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INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 
WASHINGTON, DC 

MARCH 1,1995 

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

HEARING LOCATION ; 

ONTACT; 

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

Senate Appropriations Committee 
Mazie Mattson 
(202) 224-2739 



FACT SHEET 
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

WASHINGTON, DC 
MARCH 1,1995 

LOCATION: 

DIRECTIONS: 

CAPACITY: 

LUNCH ROOM: 

CONTACTS: 

PARKING: 

STENOGRAPHER: 

Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Room 106 
Washington, DC 205 10 

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 MattsonKim Range 
(202) 224-2739 

Capitol Hill Police 
Paula Harington 
(202) 224 4841 

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

None 

Diversified 
Ellen Alcott 
(202) 296-2929 



STAFF ASSIGNMENT SHEET 
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

WASHINGTON, DC 

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

. . 
Cornmissioner and staff dais seating .......................................................................................... Ziba 

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

. . .................................................................................................... Lunch arrangements11ogistics Ziba 

............................................................................... Designated on-site supervisor during lunch Ziba 

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

TimeKeeper.. ............................................................................................................................ .Paul 

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

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

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

Transported (narneplateslgavel). ................................................................................................ .Zj ba 

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



AIRPORT ARRIVALSIDEPARTURES 
INVESTIGATIONAL HEARINGS 

WASHINGTON, DC 

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

AL CORNELLA 
Arrival: Monday, Feb. 27 2 5 0  pm 
Departure: Friday, Mar. 17 9:OO am 

REBECCA COX 
In town 

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

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

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

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

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



DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
Firsr Floor 

SD-101 - SD-197 

124 
Lunch 2$ 

Room 2:  
0 7 
C 0 
3 '  

See Hart Building 
Room Numbers 

Constitution Avenue 
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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 
hearing, they should contact Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 



I 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 CLOSURE 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. 2030 1 

Dear Secretary Gotbaum: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its hearings on the 
Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States on March 1, 1995. I would like to invite you to testify before the Commission on the 
afternoon of March 1 at 1:30 p.m. in room SD-106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The Commission would like your testimony to address the process and methodology 
used by the Department of Defense in putting together its closure and realignment 
recommendations for 1995. This should include a discussion of the role that each of the Joint 
Cross Service Groups played in the development of the Department's recommendations, and 
the extent to which the alternatives examined by these Groups are reflected in your 
recommendations. We would also like your testimony to summarize the implementation of 
prior closure rounds, and the projected schedule, costs and savings from the 1995 round. 

As in past years, the Commission will be particularly interested in the economic impact 
of the Department's closure and realignment recommendations. Your testimony should 
address in detail the economic impact and cumulative economic impact the closure and 
realignment recommendations have on the affected communities, as well as the methodology 
used to measure these impacts. 

Finally, as you know, the 1995 round of base closings is the final round authorized 
under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. In light of this fact, I intend 
for this Commission to recommend to the Defense Department and the Congress a process for 
the closure and realignment of military bases in the future. I hope you will give the 
Commission your views on this important question. 

Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff prior to 
the hearing. If your staff has any questions before the hearing, they should contact Mr. Jim 
Owsley of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, . 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 6 ,  1995 

Honorable Joshua Gotbaurn 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) 
The Pentagon, Room 3E808 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Secretary Gotbaum: . 

Next month the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin a series 
of hearings on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military 
installations in the United States. I would appreciate your assistance in informing all of the 
Directors of Defense Agencies affected by the closure and realignment recommendations that 
the Commission would like them to present their closure and realignment recommendations to 
the Commission on Tuesday, March 7, 1995. 

The testimony of the Defense Agency Directors should summarize the process used by 
their Agency to develop its closure and realignment recommendations; the implementation 
schedule, the costs, and the expected savings from their recommendations; and the relationship 
between their recommendations and their Agency's current and projected personnel levels and 
missions. Directors' testimony should also describe the role that Joint Cross Service Groups 
played in the development of their Agency's recommendations to consolidate common 
functions across the military services and highlight any specific proposals in this area. 

This hearing will be the first opportunity for the Commission and members of the 
public to hear the details of the Defense Agencies' closure and realignment recommendations. 
The Defense Agency witnesses should anticipate specific questions from the Commission about 
each of the closure and realignment recommendations which they are proposing. 

The hearing will be held in Room 106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building at 1:30 
p.m. Each witness should provide 100 copies of their opening statement to the Commission 
staff at least two working days prior to the hearing. If any of the Defense Agency Directors 
have any questions, they should contact Mr. Bob Cook of the Commission staff. 



Thank you for your assistance in this matter. I look forward to the testimony of the 
Defense Agency representatives. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 6 ,  1995 

Honorable Togo D. West, Jr. 
Secretary of the Army 
The Pentagon, Room 3E7 18 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Next month the ~ e f e G e  Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin a series 
of hearings on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military 
installations in the United States. I would like to invite you, General Sullivan, and other 
appropriate members of your staff to present the Department of the Army's 1995 closure and 
realignment recommendations to the Commission on Tuesday, March 7, 1995. 

Your testimony should summarize the process used by the Army to develop its closure 
and realignment recommendations; the implementation schedule, the costs and the expected 
savings from your recommendations; and the relationship between your recommendations and 
the Army's current and projected force structure and training requirements. Given the interest 
of past Commissions in the issue of consolidating common functions across the military 
services, your testimony should also address the role that the Joint Cross Service Groups 
played in the development of the Army's recommendations, and highlight your specific 
proposals in this area. 

This hearing will be the first opportunity for the Commission and members of the 
public to hear the details of the Army's 1995 closure and realignment recommendations. You 
should anticipate specific questions from the Commission about each of the closure and 
realignment recommendations which you are proposing. 

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 and General Sullivan will 
give the Commission your views on this important question. 

\?(;c;, I (  6 :I , i ;t 5 l* n , 
The hearing will be held in h f i c e  Building at 9:00 

a.m. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff at least 
two working days prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions, they should contact 
Mr. Ed Brown of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 

Pdan J. W o n  I 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 6, 1995 

Honorable John H. Dalton 
Secretary of the Navy 
The Pentagon, Room 4E686 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Next month the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin a series 
of hearings on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military 
installations in the United States. I would like to invite you, Admiral Boorda, General 
Mundy, and other appropriate members of your staff to present the Department of the Navy's 
1995 closure and realignment recommendations to the Commission on Monday, March 6, 
1995. 

Your testimony should summarize the process used by the Navy to develop its closure 
and realignment recommendations; the implementation schedule, the costs and the expected 
savings from your recommendations; and the relationship between your recommendations and 
the Navy's current and projected force structure and training requirements. Your testimony 
should also address the role that the Joint Cross Service Groups played in the development of 
the Navy's recommendations to consolidate common functions across the military services and 
highlight any specific proposals in this area. 

This hearing will be the first opportunity for the Commission and members of the 
public to hear the details of the Navy's 1995 closure and realignment recommendations. You 
should anticipate specific questions from the Commission about each of the closure and 
realignment recommendations which you are proposing. 

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 , Admiral Boorda, and 
General Mundy will give the Commission your views on this important question. 

The hearing will be held in Room 345 of the Cannon House Office Building at 9:00 
a.m. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff at least two 
working days prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions, they should contact Mr. 
Alex Yellin of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 6, 1995 

Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon, Room 4E871 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

Next month the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin a series 
of hearings on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military 
installations in the United States. I would like to invite you, General Fogleman, and other 
appropriate members of your staff to present the Department of the Air Force's 1995 closure 
and realignment recommendations to the Commission on Monday, March 6, 1995. 

Your testimony should summarize the process used by the Air Force to develop its 
closure and realignment recommendations; the implementation schedule, the costs and the 
expected savings from your recommendations; and the relationship between your 
recommendations and the Air Force's current and projected force structure and training 
requirements. Your testimony should also address the role that the Joint Cross Service Groups 
played in the development of the Air Force's recommendations to consolidate common 
functions across the military services and highlight any specific proposals in this area. 

This hearing will be the first opportunity for the Commission and members.of the 
public to hear the details of the Air Force's 1995 closure and realignment recommendations. 
You should anticipate specific questions from the Commission about each of the closure and 
realignment recommendations which you are proposing. 

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 and General Fogleman will 
give the Commission your views on this important question. 

The hearing will be held in Room 345 of the Cannon House Office Building at 1 :30 
p.m. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff at least 
two working days prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions, they should contact 
Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 
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HEARING AGENDA 
MARCH 1,1995 

SD-106 DIRKSEN BUILDING 

9:OOAM - .  11.30AM MORNING SESSION: 

Witnesses: The Honorable William J. Peny 
Secretary of Defense 

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

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 

1 1 :30AM Press Availability 

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

w 
1:30PM - 4.00PM AFTERNOON SESSION: 

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

4:OOPM Commission Business Meeting 

4:30PM Press Availability 
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IMMEDIATE RELEASE February 28,1995 (703)697-5737(publidipdustry) 

SECRETARY PERRY RECOhiMENDS CLOSING, REALIGNING 146 BASES 

S e c q  of Defense William Perry today announced the Department's recommendations 
to close or realign 146 militmy installations in the United SWS. The rtcommeodations are 
being forwarded to the independent Defense Basc Closure and Realignment Commission. 

These nxommendations, though painful, arc necessary to achieve rbc levels of rcadi~ess 
and modtrnitation we a d  within the budget we have," said Secntary P c q .  "Our a d  forces 
and our budget have btxn cut by one-third or more, but our ~ t r u c t u f i  only about half that. 
Today's recommendations will save the taxpayers and the Department some $18 billion over the 
next two decades.'' 

Tbe Secretary's rtcommcndations were developtd by each of the military scnrices in 
accordance witb the strid procedures laid down by the Basc Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990. Each base was evaluated using a set of published criteria, giving priority first to the 
militaqwaluc of the facility, and then to the savings and the economic and otber effects that tbe 
closure w0uJc.l have. Tbc evaluation data is certified for accuracy by each Service, and then 
rtviewcd by both the Bast Closure and Realignment Commission and tbe General Accounting 
Ofhcc. 

During a press conference at ?he Pentagon, Pnry said tha! botb be and General John 
Shalikasbvili, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had approved the nxommcndations made by 
the military dtpartments without exception. Tbcse actions arc necessary mo that we can 
curefully shape our armed forces to suppon the National Military Strategy and the Bottom Up 
Review," the Secrtury explained. 

Tbe BRAC 95 mmmcnbrtions will cost less tban the BRAC 95 m d  ($3.8 billion vs. 
$6.9 billion) and will genenut saving more quickly. Ovcr the six-year impIementation period 
prescribed by law, the cfo8urcs aud realignments ut expected to g e n e  net savings of 
~ x i r n a t d y  $4 billion. Reambg savings t b e r d h  ut ex- to ruch  $I  .8 billion per 
yuu. Total swings over 20 yam. discolmtcd to p s c n t  value, are estimated to k $18 b'ion. 

WIERNET AVAILABILPTY: This -1 is avdiMe on D s f m  8 World Wide Web S u v a  on the 
Iatnnq u: h a p - I ~ d t i c . d l u n i V d c f ~  



P e q  also announced that be will recommend tbat the current BRAC authority be 

w extended to permit another base closure mund in thm or four years. 'We oecd time to absorb 
the closure of over a bundrcd major bases," the Semtary said, "but wc are continuing to rcfiie 
our fonx structure and our mission. Each service has told me that, ultimattIy, they can do 
more.** 

W e  some of these actions will have sigrdcant economic impact upon local 
communities, Perry said tbat be did not remove any Service recommendations for this reason. 
However, be pledged to continue and expand the Department's efforts to encourage rtcovcry and 
reuse. Department of Defense assistance programs include personnel transition and job training 
assistance. local reuse planning grants, on-site transition coordinators, accelerated property 
disposd, and faster cnvimnmental cleanup that supports muse needs. 

7hese installations offer an opportunity for communities to diversify and reshape their 
economic h t u n s .  We have already seen impressive rcdcveIopment successes in such diverse 
communities as Sacramen to, Calif.; Alexandria, La.; and Rantoul, Ill. They pmvc &at new jobs 
cao be created to replace those that m lost Thurt is no doubt that it takes strong local 
leadership and a lot of hard work., but the Resident has committed us to help, and we will," 
Secretary P m y  said. 

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



1995 Lkt of Military Lnstallations 
w b i d e  the United States for Closure or Realignment 

Part I: Major Base Closures 

A r m y  

Foit McCieUan, Alabama 
Fort Cbaffee, Arkansas 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, Colorado 
Aice Support Center, lllinois 
Savanna Army Depot Activity, Xllinois 
Fm Ritchie, Maryland 
Selfridge Amy Garrison, Mjcbigan 
Bayomt Military Ocean Terminal, New Jersey 
Seneca Atmy Dcpot, New York 
Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 
Red Rivcr Anny Dcpof Texas 
Fort Pickttt. Virginia 

Navy 

Naval Air Facility, AQrk, Alaska 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California 
Ship Repair Facility, Guam 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircrafi Division, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, L n u i M e ,  Kentucky 

- ~ a v a l  Surface Warfare Ctntcr, Dahlgna Division Detachment, White Oak., Maryland - 
Naval Air Station, Soutb Weymouth, Massachusetts 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi 
Naval Air Warfan Ctntcr, A i d  Division, Lakchurst, New Jeney 
Naval As Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Wanninstcr. Pennsylvania 

North Highlands Air Guard StMion, California 
Ontario IAP Air Guard Station, W& 
Rome Idoratcry, Rome, New Yark 
RosIyn Air G d  Station, New York 
Springhcld-BecWey MAP. Air OuPd Station, W o  
Gwakr Pittsburgh LAP Air Reserve Station. Pennsylvania 
Bergstmu Air Reserve B e ,  Texas 
Brwks Air Force Base. Texas 
~ A i r F ~ B l s e , T c x r s  



Defense Lngfstics Agency 

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tcmcsscc 
w Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah 

Part II: Mqjor Base Realignments 

Army 

Fwt Greely, Alaska 
Fofi Hunter Liggctt, California 
Sierra Army Depot, Califoraia 
Forr Meade. Maryland 
Detroit Arsenal, Michigan 
Fon Dix, New Jersey 
Fon Hamilton. Ncw York 
Charles E. Kelly Supporl Center, Pennsylvania 
LctIerkemy Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Fon Buchanan, h e n o  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 Warfate Center. Kcypwt, Washington 

- Alr Fork * 

McClcllan Air Force Base, California 
Onituka Air Station, California 
Egfin Air Fbru Base, Florida 
Robins Air Forct B asc, Georgia 
Matmstrom Air Force Basc, Montana 
Kirtlaad Air Forcc Basc, New Mexico 
Grand Forks Air Force Bast, North Dakota 
Tinker Air Force Basc. Oklahoma 
M y  Air For# Basc, Texas 
Hill Air Faru But ,  Utah 



Part 111: Smaller Base or Activity Closures, Realignments, 

w Diseslablis hments or Relocations 

Army 

Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, California 
East Fort Bakcr, Wfomia 
Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California 
Stratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut 
Big Coppen Key, Florida 
Concepts Analysis Agency. Maryland 
Publications Dismbution Center Baltimon. Maryland 
Hinghm Cobasset. Massachusetts 
Sudbury Training Annex. Massachusetts 
Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), Missouri 
Fort Mjssoula, Mo~tAna 
Camp Kilmer, New Jersey 
Cavcn Point Reserve G n e r ,  New Jersey 
Camp Pedricktown, New Jersey 
Bellmore Logistics Activity. Ncw York 
FOR Tott.cn, New York 
Rtcrcation Center #2, Fayettville, North Carolina 
Information Systcrns Sohare  Comma~d (ISSC), Virginia 

1 Clmp Bonncvillc, Washington 
Valley Grove A m  Maintenance Suppan Activity (AMSA), West Virginia 

Navy . 
Naval Command. Conuol and Osun Surveillance Gntcr,  ~n-~ervice%~hcering'west Coast 

Division. San Diego, California 
Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, ChJifOLPia 
Naval Personnel Research and Development Center. Sm Diego. California 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Convcnion and Re@, USN. Long Beach, California 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center-Newport Division, New London Detachment, New London, 

Connecticot 
Naval R e m b  Laboratwy, Undcrwatcr Sdund Rcfurncc Detachment, Orlando. Florida 
Fleer and Industrid Supply Ccntu, Gum 
Naval Biodpamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Lnuisiana 
Naval Medical Research Instim. Bcthcsda, Mary1-d 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Cardmxk Division Detachment, Annapolis. Maryland 
Navll Technical Training Center, Maidinn, MississiVpi 
Naval Avi arion Engineering Supparr Unit, Philadelphia, Peaasylvania 
Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Pbilsdelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Division. Open W a r  Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania 

1) 
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Naval Command. Control and O m  Surveillance Center. RDT&E Division Detachment. 
Warminster. Pennsylvania 

Reet and Industrial Supply Center. Charleston. South Carolina 
Naval  Command. Control md Occap Sweillancc Center. In-Service Engineering East Coast 

Detachment, Norfolk Virginia 
Naval lnfonnation Systems Management Ceottr. Arlington. Virginia 
Naval Management Systems Suppon Office, Chesapeake. Virginia 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Huntsville. Alabama 
Stockton, California 
Santa Ana, Irvine, California 
Pomona, California 
Cadillac, Michigan 
Staten Island. New Yo* 
Laredo, Texas 
Sbeboygan, Wisconsin 

Naval Air Rcscrve Center at: 

Olathe. Kansas 



Naval Reserve Redoess Commands at: 

w New Orleans. Louisiana (Region 10) 
Charleston, South Carolina (Region 7) 

ALr F o m  

Moffkn Federal Meld AGS, CalXornia 
Real-Time Digitally Con trolled Analyzer Processor Activity, Buffalo, New York 
Au Force EIectronic Warfam Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas ! 

? 
I 
i 

Defense Logtstlcs Agtncy ! 

Defense Contrast Management District South, Marietta, Oeorgia' 
Defense Contract Management Comrnand International, Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio 
Defense Distribution Depot Lenctkcnny, Pennsylvania 
Defense Industrial Supply Center Philacfelphia, Pennsylvania 
Defensc Distribution Depot Red River, Texas 

Defense Investiga the  Service 

vtstigations Control and Automation Dktorate, Fat Holabird, Maryland 

Part N.- Changes to Revwusly Approved BRA C Recommcndatiuns 

Army - 
A m y  Bio-Medical Research Laboratory, Fort Detick, Maryland 

Marine Corps Air S tatjon. El Tom, California 
M a r k  Corps Air Station, Tustin, California 
Naval Air Station Alameda. CWfOraia 
Naval Recruiting District San Diego, W a m i a  
Naval Training Center. San Diego, Cdifomia 
Naval Air Station. Cecil Ficld, Florida 
Naval Aviation Depot. Pensamla Flarida 
Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida 
Naval Training Cintcr Orlando, norida 
Naval Air Station, Agam, Guam 
Naval Air Stdon, Barbers Point, Hawaii 

cV 



Naval Air Facility. Detroit Michigan 
Naval Shipyard. Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Ofifice of Naval Research, Arlingron, Virginia 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arliagton. Virginia 
Naval Recmlting Command, Washington, D.C. 
Naval Security Group Command Detachment Potomac, Washington. D.C. 

Williams AFB, Arizona 
Lowry A.FB, Colorado 
Homestead AFB, Ron& (30 1 st Rcscue Squadron) 
Homestead AFB, Florida ('726th Air Control Squadron) 
MacDill AFB, Florida 
Grifiss AFB, New Yo& (Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division) 
Gri fiss AFB, New Y ork (485th Engineering Installation Group) 

Defense LogfstScs Agency 

Defense Contract Management District West, El Segundo. California 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

OPENING STATEMENT 

THE HONORABLE ALAN J. DIXON, C H .  

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

- 
Hearing on 1995 Base Closure Recommendations of Department of Defense 

March 1,  1995 

Washington, DC 



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. 

I.11 BEFORE WE HEAR FROM SECRETARY PERRY, GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI AND 

DEPUTY SECRETARY DEUTSCH ABOUT THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT'S 

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

WILL OPERATE IN THE COMING MONTHS. 

I CANNOT EMPHASIZE STRONGLY ENOUGH THAT BOTH THE LAW UNDER WHICH 

OPERATE AND THE PERSONAL FEELINGS OF EVERY PERSON ASSOCIATED WITH 

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

PROCESS THAT WILL RESULT IN THE TIMELY CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF 

MILITARY INSTALLATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES. 

V 



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

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

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

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

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

RECEIVING END OF ONE OF THESE DECISIONS. 

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

OFFICIALS. SECRETARY CARLUCCI OPERATED WELL WITHIN THE GUIDELINES 

GIVEN HIM BY CONGRESS. NONETHELESS, THE 1988 PROCESS WAS, TO BE 

CANDID, A VERY CLOSED ONE. 

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

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

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

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

I BELIEVE THE LAW WE PASSED HAS IMPROVED SUBSTANTIALLY ON HOW 

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

OPENNESS. 

wv 



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 

HEAFUNGS 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 
IC 

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

CURRENT LEGISLATION. OUR COMMISSION GOES OUT OF BUSINESS ON 

DECEMBER 3 1 ST OF THIS YEAR. 

THE FIRST THREE ROUNDS OF BASE CLOSINGS HAVE REDUCED DOMESTIC BASE 

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

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

IMPLEMENTING MORE THAN 200 OTHER SMALLER CLOSURES. 

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

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

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

HISTORY OF SUPPORT FOR OUR ARMED FORCES. OUR DECISIONS THIS YEAR - 
WILL BE ALL THE MORE DIFFICULT FOR THAT REASON. 

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

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

DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE IN A DELIBERATE WAY THAT WILL IMPROVE LONG- 

TERM MILITARY READINESS AND INSURE WE ARE SPENDING TAXPAYER 

DOLLARS IN THE MOST EFFICIENT WAY POSSIBLE. 



WE SHOULD NOT MAKE DECISIONS THAT WILL ELIMINATE IMPORTANT 

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

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 HEAIUNG MARCH 16 IN WASHINGTON ON THE BASE RE-USE ACTIVITIES 

OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

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

ALLOW INTERESTED PARTIES TO EXPRESS THEMSELVES FULLY. 

* BASE VISITS BY COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF. 

'w 



* HEARINGS IN WASHINGTON IN JUNE AT WHICH MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

CAN ADDRESS THE COMMISSION. 

* PUBLIC SESSIONS BEGINNING IN LATE .JUNE AT WHICH THE 

COMMISSIONERS WILL CAST THEIR VOTES ON WHICH BASES TO CLOSE OR 

REALIGN. 

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

DEVELOPED BY THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT UNDER AUTHORITY GIVEN THEM 

BY CONGRESS, INVOLVING MILITARY VALUE, RETURN ON INVESTMENT AND 

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

OF THE MILITARY BRANCHES. - 
IN ADDITION TO OUR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT LIST, OUR FINAL REPORT 

WILL ALSO INCLUDE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS REGARDING HOW 

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

EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S 

PROGRAMS FOR PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES IN REPLACING 

THESE BASES IN THE LOCAL ECONOMY. 



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

WILL BE GREATLY APPRECIATED. 

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

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

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

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

SUCCESS. 

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

PERRY, WE WILL BEGIN WITH YOU. 





THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. PERRY 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

BEFORE THE 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGMTENT CORlMISSION 



Gocd morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the 

Comm;ssicn. I appear before you today to present the Department 

of Defense's !995 base realignment and closure, or BRAC, 

recomendatlons. As you know, this is the last list authorized 

under the current, streamlined base closure authority. 

our ~econ~andations were not easily arrlved at. We were 

f o r c ~ o  tc c o ~ s i d e r  and chcose among many excellent facilities. 

E ? J ~  t h e r e  is no alcer~atlve. The BEAC process is a critlcal part 

c: o J r  offorta To brlnq t h e  Department Into the post-Cold War 

e r a .  T.2 orair. irt lc changes i n  the global security environment 

h j ~ e  el!cwed us t o  c r r r y  out responsible reductions in our 

cor r , t ry1  s i:vestm,ent i n  defense. Slnce the 1980s, the defense 

b c 5 ~ a :  has decllncd by roughly 40 percent. Our f o r c e  structure 

. ,  
ti5 :ez.ir-e6 b z  ueil, s h r i n k i n g  by abouc 33 percent. Reductions 

I.-: oxr bzst s t r u c t u r e ,  however, have not kept pace. Even after 

tr.e F.-Pv:~I . 's  t h r z e  2 V . C  rounds are implemented fully, we will 

r e 2 - 2 ~ 5  o u r  S ~ ~ m e s r i c  infrastructure by only 15 percent. 

1 s  c l e a r  t h a t  w e  5tl:l h a v e  m o r e  bases t h a n  we need. 

- 7  ~ : . e :  may nc: be zs clear are t h e  Increased rlsks that our 

n a t l c r . ' ~  d e f e n z e  z.:ll f a c e  if we do not address the l & a l a n c e  

$ecleec cur f c r c e  s r r u c t u r e  and our base s'ructure. closing 

excess r a s e s  ~ r c d z c e s  l a p o r t a - t  savlngs over the long term, 

sa*. , ir .qs  tha: we J - ~ a v e  already earmarked for malntainlng readiness 

ar.2 mz5err.l::r:g cu r  f c r c e s .  P-t  slnply, w e  wlll not have 

a5c;:~:3 f u z j ~ r , g  f z r  our  highest p r l o r l t l e s  - -  r e a d i n e s s  and  - 



modernization -- i f  we do n o t  continue t o  close bases that w e  

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

Our E W C  9 5  r ecom~enda t ions  a r e  the result of a process t h a t  

began well over a year ago .  The Congres s  des igned  t h e  base 

closure process to be objective, open, and fair. Each potential 

r ecomienda t lon  1 s  measured by published c r i t e r i a .  The  data w e  

used h a v e  been c e r t i f i e d ;  o u r  p r o c e d u r e s  have been overseen  by 

cur  Inspectcr Cereral and t h e  Genera l  Accounting Offlce. Both, 

o f  ccoxrse, will bs reviewed I n  d e t a i l  by  t h e  public and thls 

C P ~ - Y . ~ S S L P ~ I .  The p r o c e s s  has worked well, so far, and we have  

f c l l ~ - . e 3  i c  t o  tho l e t t e r .  

~ c :  F.rc,f:esc was t e a s e d  a force s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  and e i g h t  u 
selectic' crlterla. T h ~ s  w a s  the first B i U C  round based on the 

force s - r x c T L r s  czlled fGr I n  the E~ttom-Up Review (BUR), which 

detzils c ~ x r  p l a n s  f o r  t h e  fu:ure s i z e  of t h e  military. For BRAC - - l 0 5 ,  ,.:@ i - l l l i f ~ ~ .  r " 3 ~ a r t n . ~ ~ , t s  and  Defense Agencies a s s e s s e d  Lheir 

 bas;.^ ~ ~ ~ € 6 2  frcm t h e  bo::cm-gp t o  b r i n g  them i n t o  l i c e  with t h e  

EL:;. . ~ l r , e  e i g h t  sele2tlcn c r i t e r i a  give priority consideration to 
< 

nillrazy v a l u e ,  a n d  also address ccsts and sav ings  as well a s  

ecc r . zn~ :  and e n v l r o r i n ~ e n t a l  impacts. 

c r e a t e d  n e w  o r g a r i l r a t l c n s  i n  the Office of the Secretary 

c f  ~ e f e n s e  to improve :he prscess. Deputy Secretary Oeutch 

c>.~:re2 t k e  E ? - X  95 r?et.ler,. G r c ~ ; ,  which p r o v i d e d  high-level 

-. 
C - J + Z S : ~ ! . : .  ~ r , e  ko-d:ew G ~ ? - F  l r . c l s a e d  senlcr r e p r e s e n t a t  l v e s  from 

w 



the Offlce of the Secretary of Defense, Military Departments, and 

'Ilsy Defense Agencies. The BRAC 95 S t e e r i n g  Group, c h a i r e d  5 y  t h e  

A s s i s t a n t  Secretary of Defense for Economic Security, assisted 

the Review Group. 

We a l s o  p l a c e d  a s t r o n g  emphas i s  on common s u p p o r t  functions 

I n  B M C  95. Jolnt cross-service groups in five functional areas 

with signlflcant p o t e n t i a l  for cross-servicing worked f o r  over a 

year tc d e ~ e l c p  c r ~ s s - c ~ t t l n g  aiternatives. Joint groups 

a5dreeced depo t  maintenance, t e s t  and  evaluation actlvitles, 

laLoratcr;es, z19d lca l  tr~atnent facllitles, and undergraduate 

pllct t r a l n i y ~ g .  The groups  d e v e l ~ p e d  measures both  of  the 

functlonal value acd the c a p a c i t y  of these facilltles. They 

compared Zhls :o p r o ~ e c t e d  needs and suggested to the Services 

bcth rsluccicn qaa l s  and pcssible alternatives in their own 

r e v l e k  ~ r c r e c s .  In scne cases, the Servlces  adcpted these  

suqgesz:cr.s 2 s  z r c c m s 2 d e d  cr  l n  modlfled form; i n  o t h e r  cases 

, - :!-ley a+1:-lr,e3 t~ do  s o  because  o f  t h e  bases '  u n d e r l y i n g  mli-tary 

v e l c e  or fsr otl-,er reasDns. Overall, the j o l n t  cross-service 

e f f c r t  d13 a s s l s t  In r e d u c i n g  e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  a n d  determining 

wh,ere z c l n t  or csllccated functrons made functlonal and economlc 

sense. F s r t h e r ,  t h e r r  Dc3-wide review o f  s u p p o r t  functions 

p r o ~ ~ l 2 e s  a r c a d  for further cross-servlclng In the future. 

The  L e t ~ r t x e z t  alss estaSlrshed a cross-service g r o u p  on economic 

l a p a c t  to c e - ~ e l c p  corr,no? methods a n d  measures. 



W i t h i n  t h e  Department, recommendations were made f i r a t  b y  

(V each Military Department and Defense Agency. Each made i t s  best 

judgment about t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  it has  and the capacities it needs, 

applying the force structure and selection criteria as required 

by l a u .  

At the beglnnlng of February, the S e r v i c e s  made t h e i r  

reconmendations to me. Since t h a t  time, my s t a f f  and t h e  Joint 

Staff t j a ~ e  revlswed the recommendations and u n d e r l y i n g  a n a l y s e s  

t o  ensLre t hd t  t h e  l a w  and  DoU pollcies were followed. W e  were 

p b r t i c u l ~ r ? y  looking f o r  concerns or e f f e c t s  t h a t  t h e  M i l i t a r y  

Dw;rt~er!:s r n i g t ~ t  n o t  FJave f u l l y  t a k e n  i n t o  account, such as t h e  

bar f l g h t l n g  r e q u ~ r e m e n t s  of the Unified and specified 

C ~ ; ~ ~ , a n d e r s ,  t r ~ a : y  cbllgations of the United States, or economic 
w 

impac t s  from o t h e r  S e r v i c e s '  recommendations. In exercising 

military judp,ent ,  the Services have retained domestic capacity 

to a c c o n ~ o . 5 a t e  t h e i r  f o r w a r d  dep loyed  forces i f  need be. I am 
--t 

cozf i.'er,t, the-efc.re, that the remaining base structure can 

Z C C Z , ~ ; - - . . > ~ ~ ~ ~ F  3r.y f c r e s e e a b l e  force  resizing -- ever, a significant 

d e g r e e  o f  reconztlcutlan. 

A s  Genera l  S h a l i k a s h v i l i  w i l l  tell you s h o r t l y ,  he concurs 

in this view and s u p p o r t s  our recornendations f u l l y .  

The Dep;r tmer4t  recom.ends 146 actlons in BRAC 9 5 .  Our 

r e c s ~ ~ e 2 d a t : ~ r . s  ; z c l ~ d e  a n w . b e r  of  smaller c l o s u r e s  and  

rezl l g r - z e n t s .  



As I stated a few moments ago, the BRAC process i s  e s s e n t i a l  

because i t  s aves  money. Some have questioned whether BRAC 

sav ings  a r e  real, or w h e t h e r  t h e y  are a s  significant as we claim. 

Let me s t a t e  clearly and unambiguously that the s av ings  from the 

BRAC p roce s s  a r e  real. They are substantial by any measure. 

L i k e  many e f f i c i e n c i e s ,  however, c l o s i n g  bases requires u s  

to invest coze money up f r o n t .  Implementing our BRAC 95 

r e ~ o r r ~ ~ e n d a t l o n s  uill result in one-time costs of about $3.8 

h l l l i ~ ~  - -  ~ x c l u d i r ~ g  certain environmental c o s t s .  These funds 

cover t k e  c ~ s t s  cf closing and reallgnlng bases, such as c o s t s  

fcr relccatlnq Ferscnne l  a n d  equipment and   re paring facilities 

fsr trar.-c:er ts t h ?  public. However, even within t h e  s i x  y e a r  

per203 f c r  ~ h l c h  w e  k u d 7 e t ,  t h i s  EFGC round w i l l  save enough to 

cc-;er a l l  t k , ~ r e  c o r t s  and still provide abou t  $4 billion in net 

5 a s 1 i r ~ 3 s .  

Over che l ~ n j  r u n ,  t h e  up-front costs wlli pay f o r  

. the r , se lves  s e v z a l  tlmes over. I f  ~mplemented, our 

recc.r*-Tf:,datlons will create a n n u a l  recurring savings of $1.8 

b11112r4. Wher. measure5 by their net present value -- a commonly 

~ s e d  approach tc c a F r u r e  a strean of costs and savlngs In a 

s : ~ g l e  nun2er -- our SFAC 95  r e c c 4 v . e n d a t l o n s  would s a v e  o v e r  $18 

t . l l l i c n  In t h e  1or:g rgri. 



with the recommendations I am making this morning, the f o u r  

B W C  rounds comhined w l l l  have effected 5 4 8  BRAC a c t i o n s .  Annual 

s a v i n g s  f o r  all f o u r  rounds  would rise t o  $ 6 . 0  b i l l i o n ,  and t h e  

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

bllllon. We w l l l  have reduced our domestic base structure by 

about  2 1  p e r c e n t  -- measured in plant replacement v a l u e .  

As you know, BRAC 95 is t h e  last round a u t h o r i z e d  u n d e r  our 

c u r r e n t  l e g a l  authority f o r  streamlined closings and 

re6117zxentc. I f  circumstances do n o t  c h a n g e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  1 s  

nc d c ~ k t  i n  n.,? n ~ r ? d  t h a t  t h e  Degartment wlll need  future base 

c l ~ ~ u z e  r c u ~ e s .  

It is f d l r  t c j  ask why, after four BRAC rounds, w e  need to 

con tins^ t h e  clcsure and realignment process. The answer is 

~traig5tforsard. First, we will contlnue to carry excess 

infrzstrusture, even a f t e r  BFAC 9 2  has been implemented. So we 

- 
will ~ e e 3  to c c n t i ~ u e  t h e  process of balancing o u r  bases an5 our  

frrc-s. ~ e c c n 5 ,  w e  n e e d  time to aSsorb current c l o s u r e s .  If w e  

clsse CSG ~ u c h  too sooz ,  w e  will j e o p a r d i z e  r e a d i n e s s  i n  t h e  n e a r  
L 

t u r n .  T h l r d ,  w e  need t o  continue to assess  f u t u r e  t h r e a t s  and to 

ex ax in^ o u r  f u t u r e  f o r c e  structure needs. 

I l n o k  f ~ r w a r a  tc KGrklng with you and the Congress to l a y  

tp .e  focc5atlon for  future rounds, which I be l i eve  will be needed 

at:;: :;.re& c r  f o ~ r  y e E r s  f r m  n o w .  



As we lmpiement these closures, we recognize a special 

ww obligation to those men and women -- military and c i v i l i a n  -- who 
won the Cold War. We will meet that obligation. 

I n  addltion t o  a v a r i e t y  o f  personnel transition programs, 

the Department 1s determined to implement President Clinton's 

promise t a  help base closure communities reshape their economic 

future- T h l s  assistance comes in many forms: technical 

assistaLze and plannlng qrants, on-site base transition 

coc , r c i i na t c r s  to ~ r ~ v l d e  a focal polnt for Federal assistance; 

acceierated przperty dlsposal to make surplus property available 

for c i v l l l a r ~  r e u s e ;  a n d  f a s t - t r a c k  environmental clean-up I n  

ccord~r.at :cr .  vl:h Federal and state regulators and community 

r e a r s  a: tk : l r l t les .  

In scre c z s e s ,  r e u s e d  bases are now home to more civilian 

7 ~ k 5  t?;bn :here were before closure. Many communities have found 

c k z r  t z c e  F r c p e r t l .  can be the bedrock for a healthier and more 

b l u s r s e  e c c n c r y .  What I: r e q u i r e s  is s t r o n g  local leadership and 

a ; ~ t  c: h a r d  work. We at the Department stand ready to h e l p .  

L e t  me c c n z l : ~ d e  by n o t l n g  the crltical role that your  

C c z . ~ : s s l z x  ~ l z y s .  Ycur review 1 s  an  essential conflrmatlcn of 

t k e  i n t e s r l t y  zf o x r  p r o c e d . ~ r e s  and the soundness of our 

. W e  kr .ow ycur review of o u r  recommendations wlll be a s  

sezrc:-,:z;, t h z r c u g k ,  a n d  c a r e f u l  as the process by which we nade 

- C 
. - , rie s rz r .d  r e l e y  tc prclv lds  any ~xformatlon you require a n d  



to dlscuss any judgment w e  have made. In t h e  end, we hope you 

w 
endcrse our r e c o m e n d a t ; o n s  for t h l s  process is so essential to 

oiir Nation's security. 

T h a n k  you .  With y o u r  approval, I would now l i k e  to allow 

General Shalikashvili to say a few words.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Good morning Mr. Cha~rman 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 thcshape 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 I are confident that the future force we are building is about right. It will 

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

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

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



UWFI 

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 thetr 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 1 5% smaller. 

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

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



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

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 innovat~ve ways to train, to 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

As Chairman of the Jo~nt 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 revlew and ensure that all joint operational requirements were 

considered, I asked each of the combatant commanders and combat support agencies 

to participate along with the Services and the Joint Staff. Once they were prepared, we 

studied the ServicesJ closure recommendations, looking for potential warfigh ring 

DRAFT 
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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 

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

for closure. We asked ~f 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". 

- 
Wenad 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 provlde US 

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

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

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

DRAFT 
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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, I determined that the recommended closures and 

realignments that have been submitted to your commiss~on will not impair the ability of 

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

recommendations. 

But, while these closures and realignments will not degrade operational 

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

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

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

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

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

funding from other accounts, jeopardizing readiness today and modernization for 

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

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

recommendations to be fiscally and operationally prudent. 

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

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

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

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

DRAFT 



The Commission on Roles and Missions 1s 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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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 

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

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

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

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



. 
our force from a global strategy against a global threat toward a global strategy against . 
regional threats. We have returned large numbers of forces from their overseas Cold 

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

the power projection role required by our new strategy. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 4O0I0 smaller. But after three rounds of base 

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

BRAC 95 

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, I asked each of the combatant commanders and combat support agencies 

to participate along with the Services and the Joint Staff. Once they were prepared, we 

studied the Services' closure recommendations, looking for potential warfighting 



impacts. Our analysis encompassed not just the current proposals, but also the 
4 

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 installations 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, I determined that the recommended closures and 

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

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

recommendations. 

But, while these closures and realignments will not degrade operational 

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

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

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

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

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

funding from other accounts, jeopardizing readiness today and modernization for 

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

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

recommendations to be fiscally and operationally prudent. 

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

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

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

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



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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GENERALBACKGROUND 
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 valuev-- a level of reductions that would be 
approximately equal to the 1988, 199 1, and 1993 rounds combined. 

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

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

w 
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 Shalikashvih, 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? 



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 fiom 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 fiom providing assistance 
to communities as they prepare positions or materials to present to the 
Commission? 

9. Secretary Per?, since this the last round of closures and your list is 
somewhat smaller than originally planned, how much excess inji-astructure 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? 

General Shalikmh 
. . 

2 .  vrh, 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. Sec,retary 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. r likashvili, are there any hnctional areas with excess capacity 
that y o ~ ~ o ~ , " , " n d e d  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 .  eneral 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 Unlfied Commands at 
MacDill AFB and have determined that the Air Force should take responsibility 
for supporting those requirements. During the 1991 and 1993 rounds, the Joint 
Staflwas 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 III missiles) at Grand Forks AFB, unless you determine prior to 
December 1996 that " the need to retain Ballistic Missile Defense options 
effectively precludes this action. 7, 

V 
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 @om consideration for inactivation, and simply 
directs inactivation of the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB, how 
will Ballistic Missile Defense options be afected? 

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-Senrice 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 llPr 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 imalkx 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. Secretarv Perw, 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. Secretarv 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 

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

2.  Secretarv 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 ifthese savings are not realized? 

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

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

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

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



5. Secretarv Perry, your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 

'w" Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated costs and 
savings that would result fiom 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 199 1 and 
1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 



ECONOMIC ISSUES 

1. Secretary Perry, for the J993 closure round your staff established 
cumulative economic impact thresholds that resulted in the removal of at least one 
installation from the Service recommendations by your staff. Were any similar 
cumulative economic thresholds set for the 1995 round? 

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

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

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

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



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTIRESTORATION ISSUES 

WW 
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 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 a budget factor in closing bases even though it is not a decision 
factor, limit the size of the list presented to the Commission? 



5. Secretary P e w ,  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? 



MEDICAL ISSUES 

1. General ,Yhalikashvi[i, given that wartime medical requirements far exceed 
those ofpeacetime, is there enough medical infrastructure remaining to support 
our two Major Regional Conflict strategy? 

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

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

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

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

What was the outcome of that examination? 

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



4. b t a r y  Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the Services to 

w consider closing military hospitals that are not cost effective, given their patient 
load and the cost and availability of medical care in their communities? 

5 .  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? 



BUSINESS EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REPORT 

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

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



3. Secretary Perry, about one-third of the 2 1 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 j sites? 



FUTURE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

1. Secretary P e w ,  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. 

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



QUESTIONS SUGGESTED BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 



NEW MEXICO CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

Sen. Pete Domenici 
Sen. Jeff Bingaman 
Rep. Joe Skeen 
Rep. Bill Richardson 
Rep. Steve Schiff 

1. 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.  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. 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? 



Secre tary  Perry, t h e  1 9 9 3  Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission removed a particular installation from the list 
proposed by the Department ot Detense and dlrected the Secretary 
of Defense to pursue all the required permits and certification 
for the construction of facilities at a new location grior to the 
1995 Base Closure process before the DoD could again place that 
installation of the 1995 BRAC list. 

It appears to the  Commission that the Department of Defense 
has not followed the direction of the 1993 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

Uave any of the necessary permits been obtained by the Army 
at the receiving installation? 



SENATOR DAVID PRYOR (ARKANSAS) 

1. 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? 

2. 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? 

3. 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? 
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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 

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

You have asked that we review for you the process and procedures that the Department 
followed in developing the recommendations. We welcome the opportunity to do so, because 
they 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 I would like to 
emphasize. 

First, that it is fair. Congress, when it recognized that the existing procedures for base 
closing did not work and proposed BRAC as a substitute, recognized that it must, 
unquestionably, be fair. We go to extraordinary efforts to make sure that it is. As the law 
directs, we consider all installations equally. We direct the use of a common public force 
structure and public selection criteria. The services develop their tests and measures for applying 
those criteria, where 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 
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 undeniablypainful. 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 
will argue that some additional factor ought to be taken into account that would help their base 



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

analyze their base structure using like categories of bases; 

use objective measures for the selection criteria wherever possible; and 

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

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

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



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

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

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

The Service Recommendation Process 

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

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

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

There are two key points here: 

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

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

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



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



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 o w  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 OBSER VA TIONS 

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

First, the Department hlly recognizes that communities face economic challenges when 
military installations are realigned or closed. Economic impact is not something that 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. 

Second, 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 fiom 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 fiom previous BRAC efforts, it is no exaggeration to say that we 
reinvented the way economic impact was considered in our BRAC processes. 

Finally, our focus on economic impact was local ... MSA or county. We did not analyze 
economic impacts on either a state or regional basis, 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 BRA C PROCESS 

Under the law, the Department developed BRAC recommendations based on consistent 
application of the eight selection criteria and the force structure plan. The first four selection 
criteria pertain to military value and are accorded priority consideration. "The economic impact 
on communities" is the sixth criterion. 

The Department considered cumulative economic impact as part of the economic impact 
criterion. In response to concerns raised by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 



Commission and the General Accounting Oflice, DoD analyzed economic impact and cumulative 
economic impact as relative measures for comparing alternatives. DoD did not establish threshold 
values above which, for example, it would remove bases from consideration. 

DoD measured economic impact by analyzing: 

(1) the potential job change in the economic area and 

(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 ofjob 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 applying multipliers to 
the direct personnel reduction. The multipliers, which we developed working with data fiom the 
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 fiom 
the Bureau of Economic Analysis to estimate employment in levels economic 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 Ofice 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 using current MSA definitions would 
unnecessarily dilute one of our measures of economic impact--the percentage of area jobs 
affected. We made changes on a case-by-case-basis when recent changes to MSA boundaries or 
other factors suggested that the standard MSA definitions would not be an appropriatedepiction 
of where local economic activity occurred. For these exceptions, which our rules define, we 



assigned installations to smaller economic areas. This has the effect of increasing those particular 
measures of economic impact. Out of 35 1 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 
economic area, or in a multi-county area when that was more appropriate based on estimated 
labor and expenditure patterns. 

For BRAC 95 purposes, we determined that there is no economic impact associated with 
relocating personnel from one installation to another within the same economic area. 

C U M U L A T I ~  ECONOMIC IMPACTS FROM PRIOR BRAC ROUNDS 

Improving 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 impact can occur if more than one BRAC 95 action is recommended in the same 
location. 

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 drawdo-e mdustry, 
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. 

After the Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of the Defense 
Agencies submitted recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, we identified economic areas 
with multiple proposed BRAC 95 recommendations. These numbered about 46. The Military 
Departments and Defense Agencies reassessed their recommendations considering the cumulative 
economic impact, along with the other seven selection criteria. Fortunately, most of these 



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 VALIDA TION 

From the start, we wanted to make sure that our approach to analyzing economic impact 
was sound and consistent among all Services and Defense Agencies. In the past the Services used 
different approaches which while valid, were inconsistent. Since we anticipated consideration of 
cross service closure alternatives, we were determined to develop and use a uniform approach in 
this area. We felt that the best way to ensure that we were on the right track was to have 
independent reviewers 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 improvements, many of which 
we incorporated into our final methods. In addition, they emphasized a point that I have already 
stressed -- namely, that our estimates are "worst case," and often overstate economic impact. 
The reviewers stressed the need for the Department to make this point in our presentations to 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." 

That being said, I feel that it is important for you to understand the limits of 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 between accuracy and timeliness to achieve 
the fhnctional 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. 

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. 



DA TA IS WORST CASE 

Finally, let me touch briefly on the point stressed by our independent reviewers. The 
method we use to derive the our key measures overstates economic impact for numerous reasons. 
For example, the measures do not take into account the creation of new jobs in base closure 
communities. Experience strongly suggests that the creation of new jobs can, over time, offset 
job losses from base closures. Also, the job losses associated with base closures will occur over a 
period of several years, rather than all at once as the measures imply. Further, there are many 
programs administered by DoD and other federal and state agencies to ease the transition for base 
personnel and for the surrounding communities. For these and other reasons, the measures should 
be considered a "worst-case" potential outcome, rather than a likely prediction of fkture 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. 

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. 



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 en~ployees at the activity. 

7 . An economic area is generally defined as a metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA) or a non-MSA county(s) unless there is evidence to support some other 
definition. 

3. In those cases where OMB's 1993 redefinition of an MSA added counties 
which increased the 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. 

5. 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. 





GENERALBACKGROUND 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, did DoD achieve their objectives in the cross-service 
areas? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, we understand that the five joint cross-service 
functional groups reported to you and were established to develop closure 
and realignment alternatives with a "strong emphasis on cross-service 
utilization of common support assets." 

Please outline for the Commission the interservicing and 
consolidation proposals emerging from your cross-service 
groups and list those that were included in the DoD's recommended 
list of closures and realignments. 

Did the Office of the Secretary of Defense conduct an independent 
analysis of cross-service opportunities? 

3 .  Mr. Gotbaum, to your knowledge were any installations removed 
from the recommendations of the military departments by your 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 hnctional area. 

6. Mr. Gotbaum, if implemented, will the Department's 
recommendations to the Commission reduce a major portion of the exccsr, 
capacity in any or all of the five cross-service functional areas? Plcasc 
discuss those areas in which this was not the case and explain. 

Y 



.vr 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? 



1. Mr. Gotbaum, the Administration's Fiscal Year 1996 budget reflects 
net savings of $6.6 billion over 5 years for the first three rounds of base 
closures. This budget also includes requests for $785 million and $824 
million Fiscal Years 1996 and 1997, respectively, to cover costs for the 
1995 Commission closures. 

How do actual costs and savings compare with what had been 
anticipated in previous budgets? 

What are the annual costs and savings expected from your 
recommendations on the 1995 round of closures? 

How 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? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, what is the annual cost of the excess infrastucture 
remaining after the 1995 round? 

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 

wlW to the Commission? 



FORCE STRUCTUREICAPACITY 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, since the end of the Cold War, the DoD has reduced 
the Armed Forces by approximately 30 percent. The prior rounds of the 
base closure process have reduced the size of the DoD infrastructure by 
approximately 15 percent. The current Defense Planning Guidance and the 
1995 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) policy guidance set a goal of 
reducing the infrastructure by another 15 percent. 

Does the 1995 list of recommended closures achieve the goal of a 
15 percent reduction in infrastructure? 

In your view, did DoD need to achieve an additional 15% reduction 
in infrastructure to bring it in line with the force levels? 

What measures of infrastructural capacity did you and the 
Department use to measure reductions: 

1) the number of bases? 
2) plant replacement value? 
3) building square footage? 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

1. 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? 

V 
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? 



'w 3.  Mr. Gotbaum, as you know, excess capacity is one of the primary 
factors considered by this Commission in deciding whether or not a 
particular base or activity should be closed or realigned. An April 1994 
Defense Science Board study indicates Air Force aviation depots expect to 
reduce their capacity by more than 4.9 million direct labor hours between 
fiscal years 1994 and 1997. 

Please explain how the Air Force will reduce the total depot capacity 
for its aviation depot facilities by 4.9 million direct labor hours. 

Will the Air Force eliminate workstations through permanent 
divestiture of plant equipment and facilities or will the maintenance 
capability simply be placed on layaway? 

4. Mr. Gotbaum, in May 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated 
that "Core is the capability maintained within organic Defense depots to 
meet readiness and sustainability requirements.. .Core depot maintenance 
capabilities will comprise only the minimum facilities, equipment and skill 
personnel necessary to ensure a ready and controlled source of required 

w 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, ~ i o n ' t  retaining the remaining 
infrastructure be exceptionally expensive? 



w 5.  Mr. Gotbaum, you indicated in testimony last week that the Joint 
Cross Service Group Depot Team calculated capacity of depots based on a 
40-hour work week, or just one shift per activity. 

Of course, this is a very conservative eay of measuring capacity since 
people work more than one shift in times of crisis. 

Even with this conservative one-shift calculation, how much excess 
capacity did the Joint Cross Service Group Depot Team find in the 
five Air Force depots? 

6 .  Mr. Gotbaum, in May 1994, the Deputy Secretary of Defense stated 
that private and public competition for maintenance depot workload would 
be halted due to DoD's ability to determine actual costs. He also stated that 
efficiencies in the maintenance function will be achieved through 
interservicing. 

What maintenance depot workloads will be done on an interservice 
basis if the Secretary's recommendations are accepted? 

How did interservicing impact the Department's recommendation for 
maintenance depot closures? 

How will interservicing decisions be made if not through competition 
or the base closure processes? 

7. Mr. Gotbaum, in May 1994 the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
+directed all system upgrades and modifications will be performed by the 
private sector. Furthermore, he directed that new weapon systems will no 
longer transition to organic DoD maintenance facilities, but instead be 
supported by the private sector. 

What is the impact of these policy changes on workload projections 
in the future? 

Do the Department's base closure recommendations reflect the 
impact of the workload changes which will result from these policy 
changes? 



w 
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.. . 7 7 

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 

1. 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 infiastucture is contained in 
your recommendations? 

How and when is DoD going to eliminate the excess infrastructure? 



TEST AND EVALUATION 

1. 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 
the above areas? 

How does the Department plan to reduce its test and evaluation 
infrastructure? 

(r 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? 



'111* Medical 

Closure and Realignment Decisions 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, in 1993 the Commission made specific recommendations to 
the Department regarding improvements in health care operations and increased 
cost effectiveness. Most of these recommendations relate directly to cross-service 
issues. 

Did your joint cross-service medical group examine the consolidation of 
resources across military departments? 

If so, what was the outcome of that examination? 

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

2. Mr. Gotbaum, did you direct the joint cross-service medical group to review 
the costs and benefits of closing military hospitals when bases served by those w hospitals are closed? What was the result of that review? Does the Department's 
list reflect an attempt to ensure that the most cost effective means of delivering 
care to all beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base closure actions? 

3. Mr. Gotbaum, in developing the joint cross-service medical group 
alternatives, did the group recommend closing military hospitals that are not cost 
effective, given their patient load and the cost of medical care in their 
communities? Did the group explore the potential for consolidation, including 
cmsolidation 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 fi-om 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? 



w UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 

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

2. Mr. Gotbaum, did the Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) Joint Cross 
Service Group recommend that any Air Force or Navy UPT bases be 
closed? 

4. Mr. Gotbaum, does DoD have a policy regarding the cross-servicing of 
UPT? If so, please discuss. 

5. Mr. Gotbaum, did DoD or the Services consider integrating operations at 
the same base, using the same training aircraft, in a way that still permits 
Service-specific training programs? 



ECONOMIC IMPACT 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, would you define for the record cumulative economic 
impact? How are losses from previous closure rounds captured? Can impacts 
from previous closures be differentiated from other negative impacts on the 
economic area, such as civilian downsizing, or is everything lumped together? 

2. 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 

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

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

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



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTIRESTORATION 

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

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

2. Mr., 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? 

'v 



DEFENSE AGENCIES 

1. Mr. Gotbaum, in 1993, the Defense Base Closure Commission realigned a 
part of the Defense Information Services Agency (DISA) into 16 information 
processing megacenters. At that time, all officials concluded there would be 
excess capacity even within these megacenters. Some have suggested that DISA 
actually requires only 5 megacenters. To realign, DISA would have to come to the 
Commission to change the 1993 recommendation. 

Given that there is excess capacity within DISA, why are there not 
recommendations for further consolidation? 

2. Mr. Gotbaum, the Defense Finance and Accouonting System (DFAS) is 
currently slated to consolidate its 300+ offices at the 5 centers it currently operates 
(Denver, Columbus, Kansas City, Indianapolis, Cleveland). Further, it will add 2 1 
new offices, many of which will be placed on installations slated to close as a 
result of previous Base Realignment and Closure rounds. 

Why did DoD place most of the 2 1 new DFAS offices on bases 
which are to close rather than on bases remaining open which have 
existing excess capacity? 

3 .  Mr. Gotbaum, about one-third of the 21 new DFAS sites have yet to open. 
Thsre 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? 
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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 Cornmission'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 

Ilrr' 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 reaiignment 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 
hearing, they should contact Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 



I 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 

w and the unified Commanders in Chief played in the development of the Department's 
closure and realignment recommendations. In addition, the Commission is particularly 
interested in your views on how the ~e~artment's recommendations will affect the 
ability of the military services to carry out the full range of their assigned missions in 
the future, including the effect of these recommendations on readiness, joint operations 
and training. Given the interest of past Commissions in the issue of consolidating 
common functions across the military services, I hope your testimony will include your 
views on any recommendations in this area. 

The hearing will be held in Room SD-106 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building 
at 9:30 am. Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission 
staff prior to the hearing. If your staff has any questions before the hearing, they 
should contact Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 

I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 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 thetconomic impact 
of the Department's closure and realignment recommendations. Your testimony should 
address in detail the economic impact and cumulative economic impact the closure and 
realignment recommendations have on the affected communities, as well as the methodology 
used to measure these impacts. 

Finally, as you know, the 1995 round of base closings is the final round authorized 
under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. In light of this fact, I intend 
for this Commission to recommend to the Defense Department and the Congress a process for 
the closure and realignment of military bases in the future. I hope you will give the 
Commission your views on this important question. 

Please provide 100 copies of your opening statement to the Commission staff prior to 
the hearing. If your staff has any questions before the hearing, they should contact Mr. Jim 
Owsley of the Commission staff. 



I look forward to your testimony. 

Sincerely, 





A. Oficial Designation: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

B. 
. . 
iective and S c o ~ e  of Activity: In accordance with the National Defense Authorization 

Act for FY 1991, there is hereby established a Presidential advisory committee entitled the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which shall review the recommendations 
made by the Secretary of Defense regarding base closures and realignments for the time periods 
and by the dates set down in the Authorization Act. The Commission shall transmit a report of 
its findings and conclusions to the President, based upon a review and analysis of the Secretary's 
recommendations, together with the Commission's recommendations for closures and 
realignments of military installations in the United States. 

C. Period of Time Required: This Commission shall continue to function until December 
3 1, 1995, as specified in the Act. 

. . 
D. Off~cial or S~onsonngPro~onent to Whom the Commission Re~orts: The Commission 
shall report directly to the ~Esident; and provide copies of its reports to the congressional 
defense committees. 

E. Support Agency: The Director of Administration and Management, Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, shall provide administrative and related support for the Commission. w 

Duties andlesponslb~l~t 
. . . .  

F. les: 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.  1 O~er- Costs and -: 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 fiom 
the DoD Base Closure Account 1990, as specified in the Act. 

H. Number of Meetinu: The Commission will meet only during calendar years 199 1, 1993, 
and 1995. During each of those years it will meet as needed, upon the call of the Chairman, to 
meet the functions and the responsibilities outlined in B. above and amplified in the Act. Ad hoc 
panels and staff working groups will perform research and analysis functions, as necessary, to 
carry out the responsibilities of the Commission. 

I. Termination Date: The Commission will terminate on December 3 1, 1995. This charter 
will be renewed every two years from the date of its establishment, consistent with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act. 

J. Date Charter is Filed: 





PROCEDURAL RULES OF THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
w AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

R!dd The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission ("Commission") was 
established in Title XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 199 1, Pub. L. No. 10 1-5 10 as amended. The Commission's operations shall 
comply with the Act and with these Procedural Rules. 

W The Commission's meetings, other than meetings in which classified information 
is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. In other respects, the Commission 
shall comply with the Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended, 5 U.S.C. 
~PPZ. 

RdC3 The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 199 1, 1993, and 1995. 

Rule 4 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. 101-5 10, as amended, (b) the Commission's report to the President under 
section 2903(d) including the Commission's recommendations for closures and 
realignments of military installations, or (c) a revised list of recommendations for 
the closure or realignment of military installations under section 2903(e), a 
quorum shall consist of a majority of the Commission members serving at that 
time. When the Commission conducts public hearings on the Secretary's 
recommendations under section 2903(d) (I), a quorum shall consist of one or 
more members designated by the Chairman. 

&!& When the Commission meets to consider (a) the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense ("Secretary") submitted under section 2903(c) of Public Law 
No. 101-5 10, as amended, (b) the Commission's report to the President under 
section 2903(d), or (c) a revised list of recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations under section 2903(e) and a QUORUM has 
been established, a vote shall be required of the Commission to dispense with any 
of the above responsibilities or to ratify any actions of the Commission. The 
adoption of any action taken by the Commission with regard to responsibilities 
(a), (b), or (c) stated above will be by a majority vote of Commission members 
serving at that time. Commissioners may vote in person or by proxy in 
accordance with Rule 9. The resolution of all other issues arising in the normal 
course of the Commission meetings or hearings, etc. will be by a simple majority 
of the Commissioners present. 



h . d d  The Chairman shall preside at meetings and public hearings of the Commission 
w when he or she is present. In the Chairman's absence, he or she shall designate 

another member of the Commission to preside. 

Ib!di The Chairman (or another member of the Commission presiding in the 
Chairman's absence) shall have the authority to ensure the orderly conduct of the 
Commission's business. This power includes, without limitation, recognizing 
members of the Commission and members of the public to speak, imposing 
reasonable limitations on the length of time a speaker may hold the floor, 
determining the order in which members of the Commission may question 
witnesses, conducting votes of members of the Commission, and designating 
Commission members for the conduct of public hearings under section 
2903(d)(l). 

Rd!s 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. 

Il!,ka 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. 

v -  Public and all interested parties may submit written testimony for the record. 



Oath to be administered to all witnesses testifying before the 
Commission: 

Do you solemnly swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission shall be the truth. the whole truth. and nothmg but the 
truth? 
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ALAN J. DIXON, Chairman 

Biography 

Alan J. Dixon was confirmed by the U.S. Senate October 7, 1994, as chairman of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, adding another chapter to a distinguished 45-year career in 
public service. 

Dixon, 67, is a senior partner in the corporate and business department of the St. Louis-based law 
firm of Bryan Cave, which he joined in 1993 after representing Illinois in the U.S. Senate for 12 years. 
Until his defeat in the Democratic primary election in 1992, Dixon had enjoyed an unbroken string of 29 
election victories dating from 1949 when, while attending law school, he was elected police magistrate in 
his hometown of Belleville, Illinois. 

In 1988 and again in 1990, Democratic Senators elected him unanimously to serve as chief 
deputy whip, their number three leadership post. 

During his Senate career, Dixon held important positions on the committees on Armed Services, 
Small Business, and Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

On the Armed Services Committee, he chaired the Subcommittee on Readiness, Preparedness 
and Sustainability, which oversees 38 per cent of the U.S. defense budget. The subcommittee was one of 
those responsible for making sure U. S. manpower and weapons systems employed in the Persian Gulf 
War were adequate for the task. In 1990, he co-authored the legislation that created the commission he 
now chairs and the process under which the federal government operates to close and realign military 
bases in the United States. 

Dixon began a 20-year career in the Illinois General Assembly with election to the House of 
Representatives in 1950. As a legislator, he wrote or co-sponsored legislation that produced or nurtured 
the state's modern criminal code, the modern judicial article to the Illinois Constitution, the state's 
community college system and its open meetings law. 

He served as Illinois Treasurer from 1971-77, during which time his policies earned hundreds of 
millions of dollars for Illinois taxpayers and he established investment incentives for Illinois banks to 
encouage them to invest locally. 

He was elected Illinois Secretary of State by a margin of 1.3 million votes in 1976. In 1978, he 
was reelected by 1.5 million votes, becoming the first candidate in Illinois history to carry all 102 
counties in the state, including all 30 townships in suburban Cook County and all 50 wards in the City of 
Chicago. 

He was the first Democratic statewide candidate to disclose the sources and amounts of all 
campaign contributions, and since 1970, his personal financial assets and liabilities were a matter of 
public record. 

Dixon is a graduate of the University of Illinois and holds a law degree from Washington 
University in St. Louis. He and his wife, Jody, have three children and seven grandchildren. 
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served as Chairman of the Board of Directors from 199 1 - 1992 and as Chairman of the 
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Mr. Cornella currently serves on the boards of the South Dakota Air and Space 
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Rebecca G. Cox is currently a Vice President of Continental Airlines, Inc. She 
joined Continental in January, 1989. In 1993, she served as a Member of the Defense 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission. 

Before joining Continental, Rebecca served as Assistant to the President and 
Director of the Office of Public Liaison, President Reagan's primary outreach effort to the 
private sector. She was also appointed by the President to serve as Chairman of the 
Interagency Committee for Women's Business Enterprise. 

Prior to her 1987 White House appointment, Ms. Cox had served as Assistant 
Secretary for Governmental Mairs at the Department of Transportation. As Assistant 
Secretary, she was responsible for coordinating legislative strategies and non-legislative 
relationships between the Department and Congress, as well as ensuring a continuing 
Departmental program for effective communication and policy development with other 
Federal agencies, state and local governments and national organizations. 

Ms. Cox had previously served at the Department of Transportation as Counselor 
to Secretary Elizabeth Dole and as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Government Mairs. 

Before coming to the Department of Transportation, Ms. Cox worked in the U.S. 
Senate first as staff assistant, then legislative assistant and, finally, as Chief of Staff to U.S. 
Senator Ted Stevens. As Chief of Staff, she was responsible for managing the Senator's 
Alaska staff, the leadership duties of the Office of the Assistant Majority Leader and the 
oversight of his Subcommittee assignments including those involving the Commerce, 
Appropriations, and Governmental AEairs Committees. 

In 1976, she received a B.A. degree from Depauw University in Greencastle, 
Indiana and a Juris Doctorate degree from the Columbus School of Law, Catholic 
University, Washington, D.C. in 198 1. 

Ms. Cox resides in Newport Beach, California with her husband Chris and their 
two children. 
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In August of 1993, General J.B. Davis concluded a thirty-five year career with the 
United States Air Force as a combat fighter pilot, commander and strategic planner and 
programmer. He has served as a commander of a combat fighter wing, of the U.S. Air 
Force's Military Personnel Center, Pacific Air Forces, and United States Forces Japan. 
On the staff side, he served as the Director and Programmer of the U.S. Air Force's 
personnel and training, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Intelligence Pacific Air 
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Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (NATO). 

During his career he has had extensive experience in operations, intelligence, 
human resource management, and politicalhilitary and international affairs. He has 
commanded a nuclear capable organization of about six thousand personnel and a joint 
service organization of about sixty thousand personnel and several sizes in between. 

In the 19907s, he was deeply involved in the successfUl multimillion dollar 
negotiations for support of U.S. Forces in Japan and the Japanese financial support of 
U.S. Forces in Desert Storm. In NATO, he was the chief negotiator with the North 
Atlantic Council and the United Nations for NATO's participation in the Yugoslavian 
conflict. 

General Davis has lived overseas for more than ten years almost evenly split 
between the Pacific and Europe. Because of his official duties, he has traveled extensively 
to all the ASEAN and NATO countries and many of the Central and Eastern European 
countries, including Hungary and Albania, meeting with Ministers of State and Defense, 
Prime Ministers and Presidents. 

General Davis has a B.S. degree in Engineering fiom the U.S. Naval Academy, a 
Masters degree in Public Administration fiom Auburn University at Montgomery, and has 
attended multiple professional schools. 
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company. The company was formed in 1991. Additionally, he serves as a Special Advisor and Managing 
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Straws. 

From 1953 until 1974, Mr. Kling was in the insurance brokerage business. He founded his own 
insurance firm in 1965, which was sold in 1969 to a publicly traded manufacturing company, Weil 
McClain Co., Inc. He remained with the company as Chairman and CEO of the insurance division until 
1974, when the company was sold to Reed Stenhouse of Canada. He then continued on a part-time basis 
for a number of years. 

From 1974 to 1977, Mr. Kling served as Finance Chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee and a member of its Executive Committee. In 1976, he was Treasurer of the Democratic 
National Convention. He founded and chaired for two years the Democratic Congressional House and 
Senate Council. He was Co-Chairman in 1977 of the Democratic Congressional Dinner, and in 1982 was 
the recipient of the Democratic National Committee Distinguished Service Award. He served as National 
Treasurer of the Carter-Mondale Election Committee, and in 1987-88 Mr. Kling served as National 
Treasurer of the Gephardt for President Committee. 

Mr. Kling was Co-Chairman of the Citizens Committee for the Ratification of the Panama Canal 
Treaties. In 1979 he served as United States Economic Advisor representing the private sector during the 
peace negotiations between Israel and Egypt. In 1982-83 he was Co-Chairman of the Coalition for 
Enactment of the Caribbean Basin Initiative legislation. Mr. Kling serves on the boards of a number of 
public and private corporations, civic and charitable organimtions. 

He received the Distinguished Business Alumni Award from Washington University in 1989 and 
was the Missouri Building & Construction Trade Counsel "Construction Man of the Year" in 1990. 

Mr. Kling and his wife, Rosalyn Hauss, have four children. Their residence is at Grayling Farms 
in Villa Ridge, which is just west of St. Louis, Missouri. He attended New York Military Academy, 
Cornwall-on-Hudson, New York, and received his B.S.B.A. degree from Washington University in St. 
Louis. From 1950 to 1952, he served in the Army as a 1st Lieutenant and aide-de-camp to General Buy 
0 .  Kurtz. Mr. Kling was born in St. Louis, Missouri on December 22, 1928. 
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Facilities Engineering Command and Chief of Civil Engineers. Mr. Montoya was selected 
to the rank of Rear Admiral in March, 1987. 

His awards include the Legion of Merit, Bronze Star Medal with Combat "V," 
Meritorious Service Medal, Navy Commendation Medal and the Navy Achievement 
Medal. 

Mr. Montoya is a graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy. He also holds a Bachelor 
of Science degree in civil engineering fiom Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, a Master of 
Science degree in sanitary engineering from Georgia Institute of Technology. 
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General Robles was born in Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico, January 24, 1946. He joined the U.S. 
Army in 1966 and received his commission as a second lieutenant through the Artillery Officer Candidate 
School at Fort Sill, Oklahoma in 1967. He received a Bachelor of Business Administration degree in 
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Indiana State University. His military education included Field Artillery Basic and Advanced courses, 
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Robles served in a variety of important command and staff positions, culminating in his 
assignment as Commander General, 1st Infantry (Mech) at Fort Riley, Kansas. Prior to that position, 
General Robles served as Director of the Army Budget, and as the assistant division commander, 1st 
Cavalry Division, Fort Hood, Texas. The latter included participation in Operations Desert ShieldDesert 
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Korea; Fort Knox, Kentucky; Vietnam; and Germany. 

Robles' mid-level assignments included work with the Resource Management Department, U.S. 
Army Institute of Administration, Fort Benjamin Hamson, Indiana. He also served as special assistant to 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ladies and gentlemen, the initial 

3 

4 

seven colleagues, the other commissioners, have not yet been 

confirmed by the United States Senate. 

As a former Senator, I take into account that this 

is a matter of some concern in the Senate and that it will be 

addressed shortly. I would like to take this opportunity, 

meeting of the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission will now come to order. I feel a little bit like 

5 

6 

before we start the hearing, to introduce, in alphabetical 

the Maytag repairman up here by myself, and apologize to all 

of you in the country at large because of the fact that my 

order, my colleagues, who will be shortly confirmed by the 

Senate, I am confident, and who will serve with me from this 

day forward on the Commission. 

Mr. A1 Cornella is a businessman in Rapid City, 

South Dakota and a Navy veteran with service in Vietnam. Al, 

would you rise? Thank you. 

Mrs. Rebecca Cox is a vice president of Continental 

Airlines, and she served with great distinction as a base 

closure commissioner in the 1993 round. Ms. Cox. 

General J.B. Davis, retired from the Air Force in 
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1993 as a four-star general, after a distinguished 35-year 

career. General Davis. 

Mr. S. Lee Kling is chairman of the board of Kling, 

Rector, and Company, a merchant banking company. Mr. Kling. 

~dmiral Benjamin F. Montoya of New Mexico retired 

from the Navy with the rank of rear admiral. He is currently 

president and chief executive officer of Public Service 

Company of New Mexico. Admiral Montoya. 

Mr. Joel Robles, General Joe Robles retired from 

the Army with the rank of major general after 28 years of 

service and is currently chief financial officer, corporate 

controller of USAA Financial Services. General Robles. 

Mrs. Wendi L. Steele has worked in the United 

States Senate and served in the Bush Administration and is a 

former distinguished staff member of the Base Closure 

Commission in prior rounds. Mrs. Steele. 

We thank you all, not only for your willingness to 

serve on this Commission in a very difficult task, but for 

your understanding of the democratic process in this country, 

which leads us to the requirement that you must remain out 

there until such time as you are confirmed by the Senate. 

I would hope that the Senate hears me as a make 
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those remarks this morning and can find, as we used to say, 

Congressman Montgomery, a window today to confirm these very 

fine potential commissioners. 

Today, ladies and gentlemen, we embark on a 

difficult and, for many communities, individuals, and 

businesses, a painful journey that will end on July lst, when 

the Commission presents its final recommendations for base 

closures and realignments to the President of the United 

States. 

Before we hear from Secretary Perry, General 

Shalikashvili, and Deputy Secretary Deutch about the Defense 

Department's recommendations, I want to describe briefly the 

recent history of base closure, and I want to tell you about 

his this Commission will operate in the coming months. 

I cannot emphasize strongly enough that both the 

law under which we operate and the personal feelings of every 

person associated with this Commission commit us to a fair 

and open and an 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 
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closures in more than a decade. That round resulted in the 

closing of 86 bases and realignment of 13 others. Two of the 

closures were in my own state, when I chaired the Readiness 

Subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee, and so I know 

the pain of being on the receiving end of one of these 

decisions. 

It was a frustrating time for me and for many other 

elected officials. Secretary Carlucci operated well within 

the guidelines given him by the Congress. Nonetheless, the 

1988 process was, to be very candid, a closed one. 

When it was over, Senator Nunn, Senator Warner, and 

I, and others, set about devising a way to close bases that 

would be done fairly and openly and, as a result, in 1990, 

Congress passed the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 

under which we now operate. 

I believe the law we passed has improved 

substantially on how bases were closed in the pass, and the 

hallmark of this process is openness. I want to assure 

everyone here today, and every citizen of every community in 

this country that's on the list, that everything this 

Commission does between now and July 1st will be done in the 

open. 
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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 and so will every document 

any community gives us in support of their own 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 this list, and I give you my word -- 
which is about all you have in this business of government -- 
that we will go about our difficult business sensitively, as 

well as fairly. 

As all of you know, is the final round of base 

closings under the current legislation -- I stress, 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 approximately 15 percent. 

Overall, the Department of Defense is now closing 70 major 
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bases, realigning 38 others, and implementing more than 200 

other smaller closures. 

But, as you know, what you might call the lleasytl 

decisions -- and none of them were easy -- have all been 
made. We are down to, for the most part, excellent bases, 

many with a long and a distinguished history of support for 

our great armed forces, and our decisions this year will be 

all the more difficult because of that reason. 

I believe that base closing must not be looked at 

-- must not be looked at -- as simply a budget-cutting 
tactic. It should be undertaken to reduce our defense 

infrastructure in a deliberate way that will improve long- 

term military readiness and ensure we are spending taxpayerst 

dollars in the most efficient way possible. 

We should not make decisions that will eliminate 

important military assets based on our near-term budget 

imperatives. This Commissionts 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 thatts why it's so important that this third 

round proceed as scheduled -- both our national security and 
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our long-term budget goals demand it. Briefly, we will go 

about our work in the following way: 

Hearings today and on March 6th and 7th in 

Washington at which Defense Department officials will explain 

their recommendations. 

A hearing March 16th, here 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; and my 

fellow commissioners have been kind enough to indicate 

they'll share that responsibility with me, so that a 

commissioner will go to everyone of these bases or 

installations and walk on the ground with the people who are 

concerned about their interests in that base. 

Hearings in Washington in June at which Members of 

Congress can address this Commission. 

public sessions beginning in late June at which the 

commissioners will cast their votes, in public, on which 

bases to close or realign. 

We will make our judgments based on eight clearly 
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stated criteria, developed by the Defense Department under 

the authority given the Defense Department by Congress, 

involving military value, return on investment, and impacts 

on the community, as well as on the force structure plans of 

the military branches. 

In addition to our closure and realignment list, 

our final report will also include recommendations to the 

Congress regarding how to carry out base closures in the 

future, and it will include an evaluation of the 

effectiveness of the federal government's programs for 

providing assistance to communities in replacing these bases 

in the local economy. It is a large, wrenching, and 

necessary undertaking, and your assistance will be greatly 

appreciated. 

I believe this process has worked just about as 

well as we could have hoped for when we thought it up. If 

the number of calls for base closure type commissions to be 

created to deal with other vexing public policies is any 

indication, it has surely been a success. 

In the past two rounds, this Commission, working 

under great time constraints and political pressure, has 

produced, I think, a fair and prudent reduction of our 
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I 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. I understand that 

each of the three have opening remarks. Before you begin, 

let me say that, in 1993, as part of the National Defense 

Authorization Act for fiscal year 1994, the Base Closure Act 

was amended to require that all testimony before the 

Commission at a public hearing be presented under oath. 

As a result, all of the witnesses who appear before 

the Commission this year must be sworn in before testifying. 

Secretary Perry, General Shalikashvili, and Secretary Deutch, 

would you mind rising and raising your right hands? Thank 

you very much. 

(Witnesses sworn.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. Secretary, Perry, we 

will begin with you, and we thank you for your presence here 

this morning. 

SECRETARY PERRY: Thank you very much, Mr. 

Chairman. 

With the ending of the Cold War, there came about a 

significant reduction in the military threat to the United 
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States and that, in turn, allowed us to make a significant 

2 I reduction in our force structure. Indeed, from about the 

3 

4 

I underway about a 21 percent reduction in infrastructure. 

mid-'80s to the mid-'90s -- '86 to '96 -- that force 

structure reduction is about 33 percent. 

5 

6 

I Now, I would note for you that that 21 percent is not still 

With fewer forces, obviously, we need fewer bases. 

In BRAC '88, '91, and '93, we've already effected or have 

9 1 up to the 33 percent which is the reduction in our forces. 

The Department of Defense and the services are 

11 ( motivated to reduce this infrastructure further and the 

reason they are is because we want to free up the dollars it 

takes to support those bases so we can apply that money to 

our forces, to the readiness, and to the modernization of our 

17 1 round. I 

15 

16 

The process we're using -- and I may use a chart 
now to illustrate that point -- the first chart simply 

forces. So for those reasons, we have a very strong 

motivation for proceeding forward with this base closing 

reflects the numbers, which I've already given you and the 

21 I next chart describes the process which is underway. It is a 
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That is, we have gone to each of the services and 
I 

to the defense agencies and asked them to do a very careful 

analysis, using their own best judgments, the facilities that 

they have, the capacities they need. Then, on the basis of 

the published force structure and the published criteria for 

BRAC, they made their recommendations to me as to what they 

recommend in terms of base closing and base realignment. 

This was done on the bottom-up review force 

structure, the first time that we have done a base closing 

that was calibrated to that particular force structure. 

It was done, for the first time, using joint cross- 

servicing. This is a very difficult process, and we have 

made real progress in that direction, but we have not gone, 

as you will see, we have not gone the total distance in 

effecting cross-servicing. You will see, though, in our 

recommendations on depots, a very serious consideration about 

making better use of cross-servicing. 

The services made their recommendations to me early 

this month -- early in February, pardon me -- and both my 
staff and General Shalikashvilifs staff have been reviewing 

it since that time. We did not, in this reviewing, attempt 

to second guess their judgments, which was the tradeoff 
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between their needs, as they saw them, and the importance of 

those bases meeting the needs. Instead, we applied what we 

thought were our particular responsibilities. 

We wanted, first of all, to verify that their 

process had followed the laws and the DOD policies. 

Secondly, we wanted to be confident that the requirements of 

our war-fighting commanders in chief in the field will be met 

by these, and General Shalikashvili will have more to say 

about that, but that was a very important part of his review. 

Both he and I looked very carefully at the question 

of whether these base closings would in any way affect treaty 

obligations. For example, we are recommending the closing of 

a missile base. This missile base come under the terms of 

the START treaty, so we wanted to be very sure that what was 

happening here, what was being recommended here, would not 

adversely affect this treaty. 

We had to look at the effects on other departments 

of the government. We are recommending, for example, the 

closure of Kirtland Air Force Base; and there is, in 

Kirtland, resident in Kirtland, a very important national 

security facility managed by the Department of Energy, so we 

had to coordinate with the Department of Energy to be sure 
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I that this action was not adversely affecting its mission. 

Finally, we had asked each of the services to 

conduct a cumulative economic impact, but we wanted to look 

at the economic impact across the services. In the event 

that one region had an Army, Navy, and ~ i r  Force base being 

closed in the region, then we could consider cumulative 

across the services as well as cumulative through the last 

three BRACs. 

That was the nature of our review that we have been 

making in the last few weeks. 

I would like to report to you that this review was 

intensive and, during the course of this review, we received 

many, many recommendations from people outside the process, 

asking us not to have their base on the list. We considered 

these carefully; we considered our own analysis carefully 

and, when this process was all done, we concluded that we 

were going to accept all of the recommendations of the 

services. 

The list which we will be recommending to this 

Commission is the list that was submitted to myself by the 

services. There were three or four cases where it was a very 

tough call to make. That is, the recommendations that a base 
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5 

also make available to you the analysis we did where we were 

considering whether or not to keep the recommendations on the 

list. 

6 

7 

I want to summarize on this point by saying again 

that the list that we are recommending, recommendations we 

8 

9 

are submitting to this Commission are the same as the 

recommendations that we got from the service and that our 

10 

11 

l6 I it's not surprising that we are able to validate, at the end 

analysis, in the last month, simply confirmed the services1 

recommendations, rather than finding exception to them. 

12 

;Y 
13 

14 

15 

l7 1 of this process, that indeed they followed the laws and the 

I believe this was because the process we used for 

the review, in which we had a BRAC review group chaired by 

Deputy Secretary John Deutch, that we have maintained 

c~mmunications with the service all through this process, to 

18 

19 

Military value was the first criteria, and General 

policies and that they had considered the points which we 

felt it was important for them to consider. 

20 

21 
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Shalikashvili will be talking to you more about that in his 

testimony. We had to be able to be sure that all of the 

military requirements continued to be met, even in the face 

of this base closing. 

A second consideration was cost and savings. I 

will have more to say about that in my testimony. I want to 

emphasize, though, that in this review, the principal 

criterion we used was assessing the present value of the 

proposed closing. That is, we took into account the cost, we 

took into account the savings, and we also took into account 

the cost of money. We used, then, a computation of the net 

present value over a 20-year period as a principal criterion. 

That gave us somewhat different results, perhaps, 

than we'd have gotten if we'd used the criteria of two years 

ago, because it tended to put a stronger emphasis on near- 

term savings and it put an emphasis against heavy front-end 

costs. So some of the realignment we might have done, which 

would have involved moving from one base to another and 

entailing very expensive military construction costs, tended 

to be less likely, because we're using this net present value 

method. 

Finally, we considered community impacts, both 
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economic and environmental impacts in the course of our BRAC 

determination. While ultimately, we will have to pay for 

removing the environmental problems of the base, we did not 

use them in our calculation as to whether or not -- in our 
net present value calculation and, indeed, as of this point, 

the bases that we are recommending to you for closure, we 

have not yet computed the environmental costs of doing it. 

We did very much consider the economic impact, 

including the cumulative economic impact from the three 

previous base closings. 

Now with that background, let me give you the 

results on this next chart. This aggregates the results in 

terms of the costs and savings of BRAC. I would like to call 

your attention to the first column, called I1BRAC  action^,^^ 

which says, that in BRAC '95,  we have 146 BRAC actions, which 

is about 20 percent less than the ones we had in 1993. 

Let me jump, though, over to the next column. 

Notice that the closure costs, even though we're only 20 

percent less, the closure costs are about half of what they 

were in BRAC ' 9 3 .  This reflected our emphasis on avoiding 

heavy front-end costs. 

Most significantly, I think, is the six-year net 
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savings which is shown in the third column, that, whereas in 

BRAC '93, over a six-year period, we had just barely broken 

even, on this BRAC, we will have $4 billion of savings 

reflected by the end of the six-year period. 

Indeed, once we reach a positive savings, from that 

point on, the annual savings will be $1.8 billion. So, even 

though this is a smaller BRAC in terms of number of actions, 

in '93, we have essentially the same annual savings resulting 

from it. 

Finally, if I go to the last column, which is 

called "Total Savings," this is the net present value over a 

20-year period, including discounting the savings for the 

cost of money. That shows that this BRAC is the largest BRAC 

we've ever had in terms of net present savings. 

We have referred to this BRAC as being somewhat 

smaller than the previous BRACs in terms of actions and in 

terms of job losses but, in terms of savings, it's actually 

the largest BRAC we have ever had. 

Let me go from there to listing for you some of the 

major decisions that were made. 

In the Army, the closing of Fort McClellan; 

Fitzsimmons Medical Center; Aviation Troop Command in 
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Missouri; Letterkenny Depot in Pennsylvania; and the Red 

River Depot in Texas. 

In the Air Force, the closing of Grand Forks Air 

Force Base -- that was the missile base that I was referring 
to earlier in my testimony; Kirtland Air Force Base, which I 

also referred to; the Rome Lab in New York; and two Air Force 

bases in Texas -- Reese and Brooks. 
Navy, the closing of the shipyard at Long Beach; 

Naval Air Station in Meridian, Mississippi; Naval Air Weapons 

Center in Indianapolis; Surface Warfare Center at Louisville, 

Kentucky; and we're closing some Naval activities in Guam. 

And, finally, the Defense Logistics Agency has some 

closures associated with the previous ones that I've 

mentioned to you, at Red River, for example, as well as 

closures at Memphis and Ogden. 

Now, if I reflect these on the map, the next chart 

shows the Army actions spread across the country. I have 

listed on here what we considered significant Army actions, 

significant in terms of more than 200 civilian loss or more 

than 5 0 0  military loss. 

Any closing or realignment which qualified for that 

is listed on this chart. You can see they are spread rather 
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widely, geographically. 

These are the Navy actions. You don't have the 

same geographic spreading in the Navy. The Navy tends to be 

located generally along the coasts, of course, and we see, 

therefore, a different geographic spreading for the Navy. 

The next chart lists the DLA actions; and the next 

one the Air Force actions. 

Now, I'd like to discuss one specific conclusion, 

which refers to my previous comment on cross-servicing. We 

have looked and worked on a very difficult problem of how to 

make our depots more efficient, and the Navy, indeed, has 

proposed closing some depots as part of this proposal. 

The Air Force, on the other hand, took a different 

approach to it, and that is reflected in the next chart. The 

Air Force elected, instead of closing one of two of the 

depots, to make a reduction in all of them -- a reduction in 

size in all of them. The reductions were large enough that 

they required BRAC actions to do this. 

This chart shows you the comparison between the two 

alternatives, the one which was scaling down the size of all 

of their depots versus alternatively closing two depots. 

This is very instructive, because if you look at the one-time 
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costs, we see that there's $218 million versus $1 billion for 

the one-time cost of closing. Not surprisingly, it costs 

more to close down two depots than it does to scale down all 

five of them. 

In the second column, that reflects the savings 

that are achieved. This, again, is over the six-year period. 

This shows you that the scaling down, the savings is $627 

million, about twice what we would have saved on closing the 

two depots. 

The annual savings are also larger and, most 

significantly, I think, is that the net present value, which 

is our primary criterion for valuation, shows almost $3 

billion net present value with the scaling down, whereas it 

would have been about $ 7 0 0  million net present value from the 

closing. 

On the basis of this analysis, the Air Force 

decided and we concurred that this was a better action to 

take. 

I wanted to also describe to you the effect on 

jobs. This has been a very important factor. It's one that 

has affected all of the communities in which BRAC is affected 

and, on this rather complicated -- we now have a map which 
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should show you the effect of the job losses. 

You won't be able to read that map from that 

position. We will make the charts available, for your 

committee, though, to review. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Ifd appreciate your doing that as 

soon as you can, Mr. Secretary, so we could have them at hand 

next week. 

SECRETARY PERRY: We'll do it today. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 

SECRETARY PERRY: I will give you a few highlights 

from this chart, though. I have listed on this the job 

losses from all previous BRACs, is the first number listed 

and the second number is the job losses from this BRAC. 

I note, for example, California, which had taken a 

very, very heavy hit in the previous BRACs. 26,000 jobs were 

lost in all previous BRACs. We did not exempt California 

from this time, but it is hit considerably less hard this 

time, a total of 3,900 jobs lost in this yearfs BRAC. 

If I go down to Texas, we see in all previous 

BRACs, there was an insignificant loss of jobs, only 100 

actually, whereas this year it is rather heavily hit, with 

6,600 jobs total, with the closing of the Red River Arsenal 
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and the Brooks and the Reese Air Force Bases. 

If I go up to New York, I see that, in previous 

BRACs there was a loss of 3,000 jobs; in this BRAC, a loss of 

1,400. 

You see similar information across the country. I 

think you will conclude, in looking at this chart, two 

things. 

First of all, there is no geographic bias or 

preference in what we are doing and, secondly, that there was 

a consideration of cumulative economic impact, and so the 

ones which were hit the hardest in the previous times are not 

hit the hardest this time. 

We believe that, besides implementing this BRAC -- 
that is, implementing the closing of bases -- we do have a 

responsibility to assist the communities in developing their 

( redevelopment plans and their reuse plans. 

I I have, on this chart, just one map, a plan called 

nBase Reuse. This will give you a flavor of how this is 

going on at one particular base. This is the Lowry Air Force 

Base, which was closed in 1991 and has had a vigorous reuse 

plan underway since then. 

This has resulted in a redevelopment of that Lowry 
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Air Force Base, which includes Defense Finance and Accounting 

Center being located there, new housing, a business park, an 

educational campus, recreation areas. In short, what the 

people around Lowry Air Force Base have done, they have taken 

the problem posed to them by BRAC and made an opportunity out 

of it. We have assisted them in this purpose and we will 

continue to assist the communities that are affected by this 

1995 BRAC. 

Let me conclude my statements, Mr. Chairman, by 

observing that the BRAC, for the communities and for the 

Defense Department as well, has been a painful process. 

Nevertheless, it is a necessary process. 

In order to gain the proper balance between our 

infrastructure and our forces, in order to gain the proper 

balance between tooth and tail or our military forces, it was 

necessary to close the bases we closed in the past; it's 

necessary to close the ones that we are proposing in 1995. I 

believe that BRAC is not only the right way of doing this, it 

may be the only way that we could effect base closures of 

this magnitude. 

We have made a serious effort to carefully follow 

the process that was prescribed by the BRAC legislation. We 
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welcome, we truly welcome the role of this Commission and we 

pledge to fully cooperate with the  omm mission, including 

making available to you all of the data which we have 

assembled in the course of arriving at our recommendations to 

you. 

With those remarks, Ird like to turn the floor over 

to General Shalikashvili. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, before I go to the 

distinguished chairman of the Joint Chiefs, I understood 

that, at least you and the general -- Irm not so sure about 
Secretary Deutch -- have to leave at some appointed hour. 

SECRETARY PERRY: General ~halikashvili and I have 

to leave at 10:30 for another hearing. Secretary Deutch is 

prepared to stay behind at that time. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I inquire of all three of you 

if the distinguished Secretary also has obligations later in 

the morning. I'd like to go to pretty close to about 12:15 

or so this morning on questions, so it might be that you 

would want to select other staff people after you depart to 

answer questions, unless the distinguished Secretary can stay 

that long. That may be a burden on you, sir. 

MR. DEUTCH: I believe I can stay until shortly 
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before 12:OO. I have to be back and host a luncheon at 

12:oo. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there anybody else you would 

like to select that I could put under oath now so that, after 

you leave -- 
MR. DEUTCH: Yes. Let me introduce Mr. Bayer. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, of course, Bob will be on 

our list this afternoon, I believe. But perhaps we would 

swear him in now, so that, while that might be a little out 

of order with the procedure, I'd like to get a lot of work 

done this morning, frankly. So would you mind, Bob, letting 

us do that now? Let me see if I can find the oath here. 

Would you raise your right hand, please? 

(Witness sworn.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you mind pulling up a chair, 

please, Mr. Bayer? The distinguished chairman of the ~oint 

Chiefs, General Shalikashvili. 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

future members of the Commission. I am pleased to have this 

chance to offer my views on this, the fourth round of the 

base realignment and closure process. 

This morning, I would like to take just a few 
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moments, if I may, to elaborate on the recommendations that 

have been forwarded for your consideration. The CINCs and I 

reviewed the list of proposed base closures before it was 

submitted to this Commission. We examined and analyzed this 

list to determine if any of these base closures would harm 

our readiness or our ability to train our forces, or our 

ability to deploy, too, and to conduct joint operations. 

Additionally, these recommendations were evaluated 

against the requirement to support our future force structure 

as described in our force structure plan that has been 

provided to you and the Commission. The infrastructure that 

will remain when the list is approved will fully support that 

force structure and is ample to carry is into the next 

century. 

In fact, excess capacity will still remain that, at 

some point, I think, in the future, might warrant 

consideration of future base closures. As you can imagine, 

when the CINCs and I began to review the recommendations that 

lie before you, there were some healthy discussions and some 

concerns were raised. 

One proposal on the list before you caused 

discussion regarding our war-fighting capability. In its 
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recommendations, the Navy proposed the closure of the Fleet 

Industrial Supply Center, Guam and the Ship Repair Facility, 

Guam, changing the home port of five Combat Logistics Force 

ships from Guam to ~awaii, and relocating Naval aviation 

units from Anderson Air Force Base to locations in Hawaii and 

on our West Coast. In this connection, two concerns were 

raised. 

The first was that the personnel reductions and 

realignments associated with these actions might contribute 

to Allied perceptions that we are withdrawing from the 

Pacific. 

Actually, once this proposal is implemented, we 

will still have a military force of over 7,000 personnel on 

Guam -- a significant presence and a significant capability 
-- and, as you know, we continue to be committed to 

maintaining a force of some 100,000 personnel in the region. 

The second concern was the loss of the Fleet 

Industrial Supply Center, the Ship Repair Facility, and the 

restationing of the logistics ships and how it would impair 

logistics support for deployed battle groups. 

However, we are preserving the physical facilities 

of the ship repair and supply center in the event that, at 
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some time in the future, these facilities could be needed for 

contingency operation. In addition, facilities in Hawaii and 

Japan provide sufficient logistics support capacity, ship 

repair, and operational flexibility, to sustain fleet 

operations. 

As a result of these considerations, it is my view 

that these closures on Guam will not impair the operation of 

our forces. 

In addition to the Guam proposal, there were two 

other issues that were not directly affecting our current 

war-fighting capability, but were of concern. 

The recommendation to inactivate the Missile Wing 

at Grand Forks Air Force Base in North Dakota and to move the 

missiles to Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana makes good 

military sense. However, as Secretary Perry indicated, there 

are associated issues, particularly arms control issues, that 

still need to be resolved. 

Finally, the proposed closure of the Naval Surface 

Weapons Center at White Oak in Maryland raised concerns, as 

well. 

In this case, the loss of the hyper-velocity wind 

tunnel at that facility could eliminate a unique national 
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capability, a capability that serves military research and 

development needs and that is used, as well, by other 

agencies, such as NASA. While the wind tunnel at White Oak 

should probably be retained, there are no military objections 

to closing the base that houses the facility. 

In each of these issues I just raised, the 

Department of Defense will continue to work hard to resolve 

the specific concerns, but I am convinced that the closure, 

realignment, and redirection recommendations that have been 

submitted to this Commission in no way impair our readiness, 

our ability to train our forces, or our ability to carry out 

the full scope of military missions and joint operations. 

You also asked for my views on the issue of 

consolidating common functions across the services. 

In addition to the significant work of the six 

joint cross-service groups just described by Secretary Perry, 

there are other initiatives being pursued outside the BRAC 

process. Over the past decade we have made many strides in 

this direction, some large and some small. 

For instance, at Fort Bragg, we established a 

composite wing adjoining Pope Air Base that has proven very 

successful. The invasion of Haiti, which our last-minute 
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diplomatic success allowed us to call back at mid-flight, was 

launched from that last job and proved very successful. We 

also have established a joint readiness training center that 

has been very successful in cross-service training. 

Other examples are the initiatives that were 

included in General Powell's last role submissions and 

functions report, specifically those that concentrated Army 

and Air Force helicopter training at one base, Fort Drucker, 

and several other consolidations of a similar nature. 

On a smaller side, there are bases all around the 

United States and overseas that have been finding ways to 

combine certain functions, from sharing bus services to 

finding any number of other ways to pool services to their 

communities. 

I might add that while consolidations and 

cross-servicing are not the primary functions of either the 

Joint Requirements Oversight Council or the 

congressionally-mandated Commission on Role ~ubmissions, I 

expect that some of their recommendations will involve 

improving future effectiveness and finding future economies 

by bringing more jointness into how we manage our bases and 

facilities. 
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And as Secretary Perry mentioned, while we made 

progress in this round with regard to cross-servicing, the 

services and the Joint Staff will continue to look for more 

ways to reduce our infrastructure and pursue efficiencies. 

I believe that this list is the prudent step at 

this stage. It strikes the right balance between the 

investment required to close unneeded bases and still 

adequately fund vital near-term readiness and future 

modernization of our armed forces. 

I fully appreciate the difficulty of the task 

before you. Like all of us who make the armed forces a 

career, I have spent my life moving between these and like 

military communities, and I view each of these communities as 

something very special. These are the home towns that have 

welcomed us and cared for us during our assignments, and they 

are home to the same citizens who did so much to make our 

service rewarding, and that took our families into their 

schools and into their churches and cared for our families 

when we were away from home. 

They have been cherished neighbors, and we hate to 

leave them. But all of us must balance this against our need 

to sustain the finest fighting force in the world, which for 
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us must remain the overriding consideration. 

Thank Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to 

make these comments. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, General. Mr. 

Secretary, we're delighted to have you here, sir. 

SECRETARYPERRY: Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared 

statement to permit time for questions, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: That's very considerate of you. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Perry, in the course of this whole 

process, there have been a good deal of discussions about 

what the size of this closing would be, and I recall on 

different occasions different ideas being expressed by some 

over at the Department of Defense and in the different 

services. 

Can you tell us what caused you to alter your 

original guidance to the services regarding the closure of 15 

percent of the planned replacement value, and how you 

determined the size of the base closure list you are 

presenting to us this morning? 

SECRETARY PERRY: Mr. Chairman, the hope originally 

was that we would be able to close in this last round of the 
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closing, last round of BRAC, that we would be able to close 

enough bases to balance out the bases -- the infrastructure 

with the force structure. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And if I may interrupt -- 

SECRETARY PERRY: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: -- obviously, we have not done 
that. 

SECRETARY PERRY: We've not done that. And that's 

why, as General Shali indicated, and I will affirm, that I 

think that it is likely we will be wanting to come back to 

the Congress requesting another round in perhaps three or 

four years. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I interrupt at that point -- 
SECRETARY PERRY: Certainly. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: -- to say, Mr. Secretary, that I 
have indicated at the time of my confirmation, both before 

the Committee and the United States Senate and in other 

places, that we are prepared to make some recommendations 

along those lines, and I would ask if you and Secretary 

Deutch and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and others would 

be nice enough to let us communicate with you about our 

thoughts as we develop these plans. 
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SECRETARY PERRY: Very good. The problem, 

basically, has been a management problem. Anybody that 

manages any enterprise, whether it's a government or 

industrial or university, knows that the most difficult 

management task is managing a downsizing. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

SECRETARY PERRY: And we have had three downsizings 

going on in parallel. The downsizing of the personnel in the 

after-duty forces, where we're making a 33 percent reduction 

over about six years, seven years; the downsizing of the 

industrial base, the defense industry; and the downsizing of 

the bases themselves, which is the subject of this BRAC. 

This is causing an enormous amount of turbulence 

and made it very difficult to maintain the effectiveness and 

readiness of the forces in the face of this, not even 

counting the problems of the communities that are caused by 

this downsizing. I'm referring mostly to the management 

problems in the Department of Defense. 

Our best judgment -- my best judgment was that -- 
and the services' recommendations to me reflected this -- is 
that we were pushing about as hard as we could push this 

time. We have not fully digested the previous BRACs, not 
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1 

I in particular, we have a long way to go on BRAC '93 yet. 
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only BRAC '93, but we're still working -- have very 

1 This was about a big a lump as we could swallow at 

this stage and manage it effectively and efficiently, in my 

judgment. It will not take us all the way towards a balance, 

as both General Shali and I have indicated, and, therefore, I 

do think it will be appropriate to consider one more base 

closing round. I do not think it will take more than one, 

and I think we're talking about fine-tuning rather than 

another major reduction. 

~aving said that, let me say this is not a small 

BRAC. This is a very significant BRAC, almost, in terms of 

number of closures, as large as the last one, and in terms of 

economic impact, it is a larger BRAC than the last one. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, I was pleased to see your 

numbers about the savings involved in this process this time, 

which I think is significant, and many of us that have been 

around this process a long time understand that there's a lot 

I of up-front cost to this thing that you've obviously taken 

into consideration in this round. 

I Let me ask you this, because I met with senators on 
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the Senate side and congressmen on the House side and gave 

them an opportunity to tell me their thoughts about this 

whole thing before this hearing took place today, and many 

have asked me to ask you what you've already answered in your 

statement. 

I understand your testimony to be that you did not 

take off the list or add to the list any bases or 

installations independent from those recommended to you by 

the separate services. Is that your testimony under oath? 

SECRETARY PERRY: That is my testimony. We had the 

opportunity to do that. I had no compunction about doing it. 

If I had felt that any of the bases did not pass these tests 

which I laid out for you, I would have taken them off. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: But if there any suggestion, ever, 

of any political considerations being involved in the process 

before it got to this Commission, you are testifying under 

oath that you did not in any way alter the lists given you by 

the separate services. 

SECRETARY PERRY: That is my testimony. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I had asked you further, Mr. 

Secretary -- and I've been asked to ask this -- I hope you 
understand it -- been asked to ask you this by the members of 
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the Congress -- did you in any way direct the separate 
services about what they ought to do or suggest to them in 

advance that some base installation or other unit in the 

country ought not to be on the list? 

SECRETARY PERRY: We had a comprehensive, detailed, 

day-to-day discussion with the services over a period of very 

many months. That included not only broad policy guidance, 

but discussing and debating with them the specifics, base by 

base, whether this was a good idea or that was a bad idea. 

So we had very intense guidance from the services all during 

this process, and Deputy Secretary Deutch can describe that 

to you in as much detail as you would like, because he was 

the chairman of the BRAC review group. 

But, in the last analysis, it was the 

recommendations -- the services were free to make the 
recommendations they felt it important to make, and, indeed, 

the recommendations they made were not in some cases the ones 

I would have made. I would have preferred to do it a 

different way. But our job was not second- 

guessing them; our job was being sure that they followed the 

process and that it passed these tests. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for that. Now, 

there's always some misunderstanding, I find, as I go around 

the country, and I have found in the years I've been involved 

in this process, about the criteria. Letts quickly set that 

at rest. 

The criteria used this time, the eight criteria, 

were, in fact, the same criteria used on the past occasions, 

were they not? 

SECRETARY PERRY: That is correct. Those eight 

criteria were given to the services, and they were told to 

follow all eight of them. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And, in fact, under the law, the 

law is that the Department of Defense suggests the criteria 

to the Congress, which has an opportunity to reflect on that 

and suggest changes if the Congress cares to do so. 

My understanding is that that has not been changed 

in any way by the Congress, and that the criteria used this 

time are, in fact, the same criteria as used on past 

occasions. 

SECRETARY PERRY: We have the same criteria. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And you are stating to us, Mr. 

Secretary, that no political considerations of any kind have 
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taken place in connection with this list that you are 

submitting to the Commission, the list that you have received 

1 from the separate services. 

1 SECRETARY PERRY: The list that I received from the 

services I have evaluated based on the criteria which I gave 

you -- which I testified to you about. Those criteria had to 

do with a political consideration, in that the treaty 

consideration you might consider a political consideration. 

We had to consider, for example, what the 

geopolitical effects would be on closing down that base 

relative to our treaties. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I respect that. But the criteria 

used -- 

SECRETARY PERRY: The criteria used were the ones 

that I testified to. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

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, in your opinion, between the general 

draw down of forces and base infrastructure? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I believe that there is, 
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but, as both I and the Secretary indicated, we are taking 

down force structure faster and more than we are taking down 

infrastructure. And, therefore, although we are retaining 

the correct balance, we still have some over-capacity, which 

then drew me to conclude that it might be worthwhile to 

consider, once the dust settles from these closures, to 

consider another one. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. 

Secretary Perry, you were quoted in the press last 

month as saying that even 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. And, of 

course, that's your testimony here today, and, as I 

understand it, it's the testimony of the distinguished 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. 

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, based on what youfre 

previously said? I take it your answer is yes? 

SECRETARY PERRY: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And in what general areas is there 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 16TH STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



4 3  

still excess capacity? In what specific areas that you can 

outline for us is there still excess capacity? 

SECRETARY PERRY: 1/11 testify to that and also ask 

General Shalikashvili and -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Fine, and if you would all 

participate -- 
SECRETARY PERRY: -- Deutch to testify. But one 

area in particular, I want to point out an excess capacity, 

which I think is a desirable excess capacity, is that we have 

roughly 100,000 troops in Europe and roughly 100,000 in the 

Pacific. But we also have at our bases in the United States 

capacity for receiving some of those troops back. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

SECRETARY PERRY: In other words, we have some 

redundancy in our basing. To a certain extent, that 

redundancy is desirable, not only because there may be 

changes in the future in overseas basing, but I think, more 

importantly, because we may have some requirement to 

reconstitute or increase the size of our forces some time, 

and we don't want -- and that sort of redundancy would be 
desirable from that point of view. 

So we have -- in particular, with respect to our 
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ground army units, we have some redundancy in basing, in that 

we are basing both in the United States and overseas for the 

same unit. 

Let me ask General Shali to comment further. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I interrupt at one point 

before the general assumes the obligation. There has been a 

suggestion that in the depot and lab and other areas, there 

may be some redundancy of some things. 

SECRETARY PERRY: I believe there is, and 1/11 ask 

Secretary Deutch to testify on that. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Then if the two of you, at your 

leisure, please, you first, Mr. Chairman. 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I would say, in addition to 

what Secretary Perry said, I believe we can harvest excess 

capacity through smart joint basing. I don't think we have 

l6 1 exhausted that possibility. And I would very much think 

l7 1 that, in light of how Secretary Perry stated it, that it is 

18 1 fine-tuning, what we have done now. We need to take a harder 

l9 1 look at joint basing and joint operations that I think will 

allow us to further shed our infrastructure. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I think there is very strong 
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that you can. Secretary Deutch, thank you. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, let me comment on this 

from the point of view of cross-servicing, which is of 

particular importance in a place where the Office of the 

Secretary has especially tried to make an initiative in this 

round of BRAC closures. 

The areas were five depots, tested evaluation 

facilities, medical facilities, laboratories, and pilot 

training. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that in all of 

those areas there is a significant possibility for future 

economy, future reduction and consolidation. 

In order to be effective and not to lose the 

effectiveness of these critical support functions, it is 

important that it take place a step at a time, in a workable 

way for the services, and while important first steps were 

made in this round of BRAC, I would say that there is a 

significant opportunity in the future for future 

consolidation in those areas. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. 

Secretary Perry, to your knowledge, were any of the 

closure or realignment recommendations submitted to you by 

the services changed by others in your office other than you? 
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under your command. 

SECRETARY PERRY: I believe not. 

3 

4 

5 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I've asked you before, but 

1/11 ask you in a more specific way now. Secretary Perry, 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I understand your testimony that 

you did not. You believe that there were no changes in your 

house, not just by you or Secretary Deutch, but by others 

did your office, either you, Secretary Deutch, or anyone 

acting in your capacity and under your instructions, instruct 

the services to exclude certain installations as they 

developed their recommendations? 

SECRETARY PERRY: Let me ask Secretary Deutch to 

answer that. He was the chairman of the BRAC review group 

and had the interfaces with the services. 

MR. DEUTCH: I don't believe, Mr. Chairman, that 

any service was directed to exclude any particular category 

of facilities or specific facilities. There were extensive 

discussions and numerous occasions between myself and the 

various secretaries of the services about possibilities, 

endlessly debating very difficult choices. 
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As you mentioned, I think, in your own opening 

statement, we are at the position where we are reducing and 

eliminating high performing and valuable facilities. There 

were hard decisions to be made, and many specific 

possibilities were discussed at length and repeatedly from 

very many points of view. But no service secretary was 

directed to exclude any facility or any category of 

facilities from their consideration, and that's my view on 

the matter. 

SECRETARY PERRY: Mr. Chairman, I would add to that 

that I believe we have managed this process, I believe we've 

managed it effectively with the services; we have not 

manipulated the process. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. And, of course, I hope you 

understand that this Chair appreciates the fact that in your 

exchanges and communications with one another in the process, 

obviously, you discuss an infinite number of different bases. 

My point in this, frankly, is that when I met on 

the Senate side, I was surprised to find about 25 senators 

show up, and when I met on the House side, I was surprised to 

find 65 or 7 0  show up, all of whom were concerned about these 

questions, frankly, being asked. And the obvious point of 
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these questions is to establish in a public forum, to the 

satisfaction of the Congress and through the Congress, our 

country, that the judgment call by virtue of which your 

office ultimately brought this list to us was predicated on 

the criteria involved in the process, and not some sort of 

political considerations or a suggestion that one place had 

been hit enough, another place not enough, or something of 

that character, that might cause some suspicion in the 

country. 

SECRETARY PERRY: One way of getting a good feeling 

for that is by our answers to the questions. Another way is 

simply by examining the list itself. And I think any 

contention that partisan politics have played a role in 

putting this list together is simply refuted by an 

examination of the list. It hurts Democrats and Republicans 

equally, and it is not a partisan list. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, Mr. Secretary. I 

don't think I was really implying that so much as regional 

considerations and other things. But, in any event, it would 

be your answer that that is not involved, either, I take it. 

SECRETARY PERRY: Regional considerations were 

involved only to the extent that we instructed the services 
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to take account of cumulative economic impact. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh, yes. 

SECRETARY PERRY: And, therefore, a region that had 

been hit heavily in the last three BRACs would have some 

claim to not being hit heavily this time. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I understand. Now, some 

communities, 

Mr. Secretary -- and it might be Secretary Deutch would want 
to answer, I don't know, but whoever feels appropriately 

comfortable in answering -- some communities have apparently 
expressed concern to our staff 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, and I take that as 

something that -- 
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? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, it's a very good 

question. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on it 
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publicly. Our policy is to provide all the data that was 

used in this BRAC process to you and to the public so that 

the case can be reexamined afresh by your independent 

Commission, and we would be interested to learn of those 

places which are not getting the assistance that they require 

to make their case to this Commission. 

So our view is that we should be treating all 

communities equally, of course, and providing them assistance 

in making their case to this Commission. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you, Mr. Secretary, and I 

will suggest to my competent staff that's been here for many 

years doing this in the past, long before I got stuck with 

this job this time, that they communicate perhaps with Mr. 

Bayer or Mr. Gotbaum or others, and perhaps even the names of 

the communities that feel that they have not been adequately 

provided information, so that that problem can be cleared up. 

And I was sure that would be your answer. 

Anything that we have is available to properly 

inform people to present their defense of their -- or to help 
them, aid them in the presentation of their case, and I have 

no doubt that this audience has in it many representatives 

that want to hear that said. 
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MR. DEUTCH: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And that's laid at rest, and I'm 

delighted to have your answer. 

Mr. Secretary, or any one of the three of you that 

desires to answer, how do you answer critics who say that by 

leaving excess infrastructure in place -- and I think we've 
agreed there is some excess infrastructure in place -- you I ve 
jeopardized the future ability of the services to train, to 

modernize their forces, particularly since there's not 

another round of base closings authorized under the current 

law? 

I suppose part of the answer, in all candor, is, 

both you and I think there ought to be a review of the 

question of another round later, and I hasten to add, not two 

years from now, because I don't think people are prepared for 

it then. 

SECRETARY PERRY: No, I think three or four years 

from now. I'd also point out, though, that, in terms of 

maintaining the readiness and modernization of our forces, 

that base closing is not a free lunch, and, indeed, in the 

fiscal '96 budget, which I submitted to Congress last month, 

we have $4 billion of costs associated with base closing. 
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Those costs are all coming out, in one sense, of 

modernization and readiness. So we have an up-front cost 

associated with doing this. 

That's part of what I'm talking about when I say we 

have so much we can absorb at once. So the readiness and 

modernization issue cuts both ways. What you're doing, if 

you were to close twice as many bases right now, is, you're 

taking a terrible hit on readiness and modernization over the 

next three or four years for doing that. 

In order to get savings on into the next century, 

we have tried to make a balance between near-term and 

far-term readiness. So it is not that closing more bases 

buys you more readiness and modernization; it buys you less 

readiness and modernization in the next few years, but gets 

you more on into the next century. And that's the tradeoff 

that we're making here. 

Secretary Deutch? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make an 

additional point here about the management of this process. 

As Bill Perry stated, there is a very aggressive payback of 

savings here after the initial costs. That requires 

scrupulous management attention and an enormous 
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implementation effort by the men and women in all the 

services throughout the country. Adding an additional 

increment of bases to close at this time would impair, in my 

judgment, the capability of our system to actually implement 

the schedule that we have here. 

So not only do we have to have a credible system 

for actually being able to realize the savings, we canft have 

an appetite larger than our ability to digest the program 

that is already on our plate. 

SECRETARY PERRY: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: Mr. chairman, if I may add, 

we have all been reading about the issue of near-term 

readiness. Increasing that list beyond what we have now 

would, as Secretary Perry said, adversely -- potentially 
adversely impact on near-term readiness. And so it is a 

balancing act, and I think the balance is about right. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Could I ask you, as a follow-up to 

that, to review for me the national military strategy in the 

force structure that you used in developing this yearts 

recommendations? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: We looked at the force 
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structure that we're going to and, of course, the strategy. 

The strategy is one that drives the force structure and 

becomes the sizing requirement for our structure. 

The strategy recognizes that the world has changed, 

and that we are going to regional strategies to deal with 

regional threats and instabilities, while at the same time 

being prepared to deal with a resurgence of a threat from the 

former Soviet Union. 

We recognize that to best deal with such threats 

and with such a world, we need to have a combination of 

forward-deployed forces that not only provide the stability 

in those regions vital to our interests, like Europe and 

Northeast Asia, but also are an ocean closer to the potential 

trouble spots, like the Middle East or the instabilities that 

could very well occur in North Africa and elsewhere. 

However, the preponderance of our force is a force 

now that is stationed within the United States. The sizing 

requirement for that force in a new world has to be our 

ability to successfully engage in simultaneous regional 

contingencies in two widely separated parts of the world, and 

it useful, for the near term, at least, to consider those to 

be Northeast Asia, with the threat posed to us by North 
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Korea, and in the Middle East, the threat that today is Iraq, 

but in the near future, could become Iran; that such a 

requirement, in fact, calls for a force as postulated in a 

bottom-up review. 

And so when we looked at what force we need to be 

able to bed down, to be able to train, to be able to support, 

to be able to deploy to overseas theaters for conduct of 

operations, that is the kind of a strategy and force size 

that we considered and compared against the infrastructure 

that we need to do what needs to be done, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I guess, along those lines, I'd 

like to ask, are you satisfied that sufficient capacity has 

been retained to support the potential need for a more robust 

force structure in the future? Are you satisfied with that? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I am satisfied that the 

structure we have now is robust enough to handle the force 

that we have today and any changes that we now can possibly 

foresee. 

And, secondly, that, as I testified already, the 

structure that we are retaining has sufficient additional 

capacity, either to do what you postulate, but, more likely, 

to be a candidate for further reductions. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: And are you saying to me that you 

and the Joint war-fighting commanders-in chief are satisfied 

that the basing infrastructure that remains provides 

sufficient mobilization and deployment capacities to support 

a two major regional conflict scenario? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: Absolutely, yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, or, Secretary 

Deutch, whichever would care to answer this, 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 

locations? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, I think the answer to 

that question is yes, that particular piece of analysis is 

one which was done by the individual services, and I believe 

that detail on the question is best directed to the 

individual services, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: 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? 
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GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: The answer is yes, in some 

-- probably in most cases. Certainly, it is sufficient to 

base any kind of realignment from overseas to the United 

States that we can possibly envision. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, according to the '95 DOD base 

closure report, General, you have validated the airfield 

requirements for the two unified commands at Mac~ill and have 

determined that the Air Force should take responsibility for 

supporting those requirements. 

During the '91 and ' 9 3  rounds, the Joint Staff was 

unable to validate those requirements. 

Can you explain what has changed to permit 

validation now? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I cannot speak specifically 

for the judgment -- what the judgments were based on before. 

When I looked at the issue, it was my determination that the 

two commands in 

Mac~ill did require access to an airfield. Additionally, 

there is a joint communications element located at MacDill 

that requires the capacity to deploy on very short notice. 

That those three issues drove me to conclude that 

there is, in fact, a valid requirement for the use of an 
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joint communications element. And I, in turn, then asked the 

~ i r  Force to take a look at how best that could be 

accomplished. 

The answer back to me from them was that it can be 

best accomplished, and in the overall scheme most 

economically accomplished, by, in fact, retaining that 

airfield, MacDill, that earlier had been put up for 

elimination. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, you've proposed 

inactivating the 321st ~issile Group at Grand Forks unless 

you determine prior to December '96 -- and I quote -- Itthat 
the need to retain ballistic missile options effectively 

precludes this action.tt 

What has prevented an earlier decision on the need 

to retain these options that would have enabled the 

Commission to act on a more definitive type of 

about the treaty implication of closing that missile wing at 

Grand Forks is something that we focused on here rather late 

in the process, after we received February 3rd or 4th the 

18 

19 
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recommendation from the Air Force. 

In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it's 

not just a Department of Defense matter. We have to get 

interagency views from others about the treaty implications. 

That's going to take some period of time. 

I believe that the material transmitted to the 

Commission includes a view from our General Counsel and our 

Undersecretary for Policy that we think that it's clean from 

the point of view of the treaty. But we do need to have 

interagency confirmation of that, and we will report back to 

you as soon as that's available and will try to do so on a 

prompt basis. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Mr. 

Secretary, is it your opinion that that can be made available 

to us prior to our responsibility to act in late June? 

SECRETARY PERRY: We're certainly going to make 

every effort to do so. I can't promise because this requires 

the performance of an interagency process, but we're 

certainly going to make every effort we can to clear this up 

for you as quickly as possible. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I appreciate that. Did the Air 

Force or your staff exclude F.E. Warren Air Force Base from 
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consideration because of peacekeeper missile-basing? 

SECRETARY PERRY: Mr. Chairman, I cannot explain 

why the Air Force did or did not put a certain base on their 

list, but 

F.E. Warren, of course, was not one of the bases that came on 

their final recommendation to us. 

I do have the impression that the Air Force 

examined all possible alternatives for the basing of the 

Minute Man system consistent with the bottom-up force 

structure that is, I think, between 450 and 500 in our plan. 

So all possible options, I'm sure, were looked at by the Air 

Force on missile-basing. I can't explain why they came up 

with this particular one. I'm sure they can. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can you, Mr. Chairman? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I can only tell you that 

the documentation that I reviewed indicated clearly that they 

considered all options. certainly, they were driven by 

availability of silos into which Minute Man I11 missiles 

could be relocated, and where it made most economic and 

war-fighting sense to reduce those silos, and that drove them 

to the conclusion to go to Grand Forks. 

But you will see when you examine the 
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documentation, they really looked at all conceivable options. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 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've given us here this morning? Either you or Secretary 

Deutch, whoever feels comfortable. 

SECRETARY PERRY: 1'11 start off by observing that 

was an important step -- that was important to allow us to 
make the step forward we did make in these recommendations, 

but we have not gotten an early enough start on that to have 

gone all the way -- to achieve all of the potential in this 

area. 

Therefore, we believe that there's still more value 

to be achieved in more cross-servicing, and that's one of the 

things we would hope to do if we had another round of BRAC. 

In the absence of another round of BRAC, we would 

still try to make more progress in cross-servicing. It would 

easier, much easier, though, if we had another round of BRAC 

to do that. 

John? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, first of all, Bill Perry 

expresses my view. It's a start, it's an important start. 
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We haven't gone far enough. Let me give you some examples 

that pop into my mind where there were some successes, at 

least from the point of view of cross-servicing. 

I believe that the Air Force is proposing to 

transfer some of the functions of the Rome lab to Fort 

Monmouth, an Army installation. The Air Force is also 

planning to transfer some of the functions which were at the 

Brooks Air Force Base currently in San Antonio, Texas, to the 

Natick laboratories of the Army in Massachusetts. 

We've always had a very good system for analysis to 

allow medical facilities to be judged on a tri-service basis, 

and some of the recommendations that are before your 

Commission reflect the interservice planning for medical. 

The Defense Logistics Agency was able to this time 

take into use the logistics facilitiesf capacity available in 

the Air Force, I believe, especially at McClellan, so that 

they were able to do some downsizing in the Defense Logistics 

Agency and make use of Air Force logistics capacity. 

And pilot training is another area where we have 

made, and continue to make, progress. 

So there are some positive steps here, but not as 

far as potentially what can go. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I say, incidentally, General, 

to you and Secretary Perry, that I'm watching the clock, and 

in 10 minutes we'll have a break, and you gentlemen will be 

excused. 

Let me follow up on that, Mr. Secretary. In May of 

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, and 

the Deputy Secretary elected not to require this of the 

services. 

Why wasn't the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendation 

accepted with respect to that? 

SECRETARY PERRY: Since that was a recommendation 

of the deputy, let me ask him that. 

(Laughter) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, you see? That's what happens 

when you do these things. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, in each one of these 

cases when you go for cross-servicing, there are very, very 

complicated arguments of merit, of habit, which have to be 
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addressed. You just cannot wave it all away and say do it 

anyway, where you will have a system that operates broken, 

not functioning. 

And, therefore, on many occasions we proposed -- 
early on in the system, I wrote a letter to the Secretary of 

the Navy and the Secretary of the Air Force, asking them to 

come back to me with a plan for a joint aircraft depot. And 

that also did not come to resolution. 

The fact of the matter is, is that we pushed. In 

each one of these cases that come up, there are substantive 

issues that were raised by the services, helicopter training, 

and go on and on. Concrete steps were made. Recommendations 

are before you that will work, and not impair the proper 

functioning of the military. 

But there's more to be done here. And while I am 

100 percent in sympathy with Admiral Owenst suggestion, it 

does not seem to me that we were in a position to direct 

these actions on the various services. 

SECRETARY PERRY: Mr. Chairman, if I may add to 

that. The underlying philosophy being expressed by the 

deputy is one that we have tried to manage the Pentagon on, 

which is, we manage not by edict, we manage by managing. And 
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it's harder to do it that way, but we think the results are 

better. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: General Shali? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: Mr. Chairman, let me fully 

align myself with what Secretary Deutch and Secretary Perry 

said. I think what you are quoting from is something that I 

believed in also in the beginning of the process, and so Bill 

Owens, with my full knowledge, sent that memorandum to 

Secretary Deutch. 

As we discussed this among ourselves, as we saw the 

alternatives, I feel very comfortable where we ended up on 

this issue and see the pitfall had we pressed this too hard. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you satisfied then that the 

services have consolidated some of their common functions as 

much as they need to, or as much as they can, at least at 

this point in time? 

GENERAL SHALIKASHVILI: I think, taking everything 

into consideration, that's probably a true statement. I have 

already indicated to you that I would like to see the process 

taken further, but not by edict, as Secretary Perry said, we 

just need to get together and reach a consensus. But I think 

I am clear on the notion that there's more room for that in 
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the future. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary Perry, in June of '93 

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 '95. 

So I ask you, Mr. Secretary, are you satisfied that 

your recommendations in the area of fixed wing aviation 

depots represents a comprehensive approach to the problems of 

interservicing and excess capacity in this area? 

SECRETARY PERRY: My answer there would be the same 

as before. We have made progress since that time. It's an 

important progress reflected in these recommendations. We 

still have a way to go. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. chairman, I just would add two 

things. I believe we tried very hard in looking at all the 

options on aircraft depots, one of the really thorny issues 

in front of us in our downsizing efforts. We looked at all 

options, including, as I mentioned earlier, my asking the 

secretaries of the Air Force and Navy to try and find a joint 

aircraft depot method that they could work with. 
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I do want to stress that the Air Force has come up 

with a different approach to excess capacity, one which has 

higher payback. As Bill Perry described it in his 

presentation to you, they elected to go a different way in 

downsizing than closing depots by, as Bill Perry described to 

you, reducing their capacity at each depot and consolidating 

a depot. So they elected to go a different route. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary Perry, the Air Force has 

had five major air logistics centers since the Vietnam era. 

In the '93 round, the Air Force recommended the closure of 

one of those 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's once again no Air Force 

depot on the list. And 1/11 ask you, on what basis did you 

determine that the Air Force continues to need five air 

logistics centers? 

SECRETARY PERRY: The basis was summarized in the 

chart that I presented in my opening statement. The basis 

was arithmetic. That is, they presented a powerful argument 

to us that they could save the Defense Department, they could 

save the taxpayers more money by reducing the size of all 
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1 correctness of that position. I heard you eloquently address 

1 

2 

4 1 that earlier. 

five of them rather than by closing one or two of them. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You're satisfied with the 

5 

6 

1 (No response.) 

SECRETARY PERRY: I found the arithmetic compelling 

on that argument, that's right. 

7 

8 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Any comments either by Secretary 

Deutch or General Shali? 

10 

11 

12 

not? 

Secretary Perry, are you satisfied that your 

interservicing recommendations to the commission removed most 

or all of the excess capacity in each of the five 

13 

14 

SECRETARY PERRY: The answer is, no, we have not 

gone as far as we could go in that area. We could have gone 

farther by simply, as I said, making an edict and then making 

it happen. But I think the process we're taking here will 

take longer, but it will be more effective in the long run. 

It's a management judgment. 

cross-service study areas that can be done now? And if there 

are areas where this is not the case, can you explain why 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think I'm getting that message 
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from all three of you that it's a combined view, Mr. 

Secretary, of 

Secretary Deutch, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and 

yourself, that the way to do it is the way that you've 

determined to do it in order to have the support systems in 

place out there in the services. 

SECRETARY PERRY: Yes. If we can convince you of 

one thing, and it is that we have not taken this problem 

lightly. We've worked it very hard. And that while wefre 

not satisfied we have the final answer, we are satisfied that 

this is the best step -- the best path to getting to that 

final answer. 

That is certainly my judgment. I believe thatfs 

the judgment of -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think that comes through to the 

Chairman very clearly, and I note that all my future 

commissioners are present, listening very attentively, and 

Ifm gratified they would all take from their busy schedules 

to be here this morning, notwithstanding the confirmation 

process has not gone forward in apt time. 

I want to thank you, Secretary Perry, and you, 

General Shalikashvili, for accommodating us this morning. I 
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understand that Secretary Deutch is willing to stay. 

We will probably be sending you, Mr. Secretary, and 

you, General, some additional written questions. We have a 

considerable number at hand from members of the Congress and 

other sources, communities and other places, questions we 

think ought to be answered. I'm sure you have no problem 

about accommodating us. 

SECRETARY PERRY: We'd be happy to do that. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And we thank you both, and you 

both excused at this point in time. We're going to take a 

10-minute recess. 

(A brief recess was taken.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary Deutch, I thank you for 

staying. It is very accommodating of you to give us your 

time this morning, in view of the fact that we want to hit 

the ground running, as soon as I have seven commissioners to 

run with me, here; and I presume that the Senate will attend 

to that. 

I do want to announce that the former chairman of 

the Armed services committee was over here and indicated to 

me, Senator Nunn indicated to me that he is spending a lot of 

time on the floor with the leaders of both sides, trying to 
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encourage them to find a window today for the confirmation of 

the commissioners, and I presume that will be done. 

Secretary Deutch, may I have your assurance, sir, 

that the Commission staff will have every bit of the cross- 

service data and options, as well as all other minutes from 

the working group deliberations, so we can see everything 

that was done on cross-servicing? 

MR. DEUTCH: Yes, sir. We make that pledge to you 

and, if there's any trouble whatsoever, I hope that you will 

come to me, but there should be none. Full cooperation is 

our intent. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're very sensitive about the 

management problems. My friends that are potential 

commissioners, three of them with military backgrounds, have 

assured me that they understand that the problems inherent in 

that are fairly significant, and we respect that and around 

sensitive to it. 

We also are sensitive to the fact that the country 

and many in the Congress feel that more needs to be done in 

that area when we're talking about substantial savings and, 

obviously, we want to review that pretty deliberately and, if 

you could be kind enough to cooperate with my staff -- and 
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I'm sure that will be done -- weld like to have all that 
material. 

MR. DEUTCH: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Now, Secretary Perry has been quoted as saying that 

you would try to avoid having any one state suffer in as a 

result of the closure process. 1'11 ask you, 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, as far as you 

know? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, cumulative economic 

impact was first considered by the services in terms of the 

cumulative impact of prior BRAC actions and then, when the 

services submitted their recommendations to Secretary Perry 

to us, we reviewed cumulative economic impact out in terms of 

multiple service actions in any single area. 

When we accomplished our review of cumulative 

economic impact at the secretarial level, no instance was 

found where an action had to be reversed or taken because of 

cumulative economic impact. It was one of the pieces of 

analysis that we did, Bill Perry's staff did, before the 
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judgment was reached to accept the service recommendations. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Very good. Now, I do understand, 

then, that the services did take that into consideration to 

some extent. 

MR. DEUTCH: That's absolutely correct, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I notice here -- and I quote from 
the Department of the Navy Analysis and Recommendations, 

Volume 4, March 1995, Page 2: 

I1Because of the large number of job losses 

occurring in California and Guam, the DON decided against 

recommending several closures that could otherwise have been 

made. Other than Long Beach Naval Shipyard, no other closure 

is recommended that would result in a negative direct 

civilian job loss impact in any economic area in Calif~rnia.~~ 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, that was the judgment of 

the Department of the Navy. It is certainly a subject that I 

discussed with them. The Navy has had -- because it is, of 

course, on the coast -- has had significant impact on 
California, on different parts of California. 

There were, of course, other BRAC actions by 

different services in California this time but, as Bill Perry 

pointed out to you on this map of direct civilian job losses, 
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there's a sharp reduction in the impact on California 

compared to prior BRACs although, if you sum up all BRAC 

actions, the people of California have had an amazing 

fraction of the total BRAC actions, since we began the 

process. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: For the '93 closure round, Mr. 

Secretary, 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 '95 round? I understand you've testified that you 

didn't remove any from the list or anything. But were there 

cumulative economic thresholds set for the '95 round there 

were, for instance, available to the service chiefs or 

others? 

MR. DEUTCH: There was a method of analysis for 

that. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I see. 

MR. DEUTCH: I might say we also hosted a 

conference, more than a year ago, to try and improve our 

understanding of what appropriate measures would be. From 

that consultation with experts, a criterion based on standard 
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statistical metropolitan areas was developed and it was 

available to everybody. 

As you point out, Mr. Chairman, in sum, at the 

secretarial level, in this round of BRAC, no installation was 

removed because of cumulative economic impact. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: The old story is you can get 

numbers to do about anything here in the Congress. I know 

that from my political career. It's clear, certainly, that 

California has suffered a great number of job losses and, of 

course, obviously, it's also clear it's the largest state in 

the Union. 

I don't know whether you did some kind of a 

percentage analysis or some kind of analysis of total GNP 

against job loss or something like that to arrive at these 

decisions, because I don't guess numbers really tell you 

much. You could look at a little, one state and see that not 

many had been lost, but not many people are there, you know. 

MR. DEUTCH: That's correct. There are many 

different ways of doing the analysis. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. DEUTCH: And I would suggest that, later on, 

you go into this with Mr. Gotbaum and Mr. Bayer. But let me 
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level, but on impacted areas. 

For example, if you look at the proposal on the Red 

River Army Depot, it is at the corner of four states -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I know. 

I MR. DEUTCH: -- Oklahoma, Louisiana, of course, 
Arkansas -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You managed to get four states mad 

there. 

I MR. DEUTCH: That's correct. That's exactly right, 

Mr. Chairman. So, in that particular case, you don't do a 

state analysis, you do an analysis -- in all cases, you do an 

analysis which does the affected communities and the affected 

people. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Incidentally, none of this is 

funny. Forgive me for cracking wise. Because, obviously, to 

I any state impacted -- you know, there's the old story about 

the fact that it's a depression if it's your job that was 

1 lost. I certainly respect the fact that anybody who loses a 

base is very unhappy about it. 

I wanted to observe further, in looking at these 

maps you've made available, I've seen some publicity about 
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Texas being hardest hit this last time, or one of them, but I 

notice that, in all of the cumulative rounds before, only 100 

jobs have been affected in Texas? 

MR. DEUTCH: That's correct, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: That's very interesting. Let me 

ask you this. In calculating cumulative economic impact, how 

did you differentiate between economic impacts caused by 

previously announced force structure changes and those that 

were due to closure or realignment decisions? 

MR. DEUTCH: I will not be able to give you a 

thorough answer to that, Mr. chairman, and I would hope that 

you would ask that later this afternoon, of Bob Bayer or Josh 

Gotbaum. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Was DOD reluctant to close major 

industrial laboratory test and evaluation installations 

because of economic impact? 

MR. DEUTCH: No. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Was any decision taken to 

downsize, rather than close, an installation as a result of 

economic impact considerations, as far as you know? 

MR. DEUTCH: Not an economic impact. I would point 

to the very important strategic choice made by the Air Force 
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I consolidate at every depot as opposed to closing one or two 

78 

of downsizing the depots for cost savings as opposed to 

2 

3 

closing particular facilities. As that famous chart which 

Bill Perry pointed out, that election to downsize and 

5 

6 

7 

economic impact. But the reason for that was the cost 

savings to the Air Force and to the Department of Defense. 

was principally done on the basis of the cost savings to the 

Department. That was the central point. 

It, of course, changes the distribution of economic 

8 

9 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is that analysis available for us 

impact on communities to everybody hurting a little from a 

couple, one or two, hurting a lot. So that is a change in 

to carefully evaluate? I say, with due respect to you -- and 

I do respect you and Secretary Perry -- it seems like 

something of a reach to say you can downsize all of them and 

get a better savings than closing one of them. 

I'm not trying to be argumentative. It just is 

18 1 sort of a novel suggestion to me, that I think may have I 
value, but it, at first blush, seems a little hard to accept. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, of course that analysis 

is going to be available to you, and I would ask for you to 

give it your most critical review. Let me say that, for me, 
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it is not at all a surprising result. 

The real savings here occur most rapidly and most 

significantly from loss of jobs -- what is most painful for 

the community -- loss of jobs, and the real costs come from 
the closure actions that have to be taken or the new 

construction that has to be taken elsewhere, that is avoided 

if you donlt close the facility. Those are the up front 

costs. So, to me, the result, instead of being counter- 

intuitive, is, to me, quite reasonable. 

The Air Force really would have had a problem 

paying for the up front costs of, I believe, over $1 billion 

in addition to that, if you include the environmental costs 

of closing two depots. This way they get the economic 

benefits without these up front costs. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We're going to get into the old 

story of I1Do you close a dirty base," now, if you donlt mind. 

According to your policy guidelines, and I quote: 

ttEnvironmental restoration costs of closing bases are not to 

be considered in cost of closure  calculation^.^^ I would 

agree with that policy. 

Your policy further states that: Itunique 

contamination problems requiring environmental restoration 
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will be considered as a potential limitation on near-term 

community reuse." 

So I would ask you, were any installations or bases 

not recommended for closure or realignment due to unique 

contamination problems? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, certainly that action 

was not taken at the secretarial level. Whether that 

happened in each one of the servicesf processes as they came 

forward with their recommendations, I cannot answer to you, 

but it is a question that should be presented to each 

service, so that they can tell you whether they took such 

action in their own recommendations. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: A good point and, of course, as 

you know, wefll have the service chiefs and the service 

secretaries in next Monday and Tuesday, and staff will remind 

me to revisit that. 

Maybe this will go along the same line and you 

might again want to pass it along to them. But, were any 

installations eliminated from closure consideration because 

of the high cost of environmental cleanup, at least to your 

knowledge? 

MR. DEUTCH: No. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: HOW many installations, Mr. 

Secretary, 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, in 

your judgment? 

MR. DEUTCH: I cannot give you an accurate answer 

to that, but I will provide one for the record, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there a fairly large number, in 

your view? Because, let me say this to you, in all candor. 

MR. DEUTCH: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: In the time that I served as 

chairman of readiness -- and my friend at the table with you 
and my friend that is the director here now both know -- we 

were jurisdictional on some of this stuff and, obviously, 

there was never enough money authorized or appropriated for 

all the environmental cleanup in the country at these bases, 

and I presume that's still the case, so I presume we're going 

to have some problems out there. 

MR. DEUTCH: We are certainly paying attention to 

the issue of environmental remediation at all of our sites, 

whether they are scheduled for closure or whether they remain 

in our active facility list, and it is a major concern to 
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Bill Perry and to myself about not only covering these 

environmental costs but also making sure that the programs, 

the environmental cleanup programs, are implemented properly. 

We will get an answer to the record here about the 

specific question you raised, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'd appreciate that. Along those 

same lines, I would ask, did the overall cost of 

environmental restoration at closure bases -- which is a 
budget factor in closing bases, even though it's not a 

decision factor -- limit the size of the list presented to 
the Commission, in your opinion? 

MR. DEUTCH: The answer to that question is no. As 

you know, Mr. Chairman, currently we have estimated the cost 

for the prior rounds to be about $3.8 billion and the cost 

for the environmental cleanup of this particular round has 

not been estimated, which will be very significant, indeed. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Given that wartime 

medical requirements far exceed, obviously, those of 

peacetime, is there enough medical infrastructure remaining 

to support our two major regional conflict strategy, in your 

opinion? 

MR. DEUTCH: Yes, sir. That's both an issue of 
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medical personnel and an issue of facilities. We have just 

had a very -- in response to a request by Congress -- a very 
significant and detailed study of the medical requirements, 

both in wartime and peacetime, and that study could be made 

available to the Commission, as well. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let me follow up along that line 

on medical issues. Military medical facilities, of course, 

play an important role in terms of both readiness for war and 

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, as you know. Military 

medical assets are also important from a Department budget 

point of view, quite obviously, in their ability to reduce 

the civilian health and medical program for the uniformed 

service costs. 

However, the fate of military hospitals is often 

tied to larger closure and realignment decisions about the 

installations on which they are located. What guidance did 

the Department provide to the respective services and to the 

joint cross-service groups to ensure that decisions that 

impact military hospitals and military beneficiaries are made 
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in consideration of those impacts I've described? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, a very good question. 

The quality of life of the military personnel, of their 

families, of retired military personnel, is very heavily 

influenced by our ability to provide adequate medical care. 

In this area, above all else, over time, in my judgment, a 

cross-servicing approach has been the rule rather than the 

exception. 

So the Cross-Servicing Group on Medical Care that 

we established was very conscious of the ability to use the 

facilities and the capabilities of various services to 

provide needs for the total military community in an area, 

and also very knowledgeable about the strategy and the path 

wetre following to try and provide affordable medical care to 

all aspects of our community. They were also very heavily 

sensitive to what the results would be of closures of 

particular facilities on associated hospitals or clinics in 

an area. 

I would think that this is of the strongest aspects 

of this BRAC, and you should have -- you or your staff here 
-- an entire analysis of the Medical Cross-Servicing Group, 
which really was the engine running the medical closure and 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



85 

realignment suggestions that are being presented to you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for that answer, and I 

take it from that that you're comfortable that the medical 

needs and the health attention required by our service people 

everywhere has been adequately considered in what you've 

done? 

MR. DEUTCH: This is a top priority for   ill Perry, 

maintaining the quality of life for our military personnel, 

our retirees and their families. This is very important, and 

I would say yes, especially, I think this is one of the 

strongest cross-servicing units that we had. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I want to get, now, to the subject 

that you hear little about in the country because of the 

power of our national television to simplify things in the 

minds of people in this country. As you know, Mr. Secretary, 

60 Minutes and a number of other stories resulting from that 

have sort of dispersed around the country, from the BENS 

report, a view that some of this work has not been adequately 

done in the past. 

I would want to comment, first, that when you're 

talking about a situation where bases weren't closed in 

decades, and now you're closed hundreds of them and saved 
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billions of dollars, one would think there ought to be a 

compliment or two involved, but I suppose it is the 

continuing burden that one bears in public service that all 

we get is the criticism. 

I say that as I go into this subject matter, but I 

think it's necessary to address this subject matter, because 

those of us on the Commission will have to deal with it this 

time . 
As you know, in October of 1994, Business 

Executives for National Security -- commonly known as 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 you year, 

and the essence of the report and the 60 Minutes 

characterization 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 and BENS report detract 
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from general support for the closure process. I'd like to 

have your comments about it. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, let me begin by saying 

that the prompt reuse of facilities is a very important 

priority of this Administration. In July of 1993, President 

Clinton announced a streamlined interagency approach to try 

and do better at the pace at which closed facilities were 

converted to productive reuse for the communities in which 

they are located. 

There is no question about the fact that our record 

here at providing that process of reuse is improved. It is 

satisfactory? I would say that it is not satisfactory until 

we have found a way to have closed facilities producing jobs 

for communities which have historically been of such strong 

support. My main point is we have a high priority on this. 

We are doing better. We have further to go. 

With respect to the specific report that you 

mentioned, the ~usiness Executives for National Security, 

this is a very valuable and strong organization whose 

commentary on national security affairs is of importance to 

us. In this particular case, we think they were a little bit 

fast off the mark. 
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We have prepared, at the time, a very careful 

analysis of their report and our response to it, and some 

errors which we think were in their report, and have provided 

it to them and we would be happy to make that available to 

you. 

In sum, community reuse of closed facilities is 

exceedingly important. We are working that problem hard. 

Our services are working it hard, and we think we're making 

progress on it, and we will make progress greater in the 

future . 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for that very 

excellent response. I share your view that BENS is an 

important and distinguished group of business executives that 

does an important service to our country and has generally 

been very supportive of our national security interests. I 

did not mean to imply that there was any question about the 

integrity of that group. 

I do think, when you say you only shut down a 

third, you didn't say we've already shut down, actually -- or 
you still have a third open. It doesn't say we actually shut 

down two thirds, which I think, in some ways, is rather 

remarkable. I've gone through this process and I know how 
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tough it is to shut down a base. 

I would also say that I was pleased with the 

progress of this ~dministration in being more concerned about 

that transition period. I see Mr. Bayer here and others that 

have been hands on on that, and the fact that you have 

transition chiefs in these communities, now, that are working 

with the Department and with the government and so forth is 

very helpful. 

As you know, I have suggested, in my confirmation 

hearing and throughout the course of my service as chair 

here, that one of the things I think we need to continue to 

work on is a post-closure process. I really see that as a 

significant problem around the country, to make sure that -- 
you know, nobody wants this to happen to them but, if it 

happens to a community, we ought to be in place. 

I'm not talking about throwing money at them. I'm 

talking about working with them in the appropriate ways to 

help these communities get back on their feet, and I think 

it's just so important to us to do that well. I thank you 

for your suggestions along those lines. 

Following up on that, the Defense Finance and 

Accounting Service is currently slated to consolidate its 
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200-plus offices at the five 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 -- reopened -- 14 were 
operating reasonably close to the recommendations of the 

Commission. 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. 

MR. DEUTCH: The criteria -- which was a published 
criteria -- for selection of the DFAS centers included making 
use of existing federal facilities or closed bases. This was 

one of the criteria of, I believe, as I recall, eight 

different criteria that were used. 

It was felt that, if you were going to open a new 

center at a new location, you should take cost into account 

-- how cheaply could it be done; you should take into account 
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whether there was an adequate supply of personnel to carry 

out the function; you should take into account whether there 

was a facility which was available, which was owned by the 

Department of Defense, had been slated for closure but could 

be used to help the community which had been so severely 

impacted. 

Since I was one who was involved in the selection 

of these DFAS centers, I recollect how the selection process 

was made. The consequence was that several of the new DFAS 

centers will go to bases that were slated for closure. 

Bill Perry, earlier today, mentioned Loring Air 

Force Base, which is a closed base, but where a DFAS site is 

being centered. Last week, I was down in Charleston, South 

Carolina, where there we opened the first DFAS center in the 

United States at Charleston Navy Yard, which was a closed 

facility. 

In my judgment, that's exactly right, as long as 

the dollars and cents are right. To go and put the DFAS 

centers in places which have been previously impacted by job 

loss is certainly consistent with our Department's concern 

with community impact. It was one of several criteria that 

were made. 
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At no time did it overwhelm the general, single 

2 

3 

most important view of the DFAS consolidation, which was to 

save money for the taxpayer but, when that first primary 

4 

5 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for that. It occurred 

to me -- and this is sort of a simplistic thing, and none of 

this stuff is simple -- that a lot of the BENS criticism 
probably arose because of the DFAS centers at these bases 

purpose was served, if there was a way of locating a DFAS 

center at a closed facility in a community which had been 

6 

7 

l2 i that were supposed to be closed. 

impacted by a base closure, there was a possibility in this 

weighting system to allocate points for that purpose. 

l3 1 MR. DEUTCH: I'm not aware that that has anything I 
to do with the BENS criticism. I will say this. In those 

places where a DFAS center -- Fort Ord is another example -- 

is going, because it's in a location and a community which 

has previously been adversely impacted by the closure of a 

facility and loss of jobs, I think that's terrific news for 

the people and I'm all for it. 

20 I CHAIRMAN DIXON: About one-third of the 21 new I 
Defense Finance and ~ccounting Service sites have yet to 
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$200 million to make improvements to many of these sites. In 

light of the ongoing consolidation efforts taking part in 

I other parts of DOD, would it be worthwhile, in your opinion, 

to consider further reductions in the number of DFAS sites? 

MR. DEUTCH: No, sir. The DFAS consolidation is a 

consolidation where we are underway. 

We are moving from whatever it was, several hundred 

sites, to two dozen or so sites, and I think that what is 

important here is, by consolidating in smaller increments -- 
that is, to two dozen rather than seven or eight or none -- 
what you have is an easier transition from the existing 

structure to the new structure. Paybacks will be earlier, so 

that you don't have to wait until you have the full, all up 

megasites. 

I think that here is a situation where we are 

headed towards downsizing -- economic downsizing, high payoff 
downsizing -- and the DFAS system is an example of how it 
should be done right, not one which needs to be reviewed. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Secretary Deutch, on the question 

of future base closures and realignments, you and I and the 

others have talked today about the fact that this is the 

final round under the 1990 Act. 
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Once this round is completed, as you and I know, 

the Department of Defense will go back to operating under the 

section of ~itle 10, U.S. 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 work force before proposing such a 

closure or realignment. 

I think you and I can both agree that it's almost 

impossible to close or realign a military base under this 

authority. My experience, when I was here in the Senate, was 

that we just didn't close any until we had the Carlucci 

round. 

This Commission plans to make recommendations on a 

process for closing or realigning military bases in the 

future after this 1995 round is completed. I think that's 

important, because there was all this closure talk about the 

"mother of all base  closing^^^ and everything else; "This is 

the last one; it's the end of it all forever and for all 

time," and I've never thought that was the appropriate and 

responsible and businesslike way to look at this. 

You appealed to me, and my sense of things, when 
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you said earlier, you and others, that you'd made some 

management decisions here. After all, that's what this job 

of yours is all about, making smart management decisions. 

I would ask you, will you make whatever 

recommendations you consider important in your house to us 

about what should be done in the future and work with us, as 

we prepare our suggestions for the Congress, subsequent to 

this round, about what ought to be done in the future? 

MR. DEUTCH: Yes, Mr. Chairman. Bill Perry has 

already, I think, given you the outlines of his thinking on 

it. We'll be glad to work with you to be more detailed in 

what our views are for another BRAC round after this one. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Given that the list is smaller 

than initially planned here, how much will DOD have to plus 

up the budget to accommodate reduced savings in the late 

'90s, in your opinion? 

MR. DEUTCH: Well, Mr. Chairman, this list is not 

smaller compared to any expectation that I think Bill and I 

have had for quite some period of time. It is smaller 

compared to what would be a calculated number for a 

proportional reduction in force space relative to budget 

decline in force level -- 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: If I may interrupt -- I apologize 
-- I had said "smaller than initially planned," because I 
felt that the suggestion earlier was that it might be a 

larger list. 

MR. DEUTCH: Certainly there was a great effort by 

everybody to get as much reduction as possible, but I don't 

think that Bill and I have had the view that it was going to 

be larger than '93 when the services finally came in with 

their recommendations for a considerable period of time. 

Be that as it may, the net savings which are 

proposed in this round are very, very significant indeed. 

The payback is much more rapid than in prior rounds. So, in 

point of fact, this is welcome news to our programming of 

resources out over the next six years, both because the 

paybacks are larger and because the costs, up front costs 

connected to the paybacks, are smaller. 

There is an important management challenge here, 

Mr. Chairman, that I want to be very explicit about. We have 

to accomplish these projected savings. Savings are not 

savings when they're projected. Savings are only savings 

when they're finished. 

So there is an enormous management challenge to 
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actually execute this program. That's why I think itfs so 

cautious to imagine making major changes, major additions for 

closure on this list, because what the challenge is for us 

from this day forward -- or, actually, more precisely, from 

July 2nd forward -- is to actually achieve the very 

aggressive savings that have been identified in the proposal 

that is in front of you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Secretary Deutch, the 

proposed fiscal year '96 budget you presented to Congress 

last month represents a reduction of almost $6 billion, or 

5.3 percent in real terms, from the fiscal '95 level. It 

includes $785 million to begin implementing the '95 closures 

in fiscal '96. 

Was the size of the '95 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? 

MR. DEUTCH: No. Generally, the answer to that is 

no. On the other hand, I will report to you, again going 

back to this important case of the Air Force logistics 

centers, that the up front costs estimated there to close two 

centers were sufficiently large that it led the Air Force to 
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examine another alternative, and that is the alternative 

which is, indeed, in the proposal before you, to downsize and 

consolidate rather than to close facilities. 

So, in the particular case of the Air Force, I 

think they were quite concerned about the need for the up 

front monies to close their logistics centers and looked for 

a more economical alternative. 

At a certain stage, as General Shalikashvili 

mentioned, if we allocate too much money to these up front 

costs, it will impact short term readiness and our ability to 

maintain the forces as we should. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, 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. 

First of all, is this accurate and, second, if it's 

accurate, what steps have you directed to ensure that cost 

and savings estimates are realistic for the '95 round? 

MR. DEUTCH: There is an incentive in each service 

to make their costs and savings as realistic as possible 

because, if they are wrong, it is their service budget that 

is going to have to eat that difference. I want to stress 
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that there is a very large incentive on the services to 

estimate this as best they can. 

Conversely, if they realize savings, those savings 

can be used to support their programs that they need to 

defend the country. I think the Navy is most pronounced on 

this view, that these savings are key, they must be had, in 

order to pay for the projected Navy programs. 

So therefs a natural incentive in the services to 

be as accurate as possible. 

I do not want to give you -- Ifm not in a position 
here to give you -- an accurate and complete, thorough 

assessment of how well we have done at estimating costs of 

closure for particular bases in past BRACs. 

I think it's a very important point for you to 

examine and I would guess, from such an examination, that the 

resulting judgment would be not great. We're doing better, 

but it's always hard to estimate closing costs and especially 

hard if you include the environmental closing costs 

associated with it. 

But my answer would be, probably not great, but I 

don't have a thorough analysis to present to you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much. Will you 
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excuse me a moment, Mr. Secretary, while I talk to my staff? 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, I have questions 

from certain Members of the Congress here and, frankly, my 

staff believes that some would be better directed to the 

service, chiefs of the service secretaries, but I want to ask 

you this one because the distinguished Congressman is in the 

room, I'm told, and we think you perhaps can answer this 

question and, if you find that it's one better handled by 

someone else, we'll pursue it more later. 

I have represented to Members of the Congress that 

this would be their instrument for asking the tough questions 

and, frankly, the reason I've done that, Mr. Secretary, is 

because I've been pretty vocal in saying that I'm going to 

avoid a huge cosmetic add-on that will cause great expense 

and concern in the country, and so we want to be pretty tough 

about how we evaluate everything, frankly, that you've done. 

This question is from Congressman Browder: 

Secretary Deutch, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission removed from the list proposed by the Department 

of Defense and directed the -- let's get this right. Yes. 

Secretary Deutch, the 1993 -- there's been a little 
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scratching on this. I've got to be a little careful how I do 

this, to get it correct. 

Secretary Deutch, the 1993 Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission removed Fort McClellan in Alabama 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 process before the 

DOD could again place that installation on the 1995 BRAC 

list. 

Fort McClellan is recommended for closure again 

this year. Have any of the necessary permits been obtained 

by the Army at the receiving installation? 

MR. DEUTCH: No, they have not. Let me make a 

philosophical remark and then return to this particular case. 

Bill Perry mentioned that, when the list from the different 

services came forward, that we carefully evaluated each and 

every list and there were six or seven extremely difficult 

cases that received our personal attention. 

He mentioned the Missile Wing at Grand Forks 

because of its treaty implications, and here is another 

instance which was discussed extensively as being one of the 
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4 

impaired by this recommendation. 

whether we would be able to maintain our chemical defense 

preparedness and, secondly, whether in combination 

McClellants proximity to the Anniston, Alabama chemical 

So this was a very close call and one that we did 

spend a great deal of time on. 

I believe that the proposill before the Commission 

says, the proposals to move the Chemical Warfare School 

element up to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri -- it would not go 
to Fort Leonard Wood, the proposal says, unless the proper 

permits are received from the State of Missouri. So that is 

a process that the Army has got to go through before we would 

be happy to close or would be willing to close Fort 

McClellan. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Would you excuse me a moment while 

I talk to staff about that? 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, as I understand 

that, in discussing this with staff -- and, in saying this, 
may I say to the Congressmen in question and everybody in 
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this room, we do not yet determine the correctness of your 

decision, of course. That's part of our process, which will 

be an ongoing process for many months. 

But, as I understand this now, in the event, in the 

end, that we would support your decision, it's clear that we 

would have to have before us clear evidence that all permits 

were in place. 

MR. DEUTCH: That's our recommendation to you, Mr. 

Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And it is our statement to you 

that we would not act unless they were in place, I take it. 

MR. DEUTCH: That's our recommendation to you, as 

well. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, sir. Thank you, sir. 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we're going to pick on you a 

little more because they say, since you came from Energy, you 

may be more conversant with this than many others, anyway. 

The New Mexico congressional delegation, Senators 

Pete Domenici and Jeff Bingaman and Representatives Joe 

Skeen, Bill Richardson, and Steve Schiff, asked the Chair to 

ask this: 
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One, nuclear deterrence remains the backbone of the 

U.S. strategic policy of deterrence. Are any facilities 

under consideration involved with or connected to the U.S. 

nuclear deterrent capability? Was 'an analysis done on the 

impact on this capability and was the Department of Energy 

consulted with regard to this impact? 

Is that too convoluted? 

MR. DEUTCH: No, no, it's not. Wetre going down, 

Mr. Chairman, in this set of questions, precisely those cases 

which we, Bill Perry and I, personally looked at most 

closely. 

Bill mentioned Grand Forks. We've just discussed 

McClellan. Next on my list here is Kirtland Air Force Base 

in New Mexico where the concern was that the Air Force, in 

taking an action based on Air Force-perceived requirements 

and needs, would unintentionally and adversely impact the 

very critical functions that are performed by the Sandia 

National Laboratory, which is co-located on the Kirtland Air 

Force Base. 

I had an opportunity to -- and I must say, Mr. 
Chairman, that prior consultation in the process months ago 

between the Air Force and the Department of Energy on this 
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point, I think, was not as extensive as I would have liked it 

to be. 

So when this proposal came forward I personally 

went out of my way, especially beca,use of my concern for the 

proper functioning of the Department of Energy installations, 

to assure that the recommendation made by the Air Force to us 

and to the Commission would include allowance for an adequate 

support of the infrastructure at the Kirtland Air Force Base 

land area. 

That is, providing for adequate support for 

perimeter security as well as security for some of the 

remaining DOD facilities that were there, fire support, and 

other kinds of accident prevention support. 

The Air Force confirmed to me that we were not 

going to take out any activities there that would impair the 

proper functioning of Department of Energy activities. I 

believe the Secretary of the Air Force, ~heila ~idnall, has 

written the Department of Energy Under Secretary, charlie 

Curtis, a letter to that effect and, therefore, it was c ill's 

and my judgment that the action which is proposed to you will 

not impair adversely the integrity of the whole facility or 

the operation of the Sandia National Laboratory. 
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I would welcome, Bill Perry would welcome, your 

scrutiny of that to see that our judgment was correct. It 

was a very close call and you are hitting the issues which, 

in our mind, were the most difficupt to resolve. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: May I pu:rsue it further, because 

their question is in three parts. 

Two, 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 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? And 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? 

Again, a very long question. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, there were a variety of 

tenants at that base, some of which are interrelated and 

some, quite frankly, which are not interrelated. The Air 

Force assures me that they have gone through, step by step, 

assessing the impact on every tenant at the base, and I would 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



107 

urge you to talk to the Air Force about that specific point. 

but not all of the tenants of the base are as critically 

interrelated to the nuclear deterrent function. 

I want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, this was a very 

difficult judgment on the part of Bill Perry and myself and 

it deserves to be reviewed so that not only the congressional 

delegation but the community are sure that this was 

thoroughly and properly analyzed. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: The last thing on their list, the 

third question: 

Which bases on the proposed list for realignment or 

closure have an inter-governmental relationship with agencies 

or entities outside the base? Were these entities notified 

or asked to provide information about economic effects or 

missions? And will you provide these responses? 

MR. DEUTCH: Certainly, we will provide the 

responses. There are certainly several bases where that 

interrelationship exists with other agencies. I can't give 

you a thorough, and accurate list now, but we will provide 

one for the record. 

I can think of two or three places where that same 

interrelationship -- for example, McDill, which we discussed 
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1 earlier. There, we are reversing back from a proposal, I 

1 believe, of the '93 Commission, to have the Department of 

1 Commerce run that runway, if I'm not mistaken, back to the 

Department of Defense. So there were different situations 

where this came up. 

I am not sure, nor do I want to give the impression 

that in each case there was full and thorough consultation 

with the affected other government agency. Perhaps there 

should have been. I must say that other government agencies 

always like to have the Department of Defense bear their 

infrastructure costs, so this is a painful process for 

people. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I've noticed that in the past, 

too, Mr. Secretary. 

I tell you what I'm going to do. With respect to 

the question by the distinguished Congressman and with 

respect to the question by the New Mexico delegation, I think 

I will also, if you don't mind, direct to you and Secretary 

Perry in writing those questions in an adequate form for your 

written responses and maybe to the service secretaries and 

others, as well, so that we can lay the necessary foundation 

for those distinguished members of the Congress to be 
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adequately informed of the decision making process. 

Now, there's only one other here, and I suspect 

that my staff thinks it's not appropriate to ask you, but I'm 

going to do it anyway, simply because I wouldnlt want one of 

my colleagues, past colleagues, to think that his was the 

only question not asked. 

Senator David Pryor, distinguished Senator from 

Arkansas, has asked me to submit this on behalf of the Red 

River Army Depot Community to the Secretary of Defense: 

The Department of the Army was requested to 

consider the cost of moving the DLA activity at the Red River 

Army Depot in its analysis of total closure costs. The 

community has estimated the cost to be in excess of $300 

million dollars for such a move. Is this estimate consistent 

with the costs calculated by the Department of Defense? 

That's the first question. 

MR. DEUTCH: I do not have the answer to that and I 

suggest that both Admiral Straw, the head of Defense 

Logistics Agency, and the Army, be asked to answer that 

question, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: The next question: It's my 

understanding -- Senator Pryor says -- that the Red River 
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Army Depot was recently awarded the 1995 President's 

Prototype Award in support of the Administrations National 

Performance Review Initiatives. Were such awards for quality 

and efficiency considered by the Department of Defense in 

this base closure process? 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, that's an important 

point and takes us right back to the beginning of this 

hearing. On this recommended list in front of you, there are 

excellent facilities. They are facilities that are high 

performers, that have done enormously valuable work for us, 

and we wish they weren't there. 

I mean, it is not only the Red River Depot that had 

awards given to it, but several of the others that are in 

front of us also were distinguished performers. We took into 

account excess capacity, but we also took into account, in 

the analysis of the various services, the ability of 

individuals and units to perform their jobs. 

The general answer is that all of the facilities 

that are being impacted today are made up of high-performing 

individuals and very supportive communities. But explicitly, 

awards were not taken into account because it's not one of 

the criteria that are specified by law. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'm persuaded that that is a 

sensible answer, and I've said so many times that, by the 

time you get to this fourth round, presumably anything that 

we should have gotten rid of is pretty well gone already; and 

I appreciate the fact that we all have to be sensitive to the 

fact that this is all pretty good stuff we're looking at. 

The closing question by Senator Pryor: Could you 

detail the reasoning behind the Department of the Army's 

recommendation to completely close one of its primary depots 

and realign another when the other military services appear 

to have chosen realignment initiatives through downsizing in 

place at their maintenance facilities? 

I think that is a fairly valid question in view of 

all the testimony today. 

MR. DEUTCH: There are two parts to that. First of 

all, directly, I think that that's a question you should ask 

the Army. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. 

MR. DEUTCH: But the issue about what strategy is 

best, to close or to reduce in place, depends upon the costs 

which are estimated for the closure and how much excess 

capacity you have, so you don't necessarily get the same 
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answer for the Navy, the Army, and the Air Force, in this 

depot area, and that is one of the points that we did look at 

in our cross-servicing analysis. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I assure you, we will ask those 

services in each of these cases, as well. And I'm going to 

ask you the last question in a moment here, and announce to 

the audience that, first of all, we appreciate very much your 

accommodation. Bob Bayer and Josh Gotbaum, I believe, will 

be in after lunch and we will be questioning them at 1:30. 

I want to tell everyone here it will be promptly 

1:30, and I think that probably, in a matter of not an 

excessive two hours, we'll conclude this afternoon, and we 

remain appreciative of the imposition on the time of every 

one of you and your forthright answers to our questions. 

Senator Jeff Bingaman of New Mexico requests that I 

ask Dr. Deutch the following question before he leaves: 

In December of 1990, Senators Jeff Bingaman and 

Pete Domenici were told -- now, you understand this is 

Senator Bingamanls question; I don't know this to be factual 

but he's an honorable man, obviously; it is factual if he 

says so -- were told by the chief of staff of the Air Force, 
General McPeak, that the Air Force planned to close Los 
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Angeles Air Base in the mid-'90s and move the Air Force's 

1 Space Systems Division and the Aerospace corporation to 

I Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque. 

1 The Air Force, in 1990, even did a draft 

5 1 environmental impact statement in preparation for that move. I 
I The Air Force analysis in this round of ~ i r  Force lab and 

1 product centers puts L.A. Air Base in Tier 2, along with 

I Kirtland Air Force Base. In six of the eight categories 

1 Kirtland ranks ahead of L.A., in another is tied. 

lo 1 Now, I don't know these things to be factual. I'm 

reading this question. 

Why is Kirtland closed in your proposal and not 

l3 I L.A. Air Force Base? Now, that is the question. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, as I recall, the first 

part of that said 1990. Is that correct? 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Senator Bingaman alleges that, in 

l7 1 1990 -- or states -- in 1990 he and his colleague, Senator 
~omenici, had a conversation with the then chief of staff, 

General McPeak. 

MR. DEUTCH: The only point I want to make is that, 

in 1990, I was happily elsewhere, not in Washington, D.C. 

(Laughter) 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you stating that you're not 

pleased to be here with me this morning? 

(Laughter) 

MR. DEUTCH: No, no. I didn't mean to imply that 

at all, Mr. Chairman. I'm just trying to say that my 

occupation and activity was very different at that time. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. 

MR. DEUTCH: But I do believe that there was a 

proposal at that time for consolidation, as is said by 

Senator Bingaman, to Kirtland. I happen to know that, but it 

would take me greater detail to give you a complete analysis 

there. But I think he's correct about the proposal to move 

Aerospace Corporation in the Los Angeles Air Force station 

and the Space Command to Kirtland. 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: In other words -- I've asked staff 

here, because I wanted to clarify that -- I don't believe 

that my friend and former colleague is suggesting -- and I 
believe this is correct, is it not -- I don't believe he's 

suggesting that, on the eight criteria that you use, that 

Kirtland is ahead on six of the eight and tied on one. I 

think he's talking about some other kind of a category 
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1 analysis that the Air Force used. 

1 Is your understanding, and is that your 

1 understanding? Because I think that would be important. 

MR. DEUTCH: Mr. Chairman, let me say there has 

been no proposal here for Los Angeles or ~irtland in either 

'93 or '91, as well as this year. I'm sure you're referring 

to other proposals, other criteria. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. DEUTCH: But I also suspect that this is also a 

comparison with the Phillips Lab at Kirtland Air Force Base, 

it is related to the presence of Phillips Lab, which we are 

not realigning or proposing to be reduced in this BRAC round, 

but it's a very complicated, separate subject. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. Of course, one of the 

reasons I asked this, aside from the fact that 1/11 ask any 

question that a Member of Congress asks me to ask, because I 

think it's appropriate that they do this in the discharge of 

their duties as a representative of our people and our 

country, but the point being, if we're not going to add on a 

huge number and make this thing, you know, kind of a circus 

again -- scratch the "againlt1 but not adding on a great many 
-- I think it's important to understand that, for major 
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closures, we'll want to lay down next to those closures other 

similarly situated types of bases and things and then analyze 

whether, in our view, the services and the Secretary of 

Defense made the right decision. 

Do you follow what I'm saying or is that a little 

convoluted again? You're pondering. 

MR. DEUTCH: My problem is that I don't think that 

Los Angeles Air Base is a close substitute for Kirtland. 

That's what's giving me a little bit of trouble, here. It is 

a substitute for a facility at Kirtland, not for Kirtland Air 

Force Base. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. 

MR. DEUTCH: Kirtland Air Force Base is really -- 

and that is one of the questions about it -- is really a 
hotel for lots of different functions, and that's a little 

bit different in Los Angeles. That's the problem I'm having. 

But this is something we have time to assess and weigh. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Incidentally, if there's any 

possibility of a misunderstanding, I want to again clarify, I 

think that my predecessor, as chairman, did an outstanding 

and splendid job and that every prior BRAC Commission did, 

and the only thing this chairman is saying is, after 
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reviewing this thing three times in the past, and having in 

mind all the consultantsf fees and fancy attorney fees and 

other things involved in the closing process, that's a great 

deal of pain to communities and areas around the country. 

I certainly don't want to add to that pain 

unnecessarily. That does not mean we won't add on. We will. 

But we're not going to add on, I don't think, in the 

substantial numbers that has been done in the past, unless my 

colleagues, who obviously have equal voice with me, disagree 

with what I'm saying. 

The only point I wanted to make there was that, if 

people are making an allegation that, in their view, taking 

into account now not some other categories, but the eight 

criteria, that someplace was really a stronger candidate than 

the place closed, then I think that's a valid thing for us to 

be carefully evaluating. 

MR. DEUTCH: Absolutely. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. DEUTCH: That's your job. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. DEUTCH: And we think it's important for you to 

go through that assessment, because it gives everybody 
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confidence that the right recommendation and actions will be 

taken. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, I'm indebted to 

you, as are the potential commissioners, hopefully to be 

commissioners shortly. We thank you for the morning you've 

given us and we'll look forward to seeing Deputy secretaries 

Gotbaum and Bayer this afternoon to pursue this matter 

further. 

MR. DEUTCH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much for your time. 

We are adjourned until promptly 1:30. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., a luncheon recess was 
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A F T E R N O O N  S E S S I O N  

(1:30 p.m.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good afternoon, ladies and 

gentlemen, and welcome. At this afternoon's hearing we're 

pleased to have with us the Honorable Joshua Gotbaum, 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security. 

Secretary Gotbaum services as chairman of the Defense 

Department's BRAC '95 Steering Group, and in that capacity 

he's had responsibility for reviewing the Department's base 

closure process. 

Hers 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. Gotbaumfs 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 '95 BRAC 

round to examine areas with significant potential for 

cross-service cooperation. 
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Before you begin, let me say that in 1993, as part 

of the National Defense ~uthorization Act for fiscal '94, the 

Base Closure Act was amended to require that all testimony 

before the Commission at a public hearing be presented under 

oath. As a result, all of the witnesses who appear before 

the Commission this year must be sworn in before testifying. 

Now, Mr. Gotbaum, we picked on Mr. Bayer this 

morning. He is now properly sworn. So would you please rise 

and raise your right hand, Secretary Gotbaum, and do you 

solemnly swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to 

give to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 

truth? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I do. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. And you understand, 

Mr. Bayer, that you are still under oath. 

MR. BAYER: I do, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And, ladies and gentlemen, again, 

I am alone up here because we have not been successful in 

finding a window to confirm my colleagues, the other seven 

commissioners, but because of their devotion to our national 

security interests and their responsibilities as good 
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citizens, they have been kind enough to stay here all day, 

and I want to reintroduce them this afternoon. 

Mr. A1 Cornella is a businessman in Rapid City, 

South Dakota, a Navy veteran with service in Vietnam. Mr. 

Cornella. 

Ms. Rebecca Cox is a vice president of Continental 

Airlines, and she served with great distinction as a base 

closure commissioner in the I93 round. Ms. Cox. 

General J.B. Davis retired from the Air Force in 

1993 as a four-star general after a distinguished 35-year 

career. General Davis. 

Mr. S. Lee Kling is chairman of the board at Kling 

Rector & Company, an emergent banking company in St. Louis. 

Mr. Cling. 

Admiral Benjamin F. Montoya of New Mexico retired 

from the Navy with a rank of rear admiral. Currently 

president and chief executive officer of Public Service 

Company of New Mexico. Admiral Montoya. 

General Joe Robles retired from the Army with a 

rank of major general after 28 years of service. Is 

currently chief financial officer and corporate controller of 

USAA Financial services. General Robles. 
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Senate for a period of years and in the Bush administration, 

and is a former distinguished staff of the previous Base 

Closure Commission. Ms. Steele. 

And, of course, everyone in the government and 

everyone concerned about this process thanks all of your for 

your kindness in bearing with us as the Senate tries to find 

the appropriate moment to confirm all of you, and we all 

understand and know that you're highly qualified, 

well-experienced people, and that the Senate will shortly do 

its work, because we'll have hearings again next Monday, 

March 6th, and Tuesday, March 7th, and I rely upon the fact 

that all of my colleagues will be well prepared to ask the 

appropriate questions then. 

Secretary Gotbaum, the administrationfs fiscal year 

I96 budget -- oh, excuse me, I apologize. Mr. Secretary, 

excuse me. Please make your statement. 

(Laughter) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: That's a rotten thing to do, not 

give a chance to a man to defend himself before he's brutally 

attacked. 

(Laughter) 
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MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, I will tell you that 

Secretary Deutch told me that you were active in your 

questioning, but I didn't realize this active. 

(Laughter) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, all I know is, the Secretary 

made a statement this morning about happier times, and I 

said, I1You mean to tell me you're not happy being with us 

MR. GOTBAUM: I'm sure that we in the Department 

are all enormously gratified that the responsibility is now 

shared with this Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the public who may some 

day be commissioners, thank you very much. You've asked this 

afternoon that we review for you what are the processes and 

the procedures that the Department of Defense has followed in 

making its recommendation. And so, with the Commissionrs 

permission, I will submit a statement for the record, but I'd 

like to go through the steps in some detail. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please do. Your statement will be 

reproduced in full in the record, of course. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Thank you, sir. Before I get to the 

details -- actually, let me make one other point, if I may, 
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which is, I'm accompanied, as you know, by the Honorable Bob 

Bayer, who is my Deputy for Installations. He, in addition 

to a number of other talented individuals in this room, is 

also a former employee of the Chairman of this Commission, 

thereby proving we know where talent lies. 

And if I may, Mr. Chairman, I'm going to defer and 

let him talk about our work in economic impact. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Before I talk about the details of 

our process and procedure, I'd really like to make four 

points about the process itself. One, that it is fair. The 

Congress, in designing the BRAC process, when it recognized 

that the existing procedures for base closure were not 

working and proposed BRAC as a solution, nonetheless demanded 

that the result had unquestionably to be fair, and we in the 

Department of Defense go to extraordinary lengths to make 

sure that it is. 

As the law requires, we consider all installations 

equally. We direct the use of a common force structure and a 

common set of criteria. The services develop their tests for 

implementing these criteria and their weighting factors in 

those tests in advance of actually getting the data. So that 
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the guidelines, if you will, are set up in advance of any 

information about any particular base. 

And this whole process is audited by the service 

Inspectors General, the Inspector General of the Department 

of Defense, and the General Accounting office. 

I mention this because all of these requirements 

together form a discipline. From that discipline we can then 

make what are obviously critical and difficult judgments, and 

then those judgments are themselves reviewed. They're 

reviewed by the Secretary of Defense, they're reviewed by the 

General Accounting Office, by the public, and, obviously, 

most importantly, by you and your Commission. 

First, it's fair. Second, it is undeniably 

painful. As the Secretary noted this morning, we did not 

arrive at our recommendations easily. We are forced in this 

process to choose among installations which are themselves 

excellent. There are facilities on this list, not because 

they aren't excellent, but because they are either more than 

we need or more than we can afford. 

In every one of these cases there will be an 

installation commander who is justifiably proud of his base 

or her base, and in every case there will be a community that 
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has supported the nation's armed services in some cases for 
I 

hundreds of years. We know it is painful. 

The third point, which you, Mr. Chairman, know, 

having been through the process before, and which your future 

CO- 

commissioners will know in gory detail, is, it is an 

extraordinarily complicated process we follow. Because the 

Congress, in directing us to do the BRAC process, said that 

you have to make a judgment about different kinds of 

facilities that is at the same time effective, accurate, 

consistent, public, and fair, and in order to fulfill that 

mandate we have developed many different methods for 

analysis, many different ways to implement the selection 

criteria. 

And as a result of this complexity, quite frankly, 

there are going to be people who come before this Commission 

and say, "Look, the result was so close. Isn't the 

Department being arbitrary?" 

And the point I want to make first is that, as 

you'll come to see when we and the services talk about the 

processes, this process is not arbitrary at all. 

There will be people who will come forward and 
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argue that some additional factor ought to be taken into 

account to help their facility survive, and it is, of course, 

this Commissionls job, entirely properly, to make judgments 

about those arguments. But we hope that youfll do so being 

conscious of the fact that every ad hoc addition to this 

process makes the results less consistent and the process 

even more complicated. 

And my last point before going into the details of 

the process, Mr. Chairman, is that as we go through all these 

details, it is absolutely essential not to lose sight of the 

reason we do BRAC in the first place and why we have to close 

bases. And the reason, very frankly and very bluntly, is 

because we need those funds. Even after the first three 

rounds of BRAC, we have too many bases. ~eductions in our 

forces, reductions in our budget have simply not kept pace 

with our basing structure. 

And we believe the process, as I believe the 

Secretary testified this morning, will ultimately provide on 

the order of 

$50 billion for the armed services and the taxpayers of this 

country. 

So those the points Ifd like to summarize. If I 
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can then talk, sir, about the process. The first point that 

needs to be made about this process is that it is essentially 

a bottoms-up process under secretarial guidance. Most of the 

analysis and most of the review work is carried out by the 

military departments and the defense agencies under policy 

guidance from the Secretary of Defense and the Deputy 

Secretary of Defense. 

The Deputy Secretary, over a year ago, established 

the policy and the procedures that we all follow. By 

memorandum which has been furnished to this committee, and is 

included in our published report, he said to the services 

they have to make recommendations exclusively based on the 

selection criteria and the force structure; that they needed 

to consider and must consider all installations within the 

United States equally; that they can categorize bases and 

should categorize bases; and that in making their judgments, 

they have to use objective criteria wherever possible, but 

recognize that this is not a process that strictly comes out 

of a computer; this is a process that requires military 

judgment. 

The Deputy Secretary also at that time established 

an organizational process within the Department of Defense to 
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oversee it, the BRAC Review Group, which has already been 

referred to. That group, chaired by Deputy Secretary Deutch, 

operated and was composed of the service secretaries and the 

chiefs and other senior department officials. Thatfs the 

policy and oversight group for the Department. There was 

beneath them and reporting to them a BRAC steering group, 

which, upon confirmation, I chaired beforehand. Mr. Bayer, 

in an unusual combination of both doing the work and getting 

the group, chaired the group. 

And that is really the group, Mr. Chairman, that 

day to day resolved the questions of consistency, the 

questions of policy, the questions of information that we 

had. 

The selection criteria on which we have operated, 

and which have been, I know, provided for the Commission 

before, were unchanged in this process. Wefve relied on the 

selection criteria that were used in previous rounds of BRAC. 

Those place a priority, in our view entirely properly, on 

military value. 

Considerations of cost savings are secondary, 

although obviously important, and considerations of community 

impact, which we do take into account, are also considered, 
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I And while the criteria have not changed, I think 1 
w' 1 

I it's important to note that the way the Department is 

but not with the same priority. 

-j 

7 1 the Commission to understand the level of depth in which we 

4 

5 

6 

I work, that the way we have looked at the other criteria also 

implementing them has improved. Mr. Bayer will talk to you 

in detail about how we now look at the issues of economic 

impact, but I think it's worth noting for the record, and for , 

I has been improved over time. I 

13 ( facilities like Fort Rucker did not get the credit that they I 

10 

11 

12 

l4 1 properly deserved. The Army now does so. The Army also 

Just to give you some for instances. The Army, in 

assessing its training bases, never looked at air training 

space; they looked at ground training space. As a result, 

20 1 So the criteria stay the same. We believe the way I 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

the criteria are implemented is more articulated than it has 

been in the past. 

gives credit now for ranges that are computerized versus 

those that are not. 

The Air Force has made a number of significant 

changes. In BRAC 1991, on each base they looked at about 80 

different sources of data. In this round of BRAC, about 250. 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 

(202) 296-2929 



131 

The process, if I may, begins when the service 

categorizes its bases, and I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if I 

might, as a useful tool for the prospective commissioners and 

for you, if I might just leave a small diagram with you and 

ask Colonel Jacobs to pass it around. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please. We'd be delighted to have 

your charts. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Okay. Colonel, could you provide 

that? 

Each service starts, first of all, by categorizing 

its bases. For the Air Force, small aircraft, large aircraft 

and missile, depots, labs, et cetera. 

And then they have to define, in advance, what are 

the factors that should be taken into account to apply the 

decision- 

making criteria to those kinds of facilities. Obviously, 

those factors differ. What is militarily important to a 

depot is obviously different from what's military important 

to an airfield. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Also, in advance, they define what 

are the data requirements. For each kind of facility, if I 
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1 

And, as I mentioned, the services were directed to 

try as much as possible to work with measures that are 

quantified, quantifiable, and objective. 

The other thing that is done in advance is to 

assign a weighting of the factors that enter into judgment. 

And if I may refer you, Mr. Chairman, to the second page of 

this handout, what you see here is the weighting developed by 

the Army -- we chose it as an example -- before they had 

information on any of their depots as to how they should 

weight the particular factors that they looked into in 

132 

want to look at those kinds of factors, what kind of data do 

deciding which depots were better and which depots poorer. 

So that the factors they took into account and the weightings 

they gave were all defined in advance. 

And if I may, Mr. Chairman, that's really one of 

the most important points about this process, is that, as 

much as possible, the rules were laid down before any names 

were attached and any data was provided in order to be as 

objective and as fair as possible. 

The other point which I should make is that this 
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is, by its nature, a bottom-up process; that in order to 

assess the information, to form judgments about it, you need 

a lot of information, and that's really why the services are 

the front line. 

Once the services have made their judgments about 

what factors matter, once they've made their judgments about 

what kind of weightings are appropriate, then, and only then, 

do they actually ask for data. And the data, as you know, 

Mr. Chairman, comes from the field, is certified from each 

installation as being to the best of their knowledge, 

accurate and complete. 

That information is sent back to headquarters and 

then analyzed. And if you look at the next page, Mr. 

Chairman, it is analyzed in accordance with the ground rules 

the services have already set up. And so what you see in the 

second page is a set of depots and the rankings they were 

given by the Army as part of its analysis process. 

And my point here is that the latter -- the 

analysis and the rankings were developed only after the Army 

had decided which factors matter most. That's an important 

part of this process. 

From that point on, the services have what is 
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admittedly a difficult job. They need to assess what is the 

capacity that they have and how much capacity do they need. 

They need to evaluate the military value of particular 

alternatives, and they need to evaluate the other criteria 

that matter. What are the real costs involved? What are the 

economic impacts on the community? What are the 

environmental impacts? 

And also, as the Secretary noted this morning, 

closing bases costs money up front. The services have become 

more sophisticated and more thoughtful and have learned how 

to reduce the up front costs, but there are still very 

substantial up front costs in this round, and those need to 

be taken into account because we do operate under a budget. 

At the end of all this deliberation within the 

service, the service secretary makes a recommendation. And 

my last point on the service secretary process, which is 

shown, really, by the first chart in your packet, Mr. 

Chairman, is that ultimately each service makes a judgment 

about rankings of facilities, an independent judgment about 

the capacities it needs, and only thing brings them together. 

And, in the final judgment, the recommendation of 

each service secretary is a recommendation as well of the 
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chief of service. Each service treats this as something 

which requires the intense cooperation of senior military as 

well as senior civilians. It reflects their best both 

military and civilian judgment, and you can be assured they 

are not taken lightly. I have no doubt that the Secretary of 

the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force will tell you about 

many nights and many hours spent in these deliberations. 

They're quite serious. 

In addition to this process -- and you asked about 

it, Mr. Chairman -- for the first time, the Secretary of 
Defense and Deputy Secretary of Defense directed a process to 

consider where there are possibilities for cross-servicing. 

This was a first ever effort. And what was done is, at the 

beginning of last year, the Deputy Secretary established five 

joint cross-service groups. These are groups consisting of 

personnel, senior personnel, from the office of the Secretary 

of Defense and also from each of the military departments. 

There was a group on depot maintenance, there was a 

group on medical treatment, there was a group on labs, there 

was a group on testing and evaluation, and there was a group 

on undergraduate pilot training. And in each case it was 

their job, first of all, to develop as best they could some 
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form of consistent data. The same issue that we have within 

a service, we had a cross-service, which is, if you're going 

to measure something and you're going to make judgments, you, 

first of all, need to get comparable data. And the fact is 

that, historically, services keep their records in different 

ways. 

So the first thing that each of these groups did 

is, they tried to develop as best they could some form of 

objective, relatively consistent measures across the kinds of 

facilities by function. 

Then they went and developed estimates for the 

Department as a whole of how much capacity we have across the 

Department as a whole and an estimate of how much capacity we 

need, based on the future yearsf defense plan and a measure 

of safety. 

And then the joint cross-service groups essentially 

developed measures of functional value, measures of which 

facility is likely to be more capable than another, and 

combined those to develop a set of alternatives, which they 

recommended to the services. 

And my first point here is that the joint 

cross-service groups were an adjunct to the more detailed, 
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1 

2 

I group, led by my colleague Jim Klugh, the Deputy 

Undersecretary for ~ogistics, developed an estimate of excess 

capacity, developed some measures of functional value, and 

then, using, in part, a linear optimization model and, in 

part, judgment, suggested to the services several different 

configurations of facilities that they ought to look first 

for closure and consolidation, one, and, in addition, 

work-sharing arrangements. 

more formalized, more objectified service process. 

And so what they did -- and if I use the example, 

And so General Klugh's group, which included 

representatives of the services, recommended to the services 

that they consider this configuration and this possible 

workload. 

Then the services analyzed these recommendations as 

part of their BRAC process. In some cases, the services came 

forward and concluded that the recommendation made sense and 

adopted it and passed it on to the Secretary of Defense. In 

other cases, the services came back and said, I1With some 

modifications, this makes sense." 

In still other cases, the services came back and 
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said, ttAbsolutely no way. You're talking about reducing a 

facility which is of such military importance that we would 

never consider closing it, notwithstanding your judgment 

about its functional value.I1 

And in still other cases, they made judgments for a 

variety of reasons to take other paths, and one of them, 

obviously, is the decision by the Air Force, which the Deputy 

Secretary, I know, briefed you on this morning, to 

consolidate and reduce capacity in their depots in a 

configuration that was different from the one that was 

suggested by the joint cross-service group. 

So that, Mr. Chairman, is how the joint 

cross-service group process went. It fed into the services 

and was fed back to the services. It was, I will tell you, 

an iterative process. As recently as last week, when there 

was a question before the Secretary of Defense of whether or 

not there was sufficient consolidation in one area, one of 

the joint cross-service groups met for a -- I'm sure for 

them, an extremely difficult 24-hour period to satisfy 

themselves that the service actions in response to their 

recommendations were sound and could be endorsed. 

At the end of this process, the service 
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recommendations come to the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense, and there is an additional process of review. Those 

recommendations were made to the Secretary at the beginning 

of February, and there were a range of reviews. 

For example, the Joint Staff, representatives of 

the unified commands, came in to review them to satisfy 

themselves that the war-fighting requirements of the CINCs 

would be supported, notwithstanding these recommendations. 

At the end of the day, as I'm sure General 

Shalikashvili testified this morning, he is comfortable, and 

the Joint Staff is comfortable, that these recommendations do 

not limit the nation's war-fighting requirements. But that 

is a review which absolutely had to be done before the 

Secretary of Defense could recommend this list. 

Secondly, within the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense, we did a series of reviews. One, to satisfy 

ourselves that there were not interests beyond the services 

that had been ignored, for example, treaty obligations, 

obligations under chem demil (chemical demilitarization) or 

obligations under START or ABM, which I know Deputy Secretary 

Deutch has discussed with you. That's one set of reviews. 

Secondly, there were reviews to consider whether or 
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not one service had in its recommendation neglected an 

interest of another service or another agency that was 

already providing assistance to us in the national security 

mission. 

And then, within my office, we performed two 

reviews. One, as best we can, to determine that the service 

has, in fact, followed the rules, that they used the force 

structure, they followed the criteria. 

And, secondly -- and, again, I'm going to defer to 

my colleague on this -- to satisfy ourselves that no service, 
acting independently, had created an economic impact which 

had not been taken into account by another service, we had 

asked all of the services to take into account the economic 

impacts of previous BRAC, and to take into account the 

economic impacts of their base closure decisions in this 

round. But they obviously were not privy to the base closure 

decisions of other services, and so that was a judgment that 

had to be done in our office, and that I will defer to Bob to 

describe for you. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the process that we 

followed. I guess I would summarize by saying that it was 

obviously painful, extremely detailed, but, we believe, fair, 
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1 and we believe, if implemented and supported by this 

1 Commission, it will ultimately save the armed forces and the 

, taxpayers billions of dollars, and, obviously, that will 

depend on whether this Commission supports it. 

And so we welcome the review that the law has 

provided and this Commission has provided, and we look 

forward to answering your questions, notwithstanding what may 

have been said earlier this morning, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you very much, Mr. 

Secretary. 

Mr. Bayer, do you have anything that you can 

briefly add to this before we go into the questions? 

MR. BAYER: Yes. Mr. Chairman, I want to focus 

specifically on the issue of economic impact, how that 

particular criterion was dealt with this year, because it was 

dealt with in a way that was different what the Department 

has done in the past. 

Three major points I'd like to start with. One, is 

that we understand the difficulty that communities face when 

we close a military installation, and so economic impact 

isn't something that we try to sweep under the rug. On the 

contrary, we developed this time a much more sophisticated 
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way of looking at that impact so that decision makers could 

1 take that into account when they are comparing alternatives 

for closure realignment. 

I I want to highlight what those differences are and 

what those improvements are. And the last point I want to 

make is that our economic impact was focused on local 

economic areas; that is, the standard metropolitan 

statistical areas; or, if there are rural areas in a county 

or multi-counties. In other words, we looked at where people 

actually lived and spent their money, rather than any larger 

aggregation, state or regional. 

As you know, the whole foundation of this process 

is force structure and criteria, and while the first four 

criteria support and emphasize military value and are, by 

definition, the most important, the sixth criteria does speak 

to economic impact. 

Beginning in 1993, after we had had two closure 

rounds already, there was a great deal of interest in looking 

at not only impact on one closure round, but also looking at 

cumulative impact as well. That was begun in 1993, and I 

believe we've improved upon that metric quite significantly 

in this round. 
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We looked really at two measures when we determined 

I 

what the impact was. One, was the potential job change 

within an economic area, military and civilian. And, 

secondly, taking that raw number, we applied it as a 

percentage of the total military and civilian jobs within an 

area. So we wanted a raw number of how many jobs are going 

to be affected, and then, well, how large an impact is that 

on an area? 

We also used multipliers for both our military and 

civilian employees so that we could see what the spillover 

would be in the community itself. That varied substantially. 

The low end were military trainees, where there was only a 

multiplier of .I, because they're staying on the base, 

they're not spending a whole lot of money, they're not 

invested in the community. 

On the other hand, some civilians, in particularly 

technical disciplines, had a very high multiplier, almost 

2.5. So it really varied by the type of individual, the type 

of activity, and also the size of the economic area itself. 

We found that, statistically, all three of those dimensions 

made a difference. All those were taken into account in 

coming up with this ultimate impact. 
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1 As far as the economic areas are concerned, again, 

' we said if itfs an urban area, wefre going to use the 

I standard metropolitan statistical area. But we also 

recognized that when OMB develops those areas, and they 

changed them between the last two BRAC rounds, I believe, 

there were some anomalies that wouldnft be very useful to us 

in telling the decision maker what the impact would be. 

A very good example is in the Washington area. 

After the census, when the OMB looked at that date, they made 

Washington and Baltimore one standard metropolitan 

statistical area. Well, while there are people who commute 

from Baltimore, the vast majority of them live and work in 

this area. 

So what we did was, we looked at every one of the 

areas where all of our bases were located -- that was a total 
of 351 areas -- and we examined specifically where people 
lived and worked, and made adjustments to almost 20 percent 

of those areas, in almost every case making them smaller, and 

as you make them smaller, the effect is to pronounce the 

impact of our reductions. 

If you have a larger area, you dilute it further. 

So we made it more smaller to try to make it more fair and 
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more accurate. 

Then there was the question of cumulative impact. 

We looked at that two ways, and it's almost bi-directional. 

We looked at it retrospectively, what BRAC actions have 

already occurred in an area in previous rounds. Every one of 

the services had in their database all of the actions of all 

of the services of all of the areas. So that data was 

already in there. 

They also knew what actions had already been agreed 

to, but had yet to happen. In other words, we call this the 

second shoe falling. There are many actions approved in BRAC 

'93 that have not yet occurred, so that when you look at the 

economic statistics for an area -- and we went back 10 years 

to see what the vitality of a communityfs economy was -- some 
of those adverse actions have yet to occur. The database 

already included all of those. 

So then when the service came to look at a 

particular closure or realignment alternative, and they 

determined the direct impacts and the indirect impacts, they 

had a perspective that said what happened retrospectively, 

what would happen prospectively if their action took place. 

When the services all brought their actions to us, 
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then we looked at cumulative impact across the board, and we 

asked, where were the services independently recommending 

actions within the same economic area. Because they didn't 

have that information when they made their own judgments. 

It turned out there were 46 areas that were 

multiply hit. Fortunately, most of them were hit by actions 

that were small, so that cumulatively it didn't really make 

any difference. The ones that were the most significant is 

where you had a service logistics activity, and then you 

would have a Defense Logistics Agency activity that was a 

follower that would move as well. 

The long and short of that analysis was that we did 

not recommend that any of the actions be changed, although we 

gave all of that data back to each of the services to 

reconsider their actions in light of this expanded economic 

knowledge that they now had available to them. 

Now, the question was asked early on by Mr. Deutch, 

because this issue was so important, did we actually develop 

a process that would stand the light of day? After all, 

we're not trained economists. This is not the Department of 

Defense's business. We went to a panel of six economic 

experts from government, academic, and the private sector, 
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who looked at our model, and we asked them the question, "Is 

this an adequate depiction of what we want,I1 realizing the 

time constraints we were under, the volume of work we were 

under. 

The conclusion they drew was that it was, in fact, 

a very adequate model to use. They had a few suggestions, 

most of which we included. The one point that they made that 

I would stress to you was that they felt that we were bending 

over backwards to look at a worst case. We were painting the 

absolute worst economic impact from our actions that one 

could paint. In other words, we were assuming all the 

actions would occur at one time; that there would be no 

spreading out of the impact over time; and they were also 

assuming that there would be no other economic regeneration 

in the area to mitigate those actions. 

So they felt that we needed to stress to you, in 

particular, when we appear before the Commission that these 

estimates are worst case. As professional economists, they 

would not have made those kinds of projections. 

In closing, I'd like to point out the limitations 

of the process. We were limited by the amount of data that 

we could gather in a reasonable period of time and the fact 
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that the services were running literally hundreds and 

hundreds of iterations. So we don't try to advertise this 

model as something that you could do an economic dissertation 

on. It's a user document that I believe provided the 

decision maker with reasonable estimates of prospective 

impacts, rather than budget quality information. It's simply 

not that. 

But it is reasonable, and, just as importantly, 

itfs consistent across the board. So the exact same analysis 

was used by all of the services across the board, so that 

when we looked at solutions that had multiple service bases 

as possibilities, when we looked at the economic impact, each 

of the service's analysis were identically arrived at, so 

that you could compare apples and apples along the way. 

In conclusion, I believe the Department did conduct 

a fair, consistent, and auditable assessment of economic 

impacts, and while the tools we developed did not assess 

every conceivable economic impact -- particularly social 

economic impact -- we believe it captured a sufficiently 

broad and timely set of data for our decision makers, who 

could then make the appropriate decisions. 

That concludes my remarks. I'd be happy to answer 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



149 

your questions. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. 

MR. BAYER: And my larger statement, of course, is 

for the record. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And it will, of course, be 

reproduced in the record. 

I'm going to talk with you mostly in the macro 

sense, and not about these weight factors. But I think it 

would be interesting as a matter of record early on, because, 

quite frankly, as we go into this process, particularly if 

our add-ons are not voluminous, as we've indicated we hope to 

avoid, then I think it will be a comparative analysis of the 

respective bases, and so we'd see, you know, why did you 

arrive at your decision? 

And it was interesting, I thought, to hear what you 

had to say about that, Mr. Secretary, in which you suggest, 

as I understand what you said -- and I regret sort of that we 

didn't have the opportunity, as we had this morning, to see 

some larger diagrams over there that the audience could see. 

But I believe you have suggested to me in your testimony that 

this chart here represents the factors that you employed in 

your analyzation of different bases, even before you received 
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those bases to compare this analysis against the data on each 

separate base. 

MR. GOTBAUM: That the Army did receive, sir, yes, 

that's right. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: So these weight factors, which 

appear to come to a score of 1,000, were the kind of weight 

factors you applied against the respective bases when you 

looked at the separate bases. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Let me make sure that I'm clear on 

this. For every kind of base, and in many cases for every 

type of function within a base, the Army, the Navy, and the 

Air Force tried absolutely in advance to essentially develop 

their methods for implementing the criteria and scores. And 

this, sir, is an example of one such measure for one depot 

function, okay? 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. And then you used these 

three depots on the next page to suggest how you employed 

those weight factors in coming to your conclusions about 

those separate depots. 

MR. GOTBAUM: The relative ranking thereof, sir, 

yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: So my question at this point in 
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time would be, Mr. Secretary, as we go through this laborious 

process -- you know, what we do as commissioners, what my 
friends will ultimately confirm, in having these hearings and 

going out to the field and going onto the bases and 

ultimately having hearings in every part of the country, all 

of this is sort of the tip of the iceberg. 

I mean, we have here behind me staff people that 

have been here for several other rounds, most of whom -- in 
fact, all of whom, at the team chief level and their people, 

are people that are experienced through this process several 

times to do this sort of fundamental work you're talking 

about. 

But if I understand you correctly, for the benefit 

of myself and the other commissioners in the room, on every 

result that has been achieved in the recommended closures 

that we receive as your list, there's a comparative analysis 

of the individual base selected and other similarly situated, 

like bases or installations. 

MR. GOTBAUM: I should be careful not to assert 

that for every single type of base, there is that list, but I 

can tell you, Mr. Chairman, that for all of the varieties 

that I personally have seen, there is just such an analysis, 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



152 

yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You understand why I pursue this 

so vigorously. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Because, as a person who, in his 

own professional career as a United States Senator, 

experienced some of this and thought, you know, I don't think 

this was fair to me, and I don't think this was fair to my 

state, we have to all understand, as human beings, we all go 

through that process. 

And every United States Senator and every U.S. 

Congressman, and, for that matter, every mayor and every 

individual business person, labor union, leader and other 

person in any part of the country adversely affected by this, 

says, llHey, there was another one you should have picked, not 

rninet1l you know. That, of course, we all accept as part of 

this unpleasant process. 

But you are saying to me, under oath, I think, with 

few exceptions, if any, that as we pursue this assiduously 

and finitely, we can come to a reason why at least you folks, 

in your expertise and in your shop or in the separate service 

shops, came to your decisions by some kind of a hard process 
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that makes some kind of sense, not just a judgment call -- 
we'll get to the judgment calls in a minute -- but more than 

a judgment call. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: A judgment call, finally, on the 

numbers, but not just a judgment call, when you say, "Well, 

this one obviously looks more likely to be the base we ought 

to close than that one." There's a reason in this analysis 

that comes to that conclusion. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes, Mr. Chairman. As I said -- and 
I think it's an extremely important point -- we know how 

difficult a process this is, we know how important a process 

this is, and, therefore, every service and the Department as 

a whole, has been at great pains, as much as is possible, to 

develop objective measures and to rank their bases as much as 

they can on objective measures. 

There is no one who could assert, or should assert, 

that military judgment shouldn't be part of that process. 

But, yes, the whole reason I mentioned the criteria and the 

waitings is because we try, as much as possible, to in fact 

make the rules before we know the names. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, obviously, judgment is part 
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3 1 get the last judgment call, I suspect, because, after that, I 

w 1 

2 

of the process because you look at what the services did and, 

quite frankly, we're going to look at what you did, and we 

4 

5 

I judgment call of any significant amount is made in this. The 

the President is pretty well stuck with what we do, or take 

it or leave it pretty much. 

6 

7 

9 1 Congress, finally, as I well know as a former Senator, I 

He could sent it back and say "1 think you ought to 

look at it againv but, essentially, we are the last time a 

l2 1 But you are saying that, in your judgment as the 

10 

11 

ultimately has a choice of voting it up or down, quite 

clearly. 

13 

14 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, that there is a 

numerical basis for the ranking of facilities. What the 

numbers are not going to tell you is how many bases do we 

need. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I realize that. 

man in charge of this process, the man that had to put the 

numbers together and do the nitty gritty and the hard core 

15 

16 

17 
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MR. GOTBAUM: I want to be clear, because I don't 

want to mislead you or the rest of the Commission. But, what 

we have tried to do assiduously, sir, is, in fact, tried to 

make the measures of merit as objective as possible, yes. 

So when a service comes before you and says, "We 

decided to close Base X,It they should also be able to tell 

you, "We evaluated Base X by comparison with Base Y and 2." 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. Now, let me ask staff 

before I formulate the thought for this next question. 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let's go to something that's 

already been done, then. I want to take something that's 

already been done, because when you deal in the hypotheticals 

here, everybody is so sensitive that they see something in 

almost anything you say. But there was an exercise that I 

was familiar with as a United States Senator from Illinois 

that went on concerning Naval training bases. We all 

understand that exercise and what the ultimate result was. 

Take that hypothetical type situation. Are you 

saying to me that if one said, about that exercise, "I don't 

think you picked the right ones to close and I don't think 

you left the right one open and enlarged it," that you could 
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say, I1We can show you, in all of these different criteria or 

these breakdowns in categoriesl1 -- I won't call it criteria, 

because then there are eight criteria you apply to all these 

categories -- "why we did that," and we could justify that on 
the numbers, why we made the ultimate judgment call; would 

that be true of almost everything you've done? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, every decision in this 

process is subject to audit, every decision in this process 

is public and, therefore, yes, sir, every decision in this 

process must be capable of being justified. I hope, quite 

frankly, that on every one of the marginal calls, that this 

Commission will search very carefully -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: This Commission will, and our 

staff people will be over there going all over you like, you 

know, white on rice. And so we'll be around. 

I wanted to make sure that I understand that you 

felt that you had that kind of a defense apparatus in place 

over there to show us the hard core numbers. 

MR. GOTBAUM: We don't consider it defense 

apparatus, sir. We consider it -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: My apology for a bad choice of 

language there. 
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MR. GOTBAUM: But, yes, and we are, of course, 

prepared to answer the Comrnissionfs questions on any of these 

decisions in any detail you want. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I was 

interested, Mr. Bayer -- forgive the formality, because 
you're Bob and Ifm A1 when wefre other places, as an old 

associate of mine on the Readiness Subcommittee -- but one 
thing that was interesting to me is when you said that you -- 
the economic impact, I thought you said, was on a regional 

basis. You tried to make it on a regional basis. You went 

into the discussions about Washington, D.C. and Baltimore and 

that. 

But I thought this morning -- do we have it? I 

thought this morning, and here it is, the Navy, in their 

report, the Department of the Navy Analysis and 

Recommendations, Volume 4, March, 1995 said, on Page 2: 

"Because of the large number of job losses occurring in 

~alifornia and Guam, the DON decided against recommending 

several closures that could otherwise have been made. Other 

than Long Beach Naval Shipyard, no other closure is 

recommended that would result in a negative direct civilian 

job loss impact in any economic area in California." 
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I don't mean to be particularly argumentative. I 

don't even know that I argue much with the knowledge or the 

sense of that, in view of what happened in California last 

time, which I'm sure was difficult for those people to 

accept. But wouldn't that go against what you had indicated? 

I mean, that seems to be a statewide, in the biggest state of 

our union, perception of what ought to be done, to some 

extent. 

MR. BAYER: I think you bring up a good point. 

Clearly, that statement speaks to a statewide impact, rather 

than a local impact. I was describing how our model was 

developed and how it was applied, and it was applied on a 

local level. 

In making that judgment, the Department of the Navy 

made a policy judgment that was above and beyond what we had 

established as a modality for that particular criterion. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I see. Mr. Secretary, the 

Administration's fiscal year '96 budget reflects net savings 

of $6.6 billion over five years for the first three rounds of 

the base closures. This budget also includes requests for 

$785 million and $824 million fiscal years '96 and '97 

dollars, respectively, to cover costs for the 1995 Commission 
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~ Will you tell us how actual costs and savings 

compare with what had been anticipated in the previous 

budgets? Can you do that? In other words, we've heard that 

they ran higher. 

MR. GOTBAUM: That costs ran higher? I think, Mr. 

chairman, there are two things that have happened. One is 

that Murphy's Law applies to the process of estimating moving 

and construction costs. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Murphy's Law applies to all things 

governmental, as we can see, as my commissioners sit here 

unconfirmed. 

1 

(Laughter) 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. Yes, unfortunately. I think, 

Mr. Chairman, it's important to separate out two things. One 

is, what are the estimates that are made when the Department 

makes a base closure recommendation, which is an estimate, as 

Mr. Bayer would say, not budget quality. It is a rough 

estimate which is made essentially for every possible 

configuration. 
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closures. 

We have a model, the COBRA model. We have a set of 

estimates for the base closures we recommend, as well as all 
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of the ones that we don't. And those are of necessity 

because there are so many alternatives, rough. No way around 

it, no apologies for it. They are rough estimates. That's 

the basis on which we make recommendations. 

Then once recommendations are made to you and once 

the Commission decides what its slate is, the Department goes 

through a formal budget process, a budget scrub, and develops 

estimates for the bases in which case they know will be 

closed, on a much more detailed basis. 

It is frankly not surprising, Mr. Chairman, that 

between the rough estimate that is done for real estate 

decision making process and the budget process that there 

are, in some cases, substantial differences. I will tell 

you, however, that those differences go both ways. 

It turns out, over time, that in some cases -- and 
this is the part that we all know about and we all hear about 

-- things cost more. It also turns out over time that, since 

we do not include environmental costs in the real estate 

decision making process that is BRAC, that environmental 

costs need to be added to the accounts that we submit. 

It also turns out, Mr. Chairman, that the services 

over time develop ways to achieve the results at less cost. 
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And so we see, between the cup and the lip, all of those 

processes, sir. What I think would be useful and, with the 

Commissionls permission, I would like to submit it for the 

record, is an actual comparison of the estimates when made, 

the budget estimates we have now for the prior rounds of 

BRAC, and what the changes have been over time. 

What you will see, I believe, is that the 

divergences are declining over time. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. 

MR. GOTBAUM: We believe that the estimates now are 

better. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I1d like to see the hard numbers. 

Very good explanation, but I1d sure like to see the hard 

numbers. 

MR. GOTBAUM: We will provide them. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: But simplistically, let me ask you 

once again, in fact, have the costs run a little higher than 

youlve anticipated in past rounds? 

MR. GOTBAUM: The costs have run slightly higher. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Only slightly? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Why donlt I submit the formal numbers 

for the record, sir? 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Good. But it's run a little 

higher, would you say? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. If I may, Mr. Chairman, the 

other point which I should note is that, notwithstanding 

increase in costs, if the question is whether or not, on net, 

the base closure process still saves the taxpayers money, I 

must be very clear and very direct that it absolutely does. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can you have those for us within 

ten days, do you think, Mr. Secretary? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Absolutely. Absolutely. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I'd greatly appreciate it. It's 

useful to us. 

Now, what are the annual costs and savings expected 

from your recommendations on the '95 round of closures? I 

appreciate the fact that Murphy's Rules apply. What do you 

think it's going to cost? 

MR. GOTBAUM: The estimates that have been 

developed by the services as part of their recommendation 

process total, in fiscal (96 dollars -- and Ifm going to 

switch, sir, to real dollars, just because that's how we do 

our accounts for comparing this BRAC to previous rounds -- 
total a little less than $4 billion -- $3.8 billion as 
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closure costs for the entire round over a six-year period. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: For the '95 round? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: How do you keep track of savings 

and costs from that process? How do you track that? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Good question and important one. 

When we go through our next year's budget process, as I say, 

the COBRA runs, the service estimates, et cetera, will then 

be broken, by the service controllers and by the Department 

of Defense controller, into separate accounts. 

The costs of closure will go into the BRAC account, 

with which I know you are well acquainted, and the savings 

estimates will be allocated to whichever account makes sense 

-- usually O&M accounts in the Department of Defense. 
So, for example, in our budget now, there have been 

debits to the O&M account to reflect the expected savings 

from previous rounds of BRAC and this round, once approved 

and completed, we will follow the same process. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: At what point is it more cost- 

effective to keep excess infrastructure, rather than pay the 

up front closure costs? Because there's been a lot of 

discussion this time about the up front closure costs. 
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MR. GOTBAUM: We haven't hit that point, Mr. 

Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is there some kind of a formula 

you'll use? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Have thresholds been established? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Not quite. What we have done is, in 

applying the criteria -- as you know, Criterion No. 4 is cost 

and manpower implications and Criterion No. 5 is return on 

investment. So up front costs are included in that judgment, 

the judgment about when do you get savings and how much you 

get savings. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. GOTBAUM: As a result, for each facility, in 

making the judgment about which ones to include, the service 

involved and then the Secretary of Defense have taken account 

of up front costs and measured them against cost savings and, 

in the report that we've submitted to the Commission for your 

consideration, for every single base, you will see a number, 

which is an estimate of the closure costs. 

You will see another number, which is an estimate 

of the ongoing savings, and I'm sure we're willing to provide 
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the year-by-year breakout, if you would like. But, in every 

case, it has to result in net savings to the taxpayers. 

Otherwise, we wouldn't do it. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Is it finally just a financial 

judgment decision, would you say, or is it a real decision 

predicated upon some kind of thresholds and formula? 

For instance, one of the discussions this morning, 

which I respect very much, that came to us from the 

principals this morning -- Secretary Perry, Deputy Secretary 
Deutch and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General 

Shalikashvili -- was that, in all candor, some of the closing 

costs were such that it impacted, to some extent, the 

ambitious nature of this program this year. 

MR. GOTBAUM: May I separate out two things, Mr. 

Chairman? One is whether or not our budget constrains the 

total size of the package that we recommend to you. The 

answer on that one, as the Secretary of Defense himself has 

said -- not only today, I expect, but certainly in the past 

-- is that, because there are up front costs and because we 
must pay them up front, the size of the closures are affected 

by our budget. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 
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MR. GOTBAUM: The various services have said to us 

-- and, in fact, have said to us for months -- that the 
budget limits the total scope of what they can do, but that 

is different from saying that, in any particular case, they 

would undertake a closure that didn't itself ultimately 

provide savings. 

Each of the actions in this packet is taken because 

it saves money for the taxpayers and the Department of 

Defense. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Right. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Now, total size, however, is 

constrained by the amount of money we have. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, of course it is. But now, 

in fact, you and I would both agree, and the distinguished 

gentlemen that appeared this morning have stated under oath, 

the fact that we all know that there's excess infrastructure 

still out there after we do our duty this time. All of us 

have talked about a recommendation about how wefll look again 

another time. 

Are you in a position to say how much the annual 

cost is to the taxpayers of this country for the excess 

infrastructure remaining after we do this '95 round? Do you 
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have a judgment call on that? Do you know? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, no. The reason for 

that, let me tell you, is another reason why this is a 

service-led process. 

We use, within the Department of Defense as a 

whole, a set of very rough measures to measure our 

infrastructure. We use terms like "plant replacement valuew 

and "base ops cost,I1 et cetera. But the fact is, when you 

look at the plant replacement value of what we've got in Rock 

Island, and the value to the Department of Defense in Rock 

Island, those are quite different things. 

So the reason we have relied on the services for 

this judgment is because we don't see an overall measure that 

we can use as a management tool. We keep track, but we don't 

see that. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I respect your answer, if I may 

interrupt, Mr. Secretary. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: The point I wanted to make, 

though, was this. If we are to come back at the conclusion 

of our work -- and I think this is supported by the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs and the secretary and deputy secretary 
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who appeared this morning and I sense it's probably supported 

by you and Mr. Bayer -- 

MR. GOTBAUM: Absolutely. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: -- if we are to come back and say 
we should look at this another time -- and again, I say, not 

with a '97 round; I say to my friends in this room and the 

country I'm not going to come back and suggest that, but 

sometime in the future look again -- I think we need to make 

a case for why it ought to be done. 

And part of that case is the annual cost to the 

taxpayers of this nation to sustain the excess infrastructure 

still remaining after this round by virtue of force level 

reductions and reductions in authorizations and 

appropriations, and all the things that are taking place over 

this last few years since we reached our peak in the Reagan 

years. 

MR. GOTBAUM: With the Commissionls permission, 

perhaps we can do some work and see what kind of rough 

measures we might be able to provide for you and for the 

record. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. But you would agree, would 

you not -- and that's the point of all this, I think -- that 
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the excess infrastructure cost out there is a drain on 

modernization, operations, and maintenance funds? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Absolutely. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thatfs why we engaged in this 

exercise. We didn't come here to do pain to the country. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: We came here out of need. As I go 

around to my service chiefs and the service secretaries and 

to you fine gentlemen, and others who care about this 

country's defense capabilities and are concerned about our 

national security needs, you say to me in private, "Mr. 

Chairman, we need these dollars for other things, for 

fighting, for the weapons and the procurement necessities and 

the people and the force levels and other things out there." 

And that's why we're doing this. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Absolutely, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: So I think it's important that, to 

some extent, you indicate to us for the record, as we come 

back to the Congress later with recommendations, what that 

cost is. 

MR. GOTBAUM: All right. Let us see what we can do 

for you. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, again, this is a little bit 

sophisticated, I suppose, but can you define for the record 

here for us your view of what the cumulative economic impact 

is, either you or Mr. Bayer? In other words, 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 

you lump everything together, or how do you do that? 

MR. BAYER: Let me answer that, Mr. Chairman. The 

cumulative impact is based on past BRAC actions. We know the 

number of employees -- direct and, with multipliers, indirect 
-- that we have taken out of an economic area based upon past 
base closure and realignment actions. We don't know what 

other activities have occurred in that economy over time. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Or how well they responded. 

MR. BAYER: Exactly. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Because different places respond 

better. 

MR. BAYER: Exactly. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I look around the country and see, 

in my own state and other places, how certain communities 

seem to bounce back better and get the business systems 
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flowing better and seem to almost, in effect, do as well 

after the closure. I don't believe that's the case, but I 

think there are many cases around the country where you'd be 

surprised at the result, and you can't measure that, 

obviously. 

MR. BAYER: No, we can't. So what we did was, as 

we were developing this model, I said, ttWell, a decision 

maker needs not only to know the number of jobs that were 

taken out previously or would be taken out by a prospective 

action, but he or she needs to know sort of what the vitality 

index of the economy is, how vibrant has it been?" 

And so, before any action was put before one of the 

military secretaries, they had an array of economic data that 

looked back 10 years for that economy, looking at job growth, 

unemployment statistics, things of that nature, so that you 

could see, yes, we might have known that we did these certain 

things to an area. We don't know what other things occurred, 

but we do know what the net results are through 1993, based 

upon national economic data. So that's how we dealt with it. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: In the '93 closure round, your 

staff established cumulative economic impact thresholds that 

resulted in the removal of at least one installation from the 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



172 

service recommendations by your staff. Were there any 

similar cumulative economic thresholds set for the '95 round? 

MR. GOTBAUM: There were no thresholds set and 

there were no actions that were removed because of economic 

impact. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: That is my understanding, and I 

will ask you both directly, as I asked the two secretaries 

and the distinguished chairman of the Joint Chiefs this 

morning, can you state under oath that there were no changes 

made at your level after the services gave you their lists 

and so forth? 

MR. GOTBAUM: There were no changes made to the -- 
no installation was either added to or subtracted from the 

list in the process of the review by the Secretary of 

Defense. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I will ask you, as hands-on 

people that were involved at the scrubbing level, were there 

any directions given? That is to say, I know that there was 

communication and discussions that went on on a continuous 

basis, but were there any kinds of discussions where you 

said, ttNow this is off limits; don't do this; don't touch 

this," or anything of that kind? 
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MR. GOTBAUM: I think it is fair to say, Mr. 

Chairman, that there are very few politicians from any level 

of government who did not say to some official of the 

Department of Defense at some stage in you process, I1Donft do 

it. It 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh, how surprised I am to hear 

that. 

(Laughter) 

MR. GOTBAUM: But I can assure you that, 

notwithstanding all of that, our process was straight. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Well, you understand 

the reason for this questioning. 

It's important to us to have a record that is 

replete with the responses of those of you who did this job 

before it came to us, that, in your view, this result that 

you have handed to us now is predicated upon a strict 

compliance with your directives in the law and the eight 

criteria and the things that are at least as objective as one 

can get in an inexact science, because it is an inexact 

science. 

MR. GOTBAUM: I think, Mr. Chairman, youfve 

characterized it very well. The answer is yes, we believe 
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that all of our recommendations are entirely consistent -- as 

I said, both in the spirit and in the letter -- with the 

force structure and the structure. 

MR. BAYER: I would agree with that testimony, Mr. 

Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Was DOD reluctant to close major 

industrial laboratories or test and evaluations installations 

because of economic impact? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I would say that the Department of 

Defense has to be mindful and does recognize that the 

economic impacts of laboratories, depots, other industrial 

facilities, are substantial. But I think the record shows 

quite clearly that, notwithstanding that fact, the Department 

of Defense is prepared, in fact, to close large industrial 

facilities when it needs to, which it does. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I will ask you both, was any 

decision taken to downsize, rather than close an 

installation, as a result of economic impact considerations? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I do not believe so. 

MR. BAYER: I'm not aware of any, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Going back to the Navy question 

that I had referred to before, that's in the Department of 
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the Navy Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 4, March 1995, 

on Page 2, this morning the secretary indicated that no base 

was removed from the list for economic impact reasons but, 

clearly, the Navy -- I say ttclearly, the Navytt because they 
say so in print here -- refrained from putting some 
installations on the list for economic impact reasons. 

Did they establish their own economic threshold, as 

far as you know? 

MR. GOTBAUM: As we're already discussed, Mr. 

Chairman, each service has its own process. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Each service implements the criteria 

in its own way, and the Navy, I understand, as a matter of 

policy and process, in fact applied an extra economic screen 

in making their judgments. 

What I hope the Secretary of Defense said and 

believe and Secretary of Defense said is that we, at the 

level of the Secretary of Defense, did not either add to or 

subtract from the list on the basis of economic impact, 

notwithstanding the fact that we spent many hours and much 

effort to assess those effects as part of our decision-making 

process. 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, now, you've read this 

language, as we have. Did you agree with the Navy's not 

submitting some installations for economic reasons? 

MR. GOTBAUM: We did not direct the Navy to add to 

their list. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Are you aware of which 

installations are referenced by the words "several closurestt? 

MR. GOTBAUM: No. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Can you find out and make that 

available to us? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I would be happy to do so. I would 

also suggest that this is probably a fit subject for 

discussion with the Navy directly. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think a fair question is which, 

if any, installations were substituted for those California 

and Guam facilities removed from consideration. 

MR. GOTBAUM: My understanding, Mr. Chairman -- but 
I would like to get this and provide it for the record -- is 

that the issue in California did not result in substitutions. 

It was a judgment about capacity. But I think we should -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, of course, but one of two 

different things obtained. Either other installations or 
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bases were substituted or the list was made smaller. One of 

those two results had to obtain and the question is, which 

did? And staff will pursue that. 

Are you aware if the Navy determined a numerical 

measure of threshold to conclude that the cumulative economic 

impact should cause them to decide against further 

consideration of installations they would otherwise close? 

Is that a possibility? 

MR. BAYER: I'm not aware of that, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: The only reason I ask these 

questions is, again, the obvious one. We're not the only 

ones who read these books, and there are obviously going to 

be people asking these questions, and I would like to have 

the answers. 

Mr. Secretary, several years ago, the Went Study at 

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. 
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One of the goals of the Joint Cross-Service Depot 

1 Maintenance Group was to eliminate unnecessary duplication 

and excess capacity. Do the closure recommendations that 

I you've submitted result in significant elimination of excess 

depot maintenance capacity? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes, sir, they do. Jim Klugh, the 

deputy under secretary for logistics, spoke at the last BRAC 

review group meeting and reported that his group, in their 

estimates, worked in terms of depot equivalents. 

They said that they believed that the excess 

capacity that they could measure in the department was 

somewhere in the range of four to six to eight depot 

equivalents excess, that the list of recommendations that the 

Department has, I believe, is in the equivalent, when you run 

through all the numbers of about 5-and-a-half to 56 depots 

equivalent. 

So his view, our view, is that, in fact, there is 

substantial capacity reduction in depots as a result of these 

recommendations. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: In candor, there are some 

suggestions to us that more could have been done in the depot 

area. Is it your feeling that it is the limit of what you 
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could have done in this round? I know that's a tough 

judgment call. I'd just like to ask your professional 

opinion. 

MR. BAYER: No, go right ahead. 

(Laughter) 

MR. BAYER: I think, in a number of areas, as the 

secretary said, we know we still have excess capacity, but 

the truth is that the areas that we're looking at -- and I 
think logistics perhaps, along with medical, are the most 

sensitive to our war-fighting capability -- that we needed to 

take into account not only where we wanted to be in the long 

term but what we could do in the short term, not just from a 

budgetary point of view, but also from a functional 

operational point of view. 

There's a tremendous amount of turbulence in 

1 executing the activities that we've already agreed to and 

what wefre proposing now, and so, if you want my judgment on 

where we are, I think that, if the measurement of overall 

excess capacity was eight and we got close to six at this 

point, given the fact that all of that turbulence will 

directly impact the readiness of our forces, unless itfs done 

very, very carefully, that that is a good military reason to 
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acknowledge that you might want to go further, but you don't 

do it in a way that's going to jeopardize the near term. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for that. I presume 

that the person that was doing the charts earlier is not 

here, but I would like to look at the Air Force depot chart. 

Director, we ought to have someone below your level who could 

do that. 

(Laughter) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Well, we got a colonel. That's 

pretty high authority. Thank you, Colonel. I appreciate it. 

Now, let's see. Is that the one I want, though? Air Force 

Depot -- yes. 

Secretary Deutch suggested a thorough scrubbing by 

the commission staff of costs and savings reflected on a 

chart that he presented this morning titled "Air Force 

Depotsnn would tell us this story, and we have that chart. I 

understand that the Air Force analysis suggests it is more 

cost-effective to downsize all five Air Force depots than to 

close two. 

1/11 ask you, Mr. Secretary, first, do you agree 

with this analysis? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Me, my staff, my colleague, Mr. Bayer 
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and his extremely talented staff -- many of whom are sitting 

behind me, so I think they ought to get the appropriate 

recognition -- have gone through the Air Force analysis and 
are, in fact, satisfied, Mr. Chairman, that, if and when 

implemented, that the Air Force is correct that it can, in 

fact, save more money at lower up front cost by the proposal 

that they have made, than by proposing to close the two 

depots that they had under consideration. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: So you will defend the position 

that downsizing five saves more than closing two? That is 

the position of your staff? 

MR. GOTBAUM: That is the position. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did your Cross-Service Depot Group 

agree with this analysis? 

MR. GOTBAUM: The Cross-Service Depot Group acceded 

to the fact that the Air Force -- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: No, not if they acceded. Did they 

agree? 

MR. GOTBAUM: If I may -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: I acceded to a lot of things in my 

life I didn't agree to. 

(Laughter) 
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MR. GOTBAUM: What I can say is what Jim Klugh 

said, which is that he was satisfied with the result. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. I'm not sure that you're 

not copping a little bit on that, Mr. Secretary, but I don't 

want to be argumentative. 

This chart reflects a savings that's represented to 

us of $1.8 billion. Is that right? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Actually, $2.8 billion, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Oh. Excuse me. $1 billion due to 

non-BRAC actions, yes. Why are non-BRAC costs and savings 

included in there? 

MR. GOTBAUM: The point that the Air Force wished 

to make is that, just because we don't count them in our BRAC 

decision-making process doesn't mean the taxpayers don't pay 

for it when they have excess over that. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think that's a valid point. 

Okay. Was an analysis conducted of closing just one Air 

Force fixed wing depot? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I'm sure that the answer to that is 

yes, but I cannot assert that I know it for the record, so 

let me provide it for the record. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I wonder if you could look at that 
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and also indicate, if you're not able to -- and I understand 
that one can't anticipate all these questions -- we'd like to 

know how would that analysis change these figures? In other 

words, why is the up front cost to close one of these depots 

so high? 

If I hear you say two, you know, I mean -- but weld 
like to have a better analysis of that, because, quite 

candidly, there have been questions raised, even by the 

press, during the intermission for lunch, about the analysis 

of that, which I think, simplistically, doesn't appeal too 

much, the suggestion that you can downsize and save more than 

closing. I think people question that a little. 

I'd like to have a better, more thorough evaluation 

of that from you, if you don't mind. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, the staff 

understands that the Joint Cross-Service Maintenance Depot 

Group recommended that eight depots should be closed by DOD1s 

list. Is this accurate? Your list, of course, is fewer than 

that. 

MR. GOTBAUM: The Depot Maintenance Group 

recommended for consideration to the services two separate 
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configurations, sir, and I will admit, since I don't have 

them immediately at hand, I cannot recall exactly how many 

depots were on each. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let me say to you that staff says 

that the Joint Cross-Service Maintenance Group, in fact -- 
Depot Group -- in fact recommended eight depots that should 
be closed and, quite candidly, you do not have eight on the 

list. 

Now, I'm not saying you dropped some on the way to 

the final analysis or accusing anybody of anything. But 

would you explain how we got information somehow that there 

should have been eight depots on the list and it ends up 

being how many? Two? That's a pretty big amount to drop, 

two complete ones. 

I think we ought to have an analysis of that. 

MR. GOTBAUM: Let me make two points, Mr. Chairman, 

if I may. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please do. Please do. And this 

is not meant to accuse of anything, but we want to get to the 

facts. 

MR. GOTBAUM: I understand. But it's important to 

get an understanding of what the joint cross-service process 
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can do and cannot do. 

The purpose of the joint cross-service process -- 
and it was a first time ever effort. My understanding, 

although I was not in the Department of Defense at the time, 

is that it was considered, in 1993, in the 1993 round of the 

Department of Defense, and essentially turned down as being 

too difficult. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. 

MR. GOTBAUM: This was a first time ever effort. 

It was an attempt to develop consistent data, consistent 

alternatives, and then get some consideration of cross- 

service opportunities. 

I will tell you, sir, that it is my opinion -- and 

this is a personal opinion -- that, for a first time ever 
effort on a cross-service basis, it was, I must say, a 

success, because we have had some of the recommendations 

taken as is; we have had other recommendations taken as 

modified, and we have also, frankly, established some 

benchmarks for further work. 

It is certainly the case that the BRAC process, by 

itself, is neither the right forum nor the easiest forum to 

encourage all of the management issues that are involved in 
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cross-servicing. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I think I'd conceded that. 

MR. GOTBAUM: So going through it, where we found 

we were most effective, in fact, is those areas where there 

were already some discussions among the services. One of 

those I will tell you, sir, was, in fact depots, which is why 

the head of the Depot Joint Cross-Service Group pronounced 

himself satisfied with that kind of progress. 

I would not assert, and none of us would assert, 

that every recommendation of the Joint Cross-Service, of any 

Joint Cross-Service Group was taken by any service. That's 

not true. But, frankly, that wasn't the purpose. The 

purpose was to get them to consider that and that, sir, they 

have. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Yes. Let me be very candid with 

you again, because this isn't intended to try to trap 

anybody. It's intended to make everybody understand what 

we're looking at. 

I heard everything that was said this morning by 

your distinguished at this morning's hearing, where Mr. Bayer 

was kind enough to join us, and I hear what you're saying 

now, and I hear all the stuff about the management concerns 
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1 commissioners here, that are distinguished former leaders of 

I our respective services in this country, confirm the truth of 

* I that, so I understand the problem involved. 

I But there seems to be an awful lot of feeling, in 

6 1 all candor, that with the directions we had from the last 

I time, we might not have done as fully as possible what could 

1 have been done in that area. 

I Would you be kind enough to review thoroughly with 

lo 1 our staff that question? For instance, assume, for the 

l1 I purpose of our discussion, that, in fact, a group at one 

You know, the question obviously is how much excess 

12 w 
13 

l5 I capacity would be eliminated if the recommendations were 

point in time did say that there were eight maintenance 

depots to be considered and it ends up being only two. 

l6 1 accepted as originally made at some level and how much 

l7 I additional excess capacity would be eliminated if all eight 

I maintenance depots were closed? 

l9 1 Now, you're talking about big numbers when you get 

2o I into that kind of stuff, and so I think it's relatively 

21 1 important to have that analyzed. 

22 1 MR. GOTBAUM: Absolutely, and we shall. 
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MR. BAYER: Mr. chairman -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: Now, I'm not going to keep you 

real long, but -- yes. 
MR. BAYER: I was just going to make an observation 

about what the joint cross-service groups provided in the way 

of alternatives and how that relates to what came out of the 

military services. 

As Secretary Gotbaum said, their job was to try to 

do what has never been done before -- compare functions and 

capacity and requirements across the service lines. They did 

that and, through this optimization model, sort of pushed the 

envelope to as far as one could go and, in fact, in the depot 

area, the judgment was that, if you pushed it as far as you 

could go, you could probably squeeze eight depot equivalents 

out of the system. The proposals we had before us actually 

recommend the closure of five-and-a-half to six, depending on 

how you count. 

I think where the difference is, is the kind of 

factors that Secretary Deutch and Perry mentioned -- dollars 

and management -- and I think that's the reasons for the 
difference between where you might be able to push and what 

you can do in the near term. 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: I hear that and I respect that, 

and I think we would like to take another look at that. I 

see there, quite candidly, nobody argues with the fact that 

there's got to be management decisions about what keeps 

things running correctly and smoothly and so forth, and I 

respect that. 

You know, we're not going to be nitpickers. But, 

if there's some fairly big numbers here, then I think that 

we're concerned about looking at that. 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, in April of 1994, 

the Defense Science Board 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 

generat ion. 

The DSB recommended a 20 percent cut in the 

laboratoriesf 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 end of the century. 
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How much of a reduction in DOD laboratory 

infrastructure is contained in your recommendations? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, I must tell you I'm not 

sure that I know the answer to that and, with your 

permission, I'd like to find out and come back for the 

record. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you for doing that. Do 

you believe it to be somewhere approaching the kinds of 

substantial numbers I have identified here or do you think 

that you've fallen short? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, since I really, 

genuinely do not know, I think the best approach is for us to 

come back to you. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: All right. And, if you would, the 

follow up question: how and when is DOD going to eliminate 

the excess infrastructure, particularly in view of the 

findings of the DSB that it's an ~vobsolescent artifact of the 

Cold War"? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: As you know, test and evaluation 

was one of the joint cross-service areas selected for special 

emphasis during the '95 BRAC process. Several studies and 
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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 DODfs BRAC '95 not recommend significant 

consolidations in those areas? 

MR. GOTBAUM: The Department considered the number 

of consolidation alternatives, and some of them were taken. 

There is, in fact, some shrinking of T&E infrastructure 

generally within service. 

What we found is that each service considered its 

T&E facility to be sufficiently core, sufficiently central to 

their role that they were not comfortable that they could 

execute their Title 10 authorities by giving them up. 

And so, as a result, there is, in these 

recommendations, a reduction in capacity. There is, in these 

recommendations, enclosures. But you are not seeing joint 

operation of real estate. Do you want to add to that? 

MR. BAYER: Yes, I do. I think that the last two 

questions actually are quite related, as I experience the 
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process. The general strategy in all of our technical bases 

would be that the land and air and sea space of our test 

facilities are the irreplaceable assets, that you can build 

vertical facilities virtually anywhere, you can replace them, 

but you can't replace those air and land and water ranges. 

So, in an ideal world, you would want to migrate 

laboratory functions to large test installations that you 

were going to need for other purposes. Since we weren't able 

to make a great deal of progress in the test and evaluation 

side for the reasons that Secretary Gotbaum mentioned, it 

became a lot more difficult to consolidate laboratory 

functions. 

What we were able to do, on a service-by-service 

line, is to close out quite a number of small test and 

evaluation activities and migrate them to larger test and 

evaluation or research and development activities, but 

amalgamating the two just was more than this process could 

handle. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you, Mr. Bayer. 

In the cross-service areas of depots, tests and 

evaluations and laboratories, I understand the need to retain 

a core capability within the Department of Defense, but not 
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within each service. With fewer dollars available for new 

weapons systems, how can the Department justify retaining 

these duplicate core capabilities? 

I mean, did the cross-service groups calculate the 

cost of these duplications? Is that a matter of record? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I believe so. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I wonder if we could have a look 

at that. And again, we respect the problems in connection 

with cross-service capabilities. 

Mr. Secretary, some of the same inter-servicing 

areas have been studied and costed for the last 20 years. In 

most cases, recommendations were rejected by the services, 

and the Department chose not to direct. Do you feel that 

this Commission is the only way to get rid of the excess 

infrastructure costs? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I believe the BRAC process is the 

only way to get rid of the excess infrastructure costs, sir, 

absolutely. The point I make, which is really quite an 

important one, is that there is, within the Department now, 

increasing jointness. 

This is not a speedy process and it's not an easy 

process, because it requires changing things that have been 
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done the way they are, in some cases, for generations, but it 

is happening, sir. 

It is a fact that, before BRAC '95,  the Navy and 

the Air Force were having discussions about doing a common 

curriculum for pilot training and, as a result, we were able, 

in the BRAC process, to give a real estate result to those 

sets of discussions. 

It is also the case that, in the depot maintenance 

area, there is now substantial cross-servicing and that that 

amount is increasing. 

It is also the case, in the lab area that, in this 

round, for example, the Air Force has proposed moving some 

facilities out of Rome, New York -- painful to me, as a New 
Yorker, I would say -- to Monmouth, to Fort Monmouth, to co- 
locate with the Armyts facilities. 

So it is certainly the case that the BRAC process 

is essential, but I think it's important to note that the 

other processes are going on within the Department, even as 

we speak, and I expect that they will continue. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Your report states that an 

independent review of the DOD cumulative economic impact 

analysis was performed by six experts from government, 
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academia, and the private sector. They concluded that the 

Department "estimates tend to overstate economic impactw and 

that the Department should stress this in its presentations 

to the Commission, the Congress, and the public. Is that 

accurate? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Yes. 

MR. BAYER: Yes, sir, that is, and that was part of 

my statement. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: And I think you've suggested that 

here today. Do you believe that our analysis of economic 

impact may be unduly exciting areas of the country that are 

affected by this? 

MR. BAYER: Well, that's a real judgment call about 

whether it's unduly exciting. They are clearly worst-case, 

and so I think that needs to be stressed. Perhaps, on the 

one hand, because they're consistently applied, they did 

provide us with the ability to choose one alternative versus 

another. 

When, though, communities look at the impact, one 

would hope that they would see that as the worst possible 

case and perhaps be motivated to the kind of very aggressive 

community leadership that's needed to diversity an economy 
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CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, the country is 

going through a major realignment in the delivery of health 

care. Hospitals across the country are merging within cities 

and regions, as you know. 

What do your recommendations do to merge medical 

facilities across service lines within areas and regions, and 

what are the specific recommendations by area and region, and 

was each analyzed? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Let me go backwards in time. Were 

they analyzed? The answer is yes, sir. The Medical Joint 

Cross-Service Group took into account, by cachement area, if 

you will, what the demand was and what the capacity was. 

Were there consolidations? Yes, sir, I will tell 

you there were. Can I give you a list of them line by line? 

Not now, but I would be happy to provide that for the record. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. But you can provide that 

for us? 

MR. BAYER: I can give you a few examples, Mr. 

Chairman. We have two hospitals in the Colorado Springs area 

-- Fort Carson at the Air Force Academy; we also had a major 
medical center only, what, 70, 80 miles away at Denver -- 
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Fitzsimmons. This package recommends the closure of 

Fitzsimmons. So that was a rationalization of regional 

medical care. 

Another one was here in the Washington area where 

we have major medical facilities of all three of the services 

-- the Air Force at Andrews Air Force Base, the Navy at 
Bethesda, and the Army at Walter Reed. 

Not only were they downgrading some of those 

facilities, they were rationalizing the graduate medical 

education, the residencies, so that only one of these major 

medical centers in the area would provide residency training 

for one discipline. That was a tremendous cost savings 

initiative. 

We also -- 
CHAIRMAN DIXON: That's excellent. If you could 

give us all of those that youfve done, Mr. Bayer, thatfs very 

helpful. 

MR. BAYER: All right. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary, in your view, what 

are the pros and cons of DOD integrating fully Air Force and 

Navy undergraduate pilot training programs? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Itm not sure, Mr. Chairman, that I 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
918 1 6 ~ ~  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 
(202) 296-2929 



198 

should claim that I'm even qualified to have an opinion but, 

since it is my understanding that they Air Force and the Navy 

have now agreed on a common curriculum that will be taught at 

all of their facilities, I guess, since both the Air Force 

and the Navy are in favor of it, I should be, too. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Did the Undergraduate Pilot 

Training Joint Cross-Service Group recommend that any Air 

Force or Navy UPT bases be closed? 

MR. GOTBAUM: They recommended that the services 

consider a number of closure alternatives, some of which 

were, in fact, closed as a result of the service 

recommendations, or would be if confirmed by this Commission. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Does DOD have a policy regarding 

the cross-servicing of UPT? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I'm not sure that I understand the 

question, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Do you have a policy in your shop 

about cross-servicing of undergraduate pilot training? In 

other words, are you working towards that goal? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Oh, absolutely. I mean, as I say, 

that's part of the reason that -- that's part of the reason 
that the Joint Cross-Service Group on Undergraduate Pilot 
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Training was able to make the progress it was as part of the 

BRAC process, because there already was considerable progress 

in developing a common curriculum on which to build. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary and Mr. Bayer, this 

morning I read questions from several members of the 

Congress, that had sent them to us. You were here, Mr. Bayer 

at the time. I feel that I should do that again this 

afternoon. We have these two; is that correct? 

This morning, Congressman Sonny Montgomery spent a 

considerable amount of time here -- I don't see him now -- he 
spent, I believe, the entire morning, and he is a man who has 

long been involved, as you know, in concerns about our 

military in this country, serves with great distinction on 

the House Armed Services Committee. 

He asked these questions. There are three of them, 

Mr. Secretary, and that always gets a little confusing. But 

let me read them: 

"How did DOD handle the obvious benefits of 

regional cornplexe~?~~ 

Second: ItI understand that, in the process, NAS 

Meridian received two looks -- one at the service level and 
the second look at the joint level. If the joint ranking was 
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higher, why didn't DOD take action based on the joint 

ranking, rather than leave the service-unique lists in place? 

After all, aren't we trying to save by consolidation and 

joint functions?" 

And finally, his last question: "If you did look 

at regional synergisms, why didn't DOD create a ranking based 

on these synergisms and regional complexes, and then direct 

closure actions based on these new rankings?" 

Can you answer that? Is that too complicated, the 

form of the question? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, I can respond to part 

of it, because it is absolutely the case that, as part of our 

review at the Office of the Secretary, we did look at 

precisely this issue. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Okay. 

MR. GOTBAUM: This is all in the record, and we 

will be happy to provide all the information that the 

Commission would like on it. 

The joint cross-service groups essentially made 

judgments about how much excess capacity there was, and made 

closure recommendations as part of it. 

The Navy, when they came forward with their 

Diversified Reporting Services, Inc. 
91 8 1 ~ T H  STREET, N.W. SUITE 803 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 

(202) 296-2929 



201 

recommendations, suggested we believe that, based on our 

workload and our capacity, that we are going to and we should 

close the Meridian, Mississippi facility, and Corpus -- I 
mean, that was not their only closure in this area -- but 
that we think it would be, in fact, a good candidate for a 

larger joint facility with the Air Forcefs Columbus facility, 

about 60 miles away. 

This seemed like a sensible suggestion. The Navy 

obviously had not gotten the Air Force to agree. So we 

asked, the deputy secretary asked the deputy under secretary 

for readiness, who chaired the Joint Cross-Service Group on 

Undergraduate Pilot Training, essentially to look at the 

question again, which he did. 

And, frankly, I convened a meeting with him in my 

office with Mr. Bayer and representatives of the Navy and the 

Air Force, and said, "Let us look and consider this proposal 

for a combined facility.I1 

The group worked, I will tell you, extremely 

intensively, and came back a couple of days later and said, 

"It is our considered judgment that, if it makes sense for 

there to be unified base, that the place to do so is probably 

not Meridian, Colurnbu~,~~ for reasons that we can get into for 
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the record, et cetera, that essentially involve likely costs 

of expansion of those facilities if they were so designated. 

So the Joint Cross-Service Group, after considering 

the issue, essentially said, ltOn the merits, we don't -- not 
that it doesn't make sense to have this kind of joint 

facility but that it does not make sense to have this kind of 

joint facility here and that, if it makes sense to have that 

kind of joint facility, it will be in one of the bases that 

we are already keeping open." 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Thank you. Will you excuse me a 

moment, please? 

(A discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Mr. Secretary and Mr. Bayer, the 

last question I have from any Member of the Congress is from 

Congressman Sherwood Boehlert. He is from the 23rd District 

in New York, as you know. 

He says, in this morning's testimony, Secretary 

Perry described Lowry Air Force Base's reuse plan as a 

successful consequence of the BRAC process. In the BRAC '95 

process, did you consider the community's reuse plans as a 

result of previous BRAC closure or realignment decisions? 

That's the first question. 
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Should already completed, well-developed reuse 

planning efforts be a part of subsequent BRAC decisions? 

That's another question. 

And then, secondly, at Rome, New York, for 

instance, as a result of the realignment of Griffiss Air 

Force Base, a reuse plan was completed with the assistance of 

the Office of Economic Adjustment in the Air Force. Was the 

impact to the communityts reuse plan taken into consideration 

in the decision to close Rome Lab? 

MR. GOTBAUM: As I'm sure the Secretary said, the 

Department of Defense is especially mindful of our obligation 

in has been directed, I will say, by the President of the 

United States, that we have to help base closure communities 

adjust, bring in new job training, new development, et 

cetera, and we are doing so. 

We think it's especially important that those 

efforts not be compromised in any way by the BRAC process, 

because we have had communities come to us and say, ItDoes the 

fact that we're planning for reuse mean that we are likelier 

to be closed?" And the answer -- I want to be very clear and 

direct -- is no, it does not. 
So, what we did in the BRAC process is, we said we 
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have to develop economic indicators that can be applied 

consistently across the country, and that's why we developed 

the measures that Mr. Bayer described to you before. Those 

relate to the current economic situation, the likely change 

in employment, and so forth. 

We are extremely mindful and very careful about 

keeping separate the other part of, frankly, my organization 

within the Department of Defense that does reuse. Those 

people have nothing to do with the BRAC decision-making 

process. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Sure. Thank you. Did you have 

anything to add, Mr. Bayer, to that? 

MR. BAYER: No, I do not. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you both, and I thank all 

of you in the Department of Defense for the many months that 

you've spent on this process. 

You accept, I am sure, the fact that, while this is 

not an entirely adversarial relationship now, it is our 

obligation to ask you the very hard questions because, in the 

first place, we expect to work, to a great extent, from your 

document, and the appropriate thing to do in view of that is 

to question that document, and we will continue to do that. 
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I know, in the sense of your high standards about 

public service, you will fully cooperate with us and we thank 

you for that, and our staff people will be bothering you a 

good deal in the future. 

Yes, Mr. Secretary? 

MR. GOTBAUM: Mr. Chairman, if I may say two 

things. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Please do. 

MR. GOTBAUM: One is, I understand an issue came up 

this morning about a study that suggested that incomplete 

closures were not sufficiently attractive to the taxpayers, 

and I would like, if I may, to submit for the record my 

response to the group that made that study, for your 

consideration. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: I thank you. Yes, we had a 

considerable discussion on that this morning. I appreciate 

your submitting it. Do you have it with you, for the record? 

MR. GOTBAUM: I do not, but I will get it to you 

today. 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: You are welcome to do that. You 

and I have discussed that on a past occasion. I would very 

much like to have it in the record. 
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those answers, and we will ask all the questions. 

I thank you both very much for being here today. 

Pardon me a minute. 

( A  discussion was held off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN DIXON: Let me have the hearing dates for 

next week and where they are, if you don't mind. We have a 

hearing next Monday, March 6th. May I have that, Wade? 

For the benefit of people here, Monday, March 6th, 

Caucus Room 345, Cannon House Office Building. The service 

secretaries present recommendations on methodology for 

service selection process. 

9:00 a.m., Secretary of the Navy John Dalton; 1:30 

p.m., Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall. 

On Tuesday, March 7th, 106 Dirksen Senate Office 

Building, defense and service secretaries present 

recommendations, methodology for defense agency and service 

selection process. 

9:00 a.m., Secretary of the Army Togo West, Jr.; 

1:30 p.m., defense agencies, including the Defense Logistics 

Agencies. 

Then, Mr. Secretary and Mr. Bayer -- and I know 
this is of interest to you -- March 16th -- let's see, that's 
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1 present testimony on issues relating to reuse of closing 

1 military installations; and at 1:30 p.m., government 

5 1 officials present testimony on reuse issues. 

6 1 I say again, we invite, Mr. Secretary and Mr. 1 

1 municipalities and regions and states around the country that I 
i 

7 

8 

lo I have questions, to send them to us. 

Bayer, you back again. We invite our friends in the 

Congress, both the Senate and House, and people in the 

l1 I The questions will be answered. The matter will be ' 

l4 / President of the United States before July 1 of this year. 

12 
llllllr 

13 

Thank you very, very much for being with us today i 

thoroughly investigated to the finite, ultimate point that it 

can be investigated and we will send out views to the 
1 

16 

17 
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(Whereupon, at 3:15 p.m, the meeting was 

18 

19 

adjourned . ) 
* * * * *  


