa, Virginia 22209 

701 O c t u  Slnrc? 

Rcc-.. 318 
SAV-. C-L; c a w  

,rM)I d29-?97o 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing at this time to quest  the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to ask 
the following questions to Mr. Phil Coyle, Director of DoD Operaticma1 Test and Evaluation 
during the April 17, 1995 invest. ative hearing. I believe of these questions are critical f to developing an undentudhg o the pdential impacts realigning the Test and 
Experimentation Center at Fort Hunter Liggett to Fort BLiss may have on DoD's ability to 
carry out the operational phase of testing. 1 

I .  As the person respoasible for opemtiohal testing in DoD, you state in your February 10, 
1995 memorandum to the Assistant Secr of Defense for Economic Secuxity (Economic 
Reinvtstmcnt & BRAC) that the recomm % tion to realign Fort Hunter Liggett is a 

'cY 'showstoppm. ' Please explain. 

2. W e  understand that there are conditions at Fort Hunter Ligett which enhance it as a 
site for performing operational testing. These include: a vaned terrain, isolation, no 
artificial light contamination and no radio frequency interference. Do these conditions exist 
at Fort Bliss? If not, could they be created? 

3.  From a military value standpoint is the "laser-safe bowl' (which allows for none e safe 
laser testing in an mstrurnented valley) at Fort Hunter Liggetf a criticd component o 
operational testing? 

2' 
4. Do you think the instrumentation suite (used to monitor and record every pla er's d activity during a test) could be duplicated at Fort Bliss? If so, would it be as e ective? 

5. From a military valuc standpoint, is Fort Hunter Liggen essential to operational testing 
to DoD? 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. I look forward to Iearning about the 
responses to the above referenced questions. s6 M FARR 

Member of Congress 
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JAMES V. HANSEN 
1st awmcf -nm 

Congress of the Elnited 5cates 

Ttre HcnorsSie Alan 2 .  ZL:con 
Chai--an - D e f e n s e  Sase Clasure 

a ~ d  Xea l igmnent  Comm~3s ion 
17 00 North H W r c  Street, Suite 1425 
AzLLngton, 7.A 2 2 2 0 9  

RB: -1UO 611 APRIL 17, 1995  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am rritinq to 3sk your assistance in havFng the 
foilowing questions regardinq t'. S. . a y  Gugvay Proving G r o u n d s  
ask& of  a Tdzzzess f-sm =he Off ice  cf the Seczetary of 3 e f 2 n s s ,  Dr. 
Phiilip S .  C o y l a ,  the Diroctsr of  OperaEicnal Test and Evaluazion, 
who xi11 be before your panel on Monday, Agril 17, 1995- 

QUESTIONS FOR DR. PHILLIP E. COY%& w 
1- Can vou explain to t h e  commission your position on the m y ' s  
reccmmendation to realign bioloqica-1 and chemical t e s t  and 
evaluat ion  missions f r g m  Duqway Proving Grounds a s  o u t l i n e d  i n  the 
memorandum you siqneC dated February 10, 1395? (See enclosure) . 

2- F r o m  a military value standpoint, do you feel it is essential 
to  keep chemica l ,  b io loqica  1, and smoke/obscurant testing a t  Duqvay 
Prov ing  Grounds rather than moving these s i s s i o n s  to Yuma Proving 
Ground or Xberdeen Maryland? 

3 -  Can you o u t l i n e  for  t h e  commission the unique features of 3uyway 
?rov ing  Ground vhich  cannoc Se replicated eisewhere? 

4-  In your Demo d a t e d  F e b r ~ a r '  10 ,  1995,  ( s e e  above) , you indicated 
t h a t  since Duq'ratj conducted chern/bio t e s t i n g  for a l l  of t h e  
s e r ~ i c e s ,  t h a t  each gf the services vcu'id have to s ign-o f f  and 
aqrse that t h e i r  services' testing needs could still be met under 
the ALnnyvs recommendation ?or D u p a y .  To your knowledge, d i d  t h e  
Department of Sefense or the  Amy check x rzh  =he ot3er s e r ~ i z e s  
p r i o r  =o L9e final recammendation czming f s ruard  from t3e L z y ?  



The Honorable Alan S .  Oixan 
PACE 2 :  
A p r i l  14, I395 

Thank you, Y Chai ,aan ,  f o r  .[our assistance and 
a t z s n t i o n  to this Finporzant s a t c e r .  

1 I ,/' 

~ a d e s  V. Hansen 
M,&mber of Conqress 

cc: Honorable S. Lce Kling / 
Honorable Wendi Steele 

Enclosure 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ; 5 0 ~ 9  JYCN a c ~  RCAJ. *A- 
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April 13, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
pY-e3 .3,.:*- C ,kt: ri,,r;..- Chairman 

Defense Base C l o s u r e  and Xealignmeni  Commission xi?x; . ~ . ! T C I ~ T G  qf0f-I - \ U( - 
1700  N .  Xoore S t ree t  
S u i t e  i425 
Arl ingEon ,  VA 22209  

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

A s  you are well aware I ,  a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  rest  cf t h e  XaryLand 
C o n g r e s s i o n a l  d e l e g a t i o n ,  am very c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h e  Departnenc 
of  3e t fense1s  r e c e n t  recommendations t c  overLurn =he 1 9 9 3  BRAC 
decisions w i t 3  r e s p e c t  LO t h e  Naval S u r f a c e  Warfare C e n t e r  - ' d ~ i t e  
3ak as ?a== of t h e  1 9 3 5  BXAC p r o c e s s .  

I t  i s  m y  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  some o f f i c i a l s  a t  the Fentagon  a r e  
c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  l o s i n g  t h e  unique  f a c i l i t i e s  that currently e x i s t  
a t  White Oak. I have  a t t a c h e d  some questions which I wol ; ld  
appreciate y o u r  a s k i n g  P h i l i p  Coyle, D i r e c t o r  of Operational T e s t  
and E v a l u a t i o n  a t  i h e  Pentagon,  d u r i n g  t 2 e  Commission's hearsng on 
Monday, A p r i l  17. 

Thank you f o r  your  t i m e  a z d  a t t e n c i c n  o n  r h i s  i x p o r t a n t  
matter. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  /? 

@ & % / '  iber t  3. Wynn 

Fember o f  Congr PS 
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Q u e s t i o n s  s u b m i t t e d  for the record by Congressman Albert Wynn. 

NSWC-White Oak 

Q. During t e s t i n o n y  b e f o r e  the Commission on March 1,  General 
Sha1rXashvii . i  exgressed concerns about n c w  =he propcsed c l c s u r e  of 
t h e  Naval Surface Warfare Center a t  White Oak, Mary land .  would 
df 'ec t  the hyperveloclty w l n d  tunnel located ehere. Do you have 
similar ccncerns? 

Q. Is it your view that t h l s  wind tunnel must continue t o  scay in 
o p e r a t i o n ,  either by t h e  Navy or  some other agency, at White Oak 
or some other location? 

Q. Just to clarify. t h e  certified data call responses indicate 
that che US government h a s  no other wind tunnel with the 
capabilities of the one at White Oak. Is this the case? 



Doculllel-t Separator 



The :fcnorable .%an 3ixon 
C:mL--an. Base Xedigtment and C:csure Commission 
I 70C Xonh .Cloort St 
Suite 1-125 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I understand the Dcfene Base CIosure and Reaii-cnt Commission wiiI hold a hearing on Apnl 
17, 1995 concerning Joint C~OSS Seriice Group recammendaeons :o the Seec;aar ofDer5ze. 

1\3 ?art oi:hs rrrie-w. I would :ikc to submit :'.e urac.'.+d quesucm m 5e answered 3y the 
m t n a w s  reproentinp the Joint Crou Senice Group for Us, Test utd Evaluation If thew 
questions can not be askai at rhe hearing, I would Eke :o submit than .br the record. 

I appraiatc your arsinmce on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

rou 
i -*bu of Congras 
1 



DEFENSE BASE RE.4LIGB~fEST . O D  CLOSURE C0bf;LITSSION 
Queniom for Tcst B Evduation Join[ Cross Service Gmup Witnesses 

on i 7 .+i 1,995 

! T7e Board JC 3iresrors Xa?cn o i  ' r a r q ~  i 9 94 dcrzssed :2e quescon ai 
:ansiucaung 3cD Eiecwmc C~rnbat  {SC; Ocen .Air Pmges 5om * h i e  (Eqlin. C$na 

T Lake. ma 'he Ne!iis xrnplex) co iwo. I ze repcr. s:ted ;!ex b.=ciai m d  capab~l:iy 
: C ~ J R S  far ;!cs:nq China L3ke.i ZC ace2 air m g e  =d ' e m ~ n g  Egiir: XI :o~piernenc :!s 
heliis :ornutex. :n Nc~ernoe: ! 994. T95 Jo~nt Cross Sernc: Group (JCSG) 
~ o u r i a t ~ o n  zodei Juqur resuits 5ased ucan jCS~iiey~eioped functional ./dues, 
pqec:ed worCoau, acd iqacirres idenafied c!osmg Chrna L a k t  as the DoD dtemauve 
:o malyze. Simlar opprmruries qpear :o exist m .&immenvWeapans T&E. Tnae 
ICSG results we= dsve!oced jy )he mon !mow legeable individuah in DoD on he T&E 
:sue- lt appears ;hat cross-smicirg alternatives involving these -CORE" T&E acdviua 
were pund  ruled out W v  -OD w e  - - m? - 7  

2. The 1995 Dcfrnx Aurhonntion bill prohibited DoD h r n  spending any monq  m 
move Electronic Cambat quipnent !?om the Eglin .range unuI DaD deiivertd yt 
E!ecrronic C~rr.cat 4lasrer ?!an :o :he C a n p s s .  

3aD s u e d -  
@ -  

. . 
*m- 0 v . .  . 

. . 
d - 7  





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
6 70369605Q4 

March 23, 1995 

Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Sea- of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3 E W  
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is continuing its review of the 
Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States. As part of this review, the Commission would like to invite the head of each of the Joint 
Cmss Service Groups to t e e  with a witness Eom each of the militaq departments at a hearing 
on April 17, 1995, in Room SH-2 16 of the Hart Senate Office Building. 

The Co&on win receive testimony h m  the General Accounting Of5ce fiom 8 am 
to 10 am. at this hearing. Following the GAO testimony, the Commission would like to ask cVI questions of the head of each Joint Crou Service Group in the following order: 

Depot Maintenance 10 am.-noon 
Undergraduate Pilot Training 1 p.m.-2 p.m. 
Medical 2 p.m.-3 p.m. 
Labq Test and Evaluation 3 p.m.4 p.m. 

Each p a d  will inciude the Joint Cross Service Group witness along with a witness Eom 
esfh military department who should be prepared to address how their military department dealt 
with the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives in that area 

In order to have the maximum amount of time for questions, the Commission will dispense 
with opening statements by the witnesses and proceed directly to questions in each pand If any 
of the witnesses wish to submit prepared testimony to the Commission, 150 copies of the 
testimony should be provided to the Commission no later than April 13. If your statfhas any 
questions, they should contact Mr. Ben Borden of the Commission e. 



you for your continuing asktmcc to the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

w 



OCLIII-el-t Separator 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 23, 1995 

Honorable Charles A Bowsher 
Comptroller Generai 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear ,Mr. Bowsher: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is coirtinuing its . %+ew of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations to close or realign military instalIations in the United 
States. As you know, the Defense Base Closure md Realignment A a  of ?, 99' requires the 
Comptroller General of the United States to transmit to the Congress and the Cornmission "a 
d d e d  analysis of the Secr&uy's recommendations and selection process" no latcr than April 
15. 

I would like to invite you, or your designated representative, to present *5c results of your 
d y s k  to the Commission at a hearing on Monday, April 17. As part ~f your t t r h o n y ,  the 
Commission is particularly interested in hearing the General Accounting Office's i svs  on the 
costs and savings projected by *e Secretary of Defense in his base closure and realigriment 
recommendations. 

The hearing will be held in Room SH-216 of the Hart Senate 0 6 c e  Bzilbr,;, ' ~ g i m k g  at 
8 am Since the Commission will also be receiving testimony 6om Departrnezt c3eIensc 
witnesses during Ehe hearing, we anticipate GAO's testimony will last approimatAy two hours. 
In order to allow time for Commissioners to ask questions, the GAO witness shoula Grit any 
opening ::marks to 1 0 ?linutes. 

Please provide I50 copies of GAO's prepared rernz.:;: :o the Cammission by Thursday, 
April 13. If your d h a s  any questions, they skould contac Mr. Ed Brown of t!!e Commissioa 
staff. 



Thank yw for your coatinving assistance to the Commission. I look forward to GAO's 
testimony on April 17. 


