
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT 

COMMISSION 

INVESTIGA TIVE HEARINGS 

MARCH 1ST, 1995 

ROOM 106 
DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 

Review and Analysis 

DCN 1029



INFORMATION PACK 

INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

Investigational Hearings 

Fact Sheet 

Assignment Sheet for Staff 

Airport Arrivals/Departures 

Map 



INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 
WASHINGTON, DC 

MARCH 1,1995 

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING: Chairman Alan Dixon 
Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner James Davis 
Commissioner Lee Kling 
Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 
Commissioner Joe Robles 
Commissioner Wendi Steele 

HEARING LOCATION : 

CONTACT: 

Room 106 
Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10 
(202) 224-2739 

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Mazie Mattson 
(202) 224-2739 



FACT SHEET 
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

WASHINGTON, DC 
MARCH 1,1995 

LOCATION: Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Room 106 
Washington, DC 205 10 

DIRECTIONS: Enter Dirksen Senate Office Building 
From First & Constitution. Past the elevators 
on the right. 

CAPACITY: 

LUNCH ROOM: 

CONTACTS: 

PARKING: -- 

STENOGRAPHER: 

200 People 

Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Room 124 
The American Cafe (Carry Out) 

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Mazie MattsonIKim Range 
(202) 224-2739 

Capitol Hill Police 
Paula Harington 
(202) 224 4841 

Office of the Superintendent 
Special Functions 
Tim Maxey 
(202) 224-3 146 

None 

Diversified 
Ellen Alcott 
(202) 296-2929 



STAFF ASSIGNMENT SHEET 
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

WASHINGTON, DC 

....................................................................................................................................... Signage Ziba 
reserved seating (vip, witness, press) 
staff only 

. . 
Comm~ssloner and staff dais seating .......................................................................................... Ziba 

................................................................................................................ Advance on site check Ziba 
lights 
microphones 
stenographer 
water 
coffee .......................................................................................................................... Wayne 

. . 
Lunch arrangements/log~stics .................................................................................................... Ziba _. ............................................................................... Designated on-site supervisor during lunch Ziba 

Testimony Collection.. ............................................................................................................... .Ziba 

............................................................................................................................ VIP Greeter.. .CeCe 

Final site sweep ......................................................................................................................... Ziba -. 

General Runner ........................................................................................................ Kent & Melissa 

Transported (narneplates/gavel). ................................................................................................ .Zi ba 

Computer Equipment.. ................................................................................................................ Jim 



AIRPORT ARRIVALSIDEPARTURES 
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

WASHINGTON, DC 

ALAN DIXON 
Arrival : Tuesday, Feb. 28 8:00 pm 
Departure: Wednesday, Mar. 1 6: 16 pm 

AL CORNELLA 
Arrival : Monday, Feb. 27 2:50 pm 
Departure: Friday, Mar. 17 9:OO am 

REBECCA COX 
In town 

J.B. DAVIS 
Arrival: Monday, Feb. 27 4:00 pm 
Departure: Wednesday, Mar. 1 7:05 pm 

w 
LEE KLING 

Arrival: Tuesday, Feb. 28 1 :20 pm 
Departure: Wednesday, Mar. 1 after hearing 

BEN MONTOYA 
Arrival: Tuesday, Feb. 28 1.10 pm 
Departure: Wednesday, Mar. 1 5:00 pm 

JOE ROBLES 
. . 

Arrival: Tuesday, Feb. 28 1 :00 am 
Departure: Wednesday, Mar. 1 5:45 pm 

WEND1 STEELE 
Arrival: Tuesday, Feb. 28 1 1 :46 am 
Departure: Thursday, Mar. 2 3:40 pm 



DIRKSEN S E N A T E  O F F I C E  BUILDING 
Firsr Floor 

SO-101 - SD.197 

.- See Hart  Building 
Room Numbers 

Constitution Avenue 
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HEARING AGENDA 
MARCH 1,1995 

SD-106 DIRKSEN BUILDING 

M A M  - 1 l:30AM MORNING SESSION: 

Witnesses: The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 

General John M. Shalikashvili, USA 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

1 1 :30AM Press Availability 

12:OOPM - 1 :30PM Lunch: SD-124 

w 
1:30PM - -  4.00PM AFTERNOON SESSION: 

Witness: - - The Honorable Joshua Gotbaum 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 

4:OOPM Commission Business Meeting 

4:30PM Press Availability 
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No. 095-95' 
(703)695-0 192(mcdia) 
(703)697-3 1 89(copics) 

IMMEDIATE RELEASE Rbruary 28,1995 (703)697-5737(public/SDdustry) 

SECRETARY PERRY RECOMMENDS CLOSING, REALIGNING 146 BASES 

Secretary of Defense William Perry today announced tbe Department's ~ m m c n d a t i o n s  
to close or realign 146 military installations in the United States. The rtcommcadations arc 
being forwarded to the independent Defense Base C I o m  and Realignment Commiccion. 

These recommendations, though painful, art necessary to achieve tbc levels of readiness 
and modernization we a d  within the budget we have," said S m ~ a r y  Perry. "Our anmd forces 
and our budget have been cut by one-third or more, but our iafnastructun only about half that. 
Today's recommendations wiU save the taxpayers and the Department some $18 billion over the 

II 
n u t  two decades." 

Tbe Saxctary's rccommtndations were developed by each of h e  miIltary sewices in 
accordance with the strict procedures laid down by tbe Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990. Each base was evaluated using a set of published criteria, giving priority first to tbe 
miliwduc of the fagiliry, and t b a  to tbc savings and tbc economic and other effects that the 
closure would have. Tbc evaluation data is certified for acctrracy by eacb Service, and then 
reviewed by botb h e  Base C l o m  and Realignment Commission and the General Amounting 
mce. 

During a prtss conference at tbe Pentagon, Perry said thaf both be and General John 
ShaIhsbvili, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had approved tbe rccommmdations made by 
the military dtpartments without exception. 'Tbcsc actions arc necessary sa that we can 
carefully shapc our armed farces to support b e  National Military Strategy and the Bmom Up 
Review," tbe M t a r y  explained. 

Tbc BRAC 95 mmmcndations will cost Its8 tban the BRAC 95 round ($3.8 billion vs. 
$6.9 billion) md will generate savings mow quickly. Over the six-year ~ k ~ t a t i o n  period 
@bed by law, tbc closurts and rtalignmcnts u e  u p d  to gtnuptt net savings of 
qpmximatcly $4 billion. F k m b g  ravings tbercaftu uc expected to ruch $1.8 billion per 
y w .  Total savings over 20 years. di-unted to present value, ut 4mated to be $18 billion. 

AVAILABUTY: Thrs dacamcbl b mvdable on hf-  8 World Wide Web S a v u  on the 
lptanq u: b u p 9 ! d t i c . U V d c f M  



Pew &o announced that be will recommend tbat tbe cumnt BRAC authority bc 
extended to permit anolher base closure round in three or four years. "We need b e  to absorb 
the closure of over a bundrtd major bases," tbe Secretary said, '"but we are continuing to refme 
our force structure and our mission. Each sewice has told me (bat, ultimat.cIy, they can do 
mo~." 

W e  some of tbese actions will have ~ i ~ c a n t  economic impact upon local 
communities, Perry said that he did not remove any Service rccommendatioas for this reason. 
However, be pledged to continue and expand the Department's efforts to encourage recovery and 
reuse. D c p w n t  of Defense assistance programs include personnel transition and job training 
assistance. local reuse planning grants. on-site transition coordinators. acceferatd property 
disposal, and fastcr environmental cleanup that supports reuse needs. 

These installations offer an opportunity for communities to diversify and rtshape their 
economic fbtuts. We have already seen impressive ndcvciopment successes in such diverse 
communities as Sacramento. Calif.; Alexandria, La.; and Rantoul, IU. They prove tbat new jobs 
can be created to replace those that are lost There is no doubt that it takes smog local 
leadership and a lot of hard work., but the Resident has commi'tled us to help, aad we will." 
Secretary Perry said. 

Attached arc summaries of the impacts of each BRAC action, listed by state. 



1995 List of Military 'Installations 

bw' Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment 

Part I: Major Base Closures 

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Fort Cbaffet, Arkansas 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Centcr, Colorado 
Price Suppart Center, IlJinois 
Savanna h y  Depot Activity, Illinois 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland 
Selfndge Army Garrison, Mjcbigan 
B ~ ~ O M C  MiLitary Ocean Terminal, New Jersey 
Seneca Army Dcpot, New York 
Fon Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 
Red Rivcr &my Depot, Texas 
Foxt Pickctt. Virginia 

Navy 

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California 
Ship Repair Facility, Guam 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Ahaf t  Division, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Naval Surface Warfare Cam,  Crane Division Deuchmen~ Louisville, Kkntucky 

"~ava l  Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgrco Division Detachment, White Oak, Marylagd 
Naval Air Station, South Weynouth, Massachwctts 
Naval Air Station. Meridian, Mississippi 
Naval Air Warfare Center, hirnaft Division, Wchurst., Ncw J t n c y  
Naval Azr Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster. Perrnsylvania 

Norrh Highlands Air Guard Station, CnlifOfOia 
Ootatio IAP Air Guard Station, Calif- 
Rome Laboratory, Romc, New York 
Roslyn Air G d  Station. New Yaak 
Springfield-Beckley MAP. Air Guard Station, Ohio 
Gm&r Pittsburgh IAP Air Resme Station, Pennsylvania 
Bergsoom Air R m t  Base, Texas 
Bmok5 Air Forrr Ba. Tcxlu 

w h l l L i t F 0 i ~ e B 1 ~ ~ , T e x i s  



Defense Logfstlcs Agency 

Defe~se Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee 

W Defense Distribution Dcpl Ogden, Utah 

Pari XI: Major Base Realignments 
- -- 

Army 

Fort Greely. Alaska 
Fon Hunter Liggett, California 
Sierra Army Depot, California 
Fort Meade. Maryland 
Detroit Amend. Michigan 
Fon Dix, New Jersey 
Fon Hamilton. Ncw York 
Chmlcs E. Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania 
kttcrkemy Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Fon Buchanan. h e n o  Rico 
Dugway Proving Ground, Utah 
Fart Lee, Virginia 

Naval Air Swion. Key W e s ~  Florida 
Naval Activities, Guam 
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi. Texas 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center. Keyport, Wabbington 

Mrnellan Air Fkme B e ,  califofnia 
0 r h . h  Air Station, California 
Eglin Air Force Base, Rorida 
Robins Air Forct Base, Georgia 
Malmrtrmn Air Force Bast, Montana 
I(irtland Air Force Base, New Mexico 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota 
Tier Air Force Base, Oklahoma 
Kd y Air Force B asc, Texas 
Hill Air Faru Base, Utah 



Part III: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments, 

w Diseslablkhments or Relocations 

Army 

Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, CaIifornia 
Easr Fort Bakcr, California 
Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California 
Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut 
Big Coppen Key, Florida 
Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland 
Publications Distribution Center Baltimon. Marylaod 
Hingham Cobasset. Massachusetts 
Sudbury Training Annex, Massacbusetts 
Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missowi 
Fwt Mssoula, Montana 
Camp Kiimer, New Jersey 
Caven Point Reserve Gnttr,  New Jersey 
Camp Pcdricktown, New Jersey 
Bellmore Logistics Activity, Ncw Yo* 
F;on Tatt.cn, New York 
Rtcnation Center #2, Fayethrille, North Carolina 
Information Systcrns Sohare Command (ISSC), Virginia 
Camp Bonncvillc, Washington 
Valley Grove Area Maintenance Suppan Activity (AMSA), West Virginia 

Navy 

Naval Command. Control and O c u ~  Surveitlancc Gnter, ~n-~ervict%.n~ineerin~ West Coast 
Division. San Diego, califomin 

Naval Health Rtsearch Ccntcr, SM Diego, W o r n i a  
Naval Personnel Researcb and Dcvtlopmcnt Ccntcr. San Diego. California 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN. Lbng Beach, California 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center-Ntwpon Division, New London Detachment, New London, 

Cbnnectialt 
Navd R e m b  Lrboratory, Underwater S-d Reference Detachment, Orlando. Florida 
Fltet aad Industrial Supply C~ntcr,  Gurm 
Naval Biodynnmics hboratory, New Orleans, Lnuisiana 
Naval Medical Research Instiw, Bet- Maryla~d 
Navd Surface Warfare Center, Clrduock Division Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland 
Naval Ttchnical Trainfng Gnttr,  Maidian, Mississippi 
Naval Aviaion EagiDaring Supprt  Unit, Philndelphia, Parnsylvania 
Naval Air Technical Senices Facility, Pbilsdclphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Air Warfare Center, AirrJ.afi Division. O p n  W a r  Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania 



Naval Command. Control and O m  Surveillance e n t e r .  R.DT&E Division Detachment. 
Wanninster, Pennsylvania 

net and Lndustrial Supply Center. Charleston, South Carolina w Navd Command, Control md Oceu, Sweillancc Center. Xn-Service Eo&ceriog East C w t  
Derachment, Norfolk, Virginia 

Naval Information Systems Management Center. Arlington. Virginia 
Naval Management Syskrns Suppon Ofice, Chesapeake, Virginia 

Naval Reswc Caters at: 

Huntsvilfe. Alabama 
Stockton, California 
Santa Ana, Irvine, California 
Pomona, California 
Cadillac, Michigan 
Staten Island. New York 
Lartdo, Texas 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 

Naval Air Reserve Center at: 

Olatbe, Kansas 



Naval Reserve Redness Commands at: 

(C.l New Orleans. Louisiana (Region 10) 
Charleston, Soutb Carolina (Region 7) 

Moffett Mera l  -eld AGS, California 
Real-Time Digitally Coatrolled Analyzer Processor Activity, Buffalo, New York 
Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Tcxas 

Defense Loglstlcs Agtncy 

Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta, Otorgia' 
Defense Contract Managemenr Command httmatioaal, Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio 
Defense Distribution Depot Lentrkenny, Pmsylvania 
Defense hdusuial Supply Center Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defensc Disuibutioo Depot Red River, Texas 

Defense Investiga t h e  Service 

Investigations Conuol and Automation Directorate, Fort Holabird, Maryland 
I 

Pari XV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC R e c o m m e ~ n s  

Army 

Army Bio-Medical Research Laboratory, Fort Detrick, Maryland 

Marine Corps Air Statios El Toro, California 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tusfm, California 
Naval Air Station Alameda. W o r n i a  
Naval Resuiting District, San Diego, W o m b  
Naval Training Center, San Diego, California 
Naval Air Station. Cecil Field, Florida 
Naval Aviatjon Depot. Pensamla Flarida 
Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Trriaing Center, Naval Training Canter, Orlando, Florida 
Naval Trainiag Center Orlando, Florida 
Naval Air Station, Agaaa. Guam 
Naval Air Srztion, Barbers Poink Hawaii 



Naval Air Facility. Detmit Michigan 
Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachmeat, Philadelphia, Pe~sylvania  
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Office of Naval Research. hrlingron, Virginia 
Space and Naval Warfare Systcms Command. Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Recruiting ~ommand, Washington, D.C. 
Naval Securiry Group Command Dctachmcnt Potomac, Washington, D.C. 

Williams AFB, Arizona 
Lowry AFB, Colorado 
Homestead AFB , Ron& (30 1 st Rcscuc Squadron) 
Homestead AFB, Flori& (726th Air Control Squadron) 
MacDlll AFB, Florida 
Griffiss AFB, Ncw Yo& (Airf~eld Suppon for 10th Infantry (Light) Division) 
Grifiss AFB, New Yo* (485th Engineering Installation Group) 

Defense LogistScs Agency 

Defense Contract Managcmcnt District West, El Segundo. Wornia  
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Deparlmenl of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State 
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Net Galn/(Loss) 
Action Mil Clv 
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I Department of Defense Rocommended BRAC 96 Job Changes by Stat* 
( M i h b q  h d d e s ~ ~ u . c i v r k n ~ ~ ~ ~  I 

State Not Gaint(L0.s) 
Installallon Action MI1 Civ 
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Deparbntnt of Dcfenss Recomrnend8d BRAC 96 Job Changes by State 
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I Department of Dtfense Recommendtd BRAC 96 Job Changer by Stat. I 

state Net C8inl(Lors) 
tlnstallation Action MI1 Clv 
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Dtpartrnent of Deltnsc Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changer by Sure 
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GOOD MORNING, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, AYD WELCOME TO THE FIRST 

HEARING OF THE 1995 ROUND OF THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION. 

TODAY WE EMBARK ON A DIFFICULT AND, FOR MANY COMMUNITIES, 

INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES, A PAINFUL JOURNEY THAT WILL END ON JULY 

FIRST, WHEN THE COMMISSION PRESENTS ITS FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS TO THE PRESIDENT. 

BEFORE WE HEAR FROM SECRETARY PERRY, GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI AND 

DEPUTY SECRETARY DEUTSCH ABOUT THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT'S 

RECOMMENDATIONS, I WANT TO DESCRIBE BRIEFLY THE RECENT HISTORY OF - 
BASE CLOSURE, AND I WANT TO TELL YOU ABOUT HOW THIS COMMISSION 

WILL OPERATE IN THE COMING MONTHS. 

I CANNOT EMPHASIZE STRONGLY ENOUGH THAT BOTH THE LAW UNDER WHICH 

OPERATE AND THE PERSONAL FEELINGS OF EVERY PERSON ASSOCIATED WITH 

THIS COMMISSION COMMIT US TO PROVIDE A FAIR, OPEN AND INDEPENDENT 

PROCESS THAT WILL RESULT IN THE TIMELY CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF 

MILITARY INSTALLATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES. 

w 



IN 1988, THEN-SECRETARY CARLUCCI UNDERTOOK, WITH THE APPROVAL OF 

CONGRESS, THE FIRST ROUND OF DOMESTIC BASE CLOSURES IN MORE THAN A 

DECADE. THAT ROUND RESULTED IN THE CLOSING OF 86 BASES AND 

REALIGNMENT OF THIRTEEN OTHERS. TWO OF THE CLOSURES WERE IN THE MY 

OWN HOME STATE OF ILLINOIS, AND SO I KNOW THE PAIN OF BEING ON THE 

RECEIVING END OF ONE OF THESE DECISIONS. 

IT WAS A FRUSTRATING TIME FOR ME AND FOR MANY OTHER ELECTED 

OFFICIALS. SECRETARY CARLUCCI OPERATED WELL WITHIN THE GUIDELINES - GIVEN HIM BY CONGRESS. NONETHELESS, THE 1988 PROCESS WAS, TO BE 

CANDID, A VERY CLOSED ONE. 

+ 

WHEN IT WAS OVER, SENATOR NUNN AND SENATOR WARNER AND I ,  AND 

OTHERS, SET ABOUT DEVISING A WAY TO CLOSE BASES THAT WOULD BE DONE 

FAIRLY AND OPENLY. AS A RESULT, IN 1990 CONGRESS PASSED THE "DEFENSE 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT," UNDER WHICH WE OPERATE. 

I BELIEVE THE LAW WE PASSED HAS IMPROVED SUBSTANTIALLY ON HOW 

BASES WERE CLOSED IN THE PAST. THE HALLMARK OF THE PROCESS IS 

OPENNESS. 

V 



I WANT TO ASSURE EVERYONE HERE TODAY, AND EVERY CITIZEN OF EVERY 

COMMUNITY THAT'S ON THE LIST, THAT EVERYTHING THIS COMMISSION DOES 

BETWEEN NOW AND JULY FIRST WILL BE DONE IN THE OPEN. 

ALL THE MATERIAL THAT PERTAINS TO THIS JOB AT HAND WILL BE IN OUR 

LIBRARY AND AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC AND THE PRESS. OUR MANY 

HEARINGS IN WASHINGTON, AND ALL AROUND THE COUNTRY ARE, OF COURSE 

OPEN TO ALL. THE NOTES WE TAKE ON BASE VISITS WILL BE IN THE LIBRARY. 

SO WILL EVERY DOCUMENT ANY COMMUNITY GIVES US IN SUPPORT OF THEIR 

BASE. 

THERE ARE NO FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUESTS NECESSARY. IF WE - 
HAVE IT, YOU CAN HAVE IT. IN THIS PROCESS, THERE WILL BE A SEAT AT THE 

TABLE FOR ANYONE WHO WANTS ONE. 

WE ALL KNOW THAT PASSIONS WILL RUN HIGH AS THIS PROCESS UNFOLDS. 

BELIEVE ME, WE APPRECIATE WHAT'S AT STAKE FOR THE COMMUNITIES ON 

THE LIST, AND I GIVE YOU MY WORD -- WHICH IS ALL THAT YOU HAVE IN THIS 

BUSINESS OF GOVERNMENT -- THAT WE WILL GO ABOUT OUR DIFFICULT 

BUSINESS SENSITIVELY, AS WELL AS FAIRLY. 

Qmv 
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AS YOU ALL KNOW, THIS IS THE FINAL ROUND OF BASE CLOSINGS UNDER THE 

CURRENT LEGISLATION. OUR COMMISSION GOES OUT OF BUSINESS ON 

DECEMBER 3 1 ST OF THIS YEAR. 

THE FIRST THREE ROUNDS OF BASE CLOSINGS HAVE REDUCED DOMESTIC BASE 

STRUCTURE BY ABOUT 15 PER CENT. OVERALL, THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

IS NOW CLOSING 70 MAJOR BASES AND REALIGNING 38 OTHERS, AND 

IMPLEMENTING MORE THAN 200 OTHER SMALLER CLOSURES. 

BUT AS YOU ALSO KNOW, WHAT YOU MIGHT CALL THE "EASY" DECISIONS -- 

AND NONE OF THEM WERE -- HAVE ALL BEEN MADE. WE ARE DOWN TO, FOR THE 

MOST PART, EXCELLENT BASES, MANY WITH A LONG AND DISTINGUISHED 

HISTORY OF SUPPORT FOR OUR ARMED FORCES. OUR DECISIONS THIS YEAR 

WILL BE ALL THE MORE DIFFICULT FOR THAT REASON. 

I BELIEVE THAT BASE CLOSING MUST NOT BE LOOKED AT AS SIMPLY A 

BUDGET-CUTTING TACTIC. IT SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN TO REDUCE OUR 

DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE IN A DELIBERATE WAY THAT WILL IMPROVE LONG- 

TERM MILITARY READINESS AND INSURE WE ARE SPENDING TAXPAYER 

DOLLARS IN THE MOST EFFICIENT WAY POSSIBLE. 



WE SHOULD NOT MAKE DECISIONS THAT WILL ELIMINATE IMPORTANT 

MILITARY ASSETS BASED ON OUR NEAR-TERM BUDGET IMPERATIVES. THIS 

COhLMISSION'S CHALLENGE IS TO DEVELOP A CLOSURE LIST THAT ALLOWS US 

TO MAINTAIN READINESS, MODERNIZE OUR MILITARY, AND PRESERVE THE 

FORCE LEVELS WE NEED TO MAINTAIN SECURITY. 

AND THAT IS WHY IT IS SO IMPORTANT THAT THIS THIRD ROUND PROCEED AS 

SCHEDULED -- BOTH OUR NATIONAL SECURITY AND OUR LONG-TERM BUDGET 

GOALS DEMAND IT. BRIEFLY, WE WILL GO ABOUT OUT WORK IN THE 

FOLLOWING WAY: 

* HEARINGS TODAY AND ON MARCH 6 AND 7 IN WASHINGTON AT WHICH 

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS WILL EXPLAIN THEIR RECOMMENDATIONS. - 

* A HEARING MARCH 16 IN WASHINGTON ON THE BASE RE-USE ACTIVITIES 

OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

* AS MANY REGIONAL HEARINGS AS WE NEED AROUND THE COUNTRY TO 

ALLOW INTERESTED PARTIES TO EXPRESS THEMSELVES FULLY. 

* BASE VISITS BY COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF 



* HEARINGS IN WASHINGTON IN JUNE AT WHICH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

CAN ADDRESS THE COMMISSION. 

* PUBLIC SESSIONS BEGINNING IN LATE JUNE AT WHICH THE 

COMMISSIONERS WILL CAST THEIR VOTES ON WHICH BASES TO CLOSE OR 

REALIGN. 

WE WILL MAKE OUR JUDGMENTS BASED ON EIGHT CLEARLY-STATED CRITERIA, 

DEVELOPED BY THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT UNDER AUTHORITY GIVEN THEM 

BY CONGRESS, INVOLVING MILITARY VALUE, RETURN ON INVESTMENT AND 

IMPACTS ON THE COMMUNITY, AS WELL AS ON THE FORCE STRUCTURE PLANS 

OF THE MILITARY BRANCHES, - 

IN ADDITION TO OUR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT LIST, OUR FINAL REPORT 

WILL ALSO INCLUDE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS REGARDING HOW 

TO CARRY OUT BASE CLOSURES IN THE FUTURE, AND IT WILL INCLUDE AN 

EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S 

PROGRAMS FOR PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES IN REPLACING 

THESE BASES IN THE LOCAL ECONOMY. 



IT IS A LARGE, WRENCHING AND NECESSARY UNDERTAKING. YOUR ASSISTANCE 

WILL BE GREATLY APPRECIATED. 

I BELIEVE THIS PROCESS HAS WORKED JUST ABOUT AS WELL AS WE COULD 

HAVE HOPED FOR WHEN WE THOUGHT IT UP. IF THE NUMBER OF CALLS FOR 

"BASE CLOSURE TYPE COMMISSIONS" TO BE CREATED TO DEAL WITH OTHER 

VEXWG PUBLIC POLICY QUESTIONS IS ANY INDICATION, IT HAS SURELY BEEN A 

SUCCESS. 

IN THE PAST TWO ROUNDS, THIS COMMISSION, WORKING UNDER GREAT TIME 

CONSTRAINTS AND POLITICAL PRESSURE, HAS PRODUCED A FAIR AND PRUDENT 

REDUCTION OF OUR DOMESTIC MILITARY INFRASTRUCTURE. 
-C 

TODAY, WE BEGIN THE JOB OF COMPLETING THAT TASK. I WANT TO WELCOME 

ALL THREE OF OUR DISTINGUISHED WITNESSES TO THE COMMISSION THIS 

MORNING. I UNDERSTAND THE THREE OF YOU HAVE OPENING REMARKS. DR. 

PERRY, WE WILL BEGIN WITH YOU. 





THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. PERRY 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

BEFORE THE 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT C O R ~ I S S I O N  

+ 



Gocd m o r n i n g ,  Mr. Chai rman  and d i s t i n g u i s h e d  members of t h e  

Comrn l s s ion .  I appear  b e f o r e  you t o d a y  t o  present the Department 

of Defense's 1995 base realignment and closure,  or BRAC, 

recomenaations. Rs you know, t h i s  i s  the l a s t  l i s t  a u t h o r i z e d  

u n d e r  t h e  c u r r e n t ,  s t r e a m l i n e d  base closure authority. 

O u r  recom,enda t ions  were n o t  easily arrrved a t .  We were 

f o r c e d  CG cors ide r  and chcose among many excellent facilities. 

"JC there i e  no a l t e r ~ & t l v e .  The BRAC process is a critlcal p a r t  

cf c ~ r  e f f c r t c  to bring the 2epartment lnto the pcst-Cold War 

E r a .  Tr.2 a r a r , & t l c  changes  I; the g l o b a l  security envlronmen; 

h a v e  allzwed u s  t o  c a r r y  o u t  responsible reductions In o u r  

Cc12,:T - C L ,  T . l  ' s ~r:.~estment ' in defense. Slnce the 1980s, the defense 

Qv ~ . C ~ I ; E :  ?.as d2cilnna 0;. roughl;t  4 G  p e r c e n t .  Our  force s t r s c t u r e  
- . ,  k A a z  :e:,:r-~c? is well, z k r i n k l ~ g  by a b c u t  33 p e r c e n t .  Reductions 

1: o.:: bkso s t - u c t u r e ,  h o ~ s v e r ,  have n o t  kept pace. Even a f t e r  

tr.e ~ = e ~ : l s i z s  t h r t e  ?.?J.C r o u n d s  a r e  implemented f u l l y ,  we w i l l  
4 

hr-.-e re2,zeS c,ur <C~mescLc ~nfrastructure by only 1 5  p e r c e n t .  It 

1s c l e a r  ?k.at  x e  st;:l have  mere bases than w e  n e e d .  

-+ M.-,- ; - Z ~ Y  n 2 t  b e  as clear are the increased r l s k s  that o u r  

n a ~ l c n ' c  defense ~ 1 1 1  f a c e  if we do nct address the i ~ a l a n c e  

S ~ ; w e e ~  c u r  f c r c e  s : ruc tu re  azci o c r  ba se  sEruc tu re .  closing 

excess  k a s e s  p r z d c c e s  l r n ~ o r t a r ~ t  savings o v e r  the long t e r m ,  

sa-.-;r.qs :?.a: x c  F.ave a l r e a d y  e a r m a r k e d  f o r  m a i n t a i n i n g  readiness 

ar.2 rnc2err: i : : r :~ c u r  f c r r e s .  P- t  s l m ~ i j r ,  w e  will not have 

a5rz;a:s fsz5::.~ f z r  ou r  highest pr1or;tles --  readiness and  



modern iza t ion  -- if we do not continue to close b a s e s  that w e  

no  i c n g e r  n e e d .  

O u r  ERAC 95  recomn~endat ions  a r e  the result of a process that 

b e g i n  well over a y e a r  ago. The Congress designed t h e  base 

c l o s u r e  process to be objective, open, and f a i r .  Each potential 

r e c o m ~ e n d a t l o n  1s  measured by published criteria. The data  w e  

u s e d  have been certified; our  p r o c e d u r e s  have been o v e r s e e n  by 

C ~ U T  Inspeitcr texeral and  t h e  G e n e r a l  Accounting O f f i c e .  Both, 

of cGurse, K I A ,  ? .  bs reviewed l n  d e t a i l  b y  t h e  public and thls 

C C T ~ , T ~ S S ~ C Z .  The p r o c e s s  has w o r k e d  well, so f a r ,  and  we have 

f c l ; r 1 - ~ 3  i t  :o the l e t t e r .  

c .~ :  r r i , - -  -=SS was b a s e d  a f o r c e  structure p l a n  and eight 

selsctic: crlcerlh. This was t h e  f i r s t  B M C  round based on t h e  

f s r z e  s r r - c y b r e  czlled for In t h e  Rottorn-Up Rev lew (BUR), which 

dete;:s c , ~ r  ~ l a n s  f o r  :he f u t u r e  s i z e  of t h e  military. For BRAC 
-YC 

0 5 ,  :he I - i ~ l i z ~ r y  E ~ P F ~ T E I I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s  and 3efense Agencies assessed their 

bas;'? '=,==? :ram t he  ba2t:cm-3p co bring t h e m  i n t o  line w i t h  the 

E,C-=.. 3 . e  eiq!-,t seleztlcn criier~a g i v e  p r i o r i t y  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  . 
mi:lrsry v a l u e ,  2nd also a d d r e s s  c o s t s  and  s a v i n g s  a s  w e l l  as 

eccr.sni  z and e n v i r o r n l e n t a l  inpacts. 

K ?  c r e a t e d  new orgt i r i lza t1cn.s  i n  the Office of  t h e  Secretary 

G: " c f e r z e  ts im>rove :he p r z c e s s .  Deputy Secretary E e u t c h  

?L ,..-, = - r e c  t h e  EF-?Z 5 5  SeVlelh. Grcc;, which p r o v i d e d  h ~ g h - l e v e l  



the Offlce of the Secretary of D e f e n s e ,  M i l i t a r y  Departments, and 

Cr Defense Agencies. The BRAC 95  Steering Group ,  chaired by t h e  

A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense for Economic Security, assisted 

t h e  Review Group .  

We also placed a s t r o n g  emphasis on common support functions 

In B M C  95. Joint cross-service groups in five functional areas 

with sigriiflcant potential for cross-sexvicing worked for over a 

yesr  tc develcp c r ~ s s - c ~ t t i n g  alternatives. Joint groups 

aidresced dep:.r i n a i n t e n a n c e ,  test and evaluation actlvitles, 

Laborat,cr;es, n ~ e d ~ c a l  treatment facilities, a n d  u n d e r g r a d u a t e  

pilct t r a l n l n g .  The groups d e v e l ~ p e d  measures both of t h e  

f c n c t l s n a l  I 7 a l u e  a-d the c a p a c i t y  of t h e s e  facilities. They 

compared :h:s to p r o j e c t e d  needs and suggested to the Services 

bc-'l r5ducr ic .n  qclirls and pcssible slternatives in their own 

revlew p r o c e s s .  I n  scme cases, the Services a d o p t e d  these 

sugk?er7:lcr.s a s  r r c ~ , ~ ? n d e d  o r  i n  m o c i l f l e d  form; in other cases - 
tb,ey d e ! - l l n e d  t o  do s o  b e c a u s e  of t h e  b a s e s '  underlying military 

valce or fsr oti-ier r e a s a n s .  Overall, the joint cross-service 

e f f c r t  d i d  asslst in reducing excess  capacity and  determining 

wp.ere ? c r n t  G r  collccated functions made functional and economlc 

sense. F c r t h e r ,  their Dc?-wide review o f  s u p p o r t  functions 

FroT,r:2es a read r . 2 ~  for fuzther cross-servicing In the future. 

The p e c a r t , m e . t  a l s s  established a cross-service g r o u p  on economic 

l z p a c t  to d e - ~ e l c p  cormon mechods a n d  measures. 



Within the Department, recommendations were made first by 

e a c h  M i l i t a r y  Department and Defense Agency- Each  made i ts  best 

l u a g m e n t  about  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  it has  and the capacities it needs, 

applying t h e  force  structure and selection criteria as required 

by law. 

At the beginning of February, the Services made t h e i r  

r e c o m e n d a t i c n s  t o  m e .  S i n c e  t h a t  t i m e ,  my staff and the Joint 

Staff have  r e v ~ e w e d  t h e  recommendations a n d  underlying analyses 

t o  ensGre ;hai t h e  law a n d  DoD policies were f o l l o w e d .  We were 

par::cul~rl;. iooklng for concerns or e f f e c t s  t h a t  t h e  Military 

L l ~ ~ s r E x e n : ~  m i g k ~ t  n o t  h a v e  f u l l y  taken i n t o  a c c o u n t ,  such  as t h e  

b a r  f1ght;ng reaulrements of the Unified and Specified 
h 3, 
I ' 

Qv C ~ ~ - ~ a z d ? r s ,  t r e a t y  o h l l g a t l o n s  of the United States, or economic 

impacts frcm other Serv ices '  recommendations. In exercising 

miiltary j udqr~en t ,  the Services have retained domestic c a p a c i t y  

t o  accorn~1.3<ate t h e i r  forward  dep loyed  forces i f  need be. I am 

1) 

c c ~ r . f ; d ~ r . t ,  ~ ? ~ ~ z ~ f c r e ,  t h a t  the  remaining base s t r u c t u r e  can  

acc=.;,-?3atc 2x17 fcrefeeaL>;e f ~ r c e  r e s i t l n g  -- ever, a slgnlflcant 

A s  General Shallkashvlll wlll tell you shortly, he concurs 

ic th:s v i e w  and suppct r ts  our recom,endations fully. 

T h e  3 e ~ i ~ t ~ ~ e ~ i t  reccm.ends 146 a c t i o n s  In BRAC 95.  Our 

recsrr-:.znditlsr.s i>-.clcde a n w h e r  of  smaller c l o s u r e s  and 



As I stated a few moments ago, the BRAC process is essential 

because it saves money. Some have questioned whe the r  BRAC 

savings a r e  real, or whether they are a s  s i g n i f i c a n t  as w e  claim. 

Let m e  state clearly and u n m ~ i g u o u s l y  t h a t  t h e  s a v i n g s  f r o m  the 

BRAC process a r e  real. They a r e  substantial by any measure. 

Like many efficiencies, however, closing bases requires us 

to invest soxe money up front. Implementing our  BRAC 95 

recorrz1endatlons xil? result in one-time costs of about  $3.8 

h l l l i c ~  - -  ~ x c l u d i n g  certain environmental costs. These funds 

cover  t h e  c s s t s  cf closing and realigning bases, such as c o s t s  

fcr relciatlng p e r s c n n e i  and equipment and preparing facilities 

Y f ~ r  t rap- r fe r  to t h e  puklic. However, even within t h e  six y e a r  

p e r r o d  f s r  which w e  k u d ~ e t ,  this BhiiC round will save enough  t o  

cc.-<er a l l  t h e s e  costs a n d  still p rov ide  about  $ 4  billion in net 

Over the i c n ~  r Q n ,  the u p - f r o n t  costs wili pay for 

t he r , se l vss  severa l  t lmes o v e r .  I f  inplemented, our 

reec,?-71f.-.datlons w i l l  c r e a t e  a n n u a l  recarring savings of $1.8 

1 .  Wher. measure5 by t h e i r  n e t  p r e s e n t  v a l u e  --  a commonly 

u s e d  approact .  ta ca?:ure a strean of costs and savings I n  a 

c : ~ g l e  nan2er -- our  3F-\C 95 r e ~ c ~ ~ e ~ d a t l o n s  would save over  $18  

k:l:icc IF. t h e  l o n g  rs-. 



w i t h  the recommendations I am making t h i s  morning, t h e  f o u r  

rrCv B M C  r o u n d s  combined w l l l  have effected 548 BRAC actions. Annual 

savlngs for all four rounds would rise to $ 6 . 0  billlon, and the 

net present value of a l l  BRAC s a v i n g s  would climb to about $57 

biillon. We w l l l  have r e d u c e d  our domestic base structure by 

about 2 1  percent  -- measured in plant replacement value. 

As you knclw, BRAC 95 is the last round authorized under our 

current legal auzhorlty for streamlined closings and 

r t s l : F ; r , e r , t s .  Zf circumstances do n o t  c h a n g e ,  however ,  there 1s 

nc dc . ' i -  i L C  :n ivy n l n d  t h a t  t ~ e  Department wlll need f u t u r e  base 

clcls.;re rcilr .Ps.  

It is f a r  t o  ask why, a f t e r  f o u r  BRAC r o u n d s ,  w e  need t o  

c c t r ~ c i n . ; ~  t h e  c l c s u r e  and realignment process. The answer  is 

~trzi~3tforwarJ. F i r s t ,  we w i l l  continue to carry excess  

~ n f r i s t r u s t u r e ,  even a f t e r  Bi'JiC 9 5  has been Implemented. So we 
0 

wi?l : e ~ :  :5 c;ntlnue t h e  process of balancing our  bases a n d  our  

:fires. Secc. r ; ,3 ,  w e  need  time to akscrb c u r r e n t  closures. If w e  

c l s se  t s o  m ~ c h  t o o  sooz ,  we will jeopardize r e a d i n e s s  in the n e a r  . 
tur r . .  T h i r d ,  w e  need t o  continue to assess  future t h r e a t s  and to 

e x e , i z ~  oar f u t u r e  force structure needs. 

I iook forward tc ucrklng with you and  the Congress to lay 

:he fo.;:.e=tlon fcr  f - t c r e  r o u n d s ,  which I believe wlll be n e e d e d  

ski;: ti-.re5 c r  f ~ c r  y e z r s  frain now. 



As we implement these closures, we recognize a special 

r obligation to those men and women -- military and civilian -- who 

won t h e  Cold War. We will meet that obligation. 

In ad61tion to a variety of personnel transltlon programs, 

t h e  Department 1s deterrnlned to implement President Clinton's 

promise t o  h e l p  base closure cornrnunlties reshape their economic 

future. TF.:s assistance comes in many forms: technical 

ass i s?ar , ce  and plannlng qrants, on-site base transitlon 

~ c ~ r d l n a t c r s  to ~ r c t l ~ l d e  a f o c a l  polnt for Federal assistance; 

acceieraCe2 prcperty dlsposal to make surplus property available 

for clvll:sn r e u s e ;  and  fast-track environmental clean-up in 

c c ~ ~ d : r . ~ t ~ c z  x l t h  F e d e r a l  and state regulators and cornmunlty 

I n  scze  c z s e s ,  reused  bases a r e  now home to more civilian 

;chc t!-.an t h e r e  w e r e  before  closure. Many communities have  found  - 
+ b c.:a+_ t .zs.1 F r c p r t } .  c a n  G E  t h e  bedrock for a healthier and Tore 

diverse ~ c c , n ~ r r . y .  What ~t reqcires  is strong local l e a d e r s h i p  and 

a i j t  cf h a r d  work. We a t  the Department stand ready to help. 

L e t  me ccncluae by notrng the crltlcal role that your 

C c r , - . l s z l 5 ~  ~ l ; y s .  Y ~ u r  rev:?* 1s sn essential conflrmatlon of 

t h e  ;nte;rlt; ef o z r  p r o c e d . ~ r e s  and the soundness of o u r  

;zd;~er:s. We k r . 3 ~  y c u r  review of o u r  recommendations wlll be as 

searc:-,:r,cj, ~ F I C T C ~ ~ ~ ,  a n d  c a r e f u l  as  the process by whlch we nade 

- L 
L A .  e,:. i-,e ~ : ~ : . c i  r ? - d y  tc p r G v l i e  any lnformatlon you r e q u l r e  and 



t o  dlscuss any judgment  w e  have made. In the end, we hope you 

w e rdc r se  our reconmendatlons for this process is so essential to 

oLr Nation's security 

Thank you .  W i t h  you r  approval, I would now like t o  allow 

G e n e r a l  Shalikashvili to say a few words. 





INTRODUCTION 

w 
Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. Thank you for 

the opportunity to share my views on how the Department's proposed base closures 

and realignments support our Armed Forces and our national military strategy. 

STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT 

The past few years have seen one of those great geopolitical upheavals that 

come only once every few generations. This has required us to respond with the most 

dramatic restructuring of our Armed Forces since the end of the Vietnam War. 

We have a new military strategy that will carry us into the next century. Since 

1990, we have completed four exhaustive force reviews. The most recent were the 

Bottom Up Review, that recommended the shape of our future conventional forces, and 

the Nuclear Posture Review, that determined our future strategic and nonstrategic 

nuclear requirements. As a result of these reviews and subsequent analysis, the 

ClNCs and I are confident that the future force we are building is about right. It will 

meet our requirements at the turn of the century and into the foreseeable future. 

As well, we are 70% to 80% toward meeting our reduction goals and 

repositioning our force to execute our new strategy. Part of that shift entails reorienting 



our force from a global strategy against a global threat toward a global strategy against 

regional threats. We have returned large numbers of forces from their overseas Cold 

War bases to the continental United States where they are better situated to perform 

the power projection role required by our new strategy. 

As a result of the work and analysis of the past few years we now have a reliable 

blueprint for how many forces we need for the future, where those forces are going to 

be stationed, and how we will deploy those forces to crises or conflicts. 

As we have moved along this glidepath, there have been three rounds of base 

closures attempting to keep pace with the still evolving force. This upcoming fourth 

round is needed to respond to the further changes mandated by the Bottom Up Review. 

I) The force reduction objective of the previous Base Force was to downsize our force by 

one quarter from our 1988 levels. But the Bottom Up Review, after recommending 

selected force enhancements, increased our reductions to nearly a third of our 1988 

force strengths. 

The numbers tell the story. By the end of the century our force will be around 

34% smaller. Our budget will be about 40% smaller. But after three rounds of base 

closures and realignments our infrastructure is only projected to be 15% smaller. 

The problem this presents is how to maintain balance among all those elements 

$ 
of our force that are critical to our overall posture -- the costs of retaining quality 



people; the costs of maintaining our near-term readiness; and the costs of ensuring our 

)CI longer-term readiness through modernization and a sustained industrial base. These 

competing costs argue against maintaining excessive inventories in any area, just as 

they also put pressure on our Armed Forces to find new and innovative ways to train, to 

maintain, to sustain, and to care for our forces. 

The Base Realignment and Closure process provides us the tool to close 

unneeded bases, reduce base operating costs, and reengineer our infrastructure to 

support our evolving military strategy. Our challenge is to use this tool wisely. While 

striving to balance force and base structure in ways that will foster operational flexibility 

and enhance joint warfighting capability, we must also balance the high upfront cost of 

base closures with the cost of operations today and modernization for the future. I am 

confident that our goal to maintain this balance is the right way to proceed. 

BRAC 95 

I 
As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, my role in the base closure process is 

to review and certify to the Secretary of Defense and the President that the proposed 

closures and realignments will not impair our operational warfighting capability. To 

carry out this review and ensure that all joint operational requirements were 1 
considered, I asked each of the combatant commanders and combat support agencies 

to participate along with the Services and the Joint Staff. Once they were prepared, we I 
studied the Services' closure recommendations, looking for potential warfighting w I 



impacts. Our analysis encompassed not just the current proposals, but also the 

" 
cumulative impact of the three previous BRAC rounds and the significant reductions 

that have occurred in our overseas base structure. 

Functional experts from every military specialty reviewed the lists. The top 

priority was to ensure that we could execute our war plans without the bases marked 

for closure. We asked if we could still get Army equipment loaded on ships to meet 

deployment schedules if we closed Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Could the Air 

Force support rapid deployment of the 10th Mountain Division without the contingency 

airfield at Griffiss Air Force Base? We had to consider the impact of closing the Fleet 

Industrial Supply Center and Ship Repair Facility on Guam; could USCINCPAC still 

support the Seventh Fleet without these important logistics capabilities? We 

w' determined that the answer to all these questions was "yes". 

We had to make sure that none of the installations being closed housed vital 

links in our worldwide network of command, control, communications, computers, and 

intelligence. Had the Services proposed closure of any of the irreplaceable 

instrumented training ranges that have enabled our forces to develop and maintain 

their warfighting skills? While downsizing the large infrastructure devoted to military 

research and development, were we retaining those critical facilities that provide US 

forces their decisive technological edge? We had to reduce the number of Reserve 

Component bases, but could the remaining installations adequately support the training 

and mobilization of our Citizen Soldiers? And of utmost importance, would the smaller w 



basing structure still provide an acceptable quality of life for our dedicated men and 

w women in uniform? Again, the answer was "yes". 

On the basis of this review, I determined that the recommended closures and 

realignments that have been submitted to your commission will not impair the ability.of 

our Armed Forces to carry out the national military strategy. I thus endorse these 

recommendations. 

But, while these closures and realignments will not degrade operational 

readiness, neither will they achieve a full balance between our force and base 

structure. Excess capacity will remain. As Secretary Perry has explained, even though 

base closures eventually yield billions of dollars in savings, the high up-front 

.I investment costs associated with BRAC actions limit the number of closures that can be 

programmed in any one year. Trying to close too many bases at once would divert 

funding from other accounts, jeopardizing readiness today and modernization for 

tomorrow. Given current resource constraints, the uncertainty of world events, and the 

ongoing debate over defense spending, I believe the scope of these BRAC 

recommendations to be fiscally and operationally prudent. 

However, it is vitally important that we complete divestiture of unaffordable 

excess infrastructure. To do so, I believe we will need future base closure authority. 

In addition, while we made some progress in this round with regard to cross-servicing, 

opportunities remain, particularly in the area of joint-use bases and training facilities. 

mi 



d 

The Commission on Roles and Missions is expected to recommend such measures to 

enhance efficiency and interoperability. implementing these recommendations could 

require a process similar to the one we are engaged in now. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, the Base Realignment and Closure process has been very 

successful. It has enabled us to close excess bases and to begin reengineering the 

defense infrastructure to more efficiently support our forces and our national strategy. 

The Department's BRAC 95 recommendations represent another major step in this 

process. The task before you and your fellow commissioners is terribly difficult, but 

absolutely essential to the national security of the United States. Thank you. 

QIlIw 





Lower Costs than BRAC 93 

a Faster Pay Back 

a Consistent with Downsizing Imperatives 

a Cumulative Economic Impact Considered 

First Time for Cross-Service Assessment 





FY 96 $ Billions* - I Closure Annual Total [ I~ivll ian Job I 1 BRAC 95 1 1 Costs Savings savings** [ 1 Loss (000s) I 

Army $1 .I $0.7 $6.8 14.5 
Navy 1.2 0.6 7.4 10.7 
Air Force 1.1 0.4 3.1 6.1 
Agencies - 0.4 0.1 1 .I 2.9 
Total 3.8 1.8 18.4 34.2 

BRAC 93 6.9 1.9 15.7 42.3 
BRAC 91 4.0 1.6 15.8 27.9 
BRAC 88 2.2 0.7 6.8 11.9 

* Excluding environmental costs and land sale revenues 
** Net savings over 20 years, discounted to present value at 4.2% 



Army Navy 

Fort McClellan, AL NSY Long Beach, CA 
Fitzsimons AMC, CO NAS Meridian, MS 
Aviation Troop Command, MO NAWC Indianapolis, IN 
Letterkenny AD, PA NSWC Louisville, KY 
Red River AD, TX Guam Activities 

Air Force DLA 
Grand Forks AFB, ND Def Depot Memphis, TN 
Kirtland AFB, NM Def Dep Red River, TX 
Rome Lab, NY Def Depot Ogden, UT 
Reese AFB, TX 
Brooks AFB, TX 



a Significant = 200+ Direct Hire Civilian loss 
or 500 Military Loss (no redirects) 

MOT 



Significant = 200+ Direct Hire Civilian loss 
or 500 Military Loss (no redirects) 









Future BRAC? 

e Grand Forks AFB -- ABM Treaty 

a Environmental Clean-Up Cost? 







GENERAL BACKGROUND 

vl- Secretarv Perry, in January 1994, you put out guidance to the military 
Services that stated: "For the 1995 base closure round, the goal is to further 
reduce the overall DoD domestic base structure by a minimum of 15 percent of 
DoD-wide plant replacement valueM-- a level of reductions that would be 
approximately equal to the 1988, 1991, and 1993 rounds combined. 

In December, you stated in an interview concerning the 1995 closure round 
that: "We don't have goals as to what the size should be. ... But I think it's 
reasonable to expect that the 1995 round is going to be approximately comparable 
in size to the last one." 

In January, you noted in a speech to the US Conference of Mayors that the 
1995 round of base closings "will not be as large as the last one, not because we 
don't need to close more bases fiom the point of view of saving infrastructure, but 
simply because in the previous three closure rounds we have closed all of the 
bases that were relatively easy to close." 

1I(Clu 
Mr. Secretary, can you tell us what caused you to alter your original /' 
guidance to the Services regarding the closure of 15% of the plant / 
replacement value and hour you determined the size of the base closure list - - - -  

realignment proposal is combined with the closures and realignments of previous 
rounds, is there an appropriate balance between the general drawdown of forces 
and base infrastructure? 



b' 
3. retarv Perry, you were quoted in the press last month as saying that even 

w after this year's closure process is finished, the nation will have more bases than it 
needs to support the scaled-down military of tomorrow. 

/ If the Commission, the President, and the Congress endorsed the list of 
J closures and realignments that you are presenting today, would there still be 

excess capacity in the Defense Department's basing structure? 

Would the Services still have more bases than needed in the future to 

/' 
-support the force levels in your force structure plan? 

/ 4. Secretary Perry, to your knowledge, were any of the closure or realignment 
recommendations submitted to you by the Services changed by your office? 

I o, which ones and for what reasons? 7 
V Secretary Perry, did your office instruct the Services to exclude certain 
installations as they developed their recommendations? 

If so, which ones and for what reasons? 

6. Secretary Perry, did the Services provide your staff with their approache 
for determining excess capacity, and if so, were these approaches adequately 
documented and reasonable in your opinion? 



7. Secretary Perry, the Fiscal Year 96 Defense budget proposal includes 
civilian personnel reductions totaling 38,300 in 1996 and 137,500 through 200 1 in 
accordance with your expressed desire to expand the civilian drawdown to match 
the percentage of active duty reductions. 

Mr. Secretary, how have these proposed civilian personnel reductions 
affected the number and specific type of installations on the closure and 
realignment list? 

// Secretary Perry, some communities have expressed concern that not all 
communities are receiving the same level of assistance fi-om local base officials a 
they prepare their rebuttals to closure or realignment. One community says that 
their base officials have received orders to provide no assistance. 

Is there a DoD policy that restricts base officials fi-om providing assistance 
to communities as they prepare positions or materials to present to the 
Commission? [ k ~ ~ ~ 1 . 1  C P C ~  I)/?, ffl 

9. ,Yecretar?, Perry, since this the last round of closures and your list is 
somewhat smaller than originally planned, how much excess infrastructure will 
contivlue to exist? 

/- 
10. Secretary Perry, how do you answer critics who say that by leaving excess 
infrastructure in place you have joepardized the future ability of the Services to 
train and to modernize their forces--particularly since there is not another round of 
base closings authorized under the current law? 



FORCE STRUCTURE 

General Shalikashvili, would you review for this Commission the national 
militavy strategy and the force structure that were used in 

v". General Shalikashvili, recognizing that our national military strategy 
remains in a state of transition, are you satisfied that sufficient capacity has been 
retained to support the potential need for a more robust force structure in the 
future? J Z O L U S j  Q b2VSL G s ~ ~ ~ Y ^ ( . ~  ~ f n ?  

u o  P-grw 
Secretary Peny, was any consideration given to consolidating and 

realigning smaller bases or functions to those larger bases which 
t fiom closing because of their strategic location? f l & ~  

( s.rvlCd~ - ;;T' 
4 General Shalikashvili, are there any functional areas with excess capacity 

that you recommended not be considered by your staff or the Services because 
changes in the basing structure might preclude future force structure or roles and 
missions changes? 

d r a l  Shalikashvili, are you and the Joint Warfighting Commrndcrr-in- 
Chief satisfied that the basing infrastructure that remains provides sufficient 
mobilization and deployment capacity to support a two Major Regional Conflict 
scenario? 

P f', 
6.  General Shalikashvili, will the basing infrastructure that is being proposed 
today be sufficient to support any probable restationing of forward deployed 
forces, in terms of available land, usable facilities, and necessary training facilities 
and ranges? 

7. General Shalikashvili, has a region by region force projection analysis, such 

I as an analysis of our ability to respond to contingencies in the Caribbean, revealed 



any significant loss of responsiveness as a result of the proposals you are 
w presenting today? 

9/ General Shalikasltvili according to the 1995 DoD base closure report, you 
have validated the airfield requirements for the two Unzfied Commands at 
MacDill AFB and have determined that the Air 
for supporting those requirements. During the 
Staflwas unable to validate those requirements. 
/ 

changed to permit validation now? 

/' 

L  re you completely satisfied with the recommendation for the Air Force to 
operate the air$eld at MacDill? 

Y . d e c r e t a r y  Perry, you have proposed inactivating the 321st Missile Croup 
(150 Minuteman III missiles) at Grand Forks AFB, unless you determine prior to 
December 1996 that " the need to retain Ballistic Missile Defense options 
effectively precludes this action. , 9 

/ 
L/ What has prevented an earlier decision on the need to retain these options 

( I  50 Minuteman 111 

nd Forks AFB, how 

from 
Secretary Perry, did the Air Force or your staff exclude 

consideration because of Peacekeeper missile basing? 
/ \ - 

Warren 



JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ISSUES 

Secretary Perry, what impact did the work of the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups that you set up last year have on the final recommendations that you are --- bilr* b L  i R mde 

b f l c c i U 6  w13 
VL~T UP Lo91 

e in May 1994 the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Gkf, ~ d c ~ ~ : ? o ' , " ~ ~  recommended to the Deputy Secretary of Defense that the 
Services be required to incorporate the recommendations of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups into their base closure recommendations. The Deputy Secretary 
elected not to require this of the Services. 

Mr. Secretary, why wasn't the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendation 

4' Gen 
rJ1a~by & f l f idf icl ,w7 6? Q&J 

era1 Shalikashvili, did the Joint Chiefs, the Joint Warfighting 
Commanders-in-Chief and the Joint Staff have any role in developing or critiquing 
the work of the Joint Cross-Senrice Groups? 

J 
Are you satisfied that the Services have consolidated some of their common 
functions as much as they need to or as much as they can? 

/Secretary Pe,, in June of 1993 the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked the Commission to address fixed wing 
aviation depots separately from other interservicing issues. They asked instead 
the opportunity to come forward with comprehensive interservicing 
recommendations in 1995. 

/' 0 Are you satisfied, Mr. Secretary, that your recommendations in the area of 
fixed wing aviation depots represent a comprehensive approach to the 
problems of interservicing and excess capacity in this area? 



5. , the Air Force has had five major air logistics centers since 
w the Vietnam ~ i a .  In :he 1993 round, the Air Force recommended the closure of 

one of these five depots, but that depot was removed from the list by the Secretary 
of Defense. This year with the same selection criteria and a smaller force structure 
plan there is once again no Air Force depot on the list. 

On what basis did you determine that the Air Force continues to need five 
air logistics centers? 

6. Secretary Perry, in 1993 both the General Accounting Office and the 
Commission were critical of DoD for not making more progress in consolidating 
common functions across the Services. Your January 1994 guidance to the 
Services stated: "It is the DoD policy to make maximum use of common support 
assets. DoD components should, throughout the 1995 base closure analysis 
process, look for cross-service or intra-service opportunities to share assets and 
look for opportunities to rely on a single Military Department for support." 

Mr. Secretary, in your view, do the recommendations you are presenting 
today represent a significant step forward in terms of consolidating common 
functions--such as depot maintenance, research labs, and test and evaluation 
facilities--across the Services? 

ecretary Perry, are you satisfied that your interservicing recommendations G(: 
to the Commission remove most or all of the excess capacity in each of the five 
Cross-Service study areas? Thai cpljL Q N ~  d d Y Z  

If there are areas where this is not the case, please explain why not? 



/" COST TO CLOSE 

given that the list is smaller than initially planned, how 
to accommodate reduced savings in the 

/ ' 

rogram proposed by the 
is round of closures to round 
What changes will you make 

/ 3.L 1. Secretary PQ, the proposed Fiscal Year 1996 budget you presented 
to Congress last month rgresents a reduction of almost $6 billion, or 5.3 percent 
in real terms, from the Fiscal Year 1995 level, and it includes $785 million to 

,,* 

begin implementing the 1995 closures in Fiscal Year 1996, 
<f'- 

Was the size of the 1995 closure and realignment list that you are presenting 
today limited by your ability to budget adequate up-front closing costs to 

in Fiscal Year i996? 
- 

1 

I 

Secretary Perry, there are reports that the cost t$ close bases and the time 
required to recover those costs from previous rounds bre significantly greater than 
anticipated. 

i 
Is this accurate, and what steps have you dirfcted to ensure that cost and 
savings estimates are realistic for the 1995 dound? 



5. r ., your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 
R e a l i ~ ~ e ~ . c ~ ~ ~  (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated costs and 
savings that would result from implementing your recommendations. 

Recognizing that the figures used in the COBRA analyses are not budget 
quality, how accurate do you believe the projections are? 

How closely have the figures in the COBRA analyses prepared in 1991 and 
1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 



d t  @ 
ECONOMIC 17 '' 

L e c r e t a y b ,  
/ 

for the 1993 closure round your staff established 
cumulative econc$ic impact thresholds that resulted in the removal of at least one 
installation from the Service recommendations by your 
cumulative economic thresholds set for the 1995 round? 

ve been quoted as saying that you would "try to 
r inordinately as a result of the closure process." 

Was any installation removed from or added to a Service list primarily because of . 
economic impact, including,em?&?)ve economic impact, within a state or a 
comxunity? 

, in calculating cumulative economic impact, how did Do 

test & evaluation installations because of economic impact? 

Was any decision taken to downsize, rather than close an installation, as a 
result of economic impact considerations? 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT/RESTORATION ISSUES 

, according to your policy guidance, "environmental 
restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure 
calculations." Your policy further states that "unique contamination problems 
requiring environmental restoration will be considered as a potential limitati 
near-term community reuse." 

Were any installations recommended for closure or realignment 

-C//Seeta&rrv, how many installations recommended for cl 
prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land place 
status due to unique contamination problems? 

HOW long are such c , ~ t i 6 e r  costs base closure ..' 

L / 

id the overall cost of environmental restoration at closure 
factor in closing bases even though it is not a decision 

factor, limit the size of the list presented to the Commission? 



5. Secretarv Perry, in the 1993 round, one community pointed out that the cos 
of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three to ten times as great 
as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. This difference is due to expected 
technological advances in environmental restoration. 

Mr. Secretary, do you believe the difference between routine and closure 
related cleanup costs, if factual, should be considered in cost of closure 
calculations? 

6. Secretary P e w ,  could you describe any efforts by DoD or the 
Environmental Protection Agency to establish variable levels of environmental 
cleanup, tied to specific plans for reuse? 

7. S-, in making closure decisions what role did env 
compliance play in your analysis? 

For example, did the fact that a base's expansion potential is limited by 
environmental restrictions play a major role in the analysis? 

Were Bases in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas viewed differently from 
those in attainment areas? 



MEDICAL ISSUES 
Gaxd- f l d  - ('3 4 $ f l r71~b4  4 

g n r  7vili, given that wartime medical requirements far exceed 
those ofpeacetime, is there enough medical inji-astructure remaining to support 
our two Major Regional Conflict strategy? 

/'a , military medical facilities % play an important role in terms 
of both readiness for war and in supporting the force during peacetime. For 
families of military members, retirees and their families, and survivors, the local 
military hospital is often of particular importance. Military medical assets are also 
important fiom a Department budget point of view, in their ability to reduce 
Civilian Health and Medical Program for the Uniformed Services costs. However, 
the fate of military hospitals is often tied to larger closure and realignment 
decisions about the installations on which they are located. 

i 
J Mr. Secretary, what guidance did the Department provide to the Services 

and to the Joint Cross-Service Groups to ensure that decisions that impact 
military hospitals and 

3. 
to the Department regarding improvements in health care operations and increased 
cost effectiveness. 

Mr. Secretary, did you direct your Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs to 
examine the consolidation of resources across military departments? 

What was the outcome of that examination? 

How is that examination reflected in the Departments new list of 
recommended closures and realignments? 



4. Secretary Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the Services to 
(I consider closing military hospitals that are not cost effective, given their patient 

load and the cost and availability of medical care in their communities? 

5.  Secretarv Perry, did you direct the Services to move medical assets, 
including moving them across Service lines, in order to increase the capability and 
usage of military medical facilities? 

6 .  Secretary Perry, during the development of the current list, did you direct 
the Services to review their policy of closing military hospitals when bases served 
by those hospitals are closed? 

What was the result of that review? 

Have you ensured that the most cost effective means of delivering care to all 
beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base closure actions? 



w S EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT 

W S e c r e t a r y  Perry, in October 1994 Business Executives for National Security 
(BENS) issued a report ,"Uncovering the Shell Game," which criticized the 
Department's record in actually closing military facilities. "60 Minutes" featured 
the report later in the year. The essence of the report and the "60 Minutes" 
characterization was that "of the 67 bases the President, Congress and the 
Pentagon have agreed to shut down thus far, over one-third never closed or have 
quietly reopened under a new name or function." As you know, Mr. Secretary, we 
plan on offering recommendations to the President concerning reuse and future 
closure actions. Reports such as the BENS report detract from general support for 
the closure process. 

I) (Denver, Columbus, Kansas City, Indianapolis, Cleveland). It also has plans to 
add 21 new sites, many of which will be on installations slated to close as a result 
of previous base closure rounds. Our staffs analysis of the Business Executives 
for National Security report indicates that of the 26 bases noted in the report as 
being "reopened," 14 were operating reasonably close to the recommendations of 
the Com ssion, and the other 12 were recipients of DFAS centers. 7 
/please explain why DoD plans to place 12 of the 21 new DFAS offices 

on bases which are slated to close rather than on bases remaining open 
which have existing excess capacity. 



one-third of the 2 1 new Defense Finance and 
sites have yet to open. There is a Military 

Construction requirement for nearly $200 million to make improvements to many 
of these sites. 

In light of the ongoing consolidation efforts taking part in other parts of 
DoD, would it be worthwhile to consider further reductions in the number 
of Defense Finance and 



FUTURE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

/ 
/Secretary P h  as you know this is the final round of expedited base 
closures and realig&ents authorized under the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990. 

Once this round is completed, the Defense Department will go back to 
operating under the section of Title 10, United States Code, that required DoD to 
condi~ct extensive budgetary, strategic, economic, and environmental studies of a 
potential closure affecting more than 300 civilians, or a realignment affecting 
more than 50 percent of an installation's civilian workforce, before proposing such 
a closure or realignment. 

I think we can all agree that it is almost impossible to close or realign a 
military base under this authority. 

This Commission plans to make recommendations on a process for closing 
or realigning military bases in the future, after this 1995 round is completed. 

V 
Mr. Secretary, do you have any suggestions in this area for us to consider? 





GENERALBACKGROUND 

1. Secretary Perm, in January 1994, you put out guidance to the military 
Services that stated: "For the 1995 base closure round, the goal is to further 
reduce the overall DoD domestic base structure by a minimum of 15 percent of 
DoD-wide plant replacement valuev-- a level of reductions that would be 
approximately equal to the 1988, 199 1, and 1993 rounds combined. 

In December, you stated in an interview concerning the 1995 closure round 
that: "We don't have goals as to what the size should be. ... But I think it's 
reasonable to expect that the 1995 round is going to be approximately comparable 
in size to the last one." 

In January, you noted in a speech to the US Conference of Mayors that the 
1995 round of base closings "will not be as large as the last one, not because we 
don't need to close more bases from the point of view of saving infrastructure, but 
simply because in the previous three closure rounds we have closed all of the 
bases that were relatively easy to close." 

Mr. Secretary, can you tell us what caused you to alter your original 
guidance to the Services regarding the closure of 15% of the plant 
replacement value and how you determined the size of the base closure list 
you are presenting to the Commission this morning? 

2. General Shalikashvili, in your view when the 1995 base closure and 
realignment proposal is combined with the closures and realignments of previous 
rounds, is there an appropriate balance between the general drawdown of forces 
and base infrastructure? 



3. Secretarv Perry, you were quoted in the press last month as saying that even 

w after this year's closure process is finished, the nation will have more bases than it 
needs to support the scaled-down military of tomorrow. 

If the Commission, the President, and the Congress endorsed the list of 
closures and realignments that you are presenting today, would there still be 
excess capacity in the Defense Department's basing structure? 

In what general areas is there still excess capacity? 

Would the Services still have more bases than needed in the future to 
support the force levels in your force structure plan? 

4. Secretary Perry, to your knowledge, were any of the closure or realignment 
recommendations submitted to you by the Services changed by your office? 

If so, which ones and for what reasons? 

clr 
5. Secretary Perry, did your office instruct the Services to exclude certain 
installations as they developed their recommendations? 

If so, which ones and for what reasons? 

6. Secretaw Perry, did the Services provide your staff with their approaches 
for determining excess capacity, and if so, were these approaches adequately 
documented and reasonable in your opinion? 



w 
7. Secretary Perry, the Fiscal Year 96 Defense budget proposal includes 
civilian personnel reductions totaling 3 8,3 00 in 1996 and 13 7,500 through 200 1 in 
accordance with your expressed desire to expand the civilian drawdown to match 
the percentage of active duty reductions. 

Mr. Secretary, how have these proposed civilian personnel reductions 
affected the number and specific type of installations on the closure and 
realignment list? 

8. Secretary Perry, some communities have expressed concern that not all 
communities are receiving the same level of assistance from local base officials as 
they prepare their rebuttals to closure or realignment. One community says that 
their base officials have received orders to provide no assistance. 

Is there a DoD policy that restricts base officials from providing assistance 
to communities as they prepare positions or materials to present to the 
Commission? 

9. b5'ecretaw Perry, since this the last round of closures and your list is 
somewhat smaller than originally planned, how much excess infrastructure will 
continue to exist? 

10. Secretarv Perry, how do you answer critics who say that by leaving excess 
infrastructure in place you have joepardized the hture ability of the Services to 
train and to modernize their forces--particularly since there is not another round of 
base closings authorized under the current law? 



FORCE STRUCTURE 

1. General Shalikashvili, would you review for this Commission the national 
military strategy and the force structure that were used in developing this year's 
base closure and realignment recommendations? 

Gene . . 2.  ral Shalikashvill, recognizing that our national military strategy 
remains in a state of transition, are you satisfied that sufficient capacity has been 
retained to support the potential need for a more robust force structure in the 
future? 

3. Secretary Perry, was any consideration given to consolidating and 
realigning smaller bases or functions to those larger bases which were essentially 
exempt from closing because of their strategic location? 

QP 4. General Shalikashvili, are there any functional areas with excess capacity 
that you recommended not be considered by your staff or the Services because 
changes in the basing structure might preclude future force structure or roles and 
missions changes? 

5.  General Shalikashvili, are you and the Joint Warfighting Commanders-in- 
Chief satisfied that the basing infrastructure that remains provides sufficient 
mobilization and deployment capacity to support a two Major Regional Conflict 
scenario? 

6. General Shalikashvili, will the basing infrastructure that is being proposed 
today be sufficient to support any probable restationing of forward deployed 
forces, in terms of available land, usable facilities, and necessary training facilities 
and ranges? 

7. General Shalikashvili, has a region by region force projection analysis, such 

r as an analysis of our ability to respond to contingencies in the Caribbean, revealed 



any significant loss of responsiveness as a result of the proposals you are 
W presenting today? 

8. General Shalikashvili, according to the 1995 DoD base closure report, you 
have validated the airfield requirements for the two Unzfied Commands at 
MacDill AFB and have determined that the Air Force should take responsibility 
for supporting those requirements. During the 1991 and 1993 rounds, the Joint 
Staifwas unable to validate those requirements. 

Can you explain what has changed to permit validation now? 

Are you completely satisfied with the recommendation for the Air Force to 
operate the airfield at MacDill? 

9. Secretary Perry, you have proposed inactivating the 321st Missile Group 
(150 Minuteman 111 missiles) at Grand Forks AFB, unless you determine prior to 
December 1996 that " the need to retain Ballistic Missile Defense options 
effectively precludes this action. 19 

What has prevented an earlier decision on the need to retain these options 
that would have enabled the Commission to act on a definitive 
recommendation? 

If the Commission eliminates the 9 1st Missile Group (1 50 Minuteman III 
missiles) at Minot AFB *om consideration for inactivation, and simply 
directs inactivation of the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB, how 
will Ballistic Missile Defense options be affected? 

10. Secretary Perry, did the Air Force or your staff exclude FE Warren AFB 
from. consideration because of Peacekeeper missile basing? 



JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ISSUES 

1. Secretary Perrv, what impact did the work of the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups that you set up last year have on the final recommendations that you are 
presenting here this morning? 

2. Secretary Perry, in May 1994 the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Admiral Owens, recommended to the Deputy Secretary of Defense that the 
Services be reauired to incorporate the recommendations of the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups into their base closure recommendations. The Deputy Secretary 
elected not to require this of the Services. 

Mr. Secretary, why wasn't the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendation 
accepted? 

3. General Shalikashvili, did the Joint Chiefs, the Joint Warfighting 
Commanders-in-Chief and the Joint Staff have any role in developing or critiquing 
the work of the Joint Cross-Service Groups? 

Are you satisfied that the Services have consolidated some of their common 
hnctions as much as they need to or as much as they can? 

4. Secretarv Perry, in June of 1993 the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked the Commission to address fixed wing 
aviation depots separately from other interservicing issues. They asked instead for 
the opportunity to come forward with comprehensive interservicing 
recommendations in 1995. 

Are you satisfied, Mr. Secretary, that your recommendations in the area of 
fixed wing aviation depots represent a comprehensive approach to the 
problems of interservicing and excess capacity in this area? 



5 .  w e t a r y  Perry, the Air Force has had five major air logistics centers since 
the Vietnam Era. In the 1993 round, the Air Force recommended the closure of 
one of these five depots, but that depot was removed from the list by the Secretary 
of Defense. This year with the same selection criteria and a smaller force structure 
plan there is once again no Air Force depot on the list. 

On what basis did you determine that the Air Force continues to need five 
air logistics centers? 

6. Secretary Perry, in 1993 both the General Accounting Office and the 
Commission were critical of DoD for not making more progress in consolidating 
common functions across the Services. Your January 1994 guidance to the 
Services stated: "It is the DoD policy to make maximum use of common support 
assets. DoD components should, throughout the 1995 base closure analysis 
process, look for cross-service or intra-service opportunities to share assets and 
look for opportunities to rely on a single Military Department for support." 

Mr. Secretary, in your view, do the recommendations you are presenting 
today represent a significant step forward in terms of consolidating common 
functions--such as depot maintenance, research labs, and test and evaluation 
facilities--across the Services? 

7. Secretary Perry, are you satisfied that your interservicing recommendations 
to the Commission remove most or all of the excess capacity in each of the five 
Cross-Service study areas? 

If there are areas where this is not the case, please explain why not? 



COST TO CLOSE 

1. Secretaw Perry, given that the list is smaller than initiallyplanned, how 
much will DoD have to plus up the budget to accommodate reduced savings in the 
late 1990s. 

2. Secretary Perry, the Future Years Defense Program proposed by the 
Administration last month relies on savings from this round of closures to round 
out the defense budget beginning in the late 1990s. What changes will you make 
to reduce costs if these savings are not realized? 

3. 1. Secretary Perry, the proposed Fiscal Year 1996 budget you presented 
to Congress last month represents a reduction of almost $6 billion, or 5.3 percent 
in real terms, from the Fiscal Year 1995 level, and it includes $785 million to 
begin implementing the 1995 closures in Fiscal Year 1996. 

Was the size of the 1995 closure and realignment list that you are presenting 
today limited by your ability to budget adequate up-front closing costs to 
carry out these closures beginning in Fiscal Year 1996? 

4. Secretary Perry, there are reports that the cost to close bases and the time 
required to recover those costs from previous rounds are significantly greater than 
anticipated. 

Is this accurate, and what steps have you directed to ensure that cost and 
savings estimates are realistic for the 1995 round? 



5 .  Secretary Perry, your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated costs and 
savings that would result from implementing your recommendations. 

Recognizing that the figures used in the COBRA analyses are not budget 
quality, how accurate do you believe the projections are? 

How closely have the figures in the COBRA analyses prepared in 1991 and 
1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 



ECONOMIC ISSUES 

1. Secretary Perry, for the 1993 closure round your staff established 
cumulative economic impact thresholds that resulted in the removal of at least one 
installation from the Service recommendations by your staff. Were any similar 
cumulative economic thresholds set for the 1995 round? 

2. Secretary Perry, you have been quoted as saying that you would "try to 
avoid having any one state suffer inordinately as a result of the closure process." 
Was any installation removed from or added to a Service list primarily because of 
economic impact, including cumulative economic impact, within a state or a 
community? 

3. Secretary Perry, in calculating cumulative economic impact, how did DoD 
differentiate between economic impacts caused by previously announced force 
structure changes and those that were due to closure or realignment decisions? 

4. Secretary Perry, was DoD reluctant to close major industrial, laboratory, or 
test & evaluation installations because of economic impact? 

Was any decision taken to downsize, rather than close an installation, as a 
result of economic impact considerations? 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTIRESTORATION ISSUES 

1. Secretarv Perry, according to your policy guidance, "environmental 
restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure 
calculations." Your policy further states that "unique contamination problems 
requiring environmental restoration will be considered as a potential limitation on 
near-term community reuse." 

Were any installations recommended for closure or realignment due to 
unique contamination problems? If so, please elaborate. 

2. Secretary Perry, were any installations eliminated from closure 
consideration because of the high cost of environmental cleanup? 

3. Secretary Perry, how many installations recommended for closure in this or 
prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land placed into caretaker 
status due to unique contamination problems? 

How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 
funding? 

4. Secretarv Perry, did the overall cost of environmental restoration at closure 
bases, which h a budget factor in closing bases even though it is not a decision 
factor, limit the size of the list presented to the Commission? 



5 .  Secretary Perry, in the 1993 round, one community pointed out that the cost 
w of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three to ten times as great 

as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. This difference is due to expected 
technological advances in environmental restoration. 

Mr. Secretary, do you believe the difference between routine and closure 
related cleanup costs, if factual, should be considered in cost of closure 
calculations? 

6. Secretary Perry, could you describe any efforts by DoD or the 
Environmental Protection Agency to establish variable levels of environmental 
cleanup, tied to specific plans for reuse? 

7. Secretarv Perry, in making closure decisions what role did environmental 
compliance play in your analysis? 

For example, did the fact that a base's expansion potential is limited by 
environmental restrictions play a major role in the analysis? 

Were Bases in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas viewed differently from 
those in attainment areas? 



MEDICAL ISSUES 

1. General Shalikashvill, given that wartime medical requirements far exceed 
those of peacetime, is there enough medical infrastructure remaining to support 
our two Major Regional Conflict strategy? 

2. Secretary Perry, military medical facilities play an important role in terms 
of both readiness for war and in supporting the force during peacetime. For 
families of military members, retirees and their families, and survivors, the local 
military hospital is often of particular importance. Military medical assets are also 
important from a Department budget point of view, in their ability to reduce 
Civilian Health and Medical Program for the Uniformed Services costs. However, 
the fate of military hospitals is often tied to larger closure and realignment 
decisions about the installations on which they are located. 

Mr. Secretary, what guidance did the Department provide to the Services 
and to the Joint Cross-Service Groups to ensure that decisions that impact 
military hospitals and military beneficiaries are made in consideration of 
those impacts? 

3.  Secretary Perry, in 1993 the Commission made specific recommendations 
to the Department regarding improvements in health care operations and increased 
cost effectiveness. 

Mr. Secretary, did you direct your Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs to 
examine the consolidation of resources across military departments? 

What was the outcome of that examination? 

How is that examination reflected in the Departments new list of 
recommended closures and realignments? 



4. ecretary Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the Services to 
w consider closing military hospitals that are not cost effective, given their patient 

load and the cost and availability of medical care in their communities? 

5 .  Secretarv Perry, did you direct the Services to move medical assets, 
including moving them across Service lines, in order to increase the capability and 
usage of military medical facilities? 

6 .  Secretary Perry, during the development of the current list, did you direct 
the Services to review their policy of closing military hospitals when bases served 
by those hospitals are closed? 

What was the result of that review? 

Have you ensured that the most cost effective means of delivering care to all 
beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base closure actions? 



BUSINESS EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT 

1. Secretary Perry, in October 1994 Business Executives for National Security 
(BENS) issued a report ,"Uncovering the Shell Game," which criticized the 
Department's record in actually closing military facilities. "60 Minutes" featured 
the report later in the year. The essence of the report and the "60 Minutes" 
characterization was that "of the 67 bases the President, Congress and the 
Pentagon have agreed to shut down thus far, over one-third never closed or have 
quietly reopened under a new name or function." As you know, Mr. Secretary, we 
plan on offering recommendations to the President concerning reuse and future 
closure actions. Reports such as the BENS report detract fi-om general support for 
the closure process. 

Mr. Secretary, please give us your comments on the BENS report. 

2. Secretary Perrv, The Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) is 
currently slated to consolidate its 300+ offices at the 5 centers it currently operates 
(Denver, Columbus, Kansas City, Indianapolis, Cleveland). It also has plans to 
add 21 new sites, many of which will be on installations slated to close as a result 
of previous base closure rounds. Our staffs analysis of the Business Executives 
for National Security report indicates that of the 26 bases noted in the report as 
being "reopened," 14 were operating reasonably close to the recommendations of 
the Commission, and the other 12 were recipients of DFAS centers. 

Please explain why DoD plans to place 12 of the 2 1 new DFAS offices 
on bases which are slated to close rather than on bases remaining open 
which have existing excess capacity. 



3. Secretarv Perry, about one-third of the 2 1 new Defense Finance and 

W Accounting Service (DFAS) sites have yet to open. There is a Military 
Construction requirement for nearly $200 million to make improvements to many 
of these sites. 

In light of the ongoing consolidation efforts taking part in other parts of 
DoD, would it be worthwhile to consider hrther reductions in the number 
of Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites? 



FUTURE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

1. Secretary Perry, as you know this is the final round of expedited base 
closures and realignments authorized under the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990. 

Once this round is completed, the Defense Department will go back to 
operating under the section of Title 10, United States Code, that required DoD to 
conduct extensive budgetary, strategic, economic, and environmental studies of a 
potential closure affecting more than 300 civilians, or a realignment affecting 
more than 50 percent of an installation's civilian workforce, before proposing such 
a closure or realignment. 

I think we can all agree that it is almost impossible to close or realign a 
military base under this authority. 

This Commission plans to make recommendations on a process for closing 
or realigning military bases in the future, after this 1995 round is completed. 

Mr. Secretary, do you have any suggestions in this area for us to consider? 





QUESTIONS SUGGESTED BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
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COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

1. Secretary Perry, your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated costs and 
savings that would result from implementing your recommendations. 

Recognizing that the figures used in the COBRA analyses are not budget 
quality, how accurate do you believe the projections are? 

How closely have the figures in the COBRA analyses prepared in 1991 and 
1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 

2. Secretary Perry, how many installations recommended for closure in this or 
prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land placed into caretaker 
status due to unique contamination problems? 

How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 
hnding? 

3 .  S $ ,  in the 1993 round, one community pointed out that the cost 
of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three to ten times as great 
as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. This difference is due to expected 
technological advances in environmental restoration. 

Mr. Secretary, do you believe the difference between routine and closure 
related cleanup costs, if factual, should be considered in cost of closure 
calculations? 

4. S-y, could you describe any efforts by DoD or the 
Environmental Protection Agency to establish variable levels of environmental 
cleanup, tied to specific plans for reuse? 

5 -. Secretary Perry, in making closure decisions, what role did environmental 

w compliance play in your analysis? 



w For example, a base's expansion potential is limited by environmental 
restrictions. Did this issue play a major role in the analysis? 

Were bases in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas viewed differently fiom 
those in attainment areas? 

6. , in 1993 the Commission made specific recommendations 
to the Department regarding improvements in health care operations and increased 
cost effectiveness. 

Mr. Secretary, did you direct your Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs to 
examine the consolidation of resources across military departments? 

What was the outcome of that examination? 

How is that examination reflected in the Department's new list of 
recommended closures and realignments? 

WlV 
7. Secretary Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the Services to 
consider closing military hospitals that are not cost effective, given their patient 
load and the cost and availability of medical care in their communities? 

8. Secretary Perry, did you direct the Services to move medical assets, 
including moving them across Service lines, in order to increase the capability and 
usage of military medical facilities? 

9. Secretary Perry, during the development of the current list, did you direct 
the Services to review their policy of closing military hospitals when bases served 
by those hospitals are closed? 

What was the result of that review? 



Have you ensured that the most cost effective means of delivering care to all 
beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base closure actions? 

10. Secretary Perry, in October 1994 Business Executives for National Security 
(BENS) issued a report ,"Uncovering the Shell Game," which criticized the 
Department's record in actually closing military facilities. "60 Minutes" featured 
the report later in the year. The essence of the report and the "60 Minutes" 
characterization was that "of the 67 bases the President, Congress and the 
Pentagon have agreed to shut down thus far, over one-third never closed or have 
quietly reopened under a new name or function." As you know, Mr. Secretary, we 
plan on offering recommendations to the President concerning reuse and future 
closure actions. Reports such as the BENS report detract from general support for 
the closure process. 

Mr. Secretary, please give us your comments on the BENS report. 

(Note: During the March 1, 1995 hearing, Secretary Deutch agreed to provide a 
copy of DoD's written response to BENS.) 

w 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
w 

From the New Mexico delegation: 

1. Secretary Perry, nuclear deterrence remains the backbone of the United 
States Strategic Policy of deterrence. Are any facilities under consideration 
involved with, or connected to the US nuclear deterrent capability? Was an 
analysis done on the impact on this capability? Was the Department of Energy 
consulted with regard to this impact? 

2. Secretary Perry, one of the principal BRAC objectives is to consolidate 
DoD activities. Was consideration given to the interrelationship of the bases on 
the list and the tenants located on the facility? Were these tenants contacted and 
asked to provide information about the economic effects base realignment will 
have on them, and the effects on their overall mission? Can you provide tenant 
responses to these questions, along with a list of tenants for each base on this list 
including the functions shared between the base and the tenant? 

3. Secretary Perry, which bases on the proposed list for realignment or closure 
have an intergovernmental relationship with agencies or entities outside the base? 
Were these entities notified, or asked to provide information about economic 
effects, or mission? Will you provide these responses? 

From Senator Bingaman (New Mexico): 

1. Secretary Perry, in December 1990 Senators Jeff Bingaman and Pete 
Domenici were told by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General Merrill 
McPeak, that the Air Force planned to close Los Angeles AFB in the mid- 1990s 
and move the Air Force's Space Systems Division and the Aerospace Corporation 
to Kirtland AFB in Albuquerque. The Air Force in 1990 even did a draft 
environmental impact statement in preparation for that move. 



The Air Force analysis in this round of Air Force Lab and Product Centers 

W puts Los Angeles AFB in Tier 11, along with Kirtland AFB. In six of the eight 
categories, Kirtland ranks ahead of L.A. and in another is tied. 

Why is Kirtland closing in your proposal and not L.A.? 

From Senator Pryor (Arkansas): 

1 .  Secretary Perry, the Army was asked to consider the cost of moving the 
Defense Logistics Agency activity at the Red River Army Depot in its analysis of 
the total closure costs. The community has estimated the cost for such a move to 
be in excess of $300 million. Is this estimate consistent with the cost calculated 
by DoD? 

2. Secretary Perry, it is my understanding that the Red River Army Depot was 
recently awarded the President's Prototype Award in support of the 
Administration's National Performance Review initiatives. Were such awards for 
quality and efficiency considered by DoD in its base closure process? 

3. Secretary Perry, could you detail the reasoning behind the Army's 
recommendation to completely close out one of its primary depots and realign 
another when the other Services appear to have chosen realignment initiatives 
through "downsizing in place" at their maintenance facilities? 

From Senator Shelby and Representative Browder (Alabama): 

1. Secretary Perry, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
removed Fort McClellan from the list proposed by the Department of Defense and 
directed the Secretary of Defense to pursue all the required permits and 
certification for the construction of facilities at a new location prior to the 1995 
base closure round if DoD wanted to put the installation on the list again. It 
appears that DoD did not follow this direction. 



Have all the necessary permits been obtained by the Army at Fort Leonard 
Wood, the receiving installation? 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 - 1000 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1 700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dea.r Mr. Chairman: 

I appreciated the opportunity to testify before you on March 1, 1995. We are 
committed to providing the Commission with all the assistance and support we can. 
Enclosed are the Department's responses to the questions you requested I answer for 
the record, as well as the Department's answers to the additional questions you 
forwarded from Members of Congress. 

I trust this information will be helpful to you; please let me know if there is 
anything else 1 can provide. 

Enclosures 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

mv 
Question 1 : Secretary Perry, your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 

Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated 
costs and savings that would result from implementing your 
recommendations. 

Recognizing that the figures used in the COBRA analyses are not 
budget quality, how accurate do you believe the projections are? 

How closely have the figures in the COBRA analyses prepared in 1991 
and 1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 

Answer: The cost and savings estimates for the 1988, 1991 and 1993 closure 
and realignment recommendations were initially based on service 
estimates provided by the COBRA model. While not budget quality, 
COBRA produces estimates that are useful for analyzing the relative 
merits of each closure or realignment scenario. 

Once the recommendations are approved a more aggressive site 
survey and budget "scrub" is conducted to fine-tune the data. As the 
recommendations are implemented, costs and savings can be 
expected to rise in some cases and fall in others. The overall cost c\' 
military constrirction projects ior the ERAC 25 round. ior exam~ie,  nzs 
decreased because of subsequent BRAC recommendatior?~. 
Environmental costs, cn t h ~  otne: hanc. nave i e ~ d s d  i~ rise as  sit^ 
inspections progress. Overall, our experience is that cosrs are iower 
than expected and our savings have been greater than expected. Ou: 
costs to implement BRAC 88, 31, and 93 have decreasec from $14.7 
billion to $1 3.1 billion. ana our annual savings have increased from 
$3.9 billion to $4.2 billion. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 2: Secretary Perry, how many installations recommended for closure in 
this or prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land 
placed into caretaker status due to unique contamination problems? 

How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 
funding? 

Answer: Out of all sites recommended for closure or realignment, only two sites 
have substantial portions of land that may have to be placed in 
caretaker status. The two sites are Jefferson Proving Ground (BRAC 
88) and Fort Ord (BRAC 91). In both cases, the areas that we expect 
to put into caretaker status have significant unexploded ordnance that 
is prohibitively expensive to remove using current technology. 

We are working on alternative solutions at these two sites. Under 
current law, caretaker costs will be accounted for under the BRAC 
account until FY 2001. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 3: Secretary Perry, in the 1993 round, one community pointed out that 
the cost of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three 
to ten times as great as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. 
This difference is due to expected technological advances in 
environmental restoration. 

Mr. Secretary, do you believe the difference between routine and 
closure related cleanup costs, if factual, should be considered in cost- 
of- closure calculations? 

Answer: The Department is committed to cleaning up all of our installations, 
whether they are closing or remaining open. The costs associated 
with this cleanup have not been part of the decision-making process in 
the past and should not be considered for this base closure round. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

'CI' Question 4: Secretary Perry, could you describe any efforts by DoD or the 
Environmental Protection Agency to establish variable levels of 
environmental cleanup, tied to specific plans for reuse? 

Answer: The Department continues to work with the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to incorporate future land use into the remedy selection 
process. The current Superfund law (Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended) 
requires the selection of remedies that are permanent and treat the 
contamination. This may not always be compatible with reuse. For 
example, if the remedy requires the excavation and incineration of 
soils underneath an Air Force Base runway that is going to be reused 
as an airport, the destruction of the runway may be necessary. Last 
year, the Administration proposed and both Houses of Congress 
included language in the proposed Superfund Requthorization Bill that 
would consider future land use in the remedy selection process: 
however neither proposal was enacted. 

To a limited extent, future land use is factored into the existing 
Superfund cleanup process during the risk assessment. For- example, 
exposure pathways are evaluated includin~ h9\li1 humm hez'th is 
affected b\, a s~ecifiz us? o' the S I ~ E  

The Department estab!ished P.es!nr=ltinr? F i r J \ . l i ~ ~ r \ ~  c a r d s  (SASS; 2: 
. . 

nearly all major basts. The R,4i;s a:2 2 f.3~;: poirf; ior i n io rm~~~a ; - ,  
exchange between regulators, DOG, and the community. Membersnip 
consists of representatives from the community, DoD, and the 
regulators. The creation of these partnerships fosters a process thai 
will permit cleanups to proceed smoothly and results in the availability 
of parcels for reuse as soon as possible. 

The Department also has a Future Land Use Working Group created 
under the Congressionally established Defense Environmental 
Response Task Force. This working group considers ways to 
incorporate future land use into the remedy selection process. This 
ongoing effort has been instrumental in bringing together 
representatives from DoD, EPA, GSA, the National Association of 
Attorneys General, the National Association of Installation Developers, 
California EPA, and the International CityICounty Management 
Association. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

w 
Question 5:  Secretary Perry, in making closure decisions, what role did 

environmental compliance play in your analysis? 

For example, a base's expansion potential is limited by environmental 
restrictions. Did this issue play a major role in the analysis? 

Were bases in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas viewed differently 
from those in attainment areas? 

Answer: The December 29, 1994, policy guidance issued to the Military 
Departments and Defense Agencies acknowledged that environmental 
compliance (not restoration) costs could be a factor in a base closure 
or realignment decision. Costs associated with keeping a base in 
compliance with environmental rules and regulations can, potentially, 
be avoided when the base closes. Environmental compliance costs 
could be incurred at receiving locations also, and were therefore 
included in the BRAC 95 cost analysis. 

The fact that a facility was located in a non-attainment area was a 
consideration in the BRAC 95 anaiysis. ~articularly in the military value 
analvsis. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 6: Secretary Perry, in 1993 the Commission made specific 
recommendations to the Department regarding improvements in health 
care operations and increased cost effectiveness. 

Mr. Secretary, did you direct your Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs 
to examine the consolidation of resources across military 
departments? 

What was the outcome of that examination? 

How is that examination reflected in the Department's new list of 
recommended closures and realignments? 

Answer: The guidance provided in the January 7, 1994, memorandum directed 
the chairpersons of the Joint Cross-Service Groups, which included 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), to 
look at potential infrastructure reductions and operational and 
organizational changes, with a strong emphasis on cross-service 
utilization of common support assets. 

The Medical Treatment Facilities JCSG ideniifi3d ! 6 hospitais and 
rriedicai centers for ihe iviiiiiary Deparrmen:~ to consider In their BEAC: 
processes. Fifteen sites were tc! d5wnsize irzm hzspitzls tz clinics: 
one was to close & medical center 

The Medical Treatment Facilities Joint Cross-Service Group 
established and generally achieved its overall cross-service and 
excess capacity reduction goals. This was possible in large measure 
due to the cross-servicing policies already in affect. Since the location 
of military medical facilities is largely dependent on the major military 
installations that provide their patient load, they generally followed the 
realignment and closure actions of the Military Departments. As with 
several of the other groups, the medical JCSG is planning future 
actions for consolidation and downsizing of medical facilities through 
programmatic actions independent of the BRAC process. Additionally, 
BRAC 95 provided an opportunity to close one major teaching 
hospital, while rationalizing other graduate medical training. It also 
provided an avenue to down-size many large, full service hospitals to 
smaller hospitals or clinics. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 7: Secretary Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the 
Services to consider closing military hospitals that are not cost 
effective, given their patient load and the cost availability of medical 
care in their communities? 

Answer: No, I directed the Joint Cross Sewice Groups and the Services to 
develop measures of merit and analytical processes that were 
consistent with Department policy and the BRAC final selection 
criteria. As you know, one of the criteria under Military Value concerns 
manpower and cost considerations. The Medical Joint Cross Service 
Group developed a cost measure that compared the average relative 
weighted inpatient Medical Treatment Facility cost with the CHAMPUS 
inpatient standardized cost for each catchment area. This measure 
was scored and weighted along with other measures of merit. 

Whether a specific recommendation increases the overall health care 
costs to the beneficiary population of the affected area is a function of 
the source of alternative care ultimately selected by the individual. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

w 
Question 8: Secretarv Perrv, did you direct the Services to move medical assets, 

including moving them across Service lines, in order to increase the 
capability and usage of military medical facilities? 

Answer: No; the Medical Joint Cross-Service Group was, however, tasked to 
provide a DoD-wide evaluation of the Medical Health Services System. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 9: Secretary Perry, during the development of the current list, did you 
direct the Services to review their policy of closing military hospitals 
when bases served by those hospitals are closed? 

What was the result of that review? 

Have you ensured that the most cost effective means of delivering 
care to all beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base 
closure actions? 

Answer: The Department's policy is ordinarily to close every installation 
recommended for closure completely. Absent specific justification to 
keep open a medical or other facility on a closing base, the 
Department's goal is to close the entire base. 

During the Office of the Secretary of Defense review of the Military 
Department's recommendations, the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Health Affairs) reviewed the recommendations to ensure adequate 
health care services remained in every area. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

WW 
Question 10: Secretarv Perry, in October 1994 Business Executives for National 

Security (BENS) issued a report, "Uncovering the Shell Game," which 
criticized the Department's record in actually closing military facilities, 
"60 Minutes" featured the report later in the year. The essence of the 
report and the "60 Minutes" characterization was that "of the 67 bases 
the President, Congress and the Pentagon have agreed to shut down 
thus far, over one-third never closed or have quietly reopened under a 
new or function." As you know, Mr. Secretary, we plan on offering 
recommendations to the President concerning reuse and future 
closure actions. Reports such as the BENS report detract from 
general support for the closure process. 

Mr. Secretary, please give us your comments on the BENS report. 

(Note: During the March 1, 1995 hearing, Secretary Deutch agreed to 
provide a copy of DoD's written response to BENS.) 

Answer: As the Deputy Secretary pointed out in his testimony before you, 
prompt reuse of facilities is a very important priority of this 
Administration. I agree with Mr. Deutch's and Mr. Gotbaum's 
assessment that, in this instsncc. BENS drew faulty conclusioi?. 
have inciuded ine Depariment's response ic T ~ E  SEi\iS boara oi 
directors regarding its repn.'. 



I)PY t ECONOMIC 
SECURITY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

December 2 ,  1994 

Mr. Stanley A. Weiss 
Chairman 
Business Executives for National Security Inc. 
1615 L Street N.W., Suite 330 
Washington, DC 20036 

Dear Mr. Weiss: 

In October, your organization released a report on the base closing process that made a 
number of charges: that the Department was "quietly reopen[ingIw closed bases, that the 
taxpayers would bear an extra burden that "could exceed $15 billion in the next five years", and 
that "the Pentagon is often to blame". 

These are, of course, serious charges about a program that is one of the Department's top 
priorities. As your report notes, base closure and realignment is critical. Only by doing so can 
we save funds that are necessary to maintain the training and equipment of our armed forces. 
Coming from BENS, an organization that has supported defense efforts in the past, these charges 
are especially damaging. 

-. l n e y  are also. I hwten to add, profoundi!~ mis!~ad!ng m?nd v'rnsg 

The cost zndysis. to be frank, is unlike 231. real estate siting analysis I halve e.!c- set: 

Corning from a n  organization that is suyponed by business, this is especialiy 
disconcerting. I know of no business in the world that would make real estate 
decisions using such methods. 

* ; The charges of secrecy on the Department's part are as false as they are irresponsible. 
The BRAC process is one of the most public processes ever undertaken by 
government. The actions described in your report in almost every case received 
intense public scrutiny and review, both in process and in result. 

Perhaps most damaging and misleading is the claim that the Department's actions are 
costing rather than saving resources. The first round of base closure decisions is 
already saving the Department and the taxpayers some $750 million annually. When 
the closures already agreed to have been implemented the savings should grow to 
over $4 billion annually. 

There are also numerous errors of fact and of interpretation. 



I believe your report does a grave disservice to the Department's base closing effort 
and to all who have been involved in it. The fact is that the Department of Defense is closing 
bases -- hundreds of them -- and restructuring its operations. That restructuring is neither easy, 
quick nor smooth, but it is happening. Furthermore, it will continue. The Department is already 
working on the next round of closure and realignment recommendations, to be proposed -- 
publicly, of course - in 1995. 

We at DoD would have been happy to discuss your analysis when it was in process. 
Unfortunately, BENS chose not to do so and to publish and disseminate it without even 
contacting the responsible officials in the Department. This, too, marks a departure from BENS' 
previous practice. 

Because your charges were made in so damaging a manner and are so misleading, it is 
incumbent upon the Department to respond. I am sending a copy of the enclosed to each member 
of your board of directors and to other interested parties. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Gotbaum 

Enclosure w 
cc: BEKS Bozrd of  Directors 



ANALYSIS gi RESPONSE TO A REPORT ON BASE CLOSURE 
BY THE BUSIhWS EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURITY (BENS) 

In October 1994 the Business Executives for National Security (BENS) released a report, 
"Uncovering the Shell Game: Why Closed Mlitary Facilities Don't Stay Closed". The report 
criticized implementation of the base closure process by the Department of Defense. The 
Department officials involved in the base closure process consider the report both inaccurate and 
misleading. 

Base closure and realignment are critical to our nation's security. Only by doing so can 
we save funds that are necessary to maintain the training and equipment of our armed forces. 
Because the report maligns this effort, the Department feels obligated to respond. 

I. DoD base closure processes are public -- exceptionally so. 

BENS reports that "over one third of the bases [slated to be closed] were ...q uietly 
reopened". This claim is profoundly false, for the base closure process is one of the most 
carefully analyzed and public processes ever undertaken by government. Every action 
recommended is based upon an analysis of the costs and each analysis is provided to the 
independent base closing commission, to the General Accounting Office and to the public. Even 
the process for selecting single commercial offices for the Defense Finance Bs Accounting 
Scn.ice (DFAS) ii.as conducied using sites and procedures that were announced in advance -- 
conLr2n. LC\ t i ? ~  BEYS ~ l a i r ~ .  

(r 
- 
r-?- , , , ... rns ;riamen: L.L 3epzrmen: of Defense issues B W C  recommendations. the entlre 
. . process s 1?2renre-i~, pgblic. The B s e  Closure C o ~ ~ ~ i s s ~ z n  ccnducts 211 cf i:s he~+i;gs. its 

, .. 
-,: ' .?  2- 

. . , 3 .  . . .  , 
u-.I~),,a:ior:s anc :rs \.ales ifi punilc. C~ngress rnq. aiso conauci p u ~ ! ~ c  nearings to review thz 
Corrmission's repon. Throughout the review and anaiysis process the Commission maintains ar! 
= r + ; y . n  ,,,, . , m:! ongoing dialogue urith locei ~ o ~ r n u n i t i e s  through regional hearings and visits to 
ciosing and realigning candidates. 

Under the Base Closure ,4ct, the Department provides all data and information used to the 

Congress, the Commission and the Comptroller General. The GAO evaluates the Department's 
selection process. verifies data, visits candidate bases and participates in public hearings before 
the C o ~ s s i o n .  The GAO reports directly to the Commission and Congress. Its report is 
public. 

BENS in its report claimed that the Department, after the fact, chose to ignore or 
circumvent the decisions of the ERAC commission by locating reserves on closing bases. This, 
too, is nonsense. In those few cases where the Department of Defense suggested a change to a 
previous Commission recommendation, the changes were reviewed and approved by the BRAC 
Commission using the same public process. (It is also worth noting that a number of the 
decisions criticized by BEKS were made by the BRAC Commission itself on its own motion, not 
rhe Department of Defense. These, too, were made entirely in the public eye.) 



BENS also claimed that the restructuring and placement of satellite offices of the Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) was done without public scrutiny. This, too, reflects a 
complete disregard of the facts: On June 7, 1993, 11 months before the decision was made, the 
Secretary of Defense personally described the process that DoD would follow. The criteria and 
the sites under consideration were also announced well in advance. 

In short, the BENS claim that DoD acts in a "shell game", without public process is 
profoundly untrue and a disservice to a public agency doing its job in an open fashion. 

By comparison, the BENS report was made withour any public process at all or any 
consultation with the responsible DoD officials. As a result, it is replete with mistakes, 
misinformation, and biased analyses. Some of these are summarized below. 

11. DoD is making infrastructure decisions on a businesslike basis. 

A. Retaining part of a fac- can make sense. 

BENS in its report s e e d  unaware that it might make business sense to keep certain 
operations and real estate while disposing of others. In some ten' instances, the Department 
concluded that restructuring of its facilities would be more effective or less expensive if portions 
of bases were retained. 

BENS claimed that such actions weren't "real closures". This misses the point, which is 
to rcsrrucrure the Department and save money. It was for this reason that Congress included 
rcol:g~znleiirs as v>.eli as closures iri tine enablirig legislation. (IT! hc i .  the formai name of the 

t n  m q ~ h  ;nS t lnna  thn n r r,l;rr-mo-t ,,irp-nt.-.9 I', b U L I I  LUl.rc. L I 1 b ~ ~  I L J ~ I I A J I L I I I  a L - i i , ~ i I l c ~  L . ? T ~  i~i21:\.25? nn i h ~  besis of estirnztci 
. . 

oper~t ing and reiocarior. c9si.c. mrr. r e 2  estzle m i  s n z r  cos:~. An?. ir, each instansc. :he BR'.'.:; 
commission undertook its owrn review and agrced or, the merits. For example: 

DoD recommended L.owr?. AFB be closed and all technical training be redistributed 
to the remaining technicai training centers. However, the base was the site of an 

-already-operatingregionat DFAS'center; fhe 1001s: Space Systems Squadron and a 
reserve personnel center. These were recommended for retention. A complete 
closure would have involved moving over 3,000 people whose work for DoD was 
continuing. as well as he i r  equipmenr. DoD thought sucn a relocation made no sense 
as a business matter, and the BRAC Commission agreed. 

Pensacola NADEP, located on Naval Air Station Pensacola, was recommended by the 
DoD for closure. Its builhngs were retained by the Navy to support the planned 
expansion of NAS Pensacola's training mission. This expansion in turn made 

1 h w n  AFB, hlADEP Pensacola, NADEP Norfolk, A'S h r z g  Beach, Rickenbacker AGB. Grissorn AFB, Carswell 
AFB, NAS Moffeetr Field, Homestead AFB and B~rgsrrorn AFB. 



possible the relocation of the Naval Air Technical Training Center from NAS 
Memphis and the relocation of parts of the Service School Command from Naval 
Training Center San Diego. This closure and realignment will save the taxpayers 
some $50 million annually. Again, the Commission agreed with DoD's proposal. 

Norfolk NADEP, whch  is located on Naval Air Station Norfolk and employs over 
4,000 people, was recommended by the DoD for closure. In this case, too, its 
property was retained by the Navy since it sits in the middle of an ongoing Naval h r  
Station. The Commission also agreed with this initiative. The closure will save the 
Department and the taxpayers an estimated $108 annually. 

B. Keeping & using reserves on some closed bases is necessary. 

BENS questioned the decision to use the reserves on some bases that the active military 
have left. This reflects a misunderstanding of the operation of reserve units and of how these 
valua.ble organizations are manned and sited. 

The role of the reserve forces has changed as the number of active military is drawn 
down. Tasks that were formerly undertaken by active soldiers, sailors and airmen are increasingly 
handled by reservists. For example, the Naval Reserve has been given new capabilities and 
responsibilities through the assignment of five new classes of ships and aircraft. 

However, we must develop our reserve capabilities where the reserves are. Unlike the 
active duty force, the Reserves rely on local men and women to fill  their ranks. You can't expect 
a reseri~ist who trains one weekend per month to drive hundreds of milei to do sc. Reiocaung c 

T. , . . 
reserL7e unit could mem losing man:, . if no: A!. of i:c rnsmbcr~. .2: :< zr::::, SI-,..: r.-r 
take years to recruit and retrain. 

BENS argued that resenre needs coiiii: bc me: en;ireIj or. :so>: 5 ~ ~ 2 , -  --- ... u L  ---. A AL".AL - LA+,L , * - * - .  

hllany of these, hovi.ever, are not well-located for reserve activit),. 

\$'here reserlre units are located on former active duty bases, they generally o c c u ~ ? ~  onl!, 2 
smaU "cantonment" area, not the entire base. By retaining oniy small complexes, the cost of 
operation is significantly reduced and DoD is able to retain resen7e training capabilities which are 
responsive to geographc resenle requirements. 

BENS cites, critically, the placing of resenre forces on the former Carswell Air Force 
Base in Fort Worth, Texas. In fact, Carsurell is a good example of how realignment c m  ssa1,c 

money for the Department and the taxpayers, while improving readiness. Consolidation at 
Carswell permitted the closure of Naval Air Station Dallas and three other NAS sites. The 
creation of the single reserve site for the DallasFort Worth area both reduces support costs for 
the reserves and helps to alleviate air traffic congestion in the area. The $1.2 million increase in 
operating costs of NAS Fort Worth over NAS Dallas is more than offset by the annual savings of 
$36 million from the closures/realignments of NAS Memphis, NAF Detroit, NAS Dallas and 
NAS Glenview. 



C. Placement of DFAS accounting o m e s  

BENS also criticized the retention or placement on some otherwise closed bases of 
facilities for the Defense Finance Br Accounting Service (DFAS). As the report notes, DFAS is 
itself being restructured and consolidated, from 46,000 employees on 300 sites to 23,000 
employees on 25. This restructuring, once completed, should save the taxpayers some $1 billion 
annually. 

The previous Administration had recognized the need to restructure DFAS and proposed 
a system of five "regional centers" employing a total of approximately 21,000. However, their 
method for determining where these centers would be located was, in effect, to auction them off 
to whichever states would offer the highest combination of real estate and training subsidies. 
The Clinton Administration took the view that such a process was, in effect, a tax upon the states 
and localities and developed an alternative procedure. 

The five existing major DFAS centers were kept (whether they were on a closed base or 
not!, because the cost of relocating them would have been substantial. The remaining DFAS 
personnel were then consolidated into a series of 20 satellite offices. The siting criteria included: 
cost to the government; maintenance of customer support; use of (no-cost) defense assets made 
redundant by the end of the Cold War; and adequate skilled labor supply. On May 3,1994, the 
Deputy Secretary announced the selection of 25 DFAS sites. Five of the 25 sites are existing 
sites; two of which are on installations recommended for closure by previous BRAC 
Commissions, and 10 of the new sites are to be located on installations identified for closure 
r:sulting from previous BRAC rounds. 

- .. , 
1 abip i compre s  th t  n u n b ~ r  anc square fee! of r.';lSilr;_C DY:i3:3gS a1 e a x  ?!' I C ;:/-\::- 

9 bases u l ln  whai is retamed for DFAS use. To clam, as BENS does, that the resull is an opm 
I.. vase 1s to ignore hon snjdi a portion of each base the retained fi?ciI!ti~s represzn: 

COhPARISON OF BUILDINGS AND SQUARE FOOTAGE 
FOR DFAS PROPERTI' RETAINED 

OX "CLOSING" BASES 



Table 1 

Chart 1 shows the percentage of base building square footage retained after closure and 
Chart 2 shows the percentage of total buildings on closed bases being retained for DFAS use. 

Percentage of Square Footage Retained for DFAS I 

Both the criteria and the sites under consideration were announced personally by then- 
Secrcary of 3efense Les Aspin in a press conference on June 7. 1993. Konetheless, BENS 
d ~ i i i i ,  iha: "no specific irifoAniation on the site selection process was provided to the public". 

There are of course those who can and will argue that DoD should have followed a 
different process. Nonetheless, the fact remains that the Department acted using a public process 
based primarily upon real estate costs and other business-related criteria. 



Percentage of Total Buildings Retained for DFAS 

1 I 

Chart 2 

D. Other actions 

Of the 26 claims by BENS of improper, "reopening" of closed bases, there are only two 
that weren't made by a public process involving analysis of real estate and other costs. Both of 
these were entirely proper uses of Federal resources. These included: 

-. * Richards-Ge'saur .4RS. ir; Kanszs clrl.. v;as recomrnend~d f ix  closure in 1991. The 
. . !\IEine COT. Resen,e. i; he opzrare i:2zd!!. ir, 2 se-xate Icascc site..., proposed to 

save funds by relozatlng to a leu. of the buildings maae vacmi D), this closure. The 
pioposa! v,,as zppicved z5er ccma!erion cf 2 rea! es:zte sitizg zna!;rsis that arcjected 

. .. -. 
ne; c a r  sa \ . in r~  or. the nrjer of S; r?~!hon annuail>. : ne i . 2 ~ :  mzjori;;. of rkis air b ~ ~ e  
will be made a\railabie for private developmenr. 

* Orlando Naval Hospirai (VA Hospital). The Veterans Administration has taken over 
this facility using its own funds to meet its requirements for medical care in the area. 
The availabilit]. of the Orlando hospital allowed the V.4 to scale back its facility needs 
in the Florida area. Operation of the hospital had previously cost DoD approximately 
$52 million per year ($25 million O&M and $27 million in personnel costs). (It 
should also be noted that Federal law requires DoD and all Federal agencies to give 
priority to t-ansfers of surplus propeity to other Federal agencies.) 

111. Base ciosure is already saving the taxpayers billions. 

The Department is already saving an estimated $760 million annually from implementing 
the first round of closures and realignments. This savings will grow to over $4 billion per year 



after implementation of the 1991 and 1993 round of closures are complete. While closing bases 
does involve upfront costs, overall DoD estimates a net $5.3 billion savings over the period from 
FY90 through FY99. 

IV. Errors in Fact and Method 

A. How real estate siting analysis is usually done: 

Ironically, much of the BENS analysis is done in a distinctly unbusinesslike manner. 
Real estate siting analysis ordinarily involves a comparison of the real estate costs of two 
alternatives, but the BENS study made no such distinction: 

In no instance did it compare costs between two diflerent siting choices. 

As a result, ir could not take into account the costs that were saved o r  avoided. 

In its rush to buttress a misguided and weak claim, BENS threw in all costs at the site 
by any government agency of any kind: 

- Including costs, such as salaries, that would be borne no matter where the activity 
occurred. 

- Even including costs of other government agencies -- that have never been and 
never will be borne by Defense. For example. BENS includes the five-year $3.2 
bill~on operating cos: of NkS.4's kmes  Space Research Ce~te:  2s ' ' i~s :  sfi~ingi" - , . - -  hezause n'AS.4 uril! cont~nue to ~ ? ~ r a t ~  thf f x i ~ ~ z -  5.L.S 3: 25:: z:--::z,c 3 >.,- 

'lylrr DoD failed to "save" money it never spent is hard to far'nom. 

, . . - .. 
-4s 2 c s u l t  of these errors. BENS portrayed mo.i7ec tn2: szve 3:l:lons c: ;c:x:.: ;s ;i tne: 
would cosr money. We are not aware of any business i~ the vrorld tha: vroould use the BENE 
methodolog\r in m&ng real estate siting decisions. 

Let us again consider, as an example, the consolidation of resenre functions onto the 
former Carswell AFE3 in Fort M70rth. BENS "analysis" claimed that the move wou!d cost the 
taxpayers an estimated $1.2 billion over the next five years. The real result is a savings of $59 
million annually. Even after substantial realignment costs, the proposal should save the 
D e p ~ m e n t  approximately $12.5' million in present value. 

B. Other Errors 

There are many other points in the repor-i that are misleading or simply incorrect. For 
example: 

Derilzd from FY 96 h'aty and Air Force Budget Estimate Submissions 



The report claims St. Inigoes NESEC was not closed, but instead its name was 
changed to NAS Patuxent River. In fact, they are two separate installations. 

w The report claims reserves will be remaining at NAS Glenview. They will not. 

The main body of the report claims the Federal government will spend $1.4 billion by 
not fully closing the Presidio in San Franciso. Only in an appendix does BENS 
mention that a longstanding Federal law required DoD to turn the property over to the 
Department of the Interior. 

The report claims that Long Beach Naval Station, instead of closing, was being retained as Long 
Beach Shipyard. They are two separate installations. The DoD recommended closure of the 
Naval Station, but not the shipyard. The 93 BRAC Commission agreed. 

C. DoD BRA C officials were never consulted by BENS 

DoD would have been happy to discuss and correct the BENS analysis before it was 
published, but BENS chose never to discuss the report with the responsible DoD officials. In 
order to ensure publicity, BENS limited distribution of the report prior to publication to 60 
Minutes and The New York Times. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From the New Mexico delegation: 

Question: Secretarv Perrv, nuclear deterrence remains the backbone of the 
United States Strategic Policy of deterrence. Are any facilities under 
consideration involved with, or connected to the US nuclear deterrent 
capability? Was an analysis done on the impact on this capability? 
Was the Department of Energy consulted with regard to this impact? 

Answer: There were facilities under consideration that involved the U.S. nuclear 
deterrent capability. Military Departments also conducted an analysis 
on the impact proposed base closures or realignments would have on 
this capability. Furthermore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff conducted a 
review of the recommendations and identified no impacts to the 
Nation's nuclear deterrent capability. The Department of Energy was 
consulted. 

Question: Secretary Perry, one of the principal BRAC objectives is to consolidate 
DoD activities. Was consideration given to the interrelationship of the 
bases on the list and the tenants located on the facility? Were these 
tenants contacted and asked to provide information about the 
economic effects base realignment would have on them, and the 
effects on their overall mission? Can you provide tenant responses to 
these questions, along with a list of tenants for each base on this list 
including the functions shared between the base and the tenant? 

Answer: We believe the principal goal of the BRAC process is to reduce 
unnecessary infrastructure. Tenants were fully considered in the 
installation data calls sent out by the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies. Tenant needs were an important part of the 
Military Department analysis. Specific data call responses regarding 
tenants have been provided to the Commission in the Military 
Department's detailed back-up data. 

However, the sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with 
communications outside the Department of Defense on potential base 
actions. With regards to the Department of Energy (DOE) and other 
non-DoD tenants at Kirtland Air Force Base, the Air Force did consult 
informally with DOE during the latter stages of the process, and used 
the information it possessed to gauge the impact of this action on that 
and other agencies. Following the announcement of the 
recommendations the Air Force sent teams to meet with DOE, the 
Sandia National Laboratory, and other agency representatives at 
Kirtland Air Force Base to assess needs and impact. The Air Force is 
in the process of conducting site surveys and will continue in this 



cooperative process throughout the implementation period if this 
recommendation is approved. 

ulv Question: Secretary Perr-y, which bases on the proposed list for realignment or 
closure have an intergovernmental relationship with agencies or 
entities outside the base? Were these entities notified, or asked to 
provide information about economic effects, or mission? Will you 
provide these responses? 

Answer: Every military installation has a relationship with other government 
agencies, most notably the local community. Wecan not as a practical 
matter notify and solicit all the the local community governments for 
information regarding potential closure or realignment 
recommendations; the data would not be consistent or certifiable and 
the effect on community moreale could be severe. However, we did 
conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the economic impacts of every 
recommendation on the local economy. This information has been 
provided to the Commission and to the reading rooms set up in the 
House and the Senate. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

QW From Senator Bingaman (New Mexico): 

Question: Secretary Perry, in December 1990 Senators Jeff Bingaman and Pete 
Domenici were told by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General 
Merrill McPeak, that the Air Force planned to close Los Angeles AFB 
in the mid-1 990s and move the Air Force's Space Systems Division 
and the Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland AFB in Albuquerque. The 
Air Force in 1990 even did a draft environmental impact statement in 
preparation for that move. 

The Air Force analysis in this round of Air Force Lab and Product 
Centers puts Los Angeles AFB in Tier 11, along with Kirtland AFB. In 
six of the eight categories, Kirtland ranks ahead of L.A. and in another 
is tied. 

Why is Kirtland closing in your proposal and not L.A.? 

Answer: The Department of Defense has recommended realigning (not closing) 
Kirtland AFB. The Phillips Laboratory activity, thzt scored high in both 
the Air Force and the Joint Cross-Service Group for Laboratories 
analysis is retained at Kirtland along with other- activities. The 
placement of Kirtland AFB and Los Ai-igeies AF6 i~ the middie iiei- s: 
bases indicates that the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 

.. . - 
viewed them as roughly comparabie. Sasec' on all eight crir5;i.z. c : x -  
this starting point, the Secretary of the Air Force directed tne 
examination of a number of scenarios for the closure or realignment of 
these and other installations in the Laboratory and Product Center 
subcategory. The details of that analysis are described in the minutes 
of the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. The decision by the 
Secretary of the Air Force not to recommend the closure of Los 
Angeles AFB indicates that no scenario for the closure of Los Angeles 
AFB was viewed by her as cost-effective or consistent with mission 
needs. The recommendation regarding Kirtland retains laboratory. 
weapon storage, and DNA activities that can operate with minimal 
military support, while reducing the overall support infrastructure 
associated with flying units and other DoD activities producing 
significant savings. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From Senator Pryor (Arkansas): 

Qw Question: Secretary Perry, the Army was asked to consider the cost of moving the 
Defense Logistics Agency activity at the Red River Army Depot in its 
analysis of the total closure costs. The community has estimated the cost 
for such a move to be in excess of $300 million. Is this estimate 
consistent with the cost calculated by DoD? 

Answer: The Defense Logistics Agency recommendation to disestablish the 
distribution depot at Red River Army Depot and relocate the remaining 
material to Defense Depot Anniston, Alabama, is estimated to cost $58.9 
million over the implementation period. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are estimated to be $1 8.9 million and a 20 year net 
present value (savings) of $186.1 million. 

Question: Secretary Perry, it is my understanding that the Red River Army Depot 
was recently awarded the President's Prototype Award in support of the 
Administration's National Performance Review initiatives. Were such 
awards for quality and efficiency considered by DoD in its base closure 
process? 

Answer: In his testimony before you, Secretary Deutch indicated that many of the 
installations slated for closure or realignment are made up of high- 

mv performing lndivrduals and very supportwe cxnrnuniiles rn relat~onsnlps 
that span decades. DoD did not direct the Military Departments to 
specifically consider awards. 

Question: Secretary Perry, could you detail the reasoning behind the Army's 
recommendation to completely close out one of its primary depots and 
realign another when the other Services appear io have chosen 
realignment initiatives through "downsizing in place" at their maintenance 
facilities? 

Answer: Each of the Military Departments conducted an independent analysis of 
various alternatives based upon the eight approved criteria and the force 
structure plan. Different results were obtained based upon the 
maintenance philosophies of each of the Military Departments. The Air 
Force determined that, in light of the large Air Logistics Center 
installations on which depot activities are located and the significant costs 
associated with closure, downsizing of all depot activities was more cost- 
effective than the closure of a single depot installation. Conversely, the 
Army determined that the closure of a relatively small Army depot would 
be a better alternative for producing savings than downsizing. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From Senator Shelby and Representative Browder (Alabama): 

Question: Secretary Perry, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
removed Fort McCleilan from the list proposed by the Department of 
Defense and directed the Secretary of Defense to pursue all the required 
permits and certification for the construction of facilities at a new location 
prior to the 1995 base closure round if DoD wanted to put the installation 
on the list again. It appears that DoD did not follow this direction. 

Have all the necessary permits been obtained by Army at Fort Leonard 
Wood, the receiving installation? 

Answer: No. As Secretary Deutch pointed out in his testimony, he instructed the 
Secretary of the Army, Togo West, not to pursue the requisite permits 
until the DoD recommendations were publicly announced. The Army has 
assured me that the permits will be in place prior to your decision making. 
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GOOD AFTERNOON, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN AND WELCOME. 

AT THIS AFTERNOON'S HEARING, WE ARE PLEASED TO HAVE WITH US THE 

HONORABLE JOSHUA GOTBAUM, THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 

ECONOMIC SECURITY. MR. GOTBAUM SERVES AS CHAIRMAN OF THE DEFENSE 

DEPARTMENT'S "BRAC 95" STEERING GROUP AND IN THAT CAPACITY HAS HAD 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR REVIEWING THE DEPARTMENT'S BASE CLOSURE PROCESS. 

HE IS ACCOMPANIED BY MR. ROBERT E. BAYER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

OF DEFENSE FOR INSTALLATIONS. 

THEY WILL EXPLAIN FOR US THE METHODOLOGY THE DEPARTMENT USED IN - 
DEVELOPING ITS CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS, AND I 

HOPE THEY WILL ALSO ADDRESS TWO IMPORTANT AREAS THAT WERE UNDER 

MR. GOTBAUM'S PURVIEW -- NAMELY, ESTABLISHING GUIDELINES TO MEASURE 

BOTH THE ECONOMIC IMPACT AND THE CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF 

BASE CLOSURES ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES; AND THE WORK OF THE JOINT 

CROSS SERVICE GROUPS THAT WERE ESTABLISHED IN THE PENTAGON FOR THE 

1995 BRAC ROUND TO EXAMINE AREAS WITH SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL FOR 

CROSS-SERVICE COOPERATION. 

V 
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V Good afternoon. I am Joshua Gotbaum, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic 
Security. With me is Robert Bayer, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations. 

You have asked that we review for you the process and procedures that the Department 
followed in developing the recommendations. We welcome the opportunity to do so, because 
they me, necessarily, very complicated. Nonetheless, we believe that they are sound, that they 
are fair, and that they meet both the spirit and the letter of the law. 

I will cover our procedures in general and our joint cross-service work, then ask Bob to 
describe how we considered economic impact. 

Before I turn to the details, there are four points about our process that I would like to 
emphasize. 

First, that it is fair. Congress, when it recognized that the existing procedures for base 
closing did not work and proposed BRAC as a substitute, recognized that it must, 
unquestionably, be fair. We go to extraordinary efforts to make sure that it is. As the law 
directs, we consider all installations equally. We direct the use of a common public force 
structure and public selection criteria. The services develop their tests and measures for applying 
those criteria, where possibIe, in advance of seeing any data for particular installations. All the 
data used is certified by its providers to be, to the best of their knowledge, complete and accurate. 
We performed more analysis in BRAC 95 than we did in any of the prior rounds. All of it is 
done under the watchful eyes of auditors from the DoD Inspector General, auditors within each 
Military Department, and the General Accounting Office. 

These requirements form an extraordinary discipline. Only then do we make these 
critical, difficult judgments. And then those judgments are reviewed by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, by the General Accounting Office, by the public, and -- most importantly - 
- by this Commission. 

Second, that it is undeniablypainfil. As the Secretary has already noted, we did not 
arrive at our recommendations easily. We were forced to choose among many excellent 
facilities. The facilities are on this list, not because they aren't excellent, but because they are 
more than we need or can afford. And in every case, this is a facility with a Commander who is 
justifiably proud of his or her operation. And in every case, there is a community that has 
supported our Nation's defense, sometimes for hundreds of years. 

Third, that it is extraordinarily complicated. In the base closure process, we must make 
judgments about many different kinds of facilities in a way that is at the same time effective, 
accurate, consistent, public and fair. To do so we have developed many methods of analysis and 
many methods for implementation of the selection criteria. Because these are so complicated, in 
some cases where the results are relatively close people will argue that the Department's 
recommendation is arbitrary. Once you understand the extraordinary level of analysis that we 
have undertaken, it should be clear that there is nothing in this process that is arbitrary. Others w will argue that some additional factor ought to be taken into account that would help their base 



survive. You will, of course, make your own judgments on these arguments, but we hope you 

w recognize that every ad hoc addition for a specific site makes the result less consistent, less fair. 
and even more complicated. 

My last point before turning to the process is that, as we discuss the details of this or that 
procedure and this or that base, we must not lose sight of the reasons why we must close bases in 
the first place. And that, quite simply, is because we need those funds. Even after the three 
previous BRAC rounds, we still have too many bases. Reductions in our forces and our budget 
have far outpaced reductions in our basing structure. We estimate that the BRAC process will 
produce total savings of some $50 billion dollars -- savings that are critical to maintain readiness 
and modernize the armed forces in the decades to come. 

A Bottom Up Process Under Secretarial Guidance 

Most of the analysis and review that is carried out in the base closure process is 
performed by the Military Departments and Defense agencies under the policy guidance and 
review of the Secretary of Defense. 

The Deputy Secretcry of Defense established the policy, procedures, authorities, and 
responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment and closure. Over a year ago, in January 
19.94, he set out by memorandum the basic policies under which all service and the Defense 
agencies must operate. This guidance required them to: 

develop recommendations based exclusively upon the force structure plan and eight 
selection criteria; 

consider all military installations inside the United States equally; 

analyze their base structure using like categories of bases; 

use objective measures for the selection criteria wherever possible; and 

allow for the exercise of military judgment in selecting bases for closure and 
realignment. 

The Deputy Secretary also established the BRAC 95 Review Group and the BRAC 95 
Steering group to oversee the entire BRAC process. The Review Group was composed of senior 
level representatives from each of the Military Departments, Chairpersons of the Steering Group 
and each Joint Cross-Service Group, and other senior officials from the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, Joint Staff, and Defense Logistics Agency. It provided oversight and policy for the 
entire BRAC process. 

The BRAC Steering Group was established to handle day-to-day issues and assist the 
Review Group in exercising its authorities. Upon confirmation, I chaired that group. I was given 
the responsibility to oversee the process on a day-to-day basis, and was delegated authority to w issue additional instructions. 



The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs issued force structure plans in February 1994. The 
force structure plan was updated in January and again this month to reflect budget decisions. and 
we have already provided the plan to the Commission. As the Secretary noted, this was the first 
round of base closures based upon the Bottom Up Review. 

The selection criteria, which the Deputy Secretary issued in November, remained 
unchanged from BRAC 93. They give priority consideration to military value, and also consider 
costs and savings and environmental and economic impacts. (Those criteria are attached to this 
testimony.) 

These criteria have not been changed. However, we have made some improvements in 
the way we implement them. For example, the Army never analyzed air space in analyzing its 
training schools; it now does so. They now also give extra credit for ranges that are 
computerized. In 1991, the Air Force took 80 different attributes of each base into account; this 
year they use 250. 

The Service Recommendation Process 

Each Service begins by categorizing its bases. For example, the Air Force divides its 
activities into large aircraft and missile bases, small aircraft bases, air reservelguard components, 
industrialldepot, and so forth. 

Then they must define -- in advance -- those factors that should be taken into account to 

W apply the criteria for each type. Obviously, different factors are important for different types of 
installations. They defined data -- again, in advance -- that would measure those factors. The 
Services were directed and sought to develop measures that were, as much as possible, objective 
and quantifiable. 

Furthermore, they assigned a weighting in advance to each criterion. The weighting 
reflected their best military judgment as to the likely importance of each factor to the particular 
criterion and to the Department as a whole. 

There are two key points here: 

One, that BRAC 95 was a process conducted from the bottom-up, based on the 
judgments of the military services about the relative value of their installations. 

Second, that before any data was collected, before any alternatives were considered, 
before any decisions were made, the Services defined what was important, what 
measures they would use in ranking facilities, and how they would evaluate those 
measures. 

Once the Services had completed these tasks, they sent to their installations requests for 
data, to collect the information on which to base their decisions. Personnel at bases around the 
country collected the data, certified that it was accurate and complete to the best of their 
knowledge and belief, and sent it back to headquarters where it could be analyzed. 



The Services next developed rankings of their installations by type, using the approved 
selection criteria, the common force structure plan, and the measures that they had previously 
defined. In many cases, they considered alternatives developed by the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups, and/or modifications of those alternatives. 

The process of assessing alternatives is itself a difficult undertaking. The Services had to 
balance numerous considerations. For example, they examined how much capacity they have 
now, and how much they need to keep. They had to evaluate the military value of numerous 
alternatives, and examine these in light of differing costs and savings, economic impacts, and 
environmental concerns. Also, as Secretary Perry stated this morning, closing bases costs money 
up front. So each Service had to determine how much of a near-term investment they could 
afford to make in order to realize long-term savings. 

At the end of this rigorous, labor-intensive, analytical process, the Services decided on 
their recommendations, and presented them to the Secretary of Defense. 

Within each military department, these decisions are of course the responsibility of the 
service secretary. But in every case, they were discussed, reviewed, analyzed and debated -- 
sometimes for days -- by agroup composed very senior, experienced military and civilian 
officials. The chiefs of service were completely involved in the process. The resulting 
recommendations reflect the best judgment of both the civilian and military leadership. And they 
are never made lightly. 

Cross-Service Alternatives 

The 1993 Commission recommended that the Department develop procedures for 
considering joint or common activities among the Military Departments. For BRAC 95, the 
Deputy Secretary directed the creation of Joint Cross-Service Groups to consider these issues in 
conjunction with the Military Departments. Each such group included membership from the 
Office of the Secreatry of Defense and each of the Military Departments. 

We established a process, involving the Joint Groups and the Military Departments, 
through which we developed alternatives in five areas: depot maintenance, medical treatment 
facilities, test and evaluation, undergraduate pilot training, and laboratories. 

Each of the Joint Groups developed excess capacity reduction goals, established data 
colIection procedures and milestone schedules, presented alternatives to the Military 
Departments for their consideration in developing recommendations. The Joint Groups issued 
their alternatives to the Military Departments in November 1994, and they considered them as 
part of their ongoing BRAC analyses. In some instances, the Departments adopted the 
alternatives and recommended them, as made or modified, to the Secretary of Defense. In other 
instances, the Services declined to endorse them, because the particular alternative was not 
considered to be cost effective, the base too valuable militarily, or for other reasons. Our report 
to you -- in Chapter 4 -- summarizes the Joint Groups' efforts. Further, we have already provided 

V 
you with detailed documentation of each Joint Group's activities, methods, and analyses. 



We also established a Joint Group to address economic impact. Bob will discuss their 
efforts in a few minutes. 

Review & Decision by the Secretary of Defense 

Once the services reported their recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, these were 
in turn reviewed by the Office of the Secretary and of the Joint Staff. 

The Joint Staff reviewed the recommendations from a warfighting perspective, to ensure 
they would not impair the military readiness of the armed services and the particular war fighting 
requirements of the Unified and Specified Commanders. After that review, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff endorsed all of the recommendations without exception. 

Within the Office of the Secretary, the recommendations were review by many different 
offices. For example, the Undersecretary for Policy, the General Counsel, and the Assistant to 
the Secretary for Atomic Energy reviewed recommendations that might affect compliance with 
various treaties. We considered whether recommendations made by a particular service might 
have failed to consider sufficiently the interests of other parts of the Department or other Federal 
agencies with national sec*zity concerns. Furthermore, the staff assistmts to the secretary who 
had been responsible for particular cross-service analyses were asked to review the responses of 
the Services to their recommendations. Finally, my office reviewed the recommendations, to 
ensure that they conformed to the Secretary's guidance, and to consider possible economic 
impacts from independent actions of several Services on a particular locale. After considering w the results of our review, Secretary Peny endorsed all of the recommendations of the Service 
Secretaries and Defense Agency Directors. 
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Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the Commission. I am 
Robert Bayer, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Installations. I serve as one of Assistant 
Secretary Gotbaum's Deputies and the BRAC 95 process is one of my principal responsibilities. I 
sewed as the Chairman of the BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. I also 
served as Chairman of the BRAC Steering Group during the early months of the process, until 
Mr. Gotbaum was confirmed in his current position. I welcome the opportunity to discuss with 
you how the Defense Department conducted its BRAC 95 process and in particular, how the 
Department applied the economic impact criterion in our BRAC 95 process. 

GENERCL OBSER VA TIONS 

Before I turn to the specifics of economic impact, I would like to make three general 
observations. 

the Department klly recognizes that communities face economic challenges when 
are realigned or closed. Economic impact is not s o i i n  we try to 

sweep under the rug. On the contrary, our approach has been to recognize that closures and 
realignments do have economic impacts. As a matter of past and current BRAC policy, we assess 
these impacts on a "worst case" basis. 

I want to highL&t the improvements we made in analyzing economic impacts for 
BRAC ver a year ago, we established the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 
This Group which included Service representatives, reviewed our methods fi-om the ground up; w established common measures and approaches; and developed a greatly enhanced computer-based 
system for analyzing economic impact and cumulative economic impact. While our policy 
direction did not change from previous BRAC efforts, it is no exaggeration to say that we 
reinvented the way economic impact was considered in our BRAC processes. 

, our focus on economic impact was local ... MSA or county. We did not analyze 
\ econo pacts on either a state or regional basis, b e l i e v i n m h o u l d  measure Impacts 

where they occur. 

Now let me turn to the specifics. First, I will discuss in some detail the method that we 
used to analyze economic impact. Then, I will discuss the economic implications of our 
recommendations. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT IN THE BRA c PROCESS 

Under the law, the Department developed BRAC recommendations based on consistent 
application of the eight selection criteria and the force structure plan. The first four selection 
criteria pertain to military value and are accorded priority consideration. "The economic impact 
on communities" is the sixth criterion. 

The Department considered cumulative economic impact as part of the economic impact 
criterion. In response to concerns raised by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 



Commission and the General Accounting Ofice, DoD analyzed economic impact and cumulative 
economic impact as relative measures for comparing alternatives. DoD did not establish threshold 
values above which, for example, it would remove bases from consideration. 

DoD measured economic impact by analyzing: , 

,W%l t 
fT f l i l  w f i 

(1) the potential job change in the economic area and c \ u \ ' z  

(2) that change expressed as a percentage of total, that is, military and civilian, 
employment in the economic area in which the installation is located. 

There are some limits to the scope of our analysis. Our estimates of job changes include 
"direct job losses," that is military, DoD civilian, and on-base contractor jobs. We did not 
account for off base contractor personnel as direct impacts, even if their sole purpose was to 
support a base's missions. Our job change figures include only jobs directly associated with base 
closures and realignments. 

Our analysis also included indirect job losses that are calculated by applyin multipliers o 
the direct personnel reduction. The multipliers, which we developed workbg with ae da a 
Department of Commerce, vary by the type of personnel, the principal activity performed at each 
installation, and the size of its economic area. Because the our goal for estimating indirect job 
changes was to examine the "worst-case" potential outcome, we selected multiplier values that 
represent the high end of a reasonable range of potential indirect impacts. These multipliers 
ranged from 0.13 for some military trainees to 2.42 for some civilians. We also used data from 
the Bureau of Economic Analysis to estimate employment in levels economic areas. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT AREAS 
4 

We assigned installations to economic areas based on our estimates of where people who 
would be affected by BRAC actions live and work. We defined and consistently applied a set of 
rules for assigning installations to economic areas. These rules are included at the end of my 
written statement. 

Our approach focused on the local level. We have already provided the Commission with 
a listing of the economic areas for each military installation. In short, we generally used 
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) as the economic area for installations located within an 
MSA. The Office of Management and Budget defines MSA boundaries, and they are the standard 
Federal unit for economic analyses of metropolitan areas. 

current MSA definitions would 
impact--the percentage of area jobs 

when recent changes to MSA boundaries or 
ions would not be an appropriatedepiction 

of where local economic activity occurred. For these exceptions, which our rules define, we 



ass'gnc~l ; ji;o~ls to smaller economic areas. This has the effect of increasing those particular 
mensurcq o r  c~ ur lornic impact. Out of 35 1 areas, approximately 66 (or 19 percent) were altered w to heftei r e f t  t:? economic impact. 

TI,, ni-,:~~ t 1 ncnt placed installations located in non-metropolitan areas in a single county 
econnnl;b 1.~1,  01 in a multi-county area when that was more appropriate based on estimated 
labor and  e l  ~-c'riiIif i~re patterns. 

Filr ER I S  95 purposes, we determined that there is no economic impact associated with 
relccati~?~ \<-)rtr.iel fi-o~n one installation to another within the same economic area. 

Cu,\ac~.il, , : /-- Ec-o,vo.hnc I M P A C ~  FROM PRIOR BRA C ROUNDS 

Ti;;,), L)ving our consideration of cumulative economic impact in BRAC 95 was a high 
priority fLir- flie Dcpaflment. We developed a much more sophisticated approach to measure and 
consider i 1,173iil ai ik e economic impact. Here is an overview. 

Cumu!ative economic impact can arise for two reasons, so it was measured in two 
dimensi o cs rctrohpectively and prospectively. First, cumulative impact can occur if we 
recommznd a RRAC 95 action in an area that has had BRAC actions in the prior rounds. Second, - 
cumulaticc- ir~ii,act can occur if more than one BRAC 95 action is recommended in the same 
location. - 

UTe ~;sed our  same two measures to estimate cumulative impact -- the maximum 
job loss, elpl e . 4  in absolute numbers and as a percent of area employment -- but we adjusted 
them to include prior-round B U C  actions. 3 

To place these estimates of past and future impacts in a broader context, we considered 
historic econolnic information, covering the period 1984 through 1993. This information included 
local inforriiation on the level and rate of growth of employment, the level and rate of growth of 
personal in: i)ls;t. per capita, and unemployment rates. This information describes recent economic 
conditions in each economic area, and, more importantly, it captures the economic effects, 
through 1993, of prior-round BR4C actions and other factors that have affected local economies. 
Although some areas around our bases have been affected by the drawdown in defense industry, 
we could not zapture these discrete impacts. However, by assessing overall economic activity in 
an area, we captured these industrial reductions, along with other economic impacts on the 
economy. 

CUAWLA TI 1.F ECO~WMIC IMPACTS FROM MULTIPLE BRA C 95 ACTIONS 

Aflcr the  Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of the Defense 
Agencies s u b ~ n i t ~ c d  recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, we omic areas 
with mt~ltiple pr oposed BRAC 95 recommendations. These numbered 
Departmeii: i a n d  ~ k e n s e  ge ' assessed their recommendations 
economic impact, along w=r seven selection criteria. Fortunately, most of these 



multiple actions involved small numbers of personnel. In no case did a Military Department or 

w Defense Agency change its recommendation as a result of this review. 

PROCESS VALIDA TION 

From the start, we wanted to make sure that our approach to analyzing economic impact 
was sound and consistent among all Services and Defense Agencies. In the past the Services used 
different approaches which while valid, were inconsistent. Since we anticipated consideration of 
cross service closure alternatives, we were determined to develop and use a uniform approach in 
this area. We felt that the best way to ensure that we were on the right track was to have 
independent reviewers fiom outside the Defense Department evaluate our plans for analyzing 
economic impact. To accomplish this, we sponsored an independent review in May 1994. Six 
experts from government, academia, and the private sector participated in the review. 

The reviewers agreed that our proposed measures of economic impact were reasonable. 
They also supported our approach to defining economic areas--that is, based on estimates of local 
labor and expenditure patterns. The reviewers suggested several improvements, many of which 
we incorporated into our fi 
stressed -- namely, that our 
The reviewers stressed the 
Commission, the Congress, and the public. 

w In addition to the independent review, we asked the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the 
Department of Commerce to review our methodology for deriving indirect job multipliers. Their 
written response, a copy of which we will provide to you, pronounced the methodology to be of 
"good, sound quality, consistent with good regional economic impact estimation practices." 

PROCESS LIMITA TIONS 

That being said, 1 feel that it is important for you to understand t a f  methodology. 
Like the data used to apply the other seven criteria, we wanted it to be as accurate as possible. 
However, its primary purpose is to help make valid comparisons not to provide "budget quality 
projections7'. The entire BRAC analysis is a balance &curacy and t i m e l i n m e v e  
the finctional goal of even handed comparisons. Our measures of economic impact helped us 

\ I-* 
compare alternative closures and realignments. We have used them to judge the relative 

I\lo 
fi differences, under worst-case scenarios, of the potential economic impacts of various BRAC 

alternatives. We believe that our measures are very well suited for that limited purpose. 

Let me stress, however, that these measures are not detailed forecasts of how economies 
will ultimately adjust to BRAC actions. Forecasting how any particular local economy will adjust 
over a period of many years is a highly uncertain undertaking, and one that we stayed away fiom. 
In essence, our process compares the magnitude of the economic challenges presented by 
alternative closures and realignments. It does not predict how well communities will meet these - W challenges. 



DA TA IS WORST CASE 

Finally, let me touch briefly on the point stressed by our independent reviewers. The 
method we use to derive the our key measures overstates economic impact for numerous reasons. 
For example, the measures do not take into account the creation of new jobs in base closure 
communities. Experience strongly suggests that the creation of new jobs can, over time, offset 
job losses from base closures. Also, the job losses associated with base closures will occur over a 
period of several years, rather than all at once as the measures imply. Further, there are many 
programs administered by DoD and other federal and state agencies to ease the transition for base 
personnel and for the surrounding communities. For these and other reasons, the measures should 
be considered a "worst-case" potential outcome, rather than a likely prediction of future economic 
impact. 

We intentionally chose to use this "worst-case" methodology. We sought to create a 
reasonable, fair, and consistent tool to compare the potential economic impacts of alternative 
BRAC recommendations. We believe that the BRAC decision making process was enhanced 
through consistent comparisons of these worst-case potential economic impacts. 

DA TABASE TOOL 

We developed the BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database to facilitate our analysis of the 
measures of economic impact, cumulative economic impact, and historic economic information. 
The Database allows users to measure the economic impact and cumulative economic impact of 
BRAC actions. We have already made the Database available to the Commission staff The 
public may obtain a copy of the Database by downloading it fiom the Internet, beginning at the 
end of this week. The Internet address is (HTTP:NGLOBE.LMI.ORG/BRAC.HTM). 

CONCL USZON 

In conclusion, I believe that the Department conducted a fair, consistent, and auditable 
assessment of the economic impacts of proposed BRAC actions. While the tools we developed 
did not address every conceivable economic impact, we believe that it captured a sufficiently 
broad and timely set of economic data so that BRAC decision makers - the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments and Directors of Defense Agencies, and ultimately the Secretary of Defense, 
could appropriately weigh economic impact in making difficult base realignment and closure 
actions. 

I would be pleased to respond to your questions. 



Annex A 

DETERMINATION OF ECONOMIC AREAS 

In response to changes by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in 
metropolitan area definitions rtlated to the 1990 Census, and a review of earlier 
BRAC economic area definitions, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic 
Impact has established the following rules to guide the assignment of installations 
to economic areas for BRAC 95: 

1. The economic area should include rtsidences of the majority of the military 
and civilian en~ployees at the activity. 

7 . An economic area is generally defined as a metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or a non-MSA county(s) unless there is evidence to support some other 
definition. 

3. In those cases where OMB's 1993 redefinition of an MSA added counties 
which increased the M S A  population by 10 percent or more, then continue to use 
the old MSA definition unless certified residency data shows that the new MSA 
definition is more appropriate. 

4. An economic area should only be expanded to include an additional county 
if the resulting percentage increase in the number of employee residences included 
in the expanded economic area is greater than the resulting percentage inmase in 
the total employment of the expanded economic area. 

5. lnstallations in the same county should be in the same economic ana. 

6. If the economic area was previously defined (in prior BRAC rounds) as a 
non-MSA county(s), it should continue to be that county, even if that county has 
now been incorporated into an MSA. 
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GENERAL BACKGROUND 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, did DoD achieve their objectives in the cross-service 
areas? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, we understand that the five joint cross-service 
functional groups reported to you and were established to develop closure 
and realignment alternatives with a "strong emphasis on cross-service 
utilization of common support assets." 

Please outline for the Commission the interservicing and 
consolidation proposals emerging from your cross-service 
groups and list those that were included in the DoD's recommended 
list of closures and realignments. 

Did the Office of the Secretary of Defense conduct an independent 
analysis of cross-service opportunities? 

3. Mr. Gotbaum, to your m l e d g e  were any installations removed 
from the rec 

If so, which ones, and for what reasons? 

4. Mr. Gotbaurn, why were the joint cross-service groups' alternatives 
given to the Services for their consideration rather than included as part of 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense's base closure deliberation process? 

5. Mr. Gotbaum, once the 1995 Base Closure recommendations are 
implemented, where will excess capacity remain? Please identify for the 
Commssion where excess capacity will exist by Service, by category of 
base or functional area. 

6. Mr. Gotbaum, if implemented, will the Department's 
recommendations to the Commission reduce a major portion of the excess 
capacity in any or all of the five cross-service functional areas? Please 
discuss those areas in which this was not the case and explain. 



w 7 .  Mr. Gotbaum, the joint cross-service groups calculated functional 
value. How does functional value relate to military value? 

8. Mr. Gotbaum, what was the role of the 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure Steering Group, which you chair, compared with that of the Review 
Group chaired by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology? 

9. Mr. Gotbaum, what was your role in the cross-service decision 
process, beyond that of setting standards and guidelines? 

10. Mr. Gotbaum, will the Commission receive all of the data and study 
options produced by the joint cross-service groups? When will we receive 
it? 



/ COSTSISAVINGS 

4/ Mr. Gotbaum, the Administration's Fiscal Year 1996 budget reflects 
net savings of $6.6 billion over 5 years for the first three rounds of base 
closures. This budget also includes requests for $785 million and $824 
million Fiscal Years 1996 and 1997, respectively, to cover costs for the 
1995 Commission closures. 

/!HOW do actual costs and savings compare with what had een 
anticipated in previous budgets? 3, r F W ~ L  3 0 

e the annual costs and savings expected from<our 
recommendations on the 1995 round of closures? 

s the Department keep track of savings and costs from the 
base closure process? 

point is it more cost effective to keep excess 
infrastructure rather than pay the up-front closure costs? 
Is there a formula? 

thresholds been established? 
Or, is this just a financial judgement decision? 

--.- A 

the excess infiastucture 
remaining after the 1995 round? 

n on Modernization, 



I 3 .  Mr. Gotbaum, in the past, despite specific DoD guidance, the 
Services have used different baselines. For example, the Navy and Air 
Force used different base years for computing manpower numbers and job 
losses. 

Have these inconsistencies been corrected for your 1995 analysis? 

What have you done to ensure a common baseline for analysis 
among services? 

Are there any significant differences among services? 

4. Mr. Gotbaum, how did you apply cost of base realignment action 
(COBRA) analysis to cross-service groups given the different way of 
computing costs among services? What were the major cost 
problems and how did you overcome them? 

5. Mr. Gotbaum, did DoD factor any external costs, such as leases, into 
the analysis? If so, what were they and will all such data be provided 
to the Commission? 



FORCE STRUCTUREICAPACITY 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, since the end of the Cold War, the DoD has reduced 
the Armed Forces by approximately 30 percent. The prior rounds of the 
base closure process have reduced the size of the DoD infrastructure by 
approximately 15 percent. The current Defense Planning Guidance and the 
1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) policy guidance set a goal of 
reducing the infrastructure by another 15 percent. 

Does the 1995 list of recommended closures achieve the goal of a 
15 percent reduction in infrastructure? 

In your view, did DoD need to achieve an additional 15% reduction 
in infrastructure to bring it in line with the force levels? 

What measures of infrastructural capacity did you and the 
Department use to measure reductions: 

1) the number of bases? 
2) plant replacement value? 
3) building square footage? 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

4; Mr. Gotbaum, several years ago, the Went study of DoD 
maintenance depots done for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs concluded 
that there was 25 to 50 percent excess capacity in the depots. The General 
Accounting Office reviewed the study and concurred that there was 
significant excess capacity. An April 1994 study by the Defense Science 
Board concluded that 24 depots remaining after the BRAC 93 closures 
round will have 20 to 30 percent excess capacity. One of the goals of the 
Joint Cross-Service Depot Maintenance Group was to eliminate 
unnecessary duplication and excess capacity. 

Do the closure recommendations that you have submitted result in 
significant elimination of excess depot maintennace capacity? 

G- ps 1 X ~ , , ~ i ,  4h 6-8 y%Q;ir 
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2. Mr. Gotbaum, the staff understands that the joint-cross service 1 
Maintenance depot group recommended that eight depots should be closed 
but DoD's list includes fewer. 

What were the eight maintenance depots? 

Why wasn't the joint cross-service group's recommendation 
accepted? 

How much excess capacity would be eliminated if the Secretary's 
recommendations are accepted? 

How much additional excess capacity would be eliminated if all eight 
maintenance depots closed? 



'Clu 3. Mr. Gotbaum, as you know, excess capacity is one of the primary 
factors considered by this Commission in deciding whether or not a 
particular base or activity should be closed or realigned. An April 1994 
Defense Science Board study indicates Air Force aviation depots expect to 
reduce their capacity by more than 4.9 million direct labor hours between 
fiscal years 1994 and 1997. 

Please explain how the Air Force will reduce the total depot capacity 
for its aviation depot facilities by 4.9 million direct labor hours. 

Will the Air Force eliminate workstations through permanent 
divestiture of plant equipment and facilities or will the maintenance 
capability simply be placed on layaway? 

4. Mr. Gotbaum, in May 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated 
that "Core is the capability maintained within organic Defense depots to 
meet readiness and sustainability requirements ... Core depot maintenance 
capabilities will comprise only the minimum facilities, equipment and skill 
personnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled source of required 
competence. " (emphasis added) 

After the implementation of the proposed closure recommendations, 
will any of the Services retain capacity above their core level? If so, 
what are the reasons for retaining this capacity? 

Will the DoD's base closure list result in the minimum number of 
facilities to ensure readiness and sustainability? If not, what means 
other than the base closure process will the Department use to 
implement the Deputy Secretary's direction to achieve the minimum 
number of depot maintenance facilities? 

Did you seek to minimize the number of facilities through use of a 
two-shift per day operation similar to that used by the private sector? 
If not, did you study the impact that use of the private sector standard 
would have on achieving the Deputy Secretary's May 1994 guidance. 

Please explain how Air Force plans to accomplish this reduction. 

Will this reduction result in the closing of one or more of the five Air 
Force Depots? If not, won't retaining the remaining 
infrastructure be exceptionally expensive? 



w 5 .  Mr. Gotbaum, you indicated in testimony last week that the Joint 
Cross Service Group Depot Team calculated capacity of depots based on a 
40-hour work week, or just one shift per activity. 

Of course, this is a very conservative eay of measuring capacity since 
people work more than one shift in times of crisis. 

Even with this conservative one-shift calculation, how much excess 
capacity did the Joint Cross Service Group Depot Team find in the 
five Air Force depots? 

6 .  Mr. Gotbaum. in May 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated 
that private and public competition for maintenance depot workload would 
be halted due to DoD's ability to determine actual costs. He also stated that 
efficiencies in the maintenance function will be achieved through 
interservicing. 

What maintenance depot workloads will be done on an interservice 
basis if the Secretary's recommendations are accepted? 

How did interservicing impact the Department's recommendation for 
maintenance depot closures? 

How will interservicing decisions be made if not through competition 
or the base closure processes? 

7. Mr. Gotbaum, in May 1994 the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
- directed all system upgrades and modifications will be performed by the 
private sector. Furthermore, he directed that new weapon systems will no 
longer transition to organic DoD maintenance facilities, but instead be 
supported by the private sector. 

What is the impact of these policy changes on workload projections 
in the future? 

Do the Department's base closure recommendations reflect the 
impact of the workload changes which will result from these policy 
changes? 



8. Mr. Gotbaum, the 1993 Commission report stated that the 
Commission "...strongly supports a joint organization responsible for 
assigning workloads to DoD's maintenance depots. Joint oversight could 
mandate cost effective interservicing actions circumventing Services 
parochial interests ... the Commission recommends the Secretary of Defense 
consider during his bottom up review of the Department, a single defense 
depot system with a joint responsibility ... >> 

Did the joint cross-service depot maintenance group consider this 
option as part of their analysis? If so, what was the result of the 
analysis? 



RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT LABORATORIES 

J Mr. Gotbaum. an April, 1994 Defense Science Board (DSB) report states 
the Defense Laboratory System is an obsolescent artifact of the Cold War which 
has not kept pace with the shrinking military force structure and changing patterns 
of technology advancement generation. 

The DSB recommended a 20 percent cut in the laboratories' Civil Service 
personnel, in addition to the 4 percent per annum cut directed by Defense Policy 
Guidance 1995 through 1999. According to a senior DoD official, these cuts will 
result in a 35 percent reduction in these personnel by the turn of the century. 

How much of a reduction in DoD laboratory infrastucture is contained in 
your recommendations? 

How and when is DoD going to eliminate the excess infrastructure? 



TEST AND EVALUATION 

Mr. Gotbaum, as you know, test and evaluation was one of the joint cross i /  
service areas selected for special emphasis during the 1995 Base Realignment and 
Closure process (BRAC 95). Several studies and key officials have pointed out 
that the greatest opportunities for reduction in test and evaluation infrastructure 
exist in testing of high performance aircraft, electronic warfare systems, weapons 
and munitions testing, test support aircraft, and selected test and training 
functions. 

Why did DoD's BRAC 95 not recommend significant consolidations in 
theaboveareas? $Q,~I s k p  k ( y  ~ / , S C J V L ~  - QGck SBCJ. 
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How does the Department plan its test and evaluation 
infrastructure? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, please state for the record the specific consolidation and 
realignment alternatives proposed by the Test and Evaluation Joint Cross Service 
Group at DoD. 

3. Mr. Gotbaum, how was capacity measured for laboratories and test and 
evaluation facilities? Was the basic 8-hour workday used to measure capacity or 
were additional measures used, such as a two-shift operation? If a two-shift 
operation was not used, why not? 



Medical 

Closure and Realignment Decisions 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, in 1993 the Commission made specific recommendations to 
the Department regarding improvements in health care operations and increased 
cost effectiveness. Most of these recommendations relate directly to cross-service 
issues. 

Did your joint cross-service medical group examine the consolidation of 
resources across military departments? 

If so, what was the outcome of that examination? 

How are the results of that examination reflected in the Department's new 
list of recommended realignments and closures? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, did you direct the joint cross-service medical group to review 
the costs and benefits of closing military hospitals when bases served by those w hospitals are closed? What was the result of that review? Does the Department's 
list reflect an attempt to ensure that the most cost effective means of delivering 
care to all beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base closure actions? 

3. Mr. Gotbaum, in developing the joint cross-service medical group 
alternatives, did the group recommend closing military hospitals that are not cost 
effective, given their patient load and the cost of medical care in their 

communities? Did the group explore the potential for consolidation, including 
consolidation across Service lines, in order to increase efficiency? 



Medical 

Impacts on Beneficiaries 

4. Mr. Gotbaum, with only Medicare to fall back on, many retirees, their 
family members, and survivors over age 65 view their local military hospital as an 
important source of health care services. Many retirees viewed access to those 
hospitals for themselves and their spouses as an important inducement to make a 
career of military service. However, these beneficiaries have always had the 
lowest priority for receiving most direct care services. Furthermore, it appears 
that the TRICARE goal of maximizing use of military hospitals for enrolled 
beneficiaries will further erode their chances of accessing the military health 
services system because only under 65, civilian health and medical program of the 
uniformed services (CHAMPUS) eligible beneficiaries are eligible for TRICARE. 

Mr. Secretary, is the Department taking steps to ensure that these 
beneficiaries are not doubly penalized by the closure of military hospitals 
and their exclusion from the TRICARE program? 

5. Mr. Gotbaum, given that wartime medical requirements far exceed those of 
peacetime, is there enough medical infi-astucture remaining to support our 
two Major Regional Conflict strategy? 



UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, in your view, what are the pros and cons of DoD integrating 
fully Air Force and Navy Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) programs? 

2. Mr. Gotbau 

closed? 

4. e cross-servicing of 1M 
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5. Mr. Gotbaum, did DoD or the Services consider integrating operations at 
the same base, using the same training aircraft, in a way that still permits 
Service-specific training programs? 



ECONOMIC IMPACT 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, would you define for the record cumulative economic 
impact? How are losses from previous closure rounds captured? Can impacts 
from previous closures be differentiated fiom other negative impacts on the 
economic area, such as civilian downsizing, or is everything lumped together? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, for the 1993 closure round your staff established cumulative 
economic impact thresholds that resulted in the removal of at least one installation 
fiom the Service recommendations by your staff. Were any similar cumulative 
economic thresholds set for the 1995 round? 

3. Mr. Gotbaum, in calculating cumulative economic impact, how did DoD 
differentiate between economic impacts caused by previously announced force 

w structure changes and those that were due to closure or realignment decisions? 

4. Mr. Gotbaum, was DoD reluctant to close major industrial, laboratory, or 
test &, evaluation installations because of economic impact? 

Was any decision taken to downsize, rather than close an installation, as a 
result of economic impact considerations? 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTIRESTORATION 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, according to the Departments policy guidance, 
"environmental restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in cost 
of closure calculations." But your policy further implies that "unique 
contamination problems requiring environmental restoration will be considered as 
a potential limitation on near-term community reuse." 

Were any installations notrecommended for closure or realignment to the 
Commission due to unique contamination problems? If so, please 
elaborate. 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, did the overall cost of environmental restoration at closure 
bases limit the size of the list presented to the Commission? 

3 .  Mr. Gotbaum, were any installations eliminated from closure consideration 
because of the high cost of environmental cleanup? 



DEFENSE AGENCIES 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, in 1993, the Defense Base Closure Commission realigned a 
part of the Defense Information Services Agency (DISA) into 16 information 
processing megacenters. At that time, all officials concluded there would be 
excess capacity even within these megacenters. Some have suggested that DISA 
actually requires only 5 megacenters. To realign, DISA would have to come to the 
Commission to change the 1993 recommendation. 

Given that there is excess capacity within DISA, why are there not 
recommendations for further consolidation? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, the Defense Finance and Accouonting System (DFAS) is 
currently slated to consolidate its 300+ offices at the 5 centers it currently operates 
(Denver, Columbus, Kansas City, Indianapolis, Cleveland). Further, it will add 2 1 w new offices, many of which will be placed on installations slated to close as a 
result of previous Base Realignment and Closure rounds. 

Why did DoD place most of the 2 1 new DFAS offices on bases 
which are to close rather than on bases remaining open which have 
existing excess capacity? 

3 .  Mr. Gotbaum, about one-third of the 21 new DFAS sites have yet to open. 
There is a Military Construction (MILCON) requirement for nearly $200 million 
to make improvements to many the sites, particularly among those not yet open. 

In light of the ongoing consolidation efforts taking part in other parts of 
DoD, would it be worthwhile to consider further reductions in the number 
of DFAS sites? 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-6964504 

February 6, 1995 

Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E880 
Washington, D .C. 20301 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its hearings 
on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations 
in the United States on March 1, 1995. I would like to invite you and General 
Shalikashvili to testify at the Commission's opening hearing and to present the 
Department's 1995 closure and realignment recommendations to the Commission. 

The Commission would like you to discuss how the Department's selection 
criteria and force structure plan have shaped your closure and realignment 
recommendations. We will be very interested in hearing how your recommendations 
will affect the ability of the military services to carry out their full range of assigned 
missions in the future, as well as the costs and expected savings of your 
recommendations. Given the interest of past Commissions in the issue of 
consolidating common functions across the military services, I hope your testimony 
will also highlight any recommendations in+his area. 

As you know, the 1995 round of base closings is the f d  round authorized 
under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. In light of this fact, I 
intend for this Commission to recommend to the Defense Department and the Congress 
a process for the closure and realignment of military bases in the future. I hope you 
will give the Commission your views on this important question. 

The hearing will be held in room SD-106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building 
beginning at 9:30 am. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the 
Commission staff prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions before the 
bearing, they should contact Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 6, 1995 

General John M. Shalikashvili, USA 
Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 
The Pentagon, Room 2E872 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear General Shalikashvili: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its hearings 
on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations 
in the United States on March 1, 1995. I would like to invite you to testify with 
Secretary Perry at the Commission's opening hearing and to present the Department's 
1995 closure and realignment recommendations to the Commission. 

The Commission would like you to discuss the role that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the unified Commanders in Chief played in the development of the Department's 
closure and realignment recommendations. In addition, the Commission is particularly 
interested in your views on how the ~e~artment 's recommendations will affect the 
ability of the military services to carry out the full range of their assigned missions in 
the future, including the effect of these recommendations on readiness, joint operations 
and training. Given the interest of past Commissions in the issue of consolidating 
common functions across the military services, I hope your testimony will include your 
views on any recommendations in this area. 

The hearing will be held in Room SD-106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building 
at 9:30 am. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission 
staff prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions before the hearing, they 
should contact Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 

I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 
n 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 6, 1995 

Honorable Joshua Gotbaum 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 
The Pentagon, Room 3E808 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Secretary Gotbaum: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its hearings on the 
Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States on March 1, 1995. I would like to invite you to testify before the Commission on the 
afternoon of March 1 at 1 :30 p.m. in room SD-106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The Commission would like your testimony to address the process and methodology 
used by the Department of Defense in putting together its closure and realignment 
recommendations for 1995. This should include a discussion of the role that each of the Joint 
Cross Service Groups played in the development of the Department's recommendations, and 
the extent to which the alternatives examined by these Groups are reflected in your 
recommendations. We would also like your testimony to summarize the implementation of 
prior closure rounds, and the projected schedule, costs and savings from the 1995 round. 

As in past years, the Commission will be particularly interested in the economic-impact 
of the Department's closure and realignment recommendations. Your testimony should 
address in detail the economic impact and cumulative economic impact the closure and 
realignment recommendations have on the affected communities, as well as the methodology 
used to measure these impacts. 

Finally, as you know, the 1995 round of base closings is the final round authorized 
under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. In light of this fact, I intend 
for this Commission to recommend to the Defense Department and the Congress a process for 
the closure and realignment of military bases in the future. I hope you will give the 
Commission your views on this important question. 

Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff prior to 
the hearing. If your staff has any questions before the hearing, they should contact Mr. Jim 
Owsley of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony 

Sincerely, 





A. Official Designatioq: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

B. Objective and Scope of Activity: In accordance with the National Defense Authorization 
Act for FY 1991, there is hereby established a Presidential advisory committee entitled the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which shall review the recommendations 
made by the Secretary of Defense regarding base closures and realignments for the time periods 
and by the dates set down in the Authorization Act. The Commission shall transmit a report of 
its findings and conclusions to the President, based upon a review and analysis of the Secretary's 
recommendations, together with the Commission's recommendations for closures and 
realignments of military installations in the United States. 

C. Period of Time Required: This Commission shall continue to function until December 
3 1, 1995, as specified in the Act. 

D. Official or sponsor in^ Proponent to Whom the Commission Reports: The Commission 
shall report directly to the President, and provide copies of its reports to the congressional 
defense committees. 

E. Support Agency: The Director of Administration and Management, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, shall provide administrative and related support for the Commission. w 
F. Duties and Responsibilities: The Commission will be composed of eight members 
appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. At the time the 
President nominates individuals for appointment to the Commission for each session of 
Congress, the President shall designate one such individual to serve as Chairman of the 
Commission. The fimctions of the Commission are outlined in B. above and amplified in the Act. 

G. ted Annual Operating Costs and Manyears: It is estimated that the annual 
operating costs for the Commission for the calendar years 199 1 through 1995 will average $2.65 
million. Funding for the operation of the Commission will be appropriated and obtained from 
the DoD Base Closure Account 1990, as specified in the Act. 

H. Number of Meet&: The Commission will meet only during calendar years 199 1, 1993, 
and 1995. During each of those years it will meet as needed, upon the call of the Chairman, to 
meet the functions and the responsibilities outlined in B. above and amplified in the Act. Ad hoc 
panels and staff working groups will perform research and analysis functions, as necessary, to 
carry out the responsibilities of the Commission. 

Term 
. . I .  inatlon Date: The Commission will terminate on December 3 1, 1995. This charter 

will be renewed every two years from the date of its establishment, consistent with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act. 

w 
J. Date Charter is Filed: 





PROCEDURAL RULES OF THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ("Commission") was 
established in Title XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991, Pub. L. No. 101-5 10 as amended. The Commission's operations shall 
comply with the Act and with these Procedural Rules. 

The Commission's meetings, other than meetings in which classified information 
is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. In other respects, the Commission 
shall comply with the Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended, 5 U.S.C. 
~PPZ. 

I3.Uid The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 199 1, 1993, and 1995. 

W The Commission shall meet at the call of the Chairman or at the request of a 
majority of members of the Commission serving at that time. 

W When the Commission meets to consider (a) the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense ("Secretary") submitted under section 2903(c) of Pub. L. 
No. 101-5 10, as amended, (b) the Commission's report to the President under 
section 2903(d) including the Commission's recommendations for closures and 
realignments of military installations, or (c) a revised list of recommendations for 
the closure or realignment of military installations under section 2903(e), a 
quorum shall consist of a majority of the Commission members serving at that 
time. When the Commission conducts public hearings on the Secretary's 
recommendations under section 2903(d) (I), a quorum shall consist of one or - more members designated by the Chairman. 

Rule6 When the Commission meets to consider (a) the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense ("Secretary") submitted under section 2903(c) of Public Law 
No. 10 1-5 10, as amended, (b) the Commission's report to the President under 
section 2903(d), or (c) a revised list of recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations under section 2903(e) and a QUORUM has 
been established, a vote shall be required of the Commission to dispense with any 
of the above responsibilities or to ratify any actions of the Commission. The 
adoption of any action taken by the Commission with regard to responsibilities 
(a), (b), or (c) stated above will be by a majority vote of Commission members 
serving at that time. Commissioners may vote in person or by proxy in 
accordance with Rule 9. The resolution of all other issues arising in the normal 
course of the Commission meetings or hearings, etc. will be by a simple majority 
of the Commissioners present. 



The Chairman shall preside at meetings and public hearings of the Commission 
when he or she is present. In the Chairman's absence, he or she shall designate 
another member of the Commission to preside. 

The Chairman (or another member of the Commission presiding in the 
Chairman's absence) shall have the authority to ensure the orderly conduct of the 
Commission's business. This power includes, without limitation, recognizing 
members of the Commission and members of the public to speak, imposing 
reasonable limitations on the length of time a speaker may hold the floor, 
determining the order in which members of the Commission may question 
witnesses, conducting votes of members of the Commission, and designating 
Commission members for the conduct of public hearings under section 
2903(d)(l). 

A member of the Commission may designate another member to vote and 
otherwise act for the first member when he or she will be absent. The first 
member shall issue a written proxy stating the specific or limited purpose for 
which the proxy can be exercised. 

These rules other than those required by statute may be amended by the majority 
vote of the members of the Commission serving at that time. 

Public and all interested parties may submit written testimony for the record. 



Oath to be administered to all witnesses testifying before the 
Commission: 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the truth. the whole truth. and nothlng but the 
truth? 
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