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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301

SECRETARY’S MESSAGE ON BRAC

The Quadrennial Defense Review established three key elements of our defense strategy. The
U.S. military must shape the international security environment day-to-day, respond to crises
across the full spectrum of operations, and prepare now to meet future threats. This is the right
strategy, but it is not free. It requires continuous investment in the people, weapons systems, and
technology that will ensure our battlefield dominance today and in the future.

To finance these investments within a level of defense spending that is likely to remain constant, .
DoD needs to change the way it does business. The Defense Reform Initiative set out the agenda
for that revolution: reengineer business processes, consolidate organizations, compete -
commercial activities, and eliminate excess infrastructure. Central to this effort are two

additional rounds of base realignment and closure (BRAC) beginning in 2001. Without the
billions of dollars in annual savings we are now reaping from past base closures, our forces

would be unable to carry out their mission today. We must have two more BRAC rounds if -
tomorrow’s forces are to be able to carry out their mission.

There are five key points I would like to highlight about the attached report, which documents
the need for BRAC legislation to be enacted this year:

~ Excess base structure. Even after four previous rounds of BRAC, we still have more
infrastructure than we need to support our forces. In 1989, for example, the Army had almost 15
million square feet of classroom space in its training command serving about 350,000 students,
staff, and faculty. By 2003, the Army will have reduced the personnel at these bases by 43
percent, but it will have reduced its classroom space by just 7 percent. Overall, the report
estimates that the Department’s excess infrastructure is of a magnitude sufficient to Justlfy two
additional rounds of base closure.

Real savings. Operating and maintaining facilities that we do not need for either today’s or
tomorrow’s military wastes resources better spent on modernization and readiness. The past four
rounds of BRAC already are generating substantial savings—3$3.7 billion in the 1999 budget, $25
billion through 2003, and $5.6 billion each and every year thereafter. Additional rounds of
BRAC in 2001 and 2005 will yield $21 billion in the years 2008-2015, the period covered by the
QDR, and $3 billion every year thereafter.

Sound strategy. BRAC is critical to the success of our defense strategy. Without BRAC, we
will not have the resources needed to maintain high readiness and buy the next generation of
equipment needed to ensure our dominance in future conflicts. In addition, failure to recapitalize
the systems in the field today would put at risk our ability to sustain our force structure. Because
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it takes a decade or longer to develop weapon systems, which will remain in the force for
decades, the decisions we make today will determlne the quality of our military well into the 21*

century.

To put the value of BRAC in perspective, two new rounds of base closure would yield about $20
billion in savings by 2015. What is the value of $20 billion? In the Air Force, $20 billion
would buy about 450 Joint Strike Fighter aircraft (two-thirds of the Air Force’s total JSF
procurement planned through 2015). In the Navy, $20 billion would buy both of the CVX next-
generation aircraft carriers and 12 of the 32 new surface combatants planned for procurement by
2015. Inthe Army, $20 billion would cover the entire procurement in this period of two systems
needed to create a digitized force: the Comanche helicopter and the Crusader artillery system.
Finally, in the Marine Corps, $20 billion would provide for almost all of the Joint Strike Fighters
planned for procurement during this period and all of the Advanced Amphibious Assault
Vehicles.

Economic growth and development. As a former mayor and senator who represented a city
and state that had bases closed, I am well aware of the concerns that base closure can create. But
since the last time Congress voted to give DoD BRAC authority, the Administration and
Congress together developed a number of initiatives to assist communities in economic
development. These measures include new property disposal mechanisms to promote job .
creation, larger planning grants for communities, and greater assistance for worker retraining and
economic development. The effects of our efforts are clear. Already, across the country 45,000
new jobs have been created. At bases closed for at least two years, more than 75 percent of
civilian jobs have already been replaced. Success stories are emerging from Charleston, South
Carolina, to Merced County, California—from Alexandria, Louisiana, to Portsmouth, New
Hampshire. More jobs and more successes are being created every day.

An urgent imperative. Some have argued that the time for BRAC is not yet right, that we
should wait yet another year. I do not agree. There will never be a “right time” to take up base
closures. But now is when we must plan for defense in the 21% century. Over the next three
years, the Department will make important decisions regarding the procurement of many
systems critical to our future military capabilities, including: the F-22 fighter, the Joint Air-to-
Surface Stand-off Munition, the Crusader field artillery system, the Joint Strike Fighter, the
Comanche helicopter, and the Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle. Without the certainty of
BRAC today, we will have to adjust our plans for modernization, force structure, and quality of
life.

Closing bases is hard. But BRAC is a fair, open, and orderly process. No better approach has
been found to reduce DoD’s excess base structure. Moreover, the alternatives to base closure, I
believe, are worse. More than any other initiative we can take today, BRAC will shape the
quality and strength of the forces protecting America in the 21* century.

DIl J.



CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999

CM-153-98
31 March 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Subject: Report to Congress on Base Realignment and Closure

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are of the unanimous view that additional base
closures are a necessity if we are to transform the Armed Forces to achieve
Joint Vision 2010 and to implement the QDR strategy.

2. We must convey both the need and the urgency for two additional base
closure rounds to Congress and the report performs that task very well.
Transforming our forces to those most capable of achieving dominance across
the range of military operations requires a stable commitment of resources.
Additional base closures in concert with those already completed will provide

- additional resources necessary to successfully implement the transformation
strategy.

3. Further base closures are necessary to posture our force to best meet
future challenges. These closures will bring our infrastructure closer in line with
force structure and will allow us to capitalize on improved efficiencies and
capabilities. | strongly support additional base closures. Without them we will
not leave our successors the warfighting dominance of today’s force.

HEmY H. SHELTON
~ Chairman

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff



Executive Summary

BACKGROUND
Why This Report?

The Department of Defense (DoD) is providing this report to explain how the new
legal authorities for base realignment and closure requested in conjunction with
the Department’s Defense Reform Initiative and the fiscal year 1999 budget will

¢ cut waste,
¢ generate savings for readiness and modernization, and

¢ adapt the base structure to the dynamic security challenges of the 21st
Century.

DoD is also providing this report in response to Section 2824 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998. Section 2824 requires DoD to re-
port to the Congress the cost and savings from previously approved domestic
military base closures and realignments, certain information related to its proposal
for additional closures and realignments, and other information related to installa-
tions.

Why New BRAC Rounds?

The need for additional BRAC rounds is clear and compelling. Even after DoD
completes implementation of the four prior BRAC rounds in 2001, the Depart-
ment will still have more bases than are needed to support our nation’s military
forces. Retaining and operating a static base structure that is larger than necessary
has broad consequences for the Department. These consequences fall into two
categories: '

& Strategic. New BRAC rounds are integral to our defense strategy. Future
BRAC rounds will provide funding for readiness, modernization, and
quality of life and ensure that our base structure facilitates, rather than im-
pedes, the transformation of our military as it prepares to meet the threats
of the next century.

¢ Financial. DoD wastes money operating and maintaining bases that are
not essential to national defense. BRAC will also help eliminate the addi-
tional excess capacity created as DoD reengineers business practices and
‘consolidates organizations.



Why Now?

It is important for the Congress to enact BRAC legislation this year. For every
year that DoD delays the start of a new BRAC process, the Department delays the
realization of billions of dollars in needed savings. The Department does not be-
lieve that there are benefits associated with taking a pause from the first four
rounds of BRAC before the consideration of new BRAC authority. The closures
and realignments authorized by the prior BRAC rounds will be complete by 2001.

 Moreover, Congressional approval of BRAC rounds in 2001 and 2005 is of criti-
cal importance to our planning efforts today. This year, DoD is already developing
budget plans through 2005. With new BRAC authority, the Department will be
able to plan better for a smaller, but better supported base structure, a more robust
modernization program, and continued high levels of readiness.

ELIMINATING EXCESS CAPACITY IS INTEGRAL TO
DOD’S TRANSFORMATION STRATEGY

BRAC Savings Will Support the Revolution in Military Affairs

BRAC savings will contribute to the success of the Revolution in Military Affairs.
The reason is straightforward. Joint Vision 2010, the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view, and the National Defense Panel’s report outline the need for a sweeping
transformation of our forces. That transformation is enabled principally by rapid
advances in communications and other technologies, improved operational con-
cepts, and streamlined support functions. The billions of dollars in savings result-
ing from new BRAC rounds are required to implement these strategic changes and
ensure the ongoing superiority of U.S. fighting forces. Additional BRAC rounds
will also permit the Department to align its base structure to support the military’s
changing mission requirements and support operations. The QDR and the Na-
tional Defense Panel’s report support the need for additional base closures.

Prior BRAC Rounds Had a Positive Effect on Military Capabilities

The Department expects future BRAC rounds, like the prior BRAC rounds, to
benefit military capabilities. The Joint Staff assessed the previous BRAC rounds
and concluded that they had an overall positive effect on military capabilities and
the ability to fulfill the national military strategy. The assessment also highlighted
the important role that future BRAC rounds play in DoD’s strategy. It states:
“While past BRAC rounds had a net positive effect upon military capabilities—
additional base closures will assist DoD in meeting the Shape, Respond, and Pre-
pare Now aspects of the National Military Strategy.”
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Executive Summary

BRAC Is Essential fo: the Revolution in Business Affairs

BRAC is also essential for the success of the Department’s Revolution in Busi-
ness Affairs. Concurrent with changing force support requirements is a massive
change in the way many support functions are being provided in the business
world, changes that DoD must incorporate into its business practices. Collec-
tively, these reforms have the potential to reduce installation requirements sub-
stantially. With congressional authorization for addition BRAC rounds, the
Department can tailor the base structure to match streamlined business practices
and generate needed savings through defense reform.

EXCESS BASE CAPACITY WARRANTS NEW BRAC
ROUNDS

DoD Has More Bases than It Needs

The QDR, the DRI, and the National Defense Panel report all concluded that even
after implementation of the prior BRAC rounds is complete, the base structure
will be larger than required by the QDR force structure and strategy. The finding
that DoD has excess bases is not new. In 1995, Secretary of Defense William
Perry, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John Shalikashvili, and the
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission all recom-
mended additional closures and realignments beyond those already approved.

VAnalysis Finds 23 Percent Excess Base Capacity

- The need for more base closures and realignments is amply supported by analyses
of changes in force structure and infrastructure. For this report, DoD conducted an
analysis of capacity by type of base for each Military Department and the Defense
Logistics Agency (see Table ES-1). The method gathered data on three dozen
categories of installations across all the Military Services to determine the extent
to which reductions in base structure since 1989 have kept pace with reductions in
the force and its supporting services. The analysis focused on 259 bases that the
Military Departments identified as major installations for determining capacity in
these categories. ! Through this analysis, DoD estimates that it has about 23 per-
cent excess base capacity.

! The 259 major installations are distributed among the Armed Forces as follows: 74 for the
Army; 103 for the Navy and Marine Corps; 76 for the Air Force; and 6 for the Defense Logistics
Agency.
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Table ES-1. Results of Excess Capacity Analysis

Armed Force Change in Capacity Relative to Force
Structure Since 1989 -
(as a percentage of 2003 capacity)

Army : 20-28
Navy 21-22
Air Force : . 20-24
DLA 35

All DoD 23

Two NEw BRAC RouUNDS WILL SAVE $3 BILLION
PER YEAR

Two new BRAC rounds, each roughly the size of BRAC 93 or BRAC 95, will
generate annual savings of about $3 billion after they are fully implemented. If the
Congress does not provide new BRAC authorities, the Department will have to
make painful adjustments to its plans for executing the defense strategy over the
next 20 years. In the absence of new BRAC authority, the Department would need
to decide whether to postpone needed modernization, delay quality of life pro-
grams, or reduce force structure.

PRIOR BRAC PROCESSES ARE A GOOD MODEL FOR
FUTURE BRAC ROUNDS

The BRAC process is a proven, effective tool to make difficult decisions that im-
pact both national security and local communities. The current authorizing statute
(The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510),
as amended), provides an excellent basis for future adjustments to the DoD base
structure. Therefore, the Department proposes that BRAC rounds in 2001 and
2005 use essentially the same procedures that were used in the 1995 BRAC round.
The BRAC process offers the Department, the Congress, and local communities
affected by realignments and closures substantial advantages over alternative ap-
proaches. ’

ACTUAL BRAC COSTS REFLECT BUDGET ESTIMATES

Actual one-time implementation costs for the prior BRAC rounds are close to or
less than DoD’s initial budget estimates. For BRAC 88 and BRAC 93, actual
DoD-wide costs from 1990 through 1997 are substantially less than DoD’s origi-
nal budget estimates. For BRAC 91 and BRAC 95, actual costs are essentially
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Executive Summary

equal to initial estimates. Planned spending has varied, however, on a year-by-year
basis.

- BRAC Opverstates Costs for Environmental Restoration

The BRAC process causes the Department to incur environmental restoration
costs at some bases sooner than might otherwise have been the case, but does not
always impose significant new environmental costs. Because a closure generates
updated and more inclusive statements of environmental restoration requirements,
some incorrectly assume that the restoration costs are necessarily a direct result of
the closure. Acceleration of costs often results from the BRAC decision, and ac-
celeration, while increasing near-term costs, might actually reduce overall cleanup
costs. (For example, acceleration might prevent contamination from spreading,
and thereby reduce cleanup costs and fines.)

One-Time Costs Indirectly Associated with BRAC Are Also
Relatively Small

Some have questioned whether DoD minimizes its BRAC costs by ignoring costs
that BRAC might impose on other government programs, such as those adminis-

" tered by DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment, the Department of Labor, De-
partment of Commerce, and the Federal Aviation Administration, and those for
unemployment compensation, early retirement, separation incentives, and military
health care. The Department found that the costs for these programs are relatively
small in comparison to other BRAC costs. The costs (and savings) associated with
changes in military health care are included in the Department’s BRAC budget
estimates. However, the lack of available data prevents the Department from sepa-
rating these health care costs from other BRAC costs in many instances.

BRACS 88-95 ARE SAVING BILLIONS

The four prior BRAC rounds, taken in aggregate, are saving DoD billions of dol-
lars annually. DoD’s estimates indicate that 1998 is a landmark year for the
BRAC process. This year, the cumulative savings of the four prior BRAC rounds
will completely offset the cumulative costs to date. DoD estimates that net cumu-
lative savings will total about $14 billion through 2001, and projects annual sav-
ings of $5.6 billion in 2002 and each year thereafter. This dramatic level of
savings will permit the Department to increase spending on the modernization and
transformation of our forces, while sustaining high levels of readiness and quality
of life.

By their very nature, estimates of savings are subject to some uncertainty. The
Department reallocates expected BRAC savings through numerous decisions
made as part of the normal process of planning, programming, and budgeting. No
audit trail, single document, or budget account exists for tracking the end use of




each dollar saved through BRAC. The Department is committed to improving its
estimates of costs and savings in future BRAC rounds.

Confirmation of DoD’s BRAC Savings Estimates

DoD conducted a new analysis to validate its estimate of $5.6 billion in recurring
annual savings. The new analysis validates this general level of savings and sug-
gests that savings may actually be greater.

The Department of Defense Inspector General (DoDIG) also audited BRAC 93
and BRAC 95 costs and savings. For BRAC 93, the DoDIG found that savings
were 29 percent greater than DoD estimated over the six-year implementation pe-
riod. The DoDIG found that for BRAC 95, audited savings were within 1 percent
of DoD estimates.

This report’s finding of substantial BRAC savings is generally consistent with
those of the General Accounting Office and the Congressional Budget Office,
which both confirmed that BRAC savings are substantial, but subject to some un-
certainty. Figure ES-1 illustrates cumulative net savings from the first four BRAC

rounds.
Figure ES-1. Cumulative BRAC Savings, 1990 to 2005
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DoD WoRKS TO HELP BRAC COMMUNITIES

DoD has a strong track record of helping communities affected by BRAC. In
many cases, communities affected by BRAC have a stronger, more diverse eco-
nomic base than they did before BRAC. The Department recognizes that the
BRAC process is difficult for the communities that have intimate ties with our
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Executive Summary

installations. The Department would not undertake such a disruptive process if the
stakes were not so high in meeting national security objectives within finite re-
sources.

vii



The Report of the
Department of Defense
on Base Reahgnment
and Closure

April 1998

Required by Section 2824 of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1998, Public Law 105-85

TF 9 L



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 20301

SECRETARY’S MESSAGE ON BRAC

The Quadrennial Defense Review established three key elements of our defense strategy. The
U.S. military must shape the international security environment day-to-day, respond to crises
across the full spectrum of operations, and prepare now to meet future threats. This is the right
strategy, but it is not free. It requires continuous investment in the people, weapons systems, and
technology that will ensure our battlefield dominance today and in the future.

To finance these investments within a level of defense spending that is likely to remain constant, .
DoD needs to change the way it does business. The Defense Reform Initiative set out the agenda
for that revolution: reengineer business processes, consolidate organizations, compete

commercial activities, and eliminate excess infrastructure. Central to this effort are two

additional rounds of base realignment and closure (BRAC) beginning in 2001. Without the
billions of dollars in annual savings we are now reaping from past base closures, our forces

would be unable to carry out their mission today. We must have two more BRAC rounds if
tomorrow’s forces are to be able to carry out their mission.

There are five key points I would like to highlight about the attached report, which documents
the need for BRAC legislation to be enacted this year:

Excess base structure. Even after four previous rounds of BRAC, we still have more
infrastructure than we need to support our forces. In 1989, for example, the Army had almost 15
million square feet of classroom space in its training command serving about 350,000 students,
staff, and faculty. By 2003, the Army will have reduced the personnel at these bases by 43
percent, but it will have reduced its classroom space by just 7 percent. Overall, the report
estimates that the Department’s excess infrastructure is of a magnitude sufficient to Justlfy two
additional rounds of base closure.

Real savings. Operating and maintaining facilities that we do not need for either today’s or
tomorrow’s military wastes resources better spent on modernization and readiness. The past four
rounds of BRAC already are generating substantial savings—3$3.7 billion in the 1999 budget, $25
billion through 2003, and $5.6 billion each and every year thereafter. Additional rounds of
BRAC in 2001 and 2005 will yield $21 billion in the years 2008-2015, the period covered by the
QDR, and $3 billion every year thereafter.

Sound strategy. BRAC is critical to the success of our defense strategy. Without BRAC, we
will not have the resources needed to maintain high readiness and buy the next generation of
equipment needed to ensure our dominance in future conflicts. In addition, failure to recapitalize
the systems in the field today would put at risk our ability to sustain our force structure. Because

.
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it takes a decade or longer to develop weapon systems, which will remain in the force for
decades, the decisions we make today will determine the quality of our military well into the 21*

century.

To put the value of BRAC in perspective, two new rounds of base closure would yield about $20
billion in savings by 2015. What is the value of $20 billion? In the Air Force, $20 billion
would buy about 450 Joint Strike Fighter aircraft (two-thirds of the Air Force’s total JSF
procurement planned through 2015). In the Navy, $20 billion would buy both of the CVX next-
generation aircraft carriers and 12 of the 32 new surface combatants planned for procurement by
2015. In the Army, $20 billion would cover the entire procurement in this period of two systems
needed to create a digitized force: the Comanche helicopter and the Crusader artillery system. .
Finally, in the Marine Corps, $20 billion would provide for almost all of the Joint Strike Fighters
planned for procurement during this period and all of the Advanced Amphibious Assault
Vehicles.

Economic growth and development. As a former mayor and senator who represented a city
and state that had bases closed, I am well aware of the concerns that base closure can create. But
since the last time Congress voted to give DoD BRAC authority, the Administration and
Congress together developed a number of initiatives to assist communities in economic
development. These measures include new property disposal mechanisms to promote job .
creation, larger planning grants for communities, and greater assistance for worker retraining and
economic development. The effects of our efforts are clear. Already, across the country 45,000
new jobs have been created. At bases closed for at least two years, more than 75 percent of
civilian jobs have already been replaced. Success stories are emerging from Charleston, South
Carolina, to Merced County, California—from Alexandria, Louisiana, to Portsmouth, New

- Hampshire. More jobs and more successes are being created every day.

An urgent imperative. Some have argued that the time for BRAC is not yet right, that we
should wait yet another year. 1do not agree. There will never be a “right time” to take up base
closures. But now is when we must plan for defense in the 21* century. Over the next three
years, the Department will make important decisions regarding the procurement of many
systems critical to our future military capabilities, including: the F-22 fighter, the Joint Air-to-
Surface Stand-off Munition, the Crusader field artillery system, the Joint Strike Fighter, the
Comanche helicopter, and the Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle. Without the certainty of
BRAC today, we will have to adjust our plans for modernization, force structure, and quahty of
life.

. Closing bases is hard. But BRAC is a fair, open, and orderly process. No better approach has
been found to reduce DoD’s excess base structure. Moreover, the alternatives to base closure,
believe, are worse. More than any other initiative we can take today, BRAC will shape the
quality and strength of the forces protecting America in the 21* century.
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20318-9999

\ STArgs OF P””\‘;\ cn-153-98
31 March 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Subject: Report to Congress on Base Realignment and Closure

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are of the unanimous view that additional base
closures are a necessity if we are to transform the Armed Forces to achieve
Joint Vision 2010 and to implement the QDR strategy.

2. We must convey both the need and the urgency for two additional base
closure rounds to Congress and the report performs that task very well.
Transforming our forces to those most capable of achieving dominance across
the range of military operations requires a stable commitment of resources.
Additional base closures in concert with those already completed will provide
additional resources necessary to successfully implement the transformation
strategy.

3. Further base closures are necessary to posture our force to best meet
future challenges. These closures will bring our infrastructure closer in line with
force structure and will allow us to capitalize on improved efficiencies and
capabilities. | strongly support additional base closures. Without them we will
not leave our successors the warfighting dominance of today’s force.

Y H. SHELTON
Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff



Executive Summary
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BACKGROUND
Why This Report?

The Department of Defense (DoD) is providing this report to explain how the new
legal authorities for base realignment and closure requested in conjunction with
the Department’s Defense Reform Initiative and the fiscal year 1999 budget will

¢ cut waste,
¢ generate savings for readiness and modernization, and

¢ adapt the base structure to the dynamic security challenges of the 21st
Century.

DoD is also providing this report in response to Section 2824 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998. Section 2824 requires DoD to re-
port to the Congress the cost and savings from previously approved domestic
military base closures and realignments, certain information related to its proposal
for additional closures and realignments, and other information related to installa-
tions.

Why New BRAC Rounds?

The need for additional BRAC rounds is clear and compelling. Even after DoD
completes implementation of the four prior BRAC rounds in 2001, the Depart-
ment will still have more bases than are needed to support our nation’s military
forces. Retaining and operating a static base structure that is larger than necessary
has broad consequences for the Department. These consequences fall into two
categories: '

¢ Strategic. New BRAC rounds are integral to our defense strategy. Future
BRAC rounds will provide funding for readiness, modernization, and
quality of life and ensure that our base structure facilitates, rather than im-
pedes, the transformation of our military as it prepares to meet the threats
of the next century.

¢ Financial. DoD wastes money operating and maintaining bases that are
not essential to national defense. BRAC will also help eliminate the addi-
tional excess capacity created as DoD reengineers business practices and
‘consolidates organizations.



Why Now?

It is important for the Congress to enact BRAC legislation this year. For every
year that DoD delays the start of a new BRAC process, the Department delays the
realization of billions of dollars in needed savings. The Department does not be-
lieve that there are benefits associated with taking a pause from the first four
rounds of BRAC before the consideration of new BRAC authority. The closures
and realignments authorized by the prior BRAC rounds will be complete by 2001.

- Moreover, Congressional approval of BRAC rounds in 2001 and 2005 is of criti-
cal importance to our planning efforts today. This year, DoD is already developing
budget plans through 2005. With new BRAC authority, the Department will be
able to plan better for a smaller, but better supported base structure, a more robust
modemization program, and continued high levels of readiness.

ELIMINATING EXCESS CAPACITY IS INTEGRAL TO
DOD’S TRANSFORMATION STRATEGY

BRAC Savings Will Support the Revolution in Military Affairs

BRAC savings will contribute to the success of the Revolution in Military Affairs.
The reason is straightforward. Joint Vision 2010, the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view, and the National Defense Panel’s report outline the need for a sweeping
transformation of our forces. That transformation is enabled principally by rapid
advances in communications and other technologies, improved operational con-
cepts, and streamlined support functions. The billions of dollars in savings result-
ing from new BRAC rounds are required to implement these strategic changes and
ensure the ongoing superiority of U.S. fighting forces. Additional BRAC rounds
will also permit the Department to align its base structure to support the military’s
changing mission requirements and support operations. The QDR and the Na-
tional Defense Panel’s report support the need for additional base closures.

Prior BRAC Rounds Had a Positive Effect on Military Capabilities

The Department expects future BRAC rounds, like the prior BRAC rounds, to
benefit military capabilities. The Joint Staff assessed the previous BRAC rounds
and concluded that they had an overall positive effect on military capabilities and
the ability to fulfill the national military strategy. The assessment also highlighted
the important role that future BRAC rounds play in DoD’s strategy. It states:
“While past BRAC rounds had a net positive effect upon military capabilities—
additional base closures will assist DoD in meeting the Shape, Respond, and Pre-
pare Now aspects of the National Military Strategy.”
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BRAC Is Essential for the Revolution in Business Affairs

BRAC is also essential for the success of the Department’s Revolution in Busi-
ness Affairs. Concurrent with changing force support requirements is a massive

. change in the way many support functions are being provided in the business
world, changes that DoD must incorporate into its business practices. Collec-
tively, these reforms have the potential to reduce installation requirements sub-
stantially. With congressional authorization for addition BRAC rounds, the
Department can tailor the base structure to match streamlined business practices
and generate needed savings through defense reform.

EXCESS BASE CAPACITY WARRANTS NEW BRAC
ROUNDS |

DoD Has More Bases than It Needs

The QDR, the DRI, and the National Defense Panel report all concluded that even
after implementation of the prior BRAC rounds is complete, the base structure
will be larger than required by the QDR force structure and strategy. The finding
that DoD has excess bases is not new. In 1995, Secretary of Defense William
Perry, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John Shalikashvili, and the
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission all recom-
mended additional closures and realignments beyond those already approved.

'Analysis Finds 23 Percent Excess Base Capacity

~ The need for more base closures and realignments is amply supported by analyses
of changes in force structure and infrastructure. For this report, DoD conducted an
analysis of capacity by type of base for each Military Department and the Defense
Logistics Agency (see Table ES-1). The method gathered data on three dozen
categories of installations across all the Military Services to determine the extent
to which reductions in base structure since 1989 have kept pace with reductions in
the force and its supporting services. The analysis focused on 259 bases that the
Military Departments identified as major installations for determining capacity in
these categories.1 Through this analysis, DoD estimates that it has about 23 per-
cent excess base capacity.

! The 259 major installations are distributed among the Armed Forces as follows: 74 for the
Army; 103 for the Navy and Marine Corps; 76 for the Air Force; and 6 for the Defense Logistics
Agency. :
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Table ES-1. Results of Excess Capacity Analysis

Armed Force’ Change in Capacity Relative to Force
Structure Since 1989 -
(as a percentage of 2003 capacity)

Army - 20-28
Navy 21-22
Air Force . 20-24
DLA '35
All DoD 23

Two NEw BRAC ROUNDS WILL SAVE $3 BILLION'
PER YEAR

Two new BRAC rounds, each roughly the size of BRAC 93 or BRAC 95, will
generate annual savings of about $3 billion after they are fully implemented. If the
Congress does not provide new BRAC authorities, the Department will have to
make painful adjustments to its plans for executing the defense strategy over the
next 20 years. In the absence of new BRAC authority, the Department would need
to decide whether to postpone needed modernization, delay quality of life pro-
grams, or reduce force structure.

PRIOR BRAC PROCESSES ARE A GOOD MODEL FOR
FUTURE BRAC ROUNDS

The BRAC process is a proven, effective tool to make difficult decisions that im-
pact both national security and local communities. The current authorizing statute
(The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510),
as amended), provides an excellent basis for future adjustments to the DoD base
structure. Therefore, the Department proposes that BRAC rounds in 2001 and
2005 use essentially the same procedures that were used in the 1995 BRAC round.
The BRAC process offers the Department, the Congress, and local communities
affected by realignments and closures substantial advantages over alternative ap-
proaches. '

ACTUAL BRAC CoSTS REFLECT BUDGET ESTIMATES

Actual one-time implementation costs for the prior BRAC rounds are close to or
less than DoD'’s initial budget estimates. For BRAC 88 and BRAC 93, actual
DoD-wide costs from 1990 through 1997 are substantially less than DoD’s origi-
nal budget estimates. For BRAC 91 and BRAC 95, actual costs are essentially
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equal to initial estimates. Planned spending has varied, however, on a year-by-year
basis.

BRAC Overstates Costs for Environmental Restoration

The BRAC process causes the Department to incur environmental restoration
costs at some bases sooner than might otherwise have been the case, but does not
always impose significant new environmental costs. Because a closure generates
updated and more inclusive statements of environmental restoration requirements,
some incorrectly assume that the restoration costs are necessarily a direct result of
the closure. Acceleration of costs often results from the BRAC decision, and ac-
celeration, while increasing near-term costs, might actually reduce overall cleanup
costs. (For example, acceleration might prevent contamination from spreading,
and thereby reduce cleanup costs and fines.)

One-Time Costs Indirectly Associated with BRAC Are Also
Relatively Small

Some have questioned whether DoD minimizes its BRAC costs by ignoring costs
that BRAC might impose on other government programs, such as those adminis-

“ tered by DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment, the Department of Labor, De-
partment of Commerce, and the Federal Aviation Administration, and those for
unemployment compensation, early retirement, separation incentives, and military
health care. The Department found that the costs for these programs are relatively
small in comparison to other BRAC costs. The costs (and savings) associated with
changes in military health care are included in the Department’s BRAC budget
estimates. However, the lack of available data prevents the Department from sepa-
rating these health care costs from other BRAC costs in many instances.

BRACS 88-95 ARE SAVING BILLIONS

The four prior BRAC rounds, taken in aggregate, are saving DoD billions of dol-
lars annually. DoD’s estimates indicate that 1998 is a landmark year for the
BRAC process. This year, the cumulative savings of the four prior BRAC rounds
will completely offset the cumulative costs to date. DoD estimates that net cumu-
lative savings will total about $14 billion through 2001, and projects annual sav-
ings of $5.6 billion in 2002 and each year thereafter. This dramatic level of
savings will permit the Department to increase spending on the modernization and
transformation of our forces, while sustaining high levels of readiness and quality
of life:

By their very nature, estimates of savings are subject to some uncertainty. The
Department reallocates expected BRAC savings through numerous decisions
made as part of the normal process of planning, programming, and budgeting. No
audit trail, single document, or budget account exists for tracking the end use of




each dollar saved through BRAC. The Department is committed to improving its
estimates of costs and savings in future BRAC rounds.

Confirmation of DoD’s BRAC Savings Estimates

DoD conducted a new analysis to validate its estimate of $5.6 billion in recurring
annual savings. The new analysis validates this general level of savings and sug-
gests that savings may actually be greater.

The Department of Defense Inspector General (DoDIG) also audited BRAC 93
and BRAC 95 costs and savings. For BRAC 93, the DoDIG found that savings
were 29 percent greater than DoD estimated over the six-year implementation pe-
riod. The DoDIG found that for BRAC 95, audited savings were within 1 percent
of DoD estimates.

This report’s finding of substantial BRAC savings is generally consistent with
those of the General Accounting Office and the Congressional Budget Office,
which both confirmed that BRAC savings are substantial, but subject to some un-
certainty. Figure ES-1 illustrates cumulative net savings from the first four BRAC
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rounds.
Figure ES-1. Cumulative BRAC Savings, 1990 to 2005
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DoD WORKS TO HELP BRAC COMMUNITIES

DoD has a strong track record of helping communities affected by BRAC. In
many cases, communities affected by BRAC have a stronger, more diverse eco-
nomic base than they did before BRAC. The Department recognizes that the
BRAC process is difficult for the communities that have intimate ties with our
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installations. The Department would not undertake such a disruptive process if the
stakes were not so high in meeting national security objectives within finite re-
sources. '
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Chapter 1
Introduction

B e, T ot i 1 - e e —— |+ — e —————— - — - —

Highlights—Why New BRAC Rounds?
¢ DoD has substantial excess capacity in its base infrastructure.
¢ Excess capacity wastes resources.

¢ DoD needs these resources to sustain high readiness and robust moderniza-
tion.

¢ Dynamic security challenges require changes in our base structure.

¢ DoD must prepare now to adjust the base structure.

"WHY THIS REPORT?

The Department of Defense (DoD) is providing this report to explain how the new |
legal authorities for base realignment and closure requested in conjunction with
the Department’s Defense Reform Initiative and the fiscal year 1999 budget will

¢ cut waste
¢ generate savings needed to sustain readiness and accelerate modernization

< adapt the base structure to the dynamic security challenges of the 21st
Century.

DoD is also providing this report in response to Section 2824 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998. Section 2824 requires DoD to re-
port to the Congress the cost and savings from previously approved domestic
military base closures and realignments, certain information related to its proposal
for additional closures and realignments, and other information related to installa-
tions. The text of Section 2824 is reproduced in Appendix A.

PrRIOR BRAC ROUNDS

Since just before the end of the Cold War, the Congress provided DoD with the
authority to conduct four base realignment and closure (BRAC) rounds: in 1988,



1991, 1993, and 1995. The Congress approved these authorities in large part be-
cause of the limitations of DoD’s standing authority to close and realign bases.
That authority (10 U.S.C. 2687) effectively prevents the Department from taking
the actions needed to adjust the base structure with the military’s changing size
and composition. (Appendix B discusses the history of the prior base closure
rounds.) ’

In the 1988 round, an independent commission selected bases for closure and rea-
lignment, which were subsequently reviewed and approved by the Secretary of
Defense and the Congress. In the 1991, 1993, and 1995 rounds, DoD developed
recommendations, an independent commission reviewed the DoD recommenda-
tions and submitted its final recommendations for approval by the President and
the Congress. In all four rounds, the President and the Congress approved the
Commission’s recommendations. DoD will complete implementation of the 97
approved major closures and hundreds of smaller closures and realignments by
2001.

WHY NEW BRAC ROUNDS?

The need for additional BRAC rounds is clear and compelling. Even after DoD
‘completes implementation of the four prior BRAC rounds, the Department will
still have more bases than are needed to support our nation’s military forces. Re-
taining and operating a static base structure that is larger than necessary has broad
consequences for the Department. These consequences fall into two categories:

¢ Strategic. New BRAC rounds are of fundamental importance to our de-
fense strategy. Without new BRAC rounds, DoD will not be able to im-
plement the strategy outlined in the Quadrennial Defense Review. In the
absence of BRAC, DoD will have to decide whether to reduce force
structure, delay the introduction of more modern weapons for our troops,
or reduce funding for quality of life.

¢ Financial. The resources DoD needs to increase procurement spending
- and transform our forces must come from efficiencies achieved within the

Department. The Department’s Defense Reform Initiative report provides
a blueprint for incorporating profound changes in business practices that
are the foundation for the efficiencies the Department must achieve. Future
BRAC rounds will enable the Department to generate savings by elimi-
nating existing excess capacity and use those resources to maintain readi-
ness and modernize our forces. BRAC will also help eliminate the
additional excess capacity created as DoD reengineers business practices
and consolidates organizations.

For these reasons, in February 1998, DoD submitted to Congress draft legislation
to authorize two additional BRAC rounds, one in 2001 and one in 2005. DoD’s
proposed legislation is reproduced in Appendix C.



Introduction

WHY NOow?

It is important for the Congress to enact BRAC legislation this year. DoD has ex-
cess base capacity today. For every year that we delay the start of a new BRAC
process, we not only delay the realization of billions of dollars in savings that we
need to ensure readiness and fund the required modernization and transformation
of our forces, but we also delay the changes in our infrastructure that will turn the
Revolution in Military Affairs and the Revolution in Business Affairs to our stra-
tegic advantage. '

The Department does not believe that there are benefits associated with a “BRAC

pause.” DoD has completed three-quarters of the major closures from the prior

BRAC rounds and will close the rest by 2001. The Department recognizes that the

BRAC process is difficult for the communities that have intimate ties with our

¢ installations. The Department would not undertake this process if the stakes were
not so high in meeting national security objectives within finite resources.

Congressional approval of BRAC rounds in 2001 and 2005 is of critical impor-
tance to our planning efforts today. This year, DoD is already developing budget
- plans through 2005. With new BRAC authority, the Department will plan for a

What Is BRAC?

From the end of Vietnam until the late 1980s, congressional concern about the potential
loss of jobs in local communities resulted in very few bases being studied or recom-
mended for closure or realignment. These circumstances prevented DoD from adapting
its base structure to significant.changes in forces, technologies, organizational structures, .
and military doctrine. The end of the Cold War—and the associated reductions in the
size of the military—increased the number of installations that were candidates for clo-
sure and realignment.

To address this problem, Congress created the BRAC process, which works as follows:
DoD carefully evaluates and ranks each base according to a published plan for the size of
future military forces and to published criteria, adopted through a rule-making process
prior to each round, starting with the 1991 round. The criteria have been the same for
each round and have included military value, return on investment, environmental im-
pact, and economic.impact on the surrounding communities. The Secretary of Defense
then recommends to an independent BRAC Commission bases for closure and realign-
ment. The Commission, aided by the General Accounting Office, performs a parallel,
public review of these recommendations to ensure that they are, indeed, consistent with
the Department’s force structure plan and selection criteria. It then submits its recom-
mendations to the President. The President and the Congress must either accept these
recommendations in total or reject the entire package. :

 Through its attributes of transparency, anditability, and independence, the BRAC process
has permitted both the Congress and the President to support important but politically
painful adjustments in DoD’s base structure, changes that have made the nation’s mili-
tary more effective and efficient.




smaller, but better supported base structure, a more robust modernization pro-
gram, and continued high levels of readiness. Today’s plans have decisive effects
on our forces tomorrow. As the National Defense Panel stated,

It is important to begin the transformation process now, since decisions
made in the short term will influence the shape of the military over the
long term. The Defense Department should accord the highest priority to
executing a transformation strategy. Taking the wrong transformation
course (or failing to transform) opens the nation to both strategic and
technological surprise.'

In sum, the case for congressional authorization this year for BRAC rounds in
2001 and 2005 is clear and compelling. More BRAC rounds are in the best inter-
est of our Armed Forces and national defense.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report is organized as follows:

L 4

Chapter 2 describes the important role that future BRAC rounds play in
DoD’s defense transformation strategy. :

Chapter 3 demonstrates that DoD has enough excess base capacity to war-
rant two additional BRAC rounds.

Chapter 4 explains that two new BRAC rounds will generate about $3 bil-
lion in annual recurring savings.

Chapter 5 explains that DoD would use essentially the same process in

future BRAC rounds as it did in the previous rounds.

Chapter 6 concludes that the actual costs of the prior BRAC rounds are
fully consistent with budget estimates provided to the Congress.

Chapter 7 validates savings from the prior BRAC rounds and finds that
long-term savings are probably even greater than current DoD estimates.

Chapter 8 discusses how DoD helps communities affected by base clo-
sures.

! National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st Century,
Washington, DC: National Defense Panel, December 1997, p. iv.




Chapter 2
Eliminating Excess Capac:lty Is Required
to Implement DoD’s M111tary Strategy

Highlights—DoD ’s Military Strategy

¢ DoD forces must undergo a radical, sustained transformation in order to mod-
' emlze and leverage technology to meet changing threats.

¢ Additional BRAC rounds are an integral part of the Department’s defense
strategy. They will eliminate waste and enable DoD to ensure readiness and
accelerate modernization. Without new BRAC authorities, DoD will not be
able to implement the strategy outlined in the QDR.

BRAC IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE DEPARTMENT’S
TRANSFORMATION STRATEGY

Additional BRAC rounds are an integral part of DoD’s defense strategy. Base clo-
sures and realignments are often viewed simply as a response to one variable, the
reduction in force size. But BRAC actions are critical to ensure that the Depart-
ment is able to maintain its force structure, provide the troops with the best weap-
ons available, and support a high quality of life.

BRAC IS CRITICAL TO THE TRANSFORMATION OF
U.S. FORCES

BRAC savings will contribute to the success of the Revolution in Military Affairs.
The reason is straightforward. Joint Vision 2010, the QDR, and the National De-
fense Panel’s report outline the need for a sweeping transformation of our forces.
That transformation is enabled principally by rapid advances in communications
and other technologies, improved operational concepts, and streamlined support
functions. The billions of dollars in savings resulting from new BRAC rounds are
required to implement these strategic changes and ensure the ongoing superiority
of U.S. fighting forces.

Additional BRAC rounds will also permit the Department to align its base struc-
ture to support the military’s changing mission requirements and support opera-




tions. The QDR and the National Defense Panel’s report both support the need for
~ additional base closures. Eliminating excess infrastructure and consolidating
functions will permit DoD to maintain core capabilities and will facilitate the
transformation to a military force most capable of meeting the challenges of to-
INOITOW. ‘

As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Henry H. Shelton wrote in his February
1998 Posture Statement, '

Realizing the true potential of the Revolution in Military Affairs must
therefore be accompanied by a corresponding Revolution in Business
Affairs within the Department of Defense. We know that significant
savings can be achieved by streamlining our business practices and rea-
ligning defense activities. I urge the Congress to support the Secretary’s
QDR recommendations in this vital area, particularly his calls for addi-
tional base closures to eliminate unneeded facilities and installations.'

Joint Vision 2010 highlights four operational concepts that will transform our
military: '

¢ Dominant maneuver—the multidimensional application of information,
engagement, and mobility capabilities to position and employ widely dis-
persed joint air, land, sea, and space forces to accomplish the assigned op-
erational tasks

¢ Precision engagement—a system of systems that enables our forces to lo-
cate the objective or target, provide responsive command and control, gen-
erate the desired effect, assess our level of success, and retain the
flexibility to reengage with precision when required

¢ Full-dimensional protection—the control of the battle space to ensure our
forces can maintain freedom of action during deployment, maneuver, and
engagement, while providing multilayered defenses for our forces and fa-
cilities at all levels

¢ Focused logistics—the fusion of information, logistics, and transportation
technologies to provide rapid crisis response, to track and shift assets even
while en route, and to deliver logistics tailored packages and sustainment
directly at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of operations

Together, these concepts describe military forces that are fast and lean. They will
dominate the battlefield with new capabilities made possible through advances in
information technologies, decisive speed to outpace and outmaneuver the enemy,
and precision weapons.

! Posture Statement by General Henry H. Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, be-
fore the 105th Congress, Senate Armed Services Committee, United States Senate, February 3,
1998, pp. 30-31.



Eliminating Excess Capacity Is Required to Implement DoD's Military Strategy

The QDR analyzed the threats, risks, and opportunitiés for U.S. national security.
From that analysis, and building upon the President’s National Security Strategy
and Joint Vision 2010, the Department developed an overarching defense strategy
to “deal with the world today and tomorrow, identify required military capabili-
ties, and define the programs and policies needed to support them.”” Our strategy
is to:

¢ shape the strategic environment to advance U.S. interests
¢ maintain the capability to respond to the full spectrum of threats
¢ prepare now for the threats and dangers of tomorrow and beyond

This strategy responds to the significant security cﬁallengeé that the United States
will face in the coming years. These challenges include:

& avariety of regional dangers

& the flow of sensitive information and spread of advanced technologies that
could be used by hostile forces

¢ avariety of transnational dangers, such as terrorism and international or-
ganized crime

& external threats to the U.S. homeland

¢ “wild card” scenarios that could seriously challenge U.S. interests, such as
the unanticipated emergence of new technological threats, the loss of U.S.
access to critical facilities and lines of communication in key regions, and
the takeover of friendly regimes by hostile parties

The QDR defined a path that balances the need to maintain high levels of readi-
ness in the near term with the need to transform our military radically to prepare
for the future. DoD is now beginning to implement this strategy, anchoring its im-
plementation in the fundamentals of military power today and in the future: qual-
ity people; ready forces; and superior organization, doctrine, and technology.

Many of the National Defense Panel’s recommendations reinforce the courses of
action set forth in Joint Vision 2010 and the QDR. The Department strongly en-
dorses the Panel’s key recommendation, namely, that the changing security envi-
ronment and rapid advances in information technologies require the accelerated
transformation of our military capabilities.

Implementing the Department’s military strategy requires substantial investment.
BRAC savings are an important source of the needed investment funds. In addi-

2QDR, p. iv.



tion, additional BRAC authorities themselves will contribute to the Department’s
strategy. For example:

‘& Joint Vision 2010’s concept of focused logistics may enable greater flexi-
bility and agility in the formulation of future infrastructure plans. Joint Vi-
sion 2010 describes forces that will benefit from mission specific support
and that will deploy with a highly tailored, right-sized logistics footprint.
Adopting best practices and reengineering critical support functions will
enhance DoD’s ability to explore innovative basing and logistics options.
The availability of future BRAC authority would enable the Department to
eliminate any excess infrastructure identified by those parallel processes.

¢ Joint Vision 2010, the QDR, and the National Defense Panel all place an
increased emphasis on joint Service operations. The NDP explicitly noted
the connection between joint Service operations and the Department’s in-
frastructure requirements. The NDP found that increasing the joint Service
use of some installations would create even more excess capacity than ex-
ists today. Restructuring opportunities would permit us to operate more ef-
ficiently by eliminating the excess capacity created through increasing
joint Service use of some installations.

Changes in strategy, technology, and operational doctrine require changes in base
structure. For example, changes in the strategic early warning system used to
guard the United States against attack from the air clearly affected installation re-
quirements. Improvements in technology permitted DoD to reduce the number of
search radar sites from 240 in 1958 to 96 in 1961 under the SAGE (semiautomatic
ground environment) system. Subsequently, this mission was reengineered and
sites were consolidated and then integrated with Federal Aviation Administration
facilities to produce 39 joint surveillance sites.

The Revolution in Military Affairs is certain to have important implications for
the Department’s requirement for installations. Future BRAC rounds would help
ensure the success of the Revolution in Military Affairs not only by freeing bil-
lions of dollars for readiness and modermnization, but also by enabling the base
structure to meet the changing operational needs of our fighting forces.

Consider, for example, the interplay in our air forces among operational needs,
readiness, and BRAC. In order to meet the QDR force structure goal of four air
defense squadrons in the Guard, the Air Force needs to convert two air defense
squadrons to F-16 general purpose squadrons. In addition, the Air Force seeks to
increase general purpose squadrons to 15 primary assigned aircraft. F-16s are not
~available unless the Air Force takes down an active wing of F-16s and provides
the aircraft to the Guard. Also, the Air Force is considering consolidation of like
aircraft at fewer bases, a recommendation also set forth by the General Account-
ing Office. Consolidations have the potential to lower the cost of overhead, par-
ticularly for support staff, lower inventory spares requirements, which would




Eliminating Excess Capacity Is Requiréd to Implement DoD’s Military Strategy

improve mission capable rates, and allow the Air Force to reduce staffs and return '
pilots to cockpits, thereby reducing some of the current pilot shortage. These
changes require the Air Force to realign and/or close bases.

PRIOR BRAC ROUNDS HAD A POSITIVE EFFECT ON
MILITARY CAPABILITIES

The Department expects future BRAC rounds, like the prior BRAC rounds, to
benefit military capabilities. The Joint Staff assessed the previous BRAC rounds
and concluded that they had an overall positive effect on military capabilities and
the ability to fulfill the national military strategy:

¢ Qualitative evidence demonstrates that consolidation and regionalization
activities, which resulted from BRAC efforts, have benefited DoD. These
positive benefits are manifested through the elimination of redundancies,
enhanced interoperability, increased information sharing, and reduction in
deteriorated infrastructure. »

¢ Reductions in infrastructure have improved the U.S. forces’ ability to
adapt to a dynamic international security environment. Infrastructure re-
ductions allowed the Services to eliminate excess base structure and as-
sisted the Services in their efforts to consolidate base support activities.
Resources, which prior to BRAC would have been used for unneeded in-
frastructure, are now available to support other critical requirements.

¢ Input from the commanders in chief of the unified and specified com-
mands substantiate the fact that base closures have had a net overall posi-
tive impact upon the Armed Forces’ ability to meet the national military
strategy. :

¢ Since 1990, the Armed Forces have successfully responded to more than
220 smaller-scale contingencies. During this scope of operations, no
BRAC-induced military capability deficiencies have arisen.

The assessment also highlighted the important role that future BRAC rounds play
in DoD’s strategy:

While past BRAC rounds had a net positive effect upon military capa-
bilities—additional base closures will assist DoD in meeting the Shape,

Respond, and Prepare Now aspects of the National Military Strategy.

The entire Joint Staff assessment is provided as Appendix D.




BRAC Is ESSENTIAL FOR THE REVOLUTION IN
BUSINESS AFFAIRS

The QDR strategy calls for DoD to support its forces with a Department that is as
lean, agile, and focused as our warfighters. The Defense Reform Initiative will
ignite a Revolution in Business Affairs that will bring to DoD management tech-
niques and business practices that have restored American corporations to leader-
ship in the marketplace. To carry out the Department’s defense strategy for the
21st Century, DoD must achieve fundamental reform in how it conducts business.

The DRI report emphasizes four major thrusts for the future:

¢ Reengineer by adopting the best private-sector business practices in de-
fense support activities

¢ Consolidate organizations to remove redundancy and move program man-
agement out of headquarters and back to the field

¢ (Compete many more functions now being performed in-house, which will
improve quality, cut costs, and make the Department more responsive

& Eliminate excess infrastructure.

Eliminating excess capacity through new BRAC rounds is a key element of the
DRI. As Chapter 3 of this report demonstrates, DoD is encumbered with facilities
that it no longer needs. These facilities drain resources that could otherwise be
spent on modernization, readiness, and quality of life. To this end, the Department
developed a three-pronged strategy to eliminate excess infrastructure: close.excess
infrastructure, consolidate or restructure the operation of support activities, and
demolish old buildings. Additional base closures and realignments are an integral
part of DoD’s reform plans.

Further, some DRI actions may increase the amount of excess base capacity above
current levels. The following are examples of the likely facility impacts from
reengineered business practices: '

¢ By reengineering business processes to expand use of the IMPAC pur-
chase card, establish electronic catalogs, and increase prime vendor con-
tracts, the Department plans to reduce the value of retail-level (i.e., base-
level) inventories by almost 30 percent, from $14 billion in FY96 to
$10 billion in FYO1. That reduction in inventory will create excess capac-
ity in warehouses and distribution systems. BRAC will allow the Depart-
ment to eliminate that excess and to maximize its financial return on these
reengineering initiatives.

10



Eliminating Excess Capacity Is Required to Implement DoD’s Military Strategy

¢ The DRI report calls for substantial permanent reductions in the staffing of
> Defense Agencies (21 percent over the next five years)

> DoD field activities and other operating organizations reporting to
OSD (36 percent over the next two years)

> all other headquarters elements, including the headquarters of the
“Military Departments and their major commands (10 percent by the
end of 2003)

These staffing reductions will permit DoD to reduce its installation re- -
quirements because the Department will not need to maintain facilities for
the positions that it has eliminated. Moreover, reductions of this magni-
tude may also affect the requirement for related support facilities. Person-
nel reductions, when combined with other management initiatives, will
almost certainly generate excess facilities at military bases. This excess,
when aggregated, could create consolidation and closure opportunities
that the Department can implement efficiently only through future BRAC
rounds. ‘

In sum, congressional authorization of more BRAC rounds is a key component of
the Department’s plans for defense reform. Collectively, these reforms have the
potential to reduce installation requirements substantially. With congressional
authorization for additional BRAC rounds, the Department can tailor the base
structure to match streamlined business practices, generate additional savings
through defense reform, and realize the full benefit of the Department’s reform
efforts. Without congressional authorization for more BRAC rounds, many de-
fense reform efforts will fail to achieve their full potential, and DoD will miss op-
portunities to channel potential savings to higher priorities.

SUMMARY

- BRAC is an integral part of the Department’s defense strategy. Congressional ap-
proval of new BRAC authorities will enhance DoD’s ability to carry out the mili-
tary strategy outlined in the QDR. In the absence of future BRAC rounds, DoD
could fail to fully support the operational concepts that are central to the Revolu-
tion in Military Affairs and fail to make the best of the opportunities created by
the Revolution in Business Affairs.

11



Chapter 3

Excess Base Capacity Warrants
New BRAC Authority

¢ DoD has enough excess base capacity to warrant authorization of new BRAC
authority.

¢ Excess capacity varies by Military Department and by the type of installation
that each Military Department operates.

¢ Streamlined support processes are likely to generate even more excess capac-
ity in the future. '

Highlights—Excess Base Capacity

DoD HAS MORE BASES THAN IT NEEDS

Without two additional BRAC rounds, the Department will continue to have more
bases than it needs to implement the QDR strategy and to support its future mili-
tary forces. Even after implementation of the prior BRAC rounds is complete, the
base structure will be larger than the force structure requires.

Three key assessments of our military’s future that have been conducted over the
past year have all found that DoD has significantly more bases than can be justi-
fied by mission needs. In May 1997, the Department’s Quadrennial Defense Re-
view concluded that the Department had enough excess base capacity to justify
two new BRAC rounds. In November of that year, building on the QDR, the De-
partment’s Defense Reform Initiative report reached the same conclusion. Finally,
in December 1997, the Congressionally chartered National Defense Panel vali-
dated the current need for more base closures and realignments, and went further
to conclude that increasing joint Service use of some installations will result in the
identification of even more over-capacity.

The conclusion that DoD needs additional base closures is not new. Indeed, even
when the Department was presenting its 1995 BRAC recommendations, then-
Secretary of Defense William Perry told the Base Closure Commission that bar-
ring changes in strategic circumstances, “there is no doubt in my mind that the
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Department will need future base closure rounds.”” Then-Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff General John Shalikashvili agreed with Secretary Perry on the
need for additional base closing authority in the future.? After completing its inde-
pendent review of the Department’s base structure, the 1995 Base Closure Com-
mission also concurred with these assessments, stating that “the Commission
recommends that the Congress authorize another Base Closure Commission for
the year 2001 similar to the 1991, 1993, and 1995 Commissions.”

The need for more base closures and realignments is amply supported by analyses

of changes in force structure and infrastructure. At the start of deliberations for

prior BRAC rounds, DoD compared reductions in U.S.-based forces with reduc-

tions in the U.S. base structure.* The goal was to determine whether reductions in

the U.S. base structure since the end of the Cold War have kept pace with reduc-

tions in U.S.-based forces. DoD used the results of these analyses to determine, in
- broad terms, the size and composition of its excess base capacity.

DoD conducted a similar analysis of excess base capacity for this report. Appen-
dix E provides a detailed explanation of the methodology. The major findings are
presented below. '

By itself, this type of analysis is not appropriate for selecting individual bases for
realignment or closure. To select these bases, the Department would need to use
detailed base-by-base analyses that address the myriad factors considered in the
BRAC process. These factors include the military value of different installations
(which is accorded the highest priority), operational factors, environmental and
other local considerations, and distribution of excess capacity among existing in-
stallations, to name a few.

DoD Has ENOUGH EXCESS CAPACITY TO WARRANT
Two NEw BRAC ROUNDS

Methodology

The capacity analysis DoD conducted for this study clearly indicates that the De-
partment has enough excess capacity for two new BRAC rounds. The base capac-
ity analysis examined different categories of bases. The analysis focused on 259

! Statement of the Honorable William J. Perry, Secretary of Defense, Before the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission, March 1, 1995, p. 6.

2 Statement of General John Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Before the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, March 1, 1995, p. 14.

3 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, /1995 Report to the President, July 1,
1995, p. 3-2.

% For the purpose of this report, U.S. base structure refers to the bases in the United States and
its possessions, which is the definition used in the prior BRAC rounds.
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bases that the Military Departments identified as major installations for deter-
mining capacity in these categorie:s.S

For each base category, DoD defined a metric or a family of metrics. Each metric
is a ratio of an indicator of capacity (maneuver base acres, facility square feet,
etc.) with a relevant measure of U.S.-based force structure (maneuver brigades,
personnel spaces assigned, etc.) in 1989.

For some installation types, this analysis examined more than one indicator of ca-
pacity. In these cases, DoD established an upper and lower estimate of excess ca-
pacity, based on the different indicator values.

Next, DoD estimated future capacity needs by multiplying the 1989 metric value
by the post-QDR force structure measure for 2003. In essence, the result of the
multiplication is the amount of capacity required for future force structure, keep-
ing constant the ratio of capacity to force structure that existed in 1989. Finally,
DoD estimated the increase in excess capacity by subtracting this estimate of ca-
pacity requirements from the amount of capacity that will exist after BRAC 95.

This analysis uses 1989 as a benchmark and measures the increase in excess ca-
pacity that will occur by 2003. The analysis assumes that then-current facilities
were adequate to support missions. In fact, because the overwhelming majority of
closures and realignments from the previous BRAC rounds were implemented
after 1989, many categories of bases clearly had excess capacity in that year.

The results indicate that the amount of excess capacity is sufficiently large to jus-
tify authorization of new BRAC rounds. The method’s results, however, cannot
predict the exact number of potential closures or realignments in each category of -
installation, since it does not compare base capacity with absolute requirements
for that capacity. Nor, as noted previously, does it assess particular characteristics
of specific bases, which are critical to any specific decision. For example, this
analysis assigned each base to only one installation category. In fact, most bases
support more than one mission category. As a consequence, all categories of in-
stallations would be considered in subsequent BRAC rounds.

Results by Installation Type

The results of the analysis of excess base capacity are displayed by installation
type for each Military Service and the Defense Logistics Agency in Tables 3-1
through 3-4. :

3 .The 259 major installations are distributed among the Armed Forces as follows: 74 for the
" Army; 103 for the Navy and Marine Corps; 76 for the Air Force; and 6 for the Defense Logistics
Agency.
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" Table 3-1. Results of Excess Capacity Analysis for the Army

Installation category

.Change in Capacity Relative to Force Structure

Since 1989
(as a percentage of 2003 capacity)

Maneuver 2-14
Major Training, Active 22
Major Training, Reserve 1
Depots no increase
Administration no increase—19
Industrial 38
Schools 38-39
Test & Evaluation and Labs 39-62
Army Total 20-28

Table 3-2. Results of Excess Capacity Analysis for
the Department of the Navy

Installation category

Change in Capacity Relative to Force Structure
Since 1989

(as a percentage of 2003 capacity)

Bases

Navy 34

Marine Corps® 16-29
Air Stations” 13
Ordnance Stations 16-26
Training 23-53
Training Air Stations 21
Supply Installations 44
Aviation Depots® no increase
Shipyards® 6
USMC Logistics Bases no increase
Test & Evaluation and Labs 18
Construction Battalion Centers no increase
Navy Inventory Control Points 48
Administrative Activities 15
Navy and Marine Corps Total 21-22

# In this category, the Marine Corps acquired additional acreage since 1989 to address
documented shortfalls, thereby improving support for operational and training area require-
ments. This measure therefore overstates actual excess capacity.

® Because the method used to identify excess capacity uses a 1989 baseline as its
benchmark, it does not account for the excess capacity that already existed in these catego-

ries in that year.
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Table 3-3. Results of Excess Capacity Analysis for the Air Force

installation categofy Change in Capacity Relative to Force Structure
Since 1989
(as a percentage of 2003 capacity)

Administration 21
" Air Force Reserve® 69

Air National Guard no increase

Depots 4 no increase
Education and Training no increase—28
Missiles and Large Aircraft 17-18

Small Aircraft 2842

Space Operations no increase
Product Centers, Labs, and 24-38

Test and Evaluation

Air Force Total 20-24

® The Air Force Reserve Command (AFRC) metric measures apron area at the bases in
this category and Total Aircraft Inventory within the command. The increase in AFRC apron
area is the result of the realignment of March, Grissom and Homestead AFBs from active

duty bases to AFRC installations.

Table 3-4. Results of Excess Capacity Analysis for
the Defense Logistics Agency

Installation category Change in Capacity Relative to Force Structure
Since 1989
(as a percentage of 2003 capacity)
Distribution Depots 38
Supply Centers 29
DLA Total 35
Results for All DoD

DoD developed an estimate of excess capacity for all DoD by weighting the esti-
mates of excess capacity by Armed Force by the number of bases for each Armed
Force. Through this analysis, DoD estimates that it has about 23 percent excess

base capacity.

SUMMARY

DoD will continue to have excess base capacity after implementing all approved
BRAC actions from the prior rounds and the force structure reductions from the
QDR. An analysis of the Department’s enduring bases and future forces suggests




that the amount of excess base capacity today is sufficient to justify two new
BRAC rounds similar in size to BRAC 93 and BRAC 95.
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Chapter 4
- New BRAC Rounds Will Save Billions

Highlights—Savings from New BRAC Rounds
¢ New BRAC rounds will eliminate waste.
¢ DoD needs BRAC savings to maintain readiness and increase modernization.

¢ Two new BRAC rounds will produce additional savings of about $3 billion a
year after implementation.

¢ BRAC savings complement other savings from reengineerihg, consolidations,
and competition. Without anticipated BRAC savings, DoD will be unable to
fulfill the QDR ’s strategy for force structure, modernization, and quality of
life.

NEW BRAC ROUNDS WILL ELIMINATE WASTE

New BRAC rounds will enable DoD to save resources now being spent to operate
bases that are no longer required for our nation’s defense. However, the cost of
operating excess bases is not simply financial. It also diverts the attention of our
military leaders (more senior commanders must spend time managing bases rather
than forces) and dilutes their ability to focus on priority missions and core com-
petencies. The Department also wastes money when it is forced to operate ineffi-
ciently because it is prevented from undertakmg realignments that would improve
efficiency and reduce costs.

BRAC rounds are a proven way to eliminate wasteful spending. The Department

cannot eliminate waste in the base structure effectively unless the Congress pro-
vides the authority for new BRAC rounds.
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NEW BRAC ROUNDS ARE NEEDED TO MAINTAIN
READINESS AND FUND A ROBUST MODERNIZATION
PROGRAM

The Department needs the billions of dollars of recurring annual savings that new
BRAC rounds will create to maintain readiness and ensure a robust modernization
program in the coming years.

BRAC savings will help the Department maintain the readiness of U.S. forces, a
key element of the Department’s defense strategy. Ready forces provide the flexi-
bility needed to shape the global environment, to deter potential foes, and, if re-
quired, to rapidly respond to a broad spectrum of threats. Readiness is inextricably
linked to the quality of our military personnel. To attract and retain the personnel
of the highest caliber, DoD must provide sufficient resources in key quality of life
areas. Without additional rounds of BRAC, DoD will divert funds from other pri-
orities to sustain readiness. Conversely, savings from future BRAC rounds will
help ensure adequate funding for readiness and quality of life programs.

BRAC savings will also ensure a robust modernization program. Joint Vision
2010, the QDR, and the National Defense Panel report emphasize the importance

. of modernizing equipment and transforming our forces to prepare for the uncer-
tain threats of the next century by retaining superior military capabilities and by
exploiting emerging technologies. For example, the QDR states:

Today, the Department is witnessing a gradual aging of the overall force.
Many weapons systems and platforms that were purchased in the 1970s
and 1980s will reach the end of their useful service lives over the next
decade or so. It is essential that the Department increase procurement
spending now so that we can ensure tomorrow’s forces are every bit as
modern and capable as today’s. Sustained, adequate spending on the
modernization of the U.S. forces will be essential to ensuring that tomor-
row’s forces continue to dominate across the full spectrum of military
operations.'

Looking beyond equipment replacement to foreseeable military threats, the Na-
tional Defense Panel stressed the importance of new technologies and equipment
responding to a changing security environment.

! William S. Cohen, Secretary of Defense, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review,
Washington, DC: Department of Defense, May 1997, p. 14.
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The Panel recommended that:

the military services will have to tap into rapidly advancing technologies
to develop new military systems that can be applied within the frame-
work of new operational concepts executed by new kinds of military or-
ganizations.?

The Panel also noted that the transformation strategy that it advocates will take a
“willingness to put money, resources, and structure behind a process to foster
change.” In sum, implementing the Department’s strategy will require additional
~ funding for modernization.

New BRAC rounds are critical to increasing modernization funding in the next
decade. The Department believes that the fiscal environment in the coming years
will continue to support total DoD spending at roughly its current level, adjusted
for inflation. Under these circumstances, the Department will have to create sav-
ings and efficiencies within its operations to achieve and sustain the planned in-
creases in procurement. :

The DRI report provides a comprehensive blueprint for achieving these savings
and efficiencies. The DRI report states that success depends to a significant extent
upon eliminating excess capacity through more BRAC rounds.

TWO NEW BRAC ROUNDS WILL SAVE $3 BILLION
PER YEAR

Two new BRAC rounds will save the Department about $3 billion a year after
implementation.® This estimate is based on the level of costs and savings of
BRAC 93 and BRAC 95.° (Appendix F contains a detailed description of how
these savings were estimated.) The National Defense Panel found that an in-
creased emphasis on joint Service basing initiatives offered the potential for even
greater long-term BRAC savings.

Of course, future BRAC rounds will not pay for themselves immediately. They
will generate some up-front costs—for military construction at receiving installa-

2 National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st Century,
Washington, DC: National Defense Panel, December 1997, p. 57.

* Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st Century, p. 57.

* It is important to note that only additional BRAC rounds can create additional BRAC sav-
ings. DoD has already incorporated the savings from the prior BRAC rounds into its long-term
spending plans. After each prior BRAC round’s recommendations became final, the Department
identified estimated net BRAC savings in its long-term spending plans. The Department used those
savings to reduce out-year budget levels in the accounts affected and to fund as much of the De-
partment’s continuing requirements as possible.

3 The analysis in Appendix F concludes that savings from two rounds roughly equal in size to
BRAC 93 and BRAC 95 will ultimately save $3.4 billion a year.
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tions, moving costs, severance pay, and the like—in the first few years of each
round’s six-year implementation period. The current Future Years Defense Plan
includes $0.8 billion in FY02 and $1.4 billion in FY03 to pay for the initial im-
plementation costs for new BRAC rounds. These net costs are a necessary invest-
ment in our military’s future and will be more than offset by savings in the
implementation period.

WITHOUT NEW BRAC ROUNDS, DOD’S PROGRAM OF
INTERNAL EFFICIENCIES WILL BE HAMSTRUNG

Without the authority to close and realign bases effectively, DoD will have to ad-
just its spending plans to accommodate the loss of anticipated BRAC savings. The
Department can either reduce planned spending, attempt to wring greater efficien-
cies elsewhere, or a combination of the two.

Given the DRI’s aggressive efforts to create efficiencies, it is likely that the De-
partment would have to absorb most of the shortfall by reducing planned spend-
ing. In light of this, the absence of new BRAC authority would likely force the
Department to decide whether to postpone needed modernization, delay quality of
life programs, or reduce force structure, and therefore would diminish DoD’s
ability to carry out its transformation strategy. None of these are acceptable alter-
natives. '

- SUMMARY

Savings from future BRAC rounds are a critical element of plans to provide ade-
quate funding for the modernization and transformation of our forces and to sus-
tain high levels of readiness well into the next century. Experience suggests that
after implementation, two new BRAC rounds will generate annual savings of
about $3 billion. If the Congress does not provide new BRAC authorities, the De-
partment will have to make painful adjustments to its spending plans to accom-
modate the loss of anticipated BRAC savings.
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Chapter 5
Prior BRAC Processes Are a Good Model
for Future BRAC Rounds

Highlights—Proposed Process

¢ BRAC rounds in 2001 and 2005 would use essentially the same procedures
used in the prior BRAC rounds.

& DoD proposes to delay the start of each round by two months to provide more
time for the incoming Administration and Congress to prepare.

¢ The BRAC process is superior to alternative approaches to managing the size
and composition of the base structure.

FUTURE BRAC PROCEDURES WOULD BE SIMILAR TO
THOSE USED IN PRIOR ROUNDS

The BRAC process has proven to be the best tool to make difficult decisions that
impact both national security and local communities. The current authorizing stat-
ute (The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
510), as amended), provides an excellent basis for future adjustments to the DoD
base structure. Therefore, the Department proposes that BRAC rounds in 2001
and 2005 use essentially the same procedures that were used in the 1995 BRAC
round. The draft legislation that the Administration provided to the Congress in
February 1998 included detailed procedures for carrying out future BRAC rounds
(see Appendix C).

Experience implementing the prior BRAC rounds suggests that two new rounds,
four years apart, will facilitate the quality of DoD’s judgments about what to rec-
ommend to the BRAC Commission and the orderliness with which the Depart-
ment can implement the actions the Commission, the President, and the Congress
approve. Besides facilitating the formulation and implementation of BRAC rec-
ommendations, the four-year separation of time between two new rounds will give
each of the two Presidential administrations that succeed the current one its own
purview over the closures and realignments it will implement.
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One of the most important aspects of the prior BRAC processes was the develop-
ment of methodologies to assess the base structure and to develop recommenda-
tions for closure and realignment. In developing the BRAC authorities, Congress
provided mechanisms to ensure that the process would be fair, objective, and
open. The Department’s internal procedures also required BRAC assessments to
be fair, objective, and fully auditable.'

The prior BRAC processes required the Secretaries of the Military Departments
and Directors of the Defense Agencies to

¢ develop recommendations based exclusively upon a published force
structure plan and final selection criteria,

¢ consider all military installations inside the United States equally,
¢ analyze their base structure using like categories of bases,
¢ use objective meésures for the selection criteria wherever possible, and

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

DoD believes that, in general, these methodologies worked extremely well. The
Department plans to use similar criteria and methodologies in future BRAC
rounds. Appendix G discusses details of the Department’s proposed procedures.

The Department proposes one key change in the procedures for future BRAC
rounds: delaying the start of the process by two months.> A two-month delay
would benefit both the Administration and the Congress. January 2001 and 2005
mark the beginning of new Presidential administrations and new Congresses.
Timing of events required by the prior BRAC laws would require a variety of im-
portant BRAC decisions just days or weeks after the new administration assumed
office and the new session of Congress began. Delaying the process by about two
months would give the new Administration and the new Congress more time to
prepare for the BRAC process.

! DoD’s BRAC assessments were open to scrutiny after it forwarded its recommendations to
the Commission.

2 The Department proposes that the President nominate commissioners in March, instead of
January; that the Department issue its recommendations in May, instead of March; and that the
Commission transmit its final recommendations in September, instead of July.
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THE BRAC PROCESS IS SUPERIOR TO ALTERNATIVE
APPROACHES

The BRAC process is superior to alternative methods of managing the size and
composition of the Department’s base structure. The principal alternative to
BRAC is realigning and closing bases under Section 2687 of Title 10 of the
United States Code.> The BRAC process offers the Department and the Congress
substantial advantages over Section 2687.

In particular, the BRAC process ensures a consistent, fair, and equal treatment of
all military installations: ‘

¢ Data are certified to be accurate and complete.

¢ The Congress and the public are offeréd the opportunity to comment upon
the criteria through which bases are selected for closure and realignment.

¢ Basing requirements are tied to a published force structure plan.

¢ Public hearings and fully independent reviews by the General Accounting
Office, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, and the
Congress are integral parts of the BRAC process.

Of course, in the absence of new BRAC authorities, DoD could develop closure
and realignment recommendations on the basis of certified data, published crite-
ria, and a common force structure plan. However, such recommendations would
lack the strong independent review and validation provided under BRAC authori-
ties.

In addition, closure and realignment decisions under the BRAC authority enjoy an
exemption from the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), thus avoid- -
ing a lengthy and disruptive study period and the likelihood of litigation by poten-
tially impacted parties. The reuse of a former base, however, is subject to the
NEPA, as is the implementation of a relocation recommendation. DoD believes
that this is both appropriate and useful.

Beyond the analysis and selection processes, the current BRAC authority includes
special provisions for property disposal and base reuse that are of great benefit to
the affected local communities. This program of community-friendly legal
authorities applies only to government properties made surplus by BRAC actions.

3 Section 2687 applies to the closure of bases at which at least 300 civilian personnel are
authorized to be employed and to any realignment involving a reduction of 1,000 civilian person-
nel authorizations, or of more than 50 percent of the civilian authorizations at such bases.
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In contrast, Section 2687 does not offer the same advantages as the BRAC process
and has many drawbacks. To close and realign bases under Section 2687, the De-
partment must notify Congress as part of its request for authorization of appro-
priations and must provide the Congress an evaluation of the fiscal, local
economic, budgetary, environmental, strategic, and operational consequences of
proposed closures and realignments. One of the most important drawbacks is the
requirement to complete a full environmental study under the NEPA before a clo-
sure or realignment decision is made and sent to Congress. While such studies are
under way, usually for a period of 12 to 18 months, litigation and other obstacles
are likely to arise that will effectively derail all realignment and closure proposals.
Finally, even if all the Section 2687 reports can be provided without disabling liti-
gation, the individual actions can still be thwarted by withholding the appropria-
tion of funds to execute a closure or realignment.

The limitations of Section 2687 are well recognized. Indeed, Congress authorized
the BRAC 88, 91, 93, and 95 rounds in large part because it recognized that Sec-
tion 2687 alone effectively prohibits the Department from making needed changes
in its base structure. ‘

The Department can take some actions to reduce base capacity outside of the

BRAC process and Section 2687, and is planning to do so. For example, by 2003,

DoD plans to demolish some 8,000 buildings, totaling 50 million square feet, that

are no longer needed. DoD also plans to improve management and operations by

- undertaking reorganizations and consolidations that do not require BRAC actions
or Congressional notification under Section 2687. However, since the threshold
that triggers the 2687 reporting process is very low, i.e., closures of installations
with 300 or more civilian personnel and realignments impacting 50 percent (or
1,000 civilian personnel), very few closures or realignments could be pursued out-
side the 2687 process.

New authority to pursue BRAC rounds would permit DoD to undertake realign-
ments that would make important contributions to the Revolution in Military Af-
fairs and the Revolution in Business Affairs. Improving military operations and
business practices frequently requires consolidating or relocating functions. In the
absence of new BRAC rounds, the impractical 2687 process would severely con-
strain the Department’s ability to undertake needed realignments.

For the above reasons, the Department believes that new BRAC rounds are not
only essential to advancing DoD priorities, but are also the best mechanism for
protecting and balancing community needs and interests. While alternatives to
BRAC exist, such as Section 2687, they are less advantageous for DoD, Congress,
and local communities.
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SUMMARY

For future BRAC rounds, DoD proposes to use virtually the same procedures used
in previous rounds to develop selection criteria, apply analytical methodologies,
recommend bases for realignment and closure, and provide for independent re-
views. After considering the alternatives, the Department continues to believe that
BRAC authorities provide a proven and superior method for managing the size
and composition of the base structure.
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Chapter 6

Actual Costs of Earlier BRAC Rounds Reflect

Budget Estimates

T S S P B AT — s : T o = —

savings.

¢ To date, the rotal one-time costs of implementing BRAC actions are less than
or roughly equal to the initial budget estimates.

¢ Spending for individual fiscal years and revenue from land sales have varied
from initial budget plans. These variations do not materially affect long-term

& Overall one-time costs of implementing the prior BRAC rounds are consistent
with recent budget estimates that DoD has provided to the Congress.

¢ Costs funded outside of the BRAC accounts represent a small percentage of
BRAC costs. These costs are generally not additive to other federal programs.
They also produce a number of benefits for individuals and communities.

Highlights—Costs of Earlier Rounds

INTRODUCTION

Section 2824 requires that the Department provide Congress with detailed data on
BRAC costs, to the extent information is available, displayed by BRAC round;
Military Service, type of installation, and fiscal year, for the following categories:

*

*

*

R

Operation and maintenance
Military construction
Environmental restoration
Economic assistance
Unemployment compensation

Health care.

This chapter addresses these costs to the extent information is available. Detailed
tables that display these costs and compare them to previous submissions to the
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Congress and the Base Closure Commission are contained in separate volumes of
this report. The lack of available information prevented DoD from developing
comprehensive costs for health care.

Because the subject of BRAC costs is complex, this chapter begins with an over-
view that discusses

& what constitutes a BRAC cost,
¢ the time period during which BRAC costs are incurred, and
¢ the role that costs play in selecting bases for closure and realignment.

After the overview, this chapter explains why estimates of BRAC costs change
over time and why actual costs match recent budget estimates. It then discusses
environmental restoration costs. The final section of this chapter discusses costs
indirectly related to BRAC, such as economic assistance costs. These costs, a
small percentage of total costs, are conceptually different from BRAC implemen-
tation costs themselves and produce a number of significant benefits.

OVERVIEW OF BRAC IMPLEMENTATION COSTS

Definition of BRAC Implementation Costs

BRAC implementation costs consist of the one-time expenses associated with the
overall base closure and realignment effort. The key characteristics of such costs
are that they are directly related to implementing a BRAC action, i.e., they would
not be incurred except for the BRAC action. These costs represent the near-term
investment required to generate long-term BRAC savings. The Department cur-
rently estimates that implementing the four prior BRAC rounds will cost about
$23 billion from 1988 through 2001.

Two separate budget accounts have been established for BRAC implementation
costs. The DoD Base Closure Account provides funding to implement BRAC 88
actions; the DoD Base Closure Account 1990 provides funding to implement
BRAC 91, 93, and 95 actions. Both accounts are part of DoD’s overall budget for
military construction, though they pay for many BRAC-related activities in addi-
tion to construction, such as relocating personnel and equipment and performing
environmental remediation. The BRAC budget accounts include the following
categories of spending:

& Military Construction. Most BRAC actions require the relocation of some
functions from a closing or realigning base to a gaining base or bases. In
some cases, the gaining installations must construct some new facilities or
alter existing ones to accommodate the influx of personnel and equipment
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from the closing or realigning installation. The BRAC accounts pay for
this construction and alteration. '

¢ Family Housing. Similarly, gaining installations may construct new family
housing units to accommodate the personnel that they receive as a result of
a closure or realignment. The construction of new housing units is a one-
time cost.

¢ Operation and Maintenance. The BRAC accounts pay for a variety of op-
eration and maintenance costs. These include severance pay for civilian
- workers, moving costs for civilians who relocate, transportation of equip-
ment, some real property maintenance, and program management. BRAC
accounts pay for caretaker costs, but not facility-related operation and
maintenance activities prior to closure and the establishment of the care-
taker regime.

¢ Military Personnel, Permanent Change of Station. The BRAC accounts
pay for moving military personnel and their dependents from closing and
realigning bases to other installations. They also pay for travel, subsis-
tence, and related costs for temporary duty assignments for these military
personnel.

& Environmental Restoration. The BRAC accounts fund environmental res-
toration.

Time Period for Incurring BRAC Implementation Costs

The law requires the Department to complete implementation of each BRAC ac-
tion within six years.of the date on which the President transmitted to the Con-
gress the report that approved the action. The Department begins to implement
each BRAC round, and therefore begins to incur the one-time implementation
costs in the fiscal year immediately following approval of the round, and contin-
-ues to incur costs, until the end of the six-year period. For example, DoD will in-
cur costs for BRAC 95 from FY96 to FYOL.

The pattern of spending for BRAC costs over the six-year period varies by BRAC
round. For BRAC 93, for example, the Department incurred most of the costs
early in the period. More than 70 percent of the one-time implementation costs
were funded in the first three years. For BRAC 95, DoD expects costs to be spread
more evenly over the six-year period, with about 50 percent of costs funded in the
first three years and 50 percent funded in the last three years.

The Role of Costs in Selecting Bases for Closure or Realignment

The criteria used in the BRAClprocess focused on individual closure and realign-
ment options, not on the entire package of options. They gave priority considera-
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tion to the military value of closure and realignment alternatives. However, the
criteria also required DoD and the Base Closure Commission to consider, among
other factors, the cost of implementing BRAC actions and the potential savings.

While each BRAC action must stand on its own against alternative ways to reduce
excess base capacity, DoD also had to consider the aggregated implementation
costs. Each BRAC round had to be affordable in the short term as well as cost--
effective over the long run. In 1995, for example, considerations of the affordabil-
ity of the entire package limited its size.

DoD and the Base Closure Commission used the Cost of Base Realignment Ac-
tions (COBRA) computer model to ensure the consistent treatment of costs and
savings as they developed individual recommendations. Once BRAC decisions

were approved, DoD refined the COBRA estimates to develop budget plans for
implementing approved BRAC actions.'

The treatment of environmental costs is one of the most important differences
between the COBRA model and the Department’s budget estimates. Budget esti-
mates include environmental costs because the Department must budget funds to
clean up BRAC installations. The COBRA model excluded environmental resto-
ration costs because, in general, these costs would be incurred whether or not an
installation is impacted by BRAC, and because inclusion of environmental resto-
ration costs in the BRAC analysis might result in an installation being retained
because of high cleanup costs—a perverse incentive. Therefore, DoD’s policy was
to exclude environmental restoration costs as a consideration in the Department’s
development of closure and realignment recommendations, and consequently en-
vironmental restoration costs were not treated in the COBRA model. ’

CosST ESTIMATES CHANGE OVER TIME

Every year since 1990, the Department has provided the Congress with justifica-
tion books that contain budget estimates for BRAC costs and savings. These justi-
fication books cover the full implementation period for each BRAC round. DoD
submits separate budget justification books for each BRAC round for each Mili-
tary Department and affected Defense Agency.

DoD updates its estimates of BRAC implementation costs annually. The estimates
change over time as implementation proceeds. Part of the variation can be ex-

! Section 2824 requires this report to compare, to the extent information is available, the esti-
mates of costs and savings that DoD submitted to the Base Closure Commission with actual sav-
ings by Armed Service, BRAC round, fiscal year, type of spending category, and installation type.
Information was not available to develop a complete comparison because many of the COBRA
analyses that would be required no longer exist. DoD reached this conclusion after searching rec-
ords in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Armed Services, the Center for Naval Analyses,
the General Accounting Office, and the Base Closure Commission’s archives at the Washington
National Records Center’s warehouses. A
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plained by the very nature of the budgeting process. BRAC budgets were pro-
jected for six-year periods. Over that time, circumstances change, and DoD ad-
justs budgets accordingly.

Increased experience in closures and changes in statutes and policies related to
property disposal, which were enacted to benefit local communities, were also
important sources of differences between initial and subsequent BRAC cost esti-
mates. Before 1993, DoD sought to sell surplus land at BRAC bases at fair market
value. DoD planned to use revenues from land sales to partially offset BRAC
costs. Accordingly, initial budget estimates for BRAC 88 and 91 assumed DoD
would receive a total of $4.1 billion in revenue from land sales at BRAC bases.
These expectations of the value of proceeds from land sales proved unrealistic.

Furthermore, in 1993, the Clinton Administration and Congress changed property
disposal and base reuse policies to offer flexible terms in transferring surplus land
to BRAC communities via economic development conveyances to speed eco-
nomic redevelopment and job creation.

Experience and these policy and statutory changes meant that projections for
revenues from land sales had to be reduced. DoD adjusted its BRAC budget esti-
mates to reflect the new system for property disposal. DoD now projects that land"
sales from all four rounds will produce revenue of about $0.1 billion.>

The Congressional Budget Office, the General Accounting Office, and others have
all noted that BRAC cost estimates have changed over the years.? The fact that the
budget estimates have changed does not mean that BRAC costs are out of control
or that costs will grow so large as to cancel savings. Neither conclusion is correct.
The changing estimates simply reflect experience, changing policies, and the in-
herent difficulty of accurately projecting complex budget requirements many years
in advance. Even in the case of BRAC 88, where reestimated net costs exceeded
savings during the six-year implementation period, DoD is now realizing annual
savings of about $700 million. Chapter 7 demonstrates that DoD and the taxpay-
ers will benefit every year from the billions of dollars in savings created by the
BRAC process and that, in fact, savings are likely to be greater than expected.

2 Revenues from land sales are discussed in the context of BRAC costs because DoD’s budget
presentations display revenues from land sales as an offset to costs. '

3 See, for example, Congressional Budget Office, Closing Military Bases, An Interim Assess-
ment. CBO: Washington, DC, December 1996, pp. 59-69.
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ACTUAL BRAC Co0STS REFLECT BUDGET ESTIMATES

For the purpose of this report, DoD defines actual costs as obligations.* DoD has
reported actual BRAC obligations to the Congress every year since 1990.° As
shown in Table 6-1, through 1997 obligations from the BRAC accounts are close
to or less than the first budget estimates that the Department provided to the Con-
gress after the announcement of each BRAC round and to recent budget estimates.

As Table 6-1 indicates, total obligations from 1990 through 1997 for all of DoD
for BRAC 88 and BRAC 93 are substantially less than initial budget estimates.
Actual obligations for BRAC 88 are about $1.3 billion less than the projection in
the first (FY91) BRAC 88 budget estimate. Actual obligations for BRAC 93 are
also about $1.3 billion less than originally projected in the FY95 budget. Obliga-
tions for BRAC 91 and BRAC 95 are essentially equal to original projections.
Actual obligations for BRAC 91 to date are one-tenth of one percent higher than
originally projected (for FY93). Actual obligations for BRAC 95 to date are about

- 1.8 percent higher than original (FY97) projections. Planned spending has varied,
however, on a year-by-year basis.

Obligations for all BRAC rounds are equal to about. 98 percent of the budget esti-
mates for those years, as stated in the Department’s most recent budget justifica-
tion materials. Thus, as budget estimates changed over the years, the Department
has continued to update its reports to Congress so that they reflected actual costs
whenever possible.

Separate volumes of this report contain a detailed comparison of budget estimates
and obligations presented by Armed Force, BRAC round, fiscal year, and budget
category. Those volumes also present data on costs by type of installation for the
Army and Air Force.®

BRAC DOES NOT IMPOSE SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS

Environmental restoration costs bring a particular complexity to the overall pic-
ture of BRAC costs. First, these costs are excluded from the cost estimates used
by DoD and the Base Closure Commission in deciding from among BRAC op-
tions. Second, for budgeting purposes, environmental costs are included in the

* DoD financial regulations define obligations as amounts of orders placed, contracts awarded,
services received, and similar transactions during an accounting period that will require payment
during the same, or a future, period. ‘

5 These reports are required by section 207(a)(4) of Public Law 100-526 and section 2906(c)
of Public Law 101-510, as amended.

8 The lack of available data prevented DoD from collecting obligation data for the Department
of Navy by type of installation.
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Table 6-1. DoD-Wide BRAC Budget Estimates and Obligations

($ millions)
Iltem 1990 1991 1992 _ 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total

BRAC 88

FY91 budget 549.3 998.1 1,148.1 750.7 281.1 64.9 3,921.2

estimate .

FY99 budget 473.3 989.3 | - 699.2 432.4 12.8 92.3 2,699.3

estimate

Obligations 468.7 982.0 689.5 420.6 12.8 91.4 2,665.0
BRAC 91

FY93 budget 100.0 | 1,743.6 | 1,726.1 739.8 288.2 190.5 | 4,788.2

estimate .

FY99 budget ‘ 3447 | 1,359.5 | 1,243.5 633.3 965.7 333.6 | 4,855.6°

estimate ‘

Obligations 326.0 | 1,351.7 | 1,234.2 628.0 947.8 3054 | 4,793.1
BRAC 93 ‘ ‘

FY95 budget 1,1440 | 2,322.9 | 2,648.4 9848 | 7,100.1

estimate .

FY99 budget : 1,1746 | 2,059.0 | 1,886.2 944 1 6,063.9°

estimate

Obligations 1,150.9 | 2,025.9 | 1,854.5 808.2 | 5,839.5
BRAC 95 _ '

FY97 budget 8526 | 1,182.7 | 2,035.3

estimate

FY99 budget : 902.4 | 1,293.2 | 2,195.6°

estimate . .

Obligations 8845 | 1,187.8 | 2,072.3

Note: Costs presented in this table include environmental costs and exclude revenues from land sales. This
table contains data through 1997 because that is the most recent full fiscal year for which data exists on obliga-
tions. DoD will incur BRAC costs through 2001. Separate volumes of this report contain detailed budget estimates
for costs from 1998 through 2001. Obligation data in this table are current as of September 30, 1997. Obligation
data vary over time as new obligations are incurred and some funds are deobligated. For this reason, obligation
data in the detailed tables may not match the data in this table.

2 An additional $61.6 million is budgeted for FY98.
® An additional $1,227.6 million is budgeted for FY98 and FY99.
° An additional $4,938.3 million is budgeted for FY98 through 2001.

BRAC account (and reflected in the costs displayed in Table 6-1) even though, in
many cases, DoD is liable for those costs whether or not the installations are rec-
ommended for closure or realignment. Third, in some cases, environmental reme-
diation continues at BRAC bases after the end of the six-year implementation
period.

DoD has consistently excluded environmental restoration costs when it has devel-
oped closure and realignment options with the BRAC analysis process. Their ex-
clusion, repeatedly affirmed by Congress, is based upon two considerations. First,
in general, the vast majority of environmental restoration costs would be incurred
whether or not an installation is impacted by BRAC. The refinement of environ-
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mental restoration costs will become sharper once a base is slated for closure, and
the pace of cleanup may be accelerated and otherwise adjusted as the community
develops its reuse plans. Second, were environmental cleanup costs to be included
in the financial analysis of closure options, an installation with a high cleanup cost
might be retained in favor of closing a base with a lower cleanup cost. Such a
policy would create a perverse incentive to encourage pollution as a means of pre-
serving a base.

Once a base is approved for closure or realignment, all the environmental restora-
tion costs are added to the BRAC cost account. Rather than simply allocating
BRAC-related adjustments in the environmental restoration to the BRAC account,
DoD, again with Congress’s consent, treats all environmental restoration costs as
a BRAC expense. Previously programmed environmental restoration funds are
transferred into the BRAC accounts, and an accounting barrier is erected between
the restoration expenses of BRAC and those of non-BRAC installations.

The net effect of these two policies is that the overall BRAC costs increase from
estimates provided to the BRAC -Commissions, and the remediation portion of
BRAC costs tend to overstate the BRAC impact on a base’s remediation plan.

Some incorrectly assume that the restoration costs are necessarily a direct result of
the closure. The BRAC process may cause the Department to incur environmental
restoration costs at some bases sooner than might otherwise have been the case,
but generally does not impose significant new environmental costs. Acceleration
of costs often results from the BRAC decision, and acceleration, while increasing
near-term costs, might actually reduce overall cleanup costs at a base. (For exam-
ple, acceleration might prevent contamination from spreading or reduce fines, and
thereby reduce costs.) In other words, over the long term, in most cases the De-
partment would have incurred similar costs, perhaps somewhat higher or lower,
with or without BRAC.

DoD will incur some costs for environmental cleanup after the end of the six-year
implementation period at some BRAC installations. These costs reflect ongoing
DoD liabilities and are projected to amount to $0.3 billion in 2002 and about $0.2
billion in 2003 .

~ 7 DoD projects these costs to total about $1.9 billion after 2003.
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FUNDS OUTSIDE OF THE BRAC ACCOUNT ARE A
SMALL PERCENTAGE OF BRAC Co0sSTS

Only a Very Small Portion of Direct BRAC Implementation Costs
Are Paid with Non-BRAC Funds

It is important to note that the cost comparison discussed above does not consider
spending that the Department might have undertaken to implement directly BRAC
actions with funds other than those in the BRAC accounts. Some relatively small
BRAC-related costs are paid from non-BRAC accounts. Such costs are associated
with some operation and maintenance activities, the Homeowners Assistance Pro-
gram, and a variety of other actions.

Other One-Time Costs Indirectly Associated W1th BRAC Are Also
Relatively Small

Section 2824 requires this report to address indirect costs incurred by the follow- -
ing:

- & DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA). OEA issues grants that help
BRAC communities establish local representative organizations to plan
base reuse and to assist with their economic adjustment. OEA has helped

establish such organizations in more than 100 BRAC communities since
1988 °

& Department of Labor (DoL). Through existing retraining authorities, DoL.
assists displaced DoD workers through counseling, retraining, and job
search assistance.

¢ Commerce Department’s Economic Development Administration (EDA).
As part of its community revitalization effort, the EDA provides grants to
improve former bases’ infrastructure as a means to fac111tate base reuse.
This program has assisted 76 BRAC impacted installations.’

¢ Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). As part of its airport development
authority, FAA has issued grants to fund capital improvements to convert
former military airfields into new civilian airports.

Other indirect costs of BRAC rounds are unemployment compensation, early re-
tirement and voluntary retirement, and military health care.

¥ OEA also assists communities affected by reductions in defense industries. This report ad-
dresses only OEA costs directly associated with BRAC communities.

® This report addres;es only EDA costs directly associated with BRAC communities.
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OEA, DOL, EDA, AND FAA COSTS

Costs Are Relatively Small

Some have questioned whether DoD minimizes its BRAC costs by ignoring costs
that BRAC might impose on other government programs. The Department found
that the costs for these programs are small in comparison to other BRAC costs.
Through 1997, these organizations have incurred one-time costs of about

$956 million in BRAC communities (see Table 6-2). Collectively, these costs rep-
resent only about four percent of BRAC implementation costs over the same pe-
riod. It is also important to note that these are one-time costs. That is, these costs
are incurred only once to produce specific benefits. In this context, such benefits
might be a reuse plan for a closing base, a retrained worker, an upgraded water
system, or a new control tower. Spending for each project stops after the benefit
has been delivered. Most of these programs were in place before BRAC and will
continue after BRAC’s completion. In many cases, spending for BRAC commu-
nities was accommodated within each program’s existing budget plan. BRAC-
related needs simply competed with other communities’ requests for finite assis-
tance resources.

Table 6-2. Other Spending at BRAC Locations

($ millions)

Agency 1988 | 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Total
OEA 0.3 1.0 0.6 56 9.7 _ 30.7 20.7 26.8 25.1 6.1 | 126.7
DoL - - - 24.6 13.1 67.5 29.1 40.9 8.5 7.2 | 190.8
E_DA - - - - 0.0°| 196 | 101.3 74.3 44.9 63.2 | 303.3
FAA 7.9 13.4 8.6 271 20.5 33.1 48.5 442 65.8 66.0 | 335.1

Total 8.2 143 9.2 57.3 43.4 | 150.9 | 199.6 | 186.2 | 144.4 | 1425 | 955.9

2 Less than $0.1 million.

Costs Need to Be Distinguished from Other BRAC Costs

The costs and benefits associated with these programs are fundamentally different
from the costs and benefits associated with actually closing and realigning bases.
In the context of actual closures and realignments, the one-time implementation
costs produce a benefit in the form of savings. DoD receives a perpetual stream of
savings as a result of incurring the one-time implementation costs. In contrast,
these programs produce benefits for the individuals and communities that receive
grants and assistance, not for DoD.

Costs Are Offset by Benefits to Individuals, Communities, and the Federal Government

The cost of these programs is offset (br more than offset) by the benefits that ac-
crue to individuals, communities, and the federal government. These benefits, al-
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though not always easily quantified, are nonetheless tangible. New commercial
airports will benefit communities well into the future. They also serve a national
need in addressing a chronic shortage of airports. Similarly, workers—retrained to
ease their transition to the private sector—improve their own economic status,
assist in attracting new industry, and contribute tax dollars to their communities
and the federal government.

The ability of the majority of BRAC communities to gain more jobs following
BRAC actions compared to the pre-BRAC period is an indication that the benefits
from non-DoD assistance programs are tangible. Typically, these benefits and the
resulting economic redevelopment are feasible only because DoD turns over as-
sets in the form of real estate (such as airfields, warehouses, and office buildings)
and related equipment to communities to assist their transition. The skilled labor
force, trained at DoD’s expense, is another DoD asset that benefits the commu-
nity. Therefore, the modest expenditures for non-DoD assistance programs should
be viewed as not only outlays of funds, but also as tangible benefits to individuals,
communities, and the federal government.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Data are not available to provide base-by-base estimates of costs for unemploy-
ment compensation. However, a DoD analysis found that unemployment compen-
sation costs are also relatively small as a percentage of BRAC costs. The analysis
concluded that unemployment costs for DoD civilian employees who lost their
jobs due to BRAC are equal to less than 0.4 percent of BRAC implementation
costs. The analysis is summarized below and explained in detail in Appendix H.

The Department examined the amount that it had reimbursed the states for unem-
ployment claims made by former DoD civilian employees at 30 BRAC bases.
These bases were selected because the closure or realignment process was initi-
ated and completed between 1994 and 1997. The analysis was limited to this time
interval because data were available only for this four-year period. The Depart-
ment filtered the data to try to distinguish unemployment claims associated with
BRAC from those linked to other causes. The analysis focused only on former
DoD civilian personnel because, for civilians, unemployment compensation is
closely associated with the loss of one’s job. In contrast, military personnel are
more likely to collect unemployment compensation for reasons that are unrelated
to BRAC."

DoD estimates that the unemployment compensation costs for former DoD civil-
ian employees for all four BRAC rounds will total about $90 million, or less than

10 Many states allow discharged military personnel to collect unemployment compensation,
and data suggest that many leaving the Services take advantage of this benefit. Also, even those
military personnel discharged because of a BRAC action are likely to be discharged from a loca-
tion other than the base affected by BRAC. Thus, it is extremely difficult to establish a link be-
tween BRAC and unemployment compensation collected by military personnel.
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0.4 percent of BRAC implementation costs.'! To place this number in context,
DoD pays about $100 million per year for unemployment compensation to civil-
ian employees who leave for all causes. Assuming that half of all BRAC unem-
ployment claims fall in the 1994-t0-1997 period, DoD estimates that BRAC
accounted for about 11 percent of all DoD civilian unemployment claims for these
years. The analysis also concluded that those who lost their DoD civilian jobs as a
result of BRAC were less likely to collect unemployment compensation than those
who lost their jobs for other reasons, for example, due to work-force reductions at
non-BRAC bases. This may be due to the aggressive reemployment outreach that
the Department and local communities provide to employees affected by BRAC.

The results of this analysis further indicate that unemployment effects of BRAC
closures were, in most communities, far less severe than anticipated:

& About one out of every seven people who lost their jobs as a result of
BRAC actually applied for unemployment benefits.

¢ The typical length of unemployment among those who collected unem-
ployment benefits is about 17 weeks, although most people were eligible
to receive compensation for 26 weeks.

¢ In the typical labor market area, DoD civilian unemployment claims as a
result of BRAC comprise only a small percentage of the claims of the total
unemployed force in the area.

¢ In the few communities where BRAC significantly increased unemploy-
ment, the duration of the effect appears to have been short.

EARLY RETIREMENT AND VOLUNTARY SEPARATION COSTS

The costs for early retirement and voluntary separation programs for DoD civilian
employees are a small percentage of total BRAC implementation costs. Congress
authorized these programs to reduce the number of involuntary separations.

Early Retirement

DoD offered early retirement to eligible civilian employees at BRAC installations.
The Department estimates that about 9,200 civilian employees at BRAC bases

' On one hand, the estimate of $90 million might be low if a higher percentage of eligible
former DoD civilian employees collected unemployment compensation in the early 1990s when
_economic conditions were not as favorable as at present. On the other hand, the estimate of $90
million may be high because the analysis may include some unemployment claims that are attribut-
able to the drawdown in force structure, not BRAC.
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took advantage of this program from 1989 to 1997.'2 The Office of Personnel
Management determined that each early retirement results in an increased cost _
that is equal to a one-time assessment of 26 percent of the employee’s final annual
earnings.'® Final annual earnings of DoD civilians taking early retirement are es-
timated to be about $44,600. Accordingly, the average cost for each early retire-
ment is about $11,600. The cost of early retirement at BRAC bases is estimated to
total $107 million from 1989 through 1997. Although generally paid outside of
the BRAC account, this total is equal to less than one-half of one percent of
BRAC costs over the same period.

Voluntary Separation Incentives

The Department offered voluntary separation payments to individuals at BRAC
installations under the authority provided by Section 5597 of Title 5, United
States Code. DoD estimates that about 14,750 civilian employees at BRAC bases
received these payments from 1993 to-1997. The Department estimates that the
average voluntary separation payment was $22,575. (Section 5597 sets the maxi-
mum payment at $25,000.) The Department estimates the cost of voluntary sepa-
ration incentives at BRAC bases totals about $333 million from 1993 through
1997. This represents about 2.4 percent of BRAC costs over the same period.
DoD financial regulations permit the Military Departments to use BRAC funds to
pay for separation incentives.

MILITARY HEALTH CARE COSTS

The costs (and savings) associated with changes in military health care are in-
cluded in the Department’s BRAC budget estimates. However, the lack of avail-
able data prevents the Department from separating these costs from other BRAC
costs in many instances. For example, when a base hospital or clinic closes along
with the rest of the installation, the Department’s cost estimates and obligation
data may not distinguish costs uniquely associated with the medical facilities from
those of the rest of the base.

The impact on health care costs and savings resulting from BRAC actions is a
complex issue. Typically when an installation and its hospital close, hospital as-
sets (personnel, operation and maintenance funding, supplies on-hand or pro-
grammed, and programmed construction funding) are either redistributed to meet
needs elsewhere or “saved.”

12 DoD estimates that a total of 46,900 civilian employees took early retirement from 1992
through 1997. Estimated early retirements associated with BRAC (9,200) therefore represent about
20 percent of all DoD early retirements. The 20 percent figure is consistent with the finding in
Chapter 7 that BRAC accounts for about 20 percent of the post-Cold War reduction in DoD civil-
ian employees.

13 The 26 percent figure is the net present value of the stream of costs and savings associated
with early retirements.
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The disposition of the demands of the population served by the closing hospital is
even more complex. Active duty personnel and their dependents either relocate to
other military installations or leave the military through force structure reductions.
Those who relocate represent marginal cost increases to the receiving military
hospitals. Retirees (and their family members or survivors) usually remain in the
BRAC area. Those who are not Medicare-eligible (generally under the age of 65)
may use CHAMPUS more frequently than before the closure. Increased use of
CHAMPUS represents an increased cost to DoD. Those who are over 65 must
usually rely on Medicare and represent a savings to DoD (except for the DoD-
supported pharmacy benefit that may be available). Of course, the shifts from di-
rect military care to CHAMPUS and Medicare affect only that subset of the eligi-
ble local population that actually used the military facility.'* Complicating all of
this is the behavior of individuals in their demand for health care as the cost, lo-
cation, and convenience of obtaining medical services change.

The methodology used within the COBRA model to estimate health care costs and
savings initially assumed that direct patient care provided to retirees, their family
members, and survivors would shift to CHAMPUS, but on a less than one-for-one

- basis. Approximately 20 percent of the workload was assumed to shift to Medi-
care and therefore would not be a DoD cost. These assumptions likely overstated
the CHAMPUS cost estimates, because (1) there are other factors for patients not
opting for CHAMPUS, and (2) at most installations Medicare-eligible beneficiar-
ies accounted for well over 20 percent of the workload for other than active duty
members and their families.

BRAC 95 actions have not matured enough to assess actual savings; estimated
savings were due largely to shifting Medicare-eligible beneficiaries from the
military system to Medicare. The net costs or savings to the Federal Government
as a whole cannot be assessed because current resource and accounting systems do
not collect or report the required data.

- At the present time, the Department is working to understand and model the im-
pacts of changes resulting from BRAC-related and other force structure actions. In
the future under a fully operational TRICARE program, the beneficiary population
will be, in large part, enrolled in some form of military-sponsored health care.
This will make assessing any BRAC impact much easier and more reliable than in
the past. Also, health care costs and savings will receive greater visibility in future
BRAC actions.

SUMMARY

Actual costs for BRAC are largely consistent with the recent budget estimates that
the Department has provided to the Congress. These estimates have indeed
changed over time as the Department gained more experience implementing

'* Dependents and retirees use DoD medical facilities on a space-available basis.
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BRAC actions and as policies changed. Other federal agencies have costs that are
indirectly related to BRAC, but such costs are small relative to BRAC implemen-
tation costs, produce important benefits to individuals and communities, and are
frequently funded within normal program budgets.
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Chapter 7
BRACs 83-95 Are Saving Billions

Highlights—BRACs 88-95 Are Already Saving Billions

¢ The four prior BRAC rounds are saving the Department billions of dollars in
savings that are enhancing readiness, modernization, and quality of life roday.

¢ Different estimates confirm the general level of BRAC savings that the De-
partment has reported to the Congress and the Base Closure Commission.

INTRODUCTION

The prior BRAC rounds are saving the Department billions of dollars every year.
In fact, actual savings are probably greater than recent DoD estimates. The previ-
ous chapter discussed the cost side of the BRAC financial equation. This chapter
discusses the BRAC savings estimates, the accuracy of the Department’s initial
estimates, the auditability of these data, and alternative estimates of BRAC sav-
ings. :

THE PRIOR BRAC ROUNDS ARE SAVING BILLIONS

The four prior BRAC rounds, taken in aggregate, are saving DoD billions of dol-
lars annually. This sum will increase substantially through 2001 and will be sus-
tained over the long term. Our estimates indicate that 1998 is a landmark year for
the BRAC process. This year, the cumulative savings of the four prior BRAC
rounds will have completely offset the cumulative costs to date. DoD estimates
that cumulative net savings will total about $14 billion through 2001, and projects
annual savings of $5.6 billion in 2002 and each year thereafter. This dramatic
level of savings will permit the Department to increase spending on the moderni-
zation and transformation of our forces, while sustaining high levels of readiness.

BRAC SAVINGS MUST BE ESTIMATED

All organizations, not just DoD, must estimate the savings produced by manage-
ment reforms, consolidations, and reorganizations. Accounting systems keep ac-
curate records of costs; no parallel systems exist to track savings. Therefore,
savings must be estimated. The fact that organizations must estimate savings,
however, does not mean that the savings are not real. The primary reason that
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business and government reform management practices, consolidate operations,
and improve organizational structures is precisely to generate these savings.

Because the subject of BRAC savings is complicated, it is best to start with a clear
definition of savings, and then explain why savings must be estimated.

Definition of Savings

DoD defines BRAC savings as the difference between (1) what the Department
would have spent in the absence of the BRAC process to operate its base structure
and (2) what the Department actually spent (or plans to spend) for this function,
plus gains in efficiency that would not have been possible without BRAC.

BRAC creates savings because it permits the Department to avoid costs that it
would have incurred were it not for BRAC:

¢ First, BRAC saves base operating support costs, i.e., the costs to “open the

door and turn on the lights.” When bases are closed, DoD no longer needs
to pay for physical security, fire protection, utilities, property maintenance,
accounting, payroll, and a variety of other costs that are linked specifically

_to operating the base. When bases are realigned, base operating support
costs frequently are reduced. Note that base operating support costs ex-
clude costs for activities that are directly linked to the day-to-day opera-
tions of the forces stationed at the installation, such as weapons
maintenance and fuel for aircraft, ships, tanks, etc.

¢ Second, BRAC saves other costs because consolidation tends to increase
efficiency. In the absence of the BRAC process, the Department is effec-
tively prohibited from gaining efficiencies through relocating and consoli
dating major functions. For example, suppose two activities that perform
similar functions are housed in two separate facilities, each of which has -
substantial excess capacity. If BRAC permits the consolidation of the ac-
tivities at a single location, and the consolidation results in more efficient
operations, then the savings that result from the efficiency gains can be
properly attributed to BRAC.

In estimating BRAC savings, DoD excludes savings from force structure reduc-
tions that would have occurred with or without BRAC.

BRAC savings can be grouped into those that recur and those that are one-time
savings. The vast majority of BRAC savings are recurring, i.e., they represent a
permanent, ongoing reduction in planned spending. Personnel positions elimi-
nated through BRAC are an example of recurring savings. One-time savings do
not recur year after year. Canceled military construction projects are an example
of one-time savings. If the Department had budgeted for a new construction proj-
ect, and base closure led to the project’s cancellation, then DoD considers the
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value of the project a one-time savings. Over time, the value of recurring savings
is the largest and therefore most important component of BRAC savings.

Why Savings Must Be Estimated, Not Measured

It is easy to see why BRAC savings must be estimated. Determination of BRAC
savings requires (1) estimating what the composition of the DoD budget would
have been without BRAC or (2) distinguishing the effects of BRAC (reduced base
operating support costs and BRAC-related efficiency gains) from the effects of the
myriad factors that affect DoD installations and budgets over more than a decade.

All organizations face similar challenges in estimating savings. Accounting rec-
ords can provide detailed, factual, and accurate information on costs. Savings and
cost avoidances, however, are not recorded in accounting systems. Rather, they
must be estimated based on assumptions and analyses addressing what would
have occurred in the absence of certain specific actions.

The challenge of estimating BRAC savings is akin to examining a home’s energy
bill to estimate the 10-year savings created by the purchase of a new energy-
efficient refrigerator, when, over the same period, you also purchased a new en-
ergy-efficient washing machine, and the teenager who accounted for a substantial
portion of the use of both appliances moved away to college. In this situation, like
BRAUC, one can be confident that the new refrigerator saved energy. One can also
estimate what those savings were, but doing so requires separating energy usage
attributable to the refrigerator from that attributable to other changes.

DoD ESTIMATES $5.6 BILLION IN RECURRING
ANNUAL SAVINGS

The Department estimates that the prior BRAC rounds will generate savings of
$3.7 billion in 1999. Those savings will climb to about $5.6 billion in real terms
after 2001 and thereafter will be sustained at that level. During the implementa-
tion period for the first four BRAC rounds (1988 to 2001), DoD will save a total
of about $14 billion.

The Military Departments estimate the savings of each BRAC action. The esti-
mates reflect savings for personnel positions that have been eliminated and oper-
ating costs that have been reduced because of BRAC. The estimates exclude
savings that can be attributed to force structure reductions. For most BRAC ac-
tions, DoD calculated savings shortly after the approval of each BRAC round,
taking into account the specific actions recommended by the Base Closure Com-
mission and approved by the President and the Congress. These savings estimates
were used at the earliest opportunity to fund higher priorities in the Military De-
partments’ long-term spending plans.
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ANALYSES CONFIRM SAVINGS AND SUGGEST SAVINGS
MAY BE GREATER THAN PREVIOUS ESTIMATES

As discussed above, data for actual BRAC savings do not exist. It is therefore im-
possible to display actual savings by Armed Force, BRAC round, installation type,
and budget category. In an attempt to comply with the intent of Section 2824, the
Department conducted a new analysis to evaluate its BRAC savings estimates.
The new analysis suggests that savings to the Department are indeed in the same
range as initially estimated—3$5.6 billion per year after 2001—and may be greater.
Other analyses also concluded that BRAC will produce substantial savings.

- New Analysis Estimates $7.0 Billion in Annual Recurring Savings

DoD conducted a new analysis to validate the estimate of $5.6 billion in annual
recurring savings. This new analysis concluded that annual recurring savings from
the four prior BRAC rounds are as high as $7.0 billion—about $1.4 billion greater
than earlier estimated. (See Table 7-1.)

Table 7-1. Summary of New Analysis of BRAC Recurring Annual Savings

($ billions)
Source of savings Calculation Annual savings
Civilian positions eliminated | 70,969 positions times 3.9

$55,000 average annual pay and
benefits per position

Military positions eliminated | 39,800 positions times 1.9

$48,000 average annual pay and
benefits per position

Other categories Central training, central personnel, 1.2
and installations support

Total 7.0

This analysis accounted for the permanent elimination of personnel positions due

- to BRAC. It then estimated associated reductions in three categories of installation
spending: central training, central personnel, and installation support. DoD se-
lected these categories because they are most likely to be affected by BRAC ac-
tions.

PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS

The most recent BRAC budget justification books provided the source for the
number of net personnel reductions by the Military Departments and Defense
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Agencies.! DoD policy requires the Military Departments and Defense Agencies
to include only personnel positions eliminated by BRAC and to exclude positions
eliminated through force structure reductions and other initiatives.

In accounting for personnel losses at closing and realigning bases and increases at
gaining bases, the Military Departments and Defense Agencies estimate that, in
aggregate, for all four previous BRAC rounds, 70,969 civilian and 39,800 military
positions were eliminated.

These estimates of personnel reductions are subject to some uncertainty for two
reasons. First, this personnel baseline may be conservative and may underestimate
the actual number of positions eliminated by BRAC. As an example, the Army
does not attribute any reductions in military personnel to BRAC 91 or BRAC 93,
and attributes a reduction of only five military personnel to BRAC 95. Second,
there is some uncertainty associated with projecting personnel reductions attribut-
able solely to BRAC. To estimate personnel reductions due solely to BRAC, DoD
had to estimate personnel reductions due to other causes, such as planned force
structure changes and reorganizations. ~

In aggregate, however, the personnel reductions in the BRAC budget justification
books are reasonable. The reductions in military personnel that are attributed to
BRAC (39,800) account for less than 5 percent of total planned reductions in
military personnel from 1988 to 2003. The reductions in civilian personnel
(70,969) account for about 20 percent of the planned reduction in civilian posi-
tions over the same period of time. These are relatively small shares of DoD-wide
reductions over the BRAC implementation period. Attributing more of the overall
reduction to BRAC would increase estimates of BRAC savings.

CENTRAL TRAINING, CENTRAL PERSONNEL, AND INSTALLATION SUPPORT

When DoD eliminates personnel positions, costs associated with supporting those
positions are also reduced. As part of this analysis, therefore, DoD estimated asso-
ciated savings in central training, central personnel, and installation support by
multiplying adjusted dollar values in these categories by 2.85 percent, which
equates to the percentage of the force represented by 39,800 military personnel.
The dollar values in these categories were adjusted by removing environmental
costs from the installation support category and funding for transients and holding
accounts from the central personnel category because these costs are not linked to

! Each year, the Military Departments and Defense Agencies provide the Congress with
budget justification books for the BRAC accounts. In addition to providing updated budget esti-
mates, these books provide estimates of the net civilian and military positions eliminated. DoD
chose not to use the listing of “ins and outs” that the Department has used in the past to estimate
BRAC personnel reductions. The personnel reductions in the budget justification books are smaller
than those calculated from the listing of ins and outs. Thus, they result in a lower, or more conser-
vative, estimate of savings. i :

49




BRAC personnel actions. The results.of this analysis are summarized in Table 7-1
and explained in detail in Appendix I. :

DoD Inspector General Audit Shows BRAC 93
and BRAC 95 Savings

Two audits conducted by the DoD Inspector General (DoDIG) confirm that the
Military Departments and the Defense Logistics Agency develop reasonable esti-
mates of BRAC costs and savings.

The DoDIG’s review of more than 70 closed or realigned BRAC 93 installations
showed savings were 29 percent (or approximately $1.7 billion) greater than DoD
estimated.”® The DoDIG also found that actual implementation costs for these
bases were about 4 percent lower than DoD estimated.

The DoDIG also reviewed BRAC 95 costs and savings at 23 installations that had
closed by December 31, 1997.* The DoDIG determined that DoD’s estimated
savings of $2.4 billion were overstated by 1.4 percent (or $33.2 million). The
DoDIG also found that the actual implementation costs for these bases were 4.5
percent (or $28.8 million) lower than DoD estimated.

Army Audit Agency Audit Shows BRAC 95 Savings

The Army Audit Agency (AAA) reviewed projected costs and savings that the
Army’s major commands developed for 10 BRAC 95 sites. In a July 1997 report,
the AAA projected that after full implementation, net recurring annual savings
would be $140 million, or about 16 percent less than the major commands’ esti-
mates, which totaled $167 million.” The AAA report reached a conclusion that is
broadly consistent with the major finding of this chapter: BRAC savings will be
substantial and at roughly the same level as projected by DoD, although specific
estimates are subject to some uncertainty.

GAO and CBO Also Found Substantial BRAC Savings

GAO and CBO studies for the Congress concluded that BRAC will produce sub-
stantial savings, even though specific estimates are uncertain. In an April 1996
report on BRAC costs and savings, the GAO concluded:

2 In some instances, the DoDIG could not distinguish BRAC savings from force structure and
other savings.

® The 70 bases represent about 73 percent of BRAC 93 1mplementauon costs.

% These installations represent 17 percent of estimated BRAC 95 costs and 39 percent of esti-
mated BRAC 95 savings.

5 U.S. Army Audit Agency, Base Realignment and Closure 1995 Savings Estimates (Audit
Report AA 97-225). U.S. Army, Washington, DC: July 1997, p. 10. It is important to note that the
AAA audit reviewed projected costs and savings.
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Our analysis of base support costs in the FYDP and at nine closing in-
stallations indicates that BRAC savings should be substantial. However,
DoD’s systems do not provide information on actual BRAC savings.
Therefore, the total amount of savings is uncertain.’®

In a December 1996 report on BRAC, the CBO stated:

CBO believes that BRAC actions will result in significant long-term
savings, but was unable to confirm or assess DoD’s estimates of costs
and savings because the Department is unable to report actual spending
and savings for BRAC actions.”

Estimating Savi_ngs in Future BRAC Rounds

DoD plans new efforts to improve estimates of savings in future BRAC rounds.
As recommended by the DoDIG, these efforts will concentrate on retaining his-
torical financial records, reconciling costs for workload increases at receiving
bases and BRAC-related personnel changes, and improving reporting on savings.
Specifically, the Department proposes to develop a questionnaire that each base
affected by future BRAC rounds would complete annually during the six-year im-
plementatxon penod The questionnaire would be completed by bases that are

What H@pens to BRAC Savings?

%BR.AC savings do not represent direct reductions in DoD’s annual spending. Neither
are they accumulated assets to be spent at some future time. Rather, the reduction in
lexpenditures associated with the realignment or closure of military installations gives
the Department a way.to meet budget targets and to fund priority functions that it could
not accommodate in the absence of BRAC-related economies.

DoD adjusts for expected BRAC savings through numerous decisions made as part of
the normal planning, programming, and budgeting system process. No audit trail, single
document, or budget account exists for tracking the end use of each dollar saved
through BRAC.

;EDoD policy has been to allow the Military Departments to retain and reallocate their
BRAC savings. After BRAC recommendations are approved, each Military Department
applies the estimated savings to its long-term spending plans. Each then uses the sav-
ings to fund higher priorities.

Suppose, for example, that a Military Department estimates that a BRAC round will
reduce base operating support (BOS) costs by $1 billion in a future fiscal year. That
Department would reduce planned spending for BOS by $1 billion, thus freeing that
amount for other priorities, such as maintaining readiness, expanding quality-of-life
§programs. or increasing procurement spending.

¢ General Accounting Office, Military Bases: Closure and Realignment Savings are Signifi-

cant, but Not Easily Quantlﬁed. Report GAO/NSIAD 96-67, Washington, D.C.: GAO, April
1996, p. 2.

7 Congressional Budget Office, Closing Military Bases: An Interim Assessment Washmgton,
D.C.: CBO, December 1996, p. xviii.

51



closing, realigning, or receiving forces because of BRAC. It would request infor-
mation on costs, personnel reductions, and changes in operating and military con-
struction costs to provide greater insight into the savings created by each BRAC
action. OSD, the Military Departments, the Defense Agencies, the DoD Inspector
General, and the Service audit agencies would develop the questionnaire through
a cooperative effort. Regarding costs, DoD plans to reemphasize to the Armed
Services and Defense Agencies to coordinate with the Defense Finance and Ac-
counting Service to reconcile reported obligations and disbursements with source
documents and to periodically review outstanding obligations and promptly
deobligate excess obligations when final costs are known.

SUMMARY: BRAC SAVES BILLIONS

The Department’s analyses as well as independent audits confirm that the four

~ prior BRAC rounds will produce billions of dollars in annual recurring savings.
By their very nature, estimates of savings are subject to a range of uncertainty.
However, the separate analysis that DoD performed for this study confirms the
general level of total BRAC savings that the Department has reported to the Con-
gress. The audits by the DoDIG and the AAA also point to significant BRAC
savings. Further, the Department’s findings are consistent with those of two con-
gressional agencies, the GAO and the CBO.

In sum, DoD is confident that the prior BRAC rounds will produce annual recur-
ring savings of about $5.6 billion, perhaps greater, and that the recurring savings
from any future BRAC rounds will likewise be substantial.

Given the billions of dollars saved each year, the cumulative savings will be huge.
Figure 7-1 displays the cumulative savings for all of the prior BRAC rounds.®

¥ In the cumulative totals, the costs and savings in any one fiscal year are the sum of the costs
and savings from all rounds. In 1998, for example, the combined total would reflect net costs for
implementing BRAC 95 and net savings for BRAC 88,91, and 93.
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Figure 7-1. Cumulative BRAC Savings, 1990 to 2005
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Chapter 8

DoD Works to Help BRAC Commumtles
Create Jobs
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Highlights—Helping BRAC Communities
¢ DoD cdntinues to make base reuse a high priority.
¢ Base reuse is working well.

o The redevelopment of closed bases has created nearly 45,000 new jobs and
1,000 tenants. For bases closed more than two years, nearly 75 percent of the
lost civilian jobs have been replaced.

¢ In a number of communities, the number of jobs now found on the former
military base exceeds the number of civilians employed when the base was
active.

DoD SUPPORT FACILITATES BASE REUSE

The Department continues to make base reuse a high priority. Since 1993, when
President Clinton launched a plan to support faster redevelopment at base closure
communities, DoD has made major improvements each year to the way former

" military bases are converted to civilian use. A few of the more recent initiatives
are as follows:

& Job Centered Property Disposal. The Economic Development Convey-
ances (EDCs) enable DoD to transfer closing bases to BRAC communities
under flexible terms to aid job creation. The program was launched in rec-
ord time and is generating jobs and economic activity at a surprising rate
and in unexpected places. Thirty recently approved EDCs are projected to
create about 142,000 jobs.

& Leasing for Reuse. Because leasing helps create jobs quickly, the Military
Departments’ process for leasing property to BRAC communities has been
simplified and expedited. Between June 1996 and June 1997, 234 tenants
moved into former bases, representing 34 percent of all tenant activities.
Even greater success is expected in the future as the Military Departments
implement streamlined lease approval processes. To make the process
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more uniform in practice and application, each of the Military Depart-
ments has developed a model lease for use by the communities and is
scheduling how-to training for personnel in the field offices.

& Better Guidance. Revisions and clarifications to DoD’s Base Reuse Im-
plementation Manual will help BRAC communities better understand the
steps involved in gaining access to former military property quickly and
easily. Faster property disposition helps communities generate economic
activity and benefits the Department as well. Rapid disposal benefits
communities by speeding economic recovery, and benefits DoD by re-
ducing base operating costs.

BASE REUSE CREATES J OBS

Successful recovery from base closures and conversion of military bases can be
found throughout the country. Already the redevelopment of closed bases has cre-

~ ated nearly 45,000 new jobs and attracted almost 1,000 tenants. For bases closed
more than two years, nearly 75 percent of the lost civilian jobs have been re-
placed.

Public and private reinvestments are recreating these installations as job centers,
with new airports, educational institutions, and multifaceted business develop-
ments. Former defense facilities are also helping communities meet needs for
public recreation, homeless individuals, and affordable housing. '

Most communities are rebounding remarkably fast, crafting more diverse and re-
silient economies. The following are some examples:

¢ In Sacramento, CA, on the_ site of the former.Army Depot, Packard Bell
employs 5,000 people. That number is expected to grow to 10,000 in three
years. The Army Depot closed in 1995, with just over 3,000 federal jobs.

& The former Mather Air Force Base in Sacramento has 37 tenants and 1,331
new jobs.

¢ In Charleston, SC, where the number of DoD job losses, as a percentage of
the work force, was greater than at any other BRAC location, 23 major
entities are reusing the former Navy facilities and providing more than
2,700 jobs. Additionally, roughly 75 percent of the 6 million square feet of
leasable space on the base is occupied.

¢ More than 1,400 new jobs have replaced the 682 DoD civilian positions
lost when England Air Force Base in Alexandria, LA, closed in 1992."
Commercial aviation relocated from a regional airport to the newly named
Alexandria International Airport in 1996. Others on the former base in-
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clude a local hospital extension, an elementary school, and an aviation re-
pair company. :

¢ Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire is now the Pease International
Tradeport, employing 1,285 people at a brewery, a consular center, an air-
field, and a steel manufacturer, among others. Only 400 civilians were
employed when the base was active.

. Rantoul, IL, has successfully brought in over 50 commercial and industrial
tenants at the former Chanute Air Force Base, providing 1,434 new jobs
where only 1,035 DoD civilians had been employed.

¢ Nearly 3,000 jobs have been created at the site of the former Fort Devéns
in Massachusetts. In contrast, almost 2,200 civilians worked at Fort De-
vens before its closing.

Many communities find that their economies are more vibrant for having evolved
away from the bases.

SUMMARY

DoD has a strong track record of helping communities affected by BRAC. DoD
provides significant assistance for economic adjustment, personnel transition,
property disposal, environmental cleanup, base reuse planning, and other chal-
lenging aspects of the BRAC process. Authorities that Congress provided exclu-
sively for the disposal and reuse of BRAC properties have gone a long way to

~ easing the transition for individuals and speeding economic recovery for commu-
nities.
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Appendix A
Section 2824 of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Flscal Year 1998

SEC. 2824. REPORT ON CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS.

(a) REPORT.—(1) The Secretary of Defense shall prepare and submit to the congressional
defense committees a report on the costs and savings attributable to the rounds of base closures

~ and realignments conducted under the base closure laws and on the need, if any, for additional

rounds of base closures and realignments.

(2) For purposes of this section, the term ‘base closure laws”’ meéms——(A) Title II of the
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Reahgnment Act (Public Law 100—
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note); and

(B) the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public Law
101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note).

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under subsection (a) shall include the following:

(1) A statement, using data consistent with budget data, of the actual costs and savings (to the
extent available for prior fiscal years) and the estimated costs and savings (in the case of future
fiscal years) attributable to the closure and realignment of military installations as a result of the
base closure laws.

(2) A comparison, set forth by base closure round, of the actual costs and savings stated under
paragraph (1) to the estimates of costs and savings submitted to the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission as part of the base closure process.

(3) A comparison, set forth by base closure round, of the actual costs and savings stated under
paragraph (1) to the annual estimates of costs and savings previously submitted to Congress.

(4) A list of each military installation at which there is authorized to be employed 300 or more
civilian personnel, set forth by Armed Force.

(5) An estimate of current excess capacity at military installations, set forth—

(A) as a percentage of the total capacity of the military installations of the Armed Forces with
respect to all military installations of the Armed Forces;

(B) as a percentage of the total capacity of the military installations of each Armed Force with
respect to the military installations of such Armed Force; and
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(C) as a percentage of the total capacity of a type of military installations with respect to Imhtary
installations of such type.

(6) An assessment of the effect of the previous base closure rounds on military capabilities and
the ability of the Armed Forces to fulfill the National Military Strategy.

(7) A description of the types of military installations that would be recommended for closure or
realignment in the event of one or more additional base closure rounds, set forth by Armed Force.

(8) The criteria to be used by the Secretary in evaluating military installations for closure or
realignment in such event.

(9) The methodologies to be used by the Secretary in identifying military installations for closure
or realignment in such event. ‘

(10) An estimate of the costs and savings that the Secretary believes will be achieved as a result
of the closure or realignment of military installations in such event, set forth by Armed Force and
by year.

(11) An assessment of whether the costs and estimated savings from one or more future rounds
of base closures and re-alignments, currently unauthorized, are already contained in the current
Future Years Defense Plan, and, if not, whether the Secretary will recommend modifications in
future defense spending in order to accommodate such costs and savings.

(c) METHOD OF PRESENTING INFORMATION.—The statement and comparison required by
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (b) shall be set forth by Armed Force, type of facility, and
fiscal year, and include the following:

(1) Operation and maintenance costs, including costs associated with expanded operations and
support, maintenance of property, administrative support, and allowances for housing at military
installations to which functions are transferred as a result of the closure or realignment of other
installations. ’

(2) Military construction costs, including costs associated with rehabilitating, expanding, and
constructing facilities to receive personnel and equipment that are transferred to military
installations as a result of the closure or realignment of other installations.

(3) Environmental cleanup costs, including costs associated with assessments and restoration.
(4) Economic assistance costs, including—

(A) expenditures on Department of Defense demonstration projects relating to economic
assistance; (B) expenditures by the Office of Economic Adjustment; and (C) to the extent
available, expenditures by the Economic Development Administration, the Federal Aviation
Administration, and the Department of Labor relating to economic assistance.
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(5) To the extent information is available, unemployment compensation costs, early retirement
benefits (including benefits paid under section 5597 of title 5, United States Code), and worker
retraining expenses under the Priority Placement Program, the Job Training Partnershlp Act, and
any other Federally-funded job training program.

(6) Costs associated with military health care.
(7) Savings attributable to changes in military force structure.

(8) Savings due to lower support costs with respect to military installations that are closed or
realigned.

(d) DEADLINE.—The Secretary shall submit the report under subsection (a) not later than the
date on which the President submits to Congress the budget for fiscal year 2000 under section
1105(a) of title 31, United States Code. '

(e) REVIEW.—The Congressional Budget Office and the Comptroller General shall conduct a
rev1ew of the report prepared under subsection (a).

(f) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Except as necessary to prepare the report required
subsection (a), no funds authorized to be appropriated or otherwise made available to the
Department of Defense by this Act or any other Act may be used for the purposes of planning
for, or collecting data in anticipation of, an authorization providing for procedures under which
the closure and realignment of military installations may be accomplished, until the later of—

(1) the date on which thé Secretary submits the report required by subsection (a); and

(2) the date on which the Congressional Budget Office and the‘Comptroller General complete a
review of the report under subsection (e).

(g) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—T1t is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the Secretary should develop a system having the capacity to quantify the actual costs and
savings attributable to the closure and realignment of military installations pursuant to the base
closure process; and

(2) the Secretary should develop the system in expedient fashion, so that the system may be used
to quantify costs and savings attributable to the 1995 base closure round.
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Appendix B
A Brief History of Prior Base Closure Rounds
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In the late 1980s, members of Congress concluded that the only way to overcome
the opposition of its members to closing of individual bases was to entrust the
process to an independent Commission. The first Defense Base Closure and Rea-
lignment Commission was created by statute in 1988 to develop and recommend
an entire slate of closings. Once made, that slate could not be modified by the
President or the Congress: they could either approve the entire slate or disapprove
the entire slate. The 1988 BRAC Commission recommended the closure of 16
major facilities.

Responding to the effectiveness of the first BRAC Commission, Congress enacted
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510).
The Act specified the continued use of an independent Commission, but changed
the role of the newly established BRAC Commission. The 1988 Commission de-
veloped recommendations for closure and realignment. In contrast, the 1990 law
gave DoD the responsibility of developing recommendations, and gave the Com-
mission the responsibility of reviewing DoD’s recommendations to ensure that
they were consistent with the published force structure plan and selection criteria.
The Act authorized additional rounds of base closure and realignment in 1991,
1993, and 1995.

In accordance with the 1990 Act, DoD developed base closure and realignment
recommendations based on two public documents:

¢ A long-term force structure plan, which DoD uses as the basis for deter-
mining installation requirements '

& Selection criteria, which guide the evaluation of bases in categories where
excess capacity exists.

The selection criteria used in the 1991, 1993, and 1995 BRAC rounds gave prior-
ity consideration to military value, but also took into account costs and savings, as
well as economic and environmental impacts. Key participants certified that the
data they provided were accurate and complete to the best of their knowledge. The
Military Services’ audit agencies and the DoD Inspector General audited the data
used in the process. The General Accounting Office monitored DoD’s internal
process.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Office of the Secretary of Defense reviewed the
BRAC recommendations of the Service Secretaries before the Secretary of De-
fense forwarded his recommendations to the Commission. This final review took
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into account factors, such as impacts on other federal agencies, U.S. treaty obliga-
tions, or the combined economic effects of actions by more than one Service, that
the Military Services may not have considered.

The Commissions for BRACs 91, 93, and 95 were composed of eight individuals
nominated by the President and confirmed by the Senate. Six of the eight commis-
sioners were nominated in consultation with the congressional leadership from
both major parties.

The Commissions’ responsibility was to review the Department’s recommenda-
tions using the same force structure plan and selection criteria that were the basis
for the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations. Where the Commissions found
that the Department had substantially deviated from either of these two founda-
tions, it had the authority to alter the recommendation. However, it was required
to justify such actions on the same basis as did the Department.

The Commissions submitted their recommendations to the President in July 1991,
1993, and 1995. The President forwarded them to the Congress by July 15 of the
respective BRAC year. The final recommendations took the force of law after the
Congress did not pass resolutions of disapproval within 45 legislative days.

Most observers believe that the BRAC process has fulfilled its objectives well. In
_ each round, the Commission’s recommendations have been approved by the
President and the Congress. The decisions in the four previous BRAC rounds—
covering 97 major bases and several hundred smaller facilities—are now being
implemented by DoD. -
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DoD Legislative Proposal for New
BRAC Authorities |
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TITLE VII—DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND
REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1998

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This part may be cited as the “Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Act of 1998”.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will result in the
timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.

SEC. 702. THE COMMISSION

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established an independent commission to be known as
the “Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission”.

(b) DUTIES.—The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in this part.

(c) APPOINTMENT.—(1)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight members ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of the Senate.

(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for appointment to the
Commission—

(i) by no later than March 15, 2001, in the case of members of the Commission
whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 107th Congress; and

(ii) by no later than March 15, 2005, in the case of members of the Commission
whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 109th Congress;

(C) If the President does not transmit to Congress the nominations for appointment to the
Commission on or before the date specified for 2005 in clause (ii) of subparagraph (B), the proc-
ess by which military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this part with
respect to that year shall be terminated.

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments to the Commission, the
President should consult with—
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(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the appointment of
two members; :

(B) the majority vleader of the Senate concerning the appointment of two members;

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning the appoint-
ment of one member; and

(D) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of one member.

(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the Commission
for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (1)(B), the President shall designate one
such individual who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission.

(d) TERMS.—(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the Commission
shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during Wthh the member Y
was appointed to the Commission. . ‘ /

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the confirmation of a successor.

(e) MEETINGS.—(1) The Commission shall meet only during calendar years 2001 and ‘
2005.

(2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which classified infor-
mation is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. The Commission shall provide an opportu-
nity for the pubhc to comment, and shall consider any such comments.

,(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission shall be open,
upon request, to the following:

(1) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommittee on
Readiness of the Senate Committee on Armed Services, or such other members of the
Subcommittee designated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member.

(i1) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommittee on
Military Installations and Facilities of the Committee on National Security of the House
of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommittee designated by such
Chairman or ranking minority party member.

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the Subcommittees on
Military Construction of the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and of the
House of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommittees demgnated by
such Chairmen or ranking minority party members.

(f) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same manner as the
original appointment, but the individual appointed to fill the vacancy shall serve only for the un-
expired portion of the term for which the individual’s predecessor was appointed.
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(g) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.—(1)(A) Each member, other than the Chairman, shall be
paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay payable for
~ level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each
day (including travel time) during which the member is engaged in the actual performance of du-
ties vested in the Commission.

.(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic pay payable for level III of the
Executive Schedule under section 5314, of title 5, United States Code.

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in
accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, Umted States Code.

(h) DIRECTOR OF STAFF.—(1) The Commission shall, without regard to section 5311(b) of
title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director who has not served on active duty in the Armed
Forces or as a civilian employee of the Department of Defense during the one-year period pre-
ceding the date of such appointment.

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code.

(i) STAFF.—(1) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the approval of the
Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of additional personnel.

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the provisions of title 5,
United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and any personnel so
appointed may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chap-
ter 53 of that title relating to classification and General Schedule pay rates, except that an indi-
vidual so appointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic pay payable for
‘'senior-level positions of the civil service as described in section 5376 of title 5, United States
Code.

(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to the Commis-
sion may be on detail from the Department of Defense.

(B)(i) Not more than one-fifth of the professional analysts of the Co‘mmjssioh staff may
be persons detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission.

(i1) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission may be as-
signed as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military department or defense agency.

(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission if,
within 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person participated personally and substan-
tially in any matter within the Department of Defense concerning the preparation of recommen-
dations for closures or realignments of military installations.
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(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the Department of
Defense, may—

(1) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or efficiency of the
performance on the staff of the Commission of any person detailed from the Department
of Defense to that staff;

(i1) review the preparation of such a report; or
(1i1) approve or disapprove such a report.

(4) Upon request of the Director,. the head of any Federal department or agency may detail
any of the personnel of that department or agency to the Commission to assist the Commission in
carrying out its duties under this part.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, including the
detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an agreement entered into with the
Commission.

(6) The following restrictions relating to the personnel of the Commission shall apply
during 2002 through 2004: '

(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff at any one time.

(B) The staff may perform only such functions as are necessary to prepare for the
transition to new membership on the Commission in the following year.

(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the Department of De-
fense may serve on the staff.

(j) OTHER AUTHORITY.—(1) The Commission may procure by contract, to the extent
funds are available, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants pursuant to
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code.

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the extent funds
are available.

(k) FUNDING.—(1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commission such funds
as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such funds shall remain available until ex-
pended.

(2) If no funds are appropriated to the Commission by the 105th Congress, the Secretary
of Defense may transfer to the Commission funds from the Department of Defense Base Closure
Account established by section 2906 of Public Law 101-510. Such funds shall remain available
until expended. ’

(1) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall terminate on December 31, 2005.
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(m) PROHIBITION AGAINST RESTRICTING COMMUNICATIONS.—Section 1034 of title 10,
United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications with the Commission.

SEC. 703. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS.

(a) FORCE-STRUCTURE PLAN.—(1) As part of the budget justification documents submit-
ted to Congress in support of the budget for the Department of Defense for each of the fiscal
years 2002 and 2006, the Secretary shall include a force-structure plan for each military depart-
ment based on an assessment by the Secretary of the probable threats to the national security
during the six-year period beginning with the fiscal year for which the budget request is made
and of the anticipated levels of funding that will be available for national defense purposes dur-
ing such period.

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to military in-
stallations inside the United States that may be closed or realigned under such plan—

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph (1);

(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the end of such
period for each military department (with specifications of the number and type of units .
in the active and reserve forces of each such department), and (ii) of the units that will
need to be forward based (with a justification thereof) during and at the end of each such
period; and

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force-structure plan.

(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force-structure plan to the
Commission.

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—(1) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 29, 2000,
publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees the criteria
proposed to be used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or
realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part. The Secretary shall
provide an opportunity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a period of at least 30
days and shall include notice of that opportunity in the publication required under the preceding
sentence. : :

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than April 14, 2000, publish in the Federal Regis-
ter and transmit to the congressional defense committees the final criteria to be used in making
recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United States
under this part. Except as provided in subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to
be used, making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress en-
acted on or before May 31, 2000.

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not become effec-
tive until they have been published in the Federal Register, opened to public comment for at
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least 30 days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense committees in final form by no
later than January 15 of the year concerned. Such amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be
used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in making such recommen-
dations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or before February 15 of
the year concerned.

‘ (c) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATIONS.—(1) The Secretary may, by no later
than May 15, 2001, and May 16, 2005, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the con-
gressional defense committees and to the Commission a list of the military installations inside
the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of the
force-structure plan and the final criteria referred to in subsection (b) that are applicable to the
year concerned.

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the list of recommendations published and trans-
mitted pursuant to paragraph (1), a summary of the selection process that resulted in the recom-
mendation for each installation, including a justification for each recommendation and an
evaluation discussing each of the final selection criteria established pursuant to section 703(b).
The Secretary shall transmit the matters referred to in the preceding sentence not later than 7 days
after the date of the transmittal to the congressional defense committees and the Commission of
the list referred to in paragraph (1).

(3)(A) In considering military installations for closure or realignment, the Secretary shall
consider all military installations inside the United States equally without regard to whether the
installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure or realignment by the De-
partment. '

(B) In considering military installations for closure or realignment, the Secretary may not
take into account for any purpose any advance conversion planning undertaken by an affected
community with respect to the anticipated closure or realignment of an installation.

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (B), in the case of a community anticipating the eco-
nomic effects of a closure or realignment of a military installation, advance conversion plan-
ning— '

(i) shall include community adjustment and economic diversification planning
undertaken by the community before an anticipated selection of a military installation in
or near the community for closure or realignment; and

(i1) may include the development of contingency redevelopment plans, plans for
economic development and diversification, and plans for the joint use (including civilian
and military use, public and private use, civilian dual use, and civilian shared use) of the
property or facilities of the installation after the anticipated closure or realignment.

(4) In addition to making all information used by the Secretary to prepare the recommen-
dations under this subsection available to Congress (including any committee or member of Con-
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gress), the Secretary shall also make such information available to the Commission and the
Comptroller General of the United States.

(5)(A) Each person referred to in subparagraph (B), when submitting information to the
Secretary of Defense or the Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a military in-
stallation, shall certify that such information is accurate and complete to the best of that person’s
knowledge and belief.

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to the following persons:
(i) The Secretaries of the military departments.
(i1) The heads of the Defense Agencies.

(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include personal and
substantial involvement in the preparation and submission of information and recommen-
dations concerning the closure or realignment of military installations, as designated in
regulations which the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe, regulations which the Secre-
tary of each military department shall prescribe for personnel within that military depart-
ment, or regulations which the head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel
within that Defense Agency.

(6) Any information provided to the Commission by a person described in paragraph
(5)(B) shall also be submitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives to be made avail-
able to the Members of the House concerned in accordance with the rules of that House. The in-
formation shall be submitted to the Senate and House of Representatives within 48 hours after
the submission of the information to the Commission.

(d) REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE COMMISSION.—(1) After receiving the rec-
ommendations from the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) for any year, the Commission shall
conduct public hearings on the recommendations. All testimony before the Commission at a
public hearing conducted under this paragraph shall be presented under oath.

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than September 6 of each year in which the
Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), transmit to the President a
report containing the Commission’s findings and conclusions based on a review and analysis of
the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with the Commission’s recommendations
for closures and realignments of military installations inside the United States.

(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its recommendations, the Commission may
make changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the Commission deter-
mines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force-structure plan and final criteria re-
ferred to in subsection (c)(1) in making recommendations.

(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the recommendations made
by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change only if the Commission—
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(1) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B);

(i) determines that the change is consistent with the force-structure plan and final
criteria referred to in subsection (c)(1);

(ii1) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal 'Register not less
than 45 days before transmitting its recommendations to the President pursuant to para-
graph (2); and

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change.

(D) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change by the Commission in the Secretary’s rec-
ommendations that would—

(1) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended by
the Secretary for closure;

(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended by
- the Secretary for realignment; or

(iii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation rec-
ommended by the Secretary.

(E) In making recommendations under this paragraph, the Commission may not take into
account for any purpose any advance conversion planning undertaken by an affected community
with respect to the anticipated closure or realignment of a military installation. .

(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the President pur-
suant to paragraph (2) any recommendation made by the Commission that is different from the
recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c). The Commission shall
transmit a copy of such report to the congressional defense committees on the same date on
which it transmits its recommendations to the President under paragraph (2).

(4) After September 6 of each year in which the Commission transmits recommendations
to the President under this subsection: the Commission shall promptly provide, upon request, to
any Member of Congress information used by the Commission in making its recommendations.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall—

(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission’s review
and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (C);
and

(B) by no later than June 15 of each year in which the Secretary makes such rec-
ommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a report containing a
detailed analysis of the Secretary’s recommendations and selection process.

72



Dob Legislative Proposal for New BRAC Authorities

(e) REVIEW BY THE PRESIDENT.—(1) The President shall, by no later than September 21 of
each year in which the Commission makes recommendations under subsection (d), transmit to
! the Commission and to the Congress a report containing the President’s approval or disapproval
of the Commission’s recommendations.

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the President
shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, together with a certification of
such approval.

(3) If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in whole or in
part, the President shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress the reasons for that disap-
proval. The Commission shall then transmit to the President, by no later than October 24 of the
year concerned, a revised list of recommendations for the closure and realignment of military in-
stallations. :

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of the Commission
transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President shall transmit a copy of such re-
vised recommendations to the Congress, together with a certification of such approval.

(5) If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval and certification de-
scribed in paragraph (2) or (4) by November 7 of any year in which the Commission has trans-
mitted recommendations to the President under this part, the process by which military
installations may be selected for closure or realignment under, this part with respect to that year
shall be terminated.

SEC. 704. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary shall— V

(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the Commission in
each report transmitted to the Congress by the President pursuant to section 703(e);

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment by such Com-
mission in each such report;

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than two years after the date
on which the President transmits a report to the Congress pursuant to section 703(e) con-
taining the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and '

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of the six-
year period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report pursuant to
section 703(e) containing the recommendations for such closures or realignments.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL.—(1) The Secretary may not carry out any closure or
realignment recommended by the Commission in a report transmitted from the President pursu-
ant to section 703(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance with the provisions of section
708, disapproving such recommendations of the Commission before the earlier of—
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(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the President
transmits such report; or

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which such report
is transmitted.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and (c) of section
708, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session because of adjournment of
more than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the computation of a period.

SEC. 705. IMPLEMENTATION

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) In closing or realigning any military installation under this part, the
Secretary may— :

(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any military installa-
tion, including the acquisition of such land, the construction of such replacement facili-
ties, the performance of such activities, and the conduct of such advance planning and
design as may be required to transfer functions from a military installation being closed or
realigned to another military installation, and may use for such purpose funds in the Ac-
count or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for use in planning and design,
minor construction, or operation and maintenance;

(B) provide—

(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community located near a mili-
tary installation being closed or realigned; and

(11) community planning assistance to any community located near a mili-
tary installation to which functions will be transferred as a result of the closure or
realignment of a military installation,

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial resources available to the com-
munity (by grant or otherwise) for such purposes are inadequate, and may use for such
purposes funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for
economic adjustment assistance or community planning assistance;

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental restoration and mitiga-
tion at any such installation, and shall use for such purposes funds in the Account.

(D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees employed by the De-
partment of Defense at military installations being closed or realigned, and may use for
such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense
for outplacement assistance to employees; and

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at the request of the
Secretary with respect to any such closure or realignment, and may use for such purpose
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funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense and available
for such purpose. :

(2) In carrying out any closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary shall ensure
that environmental restoration of any property. made excess to the needs of the Department of
Defense as a result of such closure or realignment be carried out as soon as possible with funds
available for such purpose. '

(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.—(1) The Administrator of General
Services shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, with respect to excess and surplus real prop-
erty, facilities, and personal property located at a military installation closed or realigned under
this part— : ‘

(A) the authoritonf the Administrator to utilize excess property under section 202
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483);

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus property under section
203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484);

(C) the authority to dispose of surplus property for public airports under sections
47151 through 47153 of title 49, United States Code; and

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the availability of excess or v
surplus real property for wildlife conservation purposes in accordance with the Act of
May 19, 1948 (16 U.S.C. 667b).

(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B) and paragraphs (3), (4), .(5), and (6), the Secretary of
Defense shall exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant to paragraph (1) in ac-

cordance with—

(1) all regulations governing the utilization of excess property and the disposal of
surplus property under the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949; and

(ii) all regulations governing the conveyance and disposal of property under sec-
tion 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)).

(B) The Secretary may, with the concurrence of the Administrator of General Services—

(1) prescribe general policies and methods for utilizing excess property and dis-
posing of surplus property pursuant to the authority delegated under paragraph (1); and

(11) issue regulations relating to such policies and methodé, which shall supersede
the regulations referred to in subparagraph (A) with respect to that authority.

(C) The Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located at a military
installation to be closed or realigned under this part, with or without reimbursement, to a military
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department or other entity (including a nonappropriated fund instrumentality) within the Depart-
ment of Defense or the Coast Guard.

(D) Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any surplus real prop-
erty or facility located at any military installation to be closed or realigned under this part, the
Secretary of Defense shall consult with the Governor of the State and the heads of the local gov-
ernments concerned for the purpose of considering any plan for the use of such property by the
local community concerned.

(3)(A) Not later than 6 months after the date of approval of the closure or realignment of
a military installation under this part, the Secretary, in consultation with the redevelopment
authority with respect to the installation, shall—

(1) inventory the personal property located at the installation; and

(ii) identify the items (or categories of items) of such personal property that the
Secretary determines to be related to real property and anticipates will support the imple-
mentation of the redevelopment plan with respect to the installation.

(B) If no redevelopment authority referred to in subparagraph (A) exists with respect to
an installation, the Secretary shall consult with—

(i) the local government in whose jurisdiction the installation is wholly located; or

(i1) a local government agency or State government agency designated for the pur-
pose of such consultation by the chief executive officer of the State in which the installa-
tion is located.

(C)(1) Except as provided in subparagraphs (E) and (F), the Secretary may not carry out
any of the activities referred to in clause (ii) with respect to an installation referred to in that
clause until the earlier of— :

(I) one week after the date on which the redevelopment plan for the installation is
submitted to the Secretary;

(IT) the date on which the redevelopment authority notifies the Secretary that it
will not submit such a plan;

(IIT) twenty-four months after the date of approval of the closure or realignment of
‘the installation; or

(IV) ninety days before the date of the closure or realignment of the installation.

(ii) The activities referred to in clause (i) are activities relating to the closure or realign-
ment of an installation to be closed or realigned under this part as follows:
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() The transfer from the installation of items of personal property at the installa-
tion identified in accordance with subparagraph (A).

(II) The reduction in maintenance and repair of facilities or equipment located at
the installation below the minimum levels required to support the use of such facilities or
equipment for nonmilitary purposes.

(D) Except as provided in paragraph (4), the Secretary may not transfer items of personal
property located at an installation to be closed or realigned under this part to another installation,
or dispose of such items, if such items are identified in the redevelopment plan for the installa-
tion as items essential to the reuse or redevelopment of the installation. In connection with the
development of the redevelopment plan for the installation, the Secretary shall consult with the
entity responsible for developing the redevelopment plan to identify the items of personal prop-
erty located at the installation, if any, that the entity desires to be retained at the installation for
reuse or redevelopment of the installation.

(E) This paragraph shall not apply to any personal property located at an installation to be
closed or realigned under this part if the property—

(1) is required for the operation of a unit, function, component, weapon, or weap-
ons system at another installation;

(i1) is uniquely military in character, and is likely to have no civilian use (other
than use for its material content or as a source of commonly used components);

(iii) is not required for the reutilization or redevelopment of the installation (as
jointly determined by the Secretary and the redevelopment authority);

(1v) 1s stored at the installation for purposes of distribution (including spare parts
or stock items); or '

(v)(I) meets known requirements of an authorized program of another Federal de-
partment or agency for which expenditures for similar property would be necessary, and
(I is the subject of a written request by the head of the department or agency.

(F) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (C)(i) and (D), the Secretary may carry out any activ-
ity referred to in subparagraph (C)(ii) or (D) if the Secretary determines that the carrying out of
such activity is in the national security interest of the United States.

(4)(A) The Secretary may transfer real property and personal property located at a military
installation to be closed or realigned under this part to the redevelopment authority with respect
to the installation.
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