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INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS
WASHINGTON, DC
MARCH 1, 1995

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDING:

HEARING LOCATION :

CONTACT:

.

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

Room 106

Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

(202) 224-2739

Senate Appropriations Committee
Mazie Mattson
(202) 224-2739




FACT SHEET
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS
WASHINGTON, DC
MARCH 1, 1995

LOCATION:

DIRECTIONS:

CAPACITY:

LUNCH ROOM:

CONTACTS:

<

Dirksen Senate Office Building
Room 106
Washington, DC 20510

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

200 People

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

Senate Appropriations Committee
Mazie Mattson/Kim Range
(202) 224-2739

Capitol Hill Police

Paula Harington

(202) 224 4841

Office of the Superintendent
Special Functions

Tim Maxey

(202) 224-3146

None
Diversified

Ellen Alcott
(202) 296-2929
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AIRPORT ARRIVALS/DEPARTURES

INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS
WASHINGTON, DC

ALAN DIXON
Arrival:
Departure:

AL CORNELLA
Arrival:
Departure:

REBECCA COX
In town

J.B. DAVIS
Arrival:
Departure:

LEE KLING
Arrival:
Departure:

BEN MONTOYA
Arrival:
Departure:

JOE ROBLES
Arrival:
Departure:

WENDI STEELE
Arrival:
Departure:

Tuesday, Feb. 28

Wednesday, Mar.

Monday, Feb. 27
Friday, Mar.17

Monday, Feb. 27

Wednesday, Mar.

Tuesday, Feb. 28

Wednesday, Mar.

Tuesday, Feb. 28

Wednesday, Mar.

Tuesday, Feb. 28

Wednesday, Mar.

Tuesday, Feb. 28
Thursday, Mar. 2

0 >

8:00 pm
6:16 pm

2:50 pm
9:00 am

4:00 pm
7:05 pm

1:20 pm
after hearing

1.10 pm
5:00 pm

1:00 am
5:45 pm

11:46 am
3:40 pm
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HEARING AGENDA
MARCH 1, 1995
SD-106 DIRKSEN BUILDING

9:00AM - 11:30AM 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

11:30AM Press Availability

12:00PM - 1:30PM  Lunch: SD-124
1:30PM - 4:00PM_AFTERNOON SESSION:

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

4:00PM Commission Business Meeting

4:30PM Press Availability
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NEWS RELEASE

OFFlCE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENS.
°(PUBLIC AFFAIRS)
- WASHINGTON, D.C. - 20301

PLEASE NOTE OATE

Fleass rafor 0 this aurber

when resparcing 1200%-5
No. 095-95

(703)695-0192(media)
(703)697-3189(copies)
IMMEDIATE RELEASE February 28, 1995 (703)697-5737(public/mdustry)

SECRETARY PERRY RECOMMENDS CLOSING, REALIGNING 146 BASES

Secretary of Defense William Perry today anpounced the Department’s recommendations
to close or realign 146 military installations in the United States. The recommendations are
being forwarded to the independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission..

“These recommendations, though painful, are necessary to achieve the levels of readiness
and modernization we need within the budget we have,” said Secretary Perry. *“Our armed forces
and our budget have been cut by one-third or more, but our infrastructure only about half that.
Today's recommendations will save the taxpayers and the Department some $18 billion over the
next two decades.”

The Secretary’s recommendations were developed by each of the military services in
accordance with the strict procedures laid down by the Base Closure and Realignmeant Act of
1990. Each base was evaluated using a set of published criteria, giving priority first to the
military-valoe of the facility, and then to the savings and the economic and other effects that the
closure would have. The evaluation data is certified for accuracy by each Service, and then
reviewed by both the Base Closure and Realignment Commission and the General Accounting
Office.

During a press conference at the Pentagon, Perry said that both he and General John
Shalikashvili, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had approved the recommendations made by
the military departments without exception. “These actions arc necessary so that we can
carefully shape our armed forces to support the National Military Strategy and the Bottom Up
Review,” the Secretary explained.

The BRAC 95 recommendations will cost less than the BRAC 95 round ($3.8 billion vs.
$6.9 billion) and will generate savings more quickly. Over the six-year implementation period
prescribed by law, the closures and realignments are expected to generate net savings of
approximately $4 billion. Recurring savings thereafter are expected to reach $1.8 billion per
year. Total savings over 20 years, discounted to present value, are estimated to be $18 billion.

-MORE-

INTERNET AVAILABILITY: This document is available oo Defensel INK. a World Wide Web Server on the
Intemnet, ar: hap:/faww . dtic.dla mil/defenselink/
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Perry also announced that be will recommend that the current BRAC anthority be
extended to permit another base closure round in three or four years. “We need time to absorb
the closure of over a bundred major bases,” the Secretary said, “but we are continuing to refine
our force structure and our mission. Each service has told me that, ultimately, they can do
more.” .

While some of these actions will have significant economic impact upon local
communities, Perry said that he did not remove any Service recommendations for this reason.
However, be pledged to continue and expand the Department’s efforts to encourage recovery and
reuse. Department of Defense assistance programs include personnel transition and job training
assistance, local reuse planning grants, on-site transition coordinators, accelerated property
disposal, and faster environmental cleanup that supports reuse needs.

*“These installations offer an opportunity for communities to diversify and reshape their
economic futures. We bave already seen impressive redevelopment successes in such diverse
communities as Sacramento, Calif.; Alexandria, La.; and Rantoul, Ill. They prove that new jobs
can be created to replace those that are lost. There is no doubt that it takes strong Jocal
leadership and a lot of hard work., but the President has committed us to help, and we will,”

Secretary Perry said.

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

page 2
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1995 List of Military Installations
L 4 Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment

Part I: Major Base Closures

Army

Fort McClellan, Alabama

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas

Fitzsimoas Army Medical Center, Colorado

Price Support Center, Illinois

Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois

Fort Ritchie, Maryland

Scelfridge Army Garrison, Michigan

Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey
- Seneca Army Depot, New York

Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania

Red River Army Depot, Texas

Fort Pickett, Virginia '

Navy

' Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California
Ship Repair Facility, Guam
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky
“*Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi
Naval Air Warfare Ceater, Aircraft Division, Lakeburst, New Jerscy
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Warminster, Peansylvania

Alr Force

North Highlands Air Guard Station, California
Ontario IAP Air Guard Station, California
Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York
Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York
Springficld-Beckley MAP, Air Guard Station, Ohio
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania
Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas

v Reese Air Force Base, Texas
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Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee
Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah

Fart II: Major Base Realignments

Army

Fort Greely, Alaska

Fort Hunter Liggett, California

Sierra Army Depot, California

Font Meade, Maryland

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan

Fort Dix, New Jersey

Fort Hamilwon, New York

Charles E. Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Fon Buchasan, Puerto Rico

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah

Fart Lee, Virginia

Navy

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida

Naval Activities, Guam

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, Washington

"~ 7 AlrForce

McClellan Air Force Base, California
Onizuka Air Station, California

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida

Robins Air Force Base, Georgia
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas

Hill Air Force Base, Utah

,,,,,,
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Part 111: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments,
Disestablishments or Relocations
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Army

Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, California

East Fort Baker, California

Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California

Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut

Big Coppett Key, Florida

Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland

Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland
Hingham Cobasset, Massachusetts

Sudbury Training Annex, Massachusetts

Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missouri

Fort Missoula, Montana

Camp Kilmer, New Jersey

Caven Point Reserve Center, New Jersey

Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey

Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York

Fort Totten, New York

Recreation Center #2, Fayettville, North Carolina
Information Sysiems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia
Camp Bonneville, Washington

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA), West Virginia

Navy

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Scrvicchginccdng West Coast
Division, San Diego, California

Naval Health Rescarch Center, San Diego, California

Naval Personne] Research and Development Center, San Diego, California

Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN, Long Beach, California

Naval Undersea Warfare Center-Newport Division, New London Detachment, New London,
Connecticut

Naval Rescarch Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando, Florida

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana

Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland

Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, Mississippi

Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Nava! Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania

4
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Naval Command, Contro} and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,
Warminster, Pennsylvania
; Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina
u Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engincering East Coast
Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia
Naval Information Systems Management Center, Arlington, Virginia
Naval Management Systems Support Office, Chesapeake, Virginia

Marine B Activiti

Naval Reserve Ceaters at:

Huntsville, Alabama
Stockton, California

Santa Ana, Irvine, California
Pomona, California
Cadillac, Michigan

Staten Island, New York
Laredo, Texas

Sheboygan, Wisconsin
Naval Air Reserve Center at:

Olathe, Kansas
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Naval Reserve Readiness Commands at;

v New Orleans, Louisiana (Regioa 10)

~ Charleston, South Carolina (Region 7)

T03EIRUTSY 2 30,

Alr Force

Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, California
Real-Time Digitally Controlled Apalyzer Processor Activity, Buffalo, New York
Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta, Georgia’
Defense Contract Management Command International, Dayton, Ohio
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Defense Industrial Supply Center Philadelphia, Peansylvania

Defensc Distribution Depot Red River, Texas

Defense Investigative Service

Investigations Control and Automation Directorate, Fort Holabird, Maryland

Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved BRAC Recommendations

Army

Army Bio-Medical Research Laboratory, Fort Detrick, Maryland

Navy

Marine Corps Air Station, E] Toro, California
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California
Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, California
Naval Training Center, San Diego, California
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida

Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Ceater, Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida

Naval Training Ceater Orlando, Florida
Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam
Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii

t
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Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Nava] Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Office of Naval Rescarch, Arlington, Virginia

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia

Naval Recruiting Command, Washington, D.C.

Naval Security Group Command Detachment Potomac, Washington, D.C.

ARG ISEIT PR S

Alr Force

Williams AFB, Arizona

Lowry AFB, Colorado

Homestead AFB, Florida (301st Rescue Squadron)

Homestead AFB, Florida (726th Air Control Squadron)

MacDill AFB, Florida '

Griffiss AFB, New York (Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division)
Griffiss AFB, New York (485th Engineering Installation Group)

Defense Logistics Agency

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo, California-
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Selected Recommended Changes to Prior Round BRAC Decisions
(Persorrul Put harws nOt yot recscewd. )

NIRGN AISSI R

A Prior BRAC Decition Requires

A BRAC B Racommendstion Weuld

Personnel To Reloceta: Changs the Dertingtion Ya:
Paranenet
C Prem Te ) (Mo Lacotian ) ey Mu]
NAS Aanwan, CA TAS North wtend, CA _ NAS Corpus COvast, TX n 0
NAS Cuct Fleid, FL MCAS Charry Pore, NC NAS Comers, VA 3288 111
MCAS Bemion, OC 840 s
MCAS Basfort, AC NAS Atres, GA 310 7
NAS Ocmsng, VA : NAS Unoiaorwiie, FL 1.089 n
NAF Dutrot, W Marvw Corps Res. Crr., Twin Cilien, 6N Gagrings AGS, MI 84 4]
MCAS Bl Toro and MCAS Tustin, CA SAS Lavuswra, CA MAS Ocesra, VA 1.007 b _J
NAS North istend, CA 1274 84
NAS acsaormnde, R 12 3
WCAS B Toro snd MCAS Tustin, CA NAS Mewnar, CA WCAS Now River, NC ) 0
MCAS Karwohe Dey, M 12¢ [+)
Havel Nucise Training. Orando, FL. SUBASE Nenw London, CT Waagors Station Charteston, $C 2.7%0 0
NTC Orercio § NTC San Dwego, CA NAS Perwecols. FL Lacidang AFB, TX mn 0
NIC Groat {abua, WY MNOWC Karrport, WA [ ] [}
FIC Ben Dingo. CA 7 o
Meve! Recruiing Commend, NTC Gront Latees, W Burvey of Persorned, Memphi, TN 218 ™
Washington, DC
Nove! Securty Growp Corerand Fort Mende, MD Nover Resasroh (sbormsory, MO n /]
Oetnctrnent Potomac, MO
Willars A Force Base, A2 Ortando. Waagrma AF Foroe Beee, A2 [] -~
Qi AFD. NY HEAFD, UT Ung nactivates
ARSI Engrannrg irataliaton Graup
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Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State
(Miltary Includes average student losd: cMilian inciudes on-bass cortractor personviel)

State Net Gain/(Loss)
Installation Action Mil Civ
ALABAMA
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT RECENVE » 473
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT ANNIBTON RECEIVE o 830
EORT MCCLELLAN [~ Te"-1:4 ..005) Q.441)
NRC MUNTSWILLE CLOSE o )
REDSTONE ARSENAL RECENE 201
Teotal [ ¥ 120  }]
ALASKA
POAT GREELY REALIGN 38) Qs8)
FORT WAINWRIGHT RECEIVE 05 85
NAF ADAK CLOSE 540) (138)
Total ory ©ns)
ARIZONA
FORT HUACHUCA RECENVE 108 108
YUMA PROVING GROUND RECEIVE » 1
Yotal 1«7 14
ARKANIAS
PORY CHAFFEE cLose 40) oo
Votal (40) @on)
CALIFORNIA
C8C PORT HUENEME RECEIVK 0 2
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT WEST RECEIVE 2 2
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT BAN JOAQUIN RECEIVE [ Fab ]
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION WEST REDIRECT 2 %0
EART FT BAKER (X" 4 “n a0
EDWARDS AFB RECENVE o
FI3C BAN DNIEGO RECEIVE [} .
FORT MUNTER LIGGETT REALIGN o .s)
MCCLELLAN AFS RECEIVE 134 2as
MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRPORT AGS CLOSE o oo
RADEP NORTH ISLAND RECEVE [ ] n3
MAS NORTH ISLAND RECEIVE - 1829 -
MAVAL HEALTH RESEARCH CENTER, SAN DIEGO CLOSE an asn
BAVAL PERSONNEL RLD CENTER, 8AN DIEGO OXSESTARLISH an ao)
NAVAL STATION 8AN DIEGO RECENVE ”7e Po
MAVAL WEAPONS STATION S8EAL BEACH RECEIVE " 128
MAVWMEDCEN 3AN DIEGO RECEIVE "2 %
MAWC CHINA LAKE RECEIVE " 284
MCCOSC ROTRE SAN DIEQO RECENVE 104 [
MISE WEST SAN DIEGO DS ESTARLISH ® as)
MOATH HIGHLANDS AIR GUARD STATION cLo8L ° o
MRC POMOMA QLO8E ') o
NRC SANTA ANA (IRVINE) . CLOGE 12 ‘@)
HRC STOCKTON CLOBE o o
MNEWC PORT HUENEME RECEIVE ° 107
068Y LONG BEACH CLOSE o) Q.7e8)
ONQUKA AS REALGN .73) 0.2
SIERRA ARMY DEPOT REALION 8y &)
SUPSHIP LONG BEACH DISESTABUSH an )
TRAVIS AFB RECENVE " ]
Total a(2 0.088)
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Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State

{Military inchudes aversge student loed. civilian inCludes on-bass contractor personnel)

w

State Net Gain/{Loss)
installation Action Mil Civ
COLORADO ° °
FALCON AF8 RECENVE w7 34
FITZEIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER CLOSE 1.201) (1812
£ORT CARSON RECENVE 1 °
LOWRY ArF8 REDIRECT e) (1)
PETERSON AFB RECENVE w0 «©
Teotal @41) .20
CONNECTICUT
NUWC DET NEW LONDON OISESTABLIGH & o2
STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT CLOSE -4} °
SUBASE MEW LONDON RECENVE b ] 13
Total 13 (80%)
DISTIICT OF COLUMBIA
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY RECENVE p -] ]
WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER RECEIVE 1 °
Total p - °
FLORIDA
EGUIN AFD RECENE 0 200
HOME STEAD AFB REDIRECT 1% sy
MACDILL AFB RECEIVE %7 7
HADEP JACKSONVILLE RECEIVE 0 e
MAS JACKSONVILLE RECEIVE 1501 b 14
NAS KEY WEST REALIGN a9 m
NAS PENSACOLA RECEIVE 390 [ 7]
NAS WHITING FIELD RECEIVE x27 s
NRAWC TRNG §YS DIV ORLANDO RECEIVE s 43
NRL UNDERWATER SOUND DET ORLANDO OISESTABLISN o {10
NSWC PANAMA CITY ' RECEIVE «Q =
TYNDALL AFB RECEIVE [ <} 344
Total 3.764 [~ ]
GEORGIA
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT DISTRICT S8OUTH DSESTABLISH ) (184
DOBAINS ARD RECENE 0 s
FOAT GORDON RECENVE 7 °
MAS ATLANTA RECEIVE e 4
MAVECSCOL ATHENS RECEIVE w1 12
WARNER-ROBINS ALC (ROBINS AFE) REALIGN ) v}
Tutal ™ o)
OUAM
FI3C GUAM OISESTABLIBH on 00
NAS AGANA REDIRECT Qarn 0
MAVAL ACTMITIER GUAM REALIGN o (1.684)
SRF SUAM a108E an @41)
Total Q106 Q.0e3)
Hawas v
PORT SHAFTER RECEIVE [ -4 © 90
MCB KANEOHE BAY RECEIVE S48 [}
MAVMAG LUALUALE! RECEMVE 0 248
HAVETA PEARL MARBOR RECEIVE 27 L v24
Total -] ™

24
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Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State
(Mitary inchudet sversge studet led: civilian inciudes an-base contractr peronnel)

State Net Gain/(Loss)
instaltation Action Mil Civ
W oo
MOUNTAIN HOME AFB RECEIVE ¥ -] 3
Total 1 7~ 3
RLNOIS
NTC GREAT LAKES RECEIVE 10 8
PRICE BUPPORT CENTER, 1L . CLOGE 9) Qoo
SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY CLOSE &N o)
Yotal o) cAl)
SIDANA
NAWC-AD INDIANAPOLIS cLose o) Q.003)
MIWC CRANE RECENE 1= 1.778
Tota! o) o.o2n
WANSAS
NARC OLATHE cLOSE 00) «
Tatst 0 “
KENTUCKY
FORT XNOX , RECEIVE 1,410 - 84
SIWC LOUISVILLE CLOSE (L)) (.6
' Total 1,401 0.
LOUSLANNA
HAS NEW ORLEANS RECENVE ° 2
MAVAL BIO DYNAMICS [AB NEW ORLEANS CLOSE WD) )
R READINESS CMD 10 NEW ORLEANS cLOseE : Q9 ay
Yotal o @)
. SANE .
MAS BRUNSWICK RECENVE s 8
Teotal ns s
MARYLAND
ABERDEEN FROVING ORCUND ) RECEMVE " 108
ARMY PUBLICATIONS DISTRIBUTION CENTER RELOCATE (v} 129
FORT DETRICK RECEVE L) s
PORT MEADE PUMBROUGH HOSPTTAL) REALIGN os) o
PORT RITCHIE CLOBE Qa.01) sy
MAVAL MEDICAL RESEARCH INST, BETHEADA ca0et .) as)
MAWC-AD PATUXENT RIVER - RECEIVE 74 o9
MBWC CARDEROCK RECEIVE 1 1%
NIWC DET ANNAPOUS aoeE - ) 820)
SBIWC DET WHITE ODAK [~8e 13 ) Qo)
Total v ) a211)
WMAZTACHUSSETTS
DEFENSE CONTRALT MGT, DISTRICT NORTHEART RECENVE v o
NANSCOM AFB ) RECEIVE - ] 83
MAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH cLoeE «n ow)
MATICK RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT CENTER RECLIVE 2 190
SUDBURY TRAINING ANNEX cLosE o a3
Total .29) 453
WCHOAN .
DEFENSE REUTILIZATION AND MARKETING BERVICE (HQY) RECEIVE ° o
. e

vncmorr ARSENAL RECEVE
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Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State
(Miitary inciudes sverage student bed civiian nchudes an-bese cortractor personned)
State Net Gain/(Losz)
installation Action Mil Civ
, ROIT ARSENAL TANK PLANT CLOSE ° (]
w‘nl CADILLAC cLo8E - °
SELFRIDGE AGD RECENVE 7] 0
SELFRIDCE ARMY GARRISON ClO8E (-2 . (3&5)
Totad (] @80)
S SIS SIPPY
COLUMBUS AFB RECENVE 113 201
NAS MERIDIAN CLOSE a4 4N
NAVOCEANO RECEIVE 0 b
Total . asme) (ealy]
ML IOUR)Y .
AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND DISESTABLIGH Qe €4,484)
FORT LEONARD WOOD RECEIVE 1,400 2
ST LOUIS PUBS RECEVE 2 r
Tetal 1104 . 4,102)
MONTANA _
MALMSTROM AFB - REALIGN (eAl)) o)
Total fal) )
NEVADA
NELLIS AFB RECEIVE 14 1
Tetal w ]
NEW JERSLY
SAYONE MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL CLOSE (100) 1.2¢7)
CAVEN POINT RESERVE CENTER CLOSE () 0
. FORT DIX REALIGN =11} 7. )
WY rort mosmouTh RECEIVE » 1.108
NAVY WPNSTA EARLE RECEIVE -] F -]
NAWC LAXEHURST CLOSE Qo0) 1.63)
Total ass) .08
MEW MEXICO
=~ MOLLOMAN AFB RECEVE 1988 344
KIRTLAND AFB REALIGN 4 528 Q)
kL Q.188) .950)
NEW YORX
PORT DAUM RECEIVE ° 180
FORT HAMILTON RESERVE CENTER REALGN 3 oY
PORT TOTTEN CLO8E an o
GRIFFISS AIR GUARD REDIRECY 0 aso)
MRC STATEN ISLAND cLost aQ [~ 4]
REDCAP ACTMVITY, BUFFALO DI ESTABLIBH o o))
ROME LABORATORIES CLO8E oo 0.0
ROGLYN ACS cLo8E & o8
SENECA ARMY DEPOT (T, 13 ) o)
STEWART AP AGS RECEIVE s g
WATERVLIET ARSENAL RECEVE ° 1"
Votal ) {1415
NORTH CAROUNA
MCAS NEW RIVER RECEIVE 70 )
Totad by °
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Department of Defense Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State
(Miltary inchudes sverage student load civiian includet on-bese contractar personnel)
State Net Gain/{lLoss)
Installation Action Mit Civ
NORTH DAKOTA
QRAND FORKS AFB REAUGN (1 808) T ow
Total - (1.508) e
Q0
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEROT COLUMBUS REALGN o Y
SPRINGFIELD BECKLEY MAP AGS cLosE o 0
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB RECENVE . 1315 R o]
' Yotal 1313 §12
ONLANOMA
PORT 8itL RECEIVE 1578 b -]
MCALESTER ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT RECEIVE [ -] 219
TINKZR AFB ONCL. OKLANOMA CITY ALC) REALIGN o a3
VANCE AFSB RECENVE - 13 201
Total 1470 omn)
PENNSYLYANIA
OEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT LETTERKENNY OWESTABLISH “ o149
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT SUSQUEHANNA RECEIVE ] 07
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION EAST RECEVE 0 ]
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTER REALIGN (¢ /) one)
FORT INDIANTOWN GAP CLOSE (136) 08s)
GREATER PITTSBURGH AP ARS CLOSE ) o8
KELLY S8UPPORT CENTER REALION 0 (121
LEYTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT REALIGN os) Q.085)
NAESU PHILADELPHIA CLOGE (10) @0)
MATBF PHILADELPHIA CLOSE “ an)
NAWCAD & NCCOSC DET WARMINSTER WARMINSTER CLOSE e a3
RAWC-AD OPEN WATER TEST FACILITY ORELAND CLOSE ) (]
NIWC PHILADELPHIA RECEIVE 0 281
K3Y PHILADELPHIA-NORPFOLK DET AEDIRECT 0 0
TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT RECENVE ° 300
Yeotal az21) a7
PUERTO RICO
PORT BUCHANAN REALGN & am)
Tatal (] azy)
RHOCE 18LAND
NETC NEWPORT RECEVE 2 10
NUWC NEWPORT RECENE ] -2
Totnd =2 2
SOUTH CAROUNA
FI3C CHARLESTON cQose 4] )]
FORT JACKSON RECEVE 1,404 L ]
SICAR BEAUFORT RECEIVE 840 s
HAVAL READINESS CMD 7 CHARLESTON cL o8t ©0) W)
NAVY WPNITA CHARLESTON RECEIVE 2,780 ]
SHAW AP (728 ACS. HOMESTEAD AFB) REDIRECT o™ )
Tatal £
TENNESSEE
BURLAU OF PERSONNEL (IN) RECENVE o] m
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEFOT MEMPHIS CISLSTABUBH (1) a3
Total m o)
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Department of Defenss Recommended BRAC 95 Job Changes by State
(MiRary inciudes sversge studert ioed: civitian Inchudes on-base contractor persornel)

State Net Gain/(Loss)
installiation Action Mil Civ
TEXAS
AF ELEC. WARFARE SIMULATOR ACT . FT. WORTH DISESTAALBH “0 m
BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE BASE CLOSE o &a5)
BROOKS AFB cLose a0 (1.509)
DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT RED RIVER DISESTABLISH M -0
FORT BLISS RECENVE < =
FORT SAM HOUSTON RECEIVE 14 ”
JRB FT WORTH RECEIVE 2 s
KELLY AFB (INCL 8AN ANTONIO ALD) REALION 4 Qo)
LACKLAND AFS RECEIVE 240 2
LAUGHLIN A7B RECEIVE 129 23
LONE ETAR ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT RECEIVE ° 810
NAS CORPUS CHRIST REALION 752 %)
NAS XINGSVILLE RECEIVE o 20
MAF LAREDO CLOSE ® [
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT CLOSE «“a Q.8
REESE AFB cLoet o0y 0.1
BHEPPARD AFB RECEIVE ] 7.
' Votal o) %,908)
UTAM
OEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT OGDEN DISESTABLISH [+ )] (1.105)
DUGWAY PROVING GROUND REALIGN s won
MILL AFB NCL UTAM TEST AND TRNG RANGE) RECENVE ° \a
Total an) (1.800)
VIRGINWA
©G MCCDC QUANTICO RECENVE 12 ]
DEFENSE CONTRACT MANAGEMENT COMMAND AECEIVE 1" a
DEFENSE GENERAL SUPPLY CENTER RECEVE 12 £y, ]
PORT LEE (XENNER HOSPITAL) REALIGN o ¢108)
PORT PICKETT CLOSE - ae)
HAS NORFOLK REALGN ©51) 0
MAS OCEANA RECEIVE 8,188 7
NAVAL MGT SYSTEMS BPT OFFICE CHESAPEAKE DISESTABUSH o as
NSWC BAHLGREN RECEIVE [ j V)
MBY NORFOLK RECEIVE 0 0
BPAWAR ARLINGTON KREDIRECT Qo) -
Totsl 4,554 o1
WASHING TON
PORT LEWAS RECENVE *”7r [
RAS WHIDBEY IBLAND RECEIVE 810 °
N3Y PUGET BOUND RECTIVE “« 2
MUWC KEYPORTY RECEVE = o
Totai T80 ‘o
WELT VIRGINA
VALLEY GROVE AREA MAINT SUP ACT (AMGA) CLOBE ° m
Fatel ' ™m
WASCONSIN
MRC BHEBOYGAN CLOSE ® 0
Toial - ®

WOTE. This table extludes reloocaticns “our® i BRAC 95 recommendatioas m change prior BRAC decisions
that have 9ot yet booo nplcascarad.
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Ij BRAC 95 Closure and Reallgnment Recommendation Costs and Savings '
oY % (o) Mot Penonnel
/Agency Clomsze FY94-0l Ne! Anrual Total Cotrs and .omes)
Inetal afion ove Action Cost Cost Savinge) Sovings  Soavings * M Owv
Socramento ALC (McQadan AFB) [ %) CONAGATE Il i) 1+ 4F ALL Raolyvreras (Sae Jan Arscred ALC) o 0
Du/erne logiedcs AQenoy
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e .
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AR Feson
Lowry AFR Gmctrect 2 an 3 » o an
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1000 COIOMG0 Mersanret FrOoct onal) a0
Comecticut
Ay
Svgrions Asmy Engre Mont Cioee 2 ao ) o0 @ 0
Novy '
MMWC Det New LOngon Onestatin n (42} [ ] ” [ 3] [’ ~-.]
Parscrvl NCrecaee O Other BOses ) 13
Jont Cormectount Penannael krpact 13 @)
Distnct of Cosumnbla
Nawy
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Sy Graup Det Potomoc Puctrect 0 0 (] 0 0 0
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#onoa
Arrey - - -
g Coopett Xey Clow 0 ¢ L ] 0 ]
Sovy
NADEP Serencomn Becirect 2 (-] ® 4 [ ] [}
MAS Coct Fiaid Sachect 124 M) n L) ] ’
MAS Koy Wast Secion 9 [ ) 2 ) an (¢}
ML UnGenacrier Sousrxd Ded Onondo Olwasoren [ ] «w 3 20 0 Qon
MIC Oranco/San Dego Recrect [ o) | J » [ ] [}
Nt Powes Propulson Teg G, Oriondd Aectrect \r axn [ } n [ ]
Ay Povoe
Eon AR [ 2 [ ] 3 n £0 .4
Fameseod AFR (01 ARS) Sacrect [ ] o b | ] ®w) sy
Hoaraneos AR (736 ACS) Seruct ? -] 9 [ [ ) 0
SocDR AR [ ] Cata/Sovirgs INchuded 1 Matmetrom AKS ocshon [ ] [ ]
Porxzvel NCreCess Of Othar Boses 3414 643
Tk oA Pasasnnel Freoct 2784 o
Seongia
Al b .
womes Stotes ALC (Retirs AFS) Aecagn Catn/Senings Fcind 11 &0 AL Suplprvvorih (s e Aseurwd ALT) [ )] at)
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GOOD MORNING, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, AND 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.

[ 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.




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 SOI 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.




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.



4-
AS YOU ALL KNOW, THIS IS THE FINAL ROUND OF BASE CLOSINGS UNDER THE
CURRENT LEGISLATION. OUR COMMISSION GOES OUT OF BUSINESS ON

DECEMBER 31ST 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 OQUR
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.
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-5-
WE SHOULD NOT MAKE DECISIONS THAT WILL ELIMINATE IMPORTANT
MILITARY ASSETS BASED ON OUR NEAR-TERM BUDGET IMPERATIVES. THIS
COMMISSION’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.




ITIS A LARGE, WRENCHING AND NECESSARY UNDERTAKING. YOUR ASSISTANCE

WILL BE GREATLY APPRECIATED.

[ 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
VEXING PUBLIC POLICY QUESTIONS I,S 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.

-

TODAY, WE BEGIN THE JOB OF COMPLETING THAT TASK.I WANT TO WELCOME
ALL THREE OF OUR DISTINGUISHED WITNESSES TO THE COMMISSION THIS
MORNING. ] UNDERSTAND THE THREE OF YOU HAVE OPENING REMARKS. DR.

PERRY, WE WILL BEGIN WITH YOU.
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Gocd morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the
Commission. I appear before you today to present the Department
of Defense's 1995 base realignment and closure, or BRAC,
recommendations. As you know, this is the last list authorized

under the current, streamlined base closure authority.

Qur recommendations were not easily arrived at. We were
forced to ceonsider and cheocose among many excellent facilities.
But thsre 12 no alternative. The BRAC process 1is a critical part
cf cur eficrts te bring the Department into the pcst-Cold War
era. Trne dramatic changes in the glokal security environment
have allowed us to Earry out responsible reductions in our
8 investment in defense. Since the 1980s, the defense
budcet has declined by roughly 40 percent. Our force structure
hee Z=2lired azs well, shkrinking by abcut 33 percent. Reductions
17 our hbess structure, however, have not kept pace. Even after
tr.e gprevicus three ERAC rounds are implemented fully, we will
hzve rei;CES ourdéomestic infrastructure by only 15 percent. It

i clear =hat we still have mcre bases than we need.

Wrz: mey not be e@s clear are the increased risks that our
naticn's defense will face 1f we do not address the imbalance
retween cur focrce structure and our base structure. Closing
excess Lases produces important savings over the long term,
~ we have already earmarked for maintaining readiness
g cur fcrces. Put simply, we will not have

funding for our highest prlorities ~-- readiness and

-




modernization -- if we do not continue to close bases that we

no licnger need.

Our BRAC 95 recommendations are the result of a process that
began well over a year ago. The Congress designedvthe base
closure process to be objective, open, and fair. Each potential
recommendation is measured by published criteria. The data we
used have been certified; our procedures have been overseen by
c¢ur Insgpectcr Gereral and the General Accounting Office. Both,

bz reviewed in detail by the public.and this

boa

of ccourse, wil
orraissaon. The process has worked well, so far, and we have

feollowed 1t to the letter.

Cur process wag based a force structure plan and eight
gelacticn craiteria. This was the first BRAC round based on the
force structure czlled for in the Bottom-Up Review (BUR), which
deta:ls cur plans for the future size of the m%litaiy. For BRAC
vary Departments and Defense Agencies assessed their
Las.rg rneeds from the bottcm-up t¢ bring them into line with the
EUX. Tre eight selecticn criteria give priority consideration to
military value, and also address costs and savings as well as

ecocrnonic and environmental impacts.

We created new corganizaticns in the Office of the Secretary
cf —efensze to improve the process. Deputy Secretary Deutch

cha-red the EFRC 9% Review Greoup, which provided high-level

T
of
(R

e Review Group 1ncluded senicr representatives from

™~y



the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Military Departments, and
Defense Agencies. The BRAC 95 Steering Group, chaired by the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security, assisted

the Review Group.

We also placed a strong emphasis on common support functions
in BRAC 95. Joint cross-service groups in five functional areas
with significant potential for cross-servicing worked for over a
year t¢ develcp cross-cutting alternatives. Joint groups
eddresszed depst maintenance, test and evaluation activities.
iaboratcries, medical treatment facilities, and undergraduate
pilet training. The groups developed measures both of the
functiconal value and the capacity of these facilities. They
compared this to projected needs and suggested to the Services
beth reduction goals and pessible alternatives in their own
review process. In scme cases, the Services adopted these
cmmended or in modified form; in other cases

- -

ic so because of the bases' underlying military
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r otmer reasons. Overall, the Jjoint cross-service
effcrt did assist in reducing excess capacity and determining
wﬂere icint or collccated functions made functional and economic
sense. Further, their DcD-wide review of support functions

for further cross-servicing in the future.
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impact to develcp common methods and measures.



Within the Department, recommendations were made first by
each Military Department and Defense Agency. Each made its best
judgment about the facilities it has and the capacities it needs,
applying the force structure and selection criteria as required

by law.

At the beginning of February, the Services made their
recommendaticns to me. Since that time, my staff and the Joint
Staff have reviewed the recommendations and underlying analyses
to ensure that the law and DoD pclicies were followed. We were
particularly looking for concerns or effects that the Military
Derartments might not hLave fully taken into account, such as the
war fighting requirements of the Unified and Specified
Com:anég}s, treaty obligations of the United States, or economic
impacts frcm other Services' recommendations. In exercising
military judgment, the Services have retained domestic capacity
to accemmadate thelir forward deployed forces if need be. I am
ccrnfizfernt, therefcre, that the remaining base structure can

fcreseceakble force resizing -~ even a significant

As General thalikashvili will tell you shortly, he concurs

in this view and suppcrts our recommendations fully.

The Depzrtment recommends 146 actions in BRAC S5. Our

recormendations include a number of smaller closures and



As I stated a few moments ago, the BRAC process is essential
because it séves money. Some have questioned whether BRAC
savings are real, or whether they are as significant as we claim.
Let me state clearly and unambiguously that the savings from the

BRAC process are real. They are substantial by any measure.

Like many efficiencies, however, closing bases requires us
to invest some money up front. Implementing our BRAC 95
recoﬁmendablons will result in one-time costs of about $3.8
billicn -- excluding certain environmental costs. These funds
cover tre ccsts cof closing and realigning bases, such as costs

fcr relcocating perscnnel and equipment and preparing facilities

[

for transfier to the pubklic. However, even within the six year
period for which we budget, this BRAC round will save enough to

cover all these costs and still provide about $4 bkillion in net

Qver the lcng run, the up-front costs will pay for
themselves several times over. If implemented, our
reccmmendations will create annual recurring savings of $1.8
pillier.. Whern measured by their net present value -~ a commonly
used approach to capture a stream of costs and savings in a
le nunrer -- our BRAC 95 reccommendations would save over S18

lorng rur.
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With the recommendations I am making this morning, the four
BRAC rounds combined will have effected 548 BRAC actions. Annual
savings for all four rounds would ;ise to $6;O billicon, and the
net present value of all BRAC savings would climb to about $57
biillon. We will have reduced our domestic base structure by

about 21 percent -- measured in plant replacement value.

As you know, BRAC 95 is the last round authorized under our
current legal authority for streamlined closings and
realicnments. If circumstances do not change, however, there 1is
nc deubt in my mind that the Department will need future base

X

clrosyre rcunds.

It is fair to ask why, after four BRAC rounds, we need to

cerntinue the clesure and realignment process. The answer is

straightferward. First, we will continue to carry excess
infrezstruciure, even after BRAC 9% has been implemented. So we

an-

will need to continue the process bf baiancing our bases and our
ces. Seccnd, we need time to abscrb current closures. If we
clcse too much too soon, we will jeopardize readiness in the near
turr.. Third, we need to continue to assess future threats and to
exanine our future force structure needs.

1 look forward te worxing with you and the Congress to lay

she “aundation for future rounds, which I believe will be needed

Lo

arcu- +<rree cr four years from now.



As we impliement these closures, we recognize a special
obligation to those men and women -- military and civilian -- who

won the Cold War. We will meet that obligation.

In additicn to a variety of personnel transition programs,
the Department is determined to implement President Clinton's
promise to help base closure communities reshape their economic
future. This assistance comes in many forms: technical
assistance and planning grants, on-site base transition
ccordinaters to provide a focal point for Federal assistance;
accelerated property disposal to make surplus property available
for civilian :euse} and fest-track environmental clean-up in
ccordinaticn with Federal and state regulators and community

reuss authorities.

Ir scme caces, reused bases are now home to more civilian

Jebs than there were before closure. Many communities have found
that bese property can be the bedrock for a healthier and more

eccnemy. What it requires is strong local leadership and

83
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f nard work. We at the Department stand ready to help.
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Let me ccnclude by noting the critical role that your
Cormmission plays. Your review 1s an essential confirmation of
the integrity of our procedures and the soundness of our
We krow ycur review of our recommendations will be as

ching, thorcugh, and careful as the process by which we made

n

srem. we s-and ready to provide any information you require and



to discuss any judgment we have made. In the end, we hope you
erdcrse our recommendations for this process is so essentlal to

our Nation's security.

Thank you. With your approval, I would now like to allow

General Shalikashvili to say a few words.






INTRODUCTION

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
CINCs and | 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.
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



peaple; the costs of maintaining our near-term readiness; and the costs of ensuring our
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. | am

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

BRAC 95

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
considered, | 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

studied the Services’ closure recommendations, looking for potential warfighting



L O

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

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 fnstallations adequately support the training

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




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

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

On the basis of this review, | 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. | 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
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, | 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, | 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.




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.
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Lower Costs than BRAC 93

Faster Pay Back

Consistent with Downsizing Imperatives
Cumulative Economic Impact Considered

First Time for Cross-Service Assessment
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FY 96 $ Billions*
Closure Annual Total
Costs Savings Savings**

| BRAC 95

Army $1.1 $0.7 $6.8
Navy 1.2 0.6 7.4
Air Force 1.1 0.4 3.1
Agencies 04 01 11
Total 8 1. 18.4
BRAC 93 6.9 1.9 15.7
BRAC 91 4.0 1.6 15.8
BRAC 88 2.2 0.7 6.8

*

Excluding environmental costs and land sale revenues

Net Direct
Civilian Job
Loss (000s)

14.5
10.7
6.1
29
34.2

42.3
27.9
11.9

** Net savings over 20 years, discounted to present value at 4.2%




Fort McClellan, AL
Fitzsimons AMC, CO

Aviation Troop Command, MO
Letterkenny AD, PA

Red River AD, TX

Air Force

Grand Forks AFB, ND
Kirtland AFB, NM
Rome Lab, NY

Reese AFB, TX
Brooks AFB, TX

NSY Long Beach, CA
NAS Meridian, MS
NAWC Indianapolis, IN
NSWC Louisville, KY
Guam Activities

DLA

Def Depot Memphis, TN
Def Dep Red River, TX
Def Depot Ogden, UT




-
-

N

-
“ gt

; / Seneca Army Depo
\ Selfridge Army f‘/ °
Garrison ort Indfantown Gap
°
Savanna AD LEtterke\nny ./,ﬁ%‘ Bayonne MOT

Army Depot~xe /Ft Dix
Fort Ritchie

ierra AD

Aviatiop-Troop

®
Command t Pickett
i

Ft Chaffee

e
Ft McClellan

Ft Greely, AK
°

Q ¥ fany
% or 500 Military Loss (no redirects)
/,V'

® Significant = 200+ Direct Hire Civilian loss




Significant Navy Actions

by Na C'Ir}dianapolis/
ﬂdS)V\V(?Eoujsville
Long each NSY I ey

Naval Personnel R&D Center, San Diego '

[NUWC Det New London]
[NAS South Weymouth |

QNAWC Warminster |
ONATSF Philadelphia

NAWC Lakehurst |

@©@NSWC Det Annapolis
ONSWC Det White Oak

°
NAS Meridian
NAS Corpus Christi
Q
0 fa- g
°’?>
| Guam @ Significant = 200+ Direct Hire Civilian loss

e S';F Guam or 500 Military Loss (no redirects)

"y FISC Guam

NAF Adak Naval Activities
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Outstanding Issues

/) N
AT

e Future BRAC?
e Grand Forks AFB -- ABM Treaty

e Environmental Clean-Up Cost?
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' GENERAL BACKGROUND
w
1. Secretary 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 value”-- 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 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.”

4
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? ;

VRN L ho f/& to ﬁ"mlwww ovi le’f?MWuL/VZUS “J) Jl)(gm
m &aeﬂ N A = 2pwa\Mdounsiew, = podn, 45 hort
2. ene halikashvili, in your view when the 1995 base closure andpb we ('d“‘ o

reahgnment proposal 1s combined with the closures and realignments of previous

rounds, is there an appropriate balance between the general drawdown of forces
and base infrastructure?
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3. Secretary Perry, you were quoted in the press last month as saying that even
WY 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.

_1f 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 ge ﬁal areas 1s there still excess capacity?
Deg(ﬂ/}\{-’)? Evesss 19 E“ \)/‘)(') QU Seng ﬁﬂxlﬂy

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£ 50, which ones and for what reasons?

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?




A4
7. Secretary Perry, the Fiscal Year 96 Defense budget proposal includes
civilian personnel reductions totaling 38,300 in 1996 and 137,500 through 2001 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 from 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 from providing assistance
to communities as they prepare positions or materials to present to the

w Commission? /)” 5[\ wa [@ ~€WM S ”@C‘V /Dﬂ,?(ﬂ

9. Secretary 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?

e

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?

ghoﬂ\ tem (o] L1 wj Coron] ﬁ"mgwﬁ,
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FORCE STRUCTURE

A4

’l./ General Shalikashvili, would you review for this Commission the national

military strategy and the force structure that were used in deyeloping this year’s ——

base cl sure and rf;l:yunent r endat10ns‘7 2 /»\}QM 7Y (‘IM

\A)Of“ M Ny Fown ;OWW‘A are ﬂch@Nhl Can t%

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

fture? pus) @ moh € soppl ing oy,

wo Jerse”
Secretary Perry, was any consideration given to consolidating and
realigning smaller bases or functions to those larger bases which were essentiall
exempt from closing because of their strategic location? /) s j@

ha \fy SV —
w “{ General Shalikashvili, are there any functional areas with excess capacity

that vou 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?

/ 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 VQS
and ranges? S

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

A4 presenting today?

/ General Shalikashvili, according to the 1995 DoD base closure report, you
have validated the airfield requirements for the two Unified Commands at

MacDill AFB and have determined that the Air F orgg_shoWesponsibil ity
for supporting those requirements. During the ]@d 993 roupds, the Joint
Staff was unable to validate those requirements. P Mo J VIOY/DE’S"’ %«(

Can you explain what has, changed to permit validation now?

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

9.L/Secretary Perry, you have proposed inactivating the 32 1st Missile Group -
(150 Minuteman III missiles) at Grand Forks AFB, unless you determine prior to
December 1996 that “ the need to retain Ballistic Missile Defense options

W effectively precludes this action.”

P

" 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? (A€ d 4 n{ w )Ooff — u_J/G_@_LJ__ //\)Lr /?gp,,c@

o }; the lé):mmission eliminates the 91st Misstte Group (150 Minuteman III
missiles) at Minot AFB from counstderation for inactivation, and simply ‘/\)J}
directs inactivation of the’32 1st 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 OWR basing?
4 {




JOINT CROSS-SERVICE ISSUES

g Secretary Perry, what impact did the work of the Joint Cross-Service
Groups that you set up last year have on the final recommendatlons that you are

e ) L DY e |
B I . 255 R e LI )
%}Lﬁ}/ UJ*’Lof)/S‘l[,; fﬁC«‘l

2., Secretary Perry, in May 1994 the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
\/S'{aff, Admiral Owens, 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 Joinijhiefs of Staff recommendation

accepted? JOIN} D?,%-}/@J ahfpw) MM AwensSle

// Mﬂpﬂm%/\ﬂﬂy\)ﬂoj/wﬂp /\)0/\\ bv) ‘2&2 J
General Shalikashvili, did the Joint Chiefs, the Joint Warfighting

W)Y  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
functions as much as they need to or as much as they can?

/ Secretary Perry, in June of 1993 the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked the Commission not 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?

P o qu}o \wqrﬂi - Wgurp \qué)o
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\/ Secretary Perry, are you satisfied that your interservicing recommendations

5. Secretary 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? PO uo~ v l | }0 F /4ﬂq UQM

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?

to the Commission remove most or all of the excess capacity in each of the five

Cross-Service study areas? ",’% M% Cpn )2& %Ne N A

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

Co\)\<9 "\/)u*” foQ/ v edid



COST TO CLOSE

I iug@u_%ep given that the list is smaller than initially planned, how
much will DoD h e to plys up the budget to accommodate reduced savings in the
late 1990s. N D ﬂgé\X\ \7 S

,/\

2. cr Pgrry, the Future Ye ense Program proposed by the
Administration last’'month relieson 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 thes€ savings are not realized?

3. b/

1. S_Qg:_e_t_uﬂ@, 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 mcludes $785 million to
begin implementing the 1995 closures in Fiscal Year 1996

Was the size of the 1995 closure and realignment l%,st that you are presenting
today limited by your ability to budget adequate up-front closing costs to
carry out these closures begl:i}\nsm Fiscal Year 1996‘7

NoCgper

Secretary Perry, there are reports that the cost tg close bases and the time
requ1red to recover those costs from previous rounds Are significantly greater than
anticipated. /

/
{

: ./
Is this accurate, and what steps have you dirgcted to ensure that cost and
savings estimates are realistic for the 1995 ybund‘7

i wceahige oo vies s mik
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- 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?




SR

ECONOMIC I1SSUES— Y A

, for the 1993 closure round your staff established

cumulative econogic impact thresholds that resulted in the removal of at least one

installation from the Service recommendations by your staff. Wege any similar& y

cumulative economic thresholds set for the 1995 round? Vol N\ v y $et
- o N Q@
ok

ecr , 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,enﬁl—aﬁive economic impact, within a state or a

A i
community? T - _ 4 T f '
AN @ qu@/ '\f% €9 oN G \P/Cuww
/ egretax_ji. %}A , in calculating cumulative economic impact, how did Do (\

differentiate betwéen economic impacts caused by previously announced force

structure changes and those that were due to closure or realignment decisions?

test & evaluation installations because of economic impact?

(0
¢ SMLQWEX, was DoD reluctant to close major industrial: iaboratory, or

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

%\ M\H)l y &\\o Q@
N\m& o o
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT/RESTORATION ISSUES

. MDEJ, 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
near-term community reuse.”

unique conta@‘i:tion problems? If so, pleas\e elaborate.

L// Nol #h G Cecredind Lepe
: erry, were any installations eliminated from closure

consideration‘because of the high cost of environmental cleanup? /\)0

prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land placed into carg
W  status due to unique contamination problems? N /

How long are such /careféker costs accgurited for under base closure

ding? - J
Sing? - _ A

\/ ecre , did the overall cost of environmental restoration at closure
bases, which s a’budget factor in closing bases even though it is not a decision

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

Ne-

211 -



5. Secretary 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. C ) D

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. Secretary Perry, in making closure decisions what role did envixQ
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\./ ner kashvili, 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 Sﬁ@&, 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.

e
¢/ 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 imp a“;f/@wc\w/ [&‘v«rd Verg fm,mfing% ~
Mo TCSG - was KQ, Q@ o WS-

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

o{ nw XC“P\L/

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?




w

4. 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?

5. 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?

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?

Cof%
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BUSI S EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT

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. Se@ry, please give us your comments on the BENS report ‘% }m e
P,erl floves ol S ek U 1w ,()o)k /FmgT OF /V\pﬂ

ecretarv Repf'y, The Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) is

currently slated to’consolidate its 300+ offices at the S 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 staff’s 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 Commrission, and the other 12 were recipients of DFAS centers.
\Aj‘se 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.

e s 0B O 15 59)
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3/ , about one-third of the 21 new Defense Finance and

\ 4 Accounting Setvice (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 further reductions in the number
of Defense Finance and Accoynti ice (DFAS) sites?

-16 -




FUTURE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

L
- rv P as you know this is the final round of expedited base

closures and realignfnents 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?

-17-
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GENERAL BACKGROUND

1. Secretary 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 value”-- 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 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. Secretary 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?
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.  Secretary 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

w

7. Secretary Perry, the Fiscal Year 96 Defense budget proposal includes
civilian personnel reductions totaling 38,300 in 1996 and 137,500 through 2001 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. Secretary 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.  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

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?

2. 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?

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?

4. QGeneral 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

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
presenting today?

8. General Shalikashvili, according to the 1995 DoD base closure report, you
have validated the airfield requirements for the two Unified Commands at
MacDill AFB and have determined that the Air Force should take responsibility
Jor supporting those requirements. During the 1991 and 1993 rounds, the Joint
Staff was 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 Il 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.”

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 91st Missile Group (150 Minuteman III
missiles) at Minot AFB from consideration for inactivation, and simply
directs inactivation of the 32 1st 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 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
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 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
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
functions as much as they need to or as much as they can?

4. Secretary Perry, in June of 1993 the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff asked the Commission not 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. Secretary 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. Secretary Perry, given that the list is smaller than initially planned, 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?
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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?

-10-




ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT/RESTORATION ISSUES

1. Secretary 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 not 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. Secretary Perry, did the overall cost of environmental restoration at closure
bases, which is a budget factor in closing bases even though it is not a decision
factor, limit the size of the list presented to the Commission?
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5. 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?

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. Secretary 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?

-12-




MEDICAL ISSUES

1. General Shalikashvili, 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?
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4.  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?

5. 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?

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?

-14 -




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 from general support for
the closure process.

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

2. Secretary Perry, 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 staff’s 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 21 new DFAS offices
on bases which are slated to close rather than on bases remaining open
which have existing excess capacity.
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3. Secretary Perry, about one-third of the 21 new Defense Finance and
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 further reductions in the number
of Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) sites?
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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?
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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
funding?

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?

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?

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?

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?

w

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.)




CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

From the New Mexico delegation:

1. ecr 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
puts Los Angeles AFB in Tier II, 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?
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Dear 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 | 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
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Question 1:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

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 of
military construction projects for the BRAC 88 round, for exampie, has
decreased because of subsequent BRAC recommendations.
Environmental costs, on the other hand. have tendzsd to rise as site
inspections progress. Overall, our experience is that costs are iower
than expected and our savings have been greater than expected. Cur
costs to implement BRAC 88, 21, and 93 have decreasec from $14.7
billion to $13.1 billion, and our annual savings have increased from
$3.9 billion to $4.2 biliion.
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Question 2:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

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.
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Question 3:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

Secretary Perry, in the 1993 round, one community pointed out that
the cost of cleaning up an instaliation 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?

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.
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Question 4:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

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 inciuding how human health is
affected bv a specific usz of the site.

The Department established Resto; . n (
nearly all major bases. The RABs are 2 bcc pO nt for info
exchange between regulators, DoD, and the community. Mem
consists of representatives from the community, DoD, and the

regulators. The creation of these partnerships fosiers a process that

will permit cleanups to proceed smoothly and results in the availability
of parcels for reuse as soon as possible.
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The Department also has a Future Land Use Working Group created
under the Congressionally established Defense Environmenta!
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 City/County Management
Association.
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Question 5:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

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 analysis. particularly in the military value
analysis.
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Question 6:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

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 identified 18 hospitais ancd
processes. Fifteen sites were to downsize from hospitals to 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 aiready 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.
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Question 7:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

No, | directed the Joint Cross Service 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

Question 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?

Answer: No; the Medical Joint Cross-Service Group was, however, tasked to
provide a DoD-wide evaluation of the Medical Health Services System.
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Question 9:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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?

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.
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Question 10:

Answer:

COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

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 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.)

As the Deputy Secretary pointed out in his testimony before you,
prompt reuse of facilities is a very important priority of this
Administration. | agree with Mr. Deutch's and Mr. Gotbaum's
assessment that, in this instance. BENS drew faulty conclusions. !
have inciuged the Department’'s response ic the BENS board of
directors regarding its report.



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3300

W"Z‘é‘é’dﬁi‘%’f 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[ing]” 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.
' They are also. I hasten to add, profoundly mislzading and wrong.

¢ The cost analysis, to be frank, is unlike any rea] estate siting analysis I have ever seer
Coming from an organization that is supporied by business, this is especially
disconcerting. I know of no business in the world that would make real estate
decisions using such methods.

e - 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.

e 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.

~

LY




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 1n 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,

— ’

/ -
r< NV, 207 ¥ Qs

“Joshua Gotbaum

Enclosure

cc: BENS Board of Directors




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

In October 1994 the Business Executives for National Security (BENS) released a report,
“Uncovering the Shell Game: Why Closed Military 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...quietly
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 commussion, to the General Accounting Office and to the public. Even
the process for selecting single commercial offices for the Defense Finance & Accounting
Service (DFAS) was conducied using sites and procedures that were announced in advance --
contrary to the BENS claim.

rrom e moment Wie Depantment of Deiense 1ssues BRAC recommendations, the entire
process is intenseiv public. The Base Closure Commissicn conducts all of its hearings, its
Szliberations and iis voies in public. Congress may aiso conduct public hearings to review the
Commuission's report. Throughout the review and analysis process the Commission maintains an
active and ongoing dialogue with local communities through regional hearings and visits to
closing and realigning candidates.

U
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Under the Base Closure Act, 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 Commussion. 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 BRAC 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 BENS were made by the BRAC Commission itself on its own motion, not
the 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 without 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 facility can make sense.

BENS in its report seemed 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 restructure the Department and save money. It was for this reason that Congress included
realignments as well as closures in the enabling legislation. (In fact. the formal name of the
nroczss 1s Base Realionmen: & Ciosurs
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¢ DoD recommended Lowry AFB be closed and all technical training be redistributed
to the remaining technical training centers. However, the base was the site of an
-already-operating regional DFAS center, the 1001st Space Systems Squadron and a
reserve personnel center. These were recommended for retention. A complete
closure would have 1nvolved moving over 3,000 people whose work for DoD was
continuing. as well as their equipment. DoD thought such a relocation made no sense
as a business matter, and the BRAC Commission agreed.

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

: Lowry AFB, NADEP Pensacola, NADEP Norfolk, NS Long Beach, Rickenbacker AGB, Grissom AFB, Carswell
AFB, NAS Moffetr Field, Homestead AFB and Bergstrom AFB.

(3]




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.

e Norfolk NADEP, which 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 Air
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
valuable 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 reservist who trains one weekend pyr month to drive hundreds of miles to do sc. Relocating &

reserve unit could mean losing many. if not al!, of 1ts members. The iogs of cmtize siills can
take years to recruit and retrain.

BENS argued that reserve needs could be met entirely on those bases thal remiin aoune
Many of these, however, are not well-located for reserve activity.

Where reserve units are located on former active duty bases, they generally occupy only &
smal] “‘cantonment” area, not the entire base. By retaining only small complexes, the cost of
operation is significantly reduced and DoD is able to retain reserve training capabilities which are

responsive to geographic reserve requirements.

BENS cites, critically, the placing of reserve forces on the former Carswell Air Force
Base in Fort Worth, Texas. In fact, Carswell is a good example of how realignment can save
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 Dallas/Fort 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 offices

BENS also criticized the retention or placement on some otherwise closed bases of
facilities for the Defense Finance & 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
resulting from previous BRAC rounds.

~lagir

Table 1 compares the number and square feet of cxissing buildings at each of 1C closing
bases with what 1s retained for DFAS use. To claim, as BENS does, that the result is an open
base is to ignore how small a portion of each base the retained facilities represent.

COMPARISON OF BUILDINGS AND SQUARE FOOTAGE
FOR DFAS PROPERTY RETAINED
ON “CLOSING” BASES

~ Percentof
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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.
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Both the criteria and the sites under consideration were announced personally by then-
Secretarv of Defense Les Aspin in a press conference on June 7, 1993. Nonetheless, BENS
claims that “no specific information 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.
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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:

e Richards-Gebaur ARS. ir Kansas Cirv, was recommendec for closure in 1991. The
Marine Corp- Reserve. whoe operate ocally in 2 senarate leasec sites, proposed to
save funds by reiocaling 0 a Iew of the buildings maae vacani oy this closure. The
proposal was approved after completion of a real estate siting analysis that projectec
net cost savings or the order of $1 million annually. The vasi majority of this air base
will be made available for private development.

» Orlando Naval Hospital (VA Hospital). The Veterans Aaministration has taken over
this facility using its own funds to meet its requirements for medical care in the area.
The availability of the Orlando hospital allowed the VA 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 transfers of surplus property to other Federal agencies.)

III. Base closure is already saving the taxpayers billion$.

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
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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.  Errorsin 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:

e Inno instance did it compare costs between two different siting choices.
e As aresult, it could not take into account the costs that were saved or avoided.

e Inits 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
billion operating cost of NASA’s Ames Space Research Center as “icst savings™

bacause NASA will continue to operate the former NAS Moffen airfisid, Hov
DoD failed to “save” money it never spent is hard to fathom.

As a result of these errors, BENS portrayed moves that wili save bilitons of dollars as if (nes
would cost money. We are not aware of any business in the world that would use the BENS
methodology in making real estate siting decisions.

Let us again consider, as an example, the consolidation of reserve functions onto the
former Carswell AFB in Fort Worth. BENS “analysis” claimed that the move would 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

Department approximately $12.5% million in present value.

B. Other Errors

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

*  Derived from FY 96 Navy and Air Force Budget Estimate Submissions




e 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.

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

e 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 BRAC 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:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

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?

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.

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 tc
these questions, along with a list of tenants for each base on this list
including the functions shared between the base and the tenant?

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
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Question:

Answer:

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

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?

Every military installation has a relationship with other governrnent
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.
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CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

From Senator Bingaman (New Mexico):

Question:

Answer:

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 puts Los Angeles AFB in Tier Il, 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.?

The Department of Defense has recommended realigning (not closing)
Kirtland AFB. The Phillips Laboratory activity, that scored high in beth
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 Angsies AFb in the middie tier ¢
bases indicates that the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group
viewed them as roughly comparabie, basec on all eight criteria. From
this starting point, the Secretary of the Air Force directed the
examination of a number of scenarios for the closure or realignment o
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):

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

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?

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 $18.9 million and a 20 year net
present value (savings) of $186.1 million.

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?

In his testimony before you, Secretary Deutch indicated that many of the
installations slated for closure or realignment are made up of high-
performing individuals and very supportive communities in relationships
that span decades. DoD did not direct the Military Departments to
specifically consider awards.

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 {o have chosen
realignment initiatives through “downsizing in place” at their maintenance
facilities?

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:

Answer:

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 Army at Fort Leonard
Wood, the receiving installation?

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.
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w Good afternoon. [ 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 are, 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 [ 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 possible, 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

U 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 undeniably painful. 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
v will argue that some additional factor ought to be taken into account that would help their base
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survive. You will, of course, make your own judgments on these arguments, but we hope you
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 Secretzry of Defense established the policy, procedures, authorities, and

responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment and closure. Over a year ago, in January
1994, 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;
e analyze their base structure using like categories of bases;
e use objective measures for the selection criteria wherever possible; and

e 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
issue additional instructions.




The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs issued force structure plans in February 1994. The
v 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 reserve/guard components,
industrial/depot, and so forth.

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

e 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

w knowledge and belief, and sent it back to headquarters where it could be analyzed.
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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
collection 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
you with detailed documentation of each Joint Group's activities, methods, and analyses.
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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 security concerns. Furthermore, the staff assistants 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
the results of our review, Secretary Perry 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
served 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.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

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

@ the Department fully recognizes that communities face economic challenges when
military installations are realigned or closed. Economic impact is not so'm 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.

f\
gecon;i), I want to highlight the improvements we made in analyzing economic impacts for
BRAC 95 Over a year ago, we established the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact.

This Group which included Service representatives, reviewed our methods from the ground up;
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

pacts on either Mﬂb_a_si_s_, believing that we should 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 BRAC 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 Office, 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.

ECONOMIC IMPACT MEASURES

(it

DoD measured economic impact by analyzing:

pal 3G | M/ |
(1) the potential job change in the economic area and

o
(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@o
the direct personnel reduction. The multipliers, which we developed working with data e
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
—_—
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.

Under some circumstances, we felt that usmg current MSA definitions would

other factors suggested-tha iSA fitions would not be an appropriatedepiction
of where local economic activity occurred For these exceptions, which our rules define, we
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assigned italations to smaller economic areas. This has the effect of increasing those particular
measurcs of cconomic impact. Out of 351 areas, approximately 66 (or 19 percent) were altered
to better reflect economic impact.

The Department placed installations located in non-metropolitan areas in a single county
econoniic #ved, or in a multi-county area when that was more appropriate based on estimated
labor and expenditure patterns.

For BRAC 65 purposes, we determined that there is no economic impact associated with
relocating personnel from one installation to another within the same economic area.

CuMULaiis £ FCoNomIc IMPACTS FROM PRIOR BRAC ROUNDS

Tniproving our consideration of cumulative economic impact in BRAC 95 was a high
priority for the Department. We developed a much more sophisticated approach to measure and
consider cumulative economic impact. Here is an overview.

Cumulative economic impact can arise for two reasons, so it was measured in two
dimensions: retrospectively and prospectively. First, cumulative impact can occur if we
recommend a BRAC 95 action in an area that has had BRAC actions in the prior rounds. Second,

cumulative nmpact can occur if more than one BRAC 95 action is recommended in the same
location. I

We used our same two measures to estimate cumulative impact -- the maximum potential
job loss, expressed in absolute numbers and as a percent of area employment -- but we adjusted
them to include prior-round BRAC actions.

To place these estimates of past and future impacts in a broader context, we considered
historic economic information, covering the period 1984 through 1993. This information included
local information on the level and rate of growth of employment, the level and rate of growth of
personal income 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 BRAC 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 capture 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.

CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM MULTIPLE BRAC 95 ACTIONS

Afler the Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of the Defense
Agencies submitted recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, we identj ll:i ’ omic areas

with multiple proposed BRAC 95 recommendations. These numbered abg
Departments and Dm-feassessed their recommendations consideringthe cumulative
economic impact, along with the other seven selection criteria. Fortunately, most of these
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multiple actions involved small numbers of personnel. In no case did a Military Department or
Defense Agency change its recommendation as a result of this review.

PROCESS VALIDATION

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 from 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 1mprovements many of which
we incorporated into our final methog ddisier hey-emphasized apeoint-thatF-have already
stressed -- namely, that oureshiatdtes are “worst case,” and ofie ate economic 1mpac >
The reviewers stressed the feed for the Departs o Thake this point in our presenta o'this
Commission, the Congress, and the public.

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 LIMITATIONS

That being said, I feel that it is important for you to understand t@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
projections”. The entire BRAC analysis is a balance muracy and timeliness to achieve
the functional goal of even handed comparisons. Our measures of economic impact helped us
compare alternative closures and realignments. We have used them to judge the relative
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.

(yzr’&M‘(
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 from.
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

challenges.




DATA 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.

DATABASE 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 from the Internet, beginning at the
end of this week. The Internet address is (HTTP:/GLOBE.LMI.ORG/BRAC . HTM).

CONCLUSION

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.
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Annex A

DETERMINATION OF ECONOMIC AREAS

In response to changes by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in
metropolitan area definitions related 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 residences of the majority of the military
and civilian employees at the activity.

2. 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 MSA 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 increase in

the total employment of the expanded economic area.

S. Installations in the same county should be in the same economic area.

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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Table 60. Depots Decision Pad Model (Table § of 2)
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Table 60. Depots Decision Pad Model (Table 1 of 2)
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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?

r. Gotbaum, to your knowledge were any installations removed

3. M
from the recSmmendations 6f the military dgpw office?

If so, which ones, and for what reasons?

4. Mr. Gotbaum, 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.
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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?




- COSTS/SAVINGS

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 hac\i’d?een ]
ﬂ anticipated in previous budgets? :D' [ Fesces a9 o waM(

F‘« O)() at are the annual costs and savings expected from your
recommendations on the 1995 round of closures?

ow does the Department keep track of savings and costs from the
base closure process?

At what point is it more cost effective to keep excess
infrastructure rather than pay the up-front closure costs?
Is there a formula?

Have thresholds been established?

Or, is this just a financial judgement decision?

Mr. Gotbaum, what is the annual cost of the excess infrastucture
remaining after the 1995 round? i UL
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Will this excess infrastructure cost cause a drain on Modernization,

Operations and Maintenance funds?




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 STRUCTURE/CAPACITY

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
w

y

k/{ 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?
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2. Mr. Gotbaum, the staff understands that the joint-cross service
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?
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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.

4.

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?

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?
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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?
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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

/

7 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
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
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How does the Department plan to reduce 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
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 infrastucture remaining to support our
two Major Regional Conflict strategy?




UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING

Mr. Gotbaum, in your view, what are the pros and cons of DoD integrating
fully Air Force and Navy Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) programs?

uate Pilot Training (UPT) Joint Cross ' S
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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 from 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
from 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
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 IMPACT/RESTORATION

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 not recommended 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

I. 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 21
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 21 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
703-696-0504

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-this area.

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.

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.




1 look forward to your testimony.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 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 Department’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,




DEFENSE BASE CLLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 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

w 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,
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ARTER

A. Official Designation: 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
31, 1995, as specified in the Act.

D. ial or ing P tt ission : 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.

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 functions of the Commission are outlined in B. above and amplified in the Act.

G. Estimated Annual Operating Costs and Manyears: It is estimated that the annual

operating costs for the Commission for the calendar years 1991 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 Meetings: The Commission will meet only during calendar years 1991, 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.

L Termination Date: The Commission will terminate on December 31, 1995. This charter
will be renewed every two years from the date of its establishment, consistent with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act.

J. Date Charter is Filed:







Rule!

Rule 4

Rule 5

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. 101-510 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
1s 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.

app2.

The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995.

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.

When the Commission meets to consider (a) the recommendations of the
Secretary of Defense (“Secretary”) submitted under section 2903(c) of Pub. L.
No. 101-510, 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) (1), a quorum shall consist of one or
more members designated by the Chairman.

When the Commission meets to consider (a) the recommendations of the
Secretary of Defense (“Secretary””) submitted under section 2903(c) of Public Law
No. 101-510, 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
(@), (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)(1).

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 solemniy swear or affirm that the testimony vou are about to give to the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the truth. the whole truth. and nothing but the
truth?
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(202) 225-0529
(202) 225-4656 (fax)

Rep. Dick Armey
Majority Leader

H-329, The Capitol
Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-7772
(202) 225-7614 (fax)

Rep. Dick Gephardt
Minority Leader

H-204, The Capitol
Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-0100
(202) 226-0938 (fax)

Rep. Floyd Spence
Chairman -
National Security Committee
2120 RHOB

Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-7120
(202) 225-0789 (fax)

Rep. Ron Dellums

Ranking Member

National Security Committee
2340 RHOB

Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-7120
(202) 225-0789 (fax)
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Rep. Joel Hefley
Chairman

Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities

National Sercurity Committee
2120 RHOB
Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-7120
(202) 225-0789 (fax)

Rep. Solomon Ortiz
Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities

National Security Committee
2120 RHOB
Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-7742
(202) 226-1134 (fax)

Rep. Bob Livingston
Chairman

Committee on Appropriations
H-218, The Capitol
Washington, DC 20515-6015

(202) 225-2771
(202) 225-

Rep. David Obey
Ranking Member

Committee on Appropriations
1016 Longworth HOB
Washington, DC 20515-6015

(202) 225-3841
(202) 225-9476 (fax)
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Rep. Bill Young

Chairman

Subcommittee on National Security
Committee on Appropriations
H-144, The Capitol

Washington, DC 20515-6018

(202) 225-2847 f Contact: Kevin Roper
(202) 225-2882 (fax)

Rep. John Murtha

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on National Security
Committee on Appropriations

1016 Longworth HOB
Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-3481 _ Staff Contact: Carmen Scalabba
(202) 225-9476 (fax) Greg Dahlberg

Rep. Barbara Vucanovich

Chairman

Subcommittee on Military Construction
Committee on Appropriations

B-300 RHOB
Washington, DC 20515-6026
(202) 225-6155 Staff Contact: Dennis Parobek—

(202) 225-2319 (fax)

Rep. Bill Hefner

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Military Construction
Committee on Appropriations

B-300 RHOB

Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-3715 ntact: Iren cter
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