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ADDs Hearing Questions: Naval Air Station Oceana
Questions already on the table submitted in the ADDs letter:

What consideration was given to the realignment of the Master Jet Base located at NAS
Oceana, VA, to Moody AFB, GA? '

Was movement of the assets assigned to Moody AFB, GA to Cannon AFB, NM,
considered and if so, what were the driving considerations not to do so?

Additional questions:

Since 1975, how many development projects has the Navy requested the City
Govermnment of Virginia Beach to disapprove because of concerns about safety, potential
noise hazards and encroachment?

Since 1975, how many development projects were approved over the Navy’s objections?

Please provide the Commission with the navy’s position regarding the proposed
development of the




ADDs Hearing Questions: Naval Air Station Oceana
Question already on the table submitted in the ADDs letter:

What consideration was given to the realignment of the Master Jet Base located at NAS
Oceana, VA, to Moody AFB, GA? <This was answered by DOD letter, dated July 14,
2005>

Additional questions:

The COBRA analysis for a “Close NAS Oceana Scenario” indicated that moving all the
Navy’s jets to Moody Air Force Base would have an economic payback period of 13
years to offset the nearly $500million in one time costs. Why didn’t the Navy pursue
Moody Air force Base as a suitable alternative?

In earlier BRAC rounds the Navy transferred F-18 squadrons from Cecil Field to Marine
Corps Air Stations Cherry Point and Beaufort reportedly to avoid new construction at
Cheery Point and to use excess capacity at NAS Oceana. What is the Navy’s position
now regarding the desire to single-site all of the east coast fighter/attack squadrons?

Please outline the requirements of the training ranges and assets necessary for the Navy’s
Master Jet Base. Provide the space requirements (land and water), proximity to the main
air field, target areas and the fidelity of scoring instrumentation as well as proximity of
other military assets such as ships or joint operating elements.

Since 1975, how many development projects have the Navy requested the City
Government of Virginia Beach to disapprove because of concerns about safety, potential
noise hazards and encroachment?

Since 1975, how many development projects were approved over the Navy’s dbjections?

Please provide the Commission with the Navy’s position, including applicable
documentation regarding the proposed development by the Near Post, LLC group on the
site of the Seashire Inn in November 2003. What is the height of the tallest building in
the planned development, and what is the approved minimum altitude at that point
approximately 2.5 miles from the approach end of Runway 23? Are the Visual Flight
Rules and Instrument Flight Rules minimum altitudes the same for that particular
position?

Approximately how many aircraft per year would be expected to fly over that point
(existing Seashire Inn) during day and night VFR conditions? How many IFR
approaches could be expected annually?
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SWORN STATEMENT OF ‘
FRED METZ, REAR ADMIRAL, USN RETIRED i
August 22, 2005

Virginia Beach, Virginia

DELIVER TO: 5
FOR DELIVERY TO THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE
COMMISSION, ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA

REAR ADMIRAL METZ: My name is Fred Metz, Rear Admiral, United States Navy,
retired. I was in the Navy for 34 years. I had seven méjor commands. I was
stationed on both the East and West Coast, where I had both air and sea commands.
I have 1,000 carrier landings, over 300 combat missiohs in Vietnam. Of the variety

of tours that I had, I was a landing signal officer for five tours. One of my last jobs, I
was a division head for all the aircraft carriers in the Navy, all the air stations, and I
was the Department of Defense Navy representative for air space.

I was concerned with the testimony given by the Flori&a delegation to the
Commission. Many of the comments did not tell the complete position needed to
make a crucial decision for the base of the future of Naval Aviation.

What is Florida offering the Navy?

Florida is offering the Navy land and a runway and 21 some buildings. To give that
property to the Navy, a very comprehensive EIS needs to be completed,
environmental impact statement, and I question the timeline that's required for the
BRAC process to unfold for the EIS to be completed.
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'cl»m.'ses were not backed up
with actual facts, and there was a Iot of speculat.'on mad|e a{md a lot of promises. I
am also concerned that these promises would not be able to bé completed to make

the timeline that's required by the BRAC process. One or l|t1h|e Icntfcal things the
Governor of Florida said was that he was gomg to gtve Cec.'l to ‘the N,

5
<
1]
b
]
"
Q.
Q
>
[v)
g
QO
=}
3
Q
3
0n
o0
@
[
a1
3
[n)
Q
3
[9)
o
3
o
Q
S
2V
S
§
ro
o 1




Living in the Hampton Roads area, I've had the opportunity to use some of my past
skills as being a landing signal officer to be a guest lecturer at the Landing Signal
Officer School here at NAS Oceana which trains LSOs from all over the country. In
this capacity I stay very current in field carrier landing procedures; I visit Fentress
and I also go aboard ship. I'm very current in present procedures for air crews to
train and go aboard ship.

As was stated in other testimony, FCLP, field care landing practice, and going aboard
ship is a very demanding process, but no place in the Navy -- and I've flown at every
field in the Navy -- do we have the optimum conditions that replicate the conditions
we encounter on the ship. The way we land on the ship and the way we practice on
the field at night is not the same anywhere we train.

The pattern on the ship is a very demanding pattern, but we have limitations at
every field. The field that the Navy is contemplating building in North Carolina is
going to have the capability to come closest to replicating the carrier landing pattern
that we use aboard ship at night. However, we have proven aver the years since I
started flying in 1960 that the way that we do carrier landing practice now is
acceptable, and our safety record is amazing, and the ability for these young aviators
to safely land is tremendous.




\.ji ; I“i'j “"il 1‘:
Being a lecturer at the LSO school, I continually an"v in cont, -t: wrth the amiazmg,

young pilots, the men and women, that fly the alreraft frcrn*;_ 5ur carners ;!
Lo ‘

ol n '
The Hampton Roads area offers the Navy family so muc{w! Inrsaddltlon to the excellent
training offered to the pilots, the family is offered excellent) educatlonal opportuntttes,

they are provided a safe environment to raise thetr chlldren' asl well as excellent
health facilities. ‘ :‘. b

i

People who come here, many will end up staying here when they retire. We have one
of the largest military retirement communities in the lna‘tlon, Wthh is confirmation of
the attractive quality of life the Hampton Roads area'has to offer
Lol
!
What the Chief of Naval Operations said in ane of h:sif:rst; statement is, we need to
worry about combat readiness and family readiness. Th.'s area [offers both. I can

attest to the high morale of the QOfficers, men and women and their families that

have the opportunity to live in the Hampton Roads area‘i[ ; ‘ j;_‘j
\l L
With regard to joing training, we have many outstandlng .facrlltres in the area. Dam

SRy
Neck offers the squadrans battle group tralmng The Fleet Intellrgence Center offers

air crews strike target training. The proximity of the slm:vE allows us to continually

integrate the squadrons and facilities. |! | 3.

But more importantly, as we have learned over the last le years, there is not one

i
service; it's a joint service. Here at Hampton Roads we lﬁave! Fhe ability to train with

every service; the Air Force at Langley, the special warf.aire units are here in the
Hampton Roads area and continually train with these umts We train with the Marine
aircraft down at Cherry Point. We train with the combat ‘Marmeé at Camp Lejune
where we have the ability to do close air support. We also go‘to Fort Bragg where we
train with Special Forcesc units. And we also train with the A/r Force F-15s5 at
Seymore Johrnison Air Force Base. \}i

L ‘M I
It's all integrated training. No longer is it just one Navy; ‘lt !ai J(E)‘mt business, and
there's nowhere else on the East Coast that affords us th:s abtllty We have the Joint
Training Center here in the Hampton Roads area where b!'{ve are able to actually

interface with joint training worildwide. lﬁ . é -

s
When we deploy, we just don't go as a ship, we go as thja whole unit. And the joint

training that is afforded to us in the Hampton Roads area Is essential. Nowhere else

can this be accomplished. The biggest concern that I ha\lle retg‘;agr‘dmg the Cecil Field

option is that the /ack of certfffed data would make any such de[asron speculative and
risky. iR ‘.-\ : .
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The Navy has a mission, and the Chief of Naval Operations and the Secretary of
Defense know better than anybody how to accomplish that mission.
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Mr. Chairman and Commissioners:

(SLIDE 1) This presentation considers closing the Navy’s Master
Jet Base located at Oceana Naval Air Station in Virginia Beach,
Virginia... and relocating all squadrons, personnel, equipment and
support to a suitable, alternative site to be determined by the Navy.

According to Oceana’s Commanding Officer, NAS Oceana is the
busiest Master Jet Base in the nation with approximately 220,000
operations per year at the main airfield ... and another 100,000
operations per year at Fentress Field. Fentress is the Navy’s
outlying training site, located 7 miles to the southwest of Oceana in
Chesapeake, Virginia. Field Carrier Landing Practice is conducted
at Fentress to simulate the critical landing techniques required for
safe flight operations at sea. At NAS Oceana alone, at least 1
landing or takeoff occurs, on the average, every 2.5 minutes, 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. For Fentress Field, a landing or
takeoff occurs, on the average, every 5.3 minutes — 24/7.

(SLIDE 2) Approximately 10,000 military and civilian personnel
and 244 jets and associated support equipment would be
transferred from Oceana. Consequently, a significant amount of
Military Construction will be required to upgrade an existing base
along the East Coast or to establish a new, modern, Master Jet
Base on the East Coast. |

The list of realignment and closure recommendations presented to
the Commission by the Secretary of Defense in 2005 contains two
minor realignments concerning NAS Oceana that affects less than
100 personnel.

(SLIDE 3) The primary reason to consider NAS Oceana for
closure is the increasing encroachment of the surrounding
community. Please show the airfield overhead to demonstrate the
issue. Despite significant efforts by the Navy and local community




b
‘ !

leaders over the last 30 years to limit encroaclzhment developer’s
demands and property rights issues have trunllped‘ the Navy’s
objections to new building in the high noise and Acmdent Potential
Zones, also known as APZs. Since 1975 |‘reporte:dly 73% of the
development proposals that the Navy objected to were
subsequently approved by the Virginia Beach City Council, over
the Navy’s objections.

As an example, the small red circle in the upper right edge of the
viewgraph shows the location where, in 2003, a new condominium
development was proposed to the City of Virginia Beach. As
depicted, that site lies within the APZ-2 for the Runway 23
approach to Oceana and near a point where aircraft may descend to
“as low as 700 feet during instrument approaches. The
Commanding Officer of NAS Oceana opposed that development in
writing to the City Council on June, 5 2003, statmg that residential
land use was incompatible within the designated APZ and Noise
Zone and should be prohibited. In November 2003, the City
Council approved that project --- over the Navy’s objections.

Airspace and field boundary encroachment continue to constrain
the present operational and training capablhty of the jets operatlng
at Oceana and Fentress Field.

As I mentioned earlier, over 100,000 day and‘mght training
operations are conducted at Fentress Field annually. The most
critical training required of Naval Aviators is 1the landing and
takeoff from Aircraft Carriers. This skill reqtllires precise piloting
techniques and needs to be practiced frequently, resulting in a high
number of airport evolutions — primarily take-offs and landings (or
touch and goes) - throughout the day, and well into the night. This
situation creates a high noise environment W1th1n 5 miles of the
associated airfields.




Night training is now difficult to replicate'at Fentress because of
the ambient light caused by the encroaching ’dev'"flélii)bment Rather
than flying the same pattern altitudes and [approac ach paths that the
aviators would use when operating around ifful*é:li"”élf?ﬁ C%lmers at sea,
they must adjust their flight patterns to co ) "I‘!)Iyt w1tH noise
abatement procedures demanded by the ne1 hb

orh od
developments near Fentress Field.

| : E h NN
Accepting this consideration to close NASi pceaﬁa* will provide the
Commission with the opportunity to study the alternatlves for

| Hp
>

closure or further realignment of NAS Oceana |

Ll g
(SLIDE 4) This chart shows the proposeh :numly)er of military and
civilian personnel that would be transferredi and‘blllets that could
be eliminated by the consideration to close NAS Oceana with a
total direct impact to Just over 10,000 people e mcludlng over 1600
civilians. !

i | " ?

(SLIDE 5) During the BRAC process, thej le%tvy ] a}n four COBRA
scenarios for closing NAS Oceana, 1n<:1ud1| 1g »relecatmg the Master
i 4

Jet Base to Beaufort, South Carolina, Pensacola, F lorlda Whiting
Field near Pensacola, and Moody Air Forcel Base"’near Valdosta,

Georgia. Beaufort was rejected for econo?lglc!re%sqns that included
a 100 year payback period. The two Pensac éla 'a!rea bases were

rejected due to encroachment and the lack {oiﬂ ovelr vtvater range
!4 i

availability. TS !

gl
The COBRA data for moving the Navy Masteir J e*!:;t Base to Moody
provided the indicated results, with over 70 percent of the one time

costs attributed to Military Construction. B l, |
oy ,i

Available COBRA data shows a one time cost fOﬂ tl:us proposal of
$494 million. The cost payback period is 13 yearﬂs| ajmd the net
present value of the savings from this prop‘o sal thf'ough 2025 1s

estimated at $36 million. ‘lf |
] . “[ !
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Additional COBRA data estimates the one time cost, to transfer all
US Air Force assets from Moody, to be an additional $179M.

(SLIDE 6) This viewgraph summarizes two primary issues
associated with this consideration.

The first issue deals with encroachment of the airfield boundaries
and flight paths. Although Oceana has a relatively high Military
Value, ranking it 6™ out of 34 Naval and Marine Corps Air
Stations, encroachment has wide ranging implications for the first
three Military Value Criteria:

Criteria 1 — the impact to current and future readiness,

Criteria 2 — the availability of facilities and associated airspace at
the existing and receiving locations, and

Criteria 3 — the ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization,
surge and future total force requirements at the existing location.

Clearly, encroachment of NAS Oceana affects the Navy’s ability to
train and operate. The Navy considered several closure scenarios
but rejected all because of cost or the inability to gain access to a
suitable site near potential east coast, over water training ranges.

Because NAS Oceana has been in operation atithe present location
since it was established in 1941, on 360 acres of swamp land, the
community position is mixed. Reportedly, several thousand
citizens are opposed to the increasing jet noise, BUT, many more
thousands support the retention of NAS Oceana as the Navy’s
Master Jet Base.




The other primary issue deals with the sheer Volume of personnel
and equipment that would be relocated from Oceana and is related
to three separate criteria:

Criteria 6 .... The economic impact on the existing communities of
the Virginia Beach area, and wherever the Navy decides to
establish a new Master Jet Base,

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

Criteria 8 .... The environmental impacts associated with that
many people and aircraft relocating to a new site.

(SLIDE 7) The Department of Defense responded to the
Commission’s 1 July request for information regarding NAS
Oceana. The Navy examined several alternatives for an East Coast
Master Jet Base, including Moody AFB. Moody was considered a
feasible alternative to Oceana, but it has a number of factors that
make it less desirable than retaining Oceana, including the one-
time Military Construction costs of $363 million dollars.

Oceana is considered by the Navy to be the most suitable option of
all East Coast Tactical Aviation bases. However, encroachment at
Oceana presents significant challenges to long-term operational
requirements. |

- According to the Secretary’s letter, the best'basing alternative for
East Coast Tactical Aviation would be to build a new, 21st Century
Master Jet Base, but such action would occur out31de the BRAC
window that ends in 2011.




The GAO reported that the Navy cons1dered‘ ‘several options for
closing NAS Oceana, but was unable to ﬁnd a suitable, cost
effective alternative.

(Slide 8)

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared presentation. The staff
is prepared to answer additional questions prior to any motions that
the Commissioners might have.




INSTALLATIONS RECOMMENDED FOR ADDITION TO THE
SECDEF LIST

RECOMMENDED INSTALLATION: Close NAS Oceana and relocate the Navy’s East
Coast Master Jet Base (DON Scenarios 0139, 0140, 0151 and 0153)

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION: NAS Oceana has significant airspace and

field boundary encroachment limitations that constrain current operations and affect the
ability of the facility to support expanded future mission areas or surge during periods of
national emergency.

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATION: None

RELEVANT COST DATA: (Taken from 22 April 2005 COBRA data for Scenario DON-

0153)

Starting Year : 2006

Final Year: 2011

Payback Year : 2024 (13 Years)
NPV in 2025(3K): -36,028
1-Time Cost(3K): 493,498

Net Costs in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total Beyond
MilCon 75,547 | 47,601 | 113,711 | 108,312 0 ] 345,171 0
Person 7 -1,200 -2,833 -7,870 -22,645 | -33,228 -67,789 «-46,273
Overhd 14,710 15,113 11,958 5,240 -3,416 -5,548 38,057 -7,469
Moving | 401 9,221 | 21,177 | 14,859 | 8,648 | 1424 | 55,730 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other -2,756 3,258 7,184 10,951 14,343 10,502 45,482 10,001
Total 87,908 75,993 | 151,177 | 131,492 | -3,070 | -26,850 | 416,651 -43,742

Cobra data is available for all four scenarios considered.

DID DOD EXPLORE THIS SCENARIO: - BRIEF EXPLANATION

Yes. The Navy considered closing Oceana and relocating the jet squadrons and associated
support to four different locations:

NAS Pensacola, FL (DON-0131) - Rejected because of airspace limitations from
Tyndall AFB and Eglin AFB




NAS Whiting Field, FL (DON-0140) - Rejected because of airspace limitations from
Tyndall AFB and Eglin AFB

MCAS Beaufort, SC (DON-0151) - Rejected because of size constraints and
requirement for all USMC activities to relocate out of Béaufort

Moody AFB, GA (DON-0153) - Rejected at executive level due to requirement for
all USAF activities to relocate <

OTHER FACTORS: Navy did not revisit an earlier BRAC decision that closed NAS Cecil
Field, FL instead of NAS Oceana, VA.
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UNCERTIFIED DOD TESTIMONY 18 JULY 2005

ADM. WILLARD:

Mr. Chairman, as you allud

it was stated in the opening statement -- t{e%

rand certainly as

were a number of

|

i
installations that were considered between Navy and Air Force as

potential alternatives to Oceana.

b
il

Before I discuss those, I'd like to asseft that from the

i

Navy's vantage point, we believe that Oceana

I

the fleet well, that the challenges that %ou

I

encroachment and Cceana have been and are.mar

look forward to recapitalizing our fighter f]

BIE

of the Joint Strike Fighter in the 2012 to 20

|

continues to serve
K

i
%entlon regarding

i
;
i
t
i

-?

f
i

égeable, that as we
eet and the advent

15 timeframe, there

P

may very well need to be considerations and_ad}ustments made, but

4
that yet remains to be seen. !

The co-location of Oceana with the fle#t

significant advantage. So in viewing the alt

we felt strongly that any alternative would jh

serve the fleet from a military value staﬁdﬁ

-i |sn§

#n Norfolk is a

f
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Efnatlves to Oceana,
rﬂ
%%e to continue to

l

int; effectively,

lianges and to the

would have to have access to maritime traini
} i

carrier.

airways and the training ranges in the vicir

g et

alternative would have to be considered. | And

|
mentioned, co-location of all the wing asse

n:‘—m‘:’;-;tq.—-;v‘;L;t
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alternative facility was mandated not only

-
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it serves in operations and training, but. als

ability to not then have to sustain overhead‘
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So distance to the coastline, theibl
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the advantages that
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Moody was among several considered alte

1
mentioned a few; Oceana, Moody, Shaw, Seymouf.“ TYndall,

k
Patrick. And I would tell you that the dellb ‘r
\

»

iII |

|

i ) ;

F ons occurred
l

:L

!

!
P L e
into the executive committee portions of our ,ber;tlops for

BRAC before the final report was submittedﬁ séf;f é lot of
SRR N !
consideration and a lot of discussion with%theﬁ?ir:Forqe. With
regard to Moody in particular, the cost is[sigﬁi%icantﬁ Moody is
N
a World War II vintage air base; about a h%lﬁ é #illion dollars
of military construction would be requirédgtﬁé;?é ' But more than

b
|

that, in deliberations with the Air Force, lit was decided that
e

’ ]
the Air Force had a need for Moody. And as we have stated,
|

I
sharing Moody with the Air Force with the 1nab111ty to bring the
L. u

entire wing from Oceana -- there is not a cost- effective

alternative. So a lot of view into poténtiél aiﬁernatives -~ and

I
frankly, COceana continues to be the Navy's best!éptlon for its
I
] ' i

Master Jet Base on the East Coast.
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ATTENDANCE

COMMISSIONERS:
The Honorable Anthony J. Principi, Chairman
The Honorable James H. Bilbray

The Honorable Philip E. Coyle III
Admiral Harold W. Gehman, Jr., USN (Ret.)
The Honorable James V. Hansen )

General James T. Hill, USA (Ret.)

General Lloyd W. Newton, USAF
The Honorable Samuel K. Skinre
Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret.)

we Director

Charles Battaglia, Exect

WITNESSES:

The Honorable GS8gdon R. England, Secretary of the Navy

Admiral Clark, ‘'USN, Chief of Naval Operations
Geqiifl Michael W. Hagee, USMC, Commandant of the Marine

Corps

Ms. Anne Rathmell Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the

Navy for Infrastructure Strategy & Analysis
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OPENING STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI, CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE
BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

Chairman Principi: Good afternoon. We're a £

minutes early, but we seem to be ready to go, and we

as well get on with it.

And I am certainly pleased to welcomg®™the NaVy/Marine

Corps team, the Honorable Gordon England, Segretary of the

Navy, Admiral Vern Clark, our Chief ¥ Naval Operaticns,

General Michael Hagee, Commandant of Fhe United States

Marine Corps. They're joined Anne Rathmell Davis, Deputy

Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Infrastructure Strategy

5
and Analysis, who is pr

ed to comment on the methodology

&

employed by the Navy and the Marine Corps in arriving at the

recommended list.

resourees, Every dollar consumed in redundant, unnecessary,
obsolef*; inappropriately designed or located infrastructure
is a dollar not available to provide the training or
research that could ensure continued dominance of the sea,
air, and land, the battlespace, if you will, in which our -

servicemembers fight.

3
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Today's hearing will help shed mof% light on the Navy
and Marine Corps recommendations for ré%tructuring our
nation's defense installations and hafﬁéssing this process
to advance long-term transformation goa}s.

In support of that objective, we will hear testimony_
today from the Department of the Navyfsjleadershl.

|
decision-makers. I know that the Navy and Ms

#ine Corps have

poured an enormous amount of time, energy, a brain power
‘:‘ :

into the final product that is the subje of our hearing.

It is only logical and proper that the witnesses be afforded

the copportunity to explain to t _ﬁiéan public and to our

independent Commission what they p opdsé to do to the Navy

and the Marine Corps infr&gtrycture thaﬁ supports our joint

military operations.g

As T have previocusly stated publibﬂy, this Commission

ility very seriously [to provide an

A ner, steadily seeking input from affeﬁted communities to
make sure they fully meet the congressiohally mandated
S

selection criteria. Those recommendations that

substantially deviate from the criteria,[we will either
|

modify or reject, as the facts and ciréuhstances may
4 "
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warrant.
I now request our witnesses to stand for the
administration of the oath required by the Base Closure and

Realignment Statute. The ocath will be administered by 1

Dan Cowhig.
[Whereupon, the witnesses were sworn.]
Chairman Principi: Again, welcome, Mr. .
may proceed.
TESTIMONY OF HON. GORGON R. ENGLAND, SE@RET‘W OCF THE NAVY;

ACCOMPANIED BY ADMIRAL VERN C EUSN, CHIEF OF NAVAL

OPERATIONS; GENERAL MICHAEL W. AGEE, USMC, COMMANDANT

E RATHMELL DAVIS, DEPUTY

OF THE MARINE CORPS; MS.

Wr . Chairman, thanks for very much,

imittee.
to thank everyone for the opportunity for
|

ip team of the Department of}thq Navy to be here

today to provide for you an overview of our recommendations
c |

osure and alignment.
?ﬂét me say that -- first of all, 1e£ me assure you that
the Department of the Navy will fuliy cooperate with you and
your staffs in making available all of oﬁr information, all

of our rationale. Our people are available, at your
|
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disposal, so that you understand the Basis‘for our

recommendations. We do appreciate yoﬁr important role in
. |

this process. You will find us fullyiresppnsive to your

needs. We'll do that in a very timely manner. And we do

|
appreciate your service on the Commission, because

an important and difficult task, and we appreci
service.

I do have a written statement, Mr. C"irman,JI've

submitted. If you've had a chance to look af' it, you will

find that it was written as a summarn

roadmap, frankly, to help the Commissjon, in terms of

understanding our report. So, it is a gummary document. If

you haven't read it, you’i find it useful, just as a

summary of the report, and as a roadmap of the report. So,

that's why it was prepased, to hopefully help you in that

AN

regard.

Now, u are likely aware, the BRAC 2005 analysis

was diyided into two parallel paths. ‘The first was that the

. of the Navy analyzed Navy ahd Marine Corps unique
functiéﬁs -- that is, the operational éupport internal to
the Department and those activities that were not analyzed
by the joint cross-service groups -- and our presentation
and discussion today will focus primarily on the Department

of the Navy unique aspects. Then the second parallel path

6
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is the joint cross-service groups. They analyzed Navy and
Marine Corps functions as they relate to similar functions
across DOD. And our Department personnel -- that is,

Department of the Navy personnel, both civilian and mildtary

-- participate as working members of each of the joint

Cross-service groups.

*-veralﬁkey

| .
s unligque

Now, the Department of the Navy follows

.principles for analyzing the Navy and Marine

functions. And, specifically, this ig,, t we sought to do:

First, assess military value, including jointness.

Two, eliminate unneeded cap. y by consolidating
infrastructure.

Three, increasing f rotection effectiveness and

Four, to achigf
possible for eatc =Smmendation.

summarize a little bit for you, our net-

1 pay off immediately, 13 pay off within four

- 80 basically 43 pay off within four years -- and
then nine have longer payoffs. So, we have a total of 53
recommendations that cover 63 bases, with most of those
having a positive payoff within four years.

Fifth, we wanted to accommodate future operational

7
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concepts and the 20-year force projectidn. |
Sixth, provide sufficient capabiliﬁy for surge
requirements.

And, lastly, improve our business processes.

46 smaller closures, and eight realignmgpts.
additional realignments proposed by thezj¥
‘ ps, and these
are addressed in the joint cross- seri ' group reports,
rather than ih the Department of the.;:vy report. So,

Department of the Navy, joint ss-service, and they're two

discuss it as we go on

oY, L, .
As I look at the infrastructure footprint that will

result from all*of hése recommendations, I am confident

than sufficient to fully support the future

that it is more
Navy a%d Marine Cofps force structure; Now, the 20-year
net -pe: A t value of the Department of tﬁe Navy recommended
action:$is $8.4 billion, with steady-state savings of $817
million. And, again, the joint cross;service groups
recommendations and savings are in addition to these
numbers. |

I also want to mention, as members of the

8 y
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Infrastructure Executive Council, the CNO, the Commandant,
and myself had the opportunity to review and comment on the
recommendations of the joint cross-service groups, and the

three of us fully support the recommendations and the

f

findings of those groups. And, again, as noted, o©
discussion today will primarily be on uniéue require
but I want you to know that we fully suppért ﬁh‘
recommendations that were made by the joiht cross-service

groups. And those recommendations, b joint cross-

service groups, will be presented to you“din the next two
days.
Now, Ms. Anne Davis, to my r t, is the Special

Assistant for the Depart

ent 's BRAC 2005 process. She

reported directly to me, as - ecretary of the Navy. She was

my direct-report, and she basically managed this entire

process. And shekwill be providing four you a summary of

our recomme d: ions and alsc the detailed:methodology that

lop those recommendations.k'She'll discuss

dls, including our bottom-up process of developing
the d;EQ’and analysis that served as the ﬁasis of our
decisions. I will emphasize, this is a tdtally bottom-up
process based on data analysis and specific data that we
asked for from all of our facilities. Ana she will discuss

that with you in detail so you understand the mechanism and

9
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the methodology that we ultimately arrived at
recommendations that then resulted in decisions by myself,
the CNO, and the Commandant.

I do want to comment that this has been a very

difficult process for the Department, as all of our basé-%

are located in communities across America, where ©

our nation, and ouk

the Navy and to America is appreciated. We do ask that all
the communities affected by BRAC, whether gaining or losing
sailors, marines, or Department of Navy civilians, work

closely with us as we work with them to adjust to these

10 |
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major strategic changes in the world.

So, I thank you for the opportunity aust for making a
few summary comments. I would now like tb turn it over to
Ms. Anne Davis, who will proceed with a discussion of our

methodology, a summary of our recommendations. And n the

four of us would be very pleased to engage in a dialogue and

answer any of your questions.

Anne?
[The prepared statement of Secretary‘Ega and follows:]

Ms. Davis: Thank you, sir.

.ant for Base Closure. I had a

?‘e director of the infrastructure

process, his Special Ass
number of roles. I was

upported the entirety,of the effort. I

8, with Vice Chief of Naval Operations and the
Commandant of the Marine Corps,;the co-chair of
the infrastructure evaluation group; and @embers of the
infrastructure steering group. So, my ro¥e in the process
spans, really, the entirety of the process.

What I will be providing is an overview of the process

11 |
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and methodology. We have, I believe, provided to you slides

so that yoﬁ can follow along'and take any notes on those.
Our recommendations are the resu1£ of a rigorous

analytical process that built upon data collected from each

Department of the Navy activity. And we believe that, as a

result of that data source and, as thefSecretary

bottom-up review of the data, that we have aprived at a set
of recommendations that are the best ones fo Department

of the Navy of the future.

This .is an outline of what I'll covar. We used these

three threads to inform the anad effort ultimately
leading to the recommendations, loﬁking to find the right

base -- the set of right"j 3 and the! right places with the

right capabilities.  Throughout the process, we ensured that

operational

s was built to satisfy the law. As noted, we

there are four key réqﬁirements in the law,
ess attempted to link each piece of it to a
ment of that law. We wanted to ensure that all bases

reated equally. 1In that regard,iwe sought to look at

were
everything in a fair and objective way, as required by the
law. There were no pre-decisions in this process. And we

sought to obtain like data for like types of installations

‘ 12 ‘
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so that we could compare them fairly.

We used certified data during the ﬁrocess of employing

our analytical methodology, both for capacity and military

value, and then scenario analysis. And I'll go into a

t

i
little more detail as to what each of thpse entailed.

We incorporated the future, the 20-year force
I

plan, into our capacity analysis. 1In adhitia?
t

tructure

, we fully

|
congidered, as we loocked at scenarios, wp e future
i

force structure would be able to fit at iha»w et of bases

i

that were remaining. Sc we conside? it throughout the

process.

And then, finally, the

goal, as Secretax

.-‘evelop that set of bases that would be able to
fmilitary readiness and military value for the
It goes - this strategy goes hand in hand with
othefﬁtransformational objectives that are ongoing in the
Department, initiatives that are ongoing in the Department,
to include the Human Capital Strategy Plan and Sea

Enterprise, as well as the Fleet Response Plan.

13 ‘
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Next slide.

We were organized to support the entirety of the
process, both Department of the Navy process and the joint
cross-service groups. As you see, we had an infrastructure

analysis team. It was made up of both operational line

“and staff officers, civilians, and contract sup

them. We also, within that group,
the Naval Audit Service and the Navy &
Counsel to ensure that our processes and controls were

effective, and that we we%

law,

Department of the%WNavy unique process, as well as provided

&ach of the joint cross-service groups, so that:

¢, from a data-collection and analysis
have visibility, not only to what was going on
within the Department of the Navy process, but also, within
the joint cross-service groups, provide the Navy flavor
throughout.

We had, as I noted, the Department of the Navy analysis

group that was charged with doing the analysis for the

’ 14 ,
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ia@d activities. 1In
' !
1

Department of the Navy unique functibnsF
: Al

addition, we formed -- with the members'of the Navy and
!‘ b

Marine Corps who were on the joint crosg.service groups, we

formed a functional advisory board that#met with our semior-
level group, the infrastructure evaluat%on group, to keep,
b -- ’
them informed on what was going on within the join, cross-

service groups, in terms of data and aﬁ#lysis$and approach,
- [ G

In the course of this, we had a tot

general officer, and senior exee
: 0
||‘ 1

engaged, at -- in these various gr' ps. l They met frequently

a half years We, by my tally,
k} '

had about 114 meetings, and most of theﬂlwere multi-hour

]

lot of senloryenergy developed in

meetings. So the

both looking J“the-wita, evaluating: théianaly51s that was

o the Secretary, the Comm%ndant and the CNO.

e
d ; [

. W
Executive Council. So, throughout, theﬂpépartment was very
o
engaged. '
Next slide,

We wanted to make sure that the tot?llty of Navy and

15 ? I*
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'y .
Marine Corps activities and bases were looked at in the

. .
process. And so, one of the very first] things that we did

was identify all of the Navy activities’—JrNavy and Marine

A

Corps activities -- and ensure that they‘wére, in effect

assigned to a functional area. And th;S‘szt displsz

I!’
that was done, and the total numbers. é

%s of™

i
For us, that really is equivalent to baseh

What I note there, that we had a seri

"fencelines" instead of "bases" because-W%

Navy bases that are actually made upg

:
For instance, Naval Base Ventura Coubty i
P L

it is made up of both Point

wanted to make sure that we had accounted for not only the

bases in the aggregate, ;»also the individual fencelines

that have activitigékon hem.

, given the functional review, we

had a number of ®activities that we werel looked at not only

by Department of the Navy, but also by onejor more joint

ice groups. And so, as you add bp the totals of

is shown in the top. But we did do a review to make sure

i

that everything was being covered analytic%lly in the

i
process.

Next slide.
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more than one place.
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the activities, you will come up with a]gr?ater number than




Data calls, for us, were really the foundation of the
process. They provided the certified daté‘that was the
backbone of the analytic effort. One of fhe critical things
that we do -- it was a process that we employed in the prior

rounds of base closure that provided toibe, I think

data from the activity level. We went to the

in each case, they

had to certify that the data was accuraté&-and complete to

ief. And then the data

2d a Web-based data-

it moved u _the evaluation groups.

I note th¥re the numbers of data calls that were

issued Ne started with a single-capacityﬂdata call that

¥ to literally every activity within Department of

Defense. We fecllowed up with military—vaiﬁe data calls that

went ou

were targeted to the particular type of activity, the
functional activity, to make sure that, agéin, like-
activities received the same data call.

17 :
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When we got to scenario development, we, again, went to
the activities, both those that were proposed for -- to lose

functions, as well as those that were proposed to gain

functions, to obtain information, financial and other

estimates, to determine what the cost and savings,

from the recommendations. And throughout the*process, as we

Service field audit, as well as a revi ) the analysis

data, we did

2/ The diagram, the -- is deliberate. 1In

folks involved in the decision-making process was fully
r

,Erated in understanding both the data and what the
resu‘éé were.

For capacity énalysis, what we sought to use were
relevant metrics that really captured the key elements of
how youkbase particular types of functions. And we compared

- 18
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the aggregate of that against the requirements of the 20-
year force-structure plan. So, I mentioned at the outset
that we ensured the force-structure plan was taken into
.consideration. We actually compared the -- today's capacity

in a functional area against the capacity required fex the

future force structure, and, from that, characterize shat

the excess capacity might be.

The other reason for doing it that wa?y

that we could look at excess capacity in thewaggregate, and

then look at a variety of combinatichs to see where that

ur three-star evaluation group. We had a

¥ions and Scoring stateménts' that related to

~ional area and what was important in each
functidﬁal area, as well as to the particular selection
criteria. And the IEG went through a long process of
reviewing each of those questions, develqping a score for
each of those questions, mapping them toc the selection

criteria, so that, at the end of the day, each question had

19
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a total value that it related -- that related to its
importance in the overall scheme. And we'll be prepared to
provide all of those matrices and, obviously, all the
questions and responses as werwork with your staff to go
through the details of this analysis.

When we got to scenario development, we usedﬁ% - what

variocus impacts of either minimizing egééss capacity or

increasing military value, look:

t a variety of

e most extreme, in terms

.

e,

Next ide.

ain, a schematic just to show how we moved through

this‘process. Frequently, as we got to scenario analysis,
which was actually the application of selection criteria 5

through 8, we discovered that there were things that we

didn't know. When we looked at the actual data coming in

20
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|

.

from bases, we learned that there were | things at bases that
| ;

we needed to move. There were other t%ingsjthat allowed for

! | ,
S . .
-- as we asked for the bases to come 1q=w1th information,

m
1
| i

they had better ideas for particular 15?—doWns. And whe

that were analyzed.

As did that analysis -- and we did the a

the COBRA model -- we tried very hard ﬁo
i

congervative. We neither wanted to overstake

understate costs. We also didn't wa

anything. And so, we wanted tg‘look yé make sure that we

we were taking into account
Ry .

were building to standards,

e groups, we went back to look at
bases and make sﬁre ‘that we had
éarticularly with
élinics and

sure that those

were incorporated into our estimates.
In the environmental side, we think we are much better
characterized now than we were ten years ago, and we used

the report that's provided to Congress every year to

21 : i
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understand and consider the environmental restoration costs
at the bases that we recommended for closure and

reélignment. Within the COBRA model, we did include costs
associated with environmental compliance and particulars of

i

closure. For instance, in both New London and Port

we ensured that the COBRA analysis, the costs i

decommissioning of those facilities, wh1C'“
environmental costs, but actually are, in: facility-

shutdown costs.

Next slide.
This displays the -- really, the progression of the

analysis throughout, and ¥

e started within Department of

the Navy with the particula >functions, went to a number of

scenarios that we analyged, and then ultlmately resulted in

the 53 recommené%%aons that the Secretary mentioned.

And thes?fare the results: nine mqjor bases, 46 minor

i eight bases realigned. And!I think, at the

testimdky yesterday from the Office of%the Secretary of
Defense, they notea that their characterization of major
bases really is a way of sort of drawing a line, in terms of
size, that the majdr bases are deemed ﬁajor because they

have more than $100 million in plant-replacement value.

22 o
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i
considered any less -- or deemed any m?re -- any less
;‘!

important. It really was just a way to segregate, sort of,
|
|

size, in terms of these recommendations.

We did receive one request from aﬂlocal government
i

1 e
relating to potential for closure. Thﬁt was from

hat request,

;

_Although not

of Concord, california. We fully considered &
!

and one of our recommendations does close pa

all, of those weapons station at Concg
Now, what I'd like to do is walk ﬁhﬁﬁugh some of the

detail on how it played out, in-

s of the analysis, for

both -- for major/minor closures, ds well as for one of the

realignments.

{ an analysig across the entirety of

face function. We looked at all places

 £ment of the Navy that had piers. That was
7 . i

actually berth ships.
Overall, oncé we completed the characterization of

that, we subtracted cut those bases that were not

operational bases, like weapons stations. And we have some

23
UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL CbMMIS SION APPROVAL




air stations with piers; we subtracted those out. And, in
addition, at the operational bases, we added an allowance to
make sure that we could accommodate the Fleet Response Plan,

that we could accommodate both maintenance and weapbns

handling. So, in other words, we wanted to make su

So, in

other words, space to berth 88ﬂcruise} We had factors

that identified every ship ag t a cruiser equivalent. 'A
carrier is four cruiser equivalents, as an example.

From there, we movedinto military-value analysis. I

noted that we had & number of scoring statements, a number

of questions. Wé total of 61 scoring statements
within the mili®gry-value analysis for surface/subsurface.
That was made up, in most cases, of multiple questions for
eachﬁaeé;gng statement. And, as a result of the analysis of
the key’attributes for surface/subsurface, we developed a
set of military-value scores for each base within this
universe that ranged from ébout 37 to almost 75 as the

numeric scores representing where those bases fell in

comparison to each other.

, 24 ‘
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From there, we used the capacity’aﬁalysis and the
military-value analysis to develop a set of alternatives for
closure. The actual alternatives that we looked at, and
looked at in multiple iterations, included potential
closures of New London, Pascagoula, Ingléside, Sub age San

Diego, and Naval Station Everett.

The -- I note here the alternatives that weyIsecked at

Ne¥t slide.

This map shows, for the surface/subsurface area, the
total of the reccmmendations and where we end up, as far as
basing lay-down for our ships and submarines within the Navy

as a result of the total recommendations. We ended up

: 25
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essentially ensuring that, not only did we reduce capacity,
but that we also retained strategic dispersal between -- on
each coast, as well as the Pacific, and sufficient capacity

to allow for not only surge, but also, as I noted, homg=port

changes and the potential flexibility of force—structure%?

changes in the future.

Next slide.

We followed a similar process when it c to some of

districts, 31 of them overall.

management workload that is currently present in these five
recruiting districts.
Go to the next slide.

And this slows the map of the lay-down. Essentially,

26
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what's happening within the recruiting command functionality

within the Navy is that it is organizing into two districts,

an -- or two regions -- an eastern region and a western
region, and they're looking to have the recruiting districts

be lccated in population centers that both are in ppeximity

to their recruiting stations, as well as access to

transportation hubs, so that they can actually" dew'the

circuit to visit the various recruiting sga&tions. And we
believe that our recommendations foster that,

Go to the next slide.

And this represents an example of a realignment. We

are recommending realignment * AS Pensacola to move

officer training to Newport, Rhode Island, consolidated into

.

a single site, where it}

4

Navy in a similar

at Quant ic I

throuﬁg«

L, starting with an initial capacity analysis.
gzé“of the things we learned when we looked at capacity
in the training area, in particular, is that we were using
classroom capacity, classroom availability, as a measure of
capacity. And aboard multifunctional bases, our ability to

" eliminate that excess is somewhat limited. Best way to

27
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eliminate it is either to tear down a building or turn it to
other use. But we do believe that the -- this realignment
will reduce overhead. It will allow for follow-on training
at Newport for folks coming out of 0OCS, which saves us PCS

costs, and, as I said, does create a degree of synergy with

other training and education activities at Newport

Next slide. ;@x

And this just displays that movement.
Okay, go to the map. L
This map shows all of the Departmenty of the Navy
recommendations. We -- includi  Reserve center
recommendations. For the Reserve ¢enters, we wanted to make

sure that we ended up withya geographically-based, although

slimmed-down set of genters,”and we believe we have

from our activities. That analysis was -- the analysis of

the data was conducted by the team, reviewed by the
Department of the Navy anaiysis group, who took forward

recommendations for a way ahead to the evaluation group.
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From there, the Secretary, the CNO, and the Commandant were
given an opportunity to weigh in and determine what

recommendations should go forward, ultimately, to the

Infrastructure Executive Council.
We believe that the recommendations, at the end of “ghe

day, advance the aims of the Department and are logking

forward to the opportunity to work with you ahd your staff

in reviewing all of them.
Thank you, sir.

Chairman Principi: Thank you a very detailed

presentation on your process and methedology. I think it

will be very, very helpful.

Secretary England: Well, Mr. Chairman, just -- and

members of the Commissid > we took this extraordinarily

sericusly. I meanf this’is a very, very serious

undertaking. i féry well-defined processes which we
followed rigorougly throughout. In my judgment, it was

very, very fact-based. And it was

It was extensive. We have provided you our

That said, you know, you'll be receiving some
information we don't have the benefit of from communities,
and recognize that, indeed, you may come to other decisions.

But, again, we will provide you all of our rationale, our
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thinking, out data, and would be pleased to meet with your
staffs and analysts. At the end of the day, we want the
very best answers for America. So, we appreciate the»
opportunity to be here.

Aﬁd, again, I think -- well, I know we've donegsthe very

best we can do, as an organization, and now we'
you in your deliberations and findings for the

months.

Chairman Principi: Thank you, Mr. Secxgtary.

Admiral Clark, do you have any ¥ ents that you'd like

to add?
Admiral Clark: I don't have a prepared statement, Mr.

Chairman. I align myselfX

ith the comments of the Secretary

and say that -- reinforce that this is -- there are several

attributes of this tha think are very important. Never

before has a BRAH

ad this kind of focus on jointness. It

was a key p from the very beginning of the process.

I want toFemphasize that Navy representation was

cleanwaf“ ident on each of those teams. They kept me
appri::&’of what they were doing, although my review -- my
ability to impact that process was at the executive-review
level, where it should be.

The -- I'm taken by the nature of the process and the

analytics. I will tell you that when I started this
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process, I had one objective in mind, and I was vocal about
this. When this -- when we were completed with our actions,
I wanted to be able toc sit in front of this committee, and I

wanted -- in front of this Commission ~-- and I wanted te be

make it as objective as possible. And it is,4r

Chairman Principi: Thank you, Admi
General Hagee?

General Hagee: Sir, I wou

ust underline what
Ty
Admiral Clark said. This is the f¥rst BRAC process that I

have been involved in.

as,really quite surprised on the

amount of data that

ere collected and the number of man

We really focused on looking for
i;support the recommendations and lock
Sguestions, sir.

Principi: Thank you, General. Thank you all.
Vgegin the questioning by focusing on the closure
HETLondon Submarine Base. The move of assets from New
Lond g to Kings Bay, leaving Norfolk aside for the moment,
is a large move, in a relative sense. And I know that
military value is the highest criteria that we need to

consider, and rightfully so, but I'd like to skip over
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military value for a moment and focus on the four other
criteria.
I understand that slightly over 3200 personnel will

move from New London to Kings Bay, which represents about a

21 percent increase in the employment base in St. M

in employment in a relatively, I guess, small courty of St.

Mary's. One of the factors we have to copSi

ability of the receiving installation, both military

base of Kings Bay, as well as in th mmunity, to support

the increased personnel and mission and dependents that'll

be moving into that area. I° n't been to Kings Bay in
quite some time, but the last time I was there, it certainly

appeared to me that the¥ ad limited infrastructure on Kings

Bay, on the base ‘and certainly very, very limited
infrastructure i “county, in terms of rocads, schools,

housing.

st.
incre;:é@ Your cost estimate of $679 million seems somewhat
low to me, although construction costs in Georgia are a lot
lower than the Northeast, for example. But could you just
address this issue, please, about what the costs are going

to be to build up the infrastructure on Kings Bay to support

32
UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL COMMISSION APPROVAL




this increased assets, as well as,

it?

Let me -- %r

t

Secretary England:

if T can,

l

let me -- I have some numbers, I beIL:Le,l‘i
| |
Our estimate is, it would cost $238[m1]

and that 1nc1udesi
i
for piers and that sort of thing, bqt:

itself, at the base,

i
it's healthcare on the base.

.
[
Ty

the base,

the base would expand, and we have ﬁh-”‘

{
F
}

-
I

in that regard.

at Kin

ded move.

“ eConm?n
%Léét all of our
er .work w1tﬂlﬁhe community. And
TIR
butes in tﬂé%cbmmunities. They

r

looked at educatlon an-m.hlldcare and H

1l

providers, transp tatlon utilities

h

t

es8 were congidered, and
!

th

those attr'

data that was part of :

the ce;tified

e BT

a

And, again, we have that dgt
¥

1

So@’he answer, Mr. Chairman, 1sE
i
we looked at bothl
)

and W

f
‘|
i

i

in all of -our moves,

was, you know, losing and moving,

receiving end. We -- so, we locked at

i
ends of this to make sure that it all f

k
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criteria.

Chairman Principi: What are the costs to close down
New London? I mean, just both -- you know, just closing it
down -- the environmental issues that are going to havesto

be addressed. Are those all taken into considerationt

you have a figure on what the total cost of closing. New

London are going to be to the Navy?
Secretary England: I believe it was in £ chart,

Total cost was --

Ms. Davis: Right.

Secretary England: -- 600 something -- €53. That

is the total cost.

Chairman Principi: That's the total cost including

closing New London and I

Ms. Davis: si¥, it is. 1I'll have to get you the

I

#that. But we did, in the context of

entirely sure. I'd have to get you -- and we'll provide

that for the record.

The environmental costs, as you know -- and this is
consistent with the policy provided across Department -- or
34
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i

i
!
followed across Department of Defensgi?ér%nnot added to
N
COBRA -- the cleanup costs -- but th%& 'ere provided for the
L
t
1

»4\\

[
consideration of the decision-makers.!
| i
Chairman Principi: Thank you.
E

Secretary England: But the bottom line is, Mz

Chairman, the number, the 679, is al% Ehe:total cost

both at New London and at Kings Bay.! So f

. cost that we can identify -- and, aggin,‘ hose details
—- but that's all the costs we couldic 1_5 . So, the
answer is, to the very best of our kﬁw ledge, we have
included all of our -- all tH
Admiral Clark: Can I say one thlng about scope? I

think it's important t \

way, 'I'm a surface gl%ly,‘ But I was stationed

YConnecticut, for tw0‘yearSf; We have -- you

3
This is difficult. |

But here's what -- the circumstanceé Qe face. A few
years back, we had almost a hundred atﬁaék éubmarines We
-- our number's in the fiftieé now, and I've testified and
submitted documentation that my belléf is the number in the

35 | % -
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future is going to be somewhere in the nei _hborhood in the

low forties. My number is 41. oo much

structure.

t
|
In order for us to have the Navy that we need to have

|
8
in the future, we have got to redirect % gources to the
recapitalization process. And over the | % J
five years that I've been the CNO, this L%s
major efforts. Anne Davis called it Seq{ﬁn
our initiative to learn how to rurn thi T
effectively.

So, for us, it was really

that we have strategic dispersion, we wanted to retain two

sites on each coast. And 0, we're looking -- you know,

this, then, looked at where we had growth‘ioom and where we
2 -

NI
for uncertaintlgs‘ln the future.
|

did not have growth ro

And we believe tl this is the right choice. And we

believe tha ¢ hen you analyze the analytiéél data, when you

look at

Pz

. m | -
our reasoning. ;Jw

,,,7‘:. N , . . i | { ) . . .
Chairman Principi: And from a strategic military-
7 o

g 1
value perspective, it makes sense to --

1
H

Admiral Clark: Yes, sir. Yes, sir) And I will tell

you, I have sought the counsel of the séﬂiér submariner that

|

I have in the United States Navy, ActlvewDuty, four-star
4
36 %‘

UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL COMMISSION APPROVAL




officer. I sought his counsel in -- with this in mind; not,
+ Where do I want to be next year? The thing about this --
this question is, Where do I want to be in 20 years? What

do I want this to look like? And to get there, you've got

to start. And this -- the recommendation that we provi
igs the direction to get us where weuthink we need
years from now.
Chairman Principi: Thank you.
Mr. Hansen?

Mr. Hansen: I thank you, Mr.

Secretary England: I do, and I thank you very much,

N

Hﬂ;sen.

ﬁr. Hansen: It's always great to work with Admiral
Clark, and who will be retiring shortly, I understand. And
he's written an enviable record in the Navy, and we

appreciate him.

37
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You know, I rémember a few years %go, after we
supposedly brought down the Soviet Union, in Room 2118 of
the Armed Services there, we had some of the generals and
admirals of the old Soviet Union in, and we got into some

very interesting discussions. And some of those digeussions

of 1ife, also, as I recall, because got into that.

As I lock at the Navy now and logk at what you're going
through -- my goodness, as I see these new ships that you're

Wars, almost.

reconfigure or
you -- can you
see any ef . as you see this technology change coming

’about?y

mdral Clark: I absolutely do. 1In our program that's
before e Congress as we sgpeak, only one of the platforms
has delivered, and all the rest of them are in our future --

DD(X), LCS, CVM-21. Virginia-class submarine is the only --

of -- and LPD-17, maritime pre-positioned force and fleet of
the future -- only the Virginia-class submarine has
38
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delivered, of thﬁs whole new class a'

|~ P
that, just a few-months ago.

;‘ l‘ '
So, the futuré is out in front !

§

technology is chahglng everything.
example. Next month we will go lay'i
Combatant Ship. . It's going to chang';;
Combatant Ship will be a smaller plﬁﬁi

we will lay the keel. It will be __fﬁ,

the genius of our people. And young e

- play or plug-and-fight technoloc

that, along with new operational c %cept th§t we've put in
ea Swa% isf L eiample, Fleet
spOn81ve:forI%,$ much more
these things_éré g@aﬂéing for the --
will create c “the future. | ' | |
Here's a key point. Ms. Dévis médeitﬁepoint that we
used con . =tive:éstimates Let me glvebou one key
; hit

With Sea Swap, we have proven tha

t
|

ex

;gﬁ}e

< :h}x a third more operational capab111

[

number of ships than we had in the old ope:

And that was, now we send a ship forward
do that, we are going to be able to pfodu%

| 39 L
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capability with fewer ships. We did not go way down the
line and say, okay, this BRAC is based on some future number
that's way down. We started -- I started talking about 375

ships, Mr. Secretary, four years ago, and it was an estdmate

for the future. In the middle of this BRAC process

and recalculated, based upon the trendlines we see inwuthe

future, to 260 to 325 ships. We ran the analys ( the

“in other words,

high end of that. We are betting on no
we were conservative in our estimates, and my estimation is

we will end up with more capacity tham we need, even with

these recommendations.

Mr. Hansen: Now, if I sk this question, I know

it's kind of fashionable to talk environment, and I know

that part of your critet

L3

~»iS environmental cleanup and all

that kind of stufff but T have to think back over the many,

many hearings **had in the Armed Services Committee,

and also in the"Resource Committee. And many times we had a

commanding officer from one base or another in front of us,

and : lamented the fact of how difficult it was -- Camp
PendleE}n is an example of that -- that the youngsters
couldn't even come in and dig a foxhole, because they were
afraid they would hurt something. Other areas, we had --

every service, except the Air Force, came in and talked

about how difficult it was to do it. And I think you're

40
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shackled, to a certain extent, and maybe, Commandant, you
would like to comment on that problem you've got. I read it
differently as I read how everyone is trying to appease a
lot of these environmental things, which, in my opinion, are

be

very extreme in many instances. I think we all wan

good stewards of the land, but I think the milit ry 1

that, Commandant, if I may ask?
General Hagee: Oh, yes, si
much for that question. There is very real challenge, not

only with training ground®forges, but training air forces.

ffly military value that we_gét from those
So, I think that you'llisée, in our BRAC
recommé?dations, that we retain those particular training
areas. But I do not see that challenge going away, sir.

I would like to add a little bit to what Admiral Clark
said about our increased capability. And he spoke very

eloquently about what we're going to be able to do in the

4] -
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future. There are two platforms that are coming on -- the
Joint Strike Fighter and the MV-22 -- where we loocked for a

joint solution for training, whefe, for the Joint Strike

Fighter, we're going to establish a -- we, the Department of

Defense, will establish a joint training facility down 1 L,

aircraft. BAnd we're going to establish a joimt training
facility for MvV-22, Navy and Marine Corps, _;&th
Carolina. So, as all three of us saig w ng our opening

challenges that we're going to %p the future.

Mr. Hansen: Thank you ch. Thank you for your
response.

Chairman Principiﬁh eneral Hill?

General Hill ”WThan? you. Thank you, Mr. Secretary and

Admiral Clark ‘Gene ﬁf)Hagee, and Ms. Davis, for coming and

gﬁ:ommeﬁfétions because of the great jointness that's in
And knowing the two of you, and old comrades, I would
have expected nothing less. We're -- as I said to the
Secretary yesterday, we became joint in 1986, essentially at
the point of a congressional gun. We're not as jdint as we

should be today, and we're not as joint as we will be

‘ 42
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Ot

tomorrow. So, I applaud you in all of Fie
i
A couple of questions, and I*d llkggt go back to the
' }'( .
New London issue. And I'm going to t:Lei .tiback into a

discussion of the Norfolk area.

S T

|
|
i
|

e

One of your alternatives listed tak

= -

of Norfeolk and putting them up at -- eith

|
i
i
|
] .
‘ng submari
|
i
er

i
between Kings Bay or New London; therefore Yo
1

ol

kept New London open and not add to the a ceady large growth

that's in Norfolk. Why -- how did you c%me%@o that? -- is
my question. B

Ms. Davis: As --

]
oo
| i |
General Hill: Yeah, why @; -- why ' nlt go New

London/Kings Bay versus Norfolk -- ?fﬂ

Ms. Davis: Norfolﬁ

General Hill: -- Kings Bay?

Ms. Davis: a great degree it inﬁbived a multiple --

One, capacity, and avaﬂlgble capacity.
yu
frankly, military value. When we looked at

multiple tqa".

The second wa

'

the ] éhlltles, as reflected in the mllltary -value scores,
both Kidgs Bay and Norfolk had a 51gn1f1cantly higher
military value than New London did. And 1t becomes, I
think, difficult to explain to the Commlssion, particularly
after following our process, or trying toimeke‘sure that we

could articulate well the linkage of mili?a&y value to the

a
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ultimate recommendations, to have gone the other directiocn.
Admiral Clark: May I comment? Let me give you an

example of -- and Ii-- the other day at the press

conference, when we were there with SECDEF and the Chairman,

I said one of, I think, my fourth -- third criteria was

resources. If we moved all the submarines out of

structure on the base and some
pieces. But you don't save'any --’you don't save large

resources -- and this mo-éiisaa billion-six, in that

category -- until you close the fenceline. Ms. Davis used

and you'll see
are -- we're

“Remember this.

got to be good for sailors. 1It's got to be good for
the taxpayer, too." And so, from a resource point of view,
the ability in every one of -- every time they brought

recommendations to me, I was looking forward return on

44
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investment. The Secretary made the point, "You find our

I

recommendations -- we're looking for a?péyoff as fast as we
oo

can get it." Part of the Sea Enterpriééﬁjourney for us,

leaning how large organizations out .in| the civil sectopsrun

¢
going to take years and years and year?‘and year
to pay off. We tried to focus. And ybuﬁll‘;“
focused lérgely where we can get returh‘ég&o:

‘r
rapidly as possible so that we can reinvést o

future.

Secretary England: And, General»wlf I can comment, I

think for all the deliberatid £ the;%éek, when you look

at everything associated with Departmenpzof the Navy, we

5

have tried to optimize 3 3s the Depa{tﬁent, not at a

‘ ;"i N I !

lee, 1n some areas, where we may
fing base than somewhere else, but if
R i

you move work into tﬁé% base, that would !

seem to be mpbre optimum, but the cosﬁs at{the other | f

facilities greatly outweigh that. So, Wéﬁdidn't look at a !
sﬁ giﬁ;c areas. We tried to work acro%sathe Department, in ;

terms of both value and savings. 'And &he% you look across a

U
Department, you, in most cases, get different answers than
. ;

if you looked at just one narrow decision.
General Hill: Okay. Staying in QheiNorfolk area, I
H ?
, 45 o
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was surprised when I saw the recommendations, that Oceana is
not in there. In terms of encroachment, there's probably --
you have probably no other place that's more encroached on
your airspace and your ability to train and do all those

things. Did you look at alternatives for Oceana, a even

base?
Admiral Clark: The answer to your
absolutely. Do you want me to say more?
| [Laughter.]
General Hill: Oh, yeah, please.¥%

Admiral Clark: Okay. I talked to -- at length to John

Jumper; said, "Can I haveX ir Force base?" You will see

-- and I have some -- as we looked at military value and

operational imperativesi, getting a base in the middle of the

A

country was not ing to be of much value to me. I've got

o

t's closer to the water, or else it's not --

to have oneé

it endg_up -- #t's back to the Secretary's point, the

opera '%1 costs are -- cost me a fortune. 8o, you know,
we had‘EOme rule sets. We worked at it. The places that we
could go -- oh, and there's one other factor. It was going
to cost us more money to split ‘a place like Oceana -- you
know, we have a -- first of all, it's a large base --

General Hill: Yeah.

" 46
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Admiral Clark: -- do it had -- we had to have a large
place to take it, or we had to split it among a large -- you
know, a number of places, which then runs your overhead up.

And when you do the business analysis of that, it didpst

work out.
So, I will tell you that we locked hard at the, Oceana
issue. There are known encroachment issues., ’

A |
out of it the way the recommendation is submifted.

General Hill: One final questiop me, and it's a

-- at the risk of being flip -- eight, nkne years ago, you

moved the Warfare Development S from Norfolk to

Newport; and, in this BRAC, vyou're moving it from Newport to

Norfolk. 1I'm hard-pressef to,understand that, good friend. '

see if I can help. You know, I
jte awhile, longer than anybody

except one ot;e% persén in history, and longer than anybody
;_, 50 years. My priority -- one of my top
es when I got here was alignment. And my
pergonal project in year one was alignment. I created a

called Fleet Forces Command. The Secretary and I

set out to create -- and, frankly, we got some of that from

your service -- we thought we needed a command that was able
to pull -- first of all, manage the organized train-and-

equip Title 10 function in the continental United States.

‘ 47
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RETY
H

We didn't have that. We had an East Coast and a West Coast
structure. Then we gave that coﬁmander the responsibility
to collate and do a universal input from the entire fleet on
future requirements and operational requirements.- And s£hen

we gave them responsibility for doctrinal developmeps

And the reality was, an assessment of the

Séiretary England, Admiral Clark, General Hagee, Madam

Secretary, thanks again for your time and in sharing this
detailed analysis which you presented to us today. We
certainly appreciate that.

There is a lot of this information which you're

48
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gpeaking about that we do not -- analysis that we do not
héve available to us yet, and, therefore, there are some
questions that you probably would say, "Well, that's a
logical question. You probably should know the answer to

that." But the answer -- the fact is, we don't yet So, we

moment, was that difference between, say)y

in that military value?

the -- as we -- as I , that, New London was 12th out
2. actual military value of New London
in the low 50s, with the maximum
-two, -three bases being about --
there really was a range. My gdod staff
y actual scoring.

;Eé’real breakpoint that we saw, as much as any other
single thing, came when you started looking at the
multifunctional bases, which scored in the mid-to-high 60s,

compared to thg New London score of 50. So, yes, there was

a drastic difference.

49
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I'd have to say, though, that the -- what that
! |
difference represents, totally aside fiomjjuét a numerical

score that allows you to compare, really‘isnﬂt seen until
‘ : : .
you look at the actual answers to the queStiQns, becau the

. . . , E
score itself is an aggregation of a lot of data.

what makes one base fall lower or higher on a parf

Ans,

!

list, you need to look at the detailed quest]

General Newton: Well, thank you, . much. Reference

Secretary England: Pardo

General Newgon: Thank you, sir. «

SecJetygy England: -- then we'll be able to have more

detagiled discussions.

@;neral Newton: We'd greatly appreciate that. That
would be very, very helpful.
Reference jointness -- and certainly we were thinking

about that during the conversation of Oceana -- are you

comfortable that we achieved as much of that as we should

: 50 ‘
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I
‘ . :

have, could have, during this process°[[5bv1ous1y, there
)

t
would have hoped

full impact of the flying operation whlch

| i
might have been an opportunity -- or yo%l;'
for another opportunity for maybe anot%é“élocation. And I
don't know if there's something of tha%[%%%e, when you look
at any of our other installations, theé%i%_
|
|

\ R
N . . . L
Oceana, which is massive, and it's obv1ou

Lﬁ“

your mission. But did we get the amQunt'

did you see the amount of jointness éom%ﬁ57

you're comfortable with, both of yo

commanders?

I
1
|
s far as I'm concerned, we

L
jl
General Hagee: Yes, sirt :

did. :
i

Admiral Clark: Ye§ And I feel like we made great
. 4o
4 |
strides. That doesn't me€an that we didn't leave some things
|

But we did becau%e of the

on the table.

recommenda of the joint cross-servidg'groups and where

"

i
i
1

ﬁ@gif e give you an example. One of; the recommendations

the payoff was¥

e going to see 'em all, so let mé be very direct and
straightforward about it -- we moved -- @é had one

: , -
recommendation that moved airplanes all over the place, and
1
it was incredibly joint when we were finished. It also
-
ended up costing me a bunch of money. And I remember, in
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the executive council, I commented abéut?thé fact that I've
been working for almost five years to shorten this training
pipeline. And the training pipeline costs me real dcllars.
It costs us manpower dellars. And this move waé going to
make us more joint, but it was not going to pay off. And

the council came together and said, this is -- you®know, it

would have advanced jointness, but this wasnj#. the right

thing to do.

So, could we have done more? Yeg,, “But at what -- you

know, what would be the criteria? What weuld be the

standard?

I believe that the solution we --. where we -- the

recommendation that's befére the Commission will --

obvicusly, it's more Jjointness than anything that's ever

come up here before, amy I believe it's made great strides

t I -- it's, as General Hill said, and I
Future groups will see other things,

b, going to be possible today.

‘Mr. Hansen: I might make one additional comment. It
doesn't directly bear on BRAC, but it actually came out of
the BRAC discussions, and actually the discussion that

Admiral Clark was talking about, when we looked at the

52 :
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training pipeline and how we could make:that more joint.

And, as Admiral Clark said, we found thét it cost us a great

i
1

deal of money, and we got pilots later..%But one thing that

the service chiefs did discuss is true jointness. And sthat

|

particular discussion. And now you're tégﬁi bout real

jointness, and not just putting individu'i'allsh-,f aring

different uniforms together.

Admiral Clark: Can I say one mope thing about this

business of the Navy/Air For iation thing? Here's

examine the data. The 8

sure we've got this right." We do not want future people in
the Navy{ future leaders, to look back aﬁd say, "Why did

they do t “in 1057

'f\ﬁghn Jumper and I worked“at this. fhe reality is, he
has'tﬂe same challenge I do with regard tb airspace. And

so, as you well know, airspace then becoﬁes a prime issue,
and John Jumper was in the position that;he was loading up

bases that I would like to have gone to. And so, it wasn't

53 ‘ ‘
UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL COMMISSION APPROVAL




T
W
jfe
l‘_

L
i

4

A.’!i‘ Lo
i

) |::i g

.

Co
o

an impasse. You know, it was -- back to the -- Secretary
|

England's comment about looking across ﬁhe enterprise and

getting a solution that is going to work tq the benefit of

the entire structure.

Thank you.
General Newton: Very good, thank you very much
if you need another pilot, I am always availabl

[Laughter.]

Chairman Principi: Mr. Skinner?

Mr. Chairman. Thank

Mr. Skinner: Thank you very mu
you, gentlemen, for testifying.

I want to talk about several issues that -- number one,

I'm -- we're going to ge %&he}financiél‘analysis, so maybe,

Secretary Davis, thig is dirécted to you. It looked to me

that New London, we've“got a 20-year savings of 1.576

billion and we've pacted over 15,006 jobs. In Atlanta,

ir Station Atlanta, which locks like a no-

€ way, 2100 jobs and 910 million, almost 60

f what we're going to save in New London, with

about 20" percent of the jobs. Pascagoula, 1760, with a
: i

savings of 665 million. 8o, it appeaﬁs to me that if you
look at the impact on the community, ﬁhibh I recognize,
financially, doesn't appear in your b@dgkt, it appears to me

!
that -- I was wondering how that is considered in taking
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| |
into all these considerations, becauseL asiyou know, those
jobs off -- flow coff income. All thatiincome flows to the
federal budget, and the Defense Departhent gets more than

anybody else, other than HHS.

; y
Secretary England: Mr. Skinner, let me just say

First of all, our first criteria was military valt
! :

had to make sense from a military-valué poing+of view. That

ohey, because '

said, we did want to end up, you know, savin

that's an important resource for the D axtment of the Navy.

But it was military value. And, in this-case, it is

difficult in New London, but it. lgo $1Q75 billion.

Now, we are not allowed to consider all the input from

the community, frankly. chsider certified data, and our

decision is based on ow, you can lock broader than

that.

that, you know, w"sﬂ'cfg unity input. But it was a

i :
military-valuesdec *ng for us. It was a very large

savings. And, g our judgment, it was the right decision
for us t e, because it was infrastructure that we did
not need

high military value. So, you know, in our judgment, that

* our future Navy. So, we did not need the

ructure. It did save resources, and it did have a

was the right decision to make.
Mr. Skinner: Well, in order for us to evaluate that,

we need to see the analysis of what the costs of the other

55
UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL COMMISSION APPROVAL




movements would be, as well as the impact that those other
movements would have on the commuhity.
Secretary England: And that's -- that will all be

available, and we'll go through that with you and your

staff
in great detail, Mr. Skinner.

Mr. Skinner: Yeah. Also, you talked abou

splitting here. You've closed facilities angd

and so have the others. So, splitt isn't all bad. And I

sometimes, cost YOou more morne

# I'm sure we'll look seriously at.
that I'd like to talk about, and I say
this as a former Cabinet Secretary and a former Secretary of
the €pasly, Guard, de facto. There does seem to be -- as I
traveléf'the country then, as I travel the country now --
there does seem to be a feeling throughout this country that
there's a bias by the Navy towards the Southeast, from

Virginia on down south. Now, I don't say that it's a bias

that plays a role every day, but if you look at -- on the
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£y
n

West Coast or the East Coast -- you lookﬁonlthe East Coast,
ROt

General Hagee, most of your facilitieS‘a%é ?own in that area
-- obviously, Norfolk, and we've seen whﬁ%'% happened --

Norfolk, Georgia, Florida. You underspap?,;of course -- and
I'm not accusing anybody at this table‘oﬁ:h?V1ng an
perceived -- well, there is a perceivea Q%ag th

-- you know, all things being equal, wé'dflike

area. And I wonder -- just yourxr thoughtﬁ;o? how -- I think,
|l

|
in the best interests of the Navy -- y the way, other

services have similar bias, so I'm not vfyou know,

perceived bias -- and I'm not sa&j

r"oon. LSQ, I wonder what

g Celo ‘e d
your -- you do to make sukg that -- the informed decisions

that you do make, that you overcome it, and iwhat you do to

o0 educate the publlc that these

Mr. Skinner, flr%t;of all, I mean,

bhe hand that's been dealt to us. k I mean, we're not

‘ L

buildigﬁ any bases. The bases are where they are. And our
cbjective is to get maximum military valu% and blggest
savings to the taxpayer. h

Now, the reason I wanted Ms. Davis té go through this
rationale is so that it's very clear thatithis is a -- we
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started this at the very bottom with data calls. I mean,
there's literally, for the Department of the Navy, 3.8
million data bits. And this data was worked extensively,

and worked through the pyramid, as she indicated to yo to

the top, in terms of recommendations to the leadershib.

frankly, the process doesn't

I mean, it is. Because, as you
estaﬁiished, that you've basically inherited. So,
whatever's built in is built in. I --

Secretary England: And the cost --

Mr. Skinner: And that gets me to my final point, and
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3’ ‘»1!

one that dealt with -- and I think -- I'm not sure we got

I
T

the answer. We'll give yocu a chance téfédmplete your
[

;

answer, let's put it that way. ;
Oceana, where it could be moved. fff
F i

I
I

facilities or if we had facilities thai“T*i
| "‘;
I

¢|:L } '
this Commission, as you know, albeit —ﬁ;ht,would be

only with a great deal of thought -- iﬁidoés ha
b
make recommendations that go beyond in@i&”"
|
the needs of each service and impose tﬁém b&y%he needs of

other services. And maybe this'll

If there were facilities that were in other services at

&

this time that would be made ‘a lable%tb you instead of

by the way, y5u‘can go with your

k
it

bias -- alleged bias on 'the Southeast,;#f!you want.

T
>

_¢lark: Well, the one that Y- one that --

I
i :
€r: You can't answer thatjyes or no, either,

i
i

it
Admiral Clark: No, it's not a yes-or-no answer. I
. i b | i

[Laughter.]

I

will tell you we looked very hard at Moo&y; We looked at

I

places where we could get -- where we coﬁld link quickly

R
i
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Mr. Skinner: Right. I understanb that.
Admiral Clark: And so, I don't tbink that would
surprise -- I know it wouldn't surprise ény of you,

- obviously. That's why I couldn't take! base in the middle of

.
i

the United States or -- I mean, Cannon! was available. And

'

d

80 -- you know, that wasn't going to work -- and

- but

the -- when you've got the airspace and those*kind of

could get into.

Mr. Skinner:

question, sir.

Admiral Clark: ©Oh, &

Mr. Skinner: Let's assume we unload it for you. Let's

/11 unload it, 'and we'll take those

Admiral clark: Well, let me ——riﬁ order to be

;5=f}ﬁ$ely fair and objective, let me ﬁake -- go -- provide
thatréé yocu. And then I am absolutely;certain that I have
given consideration to all the options;

Mr. Skinner: That's fair. That'é fair. Thank you.

Thank you wvery much.
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Chairman Principi: Thank you.
General Turner?
General Turner: Good afternoon, again, and thanks for

being here.

As you know, my background is the Air Force. Most

what I know about the Navy and the Marine Corps,
learned from history, my love of Pacific World-War II

movies, watching JAG --

(Laughter.]

General Turner: -- and, most

ntly, from my service

on the American Battle Monuments Commi: sion, working with

former Marine Corps Commanda eneral P.X. Kelley, which

was an experience of a lifetime.

But a couple of th? I learned aiong the way. One

is, if I were eve :Eb fidd myself somewhere in the world in

the middle of a“firéffght, I would want the United States

Marine Corps peXgen right next to me. And, secondly, what

I've leatne along the way is, if the fleet can't sail,

we've got problem. And so, that takes me to the closing

he, Naval Shipyard of Portsmouth in Kittering, Maine.

Never been there. But I received, oh, probably about an
hour after the Commissioner nominations were published, a
terrific letter from a family in that area that made me want

to learn more about this particular operation. So, I was
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glad to get started with the study of the documents this
week.

According to your written statement, this shipyard was
-- and I'm going to read this, so I don't screw it up --

"This shipyard was selected for closure, rather th

retention of strategically-placed shipyar
they further state that, "There would then

excess capacity to close any other

of shipyards."

Now, this leads me to believe that you believe that the

at us in the future,

handled by the on¥

And I gu 8s I have two questions. The first is: In
ter y@a; aval shipyards, do you -~ how do you define
“excessﬁbapacity"? Is it defined for the normal operations,
surge, or perhaps even super-surge? And, secondly, I need
you to help me understand how preserving only one naval
shipyard on the East Coast can handle the event -- handle

the need in the event that something untoward or
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other two naval shipyards? I'm having
the military value in that context.
Admiral Clark: Why don't I give a broad answer,
N

."

then maybe Ms. Davis would like to giveyiome specifics of,

the way the analytic tools are used. |

hat we have

But the data's going to show you cléarl,ﬂ
'

[

Snt-owned

shipyards. 1It's important to point out aaat, of course, we

function with other shipyards, with cogxércial shipyards,

also.

s
With regard to the strategic sSue’hFre, is -- and the

t
we .recommended closure for, and

A

one in the Pacific, and we b&élieve that fhe Pacific is of
e Tes

Jee in the future,! and that

f”y thinking. And so, then a broad --

an answer to theybroad strategic questioﬂ?—% yes, we did
consideridavikto-day operations. Yes, weﬁaid consider surge
- And, by the way, if they'reiSuﬁging, well, then
[

gone, they're not in the shipyard; But our whole
operational construct now is, the Fleet ééspbnse Plan is a
surge construct. That's exactly what weﬁ%avé built in the
Navy, and literally doubled our ability E% réspond. And the

. R
analytics show, without question, that we, have enough
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5:? 4

capacity to do that.
| S
And, Ms. Davis, would -- is there‘anYthing else you'd

¥

like to add?

i
Ms. Davis: Only that, in terms of the actual
‘ L

analytics, they were done within the Industrial Joi Ss-

Service Group for Shipyards. And I think%Mr. Wynne

to you yesterday about that. Obviously, Navy P feipation

leads, because we're the only folks who i shipyards.

Surge was added:into the capacity an#lﬁsis to make sure.

that the combination that was left,

anything closed, was

able to accommodate really anything that might come to --

you know, to a degree of rea There is no question that

if something catastrophic occurred at any of our places, it

would take us awhile to° gover. However, as I think we've

seen with a variety§ of things -- and I use the hurricane at

Pensacola as mpfi -- we were back in business within
the week. Ther&pare -- there is, as the CNO indicated,
capacity available in the private sector, and certainly

withﬁ@imﬁm

that aré“being presented in terms of intermediate

system, given some of the otherirecommendations

maintenance capability that can absorb a widevrange of
capacity, of workload capacity, on an as-needed basis.

Secretary England: Also, Mrs. Turner} if T can add,

the -- it's primarily nuclear-submarine overhauls -- I mean,
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nuclear submarines, about 55 now, the éﬁé's comment, he
eﬁpects it'll go down. I'm not sure iﬁ'il go down to 41,
but it's likely not going to érow in terms of our nuclear
submarine. |

The trend is, as our nuclear power plants last

-- I mean, we're now building nuclear power plants t
don't get refueled; they last for the life of t so

it's going to be less and less work.

Also, we do have excess capacity, ad while they do an

excellent job in Kittering, Maine -- I meéan, they're very

efficient, it's a good workforc d -- fact is, they were
é"pasf work, because

But our problem is, if you

other yards to put in
yvards start getting dips, in terms

yéu like to have a steady workforce, in

-- andéthose drds do other work, éo ——SWe use thelsubmarine
work<@syg, filler, which gives us maximuﬁiefficiencies in the
other ydrds -- so, here's a case where‘it would appear that
if you were to optimize Kittering, you &ould get some

benefit. But the fact of the matter is#jwhile we could get

some local benefit, in terms of efficiency, it would hurt us

at the other yards, because we'd pull work out and make them
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|
1 i

)

|

.

|

| .
less efficient. So, at the end of the @ay, I mean, frankly,
P

it's the only .real decision we can make

D e e

in terms of

eliminating that capacity.

S —

Admiral Clark: And can I just add one point? T

Secretary's really hit the nail on the ﬂead!here, and I
l

appreciate his -- the focus on the nuclear malnte' ce side

of the house. BAnd let me add this p01nt
bases. They're all great people and de@icat

and they've been tremendous. The issugl

those refuelings are, in fact,

line. So, his comment about *

That‘sihelpfui.

r
'
f
'
i

Thank you.

. Admiral Gehman: Thank you.

: i
I

Secretary, CNO, Commandant, thank you very much for

appearlng It's enormously helpful for thlS Comm1551on to

hear directly from you and not through reporps and books
, i

that are this high, and we appreciate it very much.
‘ i

I have a number of questions. One is, by law your
. ' ‘
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i o e et

recommendations are required to be base? on, among other
things, the 20-year force-structure pla%. And my crystal
ball really doesn't work very well out éhere. I don't know
how yours -- yours is probably better than mine. But could

you say -- and I'd like to ask both the)-— or all three of
| -

you -- whether or not the role of the Pécific - QY-

|

Pacific, from a strategic point of view, is, in way,
| .
|
reflected in this -- the recommendations

1 d-that the

And so, my

'
ent or 20-year projection
i

of forces, the ongoing QDR -- is there any reflection of a
. : \

way we'¥e developing technology is, I don't expect --

remember, when we had a theme of a 600—ship Navy -- and I
|

believe, the way technology is evolving, ithat LCS may grow

the Navy, some, and I believe it will, s@me, but I think
|

we've got it roughly right, and that's the best that human
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beings can do.

The QDR -- before Congress this year, I talked about
how I was locking at moving a carrier, and I said that I
wanted it subjected to the BRAC analysis. And I will tell

you that it was subjected to the BRAC analysis, and --

because I wanted the same analytical rigor that's gping at

everything else to look at that issue. Frankdy, we looked

at it in the context -- after we saw all the a, we looked

at it in the context of the QDR, with, I'st of unknowns out
in front of us that we will be looking atyover the course of

the next six months, and decide say no at this point in

time, because we wanted to see the’results of the QDR and

what it tells us.

But there are other thihgs that are, I think, self-

ved some submarines to Guam. And we

Fional response. And so, I would suggest --

otherwise drawn with regard to the Pacific, but we have
ongoing work, recognizing the importance of the Pacific,
including statements made by our departmental leadership.

And so, the judgments that we have made with regard to
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the carrier, as I suggested, and issue
e

in Pearl Harbor, those, I will tel¥='

group, I thought that it fit in the

o
1

talking about for the course of thewlas

Admiral Gehman: General, do you W

Pacific, one of your favorite placesh

General Hagee: I would align myse

And, unfortunately, I think my cryst?l*:;'

constructed the same place that you

count.

'rl

T

|

‘,c:or,ft';‘

So, I don't see the Marine Corps

;

th% -- a shipyard

£== vawu_"_:% -

hen it came time
-he| cross-service

xt that we hadsbeen

l U
PILE RN SRR % [t

on the ground

:
|
%
il
e

'g“tﬂlng smaller.

wlittle b1t abbut the new

i

| i
%e looked at

coming on, and how
‘ arr
joint solutionsg™for*#eme that traini ﬁg ?“?; |
‘ ’M’;,E"" 8 |
it

I
he Asia Pacific is conc

i

aying that that's an 1mporta

cing our structure in the %
(13

now and 2020.

Admiral Gehman: Mr. Secretary, do
anything to that?

Secretary England: Admiral,

69

er

?t
&

4
At least that's Jh

g

|
|
|
|
|

I'm on public

P

I

%rea, and I do not
}

t
]

Pacific area

|

4-;94-“——

at

my crystal ball
ant to add

I guess
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e

,fi l . K i

&
|

i}

)
S
1
it

5
i
|
i

I
to amplify, a littlT'bit,
i
i
The Marine Corp%
Thatﬁs accounted foE

they can growi

¥

i
4
i
E
b
P
j

the CNO'?

the Navy growing.

I
!
1,
\

a little bit.

E \

more and it Stlll
b

fact,

don't see growing,

||

that the technology.

|‘| 4“
I

probably have less,:rather than more,
! i

because the technology -- I mean, loo

carriers.
aircraft carrier. We go back to V1

sorties to take out one bridge, and

and finally the flrst laser-guided bomb

?}T’

Desert Storm, I belleve

target kill.

sortie.

carriers, ind of sorties we genera

|

g

‘ocommodates

in terms of numberé.f
would tend to indilcat
K iz

i q
|

I don't see

'
Tiv,
Lo

|
I
you know,
B
uz

is growing

numbers

And, in

P

Navy, I

I mean, the CNO recommended V_g

: | .
ost ten airplanes
)

took 1t out.

In

£

, { gl 5 .
carriers, the>-re0131on weapons we have|5’fl 11 the
A, | i i
A ail s
and plus, in addltlon,i %lthe other needs for
' l‘l . i

all thewnew kind of evolv1ng warfare”

ps
|
to think about how we spend these dolla
So, we've done a lot of work that

|

into the QDR, because all the serv1ces‘1

;L*"\;eef!

]

]1

“‘

fmres i- that goes

1are been working on

lw
the QDR, as we now work it at a senlor OGD level But I
70 ;\ ']‘ .
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believe, as the CNO said earlier, we've been very
conservative, in terms of these recommendations. We want to
make sure we're not caught short in the future.

So, if anything, we were conservative. Again, thse

because of other potential threats.
Admiral Gehman: Thank you, sir.
I want -- probably, Mr. Sed

addressed to you, too -- how do you explain the reduction in

jcture -- or the recruiting

winning it and retention is the highest sustained rate it's
ever been in the 229-year history of the Navy, the whole
picture has changed here.

Those stations don't have anything to do with how many
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people I've got out recruiting. I buy --. the number of
recruiting -- my recruiting force is purchased in a totally
different way than how many buildings I décide to be in.

And sc, I size that force every year. I'm going to haye 400

recruiters, I'm going to have 500. It's the way w
them. 8o, this is what I would call -- these moves
. about infrastructure and overhead. They don't

to do with the recruiting aspect.

_ientry pool

that I've ever had in the history o

‘Navy. My reason
is, we're so successful in retention‘@ when I got to this

job, five vears ago, we were g g to recruit 57,000 people.

And this year, the number is 36,000. When you look at a

of the success you're having in

-- you know, the ;Ha of ’people you're recruiting and what

¥

#n what they're doing, it is really --

the landscape i#ftotally different. We thought we ought to

That's a fairly good answer.
;Kgimilar question about the single-éite location of
officer training. As you know, 80, 90 pe?cent of officer
accession programs are four-year programs' -- ROTCs, Naval
Academy, et cetera --

Admiral Clark: Right.
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Admiral Gehman: -- and so, all the surging has to all
squeeze through these little officer training facilities.
Obviously, you've thought about that, and you -- single-
siting it leaves you enough surge capacity to do what you

need to. I just need to be reassured on that.

Admiral Clark: Yes, it is. And let me say
is our surge tank. Congress has put law into 2
now if I change one numﬁer at the Academy, I must#change it
in ROTC. That's the law. 2and so, weggghathis facility as

the surge tank.

And if you look at the -- | ou lock at what we did in

Pensacola and in Rhode Island, in Newport, we fundamentally

1ining activity together for --
our operational capability and

then more efficient. So, you look

hearings, I suspect that the subject of the Marine Corps
recruit depot at San Diego is going to come up. The --
Lindbergh Field is heavily encroached there, and they would

-- they are coveting a few acres beyond the fenceline. Did
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you look at alternatives? And, you know, for example, Camp

Pendleton or something -- or even single-siting your recruit

General Hagee: Yes, sir, actually we did. 1In fa

the Marine Corps nominated MCRD San Diego for closure

» that. aAnd it

comment, though, on the econd

Secretary EBngland: , one, I'm not sure that's the

case, Admiral. I'm not sure that the community

wants MCE

P Admiral Gehman: I'm not sure, either, but I --

li cretary England: No, I'm not, either. I mean, we've
neVerﬁgad that input. And I, frankly, think they like the

Marines out there. They're highly supportive of the Marines
.out there. So I, frankly, don’'t believe that is a community

issue. And it's important that we run the Department of the
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§
|
tow b
|
o

:
Navy effectively and efficiently, and théﬁ's what we're

3

trying to do.
Admiral Gehman: Thank you.
NAS Brunswick, Maine. You're moving;all the forces

best

: i
out, but you're essentially keeping the b?Se warm.

the

I can tell from reading this, because we gon't have é}f

that?

Admiral Clark: This is a milita!

And sc, most of the civilian

strateé?ﬁ—response kind ofba position.

Admiral Gehman: Thank you very much.

And, Secretary Davis, my final question -- and I know
this is a cross-service group -- whatever-the-name-of-that-

thing-is question, but the question I have is, the Southwest
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United States ranges -- training ranges, T&E ranges, and all
that good stuff for which the U.S. military either owns or
controlé, you know, millions of square miles of, not only
1énd, but, more so, airspace -- can you 'tell me what the

Department of the Navy's position was, as you entered the

cross-service groups, as to how to -- as to wheth or not

you need more, you need lesgs, it's utilized ;érrectlf, your

5

access to it is okay, it could be coordinatedybetter or

particular equities in that? -
people up here?

Ms. Davis: I think 4

i

is thét allows us that access. But I think, as a
Department, we were open to looking at -- to exploring a
variety of ways of doing that.

Admiral Gehman: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman Principi: Thank you.
Mr. Coyle?

Mr. Coyle: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary England and Admiral Clark, General Hag

Secretary Davis, thank you very much for your testimony %his

afternoon. Appreciate your being here.
This BRAC round is different in a numbep*of ways from

past BRAC rounds, not the least of which ;“ & one is

being conducted at a time of war, in a post=$

environment, which we couldn't imagit in -- during the past

BRAC rounds, and at a time when the Dbfense budget is going

up consistently, not going d as it was during the past
BRACSs.

And I asked Secrety

.%1 budgets were going down, and we hadn't
ima%ined anyéhing like 9/11. The answers\I got were mostly
uéﬁéhe process that the Department has gone throﬁgh, not
about;Jyou know, strategic or tactical considerations.

Looking at the Navy's recommendations, I wouldn't be so
surprised by them if this were a time of wide peace and

great security and harmony, with budgets going down, and so
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forth. But can you tell me how the fact Fhat that's not the
|
situation made a difference to you this t?me in the

recommendations you made. It ——_just‘Offfthe top, it

1

doesn't locok a --

Secretary England: Mr. Secretary, first of a
| .
resources are still very, very tight and very precio

the Department of Defense. 1It's true, our bud

but also our medical costs have gone up, personnel costs

have gone up. I mean, a lot of our costs continued to

go up. And so, we continue to put ure on our

acquisition accounts, because that's %lwags where we have

the pressure now, for the last four years !I've been here;

hard to be very efficiept so that we could free up funds to

eed to buy in the Depaﬁtment of the Navy.

criticism becdiise people would like us to be buying more
1

example, this year. 1It's indicative of some of
the co;?“pressures we're under. And so, again, we've tried
to act very responsibly here. I mean, we have literally
looked at military value, and what we don'F need, what we're
spending money in, how do we be more effic%ent; how do we
eliminate overhead? 8o, I'm not sure this wpuld have been
78 |
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different in any environment.
I mean, we're trying to do what's right for the
Department of the Navy and what's right for the country and

for the taxpayer. And, again, it's very objective, ve

fact-based. And this is important. It's very importén Cor

Defense.

Admiral Clark: Jet me Just say that, in context, I

feel like the -- etting squeezed sufficiently, but I

don't believe “should ever be in largesse. I think

], for the taxpayers. But let me cite what

The decade of the '90s, we went on a procurement

ad

i idaé.

And, by my calculations, with what happened when
the pééce dividend was going on, we did not invest in
roughly $100 billion worth of things that would have been
invested in if we'd been in a normal flatline circumstance.

So, five years ago, I got to be the CNO in a time where my
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Air Force is older than my fleet, and an airplane and a jet,
you know, a fighter probably ought tec last 12 or 14 years,
not 35 years, like a ship.

And so, I considered that we are under immense p sure

light of the fact that that -- what happep&d in the '90s

caused the costs of everything, because of economics and

-- economics of scale for companies,

d all. I submitted

in my testimony this year discqssionlébout the rising cost

of buying the technology tha need for our people toc go

forward and engage in the global fight.

Lary has said it accurately. We
- we addressed it in an economic

Tars were scarce, and we are trying to

wat the press conference with the SECDEF the

other Qay, dollars was an issue for me. When they brought

Rﬂ%@;*‘- up front with them, "Look,’
let's f¥nd resources that -- remember, good for sailors,

good for the taxpayer."
General Hagee: I might add ocne thing, sir, and I think
this is where the global war on terror may have informed us.

I think the arguments before 9/11 would have been similar,
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SN
at least from the Marine Corps' %%e ?p f?ﬁ} ‘But' what we
would have argued is, "What if weiar%aﬁg%%r aﬁdh -- let's
take depots, for example -- Do we?Pa%eygﬁﬁugh capac1ty in
our depots to do the refurblshmentio% bﬁﬁmgqulpmentv We
don't have to use that condltloneeypgiee%%g e
-- or have a fairly good feel on wPaé QL%%%
concerned, and we were able to lay:tﬁat;éq%
analytical model to project what eapaci;§iae needed in our

3]

depots.

Mr. Coyle: Just to follow uﬁ onﬁb?,_
Marine Corps has such a can-do tﬁgetﬂGo
they never seem to complain about| 'thanW

{

bad it gets. But I see séme propose&‘chang

be closer to the Marlnes,
Hqi
ated someplace that isn't partlcu

|

necessarily to”

consebida

do yo:&§égard those kinds of changes

S > [

General Hagee: I cannot think of

i
t

L)

e‘ce

Q.

. that concerns me right now, sir. I

e | e o e

Z
B S i

example. Maybe the movement of the

I

San Diego. But that's actually puttl
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probably closer. 1It's surely putting it closer to where the
Marines are. S0, I cannot think of a move that concerns me.
Mr. Coyle: I wasrthinking more of logistic-support

kinds of things.

Secretary England: Yeah, we did move -- I believe

you're right, Mr. Coyle, we did move somé;changes

California, so some parts went to Army depbts@& But we had a

long discussion about those -- in fact, it wa

discussion for over a period of time, nake sure we got

the right balance, in terms of Marine Cohps capability. As

I recall, we kept the depot int %gyt some of the pieces

we sent to component depots specialized in those

pieces. So, I believe we struck a balance for the Marine

Corps, where we maintai: the depots forward, where they

deploy, ¥ you know, in the Pacific region,
where we do a ﬁr Marine Corps Qork. But some of the
components, ided we would move; but we did not want to
move the re depot, for the exact reason that you

comgz;ted
& , this was an issue of, I would say, long discussion

and tradeoff, and I believe, at the end of the day, we came
out with an approach that kept the depot there with the
Marines on the West Coast; some of the components, we moved;

and, at the same time, we saved dollars for Department of
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the Navy. So, I believe we came outlwith the right answer.

And I believe that's the only situation, but that was after

a lot of discussion analysis when we made those decisions.
General Hagee: That's correct, sir. I'm sorry, I

misunderstoocd that question. We moved some small-e

other depots, but we kept our combat-vehicle an

Barstow. Plus,

tactical-vehicle capability there at thaty

this also caused us to come in discussion the Army.

900 -- Strykers out onto the W Coast. So, there is --

Mr. Coyle: Thank yfu.

technical j cross-gervice group? Did the Navy forward

A
i

ran coudter to what Navy leadership had sent forward, how
were those differences resolved?

Admiral Clark: I had Navy personnel on all the teams.
And so, they were party to the development of the

recommendations that were made by them. And then if there
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was an issue with them, they came to me. And when we went
to the executive committee level, I brought 'em up, and we
-- but we hashed them out. For -- there was a case -- they

wanted to move a capability, a small detachment ocut of a

site in Monterey. It looked like it was a government

you know, we would go work on it, theZ :
Mr. Coyle: Okay.

Secretary Davis, is there

there?

Ms. Davis: No. I

0OSD -- was the -- sort , the first step for identifying

functions, to make sure that we truly understood the

impacts. But the ultimate recommendations that came out of
the technical joint cross-service group, as the CNO

indicated, were vetted and reviewed at the IEC.
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Mr. Coyle: Thank you.
You have all emphasized that you're trying to save
money, but there are some proposed changes, realignments,

that -- it appears to be quite debatable whether they will

save money. For example, the Navy is proposing changes

Newport, Rhode Island, which have a net present value for

the next 20 years of $2.1 million. It would, take vefy much

Secretary England: Well, Mr. Coyle, the first criteria
was military value. Given this military wvalue, frankly, we
tried to find ways that also saved us money. 1In every case,

we weren't successgful. I mean, but we were successful in
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most of the cases, but not all of the cases, but they still
had value that, ih our judgment, we needed to go forward
with, even though we either didn't get a payoff immediately,
or it took a significant period of time, but, in our

judgment, they were still things we need to do.

believe we had nine of them that were beyond th

point. So we worked hard at it, but, you knoﬁ[

smart enough to find a way that always paid off immediately.

But, nonetheless, they were of value to usywand so we

pursued, you know, having those as mmendations.

Ms. Davis: 8ir, if I could, als®, on several of those,
I think the recommendations that you're referring to -- when

the Secretary talked abouk ilitary value, what we ended up

Iagad mentioned, when I was -- in my testimony, that
our cost estimates, we believe, are conservative. The input
that we got from the base in some of those had a tendency to
say, "You really need to move 100 percent of 100 percent,"

and we attempted to look for efficiencies in the base
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operating support) gﬁﬁ dldn't always flnd 1t . In actual

"lﬁ i ﬂhm ;

implementation, con réry to what you suggested that we're

i

go close to the m fﬁ, it could slip tpe other way, I would

actually expect

;;he margin would gfow in terms ofathe
actual savings t§ 
Mr. Coyle: :5 gnk'you.
Chairman Pr* '
Mr. Bilbraiy:j
Chairman Prii

Mr. Bilbray}

about Mo Udall saylné that,
I |

everybody has sald 11 "

ask questions, I have -a

Jkind of tell me how many -- you
bmarine fleet in the future. Right
‘\!,; that correct?

-ﬁﬂjFifty -- 54, I think, this morning.

f’:fty-four. And how long until you --

wAnd I'm talking fast-attack, sir. I've

N
1

lAﬂ& right. And the Tridents are based at

i |
the same bases that wL 're talklng about, the --

1
|
a
K:

Mr. Bilbray:

=y

’That's correct. Well, today they're

Admiral Clar
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not, but in the future they will bey

Mr. Bilbray: {How many is that?

Admiral Clarkﬁ  Well, we're téﬁki
E ' i |
%n

future, and we're now creating thlsl
I

'y
by converting four»of them to SSGst

EeWj:

|
Mr. Bilbray: fo --

i
|
b
|
|
I
|
i
|
\

Admiral Clark:|

i
{
| 8o, 18. |
t
b
i

]
b
i
it

- 1et's say fou%

Mr. Bilbray:

you think that the combination of Trl

|
Nl
Laet
|

and the other submaFines will be 60
Admiral Clark:%
Mr. Bilbray:

plan that would be

Admiral Clark:

711 be of the dey.'

\a

All right. ;

H\‘

Well, we've been rou

JM

number &f years. A@d over the course ?f

1
r Ll
years, I have moved iseveral more to the i

But rlghE“n

' "
il e
Z '

|

.“

1
|
{
|
ibout 14 in the

ass of submazines

how many do you
the East Coast?
make that

al requirements

Oow,

today, if you

r

ighly 50-50 for a

fhe last four

iI'd have to go

|
get the exact number, but I think I'm three or four over the

50-50 split, in favor of the Pac1f1c3

éed
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New London?
- Admiral Clark: Is it 147
Ms. Davis: Sixteen.
Admiral Claik: Sixteen?

Mr. Bilbray: In Norfolk?

Admiral Clark: I'll get the rest of the n
make sure I get it -- |

Mr. Bilbray: 1I'd like to have it, because I;—-

Admiral Clark: Yeah. A

Mr. Bilbray: -- feel the committee’w

Admiral Clark: It'll be i

Mr. Bilbray: -- in doing his?

many subs will be on the West Coast, the East Coast, so

forth.

too -- Miramar. A few years ago, T

to Miréyar -- what is the purpose of Miramar right now?
What -- is it just a Marine support base or --

General Hagee: Just a Marine support base? Yes, sir.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Bilbray: What I meant by it is --
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General Hagee: Third Marine Aircraft Wing is located
at Miramar. The Navy used to be there.
Mr. Bilbray: Yeah, they --

and

General Hagee: 1In a previous BRAC, they moved o

&

we closed El Toro and Tustin and moved down to Miramar.

Mr. Bilbray: Oh, see, the Tustin -- I mean,’ El

Toro facilities were --

General Hagee: Yes, sir.

Mr. Bilbray: Because I know San,g;' o has, kind of,

sometimes chafed at the idea of having an--- having a

General Ha That's the one, sir.
I think Barstow would be an -- kind of
better than fermo. But -- you're going to cut that in half
ut the size of that facility, cutting about half the
peoplé‘off of there?

General Hagee: Sir, we'll retain about two-thirds of

the workforce that's there, and the current workforce --

now, we're actually going to bring more work in, as the
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Secretary talked about, when we -- becaﬁse we're going to
improve our capability on our combat vehicles and our
tactical vehicles. So, the work -- theitotal workforce will
actually grow, but we'll lose some of the individuals who

e off

work on these special components that are going to me

to other depots.

Mr. Bilbray: ©Now, do you -- when you hate % do
you send them to Yermo? -Is that what you

General Hagee: Sir, the people whé”li,, --

Mr. Bilbray: 1I'd better not A4r
anymore. I --

[Laughter.]

mentioned the cost of - know, on some facilities, the

cost of closing them dowrd or moving things around. Is our

he -- it used to be that if you closed

g
. facility, whether it's an airbase or an Army

‘Her sort of facility, the Federal Government

had dibs on it for other facilities for the Federal
Governmént -- then the state, then the county, then they
city, down to, then, the university, you know -- is that

true or can the Department of Defense sell off some of these
properties?
Secretary England: We do -- today, we sell off. I'm

, : 91
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not sure exactly what that pecking orde% is. I do know,

i
t
iy

first and foremost, other federal agencies get to utilize
the property. Beyond that, I'm not sur§ what it is. But I
do know, at the present time, the Department of the Navy has

!
a number of properties we have sold. And, in fact, we have

a site, GSA site, where people bid on property. I'm not
sure exactly what that pecking order is. We,&an get that
for you. But I do know, at the top are fede ,égencies

know, at the

»to find out what

the legal landscape is between £oge two.

Mr. Bilbray: Well, the reasom I said that was, you

mentioned about the idea 4§ closing down the Marine Corps

training center in San Diego”would be a -- very expensive to

yet I would tﬁink that piece of
orth a fortune, that it could pay'all the
@ving ;uch a faciiity out to Pendleton, vyou
know, if'Sa )fego really wanted it. Ydu'?e made a comment

that you didn't think they really did. I've heard comments

e San Diego Airport Authority is chafing at the bit

to get their mouth -- or to grab that facility.

Secretary England: Well, again, I WOﬁld say, however,
that, you now, it is a useable and important facility for .

the United States Marine Corps. 8o, I, frankly, don't want
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I
b

¢
!
| |
. E

to sit here and have this
away MCRD to -- | qla

I don

Mr. Bilbray: ' Oh, no, no,

Secretary England: -- the 01ty

Mr. Bilbray:

that I've been out there v131t1ng.‘

facility, and if you look back to| the

doesn't look the same as it did, yo%krnow
U Hi

1ok

when I was therF,
il

And one Mr. Hansen brought upﬁlS“

but the fact was,

b, seem the best place in thel|

i

recruits training, with planes taﬁihg

4
I
|

of 'em.

Admiral Clark: May I make afL‘

Mr. Bilbray: Yeah.

03 1l
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about how we might give

t mean to --

'of San Diego.

I look at it is f

r
'.Ls there.

l
Just an idea. i !%

re was two problems.

her thing was, I
oing right over the top
e that one of those

But it just

:1d to have a bunch of

off right over the top

cqmnent --
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Admiral Clark: -- with regard to disposition costs? I
mean, none of our recommendations allowéd us to benefit
financially from disposition. If it were so, the numbers

would be in our favor significantly in places where the real

estate is of value. That is not part of.the calculati
Mr. Bilbray: Yeah, I saw the Seal Beach facili
you're closing, and that has to be a very, ver&- s that

-- 1 see a big sign on that road down on ific Coast

Highway that says, "Navy Hiring Now." Is that the facility

you're talking about, at Seal Beach Bgulevard and Pacific

Coast Highway?

General Hagee: I'm just -- I'm not that personally

familiar with it.

Chairman Wrincipi: Thank you.

a couple of quick follow-up quéstions. Admiral,
in ligIﬁ;’""= of your comments about Sea Swap énd the resultant
increase in capabilities by 30 percent, I would think that
such an increase in capabilities with fewer ships could
create a synergy of even more excess capacity. If that's

the case --
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Admiral Clark: I believe that to be true.

Chairman Principi: -- do your recommendations reflect

that? )
|

Admiral Clark: No. I wasn't goinévto bet on the ,some
[

in that kind of what. What I -- we have done over thé

course of the last year or so, we executed an expet

Sea Swap for two years on two destroyeré thap&were
3

war zone. And so, for two years, I took‘--

years to really test it and see ~you know, if we'd
cross the tipping point. We never *did.:

Now, the question T 4 ve,is, how big a ship can I do

that on. Here's wha vinced of. In the future,

we've got .the ships that we own today, legacy,

to that kind of* efuct. The new ones we're going to
build, we're golng to build 'em that waff‘ from the beginning.
And so, | thig, the range that we produced for BRAC, 260 to

325, And, ﬁndamentally, that means yoﬁ could take the kind

y we have today, BRAC it a -- Sea Swap it a little
bit, and get down to about 260 ships. You could take that
375 force that I talked about, if you were able to BRAC --

Sea Swap: virtually everything, you could get it down to

about 325. And I say "about," because you -- there is still

05 |
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work to be done. But General Hagee and I are working on --
can we do this on LPDs and the expeditionary strike groups?
And so, frankly, as soon as the Marines -- by the way,

General, you said you wanted a marine alongside; I've get my

marine alongside -- my number-one joint partner isrg@~er%$
4 #
Mike Hagee, and we are working on these kind of concepts for

but we

the future. We know they're going to make us b

did not take advance infrastructure saving® on this until we

have all the operational analysis -- so fary~I've run

experiments in -- you know, for a coiple of years. And I

have two more going on right now.

Chairman Principi: Thaik

In years past, there's been consideration to closing

Yderation given to consolidating all of

the senior post%taduate schools, war cclleges into a joint

war co@lege?

%tary‘England: Mr. Chairman, there was a
.discuséﬁbn about Monterey, Carlisle, and alsc the Wright-
Patterson base, Air Force. 1In fact, we had a lot of

discussion about this, because, frankly, you could save a

lot of money in the case of Monterey. But I'll tell you

where we ended up on this. Where we ended up is,
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professional military education is hugely important to us,
probably more than ever, and we have a lot of professional
military education for people from other countries. And we
have a lot of military officers from some other countries

that participate in those schools with us. And tha

hugely valuable in this world. This building bridge

our friends and allies in this kind of war,

other things we do. And so, we were, ly, afraid to

take the chance that the value we had buklt up in those

institutions -- we were afraid

uld not replicate that.
So, on a cost basis, we could say, "Sure, move that from

here and set it up as so

ey, unjversity, wherever you wanted

to pick." I mean, we've go "a lot of places you can go do

this. But this has such value to the nation, to have all of

these future le s -- and, by the way, you lock around the

world toda.ﬁﬁ.uall the people we deal with, invariably they
came tq_schoo}%here at those military institutions, and they
-~ notwenly did we get to know 'em, but they got to know

each Stﬁér. So around the world today I know there are CNOs

at different navies around the world that know each other
and know us because they all went to school together. And
so, while we talked about this a lot, frankly -- and I felt

sort of strongly about this -- at the end, said I didn't

97
UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL COMMISSION APPROVAL




think we should do this, because this was a case where we
save money, but my concern was there was too much value
going forward for the nation, more value now, in this kind

of war, than ever in the past. So, we decided not to pursue

it. It was just too long a leap. It wasn't worth the

money.

Admiral Clark: TI'll just piggyback. We* ooked at

outsourcing, just sending them everywhere.

outsourcing en masse to a site. We 1 k at splitting the

outsource, put some of it at the -- we l&oked at all kinds

of things. 1In the end, fourth

going to -- this is a battle*

Thank you very much. Further

I just have one question. As I've

the major base closures, minus Ingleside and Pascagoula.

And what I'd like to do in the public and on the record,
could you discuss the rationale for the closure of both of

those and either alternatives that you looked at -- and I

98
UNOFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT PENDING FORMAL COMMISSION APPROVAL




know you'll get it in the daté, but for the record?
Thank you. i
Admiral Clark: Well, in Pascagoula, we had -- with
some decommissionings that have -- are scheduled, some

taking place, some scheduled to take place -- the g* :

that force had shrunk considerably. Again, a -

got 288 ships in the Navy today, th

With regard to Ingleside, we've 3§

Ship deFPivers, and we're going to a more and more unmanned
vehicle, unmanned under-the-water, unmanned on-the-surface,
and unmanned air, and those are going to be in other ports,

and we thought that military-value piece weighed heavily

with the synergy, with the helicopter movements, and so
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forth.

General Hill: Okay, thank yoi
Chairman Principi: General Ng
General Newton: Madam Secretf;f

about, What considerations did you |gi ff

as we do the various moves, realignments

Obviously, critical skills are bec&m nﬁ{

‘that we're talking about around th

military and in industry. Can you

i
considerations you might have give b

[

E_|‘ .
5 A
NI

.3,'
Bl I

Ms. Davis: Certainly within & rmprécéss, as you might

‘\ i
lu itl;i A .
b[dgu:e%, the majority of
ty

various locations?

imagine, in looking at opé

|
|
1
i
{
i

Py 3

‘Wﬂfu.

%thQct}ve Duty military,
bl s

kRN i I

Lhe Navy and%ﬁjflnelCorps send them.

RS Y

4D !

iﬁyntgrnélly to -- in our

V&WP;
fhtdﬁﬂq.have quite the
A B I '
crsgédvpretty heavily,
bl R I
i
.] 4

. the joint cross-service groups.

14’;%11 i

I know, from our interplay w1t. {% representatlves in

1st'bn on depot

I i |
ol ds B ¥
il
ely

the JCSGs, that particularly in dlqg
maintenance and in the technical aré]
a

aspect of their deliberations on wh[t%ﬁecommendatlons to
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move forward to the IEC, to make sure t
contemplated, that they had locked hard
there were folks either willing to move
nature of the discipline, or that there
potential on the other end for the righwlskill sets t;'

employed. |

General Newton: Okay, thank you.
Chairman Principi: Mr. Skinner?

Mr. Skinner: Well, first of all,

behalf of all of us, thank you very %

work. I know this is a lot of long heurs, and you've got

other things to do that are

portant; so I think we all

t will be long |remembered and will

/ [ , .
e Sea Swap Program. I think it
:, the way, in its new thinking, that it's
e benefits to the -- especially the human-

resqQurce issues that you face. Do you perceive that, as we

Sdes gn ships and make facilities available to accommodate

S

the Sea Swap, that it'll give you additional flexibility as

to where you can train and where you can deploy? It appears
z

to me it could go -- it goes well beyoni just not having to
i
move the ship back and forth and duplicaﬁe movements and
101 |
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Sremy

i

I

N

iR

what it does for the families, but it Flso appears to me
I

that it opens a lot of opportunities. . 1'd just be curious

on your observations there.

[

Admiral Clark: I absclutely belie&e so. In fact, you‘

know, transformation is an overused word maybe toda This

is probably more. This is probably aireyolution,

responsiveness What I also believe 1s

same. And what, fundamentally, wil

ultimately, bases will be redesigned.

Now, they're not -- I don't have{that plan yet,

because, remember, I have®:

I -- it's been an exp riment”, a real-world experiment. I've
. ! "

g it now on the East Coast this year,

got two destroyers doi

and our next task,fs to go bigger. What 'will happen is that

we will ults tely have -- we'll do mnltl crewing for ships.

So, I don't k¥low the number, but I thlnk it's about eight

crewss five ships. This year, our top priority is, we're

building a 21lst-century human-capital ategy, which is a

zero-based challenging view of all the umptions we ever

made about the way we invest in the gr

acs

h and the
development of people. This is going L
|
i

l

ot,- this, on top of
|
Jii

what we're doing here, is going to cha everything. The
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delivery systems for growth and development are going to
change. And, you know, that's a bumper-sticker. It is
about the delivery systems. And technology is going to

allow us to do this in different ways, which will change the

nature of the waterfront and the base itself. We'll pu

on the waves and on, you know, the technology, on ‘Bhe IiT,
and so forth. {ﬁa
. . .. %ﬂ |
So, I believe that, yeah, this is a precursor and a

feeder of future change that is goingﬁgf&h revolutionary.

Mr. Skinner: It's great to see thémwpassion. I teach

a course in leadership at Kello d passion is one of the
things I teach about leaders, and you've certainly got it on

that.

So, what has the reactibn of the sailors been?

Admiral Clar let me tell you, this has had
d can imagine, from all the different

imities. We had CBO to a study on this.

He retired recently. 2and LaFleur --
““inalysis shows that one of the four crews on one of
the‘éﬁips was right at the average Navy retention. By the
way, I said it's higher than it's ever been in history. And
three of the crews were above the average, they are in a

'deployed posture, so you understand what that pressure is
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all about. And, let me tell you, it was amazing, though.
Do you know what the biggest issue was? The name on the
ball cap. Unit pride. Young people, about team-building,

So, I believe this was step one. Step two or three or g g£our

will be about dividing that crew into a series of 2= s,
all led by an officer, a petty officer in charg

you'll move teams independently. But you can'

until you can now train in totally differght ways with
synthetic and simulation trainers. So, thisg;s going to
change everything.

Mr. Skinner: Well, it's

Congratulations.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, Adm’

Davis, thank you g much *for your time, your responses, and

fternoon. Very, very helpful to the

Sgcretary England: Mr. Chairman, again, we don't
appes: ore you, but all of our resources are available,
all of.Jur data. And, just ask, you will find us very, very
responsive.

Chairman Principi: Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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. |
Excerpts from 17 May 2005 Hearing - CNO/SECNAV

) i
!% (Pages 45-47)

Nt
x
i

[
al

o
General Hill: | Okay. Staying in the Norfolk area, I

‘was surprised when I saw the recommendations, that Oceana
is not in there. 1In terms pf encroachment, there's
probably -- you have probabiy no other place that's more
encroached on yourléirspace'énd your ability to train and
do all those things. Did you look at alternatives for
Oceana, and even extreme alternatives, like maybe moving
them to an Air Force base?

Admiral Clark: The answer to your question is,
absolutely; Do you wént me‘to say more? Talk about --

[Laughter.]

General Hill: Oh, vyeah, please.

Admiral Clark: Okay. I talked to -- at length to
John Jumper; said, "Can I have an Air Force base?" You
will see -- and I have some -- as we looked at military
value and operational imperatives, getting a base in the
middle of the country was not going to be of much value to
me. I've got to have one that's closer to the water, or
else it's not -- it ends up -- it's back to the Secretary's
point, the operational costs are -- cost me a fortune. So,
you know, we had some rule sets. We worked at it. The
places that we could go -- oh, and there's one other

factor. It was going to cost us more money to split a




i

place like Oceana

it's a large base,

General Hill

Admiral Clar#:jﬁﬁ

place to take it,?on

you know, a numbe# of pl

up. And when youidd

didn't work out.

So, I will tell

issue.

out of it the wayéthe

]
the
|

There are kno

1l!

|
{

you

Wi

re

1 .
lencroachment issues.

:

g‘ '

1
PR
i
1

dd it had -- we had to have a large

.

‘1Jd5to split it among a large --

aces, which then runs your overhead

business analysis of that, it

tPat we looked hard at the Oceana

And we came

1
commendation is submitted.




7 GOVERNOR BUSH:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you very much.

On behalf of all Floridiané, f

would like to express our appreciation to you

and your fellow Commissioners for the extremely

important and difficult work you'wve agreed tﬂﬁw

last year, th

joined me se to Secretary

| we all, in a united
and Republican alike, affirmed
Wort for the BRAC process. Quite
support this process because your
decisions will help our country stay strong. We
firmly agree that the BRAC process is a
necesséry step to transform our military base

infrastructure, to support the twenty-first

century fighting force.




aAnd, in Florida, long beéore ﬁhe
BRAC process began, we were doing our part td
support the military and thei¥ families. We're
proud of what we do to support the best trainihg
and living environment for our military and
their families and we are very pleased the
Department of Defense recognizes our

contributions as well as the strategic

However, the GAO

that there werg&

at is why we're here today, to
sask for your consideration of the
c?ons that were made by the communities
in our State. Today, you did hear some specific
recommendations from our communities. They made
a lot of gsense to me. I thought they did pretty
good, I hope that you agreed, at least to

further some of the queries that they asked you




to do.

I aléo agreed with Admiral Natter

about a very important element of this which is
that the value of our bases is not about brick
and mortar. 1Instead, the value is very.much

about the unencumbered air, sea and land

operating space at and around our installationsi'

In that regard, I am especia
pleased to have witnessed the recent and
expanding joint use of these valuablefdassets
our military bases. We understand ¥

military operations are the wa

the way, larger than
ﬁand where I think Newport
» been the site of a Marine
ding, has hosted a number of Navy
gfcises and, of course, is home to a
significant Air Force presence. The military
value and longstanding potential of Eglin has
been recognized by the Pentagon's recommendation
to site primary Joint Strike Fighting training

for the Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps there,




and I weuld anticipate that this Joint Fight
Strike training being conducted not only at
Eglin's airfields will also include the other
airfields in Northwest Florida over time. This
is, without a doubt, a gignificant enhancement

in the taxpayers' investment in our nation's

military bases.
And, speaking of taxpayers,

all know that very little of this militar

a area have been

iHurricane Denmnis, and we

I'm very proud of the citizens of
Florida's longstanding, strong commitment,

publicly and in every possible way to the




military of this countfy. In fact, not onl

the people here showing their suppdrt but we

it every day in Floridé)and we do it in a lqﬂ of
|

meaningful ways.

Since I have been governor ov%r

Iy

the last seven years, one of the real joys oftmy

job has been to hogst a base commanders' meetiyg.
Yy

General Hill, you know that well, since you

twice a year basis. We would have -

listen and hear the suggegfiiy

cocmmanders about how we Q

before BRAC occur

military base
them.

over the last six or
sessions, thanks to the strong

Florida Legislature, we have done

§§ b,
ﬂgof things, including in-state tuition

for military personnel and their dependents
agsigned in Florida, accelerated placement of

military children in advanced education

'
'
1
y

|
1
|
}
b
|
|
programs, Unemployment compensation for militTry
1
!
]




T
| o
i | i
1 s .
i

|
|

spouses who have had to leave their jobs beéa@éé
of military orders, expedited nursing k

%
¥

certification fdr military spouses, a prdblem; a
challenge that wés brought to our attention by a

base commander, tax advantages for the military

equal to any Floiida citizen which, by the way,

are pretty darn Qood, the Florida Greenway
project, which was shown on this map, which

comprehensive program that -- the largest

.-“~d in the country where
-L,ugation children can go to any
r pa?ents choose with public moneys
followiﬁg that child. Now, the military are in
the front of the line rather than the back of
the line with that program.
And, this year, we allocated five

million dollars for emergency assistance to




. P
P o Wb

K

> members of the Florida P

families of servﬂcm
National Guard, ﬂhé nation's finest, and the |

. |
United States Reserve forces. This five mlllﬂon
b

i
i

annual appropriation will go to take care of |

X
f

needs of families of all types. There are noj

rules and too much structuring this. We knowﬂ

e\}
i

how hard it is for families to stay home whil
. -

their loved ones are serving overseas, and,

the servicemen
Florida. 1In
listed, that may be
he people that are

That came as well, in

recommended that he wanted it eliminated
altogether, which was quite a challenge, but

we've reduced it to next to nothing. And that




suggestion now is starting on July lst. It's
being used by all that serve in our country's
military.

For the past six years, these
forum have created the opportunity for us to

adjust wings or sails, if you will, to be able

to make Florida the most military friendly state’

in the country, and I believe that we have

achieved that. As a result of that, we'ré

state.

E: appreciate the fact that you
all have done or are doing this work and I hope

that you will take into consideration the




suggegtions that we have made to make these
recommendations even better. We appreciate all
you're doing and look forward to answering any
questions that you have during your process.
Thank you all for your service.

COMMISSIONER HILL:

Thank you, Governor.
(Applause) .
COMMISSIONER HILL:
And Commissioner Coylgf
did havg a guestion.

COMMISSIONER COYLE

OR BUSH:

We were not advised in any formal
e recommendations that were made were
right on target and we support them because I
think they do enhance the national security
interests of the country. They're -- the

principal recommendation was an increased




presence for the Guard in the NORAD copera

which is very important for all Floridian

{

. i v . !

l) .

Americans, but I was not consulted in any-f&fmal

way. '

COMMISSIONER COYLE:

Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HILL:

Thank you, ladies and gentle
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COBRA DATA

DoD
COBRA Run

COBRA Run

One Time Cost

$1,636M

$410.3M

Net Implementation

$1,563M

$220.7M

Annual Recurring

- ($27.6M)

($17.1M)

Payback Period

100+ years

18 years

| Net Present Value at
2025

$1,1191M
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(.‘:1, C2, C3 Oceana
encroachment impacts
readiness & training.

Dob POSITION

Encroachment is m'an“ageable.

Moving MJB significantly
challenges maintaining
required readiness levels.

COMMUNITY
POSITION

VA Beach: Initiating
stronger zoning controls.

Cecil Field: Strong zoning
controls exist.

o f
e SR

R&A STAFF FINDING

Oceana encroachment adds
risk to future operational
readiness.

Cecil Field has minimal
encroachment problems.

C2, C3, C4 Single siting of all
Strike Fighter assets on East
Coast.

Navy desires to single site all
Strike Fighter Squadrons.

No position stated.

Oceana can host 8 Super
Hornet squadrons (FEIS).

Cecil Field can host all 10
squadrons.

C5 Cost of Relocating Navy’s
MJB.

Too expensive to move.

VA Beach: Costs to move
MJB could be better used
on higher Navy priorities.
Cecil Field: Offering to
provide land and facilities
free & clear.

Updated Staff COBRA
reduces DoD COBRA by 75%

DoD: One Time Cost= $1.6B
with 100+ year payback.
Statf: OTC=$401M with 18
year payback.

C6 Economic Impact of moving
11,610 people.

None stated.

VA Beach: Lose 2.4% of
jobs.
Cecil Field: Gain 3.4% of
jobs.

Both areas have strong
economic attributes.

C8 Environmental Impact of jet
noise

Noise abatement issues are
manageable

VA Beach: Mixed - Most
people support the base,
but many public complaints
voiced over the years.

Cecil Field: No complaints
on file.

| living in the >65dB zones.

Noise in the encroached
areas around VA Beach
affect as many as 100,000
people in the >65dB zones.

Cecil Field has 8,600 people






Gain at
Naval Air
Station X
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COBRA DATA

Onve Time Cost

$493.5 M

Net Implementation Cost

$416.7 M

Annual Recurring (Savings)

($43.7 M)

Payback Period

13 Years

Net Present Value at 2025

($36 M)




Encroachment of NAS Oceana
and outlying fields

(Criteria 1, 2 &3)

| Navy considered |

several closure
scenarios

Oceana remains best
altermative

VCNO reported that
encroachment issues
are manageable

POSITION

Mixed- Jet noise subject to
continuing litigation

Vi'rginia Beach long
standing “Navy Town”

R&A STAFF
FINDINGS

Oceana is indeed
encroached despite the
best efforts of the Navy
and Local Government to
restrain growth

Military value is 66.18,
ranking 6/34 active bases

<

Economic/Environment:

Relocating 10,000 + people and
200 + aircraft (Criteria 6, 7 & 8)
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