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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND
CLOSURE 2005 DECISIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
READINESS SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, DC, Wednesday, December 12, 2007.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:07 a.m., in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Solomon Ortiz (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ, A REP-
RESENTATIVE FROM TEXAS, CHAIRMAN, READINESS SUB-
COMMITTEE

Mr. OrTIZ. Good morning. This subcommittee will come to order.

We want to welcome all of you to the first hearing that will look
critically at the way base closure decisions are being implemented
across the nation. The critical look is long overdue by the United
States Congress.

We are not doing anything today that could or would reverse the
2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions, although I
wish we could do that. We are here to talk about the BRAC process
and to better understand how the Department is implementing the
BRAC’s 2005 decision.

The BRAC 2005 planning process, in my opinion, was flawed. It
did not obtain realistic data upon which to base sound business de-
cisions, and it was tainted, again, in my personal opinion, by poli-
tics that were supposed to be removed by the authorizing legisla-
tion.

But most importantly, the 2005 BRAC round was carried out at
a time when base closure was a profoundly bad idea. We were and
at the same time were prosecuting a war on two fronts and unsure
of what infrastructure would be needed for involving homeland se-
curity needs.

At the end, the BRAC commission kept all their bases open and
closed newer bases that were specifically positioned for the defense
of our country. A prime example is Naval Station Ingleside in
south Texas. Naval Station Ingleside is a new base, 9 years old
now, with tremendous, extraordinary double-decker piers and
buildings and facilities located on the Gulf of Mexico with over
1,000 acres of land and a future to expand.

By closing Naval Station Pascagoula in Mississippi and Naval
Station Ingleside, the Nation will be left without a single naval
base on the entire Gulf Coast of Mexico. The gulf is a very strategic
trade corridor and our energy pipeline. And in the aftermath of
BRAC, it is now our soft underbelly.
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To underscore that point, just days after BRAC ordered the clo-
sure of naval bases on the Gulf of Mexico, Hurricane Katrina blew
her deadly destruction straight into Pascagoula. It was assets from
Naval Station Pascagoula—wounded, but not down—and Naval
Station Ingleside that responded first and immediately, while East
Coast assets, steaming as quickly as they could, arrived several
days later.

So today we are focusing on a more limited agenda to review how
the Pentagon is implementing the BRAC law. I have always under-
stood that costs are up and savings are down, but I had no idea
how much BRAC 2005 execution has changed since the BRAC com-
mission completed its review.

After reading the Government Accountability Office (GAO) re-
port, I was initially pleased to see that, over 20 years, the Depart-
ment expects to save something like $15 billion. However, I was
surprised to find that this is a 58 percent decrease from what
BRAC commission estimated.

Also, this committee was left to believe that BRAC was about re-
ducing infrastructure, but we did not reduce any infrastructure in
2005. We just moved it to other locations. And I was equally con-
cerned to learn that the Department hasn’t figured out how to im-
plement some of its own BRAC recommendations.

Again, this subcommittee is not here today to overturn any deci-
sion already made. Communities with bases closing should con-
tinue planning, and communities with new bases assets coming
should continue to prepare for that event to happen when it is due.
We will look today only at how the Department of Defense (DOD)
is or is now complying with the law.

Before I move forward with the normal order of business, I want-
ed to welcome our new ranking member, Congressman Randy
Forbes. Randy, I am so happy that you are with us as a ranking
member. And he has been a valiant supporter of the military. He
has individually worked to ensure that servicemembers and their
families receive the training and support necessary to best com-
plete their mission.

I look forward to working with you on improving the readiness
of our servicemembers. And now the chair recognizes my good
friend, the distinguished gentleman from Virginia, Ranking Mem-
ber Mr. Forbes, for any statement that he would like to make.

STATEMENT OF HON. J. RANDY FORBES, A REPRESENTATIVE
FROM VIRGINIA, RANKING MEMBER, READINESS SUB-
COMMITTEE

Mr. FORBES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to thank the chairman just to say that I am honored
to serve as his ranking member on this important and influential
subcommittee. There is no chairman with whom I would rather
serve than the honorable gentleman from Texas, who has a long
and distinguished record of leadership as both chairman and rank-
ing member of the Readiness Subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you.

Since we have two panels of witnesses and many members
present who wish to speak, I will keep my remarks brief. Even so,
I must say at the outset that I am disappointed at the great in-
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crease in costs associated with this BRAC round, and particularly
concerned about the lengthy payback period reported by the GAO
in its testimony.

I was one of 40 members who voted against BRAC when it was
first voted upon several years ago, and it is particularly disappoint-
ing because many of the concerns cited there and here today could
have been predicted and were predicted ahead of time. I wrote
about many of them in a USA Today op-ed as far back as July 30,
2001.

And I understand that the authors of the implementing legisla-
tion, suspicious of the fleeting nature of BRAC savings, deliberately
required that the Secretary of Defense certify that this 2005 BRAC
round would generate savings in six years in each military depart-
ment as a prerequisite for conducting the round. In fact, the Sec-
retary of Defense did certify that the Departments of the Army, the
Navy and the Air Force would be each into the black by 2011, not
2017, a full six years later, as reported today by the GAO.

Let me be clear that this subcommittee is quite concerned that
the department failed to achieve a legally required Secretary of De-
fense-certified objective by six years.

I understand that, in the conduct of the BRAC round, military
value, not cost, was the primary criterion prescribed by the imple-
menting legislation. I realize that the costs of construction have in-
creased dramatically due to worldwide competition for materials,
that the Army and Marine Corps are leveraging the BRAC process
to reset their forces, and that the whole department used the
BRAC round as a transformation enabler.

While I support these transformational efforts and the increases
in the Army and Marine Corps, it is still disappointing that more
savings will not be realized. Nonetheless, the BRAC process was
approved in 2005, and so this is a hearing on the implementation
of BRAC.

And as the chairman has emphasized, there is no intent to
change or undue the BRAC recommendations. The communities af-
fected by BRAC deserve to know that Congress is committed to see-
ing the BRAC process through. The worst thing we could do would
be to change course in midstream. However, we should take this
opportunity to learn how to more effectively manage this process
in future rounds. According to the GAO, BRAC is still expected to
save $15 billion. Since the savings are coming late in the process,
we will be watching closely to be sure the much-touted military
value of this BRAC round materializes.

Mr. Grone’s testimony reinforces the complexity of executing this
round, which I can appreciate. Even today, the Army has not an-
nounced the final locations of additional brigade combat teams, the
Army’s major combat unit. Without that knowledge, military con-
struction costs cannot be budgeted, nor can local communities ac-
complish the necessary planning for schools, roads and other amen-
ities needed by an expanding population.

I want to once again thank the chairman for scheduling this
hearing and for selecting a broad cross-section of witnesses who
can address all important aspects of this process from the point of
view of the Department of Defense to both gaining and losing com-
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munities. And I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. And,
Mr. Chairman, thank you, and I yield back the balance my time.

Mr. OrT1Z. Thank you.

I know that we have received a few inquiries from Members out-
side the subcommittee to address the witnesses. And after con-
sultation with the minority, I now ask unanimous consent that
Members outside the House Armed Services Committee be author-
ized to question the panel members at today’s hearing. These Mem-
bers will be recognized at the conclusion of questioning by the
members of the House Armed Services Committee.

No objection? We will just do that. Okay.

Now, today we have two panels of distinguished witnesses rep-
resenting the Department of Defense, the Government Accountabil-
ity Office, and other organizations that have been affected by
BRAC.

And without objection, the witnesses’ prepared testimony will be
accepted for the record.

On the first panel, we have the principal architect of the BRAC’s
2005 implementation process, Secretary Phil Grone, and the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office, Mr. Brian Lepore.

Secretary Grone, it is so good to see you. You and I have had a
great relationship. We appreciate the loyalty not only to the serv-
ices, but to this country, and your outstanding work. And we have
known each other for a long time, and we are just happy that you
are here.

And I understand that you are leaving us. And I know that your
expertise and your experience will be missed, but I hope that we
can continue to consult with you.

Secretary GRONE. Yes, sir.

Mr. OrTiZ. We can begin by—Mr. Secretary, you can come up
with an opening statement. And just feel free to make your state-
ment this morning. Good to see you, Phil.

STATEMENT OF PHILIP W. GRONE, DEPUTY UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE (INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT)

Secretary GRONE. Thank you, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr.
Forbes, members of the subcommittee, other distinguished mem-
bers of the House.

I am privileged to be here in my last week of service to the De-
partment to discuss the 2005 round of base closure and realign-
ment and the implementation thereof.

As the chairman and the ranking member have indicated, the
size of this round is extraordinary by any means compared to prior
rounds of base closure and realignment. This effort touches over
800 separate locations across the Nation, with 24 major closures,
24 major realignments, and 765 other actions.

Those decisions resulted from a laborious, legally mandated proc-
ess that took us from 1,200 candidate recommendations within the
Department of Defense to 222 recommendations that the Secretary
ultimately made to the independent commission.

The commission then, considering all evidence before it, both pro-
vided by the Department and provided in field hearings and other
sources of information, which the Department did not have access
or could not provide under the terms of the statute, made changes
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to the Department’s recommendations, supported, in the case of—
35 percent of the department’s recommendations were changed in
some way, large or small, by the commission, which is a greater
change rate than in all prior rounds of BRAC combined, where the
change rate was 15 percent.

So the commission very actively considered the Department’s rec-
ommendations, considered all of the evidence, and made a signifi-
cant number of changes.

Forty percent of what resulted from that process resulted from
the Joint Cross-Service Group process, including some of the rec-
ommendations that are of interest to Members in this room today.
The Department had been criticized over four rounds of base clo-
sure and realignment for things that we did not do.

The Department was criticized for its inability to adequately get
at joint processes and joint arrangements. And as part of that proc-
ess, the criticism, including from some of the criticism from our
friends in the Government Accountability Office, was that those ef-
forts were too narrow.

The Department responded to those criticisms by doing two
things. First, it created Joint Cross-Service Groups with broad
mandates. Rather than looking merely at military medical treat-
ment facilities, we looked at the medical functions of the depart-
ment broadly.

Rather than looking merely at depots, we looked at industrial ca-
pability. Rather than merely looking at laboratories, we looked at
technical capability, as well as examining other what we called
back-office functions, headquarters and support activities among
{:)h?m, that had never been addressed on a joint cross-service basis

efore.

And we gave those groups real authority to make recommenda-
tions to the senior leadership. These were not Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense (OSD)-mandated requirements. They were jointly
arrived at decisions that worked their way through the senior lead-
ership, exercising their military judgment based on the data and
the strategies that were available at the time.

I understand the comments made by my friend that I have
worked with so many years, the chairman, gentleman from Texas,
on the complexity of this managing BRAC in the context of the
global war on terror and broader force transformation.

But as the Secretary said at the time and as the Administration
continued to assert, this was precisely the time and the moment for
us to re-look at the national military infrastructure because of the
nature of the missions that we are being asked to undertake and
the nature of force transformation ongoing within the Department
of Defense.

The Army is the principal exemplar of that. The Army is cur-
rently involved in the broadest force transformation, broadest reset,
most complex installations transformation since 1942.

Our ability to establish maneuver centers of excellence, fires cen-
ters of excellence, and other things that are necessary to support
the force, even in advance of decisions to grow the Army, could not
have been accomplished without a Base Realignment and Closure
round. And in that sense, they were necessary to the mission of
today and the mission of tomorrow.
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I am also very sensitive to the questions of the increasing costs
that have appeared in the round. As we extensively discussed with
all four oversight subcommittees earlier this year, the budget jus-
tification documents in February provided the detail for the in-
creases in those costs.

As I said then and I will say again today, those costs basically
fell into three broad baskets: $2 billion of the $8 billion, $8 billion-
plus of increase is derived from taking then-year dollars that the
Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model provided and
putting it into an implementation plan over a six-year spread. Nat-
ural inflation causes $2 billion of increase.

An additional $2 billion was caused by other changes that re-
sulted from site survey work. At certain locations, Fort Knox being
among them for the human resources center of excellence, when we
actually got people on the ground beyond COBRA to do siting work,
the notion of renovating disconnected facilities with a very sparse
Information Technology (IT) backbone and infrastructure was very
difficult, so we substituted new construction for mere renovation to
give us the transformational capability that the recommendation
intended.

And $4 billion, nearly half, approximately half of the increase,
was due to an Army package of enhancements that was brought
forward in that particular program review. Some of those items
were items that had been omitted in earlier parts of the planning;
some of them were enhancements for additional training ranges at
places like Fort Benning; and others were enhancements for qual-
ity of life.

Some of those may serve a dual purpose. Some of those may sup-
port parts of the force beyond the question of BRAC. But all of
them support aspects of the BRAC realignment. And the decision
of the leadership was to provide full cost visibility on all aspects
directly and materially affected by BRAC. And they were included
in the package.

The question of savings is an important one. We and the Govern-
ment Accountability Office have had a longstanding disagreement
on the question on personnel savings and what they mean, in
terms of savings in this process. Our view is that, to the extent
that you are realigning manpower and forces or taking force struc-
ture out, that is the cleanest.

But to the extent that you are avoiding having to pay for addi-
tional recruitment of military or civilian personnel or contractors in
an inefficiently aligned system, those cost avoidances need to be
counted as savings, and we have.

Even after implementation, we are still expecting $4 billion in
annual recurring savings on an annual basis beginning in 2012.
Implementation is complex. And one of the ways in which this com-
mittee and this Congress can help us in implementation is by ad-
dressing what has been one of the more disruptive aspects of im-
plementation than in any prior round of BRAC.

We are now in the 27th month of implementation. Fourteen of
those 27 months have been constricted, constrained in some way by
the inability of the Department to either access funds, through no-
tice and wait or other limiting provisions, or through the inability
to have full appropriation as requested by the President.



7

For the last two years, we have been operating under continuing
resolutions which have affected the management of this account.
The budget request for the current fiscal year to implement the
round—we are in a third of six years of implementation—is $8.2
billion. We are operating in the continuing resolution environment
that gives us a piece of last year’s appropriation of $5.6 billion.

The department cannot effectively implement the round unless it
has access to the resources that are necessary to implement it. So,
Mr. Chairman, we urge you—and we have always had your strong
support and the support of the gentleman from Virginia and oth-
ers—to work with us and with the Appropriations Committee to
ensure that we can access the funds that are necessary to imple-
ment the round.

I know there is always a question of whether or not we can make
their legally mandated deadline of September 15, 2011. I am not
yet prepared to concede that that is not achievable, but time is rap-
idly working against us, and our inability to secure the necessary
funds works against us.

Oversight is important. The dialogue with the committees has
been very, very critical to us in helping shape aspects of the imple-
mentation plan. But our ability to work together and our ability to
complete the mission on time—for the good of the Army, the good
of the forces, the good of the department, good of the country—is
dependent on our ability to effectively implement in a timely way.
And for that, we urgently need your support.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Grone can be found in the
Appendix on page 81.]

Mr. OrTiZ. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. As always, you have al-
ways been very eloquent, and we certainly appreciate your testi-
mony this morning.

And now we will go to Mr. Lepore. Thank you so much, sir, for
joining with us. And you can begin with your testimony, sir.

STATEMENT OF BRIAN J. LEPORE, DIRECTOR, DEFENSE CAPA-
BILITIES AND MANAGEMENT, U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNT-
ABILITY OFFICE

Mr. LEPORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the subcommittee, and invited Mem-
bers, I am delighted to be here today to testify on implementation
of BRAC 2005. This is the largest, most complex, and costliest
BRAC ever. Unlike previous rounds, the Secretary of Defense saw
this round as an opportunity to transform DOD, promote jointness,
and save money. Thus, BRAC 2005 focuses more on business proc-
ess reengineering and base realignments, rather than closures.

Today in my testimony, I will address GAO’s role in BRAC and
how the estimated costs and savings have changed since 2005. My
testimony is based on our reviews of DOD’s process for developing
its recommendations and our reports on its implementation.

Now I will turn to my first topic: our role in BRAC. We were re-
quired by law to monitor the process that DOD uses and did use
in developing its recommendations. We issued our report on July
1, 2005, and concluded that DOD’s process was generally logical,
reasoned, and well-documented, but we also raised an important
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caution. That is the extent to which DOD achieved the savings it
estimated was uncertain because of, one, the way in which military
personnel reductions are counted; and, two, the fact that many of
the recommendations focused on business process reengineering on
transformation and, as a result, many of the savings were not vali-
dated and much would depend on how the recommendations were
implemented.

We also pointed out that DOD and the commission used the cost
of base realignment actions, or COBRA model, to evaluate the rec-
ommendations. But we reported in both 1995 and in 2005 that,
while COBRA is a useful tool for developing data to compare
against candidate recommendations, it is not intended to and con-
sequently does not produce budget-quality numbers.

Thus, DOD’s budget request is likely to be different than the
COBRA numbers. Once the recommendations become binding, we
evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of implementation just as
we do other Federal programs, which brings me to my second topic.

Yesterday, we issued our latest report on BRAC implementation
and concluded that the costs have gone up from the 2005 commis-
sion estimates of about $21 billion to the President’s fiscal year
2008 budget submission number of about $31 billion.

Here is why: Construction and operations and maintenance is ex-
pected to be higher. In addition, inflation and environmental res-
toration costs are not included in COBRA but, in fact, are included,
of course, in the President’s budget submission.

Conversely, net annual recurring savings are likely to be lower.
In 2005, the commission projected net annual recurring savings of
about $4.2 billion. As you know, it is now about $4 billion. DOD
attributes much of the savings to no longer operating closed bases
and from military personnel reductions.

These reductions generally consist of disestablishing organiza-
tions and transferring military personnel from one location to an-
other, but maintaining the current end strength. So DOD still pays
the salary and benefits while also claiming this as a savings.

We do not believe this generates funds that can be spent on
other defense priorities, since the individuals are still getting paid.
Without these savings, projected net annual recurring savings falls
to about $2.2 billion, still substantial.

This is a longstanding point of disagreement between us and
DOD, as Secretary Grone indicated. We talked about it in 1995; we
talked about it in 2005. But we also felt that the Congress would
not have adequate transparency over the savings estimated from
BRAC. That is why yesterday we recommended that DOD explain
its savings from personnel reductions versus other savings, and
DOD agreed.

One other measure for evaluating BRAC is 20-year net present
value, which calculates the future value of costs and savings from
BRAC. The overall payback period is expected to be less than 20
years, but the number of recommendations that do not pay back in
20 years has increased from 30 in the commission’s 2005 report to
73, based on estimates in DOD’s fiscal year 2008 budget submis-
sion.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we are to monitor BRAC implementation
and report annually with a post-implementation report within one
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year of the end of implementation. We look forward to continuing
to assist you in evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of the
implementation of BRAC 2005.

This concludes my prepared statement, and I would be happy to
answer any questions that you or the other members may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lepore can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 92.]

Mr. ORTIZ. Thank you so much for your testimony. And this is
exactly what we need, a check-and-balance system, so that we as
Members of Congress can do what is right now.

I am going to start with a question, and I am going to—we have
many Members who are with us today. And I am going to be sure
that we allow them to ask questions this morning. As soon as all
the Members of the committee have asked questions, we will allow
them to do that.

Mr. Grone, and I know you do support a compliance of the BRAC
recommendations. And as to Naval Station Ingleside closure rec-
ommendations, I have become aware that the Department would
like to bend the interpretation and place barracks and other sup-
porting facilities at other locations besides Naval Station San
Diego.

And I was just wondering, will you support something like that?
And I know that your days are short here. But sometimes, you
know, they come and propose to us with a Plan A, and then some-
body comes to us and presents a Plan B, and then we see that they
are carrying out Plan C. This is why there is a little confusion, and
maybe you can enlighten me on what we are hearing from several
sides on this issue.

Secretary GRONE. Mr. Chairman, I will do the best I can. It is
a question that affects most directly the Navy.

The ships that are part of the recommendation will realign di-
rectly to the intended location, Naval Station San Diego, pursuant
to the recommendation. I know there had been some discussion
about whether or not those ships might relocate to another location
in the vicinity of San Diego.

There is no touch-and-go provision; there is no other appropriate
provision for implementing the recommendation. Those ships will
be at Naval Station San Diego.

The support facilities—and as the BRAC process was moving
along, the Navy was also further enhancing its regionalization con-
cept. The Navy has a number of assets at Point Loma, very near
Naval Station San Diego, that support various aspects of the fleet
throughout the region.

It is perfectly within the understanding of the recommendation,
as well as the management of manpower building for the Navy, to
have queues, quarters in the Point Loma area. They are a part of
Naval Station San Diego from a management perspective. They do
not need to be directly at the ship.

So we have some flexibility, in terms of the best siting for quar-
ters. But the stationing of the ships and their operational employ-
ment will be out of Naval Station San Diego.

Mr. OrTIZ. But, you know, I attended most of the BRAC hear-
ings, and I never heard that they would be moving some place else.
The testimony was always that they were moving to San Diego,
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a}rlld that they had also fishing facilities, and that that had every-
thing.

And all of a sudden, they said, “No, we don’t have facilities. We
are going to have to probably build facilities.” And what I am try-
ing to get to is, you don’t think that the base closure commission
was misled when they said that they were moving to San Diego,
and that they were going to be there, and that the facilities were
ready, and they have adequate facilities and adequate berthing?

Secretary GRONE. I would have to go back and look at the spe-
cific testimony of what was meant by facilities, whether that was
for the direct support of the ships or whether that was also in sup-
port of personnel and where they would be quartered.

But the issue has been looked at with the Office of General
Counsel in light of the record, and I am confident that as the Navy
has designed the program is legally sufficient.

Mr. OrTIZ. I wish I knew who was going to replace you. Do you
know who is going to replace you?

Secretary GRONE. That announcement has not been made yet,
sir.

Mr. ORTIZ. And this is the concern, of course, when we are being
told one thing and DOD does something else. And this concerns us.
And this is why I am very, very interested.

You know, one of the things that we have been trying to get from
the Navy is their implementation program. We have been asking
the Navy to give us a copy as to how they are going to make their
plan work, their implementation. And up to this date, we haven’t
received anything.

Do you think that, before you leave, you might be able to help
us get the Navy to give us this plan?

Secretary GRONE. I don’t see any obvious reason why the Navy
couldn’t detail how the plan would be implemented to members.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 209.]

Mr. OrRTIZ. You know, and I have a lot of other questions that
I would like to ask, but I want to be fair to all the Members who
have an interest in this hearing today. So I am going to cut it
short, and then I will come back with some other questions.

Now, I would like to yield to my good friend, Mr. Forbes.

Mr. ForBES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, will be brief so we
can get as many questions in as possible.

Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here and for your service. And
I just have two questions for you.

The first one 1s, we know military value is so important, and we
know that, you know, one of the key things for the BRAC process
is making sure about the readiness of our troops. And the question
I would ask you this morning, is the BRAC process negatively im-
pacting our soldiers’ operational readiness or ability to prosecute
the global war on terror, in your opinion?

Secretary GRONE. In my opinion, no.

Mr. ForBES. Okay, second question is this. One of the concerns
to those of us on the committee is whether the Army can meet the
September 2011 statutory deadline, and you talked about that, too.
In fact, I have checked in with the base in my district affected by
BRAC, which is Fort Lee, and see how they are doing.
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Now, they asked them, “Can you do it? Can you complete the
construction on time?” And they said, “Absolutely, if we get the
money.” And then the question comes back to something you al-
luded to a little bit, and that is, can you explain to us on the com-
mittee the impact, if any, the delay in funding for fiscal year 2007,
which I believe arrived just this past May, had to the schedule and
cost of your construction plans?

And can you also address the process as it relates to the fiscal
year 2008 Military Construction (MILCON) bill that still hasn’t
passed yet?

Secretary GRONE. Well, sir, it is difficult to say with specificity
what any particular delay in funding means, in terms of the cost
of a given project at a given location. What I can tell you is how
we go about managing those delays or the partial funding that we
receive.

One of the difficulties inside the department—I mean, in a com-
plex management exercise like this—is the amount of time it takes
with the components to realign how the plans are going to be done,
because as we present the President’s budget, there is an assump-
tion of how the year will execute.

Now, those execution plans can always change in implementa-
tion, but when we have partial funding and are uncertain as to
when funding will come—the first two years of implementation
were a bit easier. We could generally on a pro rata basis apportion
those funds, and the components could execute what they could.

As we are approaching this year, the third year, we are finding
that a little bit more difficult to just do the peanut butter spread
across the enterprise. So we are having to make discrete choices
about what missions are to be or should be more effectively pro-
tected or enhanced in the distribution of limited funds. And that
is causing, certainly, some things to slip to the right.

And our hope is that we can get the full funding and then bring
that program back, but it causes us to have to continue to adjust
and readjust the program, and that provides for a lack of surety
at the base level, and it does, to some degree, affect our ability to
effectively engage with communities about when certain things are
going to happen.

That particularly is difficult when we are dealing with not just
receiver sites in BRAC, but any site that it might also be affected
be Army modularity or other initiatives. The inability to sort of be
precise with regard to schedule makes it harder to work with com-
munities to accommodate that growth in time.

So we are looking at the question of costs very carefully. I want
to try to have a better way of demonstrating how things are going
to happen. But unless we already have a contract out that we then
can’t award, and then we have to go to an award later, it is going
to be hard on a specific basis to say what that change order would
be.

Mr. FORBES. And thank you.

Mr. Lepore, just a quick question for you. And if you can answer
today, fine. If you need to submit it in writing, that is okay. But
I know your report indicates an increase of about $10 billion in the
BRAC implementation, and it indicates about $7 billion of that, as
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I understand, military construction, about $3 billion that stems
from inflation, environmental cleanup, and other factors.

And can you describe for us which of those costs you believe
could have been accounted for ahead of time or in the assessment
process? And it may be more generically—now with greater trans-
parency in the BRAC implementation, costs have increased. In ret-
rospect, should the BRAC process have built in additional methods
to increase cost accuracy?

Mr. LEPORE. One of the challenges that the Department has, 1
think, in producing those numbers is they are, in effect, a forecast.
What DOD is trying to do is to look forward over the 6-year imple-
mentation period and try to determine, what will I need to do,
what will DOD need to do to implement, in this case, 182 rec-
ommendations, over 800 individual BRAC actions, to implement
those recommendations? So the challenge is an important one and
I think should not be missed.

The COBRA model does not account for inflation. It works with
standards and averages. It uses constant dollars. And as a result,
by definition, inflation is not built in.

The reason in our report we compared the 2005 dollars with the
2008 dollars and actually presents the inflation, if you will, is that
the Congress ultimately appropriates in current dollars, not con-
stant dollars, and DOD requests funds in current dollars and not
constant dollars.

So certainly the question, is there something that could have
been foreseen? Certainly, inflation was a factor. Estimating how
much it is, is certainly particularly challenging.

And the other point I would make is that the COBRA model also
does not include environmental restoration costs by design. And the
theory behind that is that cleaning up environmental contamina-
tion on an installation is a liability to DOD, regardless of whether
a base is to be closed or not, to protect human life, health and safe-
ty. And so those two items—in this case, totaling on the order of
$3.5 billion, were not included in COBRA and were not designed
to be included.

And so one can certainly recognize it is not there, but one would
ha\(fie to estimate how much that is going to be over the six-year pe-
riod.

Mr. FOrBES. Thank you both.

Mr. Chairman, thank you. I yield back.

Mr. OrTiz. We will try our best to stay within the five-minute
rule, because we have a lot of Members, and we want to be fair to
give everybody an opportunity to ask a question. And so be sure
that you stay within the five minutes.

And now let me yield to my good friend, Ms. Boyda.

Mrs. BoypA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have the honor—I am Nancy Boyda from Kansas. I have the
honor and the responsibility of representing Fort Leavenworth,
Fort Riley, Parsons Army Ammunition Plant, which is big, so I
have three points that I would like to—if I can’t get an answer, I
would like to get on the record that are deeply, deeply concerning
to us.

Clearly, the two combat brigade teams that are going to stay in
Europe, one of those was scheduled to come back, a heavy brigade
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team coming back to Fort Riley. How do you intend to comply with
the BRAC and keep those there? Is it temporary? Can you just ex-
pand on—give us the information there?

Secretary GRONE. Ma’am, I will. I know some of these questions
arise from some reports that appeared in the New York Times. And
there is a good deal about that article that was incorrect.

The incorrect part starts with the Secretary has not yet made a
decision on that question and it is a matter still under consider-
ation by the senior leadership.

The other aspect of the story that got maybe a little garbled is
that words like “defer” and “delay” create the opportunity for mis-
interpretation, because individuals like yourself understandably at-
tach that to the units that are there now.

The issue is, and before the leadership, is whether or not there
would be an American military presence larger than was previously
contemplated in those locations for a longer, slightly longer period
of time than was otherwise in the original plan.

A question of whether 1st Armor Division (AD), 1st Infantry Di-
vision (ID) come back to the United States and the capabilities rep-
resented by 1 AD and 1 ID by the statutory deadline is not at
issue. The department will comply with its obligations under BRAC
for that capability to be in place by the deadline.

Mrs. BoypA. All right, thank you very much.

The Parsons Army Ammunition Plant, which was one of the clos-
ing sites, I had a question about equipment that is left there. We
have been having several conversations with your shop about the
equipment. And their question is, what savings are we trying to re-
alize by not moving equipment around and storing it? What sav-
ings—are we looking at what we can save, our BRAC dollars, and
use them for something else, if equipment is merely going to be
moved and stored to just leave it? Do you have any thoughts that
you could share with us on that?

Secretary GRONE. That is an implementation detail that I am not
that close to, as it is an Army action.

Mrs. BOYDA. Do you understand basically the purpose—it is very
difficult——

Secretary GRONE. I do.

Mrs. BoYDA [continuing]. To see why we are sending very
limited——

Secretary GRONE. I do.

Mrs. BOYDA [continuing]. Precious dollars. And it is very difficult
to see what actual benefit is coming from that.

Secretary GRONE. What I would like to do is take that back, and
in light of not just written for the record, but in light of my depar-
ture on Friday, I will try to come back to you with an answer be-
fore the end of the day on Friday, if I can.

Mrs. BoyDA. Thank you so much. It would mean a great deal.

Secretary GRONE. And if I can’t, I will tell you why not and who
is going to get back to you, if I could.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 223.]

Mrs. BoYDA. The third question has to do with commissaries and
appropriated funds versus the nonappropriated funds and having
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the site. Do you have any—and, again, are you familiar with that
issue, if I could shortcut the——

Secretary GRONE. In a generic way, in terms of whether items
that we——

Mrs. Boypa. Yes, with BRAC, we are being asked to provide
funds from the users for commissaries when, in fact, this is real-
ly—we are building a commissary because of the increased—be-
cause we were a gaining facility.

Secretary GRONE. So to make sure that I understand you, it is
that the question of whether or not MILCON, BRAC or the sur-
charge ought to fund the requirement.

Mrs. BOYDA. Yes. And obviously the surcharge is the least desir-
able of those.

Secretary GRONE. That is understood. This has been a subject of
some correspondence and discussion between Members in both
chambers with my colleagues and the undersecretary for personnel
and readiness, as they run the lion’s share of those programs.
The——

Mrs. BoyDA. Well, let me just say, as my time is going, let me
say for the record that clearly that surcharge is by far the least
preferable.

Secretary GRONE. Yes, ma’am.

Mrs. BoYDA. You know, the need for these extra facilities results
from our—and we are very happy in Kansas to have these extra
brigades there.

Secretary GRONE. What my colleagues in Personnel and Readi-
ness (PNR) are doing right now is looking very clearly at those var-
ious requirements and bending them, what ought to be MILCON,
what ought to be surcharged, what ought to be attached to BRAC
as a result of BRAC actions. And then they will come back to the
Congress with, I assume, all the necessary proposals in that regard
and will do what is necessary to support those quality of life facili-
ties.

Mrs. Boypa. Okay, thank you so much. And good luck in your
new life.

Secretary GRONE. Thank you, ma’am.

Mrs. BoyDA. Thank you.

Mr. OrTIZ. Mr. Rogers.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think my questions will be like most people’s questions today,
parochial. I have Fort Benning, which straddles the Georgia-Ala-
bama line, as you know. And I am wondering if you can tell me
how many soldiers are going to be relocated to Fort Benning as a
part of BRAC?

Secretary GRONE. Sir, the last information I had from the Army
on that was just shy of 1,000 permanent party.

Mr. ROGERS. How many families, total individuals?

Secretary GRONE. I don’t have a specific number of families.
What I have is what I think are the number of students that may
be there longer than three months, under three months. And the
military students staying at Benning longer than 3 months, I have
it just nearly 1,200 students.
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I could try to break that back down to how many personnel with
family, but I don’t know that we specifically know that yet until
we get through all the Permanent Change of Station (PCS) process.

Mr. ROGERS. But the figure I have heard——

Secretary GRONE [continuing]. Right now for how many students.

Mr. ROGERS. And the figure that I have heard from the military
is they are expecting a total of 35,000 people to be coming to the
Benning area, both on-post and off-post, as a result of this BRAC.

Secretary GRONE. Well, that may be. There are a combination of
factors there. One is the military and civilian personnel and their
family members, the estimates right now are somewhere around
13,000 folks. Layered into that, particularly from a local perspec-
tive as you are trying to do planning, are people trying to do esti-
mates for what kind of contractor support base might also come
with that.

And so the Army will make representations as to the personnel
that they control, military and civilian personnel and related fam-
ily members, and then there will be a larger discussion about the
contractor base. And that is occasionally where we have some folks
occasionally maybe talking past each other, not willfully, but just
understanding the base line 1s important.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, my understanding is Benning is one of eight
facilities around the country that is going to experience dramatic
growth as a result of the relocating of missions in the BRAC. And
they have the same concerns I think that the other seven commu-
nities have, and that is, how do we absorb from an infrastructure
standpoint off-post these new folks, in schools, in hospitals?

The superintendents of the school systems on both the Georgia
side and the Alabama side have talked with me about if there is
going to be any one-time funding to help them expand their facili-
ties to accommodate the new students.

Can you tell me if you have any plans to do that in any of these
communities?

Secretary GRONE. Well, the department traditionally has not pro-
vided appropriated funds for that purpose beyond the Department
of Defense Education Activity (DODEA) school system. We are
working—we have provided planning grants to communities and
the states, local education authorities.

There are discussions ongoing about how to think about the Im-
pact Aid question, maybe in a different form. That is very prelimi-
nary. No decisions are made. But we don’t have a program, other
than some programs that the Department of Education has, grant
programs that provide brick-and-mortar construction.

This week in St. Louis, we have the Office of Economic Adjust-
ment with the Federal interagency, agencies represented under the
Economic Adjustment Committee, which I chair in the interagency
on behalf of the Secretary, are meeting with the growth commu-
nities. And a principal part of that discussion is education. There
is also a track on transportation and other associated infrastruc-
ture issues, as we all continue to work together to have the infra-
structure in the communities where we are going to have growth
be able to support that as it comes online.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I know that, in previous BRAC, when we lost
Fort McClellan in my congressional district, it had a huge economic
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impact on the district. But to their credit, the Army was very help-
ful in helping that community transition. I think that there should
be a little bit more sensitivity to these communities who are going
to have to absorb all these new people.

And I would like to know, do you have an individual in your of-
fice that these local officials can make contact with, talk about
their concerns?

Secretary GRONE. The director of the Office of Economic Adjust-
ment, Mr. Patrick O’Brien, is the principal leader on that from an
economic adjustment perspective. We have a team of folks. I know
some of those folks are working with folks in the Fort Benning
area.

I know he would be pleased to come up and have a conversation
about issues that are of concern to you.

Mr. ROGERS. Great. I would like to do that.

Secretary GRONE. It is a pretty important part of what we do
from a planning perspective.

Mr. ROGERS. And my last question is, do you know the timeline
for the Armor Center moving to Benning from Fort Knox?

Secretary GRONE. I am sorry, sir?

Mr. ROGERS. Do you know what the timeline is for the Armor
Center to move from Fort Knox to Benning?

Secretary GRONE. I don’t have that specifically in front of me
today, but I can get that to you this afternoon. That is not a

Mr. ROGERS. I would appreciate that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary GRONE. That is a short question and answer.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 227.]

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is probably unfair to ask you about every single change in the
2005 BRAC law. And if it would be okay, there is a couple Con-
necticut-specific items which we will just submit in writing, and
any help your office can give in terms of some questions we have
about implementation.

And the only question I really wanted to ask about was just the
consolidation of the Reserve Centers, which, again, GAO looked at
that issue and determined that the costs are higher, the savings
are less, but nonetheless it still seems like a good plan, something
that I know the guard and reserve units in New England, at least,
are very excited about.

But there does seem to be implementation problems in terms of
just, again, the costs that this is going to result in and also some
of the siting that the statute specifically mandated. Newtown, Con-
necticut, was identified as a place where there is a Reserve Center
that would be built. Unfortunately, there does not appear, because
Newtown, Connecticut, is pretty good real estate, a location where
this can happen.

And I guess GAO stated that there needs to be sort of a better
system for stakeholders to really understand how this is all going
to sort of place itself out. And we are seeing that in Connecticut,
is that there is a lot of confusion, again, from people who don’t—
who support the concept and want to see it happen. And I am just
wondering whether that is something that is happening across the
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country, whether or not the Department of Defense is trying to
come up with a strategy to help implement whether it is a good
idea.

Secretary GRONE. Well, sir, I appreciate your comments there,
because the effort to—particularly for the Army, for this to be a
total force BRAC process and to do those consolidations, is critically
important to the future of the reserve components and their role
with the active force as part of the total force to execute the mis-
sion.

The adjutants general were very deeply involved in that process.
They will continue to be deeply involved in that process. I am a bit
concerned that you say that there may be some issues of stakehold-
ers in the state of Connecticut that may need some addressing, and
I am happy to go back, and talk to the Army about that, and have
some folks come talk to you about that, because I think it is impor-
tant to keep that all on track.

The question that is not the implementation challenge in relation
to cost—and it is a point I want to stress again—is that when we
brought the fiscal year 2006 budget to Congress, there were con-
cerns—or 2007 budget to Congress—there were concerns that
whether or not we were going to fully fund the program.

And the questions at the time were, “We know the program is
not fully loaded, in terms of the funds against the requirements.
How can you assure us that every action will be undertaken?”

The commitment of the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary was
that, after we went through all the implementation planning, we
would have a fully funded program. And that is the program we
brought forward this year. So the reserve force component trans-
formation pieces are fully funded in the program.

Issues of implementation planning and some of those specific de-
tails about a specific reference to a specific town, which may not
have an available real estate asset, is one we are going to have to
continue to work through. There are a limited number of those
across the country, but there are ones we are going to have to con-
tinue to work very hard, because the Reserve Center trans-
formation is a critically important part of the total force concept.

So I would like to have some folks with the Army come talk to
you about that to make sure that we have got the right people talk-
ing to each other in this process to make that go as smoothly as
possible.

Mr. OrTIZ. You know, when you say that the program is fully
loaded, is this including the quality of life facilities, as well?

Secretary GRONE. The quality of life? What kind of quality of life
facilities, because we have—in terms of—I am not quite sure what
we are talking about.

Mr. ORTIZ. See, when we talk about quality of life, we go from
health facilities, Post Exchanges (PXs), Naval Exchanges, all that
kind of stuff.

Secretary GRONE. I mean, some of the major additions, particu-
larly to the Army package, the $4 billion package, was in the qual-
ity of life arena. In answer to the question of the gentlelady from
Kansas, I suggested that there are some aspects of the commissary
and exchange system and some of the things that would be funded,
either MILCON, BRAC or through the surcharge, that needed to
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be looked at, because there was apparently some uncertainty with-
in the system about where these go.

As those requirements are identified and specified for what ought
to fund them, then they will be funded in that way. And if we
make an adjustment in the next budget request to accommodate
those that are BRAC-specific, we will make that adjustment.

But every requirement that we know today that is a quality of
life requirement, pertinent to the BRAC recommendations that
have been identified by the services, and they are part of the pro-
gram.

The full funding requirements that the Secretary and the Deputy
Secretary made one year-plus ago pertain not just to that program,
but to the program and to the process. There will be requirements
that come off the table for things that are no longer required, just
as, as we do some further planning and examination, there may be
a BRAC-related child development center or a commissary that
may be needed. And that may come into the program.

But based on the requirements we know today that are specific
to BRAC, they are in the program. And then, as I indicated, my
colleagues in personnel and readiness are looking at that very
question, particularly on the commissary and exchange system, to
understand which of the three lanes those ought to be funded in.
And I would expect we would make the appropriate adjustment at
that time.

Mr. OrTIZ. I would like, before I move to Mr. McHugh from New
York, do you agree with that statement?

Mr. LEPORE. As you know, Mr. Chairman, we took a look in our
report that we call the Growth Bases Report at the preparedness
of the installations that were growing, such as Fort Benning, to ac-
commodate everybody coming in.

That report was broader than BRAC. It did talk about BRAC,
but it also was discussing Army modularity, the establishment of
the brigade combat teams, to a lesser extent, growth of force could
be involved that, as well.

And the point we were making in that report, which is what I
believe you are asking me about, was, what it clear to the local in-
stallation commander at the installations that we visited, that all
of the childcare and other quality of life kinds of facilities would
be there when the forces arrived? And there was some concern that
some may be there, some may not be.

But it is important to note that that report talked about more
than BRAC. And I believe Secretary Grone’s comment dealt with
BRAC specific.

Mr. OrTIZ. Thank you.

Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHUGH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me begin by adding my words of congratulations to our new
ranking member. I know, Mr. Chairman, you and he will work very
fvelé together, and I certainly look forward to working with our new
eader.

Also, to Secretary Grone, Phil, best wishes to you in the future.
You still have many, many friends here, more than most of us have
on this panel. So I wish you all the best, and we appreciate all the
great service that you provided this committee and, of course, in re-
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§ent years to the Department and to the men and women in uni-
orm.

Having said that, I want to make sure—I have heard your dia-
logue with Ms. Boyda. I just heard the exchange with the chair-
man. And that was really going to be the one area of inquiry that
I had.

More generically, we have got a pattern through nonappropriated
fund projects that is disconcerting to me and concerning, as well.
And as you look at years 2005 through 2008, when you have got
commissary and Navy construction requests that total about $2.2
billion, $929 million of those dollars, or over 40 percent, resulted
because DOD requested waivers to allow Navy funding, non-
appropriated funding, to be used to pay for projects that, by stated
DOD policy, ought to be built with appropriated funds.

We all understand there comes a time when waivers are re-
quired, when you have projects that are unable to be accounted for
in an appropriate way. In fact, that is the quote from the DOD pol-
icy from time to time. But over 40 percent is a pretty big number
through a three-year period.

And as we look at 2008, of the total funds that you have re-
quested, we are really concerned again about this use of waiver,
particularly in the BRAC and the re-stationing accounts, because
those are projects that, by policy—and I heard you say that your
personnel folks are looking at it, but we have looked at it—and, by
policy, certainly should not be Navy funding. I guess we can talk
about other possible ways, but shouldn’t be Navy funding, except
on time-to-time basis.

So I wanted to weigh in my two cents’ worth. I don’t know if you
want to respond to my comments any differently than you did in
the dialogue that you had with my two colleagues. But this is a
concern, and I don’t need to lecture you or even discuss with you,
because I know you fully understand, when we divert those Navy
funds, those are dollars that are unable to go to very important
projects that benefit quality of life of every solder, sailor, airman,
and Marine out there.

So that is an unpaid editorial comment on my part. If you would
like to comment, I would be appreciative.

Secretary GRONE. Mr. McHugh, thank you for your kind re-
marks. I will take the concerns expressed by Ms. Boyda, the chair-
man, and yourself back to Mr. Dominguez and raise them with
him. And we will see where that sort of process goes.

I understand and appreciate the dynamic that you have laid out.
I understand it. I will make sure that I will raise it with the appro-
priate folks, Dr. Chu and Mr. Dominguez, and see how that will
be addressed in the coming weeks and months.

Mr. OrTIZ. Mr. Loebsack.

Mr. LOEBSACK. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I just want to follow up a little bit on what Congressman
Courtney was talking about. I am from Iowa, from the Second Dis-
trict of Iowa, and folks don’t think about military facilities in Iowa
very often. In fact, when I mentioned this prior to the hearing
today, Mr. Lepore thought I had Rock Island, but I don’t. That is
in Congressman Braley’s district. There are four Iowa National
Guard facilities included in the 2005 BRAC, and of these three of
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them, all of which are in my district, have yet to be funded. The
Cedar Rapids and Middletown sites include Armed Forces readi-
ness centers and field maintenance shops. The Muscatine site is a
readiness center.

The facilities were built in 1916, 1950, and 1973 respectively.
They are too small to support current operations. They contain as-
bestos and are prone to flooding, yet the Iowa National Guard has
not received funding to improve the sites in over 15 years.

The Iowa National Guard, like National Guard units across the
country—I don’t think this is necessarily a district-specific concern;
we already heard from Congressman Courtney, as well—the Iowa
National Guard faces increasing recruiting and retention shortfalls.
You mentioned sort of part of the overall force requirements.

Rundown, unhealthy facilities weigh heavily on recruitment and
retention. I think that probably shouldn’t go without saying. But
the readiness centers are therefore absolutely vital to the health of
the guard.

Secretary Grone, in your testimony, you state that BRAC 2005
is based upon, in part, “the impact on operational readiness of the
total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on
joint warfighting, training and readiness.” The Army approved de-
signs for all three BRAC sites, and my district will not only mod-
ernize infrastructure and maximize funding, but will also allow for
increased joint operations and training between the Iowa National
Guard and reserve forces.

Such infrastructure will improve, “joint warfighting, training and
readiness.” Yet this week, I was informed that the Army informed
the Iowa National Guard they do not intend to fund construction
of field maintenance facilities that are meant to support multiple
armories, despite having previously approved designs that are in-
tended to do just that.

I am, of course, deeply concerned that cost overruns and delays
in the BRAC process have led the Army to prioritize funding in
such a way that the National Guard is being left behind with the
possible result that the Cedar Rapids, Muscatine and Middletown
sites will have to be scaled back and the effectiveness of BRAC
2005 reduced.

Can you just speak to some of those concerns that I have raised,
Secretary Grone? I really appreciate that very much.

And I guess one of the major questions is, are the cost overruns
and construction delays resulting in scaled-back goals for the
BRAC 2005 process?

Secretary GRONE. I am not aware that that is the case. And I
would have to go back and consult with the Army on what the force
transformation, reserve component transformation plan in Iowa
looks like and whether or not there are projects that are being ad-
justed. I mean, I just don’t know the detail, obviously, as well as
you do, sir, and I would like to go back and do that and get back
to you by Friday, if I could.

Mr. LoEBSACK. That would be great. Thank you. I appreciate it.

Secretary GRONE. I mean, it is not the case that we are going to
comply with every recommendation. And the program and the re-
sources in the program are designed to allow us to comply with
every recommendation. So I would like to go back and look at the
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specifics on that one and then get back to you, because it
doesn’t——

Mr. LoEBSACK. Well, the timelines have been pushed back out.

Secretary GRONE. I mean, I certainly understand that, in some
cases, given the state of appropriations and planning, how projects
and plans can shift within the implementation period. That is one
thing we have to do. That is materially different from saying we
are not going to do something.

And the implication in your question that we are not going to do
something, then I want to go back and take a look at it.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 223.]

Mr. LOEBSACK. Okay. Yes, thank you, and I guess I just want to
reiterate again, you know, sort of the importance, the increased im-
portance that we have seen in recent years with the war in Iraq,
obviously, and Afghanistan, as well, the increased importance of
the guard and the reserves.

These facilities, you know, they clearly have to be upgraded.
There is no doubt about it, because it will have certainly an impact
on recruitment in the future, as well.

So thank you very much to both of you. I yield back the rest of
my time.

Secretary GRONE. And, Mr. Chairman, if I might, just to make
sure that——

Mr. ORTIZ. Go right ahead.

Secretary GRONE [continuing]. Particularly the staff sort of un-
derstands. In the intervening 72 hours, if I indicate to them that
I am going to get back to them directly, we will also provide mate-
rial in writing for the record so that the record is clear, so that
what is told to a member verbally is going to be told in writing on
the record. So I would just make sure that——

Mr. OrTIZ. Thank you.

My good friend, Mr. Robin Hayes.

Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, Phil and Brian, thank you for coming today. You are on
your home field here, Phil.

I want you to both speak to me. Phil, begin first. Talk about
planning and implementation as it relates to BRAC on Impact Aid.
My focus is pretty much on BRAC and Polk, and the number of
students added to the school system.

If you would just update the committee on plans for implementa-
tion, execution, particularly of Impact Aid and assimilating these
students as the moves are made.

Secretary GRONE. Well, Mr. Hayes, as you know, one of the chal-
lenges of the Impact Aid program is that it is a trailing indicator.
The districts don’t receive the funds until after they know how
many students are there, and they have been working with them
for a year, and then they get the funds.

One of the issues is when Impact Aid money comes. And it tends
to be in a trailing indicator. If you have a stable population, stable
student environment, no significant increase in force structure,
that generally tends to work and work well.

Schools apply for the money after they know how many students
are there. We can do the Impact Aid categorization. One of the
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challenges in implementation is that a number of school districts
are saying, based on the plans that a given component, the Army,
may have, we have an infrastructure challenge and we have an Im-
pact Aid challenge, in terms of being able to support the students
when they arrive, even if we have the infrastructure.

And that is one of the issues that has been discussed between
the Army and the Department of Education, is to how to make that
process work a little bit better for local education authorities. I just
don’t know that we have an answer yet, a specific answer yet, in
terms of what any changes we may choose to make.

And that is just something—folks are still talking about working
with local folks about how this process is going to work.

Mr. HAYES. Obviously, this issue is very familiar to a—and this
is my fault—a fairly small group within DOD. Can you speculate
on how active this small, knowledgeable group will be in putting
forward what you just expressed is an essential idea, that rather
than following, if there is any way we can turn this into a lead in
preparation process, as opposed to trying to play catch-up?

Secretary GRONE. Well, I can’t speculate on how active or inac-
tive any one individual is going to be for organization. And there
are still just a number of proposals on the table for how we deal
with the education question. And so there is no—I can’t be specific
in terms of what the answer will be, because we don’t know what
the answer is going to be yet.

And that is part of what results from the discussions we are hav-
ing in St. Louis this week, the work that we are doing with local
education agencies, other interested parties. I mean, I think it is
just too early for me to be able to say that there is an answer.

Mr. HavES. Well, Dr. Deegan will be in the next panel, and I am
sure he will speak to the specifics. But in the meantime, those of
you who are here and listening and those back across the river,
this is an absolutely family support issue. It is a crucial education
issue.

And I hope the number of people that are actively involved in ad-
vocating for increased Impact Aid will be listening and expanding
their participation and horizons, because it is so important for fam-
ily support for our troops and education in general.

Brian, would you have any additional thoughts?

Mr. LEPORE. Yes, I appreciate the opportunity to jump in here.
As you may know, we are taking a look at the Impact Aid that is
available from the Federal Government more generally, not just
from DOD, but also Department of Transportation, Department of
Education, and so forth.

That particular engagement is well underway. We are in the
process of collecting data right now, visiting local communities, as
well as the installations that are surrounded by the communities,
and the Federal agencies that actually have some level of Impact
Aid available.

We expect to release that report later, in late-winter, mid-spring
time frame, something like that. We are still collecting the data
right now, have not begun to write yet. But I suspect that report
will answer many of the questions that you are raising. And as I
said, that study i1s well underway, and we expect to be done early
next year.
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Secretary GRONE. And, Mr. Chairman, if I may add to Mr.
Hayes, this is not just—we are not proceeding with this as solely
just a DOD issue. There are a number of team and field visits that
are being conducted jointly between DOD and the Federal Depart-
ment of Education.

So we are leveraging every part of the Federal interagency that
is concerned about the education of the children of servicemen and
women, to make sure that we understand the problem well, that
we are designing the right programs, that we are going to have the
right answers, and working collaboratively with folks.

So it is not just DOD. We are working actively with the Depart-
ment of Education, and folks are out there working it very hard.

Mr. HAYEsS. Appreciate the interest and the comments, Mr.
Chairman. And I am sure it is something that you all will stay
after.

Dr. Harrison is our public school superintendent—wonderful in-
dividual and office to work through. And a few other little small
pieces in closing, we need some additional parking. They are not
listed in the material here today, but just a couple little pieces to
make BRAC work smoother. And MILCON is very important.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. ORTIZ. Thank you, sir.

My good friend, Mr. Cummings from Maryland.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Lepore, in 20 years, how much do you believe the overall
BRAC process will save the DOD and, specifically, the movement
of Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen’s Proving Ground? Do you have that
information?

Mr. LEPORE. Yes, I sure do. We have that, as well, in the report
that we issued yesterday. The 20-year net present value is running
on the order of $25 billion, give or take, and there is a savings, 20-
year net present value savings, according to the DOD data, from
closure of Fort Monmouth and the realignment of Aberdeen, and
the military preparatory school going to West Point, on the order
of $450 million, give or take.

The key point, though, Representative Cummings, is both of
them still do show a savings.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I am sorry, say that again?

Mr. LEPORE. Both do—the bulk analysis continued to show a sav-
ings from the Fort Monmouth recommendation.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Secretary, thank you for your service. And
BRAC is about far more than cost savings, is it not?

Secretary GRONE. Yes, sir.

Mr. CUMMINGS. It is about maximizing military value and creat-
ing synergy and efficiency within the Department of Defense, a
task that is critical for us to adequately provide support to our
troops overseas and ensure that we succeed in our mission to pro-
tect our families from terrorist attacks, is that correct?

Secretary GRONE. That is correct.

Mr. CuMMINGS. No, Mr. Secretary, beyond the cost and saving
value of the move of Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving Ground,
what are the exact benefits that his consolidation will provide the
DOD and our troops on the ground, particularly in combating ter-
rorists? Do you have that information?
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Secretary GRONE. Well, Mr. Cummings, the underlying question
of how to deal with Command, Control, Communications, Comput-
ers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) and
other mission sets that the Army needs and where to do that and
how to do that was a principal part of and a key aspect of this rec-
ommendation.

This recommendation is not about merely replicating the capa-
bilities at Fort Monmouth at Aberdeen Proving Ground with no
other mission capability brought to bear. And I know there is con-
cern about the cost of the closure and the realignment of those
functions.

But what is being created at Aberdeen is something we do not
have today. And as the Army details the report later this month
on how that plan will come forward and the capability that will be
built, pursuant to the recommendation, and the mitigation plan
that they have in place to mitigate for any loss of intellectual cap-
ital and how we will continue to proceed with the military mission,
it will be something that we will be able to demonstrate, I think
fairly effectively.

But the notion of the integration of a number of different proto-
typing facilities from a number of different aspects of a mission is
critically important. And I know there was disagreement at the
commission from folks who supported keeping missions at Fort
Monmouth.

But the Army’s view, the Department’s view, the commission’s
view that Fort Monmouth didn’t have the expansion capacity and
the capability to take these additional co-located missions that are
not just coming from Fort Monmouth, but that are coming from
two other Army installations to Aberdeen Proving Ground, was a
key part of what we are trying to do.

So the military value that is part of the underlying of the mis-
sion, ability to look at current and future missions in a very sort
of detailed way, is going to give the Army and the Army Materiel
Command and the C4ISR and other related missions the capability
that it needs for today and for the future.

The Secretary of the Army committed, the Department commit-
ted that we would realign and manage those missions and that
transition in a way that did not disrupt our ability to conduct ongo-
ing operations.

It is in many ways not a dissimilar commitment from the com-
mitment that was made in the realignment of military medical
mission inside the national capital region, but as we transitioned
to a new Walter Reed National Military Medical Center that the
capability to support forces and support our people will be in place
before the mission transitions.

And so those commitments are there. The Army will, I think, be
able to demonstrate a very effective plan for that. But the underly-
ing military justification, absent the question, just divorced from
the question of cost and savings, the inherent military value that
was demonstrated to the commission by the department remains
military value for a new capability we do not have today.

And it is critically important to the future of the Army and the
nation, and we need to proceed with it.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much.
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And I understand that the DOD will be submitting a report cer-
tifying that the movement of Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen Proving
Ground will not harm our fight against terrorists? Is that correct?

Secretary GRONE. The commitment was that we would submit
that report by the end of the year, that is correct. And we are on
track for that.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OrTIZ. Mr. LoBiondo from New Jersey.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much for holding
this hearing. I, as many of my colleagues, have some very serious
concerns about the BRAC process, and in particular as it regards
to Fort Monmouth.

I would like to ask unanimous consent to submit a statement for
the record and, in so doing, expressing my serious concern about
Fort Monmouth, yield my time to our Republican expert from New
Jersey, and really in the whole Congress, Congressman Jim
Saxton, to carry on with this issue.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on
page 170.]

Mr. OrTIZ. No objections.

Mr. SAXTON. I thank Mr. LoBiondo for yielding.

And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We are actually here today to review the BRAC process. And I
think it would be interesting to put it into context in this way. I
remember 20 years ago when Congressman Dick Armey had intro-
duced the first legislation to create Base Realignment and Closure.

In trying to get enough votes, there was a general from the Pen-
tagon who came to visit. And he said, “We really need a BRAC
process.” And he said, “My job in the Pentagon has been to close
bases.” And he said, “Since I have been in that job now for three
years, we have closed none and opened two.”

So he said we need a process, because many bases were opened
during World War I and World War II and established and have
grown under circumstances that were then important cir-
cumstances for the military at the time, but today’s military is dif-
ferent. So we need different bases, and we need to realign some.

And he said, won’t you please vote for what I call BRAC 1989?
I forget what the official name of it was then. And then the BRAC
process actually evolved from BRAC 1989 to BRAC 1991 and BRAC
1993 and BRAC 1995. And the process changed. And now we are
talking about BRAC 2005, and the process has changed yet again.

So keeping all that in mind and keeping in mind that the mem-
bers of the Base Realignment and Closure commission are human,
keeping in mind that people who testified before the Base Realign-
ment and Closure commission are also human, keeping in mind
that human beings from time to time do things that they wish they
could change later if they had the opportunity, and keeping in
mind that, when Congress as part of the BRAC 2005 process said,
“Yes, these recommendations are acceptable,” and they became
law, and the only way to change them is by creating a new law,
and since Congress has historically declined to change BRAC, in
my view, as far as I know, ever, that means that the BRAC process
reaches a dead-end when Congress adopts the recommendations or
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fails to reject the recommendations of the Base Realignment and
Closure commission. The process comes to a dead-end.

And I have always thought that it would be something that
would be healthy to explore, as to whether or not we really want
it to be a dead-end. Congress won’t deal with it. There is no process
in place through BRAC that I am aware of to deal with it.

And so, as part of this look that we are doing today regarding
the BRAC process, from your experiences—both of you have exten-
sive experience, both in writing BRAC laws and in evaluating
BRAC laws, and in carrying out BRAC laws, I am wondering if
there ought to be a way that a Fort Monmouth or a whatever base
is—if there has been an egregious mistake made.

Is there room in the evolutionary process to plug in that would
address this dead-end problem that I am talking about?

Secretary GRONE. Mr. Saxton, I don’t know how one would do
that without reopening the entirety of the process. And the reason
I say that—and Fort Monmouth is an example, but it is not the
only example—is that there are fairly significant and very deep
daisy chains that affect each of these recommendations. And to be
able to say—which I do not concede—that a mistake was made in
this case affects at least four other installations and disrupts the
organic planning for how we would address the new mission and
the new capability.

There is always the thought that, once a BRAC commission
makes a recommendation and it is accepted and it becomes law,
that basing that force lay-down, whatever it is, is forever in stone,
the reality is that new mission requirements 10 or 15 years from
now—and it is slightly easier to do with smaller size military units
who can reposition forces, move a ship, move a squadron—the only
way to really get at the comprehensive question is through a com-
prehensive examination.

The recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, sustained by
the commission with some changes and then ratified by the Presi-
dent and the Congress, arose out of a comprehensive examination
of the technical capability and capacity of the Department of De-
fense. The only way to do anything like that would be to reopen
the entirety of the technical functions of the Department of De-
fense.

At that point, you have what is a rough equivalent of a mini-
BRAC. And future rounds of Base Realignment and Closure, as the
Secretary of Defense and the chairman of the commission indicated
at the appropriate point in time, their view was that Congress
should provide for a periodic, time-to-time—I believe it was at
every ten years—ability to go in and re-examine missions, re-exam-
ine deployment of forces and mission sets, and particularly as it af-
fects things that involve civilian personnel, because the organic
statute makes it very, very difficult to realign or adjust missions
in any way, shape, manner or form, as it affects civilian personnel.

So the only way in which to do that would be along the lines that
Secretary Rumsfeld and Chairman Principi recommended, which is
a periodic, comprehensive examination. That does not mean that
every round would be as large as this one. This one occurred in the
middle of significant force transformation.
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But the ability for a process to comprehensively look at all of the
available missions and make changes as necessary is the only way
that I know of that would be fair and reasonable and actually be
comprehensive enough so that we would have surety in the out-
come.

Mr. LEPORE. As you know, we have been directed by the House
Armed Services Committee to do an ongoing monitoring, if you will,
of the implementation of BRAC 2005 with a post-implementation
report within one year of the end of implementation or, said dif-
ferently, we will have a report out on or before September 14, 2012.

Essentially we expect that report will be a kind of lessons
learned report, what worked well, what didn’t, what was different
about BRAC 2005 versus the prior four BRAC rounds. And I am
hopeful that that report, when it comes out, may provide some as-
sistance as the Members of Congress think about whether or not
there ever will be a future BRAC and, if there is going to be one,
regardless of its size or complexity or the estimated cost, that the
lessons learned from this BRAC, as well as the prior four BRACs,
are helpful in designing what the statute would look like to imple-
ment that future BRAC, if there ever is one.

So I am hopeful that that report will provide some of the kinds
of information that I think would be helpful at that point.

Secretary GRONE. And, Mr. Chairman, and just to quickly add
one aspect to the question that Mr. Saxton raised, I am reminded
that, when the Administration sought authority, it requested two
rounds. Congress, in its judgment, authorized one.

So the ability to have had, I think for lack of a better term, a
self-corrective mechanism or a re-examination would have been
provided, but the national decision—the national decision was one
round. Our original proposal was for two.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, if I could just—so the answer is that
the only way to have a re-examination would be to have another
round of BRAC, where a base that had been closed could be recon-
sidered in that BRAC round, is that what you are saying?

Secretary GRONE. In my personal opinion, yes. It is the only way
to have a comprehensive examination of the question.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OrTiZ. Now I yield to my good friend from Guam, Mrs.
Bordallo.

Ms. BorDALLO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And thank
you for calling this meeting today.

Mr. Grone, thank you for testifying. And I also want to thank
you for your service and wish you the best of luck in your future
endeavors. Mr. Lepore, I appreciate all the work that the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, especially your team, and for matters
of the interest of Guam that you have rendered.

My question has to do with cost savings. The skepticism of the
cost savings with the BRAC process has been well-known, and I
have long been skeptical about the cost saving benefits of the
BRAC process.

In the 1990’s, Guam was the crosshairs of BRAC, with the clos-
ing of several critical installations on our island, namely the Naval
Air Station and the U.S. Ship Repair Facility. At the time, I was
the lieutenant governor and the chair of the BRAC commission clo-
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sures, and I traveled many times to the Pentagon to plead with
them not to close bases on Guam because of its strategic position.

The base closures, in my opinion, were intended to save the De-
partment money in the long run. However, nearly a decade later,
the strategists are re-proclaiming Guam as the most strategic asset
in the Pacific. And now we prepare to meet the demands of an esti-
mated 30,000-person increase in population, primarily as a result
of the realignment of nearly 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa,
costing nearly $14 billion over the next 6 years.

This military buildup on the island makes the BRAC decisions
over the 1990’s seem short-sighted and has made the current re-
alignment more difficult, as DOD seeks to reclaim lands, improve
infrastructure that had been neglected for many years.

Perhaps the 2005 round of BRAC has yielded what some would
believe to be similarly short-sighted recommendations. Now, among
these recommendations would be the decision to close Fort Mon-
mouth. The GAO report released yesterday indicates that there are
cost overruns totaling about $680 million, resulting from the re-
alignment of personnel and military assets from the fort to other
locations in the United States.

Fort Monmouth is an important military asset for research and
testing and evaluation of new technology. As DOD continues to im-
plement this BRAC recommendation, what steps are being taken to
mitigate any further cost overruns, specifically associated with the
BRAC changes at Fort Monmouth?

Additionally, the GAO report cites that part of the cost overruns
are due to the fact that personnel and infrastructure changes at
other military installations, such as Aberdeen Proving Ground,
could potentially delay the actual closing of Fort Monmouth.

I fear that such a delay issue could also emerge with regard to
the realignment of military forces from Okinawa to Guam. Why
hasn’t the Department built in buffer time for these types of
moves?

Secretary GRONE. Ma’am, the answer to your last question is the
statute provides the deadline. The legal mandate is that all Base
Realignment and Closure actions resulting from the 2005 round
must be completed by September 15, 2011.

That is not a discretionary choice on the part of the Department.
We have to finish by that deadline.

The question of costs and savings at the general level—while I
understand your question, I respectfully disagree. But our col-
leagues in the Government Accountability Office and we, as was in-
dicated earlier, have this disagreement over military personnel sav-
ings.

Even if you discount, which I don’t concede, the military person-
nel savings that result from this round, the savings are still sub-
stantial at over $2 billion in annual recurring savings beginning in
2012. When I served on this committee as a member of staff, a
good MILCON program for any of the components in any given
year was $1 billion dollars. So from my perspective, that is the
rough equivalent of two military departments’ MILCON programs
every year from here to the far horizon.

Those are resources that can be reallocated to other purposes.
And if you concede the point on military personnel eliminations
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and the savings and cost avoidances that come from that—now we
are talking about $4 billion in annual recurring savings on an an-
nual basis. That can be more effectively applied to mission support
or military construction or the movement of the Marine Corps from
Okinawa to Guam or whatever the mission set might be.

Even with, on the question of savings, this question of, what is
the annual recurring savings from the closure and realignment of
the missions at Fort Monmouth? Both we and the GAO agree that
there is a savings. Those savings are—given the nature of Fort
Monmouth, those savings do not accrue and this is not a dispute
over whether or not military personnel savings are real or not.

These are savings that result from overhead. And it is a point
that we and the audit community do not disagree on.

And as I previously indicated, one of the great challenges in im-
plementation is timely receipt of appropriations. And again, we are
in a position where we are the 26% months we have had effectively
to legally implement the decisions of the commission, as they were
enacted into law.

And for 14 of those 26%2 months, we have been encumbered by
some way to act. And our ability to get to the legal deadline is en-
tirely dependent, again, upon the ability to apply resources where
they are needed, on time, to be able to accomplish the mission.

Ms. BorDALLO. Thank you, Mr. Grone.

I also respectfully disagree on the savings. I am very curious
about Guam, because now we are spending billions of dollars to re-
build housing and what-have-you that has laid dormant for all
these years. And in the tropics, things deteriorate very quickly.

And I am just curious—I am having the staff here look up the
savings. Were there savings on these closing the bases in Guam?

Secretary GRONE. I don’t have the COBRA analysis on the 1993
or 1995

Ms. BORDALLO. Can I ask you to provide the committee with the
cost savings? Because now we are spending so many billions of dol-
lars to relocate, and all of a sudden we have decided that Guam
is strategic. So I just wondered, you know, if you could provide the
cost savings in that—for the naval activities on Guam.

Secretary GRONE. We could. I would caution, ma’am, though,
that some of the—it is not entirely an apples-to-apples comparison,
because some of the facilities that were closed are not facilities that
ege going to be used to support a Marine moved from Okinawa to

uam.

Ms. BORDALLO. I understand that.

Secretary GRONE. So there would have been significant acquisi-
tion activity of facilities in any event, even if the 1993 round had
not occurred.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 223.]

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Chairman, if I could, I had one more quick
question for Mr. Grone.

Mr. OrTIZ. Because our new member from Colorado is very anx-
iOﬁlS 50 ask a question. He is a new member. But go ahead. Go
ahead.

Ms. BORDALLO. Very quick. I am just curious about the BRAC
2005 joint basing.
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A joint base will be valuable on Guam if its cost savings are real-
ized. However, some of these joint basings, I don’t know if they
have been 100 percent workable.

I am just wondering, the Air Force base and the Naval base on
Guam are 20 miles apart. Now, the mere geographical separation
of the two installations could inhibit the foreseen cost savings envi-
sioned by BRAC recommendations. So to that end, to what extent
will the department allow base commanders to determine how joint
basings will be implemented? That is my question.

Secretary GRONE. The joint basing recommendations are among
that small set of recommendations where business plans have yet
to be approved. There are a significant set of proposals on guidance
to the field about how to implement joint bases.

There remains some—although the differences have narrowed—
there remains some disagreement about one or two core principles.
And the senior leadership will have to sort through those disagree-
ments.

Under any scenario, without regard to the policy issues that are
at dispute, the process that we are laying out begins at the local
level, within a framework of overall guidance. And there will be
some considerable discretion at the local level to design processes
that make sense.

We are currently conducting tabletop exercises at all of joint base
locations, and we have conducted them in Guam.

Ms. BORDALLO. Yes.

Secretary GRONE. They are designed to inform the memoranda of
agreement that are going to be necessary to implement that proc-
ess. My expectation is that those would be ratified by the vice
chiefs, so we will have a process that will reflect local requirement.

We are not going to manage that with an across-the-world screw-
driver on Guam down to some very narrow ridges. But we are
going to put it within a basket of general guidance, so that com-
manders have some surety about what they need to do.

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you, Mr. Grone. And just so you keep
Guam on the radar screen.

Secretary GRONE. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary GRONE. Thank you.

We are very happy to have a new member who is a member of
the Readiness Subcommittee. From Colorado, he brings a lot of
knowledge to our committee, and I am just happy that he belongs
to my subcommittee, Mr. Lamborn from Colorado.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And it is an honor to join this subcommittee. And I don’t have
an immediate question, so I would like to yield my time to my col-
league from New Jersey, Mr. Smith.

Mr. OrTIZ. The gentleman yields.

Mr. SMiTH. Thank you to my good friend from Colorado. And
thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing us to sit on this committee.
There are four of us here that are not part of it, and I do thank
you for that.

Mr. Chairman, while it is probably true that many, perhaps
most, of the BRAC recommendations years to date have refocused,
synergistically enhanced, and led to positive military outcomes,
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that is, the joint base in New Jersey, the impending closure of Fort
Monmouth represents an egregious exception that unnecessarily
puts the warfighter at risk.

Because of a near-certain loss of over 3,000 highly skilled, highly
motivated, extraordinarily talented men and women, 70 percent of
the fort’s workforce will not move. It will take several years to rep-
licate in Aberdeen what is currently a world-class facility.

Mr. Chairman, we are at war. We don’t have years. Gaps put
lives at risk. Victor Ferlise, recently retired after 36 years of C4ISR
service, including the 14 years as deputy to the commanding gen-
eral, will tell the committee in panel two that Fort Monmouth
ranked extremely high in military value, including first in develop-
ment and acquisition in information systems technology and first
in sensors, electronic and electronic warfare, and that only when
non-mission-related attributes are factored in does its value drop.

Secretary Grone testified just a few moments ago that military
value was the primary consideration in making closures and re-
alignment recommendations.

So my first question to Secretary Grone: Would you explain this
contradiction?

In areas where it really matters, high military value, one, one,
one and three, when non-mission-related attributes are factored in,
it drops. So if that was the criteria, why did, again, Fort Monmouth
need to be put on the closure list?

Secretary Grone also testified that COBRA was not designed to,
nor does it produce, budgetary, qualitary estimates. Why not? Why
not take a better look at what the real costs are?

Chairman Ortiz, you talked about the process being tainted and
flawed. Nowhere is that more apparent than in that underaccount-
ing.

Systematically underestimating costs, GAO puts Fort
Monmouth’s closure at $680 million more than advertised, raises
the concerns among many of us that selected estimates were used
to achieve a desired outcome.

It turns out that even when COBRA’s numbers were corrected,
like the garrison operating costs, thought to be $93 million, it was
really $50 million per year. Even the number of $1.44 billion, in
terms of what the total costs of moving would be, those validated
costs were not included in what the BRAC commissioners looked
at.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is this: In an unprecedented act,
the BRAC commission itself seemed troubled enough to caveat this
and only this decision with unprecedented conditionality by requir-
ing a DOD report verifying that the move to Aberdeen will be ac-
complished without a disruption of their support to the global war
on terror, that redundant capabilities be put in place to mitigate
potential degradation of such support, and to ensure maximum re-
tention of critical workforce.

We argue, our delegation, that this simply cannot be done. And
we believe that the numbers and the rationale that we have offered
throughout this process proves it.

I would ask, Mr. Chairman, respectfully that there be a follow-
up hearing—you did say this was the first hearing—perhaps in
January, to carefully review that report, which DOD will submit at
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the end of this month, to scrutinize the business plans to ensure
that each concern is thoroughly addressed.

Too much is at stake. Too many Americans, too many coalition
soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines may be put in serious jeop-
ardy if we don’t get this right.

Specifically, in addition to the military value question, Mr.
Grone, I would ask—30 percent retention of critical workforce is
the anticipated number, 70 percent loss, 3,100 employees. Does
that, in your opinion, satisfy BRAC commission concerns of maxi-
mum retention of critical workforce? And does this loss of difficult-
to-replace intellectual capacity and capital pose any risk whatso-
ever to the warfighter?

Vic Ferlise calls this “irreparable and irresponsible.” He says
there will be very few employees left to train those folks in Aber-
deen who may get these jobs. Who is going to do the training if
that wealth of knowledge has been lost?

We are very concerned about this. And on jointness, there was
already jointness with what is now the joint base in New Jersey.
And I think that was missed, and that is a serious oversight.

But if you could speak to those issues, I deeply appreciate it.

Mr. OrTIZ. Thank you.

Let us give time now to the secretary to respond to these ques-
tions. Go ahead.

Secretary GRONE. Well, Mr. Chairman, there is quite a lot there.
Let me start with the first question, military value.

The issue, as it was laid out by the gentleman from New dJersey,
is in relation to certain snapshots of military value. What he also
didn’t say is that, when all aspects of military value were racked
up, Fort Monmouth ranked 50th among Army installations.

Now, military value has a number of aspects to it. One of the key
aspects is status quo configuration or the development of future ca-
pability. And in the development of the recommendation, the em-
phasis was on the development of future capability.

And in my response to the gentleman from Maryland, I talked
a bit about that future capability, and the Army will detail in fur-
ther detail the mission sets as they are going to be developed at
Aberdeen and why they are critically important, as we realign mis-
sion not just from Fort Monmouth, but also from Fort Belvoir, to
co-locate at Aberdeen Proving Ground and create synergistic rela-
tionships that go beyond the current status quo in C4ISR.

On the question of COBRA, there is a reason why COBRA
doesn’t have budget-quality data, and that is that, in order to se-
cure budget-quality data, we would have to send site survey teams
to the field. If we send site survey teams to the field, we could give
the impression that we have already made decisions. COBRA was
designed to give some reasonable estimate on a cost basis with a
zero-year baseline so that you could adequately compare a variety
of options.

Mr. SMmiTH. With all due respect, if I could interrupt, Secretary
Grone, $1.4 billion was sent from the fort to the Department of De-
fense. Why wasn’t that included?

Secretary GRONE. I will get to that point, Mr. Smith. And that
point is this: The law provides, specifies, requires that the proc-
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esses the department uses rest on certified data. Certified data is
a chain-of-custody process.

Questions go out from the headquarters through the system to
the field. The data comes back up from the field, from Fort Mon-
mouth, through the system to be used in the process. Later on in
the process—frankly, at points after which the secretary had deliv-
ered his recommendations—there were individuals who suggested
that some of the data might be wrong.

The department was not legally in a position to accept data out-
side the certified data chain of custody and submit that to the com-
mission because it would violate another requirement of the stat-
ute, and that is that we treat all installations equally.

Now, on the question of whether or not the commission had ac-
cess to the information, the commission records in the three in-
stances, three separate hearings, demonstrate clearly that the com-
mission had access to data that we could not provide. The commis-
sion, having examined that record thoroughly, both our record and
the record it developed through field hearings and other submis-
sions, voted 6-2 to not remove Fort Monmouth from the list and
then voted 7-1 to allow it to proceed.

A number of the issues that have been raised by members re-
cently in the press and in other fora were the same issues that
were addressed at the commission. Same data, same issues. The
commission, exercising its independent discretion, also changed the
Fort Monmouth recommendation of the department in at least one
instance: by requiring night vision capability to remain at Fort
Belvoir.

The notion that the commission was a rubber stamp for the de-
partment’s recommendations is not supported by the facts and is
also not supported by the activity of the commission in changing
35 percent of the recommendations in some way major or minor.
The issue is, what is going to be the future capability that is to be
developed at Aberdeen Proving Ground in a synergistic way that
ties a number of different activities together, not just to co-locate
them, but to enhance collaboration that will allow better support
to the warfighter?

The issue of loss of intellectual capital, the record is replete with
debate inside the Department and at the commission on whether—
the essential question was this: Is intellectual capital elastic or in-
elastic?

At the end of that debate, the judgment was that intellectual
capital was elastic, because if you told the other positions, you can’t
move anything. And so the inherent military value in the rec-
ommendation, the implementation plans with the Department of
the Army, the needs of the technical community, the needs of the
warfighter are all going to be met through the objectives of this
recommendation.

And the notion that somehow senior military leadership in the
development of the recommendation did so in a way that would put
lives at risk on the battlefield is simply wrong, I submit respect-
fully.

Mr. SMITH. Could I follow up very briefly, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. ORTIZ. Well, go ahead, make it short, because we have got
other members who want to ask questions, as well.
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Mr. SMITH. Did the Department anticipate a 70 percent of the in-
dividuals, the men and women, not moving? I mean, would you
have arrived at the same move, Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen, if
that were factored in? I mean, that is such a high number of tal-
ented individuals who are lost to the system. I mean, just because
the law required this or required that, at what point do you say,
“Corrective action needs to be taken. This is a mistake”?

Secretary GRONE. The availability of individuals and their ability
to retire, if we want to look at it from that way and the status quo
configuration, is that it is about the same rate as it is across the
rest of the Department.

So what essentially is being argued—and I understand and re-
spect the needs and desires of the New Jersey delegation and other
interested parties to want to retain that mission there, and they so
f(})lught, as you did and others did, before the commission. I respect
that.

The national decision was to do something else. And our obliga-
tion is to carry out the statute. And that is what we intend to do.

Mr. ORTIZ. You know, one of the things that—and the reason
why this BRAC moved forward was because there were some prom-
ises made that there were going to be a lot of savings. And this is
what, in fact, one of the gentleman who happens to be a good
friend of mine was the architect of moving with the base closure
commission, it was his legislation, even though he was a member
of the Agriculture Committee. You know, he moved forward that
we should go ahead and do some base shutting down because we
were going to save money.

And when the BRAC commission came about, he was lobbying to
keep bases open, you know? So this is why a lot of members are
confused. Maybe there should have been some restraints, you
know? He was for shutting down bases. He was, he said, for saving
a lot of money. And then he decided that it was time for him to
move and tried to keep some of the bases open.

So this is why there is a lot of confusion among members and
other people. But at this point, let me yield to my good friend, Ms.
Shea-Porter, for a question, if she has one.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Thank you. As a former military spouse and
a member of the Armed Services Committee, I am sitting here lis-
tening and questioning some of the numbers and the results of de-
cisions that were made in the BRAC closing.

And in particular, I am thinking about the thousands of soldiers
and other military personnel who have been moved around or an-
ticipate moving, closing, whatever. And I think about the 30,000 or
so that will be coming to Guam. And I wonder about the security.

Guam is very critical to our security. And I know that they
closed some bases when the argument was made before how critical
Guam was to our security.

We spent the money, and now we are taking another look and
sending those 30,000 to Guam. It seems like a very inconsistent
policy, really short-term planning, and not looking at the cost.

And so I am going to yield the remainder of my time to the gen-
tlewoman from Guam who can question this. Thank you.

Ms. BORDALLO. I want to thank the congresswoman. I have al-
ready asked my two questions, so thank you very much.
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Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Okay.

So can you explain to me, please, why just a few short years ago
it was essential to close some bases in Guam and now, all of a sud-
den, we are looking at Guam and saying we need to send a large
number of troops there? And what has changed so dramatically?
And what is the long-term view for Guam and for other areas that
are essential?

Secretary GRONE. Well, I think it is important in this context to
recognize that, when we were working with 1989, 1991, 1993, 1994
rounds, the global situation was significantly different. The wall
had come down in 1989. We were taking force structure out of the
system. And in that context, the department had demonstrated sig-
nificant excess capacity.

So the first four rounds of BRAC were principally about reduc-
tion of excess capacity. This round occurs in the process where we
are engaged in broad force transformation and where there are
other key aspects.

I mean, certainly in the context of implementing the round, we
are also in the process of growing the force, which was not on the
table when we were making these decisions, but I would also point
out that we close no significant ground force maneuver installation
in this round.

This was, if one could characterize it, principally a back-shop
support structure force transformation BRAC. Despite the fact that
we in—and I know that the gentlelady from Guam views it as re-
grettable that there were certain decisions that were made on
Guam many years ago—the fact of the matter is that we didn’t
abandon Guam. The Air Force has been a key player in the strate-
gic presence forward in the Pacific on Guam for many, many years,
as has the Navy.

In the context of realignment of force posture, in the context of
a strengthening and repositioning of the strategic relationship with
Japan, we agreed in the context of a broad series of arrangements
that would affect the entirety of the alliance throughout the Pacific
to reposition Marines from Okinawa to Guam.

It is a different strategic rationale, a different strategic mission.
And while I understand some of the challenges that it poses locally,
this realignment of forward force posture—and it really is a ques-
tion of realignment of forward force posture—is simply not the
same dynamic as we had in the mid-1990’s when we were trying
to realign some things.

And, frankly, there were folks at the time in Guam that were
urging us to close things on the island. And the lieutenant governor
at the time didn’t take that position. Certainly not. But——

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Well, may I interject here

Secretary GRONE. But we had—it was simply a different strate-
gic—we were in a different strategic place. And now we have to
move forward. And the importance of that arrangement as it re-
lates to Guam is the United States is not bearing the full costs of
the move.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. But what we are hearing now, and even
though people obviously have their communities, I don’t think we
are all just looking at a point from the impact on local commu-
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nities, as critical as that is. We are also looking at, what is the
strategy here? And what is the cost?

And when you look at these overruns, there is something wrong,
fundamentally wrong with the information that Congress received
and that others received in the 2005 closing. And that, I think, is
the core of the question here: Are you looking back at it? Are you
examining it again? And how are these decisions made?

You are listening to the gentleman from New Jersey talk about
the critical effect on security here. Something seems fundamentally
wrong. And I know that you can’t answer all of it, but this is a con-
cern of Congress to get to the bottom of it.

Secretary GRONE. And I appreciate the question. We are always
looking at lessons learned from all of these processes, but I don’t
concede the central point, which is that the actions that we are un-
dertaking lack military value.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Well, we almost lost the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard in that last round, and that was pretty essential to our
national security—and not just in my humble opinion, but in
many—and fortunately, it didn’t happen.

But then you take a look at the decisions, we have to look long-
term strategy.

Secretary GRONE. And the process as it was designed in that case
got to an answer for the Nation that is accepted, a decided issue,
and we will continue to utilize those assets as are required. This
process is designed to allow the Department of Defense and the
Secretary of Defense to develop a suite of recommendations. The
law does not allow us to implement them and decide them upon
our own.

There is an independent, strictly independent review of those
recommendations, and then a subsequent independent review by
the President, and then one by the Congress. So

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. I understand the process. I live there. But the
problem was it did show up on the list, and it was not simply an
easy decision. It required many, many voices to fight back and
point out. It shouldn’t have been on the list to begin with, and
these are the concerns that we have, how they wind up on the list,
and then the story that they are told about what it will cost, and
then the fact that the savings aren’t even recognized.

I think there is a lot of reason for concern today. And I yield
back. Thank you.

Mr. OrTIZ. Let me yield now to my good friend from California,
Mr. Sam Farr.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a delight
to be back on this committee. When I first got elected to Congress,
I served one term on it, and eventually ended up on the Military
Construction Appropriations Committee, so I have been very in-
volved in BRAC issues, not only jurisdictionally, but personally.

My district has had part of our bases up every single BRAC
round. And when I arrived, the BRAC had decided to close Fort
Ord, which was the largest military base I think ever closed in any
round. It affected about 33,000 people.

And today one of our witnesses is the executive director of that
reuse authority, Michael Houlemard, who has also been elected to
be—he is the President of the reuse communities association.
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But my questions are—I mean, what I have observed is that this
is all driven by cost avoidance. How do you not retain unnecessary
real estate and the jobs that go with it?

But, in fact, no matter what happens—and this committee is in-
teresting. It has had people that had windfalls because they are
going to gain folks, and you have a lot on this committee that are
wiped out by having closure. In either case, what you will argue
is that there aren’t enough resources to do what needs to be done.

And it seems to me that the tools that I have learned, why we
were so successful in redevelopment, was that we got all the land
free. There are two instruments that you never hear about any-
more. It is called a public benefit conveyance, where the law lays
out what you—the DOD can give the land free, particularly for
educational purposes and so on.

And then there is an economic development conveyance, which is
also available to the discretion of the Secretary, and allows you to
give land free.

And what I wanted to ask—because I want to echo what every-
one else said about Mr. Grone. I mean, he worked in this commit-
tee. He certainly knows the inside of Congress, the House, and spe-
cifically these issues, having been the staffer for so many years,
and then moving over to be the undersecretary.

And I think we are going to lose an incredible asset for this na-
tion when you leave. And I just want to thank you for your public
service. We haven’t always agreed, but you have been there, and
you understand. And that is what is so important.

But, Mr. Lepore, I want to ask you, do you value the giveaways?
Do you put any economic value on those, on the public benefit or
economic development benefit transfers?

Mr. LEPORE. In our 2005 report, we pointed out that that is one
area where some better accounting might be helpful, that that is
something the department generally doesn’t try to account for.

Mr. FARR. You will account for when there is a windfall, a gain-
ing community, the impact that it is going to have on schools and
local infrastructure?

Mr. LEPORE. We have not attempted to account for that, in the
way that I think you are referring to. What we are trying to do is
we have a study underway right now that is taking a look at the
impact on the local communities and the Federal assistance that is
provided to the local communities in the gaining areas.

I should point out that that review is bigger than BRAC’s. And
some of the growth on the growth bases is BRAC, but some of it
is other issues, as well.

Mr. FARR. But it is bigger than BRAC, but it is about the mili-
tary. It is about what the chairman talked about. And it is about
what the former lieutenant governor of Guam, now congresswoman
from Guam, talked—it is quality of life for military. You can’t have
a military base isolated from the community.

And that is what I think is so wrong with the BRAC process, is
that we don’t understand and we don’t evaluate what kind of in-
credible exciting growth can come out of, if you give this land away.
I am really against these sales, because you have to then sort of
prostitute yourself to get enough value out of that land in order to
buy it.
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And who is buying it? It is the local government. Where do they
have the resources to do it? And on the other hand, we don’t value
the fact that there are impacts.

And I know my question—and back to Mr. Grone—is that we
have in the law, under Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), a
provision where the Department of Defense can ask for money to
provide for impact construction. We have done that in the past.
There is just nobody asking for it.

We have also provided—and this was before BRAC—the Kings
Bay National Submarine Base in Georgia—when that was built, we
built schools, we built community centers, we did all of the sort of
off-military budget impact expenses just to make that base a work-
able base.

So the history is there, and the authority is there. And the ques-
tion is, why don’t we ask for the monies to allow the schools that
are going to have the realignments and the growth in those com-
munities?

As you know, Mr. Bishop, who is on the MILCON committee, is
really complaining about the fact that, in Georgia, the influx of
kids is not accounted for and not paid for. And there is no way that
the school district has the resources to do this.

So can we start—I mean, what I would like to hear from both
of you is the response, in your senses. Can we ask for the money?
Because we have the authority to do it, but haven’t done it. And,
two, can we start getting a better accounting, if we are going to
really do—if the whole thing is about cost avoidance, it seems to
me we are just shifting the costs and not the value.

And we need to make sure that we are better prepared to esti-
mate value.

Thank you.

Secretary GRONE. There are a number of different strands to
your question, Mr. Farr. Let me try to address as many of them
as I can.

The question of what we do with education, as you know, is a
complex one. Traditionally through the BRAC process, we have not
done what you cite with some of the other examples. There are a
number of communities where there are growth activities under-
way which have undertaken the necessary bond issues to plan for
the growth.

It is a dialogue that we will have to keep dealing with. And so
the authorities you are looking at is something we would have to
sort of take a look at. I just am not familiar with it at that level
of detail.

But the question of recognizing that the installations are part
and parcel of the communities is one that is, I think, well under-
stood inside the Department. And the work that we have done,
starting with sustainable ranges and all the other work that we are
doing, and to work with state and local governments on the
sustainment of the mission in the post-BRAC environment, rec-
ognizing that this is probably—recommendation of the former sec-
retary and the chairman of the commission, notwithstanding a
once-in-a-generational activity. We may not come back to some-
thing this significant for the next 20 or so years.
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And so the notion of ensuring that we are working closely with
state and local government on education, on transportation, on
range sustainability, environmental buffers around our bases is a
critically important part of the program. It is not, strictly speaking,
a BRAC program, but it is part of the organic mission of the de-
partment, and it is a function that we undertake very seriously.

The transportation effects are all being assessed, and we have
what I would call a regular order program in the Defense Access
Road (DAR) program for that. There are a number of different loca-
tions across the country that are being assessed as to what is DAR
eligible and what is not. And those things that are eligible we will
move forward with as we can, and we will do pursuant to existing
authority.

So there a number of different ways of getting at these problems.
We just need to continue to work aggressively with the commu-
nities. We pledged to do that.

On the disposal side, as you know, we changed a number of our
policies leading into the disposal of assets from this round. We
have had—and I don’t want to speak for anyone in particular. Mr.
Houlemard can speak more directly to this than I—but we have
had a very close working relationship with growth, as well as com-
munities that are going to undergo the unfortunate pain of a base
closure or a major realignment.

The question of whether or not everything ought to be sale or not
I think is a settled question. The issue and the policy of the De-
partment is a mixed toolkit approach. There may be parcels that
we sell; there may be parcels that are square in the sweet spot for
public benefit conveyance (PBC); there may be parcels that work
best in a no-cost or a regular Economic Development Conveyance
(EDC) process.

All of those tools are available as part of a redevelopment plan-
ning process that is really under the control of the local commu-
nities. The Department is not going to dictate to local communities
what that redevelopment option ought to be. We have some respon-
sibility to make sure it is consistent with our authorities, but we
are not going to tell folks that we think you ought to put a school
here, and a this there, and a that there.

And we committed to streamlining the process. And we commit-
ted to keeping to the deadlines that are in the statute and, in large
measure, we have. And local communities are beginning to respond
in a timely way with redevelopment plans.

So this process, while we have some challenges in implementa-
tion at growth sites, from a disposal perspective, we have kept to
our deadlines. Where we have not kept to deadlines, we have done
so largely at the request of a local community. There are commu-
nities that have come in and asked for additional stretches of dead-
lines in order to make their redevelopment plan work and work ef-
fectively. And those have been granted.

So we are trying to do everything we can to work with folks to
make sure that, as an asset transitions from military use to civil-
ian use, and goes back on the local tax rolls, but it is in the best
possible position, and we have no desire—on the day I walked into
the Department of Defense, there were still over 400,000 acres on
our books from prior rounds of BRAC. And we have whittled that
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down to under 40,000 today. And that is principally at six or seven
locations, heavily impacted by Unexploded Ordnance (UXO), which
thankfully we do not have in this process this time.

But our objective is to position local communities for success.
That means transitioning assets as expeditiously as we can, and we
are trying to do that. And we have greatly benefited from the in-
sights that you and other members have brought to this process as
we were developing a new policy.

Mr. FARR. The only comment I would have is that I don’t think
the Department is very aggressive about telling communities that
they can get the land free through EDCs and PBCs. It seems to
me that is always a struggle. You want highest value for the land,
and that is one of the problems that I think the GAO’s office has,
is they are always accounting for, “Let us get value for this.”

But it is all out of the same tax base, whether those taxpayers
are paying the money to the Federal Government or the stage gov-
ernment or local government. The real value is, how do you reuse
it?

Secretary GRONE. Yes, understood.

Mr. FARR. And if we have to sell it, I don’t think the—you know,
the feds can say we got fair value for our land. On the other hand,
the community had to go through a real strain to try to pay for it.
And I do think you ought to use the EDCs and PBCs must more
aggressively.

Secretary GRONE. As Mr. Houlemard can testify—and I don’t
want to speak for him—and he has heard me say and give the
speech on mixed toolkit on more than one occasion. So official pol-
icy of the Department is for all approaches to be on the table.

Mr. OrTIZ. We have three more members who have questions to
ask, and then, of course, we need to move to our second panel.

My good friend, Frank Pallone, from New Jersey, do you have a
question? Go right ahead, sir.

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you again for having this hear-
ing. And as part of my questions to the two witnesses, I want to
explain my approach and why we have asked you to have a witness
from Fort Monmouth and why we are spending so much time today
on the Fort Monmouth issue.

Mr. Grone acknowledged that, at the time of the BRAC decision,
there was definitely controversy or disunity, if you will, amongst
the BRAC members over whether or not Fort Monmouth should
close and those functions be transferred to Aberdeen.

And as a result of that, there was this report that the BRAC put
into the BRAC commission’s report that said that the Pentagon
had to look at the situation at Fort Monmouth—and I will specifi-
cally use the language here—and said that the BRAC commission
stated that, “The Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to the
congressional committees of jurisdiction that movement of organi-
zation, functions, or activities from Fort Monmouth to Aberdeen
Proving Ground will be accomplished without disruption of their
support for the global war on terror.”

Now, I mentioned this because Fort Monmouth was unique
amongst all the BRAC recommendations or report in that this was
the only one that had this caveat, and it was because of the dis-
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unity and questioning that, perhaps, this was not the proper move,
to close Fort Monmouth, that this report was put in to report back
to the committees, including this one.

And I mention this, Mr. Chairman, because it is our understand-
ing, from talking to the BRAC commissioners, that unlike the rest
of the BRAC, where you would have to have a subsequent BRAC,
as Mr. Grone said, in order to reverse the recommendation, in this
case, you would not because if the report from the Pentagon
showed that this closing should not occur because it would nega-
tively impact the global war on terror, Fort Monmouth would not
close and the movement to Aberdeen would not take place.

So I am just trying to make the point—and I am going to ask
these questions again—that this is a unique situation. And once
this report comes out, because it has been delayed and the Penta-
gon has said that they will certify that it is okay to make the move,
but that once this report comes out, I think it is the obligation of
this committee, as well as the GAO and all of us, to follow up, and
look at this report, and determine whether or not it was done accu-
rately, because if it wasn’t and the recommendations should not be
to close Fort Monmouth then, within the context of the BRAC, you
could keep Fort Monmouth open, without having to go to subse-
quent legislation or a subsequent BRAC.

So I just want to follow up on what my colleague, Mr. Smith,
said. It is very important when this report comes out at the end
of the month that this committee look at it, have another hearing
specifically on that, because they were given that responsibility, es-
sentially, by the BRAC, with this language, and that we also have
the GAO comment on it and give us their input, as well.

And I guess I am a little concerned because I don’t get the im-
pression that Mr. Grone necessarily sees it this way. And I have
already heard from the Pentagon for a long time now that they are
going to say that it is okay in this report to close Fort Monmouth.

And so I have two questions, one to Mr. Grone, and one to Mr.
Lepore. First of all, Mr. Grone, is the Pentagon, in issuing this re-
port, actually doing an analysis that would decide whether or not
Fort Monmouth should stay open or closed? Or have they already
made the decision that Fort Monmouth should close and they are
just tailoring this report to go along with that recommendation?

Are we going to get a back-and-forth here about the pluses and
minuses of keeping Fort Monmouth open, or is this already a fore-
gone conclusion on the part of the Pentagon?

Secretary GRONE. Mr. Chairman, I want to—I desire to be—and
I understand and appreciate the question of Mr. Pallone, but I
want to be quite precise in my answer, because the question which
he raises is a core issue in a matter of ongoing litigation. So for
purposes of the record, I would just like to clarify what has hap-
pened and what the government’s position is, and then we can deal
with any subsequent questions, if I am able to answer them beyond
that point.

There is ongoing litigation in Federal district court in New Jer-
sey on this subject. There was also a request for a preliminary in-
junction filed by the union representing civilian employees at Fort
Monmouth.
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The district court issued an order denying the union’s application
for a preliminary injunction. In that order, the district court also
denied the government’s motion to dismiss, but did so without prej-
udice and would leave to renew the motion after January 1, 2008.

The district court administratively stayed the litigation under
further order of the court. The district court has not taken any ac-
tion to prohibit continued implementation of the recommendation.

On the question of whether the reports required, the BRAC act
requires the Department to close and realign all installations so
recommended by the commission. And this information is in filings
that the Department of Justice has made in the district court.

The BRAC act does not require DOD to submit reports rec-
ommended by the BRAC commission or follow any other commis-
sion recommendations that are not either base closures or base re-
alignments. It is therefore the Department’s position, as reflected
in its filings in the United States District Court for the District of
New Jersey, that there is no legal requirement in the BRAC act or
elsewhere that DOD submit the report to Congress that the BRAC
commission recommended, although DOD nevertheless intends to
submit such a report by the end of the year.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman:

Secretary GRONE. If I might, because it bears on what I think
will be your next question. Is the BRAC recommendation to close
Fort Monmouth conditional? The closure of Fort Monmouth is le-
gally required. This is not, as some would contend, a conditional
closure. That may not occur because a report cannot be written.
DOD has already determined that Fort Monmouth can be closed
and its functions relocated without jeopardizing support for
warfighters in the field.

And the BRAC commission agreed with that conclusion. This is
not a question of whether the move will occur, but of how the move
will occur, without disruption to support of the war on terrorism
and other critical contingencies. And those two aspects of the gov-
ernment’s position in the Federal district court, as a matter of just
informing members how we intend to proceed, given the issues that
are at moment and given the discussion within the commission, we
will provide a report to Congress by the end of the year, as the dep-
uty secretary of defense so indicated to Members of the New Jersey
delegation.

That report will lay out how we will proceed with the plan, how
we will mitigate the effects that were referenced in the commis-
sion’s report. It is a question of how the move will occur; it is not
a question of whether.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up, but let me
just say this. This, Mr. Chairman, goes to the whole crux of the
matter here. The Pentagon is essentially saying that this BRAC re-
quirement, which was articulated to us by the commissioners, those
who were opposed to the closing, because it was a divided commis-
sion on this, that this was a compromise that was put in as a way
for the Pentagon to come back and do an analysis of whether or
not this closing should occur.

Now, they are saying that this is not required by the law. It
doesn’t even have the status of report language. We are saying it
is the law, and that is what was articulated, and that is why—that
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was the compromise that was entered into by the commissioners in
order to get them to unanimously agree to this decision on Fort
Monmouth.

So the problem here is that there is a basic difference in terms
of what was told to us by the BRAC as to what this report meant,
that it was, in fact, a law and had to be done, and that this com-
mittee and others in Congress could respond to it, as opposed to
the Pentagon that doesn’t even see if it is even report language or
required to be done.

So that is why I think it is very important, when this report
comes out, that there be a follow-up hearing on this, because other-
wise they just say, “We are issuing the report, and it doesn’t make
any difference.” And that is simply not the case.

And I know—I was just going to ask Mr. Lepore, and he can just
answer yes or no, whether the GAO intends to analyze this report
when it comes out and report back to the committee in Congress,
in your analysis, if you could just answer that yes or no, because
my time is——

Mr. LEPORE. Yes.

Mr. PALLONE. You do? All right, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ORTIZ. And this is one of the things that we would like to
see the implementation of the BRAC law. And there are a lot of
questions like yours, and hopefully we can get to the bottom of it.

But what we are trying to do now, we have two more Members
who would like to ask questions, and then we are about to have
votes in the next five minutes. And then, of course, we have a sec-
ond panel.

Mr. Secretary, you had something to say?

Secretary GRONE. On the question, if I might follow up, because
I think it is critically important about the question of intent, the
BRAC commission explained its recommendations slightly dif-
ferently than as it may be understood by Mr. Pallone and others.

And I think it is a matter of interpretation, but I think the com-
mission’s explanation is rather clear.

Mr. SMITH. Would my friend yield, Mr. Pallone?

Mr. PALLONE. Sure.

Mr. SMITH. Again

Mr. OrTIZ. Just don’t make it too long, because his time has ex-
pired.

Mr. SMmiTH. That is why a second hearing, that would focus on
the business plan, whether or not this could be achieved, but let
us invite the chairman of the commission, Secretary Principi, to be
a witness, as well, because he will know what was his intent and
that of the others, because we think we have a very clear under-
standing that this was a conditionality.

And so, again, we shouldn’t talk about, “Well, maybe this or
maybe that.” Let us get to the bottom of it.

And again, Secretary Grone, at the bottom line is the warfighter.
This is not, as Mr. Cummings said in the newspapers, a football
game and it is against the New Jersey delegation versus the Mary-
land delegation. This is all about the men and women in the field.

And I have spent too much of my time in Veterans Administra-
tion (VA) hospitals, as former chairman of the Veterans Affairs
(VA) Committee, writing legislation that became law to help serv-
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ice-connected disabled veterans to look askance when we believe an
egregious mistake is in the process of being made. We are biparti-
san on this.

And I would hope that the cooler heads at the Pentagon would
say, “A mistake”—well, we are not just going to keep going up that
hﬂl, even though our men are being slaughtered, to use a meta-
phor.

Mr. OrTIZ. The gentleman makes a good point.

Mr. Holt.

Mr. HoLt. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
your holding this hearing. It really is important.

First, I would like to ask unanimous consent to submit for the
record written statements by Admiral Paul Gaffney, Mr. Bob
Geridano, Governor Jon Corzine, and Mr. Jon Poitrus that bear on
the subject at hand.

Mr. ORTIZ. We have unanimous consent. You can go ahead. We
will put your questions for the record. Go ahead.

Mr. HoLT. No, but there are other statements that I would like
to have inserted in the record.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on
page 178, 181, 190, and 193.]

Mr. OrTIZ. No objections. So ordered.

Mr. HoLT. Thank you.

I have a couple of questions for Mr. Grone and for Mr. Lepore.
Of course, the point of BRAC was to improve efficiency, to increase
jointness, to improve support for the warfighter, and to save
money.

As Mr. Vic Ferlise will testify, I think quite eloquently, it does
none of those, in many cases. And as Mr. Lepore has shown across
the board, there are enormous cost overruns.

Some of us are focusing on Fort Monmouth because it seems to
us that this is Exhibit A in what is wrong with BRAC 2005. And
I hope, Mr. Grone, you didn’t mean it in the dismissive way that
it sounded to me, that this is a matter of parochial interests versus
national interest.

As Mr. Smith said so passionately and correctly, this is not a
football game or a matter of local jobs. There are some fundamen-
tal questions here, and that is what we want to get at.

And so I will talk a little bit about Fort Monmouth, but it has
to do with our national defense effort. Really, there is so much to
cover.

But first, as Mr. Ferlise will say, with regard to Fort Monmouth,
it is not just a matter of packing the assets and moving them. The
assets in this case are people with years of experience that will
take years of experience to replace. And there is a fundamental
misunderstanding in the Army and, I must say, throughout our so-
ciety that research, development, test and evaluation (RDT&E), is
an off-the-shelf item.

These researchers cannot be replaced easily, however good the
schools are in Maryland, however good the living conditions are in
Maryland.

And you know, you say that at Fort Monmouth there are people
who are just on—kind of have the average availability for retire-
ment. Well, the fact is yes, they are senior, but they have not been
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retiring. They have been staying on the job at Fort Monmouth until
recently.

And that is the problem. Former Secretary Harvey said they will
be replaced by smart young guys. Well, no. They can’t be replaced
for years without smart young—by any smart young guys.

And so when you said, Mr. Grone, that it will take another
BRAC, am I correct in understanding that there is no degree of
harm to the warfighter, there is no degree of risk at which we
would put soldiers by this move, that would lead DOD to rec-
ommend that Congress reverse this part of BRAC?

In other words, just—I know you don’t agree with the argument,
but if there were an argument that because of the technology and
the day-to-day updating of techniques for detecting and disarming
roadside bombs, or for intercepting communications, or for tracking
mortar fire, that you would not reverse—recommend a reverse of
the decision?

Furthermore, should I understand from what you say that there
is no increase in cost that would trigger you, the department, to
recommend a reversal?

I mean, is it $1 billion, or is it $2 billion? Is there no trigger at
which you would say, “This is wrong. We had better go back and
look at this?”

Furthermore, would you include in this consideration where
there now appears to be several hundred million dollars in savings,
by your calculation and Mr. Cummings’ calculation, that you would
count or you would not count the billions of dollars of infrastruc-
ture improvements that are being asked of the Federal Govern-
ment for Maryland in order to accommodate this move?

And then for Mr. Lepore, I would like to ask whether the GAO
will take a closer look at the specific decisions—for example, the
top five or ten most expensive or most cost-increased projects and
bases.

And furthermore, is it true that you have not reviewed the sav-
ings at the same level of detail that you have reviewed the cost,
and partly because those savings would come five years or ten
years from now?

So is it possible, then, that this BRAC round will actually result
in less net savings once you do get around to looking at those?

And finally, have you looked at why officially availability cost
data appear to have been ignored by the BRAC, by the commis-
sioners—for example, the fact that the military prep school was
said to cost two or three tens of millions of dollars, roughly $30
million, to move, and yet months before BRAC recommendations
were even sent to the President, there were construction requests
totaling $226 million?

In other words, officially available, ten times the cost, ignored,
just in that one aspect of the move—will you be looking at that in
the GAO?

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OrTIZ. You know, we have tried to be as fair as we can with
all the Members. We have the DOD authorization bill on the House
floor right now. In the next five minutes we are going to have a
vote. So go ahead and respond to it.
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And I know your concerns. I mean, they are very legitimate con-
cerns that you have.

Go ahead and respond to this question, and then I hope we have
time to give one of our senior Members of the committee, Mr.
Reyes, also time to ask a question.

And then we are going to go vote, and we have a—we have one,
two, three, four—five votes, so we are going to be gone for some
time, and we want to be fair to the next panel as well.

So, Mr. Secretary, go ahead.

Secretary GRONE. I will try to respond to Mr. Holt as quickly as
I can.

And I wasn’t being dismissive of it being—what I was saying is
I understand the perspective of Members as they try to defend the
mission while acknowledging that they see the mission as a na-
tional mission locally.

And it is not to be dismissive of the concerns of anyone who
fought the decision at the commission or subsequently on the na-
tional decision to close Fort Monmouth and realign its mission.
That was certainly not the intent.

The only way I can answer the question of what—how we are
proceeding on the question of intellectual capital—I discussed that
earlier in the whole debate about whether or not—whether that ca-
pacity could be grown, how it could be grown and when it could be
grown was part of the deliberative record of the Department, and
I won’t belabor it here.

But the commission concluded that the adverse effects of moving
existing programs from Fort Monmouth could be managed over the
six-year implementation period by properly sequencing the move-
ment the programs.

And again, from my perspective, our inability to adequately plan
to implement the round that is materially affected by our inability
to access the resources that are necessary creates uncertainty as to
when that proper sequencing will occur.

So I mean, I view, frankly, the implementation of this as a
shared responsibility. And we are not in a position right now to ef-
fectively implement as effectively as we might want a number of
these.

But we are continuing to work with the committees to ensure
that we have the resources to implement it in the proper way.

The hypothetical you asked me—is there a trigger—I, frankly,
don’t have the ability to answer that question. The Department has
a legal obligation to carry out under current law the recommenda-
tions as they have passed into law.

I don’t have the discretionary ability to make up a number and
say at that point we ought to reconsider the recommendation. The
Department continues to believe and maintain that the underlying
military value of the move merits implementation of the move.

And I simply cannot speculate on the hypothetical of at what
point we might want to reconsider something. We, frankly, don’t
have that authority.

And the underlying military value of the recommendation, as I
expect will be demonstrated in the report, as has been testified to
numerous times, as the Army is looking forward to in its imple-
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mentation planning, continues to argue for the effective implemen-
tation of the recommendation.

Mr. OrTiZ. We are going to be voting very quick. Let me go
ahead and yield to my good friend, chairman of the Intelligence
Committee and a ranking member on—also a very high—like we
say in Texas, high-quality member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee, Mr. Reyes.

Mr. REYES. Oh, I thought you were going to say I was a very tall
?ember. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for holding this

earing.

And good to see you here, Secretary Grone, and I understand Fri-
day is your last day.

Secretary GRONE. It is.

Mr. REYES. We very much appreciate your work and your dedica-
tion to all these issues that are so important to us.

And the chairman was indicating to me that Congresswoman
Boyda raised the issue of the commissaries.

Secretary GRONE. Yes, sir. Yes, she did.

Mr. REYES. You know, I just want to make the point, because I
was on Fort Bliss Monday, and the commissaries are a big issue,
a big quality-of-life issue, for our soldiers and for their families.

In fact, this past weekend we were welcoming back after 15
months in theater the 41 Cavalry from Fort Bliss, and at the cere-
monies some of the families were anxious about the issue of com-
missaries. You know, they frankly don’t care where the money
comes from.

Secretary GRONE. Understood.

Mr. REYES. That is a bureaucratic thing that I think we do a dis-
service to them not making a decision and getting that money out.

I know in the case of Fort Bliss we are waiting on $32 million.
We need to have it by January, because otherwise that commissary
project is delayed. Soldiers are coming back. We have promised
them that everything we could do would be done.

And yet we have got this issue because of an internal bureau-
cratic dispute that the decision hasn’t been made. Two things. Can
you tell me what the status is?

And second, can I get your commitment that before Friday you
will kick somebody in the butt and get this thing going? And if you
need help, Chairman Ortiz is right here.

Mr. OrTIZ. He has got those big, tall boots.

Secretary GRONE. I understand. As I indicated to Mr. McHugh,
I mean, as you know, sir, the responsibility for the commissary and
exchange program falls within a different undersecretariat. But I
know that those requirements are being addressed.

Frankly, I don’t know the up-to-date status as of today in terms
of where they are. As I indicated to Ms. Boyda and Mr. McHugh
and the chairman—and make the same commitment—we will get
back to you with the answer to that question—I will engage Dr.
Chu and Mr. Dominguez and see where that may be.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 224.]

Mr. REYES. Is it Secretary Chu that is

Secretary GRONE. The responsibility for those programs rests in
the undersecretariat for personnel and readiness.
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Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, can we get some action going on that?
Because this is a quality-of-life issue for our families.

Mr. ORTIZ. You know, and we have discussed this prior to you
coming here. This is very, very important.

And we can continue to—I was asking my good friend Phil Grone
if he knows who is going to replace him so we can get a name and
address and a phone number.

But, no, this is a serious, serious business, you know. And one
of the reasons why it has become very serious is that through all
the Base Closure Commission, most of this money that we spend
are soldiers’ money. They are not appropriated funds.

And some of this money have been spent or given back to some-
body else when they shut down the base. And that is the soldiers’
money, not money from the taxpayers. But I have been through
base closures, you know, in Germany and all over the place.

They shut down the base. We give away from the theater to the
gulf course to the library—everything back. So I think that this is
a very, very important issue, and we will make sure that this is
addressed.

Mr. REYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, and good luck to you, Mr. Grone.

Secretary GRONE. Thank you, sir.

Mr. OrTIZ. Any further—Randy?

Mr. Secretary, as you can tell, it didn’t burn. We thank you so
much for all your service to our country and to our committee and
your dedication, and we want to wish you the best.

And like many of the Members said this morning, that you have
many friends here. And if we could ever help in any way, you let
us know. But we want to

Secretary GRONE. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, and I have
always appreciated the support and advice of the subcommittee as
well as the Military Construction Subcommittee’s, and it is a par-
ticular irony for me to virtually end this career in the same room
in which it started.

Mr. OrTIZ. Thank you so much.

What we want to do now—there are a lot of Members who want-
ed to be here, but we have the rule on the floor on the DOD bill,
so what we can do also is allow Members who couldn’t be here to
have statements and also questions for the record, so you can pass
01]; to the Pentagon—as you can tell, there is a lot of concerns
about

Secretary GRONE. I understand, sir.

Mr. ORTIZ [continuing]. This last base closure commission.

What we are going to do now—we are going to recess. We have
a second panel coming on for five minutes. And then we have an-
other member who would be taking over. Thank you so much for
joining us today. Thank you so much.

Are you going to stay with us, or——

Secretary GRONE. I am planning to go back. I have a meeting
that I need to get to, if that is okay with you.

Mr. OrT1Z. Okay. Thank you also for your testimony, sir. Thank
you so much.

Secretary GRONE. Thank you, sir.

[Recess.]
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Ms. BORDALLO [presiding]. The Readiness Subcommittee on
Armed Services will now come to order.

On the second panel we welcome this afternoon four witnesses,
including the honorable Anthony Brown, lieutenant governor in the
State of Maryland; Mr. Michael Houlemard, President of the Asso-
ciation of Defense Communities; Dr. John Deegan, President, Mili-
tary Impacted Schools Association; and Mr. Victor Ferlise, former
deputy to the commanding general for operations and support for
the Communications-Electronics Life Cycle Management Command
from Fort Monmouth, New Jersey.

Without objection, the witnesses’ prepared testimony will be ac-
cepted for the record.

And now I recognize the first witness, the honorable Anthony
Brown, Lieutenant Governor of the State of Maryland.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY G. BROWN, LT. GOVERNOR, STATE
OF MARYLAND

Mr. BROWN. Thank you very much, Congresswoman Bordallo. 1
want to thank Chairman Ortiz and Ranking Member Forbes for
giving me the opportunity to present myself and offer some infor-
mation regarding the base realignment and closure.

While this first panel spoke mostly to the DOD side of the imple-
mentation of BRAC 2005, what I would like to do during my brief
time, and as outlined in my written statement, which has been ac-
cepted for the record, is to talk a little bit about what we are doing
in Maryland as a BRAC mission growth community to prepare for
the implementation of BRAC, the arrival of households and the cre-
ation of jobs.

I am Maryland’s lieutenant governor. I have the honor of serving
as the chairman of Governor O’Malley’s subcabinet on base realign-
ment and closure, and I also serve as the co-chair of the National
Governors Association steering committee on mission growth, and
I serve as co-chair along with a state senator from Georgia. Today,
however, I speak only from my perspective in Maryland.

Let me start by saying that Maryland understands its expanding
responsibility to the country. We understand our responsibility to
our nation’s defense and homeland security and the obligations to
support those who are, in fact, supporting the warfighters. And we
embrace that responsibility.

I also want to take this moment to thank the Members of the
committee who support the warfighters in Iraq and Afghanistan
and around the world. I, too, served ten months in Operation Iraqi
Freedom, and I really appreciate the support of the soldiers that
Congress offers.

As a result of the BRAC 2005 decisions, Maryland is going to see
between 15,000 to 16,000 direct jobs move to Maryland. We esti-
mate that that will generate an additional 30,000 to 45,000 indirect
and induced jobs, for a total of 28,000 households.

This is going to occur in five communities around Maryland—Ab-
erdeen Proving Ground, Fort George Meade, Andrews Air Force
Base, Fort Dietrich and the consolidation of Walter Reed and the
Bethesda Naval Medical Center. As you can see, Maryland is truly
a joint state.
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Because of the multiple moving parts, upon our inauguration,
Governor O’Malley created a subcabinet on base realignment and
closure, and that subcabinet essentially leads our coordination ef-
fort for BRAC.

The subcabinet includes members of—the Secretary of Transpor-
tation; housing and community development; labor, license and reg-
ulation; higher education; K through 12; and a few other depart-
ments.

Our effort is to enhance that coordination that happens hori-
zontally among state agencies and also to enhance that vertical co-
ordination between our Federal delegation, between the military
installations and between local, county and municipal govern-
ments.

To date, the BRAC subcabinet has traveled around Maryland
and has met with the leadership at each of the five mission growth
communities or installations in Maryland.

We have also traveled to northern Virginia to meet with the
leadership at Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA). And we
have also met with the leadership at Fort Monmouth.

And the purpose of these meetings is to better understand the
needs, the concerns and the issues that these moving activities face
and how best we as a state can accommodate their needs.

We have already identified challenges, and these challenges are
not unique to Maryland. They are challenges in terms of workforce
development.

And earlier this morning you heard, particularly as it pertains to
Fort Monmouth and the movement to Aberdeen Proving Ground,
that only 30 percent, it is estimated, of the workforce will move to
Monmouth. There are workforce challenges.

There are also challenges with schools, school construction and
the delivery of educational services, and there are challenges in the
area of transportation.

Having spent the day yesterday in St. Louis with six other mis-
sion growth states and representatives from those states, I can as-
sure you that the challenges in Maryland are not unique to Mary-
land. These are challenges that all BRAC mission growth commu-
nities face.

However, with the process that we put into place, the subcabinet,
working with our regional organizations—for example, around Ab-
erdeen Proving Ground, we have established the Chesapeake
Science and Security Corridor. This is an alliance of private sector
and public sector, public sector at all levels of government.

We are able to identify those challenges and work toward mean-
ingful solutions so that we can do our job in Maryland, which is
essentially outside of the fence, outside of the gate, to ensure that
Wg are BRAC-ready for the arrival of BRAC families and BRAC
jobs.

And let me close by saying what we are doing in Maryland is not
necessarily going to work for every state in the country, but we
hope that we will serve as a model for the kind of processes that
a state could put into place to ensure that they effectively and ade-
quately address the challenges of infrastructure and human capital
development associated with BRAC.

Thank you very much, Congresswoman Bordallo.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Brown can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 120.]

Ms. BoOrDALLO. Thank you very much, Lieutenant Governor
Brown. I am very pleased to have you here today. It was very nice
meeting you earlier. We both shared some of the same duties, at
least in my past life.

Now the chair would like to recognize Mr. Michael Houlemard,
President of the Association of Defense Communities, and also to
remind you that each of you has five minutes to testify. Anyone
whose statement is longer than the five minutes—it will be entered
into the record.

Gentlemen.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL A. HOULEMARD, JR., PRESIDENT,
ASSOCIATION OF DEFENSE COMMUNITIES

Mr. HOULEMARD. Thank you, Chairwoman.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak on behalf of the Association
of Defense Communities today and thank Chairman Ortiz and all
the distinguished members of the subcommittee for this oppor-
tunity.

As a representative of the Association of Defense Communities
(ADC), I am honored to represent all of the association member-
ship. We have over 1,400 members representing more than 100 dif-
ferent communities across this nation.

We are the nation’s premiere organization representing these di-
verse interests of communities. We particularly noted today that
Congressman Farr attended, who received the prior award from the
Association of Defense Communities as we recognize all of our
country’s leadership for its support of communities in defense in-
stallations.

ADC members include communities responding to the full range
of BRAC impacts, including numerous communities affected by pre-
vious BRAC rounds that are still coping with the significant impact
of closure, and especially environmental problems.

We also represent every major community that is impacted by
2005 decisions.

ADC’s diverse membership places us in a unique position to ad-
dress the successes, challenges and concerns of defense commu-
nities. And today, I would like to highlight just a few key themes
that come from the written presentation that was offered earlier.

First, I want to speak about growth communities, where the ar-
rival of thousands—and as the lieutenant governor just mentioned,
tens of thousands of new residents place a considerable strain on
the local infrastructure.

As you heard from him and others, there is an increasing de-
mand for schools in growth communities, which also must provide
health care, roads, police, fire, child care, sewer and a full array
of municipal services that historically have been provided on base
and with Federal funds.

These growth communities are both eager to support their local
installation and anxious to welcome the arriving missions.

However, many communities, especially the rural ones, face over-
whelming financial challenges if they are to fully support such a
large influx of military growth.
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Second, I want to point out that from our historical perspective,
we have observed several trends throughout the course of the
reuse, planning, environmental remediation, property disposal and
economic development components of BRAC.

We particularly applaud the efforts of the Defense Department
and the Office of Economic Adjustment as well as the military serv-
ices in supporting the BRAC 2005 closure communities as they
move ahead with the initial planning process. Many successes have
occurred there.

However, after community reuse plans have been completed, the
most significant problems arise for communities. Once the bases fi-
nally close and the last soldier or sailor leaves, communities en-
counter new challenges, such as the required maintenance of sig-
nificant facilities and infrastructure.

As the members of this committee are undoubtedly aware, cru-
cial decisions must be made about caretaker needs. Most of those
have been underfunded and historically have created much prob-
lems—underfunded in the BRAC account, that is—which will,
which can, which have resulted in lost use and value in these sig-
nificant assets.

Second, environmental cleanup and both the pace and the cost
associated with environmental cleanup in the remediation process
is significant to many closure communities.

And then finally, we want to point out the concerns we have
about property disposal and what seems to be a very heavy reliance
on public sale that may inhibit or potentially delay prospects for
successful redevelopment in communities.

It is certainly ADC’s belief that the Federal Government must
continue to consider and emphasize that there is more to disposal
and reuse than simply the monetary gain or return to the Depart-
ment of Defense.

As our national economy slows and individual communities are
impacted, we hope the Department will rely on other property dis-
posal tools such as economic development conveyances, as Con-
gressman Farr indicated, including at no cost, to dispose of base
property and ensure successful, speedy community-driven reuse.

And last, certainty is an important requirement for communities
in their response to BRAC recommendations. Driving local plan-
ning efforts in both closure and growth cases while ensuring they
stay on track is the certainty of change.

A firm deadline and an unwavering decision provide communities
with the necessary certainty to allocate scarce public resources and
the ability to track private investment.

The absence or erosion of certainty sends a very dangerous mes-
sage to the marketplace and to other communities affected by
BRAC decisions, injecting doubt into an already complex, sophisti-
cated and arduous process.

Certainty helps local communities to budget the resources and to
craft policies that will aid in their ability to support the military
mission and growth.

Communities rely on this certainty and equity to make plans for
dealing with closure, and ADC is concerned that there might be an
unprecedented—an unusual precedent that would be set if the clo-
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sure process is reopened in a way that affects communities down
the line.

A secondary component to this certainty process is the financial
impact. In addition to programmatic uncertainty, communities af-
fected by BRAC 2005 must also be assured that military services
receive an adequate stream of funding to carry out the BRAC rec-
ommendations.

Chairman Ortiz earlier today made some comments that we were
very encouraged by in support of the certainty prior to the 2005 de-
cisions.

We have a significant additional amount of comments that we
have prepared in our written comments, Chairwoman, but thank
you for the opportunity to appear today as ADC looks forward to
its ongoing relationship between this subcommittee and America’s
defense communities.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Houlemard can be found in the
Appendix on page 131.]

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you very much, Mr. Houlemard.

And now the chair recognizes Dr. John Deegan, President of the
Military Impacted Schools Association.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN F. DEEGAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
MILITARY IMPACTED SCHOOLS ASSOCIATION

Dr. DEEGAN. Thank you, Chairwoman.

We appreciate the opportunity to be invited to offer testimony
today. We really, as an organization, represent all the military chil-
dren not served by DOD.

DOD actually serves about 100,000 students in the United States
and overseas, and there are about 500,000 students that we rep-
resent. And those children are as important as any, and we recog-
nize many of the challenges they are facing at this time.

We want to make sure that you understand how important it is
that schools, quite often, are the system to support the military,
and those young children—and when they are disturbed or both-
ered by deployment, or whether it be a BRAC operation where you
are mltl)ving people—you know, they have needs and their schools
as well.

And they quite often look to their teacher or to their school for
help. And the public schools that are serving these children are fac-
ing a number of changes as well.

The whole military transformation that we heard about from Mr.
Grone and the changes that that we are looking at in restructuring
the military—the housing privatization where children and families
were moved off base and then moved back on base, and moved to
different neighborhoods and houses.

And we as an organization took a really hard look at how that
was going to affect them, and many of the young people are going
to be affected in their housing, through free and reduced lunch or
Title 1, or food stamps.

And we have taken care of that with the help of Congress to
make sure those aren’t hardships those families have to face.

With the whole global re-basing, it is kind of interesting that we
have, at one point—it has been a couple years now we have been
talking about moving people from overseas to the United States,
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and as an example, those children that are being moved here—no
money follows those children.

So wherever DOD can build schools around the United States—
or, excuse me, around the world, DOD can put them here and put
them there.

And even where the Army built a school recently at Fort Hood—
or at Fort Stewart, the whole idea of movement of people and the
BRAC, effective BRAC, has left a lot of schools wondering how am
I going to deal with those kids, and how am I going to deal with
the facilities that are there.

And we have been talking a lot about that. The idea that the
Army is re-modularizing has a big effect right now because no one
is sure where people are going to be going.

The idea of the BRAC—sometimes there are effects because of
bonding, where somebody may have spent money, set up a bond,
and they are paying off their bonds, and through BRAC that
changes.

And sometimes in a school district they may lose 10,000 and pick
up 10,000. And that has a tremendous effect, because in the impact
aid, when you get to count a child that year, whoever is there by
January 30th—you count that year, and you get the money the fol-
lowing year.

If you happen to come in after January 30th—a military family
moves in February—we don’t get funding for two years because it
will take the next year to do the count and the next year to get
the funding.

So we have some real funding issues, and Congress has been real
good about helping us through the—not through the DOD bill, but
by attaching to the DOD bill.

We have an element where we put on an amendment onto that
bill to ask for additional funding to kind of bridge the gap.

Many years ago, in impact aid, the impact aid law took care of
that, because it was in the law. In 1994, that was eliminated from
the law because it didn’t look like we were going to have a lot of
movement and change, and that was the force that wanted to take
and change that.

Well, today we need that more than ever in impact aid, and the
way it has helped us to do it is through Congress stepping up. In
2006, we got $7 million. In 2008, we got $8 million—or, excuse me,
in 2007 we got $7 million—or $8 million. In 2008, we got zero.

And everything is kind of in shock, saying, “All these kids mov-
ing back, all this activity, why didn’t we get any money?” So we
are still asking that question. And we are hoping to be able to work
in the 2009 budget to be able to put that together.

And we as school districts depend on the impact aid program, but
one little bit of a thought is to let you know that program contains
low-rent housing, civil service, Indian lands and military. It is not
just a military program.

If you put one dollar into the impact aid program, we get 40
cents out of that dollar. And so these schools are asking, you know,
}ﬁoiv we can get help, and we are looking for the best way to get

elp.

I would tell you when it comes to DOD, we get tremendous
amount of talk. We don’t get anything but talk. And Mr. Grone
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today used the words “we are planning,” “we are working with,”
“we are assessing,” “we are doing everything,” but it never ends up
in any money from DOD.

DOD can always do it for the 100,000 military kids, but they
can’t do it for the 500,000 in our communities. And the OEA has
been good, too, but they are also talking and planning, but there
is—no money has surfaced. They have got an idea and a plan, but
no money has surfaced.

Thank you to Congress for what you have done.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Deegan can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 142.]

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you very much, Dr. Deegan, for your testi-
mony.

And now for our final witness, Mr. Victor Ferlise, the former dep-
uty to the commanding general for operations in Support for Com-
munications-Electronics Life Cycle Management Command.

STATEMENT OF VICTOR J. FERLISE, ESQ., FORMER DEPUTY
TO THE COMMANDING GENERAL FOR OPERATIONS, SUP-
PORT FOR THE COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS LIFE
CYCLE MANAGEMENT COMMAND, FORT MONMOUTH, NJ

Mr. FERLISE. Good afternoon, Madam Chairman.

As the deputy at Fort Monmouth, I was responsible for 14 years
for the acquisition, logistics, research and development that went
on there. I am going to use an acronym, C4ISR—command, control,
computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance. That is
iche business of Fort Monmouth. That is what saves warfighters’
ives.

I am here today to tell you that the BRAC decision that we are
discussing was unsupported by any objective evidence. It was de-
veloped in violation of the BRAC law. It was developed in violation
of the DOD guidance on joint cross-servicing.

It was the result of withholding crucial financial information
from the BRAC Commission. Now, you heard this morning—and
this is added to my remarks; I apologize—that there was not cer-
tified data.

I am here to tell you it was certified. I certified it on July 14th,
four months before the commission met. I understand from other
sources technical information was suppressed under a suggestion
that the material was secret, and it was not secret.

That all leads me to a conclusion that this was a predetermined
conclusion on the part of the Army leadership that is unfounded
and ill-advised—ill-advised for warfighters. That is what I am talk-
ing about.

I am not talking about that we told them the money was wrong
in the beginning. We did tell them the money was wrong. We told
them it was $1.44 billion. I said that. I signed that. It is absolutely
true.

An interesting fact is I realized that that would not be well re-
ceived. I asked for an Army Audit Agency, an independent agency,
to come in and review our data to make sure we weren’t wrong.
That decision was not reviewed.

The Army Audit Agency was directed not to review that data.
That data did not go into the certification that was submitted to
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the BRAC Commission, and it was not posted or it did not come
to light until December, four months after that, when that docu-
ment became part of the official record of the BRAC commissioners.

So when I hear people say about growth—I listened to the comp-
troller general this morning discuss growth. Well, I was there when
we talked about the cost of building the U.S. military academy
prep school at West Point.

We had just completed a $25 million renovation of that facility,
and the proposal came in, and it was passed on to the commission,
that it would cost $22 million. On June 14th, five months before
the final BRAC hearings, there was a 1391 presented to the Army
for $227 million.

So it is not about growth. These are no surprises. And that is not
what I want to talk to you about today.

What I want to talk to you about is the 4,000 soldiers that lost
their lives in Iraq and Afghanistan to things like improvised explo-
sive devices (IEDs). Those devices that killed and maimed most of
our soldiers are centrally managed from Fort Monmouth.

It is an extraordinary program with extraordinary talent, cutting
across all of the services. The heads of every joint panel come from
Fort Monmouth engineers. They are Fort Monmouth personnel.
Why is that? Because that is the center of excellence for counter-
IEDs.

Does it say no one else is doing it? No, others are doing it. But
they work in collaboration with Fort Monmouth. So when we talk
about closing Fort Monmouth, we are throwing out a lot of tech-
nology that will be extremely difficult to replace.

Madam Chairman, there is only a matter of time before those
IEDs come to our shores. It is the weapon of choice for insurgents.
I know the Department of Homeland Security has undertaken
some work to begin that.

All that technology is at Monmouth. The actuating mechanisms
is what we defeat. More than 500 times the enemy has changed
those actuating mechanisms.

And immediately, that information goes through the FBI Terror-
ist Explosive Device Analytical Center (TEDAC) center and comes
to Monmouth, where it is analyzed and countermeasures are built
and sent to the field, either through software upgrades of existing
systems, which now, by the way, number in the 30,000 range, or
through replacement of hardware.

If you travel to the theater, if any of the members have, they
have been protected by things like Warlock Green, Warlock Blue,
Warlock Red, Warlock Brown—the most recent. Those systems
come from engineers at Fort Monmouth. They are sustained by
people at Fort Monmouth.

Fort Monmouth is the national inventory control point for elec-
tronics. There is not another location where that is done. Every
day—by close of business today there will be 1,300 more req-
uisitions there for support of our soldiers.

For this year, it will go over 400,000. And since 9/11, it is more
than three million requisitions have been processed through there.
This past year, $14.5 billion in contracts were awarded out of Fort
Monmouth.
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When I listened to the secretary testify to the commission, he
said that he wanted to move Fort Monmouth closer to its test
ranges. Well, Fort Monmouth’s test ranges are not at Aberdeen
Proving Ground.

They are well developed. They are at Fort Huachuca, Arizona.
And the secretary was told that by Commissioner Coyle, and he
simply dismissed it.

He was supposed to do joint cross-servicing. That is what this
was about. This was a real opportunity. DOD said do joint cross-
servicing. There are three electronics commands in DOD. Fort
Monmouth has one, Hanscom Air Field has one, and San Diego
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) has one.

It could have been a choice to pull these together, pick the best
of breed and build on that. We didn’t. We took an agency that was
number one in technology, in C4ISR, and we are moving it to an
installation that it less than number ten.

It doesn’t have that capability there. And that was well under-
stood by Commissioner Coyle, and he attempted to explain it.

But I tell you today that I think it was a predetermined decision,
and it warrants looking at in every single aspect. Why was Triple
A directed not to review my numbers? Because my numbers would
have disclosed that this was a ridiculous idea.

Why were they not allowed to see the suppressed technical data?
For the same reason—it would expose what is a faulty decision.

I can’t be more passionate on this than I am. I have to tell you,
Fort Monmouth is the national inventory control point for elec-
tronics. One-half of all national stock numbered items in the entire
Army are managed from Fort Monmouth.

That means that one out of two soldiers—one out of two things
that a soldier touches comes from Fort Monmouth. They are always
in the electronics field, the night vision, all kinds of counter-
measures.

If you flew in Iraq, you had jammers on those aircraft. They
come from Fort Monmouth. The pilot was flying with our night vi-
sion equipment. The radios in that aircraft come from Fort Mon-
mouth.

The radar warning receiver that tells the pilot he is going to be
shot by a missile comes from there, and he can react to it.

Now, I heard this morning—I heard about how hard things were
and how difficult it was from my co-panelists here. I am going to
tell you what hard is, because I understand what hard is.

Hard is when a group of soldiers are asked to go out of the com-
pound in the morning and half of them come back dead or shot up
because an IED blew up. That is not something to fool with here.
And that is what we are fooling with, make no mistake about it.

It is a tragic mistake, and that is why I am here today to explain
that to you.

The BRAC Commission—there was intense debate on it, and I
understand the legal position advanced by Secretary Grone here,
and I understand how they have to do that. But a question was
asked of him—is what would it take to have DOD come back and
say it is a mistake.

I think the answer should be there is something that would, and
it is where we are losing soldiers.
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And I realize that I am over my time. I thank you for your con-
sideration.

I would also just—in my remarks I talked about the American
Federation of Scientists. They have one quote that I would just like
to read, that there is firm evidence that some Pentagon officials,
not all, maybe not Mr. Grone, and I suggest not Mr. Grone, but
some Pentagon officials deliberately misled the BRAC Commission,
thereby deceiving the President, deceiving the United States Con-
gress, and deceiving the rest of DOD and, more importantly, the
American public.

I attended two funerals of soldiers from New Jersey, and the last
one was in September 2007. A Marine was killed in Iraq as a result
of an improvised explosive device.

I am seeing the stop signal here, but I just have to tell you that
the horror that was on the face of those families is something we
can’t let continue.

And I can tell you one last thing, if I might, in the 29 months
since this decision was made, the Army still cannot articulate an
intelligent reason—they were asked three times why are we doing
this.

I didn’t hear one answer, but I heard, like my friend next to
me—I heard we are going to be told that answer. If that is such
a good answer, you should have been doing it all along.

And no steps—no steps—have been taken to ensure no impact as
a result of this move. No steps have been taken.

Thank you very much. I apologize for my passion on this subject,
but I am here because I speak for warfighters. I am not speaking
for the people of Fort Monmouth, the jobs, the money. It is about
soldiers. You are touching the wrong thing here.

Thank you, Madam.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ferlise can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 150.]

Ms. BOrRDALLO. Thank you very much, Mr. Ferlise. And I under-
stand your passionate views, and the committee is very grateful for
these very disturbing facts but also very valuable. And they will
take them into account.

I also would like to mention, because we will be asking a few
questions here, I am sitting in for the chairman, who is down on
the floor voting. Without objection, the witnesses’ full prepared tes-
timony will be entered into the record.

My first question is to you, Governor. Would you say you are sat-
isfied with the information that the department has provided to
local communities?

Is it sufficient to begin the detailed community planning to pre-
pare for the additional personnel expected at the conclusion of
BRAC?

And how has the department assisted in supporting the BRAC
changes?

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Congresswoman. You know, of course, in
this business, you know, you never want to say you are satisfied,
because you are always—you know, want to maintain your vigi-
lance and make sure that you have the most timely and accurate
and updated information.
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What I will tell you is that in 2006, when we received our first
numbers from the Department, we were able to conduct a Depart-
ment of Labor (DOL)-funded study where we could project—based
on the number of direct jobs that were anticipated to move to
Maryland, we could project the number of indirect jobs, the number
of households.

And based on planning formula, we have a pretty good idea of
where the households will locate in Maryland, where the busi-
nesses are likely to establish their operations, and we have been
able to make some progress, considerable progress, with that infor-
mation.

Since that report, that DOL-funded report which came out in De-
cember of 2006 based on the preliminary numbers we got, we con-
tinue to stay in dialogue with the department.

As I mentioned in my testimony, we have visited with the leader-
ship at Monmouth and at DISA. We have regular meetings with
the installation commanders, constantly updating our numbers in
terms of the number of direct jobs, indirect jobs, and then we can
calculate the induced jobs from that.

So while we are grateful for the information we have, we con-
tinue to be determined to make sure that it is always the most ac-
curate.

And at this point, I cannot say that the department has not been
anything less than candid and forthright with giving us that infor-
mation.

Ms. BORDALLO. And part of the question, then, that I asked was
has the Department assisted in supporting these changes. Would
you say yes?

Mr. BROWN. Yes.

Ms. BORDALLO. Yes.

I have a question also for Dr. Deegan. Are communities able to
provide sufficient education facilities to support the 50,000 depend-
ents expected to relocate as a result of BRAC 2005?

Dr. DEEGAN. In a real simple answer, no. Most recently, like at
Fort Riley, they were dealing with movement of troops in there,
and they opened up a Kmart store as a part of their school district.

We have a number of people that are doing that, trying to get
by because they don’t have the bonding capacity or the will to get
that done in a major military installation. And so the answer is no.

Ms. BORDALLO. Another question I have for you, Doctor, is some
rural communities have indicated that their bonding capacity is not
sufficient to absorb an influx of additional dependents without Fed-
eral assistance.

Could you explain some of these difficulties?

Dr. DEEGAN. The difficulties you have—as an example, a bonding
capacity may be just based on the size of the district and the rat-
ing. They may not be able to do all that bonding at one time.

A second thing is who is going to vote for a bond issue in a major
military community? Of course the military, if they register to vote
there, would vote for it. But people in the community won’t vote
for it because they don’t want to be stuck with the debt when the
military moves on.

So voting for bonds or getting bonds passed is a very poor way
to deal with the problem.
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Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you, Dr. Deegan.

Dr. DEEGAN. Thank you.

Ms. BORDALLO. I have one more question for Mr. Ferlise. How ef-
fective is the Department’s relocation assistance in helping im-
pacted employees?

Mr. FERLISE. I have been retired since February, so I can’t tell
you what is happening right now, but I know the personnel people
at Fort Monmouth are working to accomplish that. So I really can’t
be responsive on the employees.

Ms. BORDALLO. I wish to thank all the witnesses. There is a little
chaos going on here. We have to be called to the floor.

And incidentally, for those in the audience who wonder why I am
not on the floor voting, I am a territorial representative. We only
vote for amendments, not the final passage of legislation, so I don’t
want you to think that I am neglecting my duties in the U.S. Con-
gress.

But I do want to thank each and every one of you for very in-
sightful testimony. All of your testimony will be included in the
record. And the chairman again thanks each of the witnesses for
being with us for this long period of time.

I have been told that the Readiness Subcommittee for the Armed
Services will recess until further notice.

[Recess.]

Mr. ORTIZ [presiding]. We are going to resume this hearing, and
we are sorry that we were gone for a few moments. We have the
DOD authorization bill, and we had a bunch of votes.

But now I understand that we were in the process of asking
questions, and I want to be respectful of the Members who are here
and who have not asked questions.

Okay, so we have—anybody on the second panel ask any ques-
tions yet? Okay. My good friend from California, Sam Farr.

Go ahead, Mr. Farr. Do you have any questions for the second
panel?

An‘[?l I correct, the panel has been introduced by the prior chair-
man?

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, thank you. This panel is sort of the on-
the-ground panel, people that really understand what the impact is
both in what I call the windfalls and wipe-outs.

And I would just be interested in their sharing with me their
concerns of where those gaps are. I pointed out that in—that we
do have some provisions in the law, the OEA law, 10 USC Section
2391(b)(2), allows for OEA, assuming they have the funding, to pro-
vide construction assistance beyond planning grants and gets into
building infrastructure.

And pointed out that we also were—before BRAC, the Congress
appropriated money for the King’s Bay Naval Submarine Base in
Georgia and put millions of dollars into the community specifically
to build schools under this community impact assistance, known as
the CIA, program within OEA.

And I just wondered if any of you received any assistance under
that particular provision and how critical is it for you to receive
that in order to have a smooth growth or a smooth closure.

Dr. DEEGAN. Well, one of the things that has happened is we
have been talking to OEA—actually, we did a survey for OEA.
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They asked us to kind of go around and survey all the schools as
to what their needs were, and how they were going to address—
and how many kids they were receiving.

And then when we got that all back, they said, “Well, we are
going to go back and have a—now we are going to revisit those
communities.” So we have had a good working relationship, but we
don’t know where the end of the road is.

We don’t know if they are actually going to come up with any
money, or a plan, or what they are going to do. Basically, there is
a lot of talk but yet there is no actual dollars for anyone.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. The Association of-

Dr. DEEGAN. Military Impacted Schools.

Mr. FARR. Impacted schools.

Dr. DEEGAN. Right.

Mr. FARR. What about on declining enrollment, the other way,
where they are leaving the area, and you have an impact because
now the school has been receiving impact aid

Dr. DEEGAN. Right. That is also a serious

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Cut it off. You have still got the same
sized school district, same budget.

Dr. DEEGAN. Yes, and the only thing that—helps us is that we
get impact aid always like in arrears, so as you get the money, you
will get it one year after you could have sized down.

That will help you a little bit, but that in no way buys out all
your contracts, pays off all your facilities or gets it done. So that
is a major area.

But to be honest with you, all these heavily impacted schools are
so concerned right now with getting schools in versus the BRAC ef-
fect. That is just another part of what is going on. Within our
group, we don’t see as much of that immediately. But it is very se-
rious.

I mean, once you make all those obligations and you have all
those facilities, what do you do?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Farr, in response to your question, while OEA
has been there for the state of Maryland—I am the lieutenant gov-
ernor of Maryland—in terms of funding for planning and studies—
they have funded aquifer and other water treatment studies; they
have funded some of our planning positions, looking at workforce
issues, looking at transportation issues—we have yet to have a dis-
cussion with them about construction-related dollars.

And I certainly look forward to those discussions, because as was
mentioned in the panel this morning with the school impact aid
coming in as a trailing component, it does put mission growth com-
munities like Maryland and some of the other states at a little bit
of a disadvantage to be able to build those schools without the as-
sistance of the Federal Government.

But I will say that, you know, we in Maryland really understand
that states have a tremendous responsibility to accommodate the
growth and development associated with base realignment and clo-
sure.

We are going to benefit tremendously, as will other states, with
the employment opportunities, great families coming to Maryland.
So we continue to build schools. We continue to build roads.
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We continue to work with our Federal delegation to get our fair
share of funding in all of those areas. But to date, while OEA has
been there for us for planning dollars, we haven’t even had a dis-
cussion about construction dollars.

Mr. HOULEMARD. Mr. Farr, I think it is important to note that,
in general, the Department of Defense provides mechanisms for
bridging the gap between either a closure or an assignment for
growth, but often is limited by the amount of resources that go to
the Office of Economic Adjustment.

And you have just heard of two certain circumstances. The ref-
erences that you have made to law are only one of multiple oppor-
tunities that the Department of Defense has for bridging the gap
that occurs right after a closure happens or an announcement
about a growth.

And so as the Association of Defense Communities, we would
support additional resources that would help communities to bridge
these gaps until they are able to provide the support and help to
the military on their own.

Mr. OrTIZ. Mr. Forbes.

Mr. FORBES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And once again, we thank all of our witnesses for your patience
with us and through the voting process that we just encountered.

Mr. Houlemard, as I understand it, you—and we apologize that
we didn’t get to hear all of your previous comments, so I may be
repeating something that you have said.

But it is my understanding that your organization represents
both people who—or groups that have benefitted from BRAC and
those who have not benefitted from BRAC, and yet you note that
as a whole your membership does not really support changes to do-
mestic bases outside the BRAC process.

Is that true? And if so, maybe you could give us a little expla-
nation of why you think that is not a good idea.

Mr. HOULEMARD. Yes. In amplifying the comments I made be-
fore, Congressman, I think it is important to note that most of the
communities that are impacted by BRAC immediately begin a proc-
ess of planning that is essential for them to look forward into the
future and to figure out appropriate recovery mechanisms that will
solve problems for their community that come from the big void
that occurs when a closure happens.

Many of these communities have already undertaken millions of
dollars of effort, sometimes with the support of the Office of Eco-
nomic Adjustment, but in most cases at a considerable investment
of local money.

As a consequence of that kind of investment, they will come up
with bonding programs, new redevelopment programs, new reuse
programs that will help the communities to rebuild infrastructure,
to bring in new industry, or whatever it is that the local commu-
nity looks forward to in order to recover from such a significant
economic impact.

If there were then changes that would occur in the process,
whether it is a closure community or a growth community, that un-
certainty has the chilling effect on the financial markets, on the
local planning effect, on economic projections, as well as on how the
community perceives its future.
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That detrimental kind of impact would have such an extensive
ripple effect across the Nation about what the potential would be
for other changes in a process that was considered to be done
under a certain set of rules that we think most communities would
negatively look upon that kind of conclusion.

Now, there are some instances where communities have asked
for delays. Mr. Grone mentioned earlier where certain communities
asked for additional delay in implementation in order to be able to
prepare.

We have had other circumstances where there were special cir-
cumstances where additional dollars were needed for certain
things.

But in general, to make a change and to then have that chilling
effect on what the communities have been planning and doing for
now over two years, our organization would not find that consistent
with the message we have given to communities over the years.

Mr. FORBES. One of the things that I think you had mentioned
before—certainty is one of the things that unites your membership
together, be they a benefitting community or one that is perhaps
not benefitting.

Does that certainty that you believe is so important it should
be—is that demonstrated to apply to BRAC funding itself?

In other words, how does the timeliness of BRAC funding impact
your assessment of the level of certainty demonstrated by Con-
gress, for example?

Mr. HOULEMARD. BRAC funding has been the source of the fund-
ing that provides for everything from environmental remediation,
to costs associated with planning, to costs associated with complet-
ing the work for infrastructure.

All of the items associated with closed installations or growth in-
stallations are coming out of the BRAC fund account. It has been
our experience, sir, that where there are a lack of resources you
wind up with a problem associated with transfers.

You probably have often disposal issues that carry long-term im-
pacts for the Federal budget as well as the local community’s abil-
ity to do their transfer and reuse.

So one of the things—the string that ties all of our communities
together is an engaging effort with the services and DOD to make
sure that, working with Congress, resources are made available
through the BRAC account or other allocations for our local com-
munities.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Deegan, just one last question. You have talked,
I know, a lot in our absence and in your statement about impact
funding and all, I am sure, as well.

But some rural communities have indicated that their bonding
capacity is not sufficient to absorb an influx of additional depend-
ents without Federal assistance.

Could you just maybe elaborate on some of the difficulties of
their experiences?

Dr. DEEGAN. The idea of bonding capacity in a smaller commu-
nity is a critical one because there is only so much money you can
come up with.

And then the question becomes not only what can you come up
with, but how much are you willing to come up with as a bond for
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a military to come into your area, because there is a number of
people who would be questioning whether they should pay that
bond or have that responsibility versus the Federal Government
having the responsibility.

As far as the BRAC account goes, our discussions have always
centered around, you know, if communities had the resources, they
would do it. They would find a way.

But quite often, you have communities that the chamber of com-
merce welcomes them, cheering, parades, crowds—come on in—and
then the school or the service agency has to turn around and say,
“Well, there is no money. We are going to plan. We are going to
talk. But there is no money.”

So what you have done is Congress has authorized a bridge fund-
ing system. A couple years ago, a few years ago, you authorized a
bridge system where we could have a little bit of money to help
hire at least the teachers.

So we hope that—you know, we got $7 million one year, $8 mil-
lion the other. The sad truth is this year there is zero funding in
it. One of the years that we need it the most, there is no money.

So we hope to be able to get at least $15 million back in that
account and to be able to deal with that bridge funding, because
that eliminates tons of problems.

It still doesn’t address the facility needs, but a lot of those facil-
ity needs can be addressed under the impact aid program if they
just put the money there.

So you know, in Congress there is a tendency to create programs,
where I think we ought to just fund the one that is designed to do
it, and that is impact aid, and then use this bridge funding to get
through this process, and then it will—eventually, the need will go
away and we won’t need it.

Mr. FOorBES. Okay. Thank you.

Dr. DEEGAN. Thank you.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I would yield back.

Mr. OrTIZ. The gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Pallone.

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am going to address
my questions to Mr. Ferlise since he is the Fort Monmouth witness.

But, Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to reiterate again, because I
appreciate your having this committee hearing, and I am hoping
that we can have another one, the problem that those of us rep-
resenting Fort Monmouth face is that at the time of the BRAC we
presented from the community statistics that were very exact about
how the actual cost of this move was going to be twice what the
Pentagon predicted, that the actual number of people who would be
willing to move to Aberdeen, Maryland were only 20 percent, as op-
posed to, you know, the great majority that were represented by
the Pentagon.

And we did, in fact, certify that. Mr. Ferlise said that that mate-
rial was, in fact, certified and properly sent to the BRAC. And the
BRAC was very concerned because, you know, our presentation
was very much at odds with what the Pentagon was saying.

And that is why they came down with this compromise asking
that this report be issued about whether or not the closure would
negatively impact the global war on terror.
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The frustration that we have, Mr. Chairman, is that now the
Pentagon essentially admits all the things that we said were true
and that the GAO has essentially confirmed all that data.

And so we are saying to ourselves, “Well, if what we said is true
and what the Pentagon said was not true, then why is it that we
are proceeding with the closure?”

Why is it that, you know, this report that is supposed to come
out doesn’t become the vehicle, if you will, for this committee to
look and take another look and say, “Well, perhaps this was the
wrong decision to make,” because everything that we said was true
turns out to be true?

And we are just looking for a vehicle to get that across. And you
know, Mr. Ferlise basically said that in his testimony.

And I guess what I wanted to ask Vic, though—and that this.
The larger issue, the reason for all this controversy, and the reason
why we presented all this alternative data was because we were
convinced that the closure of Fort Monmouth would negatively im-
pact the global war on terror.

We wouldn’t be able to proceed with all the things that the com-
munications and electronics command does at Fort Monmouth if 20
percent of the workforce—if only 20 percent moved, if all these ad-
ditional costs were put into place.

And now when I listen to Mr. Grone, he basically said—well, I
mean, I don’t want to put words in his mouth, but essentially he
said to me, “Well, that is all very nice, but we have a much larger
mission here at Aberdeen Proving Ground. We are going to do a lot
more.”

He said, “The move to Aberdeen isn’t just about replicating the
functions at Fort Monmouth. It is about creating something we
don’t have today, something new.”

Now, I never heard that before. And now I am afraid that with
all our criticism this is now morphing into something that was not
represented to the BRAC at the time.

And so my question to you is, you know, what do you say? In
other words, is this transfer going to be possible? Can you reconsti-
tute the Fort Monmouth workforce without disrupting support to
the global war on terror?

And what is it that he might be talking about here that is larger
than life and much more important than what we do now? Because
I have no clue, if I could ask you that.

Mr. FERLISE. A number of issues in there, Mr. Chairman. First,
I want to talk about the certifications he referred to this morning.
And I think his point was the community certification was outside
the process.

My testimony this morning was that I certified it internally in
response to BRAC questions. Twenty-two questions were posed by
the BRAC, including question seven about the money. They were
posed in June of 2005.

On July 14th I personally certified all of that data, and that data
was for $1.44 billion, not $700 million, and that data was transmit-
ted to the Department of the Army, and I am sure it went to DOD
ultimately.

I don’t think Mr. Grone realizes that, listening to him this morn-
ing, but I can tell you and I can show you the documents where
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internally we stayed within the certification process, and I signed
those documents.

More than that, the cost of the use maps move was initially iden-
tified as $20 million, $22 million. In June of 2005, a 1391 was pre-
sented by West Point saying cost would be $220 million.

This also was data that was never given to the BRAC Commis-
sion until much later, actually in December, four months after the
decisions were made.

I also cite the Federation of American Scientists, and I am going
to quote them. They are an organization that was formed at the
time of the Manhattan Project, and they are highly credible. They
are nonpartisan. They are nongeographical.

They say there is firm evidence that some Pentagon officials—
some Pentagon officials, not all—deliberately misled the BRAC
Commission, thereby deceiving the President, the United States
Congress and the rest of the Department of Defense and the Amer-
ican public.

I believe that statement is true. Their reference is to data from
the joint cross-service working group that was suppressed. I believe
if all of that data had come out it would have been clear that this
decision was baseless.

So I have to say that some of the comments that I made earlier
today—I know you weren’t here, so if it is okay I will just repeat
and tell you where I am coming from.

Mr. PALLONE. Go right ahead.

Mr. FERLISE. I am coming from supporting warfighters. That is
what I am about. What you heard just now is that the costs were
understated. I have told you I certified the correct costs. Those did
not go to the commission. Somebody should answer for that.

Now, I knew those numbers would be dramatically different than
what was being used, so I took the additional step from Fort Mon-
mouth of asking for Army Audit Agency to do an independent re-
view before I signed this document.

I was told that they were directed not to audit those numbers.
Now, I don’t know why they were directed. I can guess why they
were. I had my internal auditors audit the numbers, and then I
certified them.

When I listened to the Secretary of the Army’s testimony, it just
doesn’t make sense. He said, “I want to consolidate you with your
test ranges.” Well, the C4ISR test ranges are at Fort Huachuca,
Arizona. They are not at Aberdeen Proving Ground.

There are test ranges there for vehicles and guns and things like
that, not for C4ISR. They are at Fort Huachuca, Arizona and at
Fort Dix where we have a live test bed.

But what disturbed me most from what I heard this morning,
after 29 months, three members asked, “Well, what is it good that
is going to come out of here?” And I didn’t hear an answer. There
was no answer to—look, we are going to tell you what it is pretty
soon.

Well, the answer is there is no good answer. At Monmouth, we
are looking at the national inventory control point for electronics,
55,000 different items that are managed there, Research and De-
velopment (R&D) there, logistics support is provided there.
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So if I take you to the theater, that is half of the Army’s entire
inventory. One of the two things you touch in that theater come
from Fort Monmouth, either R&D or sustainment-wise.

So if you went to the theater, and I am sure some of the mem-
bers have, and you rode in a vehicle, it had Force XXI Battle Com-
mand, Brigade and Baton (FBCB2) for situational awareness in it.
That is from Fort Monmouth.

It had Blue Force Tracking. It had radios. Most importantly, it
had jammers of one type or another—the Warlock family of
jammers, the Duke family of jammers, all protecting our soldiers.

And I heard something this morning also about why we couldn’t
re-look at this decision because—words like it would be hard, or it
would be destabilizing. We are talking about the lives of soldiers.

I just, in September, went to the funeral of a soldier from Toms
River, a Marine who was killed by an IED, and the hurt and pain
on his family’s face is something I will not forget. To think that
that has happened 2,000 to 3,000 times where we lost soldiers and
lost others for other reasons is unthinkable.

For us to take any risk at all in disturbing what is the nerve cen-
ter for IED countermeasures and electronics—this battle of elec-
tronics is a battle of intellect and engineering. We are engaged in
it full speed. We have excellent people.

You will hear people say other organizations are doing IED work.
And you know what? They are doing IED work because it is such
a traumatic issue for our warfighters. It is a national issue.

But every one of those groups is headed by an engineer from Fort
Monmouth. Why is that? Because that is the undisputed center of
excellence.

Sustainment—more than 30,000 systems in the field for ground
protection.

In the aircraft, if you flew in an aircraft in theater, you had
jammers on that aircraft. You had radios on that aircraft. You had
the airborne version of FBCB2. A whole range of—all of the avi-
onics on those aircrafts comes from Fort Monmouth.

Eleven general officers, all retired, with decades of C4ISR experi-
ence, came up on the Net and said, “This is a mistake. It will be
immediate detrimental impact to the force. Don’t make this move.”
That was ignored.

Commissioner Coyle, the only commissioner that understood
C4ISR, attempted to explain to the members why you shouldn’t do
this. Ultimately he ended up being ignored, and he was the only
one that voted against the closure.

I stress that this IED business and the whole warfighter busi-
ness is about protecting soldiers. And I heard this discussion of
what is hard—this is hard to do this.

And then one question was asked by Congressman Holt, “What
would it take in terms of impact for DOD to say let’s not do this?”
And he kind of waffled a little.

I understand his position. He is coming here representing the de-
partment with the marching orders he has. But I submit to you as
being there for 36 years, the last 14 of which I oversaw everything
we did, this is a mistake that will cause us to lose lives.

And I know the members on this committee share the anxiety
over every loss of life. And I would ask you to use everything you—
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all your power to look into this and reverse this decision so that
we don’t lose the intellectual capacity.

But more than that, it is not about jobs, it is not about people
lying about the money, it is about soldiers. Thirteen hundred times
a day a requisition comes to Fort Monmouth for support, three mil-
lion times since 9/11.

And 9/11 is a good example of what I am talking about. Soldiers,
engineers and civilians went into New York City with the most ad-
vanced position locating equipment, stuff that came right out of our
classified laboratories. You can’t talk about it still.

And it was used in not only the Pentagon search and rescue but
also in New York. And at least a dozen different systems were used
in that.

So I would ask that this committee look at having another hear-
ing and go through all of the facts that were really available in the
Department of Defense.

And why was Triple A directed not to audit those numbers? Why
did those numbers happen to be almost exactly the numbers that
DOD said? And I am going to tell you my opinion. It is because
they were the numbers, and they were known to be the numbers,
and that is not what we should be about.

To be perfectly frank with you, I am an attorney, and I was the
chief counsel at Fort Monmouth, and one of the things that I en-
joyed about working for the government—and I hired many law-
yers. I said the one thing we will never have to do is lie. We are
going to tell the truth.

I was dumbfounded when that certified data did not go forward.
It was just not in keeping with anything we did or learned.

Now, I talked about the American Federation of Scientists and
their view. The question is who knew it, who did it, who stopped
it. But the testimony of the secretary is just not credible, frankly,
as to what his reason was for making this recommendation and
fighting so hard for it.

Yes, sir?

Mr. ORTIZ. I wanted to ask a question of all of you, and maybe
you can respond. How many site visits did the members of the Base
Closure Commission make to your facility, if you can elaborate on
that?

Mr. FERLISE. Two.

Mr. OrTIZ. TWo.

Mr. FERLISE. As I recall.

Mr. OrTIZ. And was this by all members

Mr. FERLISE. No.

Mr. ORTIZ [continuing]. Or just a few members?

Mr. FERLISE. A few members.

Mr. OrTIZ. Anybody else?

Mr. BROWN. I don’t have any information on that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OrTIZ. Thank you. Thanks.

Mr. HOULEMARD. The committee conducted a hearing in my
home community of Monterey.

Dr. DEEGAN. We had none.

Mr. ORTIZ. See, this is the concerns of many—I can remember
when at least they came to my base that was shut down. I think
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that we had two members who came separately to look at the—and
I was with them.

And one of the things that they asking me is if they wanted to
move, and they said no, we can’t afford to move to California be-
cause it is too expensive, and we can’t afford to buy a home, we
will be tied up in traffic for two, three hours a day, and we don’t
want to move.

Well, they didn’t want to move, but they moved them. And that
is what happened. And I think that this is very, very important,
the base closure process, and I think that this should have been
the responsibility of the elected Members of Congress, not to pass
it off to somebody else to do that.

But the thing is that whatever damage has been done, the Con-
gress and the Senate voted for it, but your request that you have
made will not go unnoticed. You know, we will look into it and we
will, of course, advise the chairman of the committee, and he will
look into it and see what he advises to us.

But it is very serious, especially when we shut down bases when
we are in the middle of two wars, you know.

Mr. FERLISE. Absolutely.

Mr. ORTIZ. And then we have also a lot of hot spots around the
world, and we have a huge debt, and we are putting money here,
there and everywhere, and it is costing the taxpayers a lot of
money.

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Smith, do you have a question, sir?

Mr. SMITH. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OrTIZ. Go right ahead.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much. I do appreciate it.

And let me ask—I would also like to ask Mr. Ferlise a couple of
questions.

And to you, Mr. Chairman, with the business report coming out,
the report from the DOD, I would again reiterate the request that
there be a follow-up hearing. You know, with every rule there is
an exception.

As I said in my opening, BRAC has done some very good things.
I have been involved in—you know, we have had some of our bases
in New Jersey put on the list. Some of them were changed, some
of them for the better.

But in this case, this is the most glaring exception I have seen
in my 27 years of a DOD blunder that is about to be, you know,
unfolded and implemented.

And I think, you know, with all due respect to our good friends
in Maryland, they will find very quickly that they won’t have the
personnel to train these individuals. Vic Ferlise makes that point
in his testimony.

And at the end of the day, this is all about the warfighter. It is
whether or not we pull the plug on a number of important mis-
sions.

Secretary Harvey, as you have pointed out, Mr. Ferlise, didn’t
even know what the mission was. And you know, he has got a lot
on his plate at the time. But when you misstate in a way that is
then reported upon, it just begs the question who is advising him.
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You know, the fact that Mr. Ferlise just mentioned that that cer-
tified data that he himself—and let us underscore that—he himself
certified after his own internal audits did not make its way onto
consideration for the BRAC commissioners.

But three months later, on the BRAC Web site—because we went
to it and downloaded, as did others, I am sure—they had the cer-
tified data. It was like after the fact, “Oh, let’s get this on the Web
site real quick,” to somehow suggest that it was taken into due con-
sideration, which we have every reason to believe it was not.

There needs to be very, very careful scrutiny given to this egre-
gious decision.

I would like to ask Mr. Ferlise—you have called the loss of intel-
lectual capital, which would be about 3,100 people and maybe
more, irreparable and irresponsible.

You said that the intellectual capital will be lost and not recov-
ered for an intolerable period of time, if ever, which I think is a
very telling statement.

You point out that system experts take from six years to nine
years, if they are trained right out of college or soon after college,
four years to six years if they are in mid-career.

You also point out, and this needs to be underscored 1,000 times,
very few employees will be available to train the new employees.
So we will have a thud, a loss of capability, that will happen over-
night or, in the terms of the DOD implementation, a few years, but
that is overnight.

And who gets hurt at the end of the day? Our warfighters. If you
could elaborate on this irreplaceable loss for the committee, be-
cause I think that begs the question as to why this needs to be
stopped.

Mr. FERLISE. I think in response to that question you need to un-
derstand first at least my view of what Fort Monmouth is.

It is a national treasure that we have that grew up in Monmouth
County, New Jersey. It grew up in the shadow of giants—Bell Lab-
oratories, Sarnoff Laboratories. There was a time when they were
stealing my engineers—$25,000 bonus for anybody that could bring
an engineer from Fort Monmouth to them.

Bellcorp is there. Telcordia is there. And a whole raft of I.T. gi-
ants—AT&T is there.

So what you are looking at today in Fort Monmouth is a national
treasure that is not going to be readily replaced elsewhere, espe-
cially going to an area where there is no culture of C4ISR.

If you were to move to a place like Boston, where MIT is, and
a whole raft of institutions there, you might have a start at it. But
to move to a place with no C4ISR background is a recipe for disas-
ter that only our soldiers will have to pay for.

So I think that intellectual capital will not be readily replaced.
The people will be replaced, but the ones that can figure out how
to deal with that particular jammer threat are not going to be
there.

Now, the jammers that we have in theater defeat about 80 per-
cent of the threats. And to give you an idea of the magnitude, we
are talking about a threat—an actuating mechanism that has
changed more than 500 times.
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Engineers at Fort Monmouth get that information through some-
thing called TEDAC and the FBI, and they immediately destruct
the device and figure out the countermeasures.

In fact, some of the countermeasures are already on the shelf an-
ticipating where the physics will go next, if it is going into the in-
frared or the R.F. range, or what it is, so that we are anticipating.

The latest jammer that is over there is a software-defined
jammer that we can change—we can just change the software now
without redeploying the package. And when I talk about jammers,
I am talking about 30,000 are there.

Every Thursday morning I had to report to the four-star on how
many more had been fielded, how many more had been installed.
It was that critical of an issue. And it is obvious it is a critical
issue.

And to take that cadre of people and move them and risk this
loss is unthinkable to me. And I talk about IEDs—IEDs is a family
of equipment, but there are fire finders over there. There are light-
weight counter-mortar radars that are over there—came from Fort
Monmouth.

The C-RAM, a spectacular device that shoots down mortars in
flight—in flight—70 percent hit rate—there is a whole raft of ra-
dars, radios, computers, all types of intelligence equipment coming
from there, totaling, as I said, one-half of the entire inventory of
national stock numbered items.

Mr. SMITH. If I could ask one final question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ORTIZ. You know, sometimes we—in my community—they
ask, you know, and I was just going to ask the governor, you
know—I know you do have some intellectual capacity, but it will
take more.

Do you think you have that capacity to draw, to bring them in
to your area?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think there is another state,
with all due respect, that has the fundamentals, the solid edu-
cational workforce training capacity that we have in Maryland.

I do agree that it will be a challenge with filling 70 percent of
the jobs or so with Marylanders. But our fundamentals are strong,
and there are some—there is some information I would like to put
in the record. It may not be in my written statement.

Fifteen percent of our workforce holds advanced degrees—that
we ranked number one in the country. Thirty-five percent hold
bachelor’s degrees. We rank number two in the country. Twenty-
six percent of our workforce are professional and technical workers.
We rank number one.

Our technology industries—and we do pride ourselves on both in-
formation and biotechnology and other emergent technology indus-
tries. Seventy-nine of every 1,000 private sector workers are in that
industry. That is the fifth-highest concentration.

We have national ranked, world ranked schools—dJohns Hopkins,
University of Maryland, Baltimore College, to name a few. They
have been recognized as centers of excellence by the National Secu-
rity Agency (NSA). We believe that they are well suited to educate
the workforce to meet the needs of the moving command.

We are making good use of an $18 million Federal grant to incor-
porate more STEM, science, technology, engineering and math, in
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our middle and high schools. This is all part of keeping that pipe-
line of an educated and skilled workforce.

So while there are challenges, and I did identify that earlier
today as one of the three challenges I identified, which is work-
force, we believe that Maryland is well equipped to address that
challenge, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, if I could follow up.

Mr. OrTIZ. I yield to my good friend, the chairman of the
Seapower Subcommittee and a very valuable member of this com-
mittee, Mr. Taylor, and then I will yield to you.

Mr. TAYLOR. I thank the chairman. Mr. Chairman, I never want
to miss an opportunity to say what an incredibly stupid idea the
whole BRAC process was. I think today’s hearing has confirmed
that.

But I have had requests from Congressman Rush Holt to have
some questions submitted for the record. I would like to ask unani-
mous consent to do so.

And T also would like to, since Congressman Pallone, who is not
a member of the committee, has some very valid questions—and I
get a lot of opportunities to ask questions, so with unanimous con-
sent, I would like to ask that my remaining time go to Mr. Pallone.

Mr. OrTIZ. No objection. So ordered.

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix begin-
ning on page 224.]

Mr. PALLONE. I wanted to thank my colleague from Mississippi.

And I also wanted to stress that I agree with you. I voted against
all the BRAC. I think that the BRAC is—he used the term stupid.
I guess I will say the same thing.

I really think Congress should make these decisions. They
shouldn’t be made by the BRAC. And this is certainly another indi-
cation of why.

Mr. Chairman, my only comment and then question is this. My
concern right now is where do we go from here. In other words, the
Pentagon has told us from day one that they are going to issue a
report saying that it is okay to close Fort Monmouth.

They have also indicated to you today that they don’t even have
to issue that report, that they don’t feel they have any obligation
to. They are just doing it, I guess, to be nice.

I don’t buy that. I think the language is clear in the BRAC that
this report was to be submitted to the committees of jurisdiction,
of which, of course, this is one, because of the concern by the BRAC
that the closure of Fort Monmouth might negatively impact the
global war on terror.

So I am just hoping that when that report comes out by the end
of this month, and I fully expect it won’t be until the 31st of De-
cember, you know, at 5 o’clock in the afternoon, that there will be
an opportunity, as the GAO said, to review it, but also for this com-
mittee to review it and, as Mr. Smith said, to have another hear-
ing.

Because the fear we have is that the process all along has been
that the Pentagon wanted to do this closure without justification,
and that they have essentially rejected or even hid the data that
we provided that would have shown it was a mistake.
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And so we have every reason to believe, based on what they told
us, that they are essentially going to whitewash us again with this
report. I mean, they told us that today, and they have told us that
previously.

So really, this is the only opportunity that we would have, is if
this committee follows up on it. So I just wanted to make that
clear, if T could.

And the only other question that I wanted to ask Mr. Ferlise—
and following up, again, on what I said before—you know, Mr.
Grone today basically came in and said, “Well, we are not nec-
essarily replicating Fort Monmouth, we are doing something new.”

And T don’t even know what he is talking about, and I just—I
don’t know if you had the time to address that or not. But you
know, for a long time, the purpose of this BRAC was supposed to
be, you know, purple-ization.

Mr. FERLISE. Right.

Mr. PALLONE. All that was thrown out. And basically we were
told all we are doing is replicating Fort Monmouth. So how does
he come in here now and say something new? What do you think
he is talking about?

Mr. FERLISE. I can’t imagine what he is going to say. As I said
earlier, you could have combined the three electronics commands—
very hard to do. You know, the people involved—very hard.

The engineers all work fine together. It is just when you get into
other issues

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, if I could just interrupt, we were
told initially with the BRAC that the purpose of the BRAC was to
create purple-ization or joint forces, so theoretically, you know, you
have a Sea Command (SEACOM) at Fort Monmouth for the Army,
you had another one at Hanscom for the Air Force, you had an-
other one in San Diego for the Navy.

And one of the things they were looking at was to combine these
all into one place. That was essentially rejected by the Pentagon,
and they said, “Well, all we are going to do is replicate the Army
one at Aberdeen.”

And so I don’t understand, when they rejected that, now they are
saying, “Well, we are going to create something new here.” What
is it that is new? They basically said, “All we are doing is replicat-
ing the Army SEACOM. We are not doing anything else.”

And now he comes in and suggests that somehow we are not
doing that. You understand that is the problem.

Mr. FERLISE. If I could respond——

Mr. ORTIZ. Yes, go ahead, sir.

Mr. FERLISE [continuing]. In 29 months they haven’t been able
to articulate that. I don’t have fear that they are going to be able
to articulate it next month.

It did start out with jointness. That was in the “too hard” box.
It then moved to, “Well, we will consolidate all similar Army C4ISR
functions.” Well, ARL is headquartered at APG, and they have a—
the only part of it that does C4 stuff is at Harry Diamond Labs.
That didn’t go.

The night vision lab from Fort Monmouth from seacom—it got
taken off at the last minute.

NADC was supposed to go. They didn’t go.
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The only thing that is going is Fort Monmouth, seacom, and part
of that is being scattered to the winds.

I have to take one just pathetic note on that. So we didn’t do
joint cross-servicing. We didn’t consolidate within the Army.

We, in fact, took one organization that does all satellite terminal
work out of Monmouth. There is a satellite park there with every
single satellite replicated, and engineers and program management
people.

We are sending the satellite terminals to Aberdeen Proving
Ground and the people are going to Fort Belvoir. They are 100
yards apart right now. So not only did we not consolidate, we even
managed in this process to separate things that were working fine
together.

It just doesn’t pass the common-sense test.

Mr. OrTiZ. Thank you, sir. We are about to have a series of votes
again.

Let me yield to my good friend Smith, and then we are—I think
we have held you hostage long enough here. But all of you have
made a wonderful presentation. You all have made some great
points.

And we are going to take all of this into consideration. We will
talk to the other members of the committee and I will work very
closely with my good friend, my ranking member, and work with
you.

But let me yield to my good friend, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SmITH. I thank the distinguished chairman for yielding and
again for including us on your panel.

Let me ask Mr. Ferlise a question with regards to—Phil Grone,
when he spoke earlier, mentioned 50th in terms of military value
as if he was dropping a bomb.

You addressed that in your written statement about the non-mis-
sion-related attributes, like environmental elasticity. Could you ex-
plain this fallacy? Because again, it has surface appeal, but as soon
as you dig away a little bit, it just—there is nothing there.

Mr. FERLISE. It is about maneuver ranges that he is talking
about. He is correct. We don’t have 50,000 acres there. But we have
Fort Dix with an enormous range. In fact, it has one of the only
tank ranges on the East Coast.

We also have Fort Irwin. We test at both of those places.

Mr. SMITH. And there is already jointness with those bases.

Mr. FERLISE. Yes. Correct. So you know, I think that is part of
the same story that we haven’t heard the end of yet. There is no
logic here. I can’t express it to you in a way that says, “This is good
for soldiers.”

And I defy you to find somebody to come forward and say, “This
is the best thing we have done for the warfighter.” I don’t care
about money. I don’t care about people in Monmouth losing jobs.
Nobody says that, because it is absolutely not true.

In 29 months they couldn’t even articulate something that could
pass a straight-face test.

And the other thing I want to say is in that 29 months since that
caveat came out, not one single step has been taken to protect that
workforce. There are things that could have been done—retention
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bonuses for people, all kinds of other things. None of that has been
done.

That report should address what have you done in the last 29
months. Every one of those 29 months I can tell you people have
left Fort Monmouth. They have gone to the joint base. They have
gone to Picatinny. They have gone to industry. They have gone all
over. But you just can’t sit by and let that happen.

Now, I don’t want you to misunderstand where we came from be-
fore 1 retired. We did everything we could to bring people from
Maryland. We recruited routinely at Maryland because we wanted
to get those people up here, train them, and then hopefully they
would want to move back to Maryland.

So when I was in government service, I viewed myself as execut-
ing the law, and I am going to do everything I could. And they will,
too. But I can tell you the people at Monmouth are committed to
doing whatever the law is because warfighters need it, not because
of money, not because of jobs.

The bottom line on every document you ever got from Fort Mon-
mouth said, “Our bottom line is the soldier.” People in industry ask
me, “Why do you say that?” Their bottom line is money. Ours isn’t
money. Ours is taking care of those soldiers, wherever they are in
the world, and doing whatever we have to do.

I will give you one more example. I realize we are a little long
on time, sir. Blue Force Tracking. I got a call from the Pentagon
six months before we went into Iraq, “How many teams can you
give me to field Blue Force Tracking in the theater, all the vehicles
are there already?”

Took me about two hours. I called him back, the G-6 of the
Army. I said, “You have a blank check. If you want one team, I will
give you one. You want 10, I will give you 10. You want 100, we
will give you 100 teams.” In short, we will do whatever we had to

0.

And Blue Force Tracking got into the tune of 1,200 vehicles and
saved lives. The tank battalions that crossed in Baghdad saw each
other because of Blue Force Tracking, saved lives. And that is what
you got there.

You have a national treasure, and we can’t let it just go by.

Mr. SMITH. Finally, Lieutenant Governor Brown, Phil Grone said
earlier that details in the report that will be released later this
month will include mitigation of any loss of intellectual capital.

And I am asking you sincerely. You went through, you know,
people’s resumes. And you know, we could do the same thing and
say we have this kind of capability, you know, we will put it up
in a brochure.

But when it comes down to people who have a very specific ex-
pertise that has been learned over the course of several years, do
you see—and again, the use of the word mitigation—we use the
word mitigation when you are talking about toxic waste cleanup.
You know, you lessen the risk.

As Phil just mentioned a moment ago, you know, no one is say-
ing this is a good thing. They are saying it is not necessarily a bad
thing. And I am wondering, do you have any concern, any whatso-
ever, that there is a risk to the warfighter because of this move?
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Mr. BROWN. Mr. Smith, my concern is that in Maryland we are
doing what we can do each and every day to support the
warfighter, and that is what we are committed to doing.

Some of the steps that we have taken, recognizing that often the
employee looks to a spouse in helping make that decision whether
you move—we have set up one-stop shops at Fort Monmouth for
spousal employment and transitional services.

We have set up the same thing outside of the gate at Aberdeen
Proving Ground to facilitate that communication, to continue to
identify those needs, to get those percentages as high as we can do.

That is what our focus is on, bringing as many people with the
jobs so that we——

Mr. SmITH. I understand. Is there anything in Mr. Ferlise’s testi-
mony, which I think just lays out this case—if this was going to
court before a jury, I think it would be a unanimous jury that this
is a foolish move, casting no dispersions whatsoever on Aberdeen
nor on Maryland.

But just based on intellectual loss, the capacity of people to do
this job in the midst of a horrific war—you know, so my concern
is did you hear anything in what Mr. Ferlise said that would per-
suade you that there is some caution here, that there is some risk
that has gone underappreciated by some?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Smith, that is somewhat out of my lane. All I
can tell you is that what is in my lane is making sure that we in-
vest in the human capital and the physical infrastructure in Mary-
land so we can accommodate the arrival of families and jobs, and
we are doing that each and every day.

And I have met with the leadership at Fort Monmouth. I have
heard their concerns. We have heard their concerns, as well as at
Aberdeen Proving Ground. And each and every day we commit our-
selves to addressing those concerns. And we know it is a challenge.

Mr. OrTiz. Thank you so much. I know that the Members who
were here with us today are very sincere, you know, in represent-
ing their communities. And I think that we had some good stories,
good testimony, today.

We will share this information with the rest of the full commit-
tee. And I just want to thank each and every one of you for partici-
pating and being some outstanding witnesses today.

And I can assure you that we will try to see if we can solve some
of this mystery, because there is a lot of people still out there who
are a little confused.

But thank you so much for joining us today and being outstand-
ing leaders in your community.

And, Governor, thank you so much for being with us.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ORTIZ. And now this hearing stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:56 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Chairman Ortiz, Mr. Forbes, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, |
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to address the Department’s
implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions.

Base Realignment and Closure 2005

The BRAC 2005 effort is the largest round undertaken by the Department. After an
exhaustive examination of over 1,200 altenatives, the Secretary of Defense forwarded 222
recommendations to the BRAC Commission for its review. The Commission accepted about 65
percent without change and its resulting recommendations were approved by the President and
forwarded to the Congress. The Congress expressed its support of these recommendations by
not enacting a joint resolution of disapproval by November 9, 2003, therefore, the Department
became legally obligated to close and realign all installations so recommended by the
Commission in its report. These decisions affect over 800 locations across the Nation and
include 24 major closures, 24 major realignments, and 765 lesser actions. The BRAC Act
requires that the Department begin implementation of each recommendation within two"years ol
the date the President transmitted the Commission’s report to the Congress and complete
implementation of all recommendations within six years of that date. The Department is now
squarely within the statutory six-year implementation period which will end on September 15,
2011.

Beyond the comparative size of the 2005 round, it is important to note that this is the
most complex round ever. The complexity of this round is not merely a function of its
magnitude. The complexity is, to the Jargest extent. a function of the original goal established
for this round: that BRAC 20035 would focus on the reconfiguration of operational capacity to

maximize war fighting capability and efficiency. Focusing on operational capacity requires that
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we increase the aperture of the lens we use to judge these actions so that we do not confine
ourselves to a comparison of costs and savings. Instead. we must expand our view to
appropriately assess the increased capabilities we are achieving through the implementation of
these recommendations.

As the Department has testified on a number of occasions. DoD has begun the process of
realigning or closing a number of large permanent bases overseas in favor of small and more
scalable installations better suited for rapid deployments. The Global Defense Posture
realignment effort identified an overall set of plans for returning overseas forces back to military
instaliations in the U.S. These plans were integrated with the BRAC process regarding
relocations from overseas to domestic bases during the prescribed BRAC time period. All
Services factored requirements of returning forces into their domestic infrastructure requirement:
and this resulted in recommendations to accommodate forces at U.S. installations.

Results of Base Realignment and Closure 2005

BRAC 2005 was a capabilities-based rather than requirements-based analysis. That
allowed the Department to review facilities within the context of the capabilities they offer
instead of evaluating them against static requirements that limit the comparison to what we may
know today. Because it was critically important for the Department to retain the infrastructure
necessary to accornmodate its ability to “surge,” the Department gauged its installations against
the range of threats faced by our Nation so that it could differentiate among and capitalize on
those that offer needed capabilities, and reconfigure, realign or close those that did not.

Assessing our infrastructure within a capabilities-based analysis required that we
examine and implement opportunities for greater joint activity. Prior BRAC analyses considered

all functions on a service-by-service basis and. therefore, did not result in the joint examination

9%
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of functions that cross services. While some unique functions will always exist. those functions
that are common across the Services were analyzed jointly to maximize the access the entire
Department will have to the assets provided by the supporting infrastructure.

Military Value

The base closure process was designed in law to be objective, open, and fair. Each
recommendation, rooted in the Department’s long-term force structure plan and installation
inventory, was measured against eight criteria that were previously subjected to both
congressional review and public comment. In developing the criteria, the Department, pursuant
to statute, gave priority consideration to military value (criteria 1-4), then considered costs and
savings (criterion 3), and finally assessed the economic impact on local communities, the
community support infrastructure, and the environmental impact (criteria 6-8). Ultimately. these
criteria were amended and codified in law. The Military Value criteria are provided here for
reference:

(1) The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of
the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting. training,
and readiness.

(2) The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including
training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval. or air forces throughout a diversity of
climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Forces in homeland defense
missions) at both existing and potential receiving locations.

(3) The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and training.

(4) The cost of operations and the manpower implications.
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BRAC Estimates vs. BRAC Budgets:

While savings are certainly an important benefit of BRAC - the primary focus. as
required by law, remains on maximizing military value. As was our policy in the previous
rounds and as codified in the statute authorizing BRAC 2005, Military Value was the primary
consideration in making closure and realignment recommendations. Maximizing Military Value
does not always result in costs and savings.

The Department and Commission estimated the BRAC 2005 investment at $22.3 billion.
Making this investment was estimated to result in Annual Recurring Savings (ARS) after the
implementation period in 2011 at $4.4 billion. In arriving at its original estimates, the
Department and Commission used the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model.
which is a tool for comparative analyses of a variety of options using standard factors applicable
during the timeframe within which the BRAC analysis was conducted. As such, COBRA was
not designed to, nor does it produce, budget quality estimates. For instance, in arriving at
comparative assessments that provided for an equitable treatment of all facilities, COBRA
displays financial information in constant dollars in the initial year of implementation, which are
unaffected by inflation. Revised cost and savings estimates, supported by the detailed planning
and site surveys necessary to support budget submissions, could not be conducted during the
COBRA analyses.

As I have previously testified. the Department’s FY 2008 President’s Budget request
included a total BRAC 2003 investment of $31.2 billion with an Annual Recurring Savings of
approximately $4 biltion ($30.8 billion in one-time costs in the BRAC Account plus $400.6
million funded by the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency from outside the BRAC

Account), The $8.9 billion increase over the COBRA estimate, which is fully funded in the
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President’s FY 2008 budget request, results primarily from inflation, changes in military

construction, and Army-specific requirements. The savings decrease is primarily a result of

revised personne] eliminations.

e Inflation: The $22.3 billion cost estimate reflected the results of the Commission’s

actions on the Secretary of Defense’s BRAC recommendations, stated in constant FY
2005 dollars. The $31.2 billion cost figure reflects a stream of Then Year dollars spread
over FY 2006-2011. Spreading the constant $22.3 billion over the six-year
implementation period and by applying Office of Management and Budget inflation
factors, resulted in an increased funding requirement of approximately $2 billion.

¢ Military Construction (MILCON): About 70 percent of the Department’s BRAC 2005

investment supports MILCON requirements. This is a significant change from previous
BRAC rounds in which MILCON represented only about one-third of the total
investment. During the implementation planning process, besides dealing with fact of
life dynamics like inflation factors exceeding previous planning factors and the effects of
delayed implementation due to delays in receiving appropriations, the Department has
made key decisions to:
o In some cases, use new construction versus renovating space (existing space
diverted to other needs)
o Accommodate changes in unit/organization sizes, functions or responsibilities by
increasing facilities or changing configurations, or building additional facilities

e Armv-Specific Requirements: Relative to the other Services, the Army made the most

use of BRAC as an instrument to facilitate total force transformation. As their

transformation efforts developed and more detailed planning was completed. the Army
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increased its BRAC requirement by $4 billion to address training ranges, armed forces
reserve centers, quality of life and medical construction projects, furnishings.
environment remediation, program management and planning and design.

e Annual Recurring Savings: Decreases from $4.4 billion to $4 billion primarily resulted

from revised personne! eliminations.
Tracking BRAC Savings

While the difficulty in quantifying the actual savings the Department will realize from
BRAC has generated some debate, the fact that BRAC has generated substantial savings has not
been credibly questioned. Changes in costs are easy to measure and their justifications can be
closely scrutinized, but it is exceedingly difficult for any organization. public or private, to
quantify exactly the costs that it has avoided. As the GAO acknowledged in its July 2001
report, “Military Base Closures, DOD’s Updated Net Savings Estimate Remains Substantial,”
accounting systems are not oriented to identify and track savings. Therefore, increases or
decreases in savings over time are more challenging to track.

As | have previously testified, the Department recognized this challenge for this BRAC
round and responded by initiating a process to develop Business Plans that establish the requisite
actions. timing of those actions, and the costs and savings associated with implementing each
recommendation. The documentation of savings in Business Plans directly responds to the
observations made by the GAO in previous BRAC reports,

Business Plans serve as the foundation for the complex program management necessary
to ensure BRAC 2005 recommendations are implemented efficiently and effectively.
Responsibility for the development of each Business Plan was assigned, by recommendation,

generally to the Military Department or Defense Agency with facility management authority at
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the receiving site. Organizations significantly impacted by the recommendation were key
players in the process and formally coordinated on the plans. For those recommendations that
originated from the seven Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs). the functional staff proponents
review the implementation plan to ensure they achieve the goals envisioned in the
recommendation. Additionally, the OSD Office of the General Counsel has been a key player in
reviewing the Business Plans to ensure that they are legally sufficient and to verify that the
Department is meeting its fegal obligations.
BRAC As An Investment

It may be useful to compare the BRAC’s rate of return to the real interest rate on
Treasury notes and bonds used by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to evaluate the
cost-effectiveness of government programs. Based on the costs and savings represented in the
FY 2008 President’s Budget, the inflation-adjusted Internal Rate of Return (IRR) for the BRAC
account for the period 2006-2030 is 10.0 percent. Appendix C of OMB Circular A-94 estimates
that the 20 year real interest rate on Treasury notes and bonds to be 3.0 percent. Therefore, the
BRAC account’s IRR is seven percentage points greater than the government’s expected cost of
borrowing. The BRAC account’s 10.0 percent Internal Rate of Return is a significant benefit
that the Department will realize from successful implementation of these recommendations.
Assisting Communities

The Department, through the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) and the Defense
Economic Adjustment Program (DEAP), continues to work with states and more than 175
communities across the country as they respond 1o the effects of broad changes in Defense

infrastructure, including efforts resulting from BRAC, Global Defense Posture Realignment, and
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modularitv. This same assistance will also be available to those areas that may be affected by
“Grow the Force™ decisions in the coming months.

In the context of BRAC, to date the Department has recognized Local Redevelopment
Authorities for 126 locations to create a local redevelopment plan and direct implementation of
that plan for more than 62.000 acres that are available for civilfan redevelopment. The
Department takes great care to ensure these Local Redevelopment Authorities have sufficient
information on available property for the community’s consideration in their formulation of a
redevelopment plan. The majority of these communities, with assistance from OEA, are nearing
completion of their redevelopment plans to reflect the specific local market forces, public facility
and service needs, and balance local homeless and community economic development interests.
To date, 43 of these LRAs have completed their redevelopment plans and included them in their
submission to the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for their review, of
which 13 have been approved by HUD. HUD is tracking its review of submissions and is
closely coordinating their actions with the Military Departments and communities to support
DoD’s needs.

In disposing of surplus property, the Department is careful to not preclude any disposal
method until a redevelopment plan is completed. Additionally, as part of the NEPA decision, the
Military Departments give substantial deference to the Local Redevelopment Authority’s
redevelopment plan and flexibly apply disposal methods from our “mixed tool kit.” ranging from
fair market value, public benefit. and those that may be at no cost or discounted consideration.
As these redevelopment plans are finalized, the Military Departments will link the Department’s
environmental and property disposal efforts, including any necessary environmental remediation,

with local civilian redevelopment actions.



90

Additionally. from the previous rounds of BRAC between 1988 and 1995 when 387
facilities were closed. including 97 major installations, the Department has disposed of
approximately 460,000 acres. or 93 percent of the real property available for redevelopment.
Local redevelopment efforts, in turn, have resulted in the creation of more than 137,451 jobs,
more than offsetting the 129,649 civilian jobs that were jost as a result of these actions.

At the same time. OEA is working with those locations that are experiencing an influx of
missions and personne! to assist them in understanding the scope of the anticipated actions and
develop plans for community services and facilities to ease the absorption of the new military
population. At each location, the local jurisdictions are partnering with their military installation
to address a myriad of hard (roads, schools. houses. water and sewer) and soft (public services,
heaith care, child care, spousal employment) issues that directly bear on the quality of life for our
warfighters, their dependents, and the homeowners, businesses, and workers in the surrounding
communities. OEA is hosting a Growth Summit this week in St. Louis, Missouri, for local, state,
and military officials to share their best practices and consuit with their OEA and other
DoD/Federal partners to ensure we are capably helping them through this growth.

In furtherance of its efforts, the Department relies heavily on its sister Federal agencies to
assist through the Economic Adjustment Committee (EAC), established pursuant to Executive
Order 12788 (as amended). EAC is comprised of 22 Federal agencies. Among its
responsibilities, the EAC coordinates interagency and intergovernmental adjustment assistance,
and serves as a clearinghouse for the exchange of information between Federal Government,
State and community officials involved in the resolution of economic adjustment concems.

Activity under the EAC continues to assist BRAC and mission growth locations. The

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is working closely with DoD in
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monitoring the statutory timelines and consultations to support extensions for local
redevelopment planning, in addition to reviewing local homeless submissions. The Department
of Labor is actively working with Workforce Investment Boards at nearly every state and local
level where BRAC and/or mission growth spousal employment demands are present. The
Department of Education is working closely with DoD to be responsive to student growth at
many of our mission growth areas, including site-specific visits to meet directly with Local
Education Agency representatives and military spouses to understand on the ground education
needs.
Conclusion

In closing, Mr. Chairman, | sincerely thank you for this opportunity to highlight the
Department’s Base Realignment and Closure efforts. | appreciate your continued support of the
Department’s plans to strengthen America’s defense posture and the Department looks forward

to working with the Subcommittee as plans continue to be put into action.
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costs. GAO’s second role has focused on reviewing the implementation of
realignment and closure actions once the BRAC recommendations became
effective in November 2005. GAO has issued several reports on DOD's
implementation of its 2005 BRAC recommendations. GAO will continue to
review the implementation of the 2005 BRAC recommendations, including a
final report to be issued within 1 year after the end of the 6-year BRAC
inplernentation period, which ends in Septernber 2011.

DOD pians to spend more and save less than originally estimated for the 2005
BRAC round. DOD’s cost estimates to implement the 2005 recommendations,
as reported in its fiscal year 2008 BRAC budget submission, have increased by
48 percent, from $21 billion to $31 billion, for the -year implementation
period. Nearly two-thirds of the expected cost increase is due to increased
military construction costs. For example, the expected military construction
cost to close Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, has increased by more than $550
million, largely because the Army decided to build new facilities instead of
renovating existing facilities at one location and share existing facilities at
another location. GAO believes there is potential for further cost increases
due to uncertainty in whether the Army’s new initiative designed to reduce
construction costs will achieve the planned results. While projected costs
have increased, projected net annual recurring savings have decreased about
5 percent, from $4.2 billion to $4.0 billion annually. DOD attributed the
decrease in its savings estimate primarily to changes in initial assumptions or
plans. GAO believes that DOD's reported savings estimates may be overstated
by $1.85 billion largely because the estimates include savings from military
personnel entitiements without a corresponding reduction in end strength. As
a result of the increases in costs and decreases in savings, GAO's analysis
shows that accumulated savings are projected to offset accumulated costs in
2017 ratber than 2013 as projected by the Commission. The tune required for
accumulated savings to offset accumulated costs would increase to 2025 with
the exclusion of the expected savings fror military personnel entitlements
and Cannon Air Force Basc, New Mexico, that GAQO questions. While the
overall payback period for DOD's BRAC recommendations is less than 20
years, the number of individual recommendations that are not expected to pay
back within 20 years has increased from 30, as estimated by the Commission,
to 73, based on DODY’s fiscal year 2008 budget submission.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss the projected
costs and savings associated with iraplernenting the 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) round. The Department of Defense
(DOD) is eurrently implementing recommendations from the 2005 BRAC
round, which is the fifth BRAC round undertaken by DOD since 1988.
Based on our work to date, the 2005 round is the biggest, most complex,
and costliest BRAC round ever, in part because, uniike previous rounds,
the Secretary of Defense viewed the 2005 round as an opportunity not only
to achieve savings but also to assist in transforming the department. As a
result, the 2005 round differs from previous rounds in terms of the number
of actions, projected costs to implement the actions, and projected
savings. My testimony today addresses (1) GAO’s role in the BRAC process
and (2) how DOD’s cost and savings estimates for the 2005 round, as
reported in its fiscal year 2008 BRAC budget submission, compare to the
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comission's (the
Cominission) cost and savings estimates.

My testimony is based largely on our report reviewing the changes to the
overall cost and savings estimates associated with the 2005
recomnmendations, which we issued yesterday.' In that report we found
that estimated costs to implement the 20056 BRAC round have increased
and estimated savings have decreased, To analyze the changes in the
estimated costs and savings, we compared the Commission’s estimates, as
reported in the Commission’s 2005 report, to DOD's estimates in its fiscal
year 2008 BRAC budget submission. Additionally, we reported that DOD’s
projeeted net annual recurring savings may be overstated by 46 percent
due to the lack of a distinction between savings from transferring military
personnel from one location to another, which do not produce tangible
savings outside of the military personnel account, and savings from
reduced operating costs that will make funds available for other uses. We
recoramended that DOD better explain its net annual recurring savings;
DOD concurred with this recommendation and plans to address it in its
next budget submission. I will more fully discuss the findings of our cost
and savings report that we released yesterday later in my statement. My

‘GAO, Mititary Base Realignments and Clos. wes: Cost Estimates Have Incrensed and Are
Likely to Condinue to Evolve, GAQ-08-158 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 11, 2007).

*Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 2005 Base Closure and Realignment
Commission Report to the President (Arlington, Va.: Sept. 8, 2005},
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testimony is also based on our prior work assessing the 2005 BRAC
decision-making process issued in July 2005, as statutorily required, and
several reports we have issued over the past year on the implementation of
selected recormmendations. Our work was performed in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards. A listing of our related
products is at the end of this statement.

Summary

GAOQ has played two long-standing roles in the BRAC process. First, as
requested by congressional committees in the 1988 round or mandated by
law since 1990, we have served as an independent and objective observer
of the BRAC process and have assessed and reported on DOD’s decision-
making processes leading up to proposed realignment and closure
recommendations. In our assessment of the 2005 round, we reported that
DOD's decision-making process for developing its recommendations was
generally logical, well documented, and reasoned, Our assessment of the
process does not constitute endorseinent of any recommendations as it
was the Commission's responsibility, not ours, to approve DOD’s
recomimendations. We identified some {imitations with cost and savings
estimates, some recommendations that will take longer than expected to
recoup up-front costs, and some with limited savings relative to
implementation costs. Our second role has focused on reviewing the
implementation of realignment and closure actions once the
recomniendations became effective, just as we review the effectiveness
and efficiency of numerous programs authorized or mandated by
Congress. In addition to the report we issued yesterday, we have issued
several reports on DOD’s implementation of its 2005 BRAC
recommendations affecting the Air National Guard, Army Reserve
components, and business process reengineering in the Navy and the
Defense Logistics Agency. We will continue to review DOD's
implementation of the 2005 recommendations, and the House Armed
Services Committee directs us to monitor and report annually on DOD’s
progress with a final report to be issued within 1 year after the end of the
6-year BRAC implementation period, which ends in Septermber 2011.°

DOD plans to spend more and save less than originally estimated for the
2005 BRAC round. Based on DOD'’s fiscal year 2008 budget submission,
DOD’s cost estimates to implement the 2005 recommendations have
increased by 48 percent through the 8-year iraplementation period, from

*H.R. Rep. No. 110-146, at 514 (2007).
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$21 billion to $31 billion, compared to the Commission’s cost estimates.’
Our analysis indicates that nearly two-thirds of the $10 billion cost
increase is due to increased projected military construction costs, while
inflation, environmental restoration costs, and other costs, such as
operations and maintenance, account for the remaining one-third of the
cost increase. Six recorirmendations account for half of the increase in
military construction costs. For example, the military construction cost to
relocate the Army’s armor school from Fort Knox, Kentucky, to Fort
Benning, Georgia, increased by nearly $670 million because the Army
identified additional projects that were not included in the original cost
estimates.” Additionally, the projected military construction cost to
support the relocation of personnel from Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, has
increased by more than $550 million, largely because the Army needed to
build new facilities instead of renovating existing facilities at one location
and build new facilities instead of sharing existing facilities at another
location.® Overall, we believe there is potential for further increases in
construction costs due to uncertainty in whether the Army’s new initiative
designed to reduce construction costs will achieve the planned results. If
the Army is unable to achieve these reduced costs, the effect on BRAC
implementation costs could be considerable and costs would rise. While
DOD'’s projected onetime costs have increased, projected net recurring
savings as reported in DOD’s fiscal year 2008 budget submission have
decreased about 5 percent, from $4.2 billion to $4.0 billion annually,
compared to the Cormmission’s estimates.” DOD attributed the decrease in
its savings estimates primarily to changes in initial assumptions or plans.
Based on our work to date, DOD’s annual recurring savings estimate may
be overstated by about 46 percent due to the inclusion of $1.85 billion in
military personnel entitlements—such as salaries and housing
allowances—for military personnel that DOD plans to shift to other

*The Commission reporied its estimates in constant fiscal year 2005 dollars (i.e., excludes
projected inflation), while DOD reported BRAC estimates in the fiscal year 2008 President’s
budget submission in current dollars (i.e., includes projected inflation).

®The overal} cost of the recommendation to relocate the Ammy’s armor school from Fort
Knox, Kentucky, to Fort Benning, Georgia, has increased by more than $680 miltion.

“The overall cost of the recommendation to close Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, has
increased by almost 3678 million.

“The Commission reported its estimates in constant fiscal year 2005 dollars (i.e., excludes
projected inflation), while DOD reported BRAC estimates in the fiseal year 2008 President’s
budget submission in current doliars (i.e., includes projected inflation). When the effect of
inflation is eliminated, DOD's estimated net annual recurring savings decreased by more
than $800 million to about $3.4 billion—a 20 percent decrease.
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positions but does not plan to eliminate. While DOD disagrees with us, we
do not believe that transferring personnetl to other locations produces
tangible dollar savings outside the military personnel accounts that DOD
can use to fund other defense priorities since these personnel will
continue to receive salaries and benefits. Because DOD's BRAC budget
submission does not explain the difference between net annual recurring
savings attributable to military personnel entitiements, which personnel
would still receive, and net annual recurring savings from reduced
operating costs that would make funds available for other uses, DOD
could generate a false sense that al} of its reported savings could be used
to fund other defense priorities. As such, we recomreended in the report
that we issued yesterday that DOD better explain its net annual recurring
savings—a recommendation with which DOD has concurred and plans to
address in its next budget submission. Finally, our analysis shows that
accurnulated savings are projected to offset accumulated costs in 2017~
12 years after the beginning of the implementation period for the 2005
round, which is 4 years longer than the Commissjon's estinate of 2013.
This extended payback period includes the savings estimates from military
personnel entitlements and Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, that we
question, which if excluded, would increase the time needed to recoup up-
front costs still further to 19 years, or the year 2025. While DOD should
reach the overall break-even point for its 2005 recommendations in less
than 20 years, the number of individual recommendations that are not
expected to break even within 20 years has increased from 30, as
estimated by the Commission, to 73, based on DOD’s fiscal year 2008
budget submission.

Background

DOD has undergone four BRAC rounds since 1988 and is currently
implementing its fifth round.® In May 2005, the Secretary of Defense made
public more than 200 recommendations that DOD estimated would
generate net annual recurring savings of about $5.5 billion beginning in
fiscal year 2012. In making its 2005 realignment and closure proposals,
DOD applied legally mandated selection criteria that included military

®The first round in 1988 was authorized by the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignment Act, as amended (Pub. L. No. 100-526, Title II, (1988)).
Subsequently, additional BRAC rounds were completed in 1891, 1993, and 1995 as
authorized by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended (Pub. L.
No. 101-510, Title XXIX (1990)). The latest round—BRAC 2005—was authorized by the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (Pub. L. No. 107-107, Title XXX
(2001)).
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value as the primary consideration, as well as expected costs and savings,
economic impact to local cornmunities, cornmunity support infrastructure,
and environmental impact. Military value, which includes such
considerations as an installation’s current and future mission capabilities,
condition, ability to accommodate future needs, and cost of operations,
was the primary consideration for making recommendations as mandated
by BRAC law and as reported by both DOD and the Comrnission.
Additionally, the Secretary of Defense established three goals for the 2005
BRAC round: (1) transforming DOD by aligning the infrastructure with the
defense strategy, (2) fostering jointness across DOD, and (3) reducing
excess infrastructure and producing savings.

The 2005 round is unlike previous BRAC rounds due to the Secretary of
Defense’s emphasis on transformation and jointness, rather than just
reducing excess infrastructure. For example, as part of its efforts to
transform its forces, the Army included actions to restation forces from
Europe and Korea to domestic installations, which were part of its larger
review of bases worldwide. The 2005 round also differs from previous
BRAC rounds in terms of the number of closure and realignment actions.
While the number of major closures and realignments is a little greater
than individual previous rounds, the number of minor closures and
realignments is significantly greater than those in all previous rounds
combined, as shown in table 1.* DOD plans to execute over 800 closure
and realignment actions as part of the 2005 BRAC round, which is more
than double the number of actions completed in the prior four rounds
combined. The large increase in the number of minor closures and
realignments is primarily attributable to the more than 500 actions
involving the Army National Guard and Army Reserve, representing over
60 percent of the BRAC actions.

*DOD defines major closures as installations recommended for closure with plant
replacement value exceeding $100 million and major realignments as instaliations losing
more than 400 roilitary and civilian personnel. Minor closures and realignments are those
closures and realignments that do not meet the definitions above.
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Table 1: Comparison of BRAC 2005 with Previous Rounds

Costs through Net annual

Major Major Minor ciosures and Total implementation (dollars  recurring savings

Round closures s ] actions in bitlions) ({doliars in biflions)
1988 16 4 23 43 82.7 $0.9
1991 26 17 32 75 52 20
1993 28 12 123 163 786 26
1995 27 22 57 106 6.5 1.7
Total 97 55 235 387 3220 $7.2
2005 22 33 757 812 $31.2° §4.0°

Source: Defense Base Glosure and Realignment Commission, DOD, and GAO analysis of Commission and DOD data
*The number of major realignments and closures is as reported by the Commission in 2005.
*An individual base may be affected by more thap 1 reafignment.

“Cost and savings estimates for the 2005 round are DOD’s estimates as reported in the fiscal year
2008 BRAC budget submission.

Also, as shown in table 1, the 2005 round is expected to cost more to
implernent than all of the previous BRAC rounds combined and save more
than any single round. [ will discuss the projected costs and savings of the
2005 round later in my statement.

As in all previous BRAC rounds, DOD used the Cost of Base Realignment
Actions (COBRA) model to provide a standard quantitative approach to
compare estimated costs and savings across various proposed
recommendations. The COBRA model relies to a large extent on standard
factors and averages but is not infended to and consequently does not
present budget quality estimates. As a result, COBRA-developed cost and
savings estimates cannot be assumed to represent the actual costs that
Congress will need to fund through appropriations to complete
implementation of BRAC recommendations, nor will they fully reflect the
savings intended to be achieved after implementation. In other words, as
we reported in our review of the 1995 and 2005 BRAC rounds," the costs
identified in COBRA are most likely to be different than the costs that.
DOD will actually incur and Congress will be asked to fund to compiete

YGAQ, Military Bases: Analysis of DOD's 1995 Process and Recommendations for
Closure and Realignment, GACNSIAD-45-133 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 14, 1995) and
Military Beses: Analysis of DOD's 2005 Selection Process and R i or
Base Ciosures and Realignments, GAO-05-755 (Washington, D.C.: July 1, 2005).
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implementation. We have examined COBRA in the past, as well as during
our review of the 2005 BRAC round, and, given the quality of the data and
assumptions used in the raodel, found it to be a generally reasonable
estimator for comparing potential costs and savings among alternative
closure and realignment scenarios with the caveat that the estimates do
not represent budget-quality data, as we previously reported in our
assessments of the 1995 and 2005 BRAC rounds. In this and previous
BRAC rounds, DOD subsequently developed budget-quality estimates after
BRAC decisions were made.

The Commission was an independent body that reviewed and had the
authority to change the Secretary’s recommendations if it determined that
the Secretary deviated substantially from the legally mandated selection
criteria and DOD's force structure plan. After the Comruission’s review in
2005, it forwarded a list of 182 recommendations for base closures or
realignments to the President. The Coramission estimated that its
recommendations would cost $21 billion and generate net annual
recurring savings of $4.2 billion beginning in fiscal year 2012. The
Comrmission’s recommendations were accepted in their entirety by the
President and Congress,” and became effective on November 9, 2005. The
BRAC legislation requires DOD to complete closure and realignment
actions within a 6-year time frame ending September 15, 2011.

GAO’s Role in the
BRAC Process

GAO has two long-standing roles in the BRAC process. First, as requested
by congressional committees for the 1988 BRAC round and mandated by
law since 1990, we have served as an independent and objective observer
of the BRAC process and have assessed and reported on DOD's decision-
making processes leading up to proposed realignment and closure
recommendations. The law authorizing the 2005 BRAC round required us
to independently assess DOD’s process and recommendations and to
submit a report by July 1, 2005.“ To make an informed and timely
assessment, we operated in a real-time setting and had access to
significant portions of the process as it evolved, thus affording the

“The President was required to approve or disapprove the Commission’s recommendations
in their entirety by September 23, 2005. After they were approved, the recommendations
were forwarded to Congress, which had 45 days or until the adjournment of Congress to
disapprove the recommendations on an all-or-none basis; otherwise, the recommendations
became binding.

“pyb, L. No. 107-107, Title XXX (2001).
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department an opportunity to address any concemns we raised in a timely
manner, From our vantage point, we were looking to see to what extent
DOD followed a logical, well-reasoned, and well-documented process,
where we could see a logical flow hetween DOD’s analysis and its
proposed recommendations. In our July 2005 report, we stated that DOD’s
decision-making process for developing its recommendations was
generally logical, well documented, and reasoned.” We also stated that
DOD established a structured and largely sequential process for obtaining
and analyzing data that provided an informed basis for identifying and
evaluating BRAC options. Our conclusion does not constifute
endorsement of any recommendation, as it was the Commission’'s
responsibility, not ours, to approve DOD's recommendations. However, we
identified some limitations with DOD’s cost and savings estimates, some
recommendations having lengthy payback periods, and some
recommendations with limited savings relative to costs.

Once the recommendations become effective, our role is to review DOD’s
efforts to implement the realignment and closure actions, just as we
routinely review the efficiency and effectiveness of congressionally
mandated or authorized programs across the government. We generally do
our BRAC work under the authority of the Comptroller General to conduct
reviews on his own initiative because of the broad congressional interest
in the base closure process, which allows us to provide information
broadly and generally without restriction.” Yesterday we issued our most
recent report reviewing the changes to the overall cost and savings
estimates associated with the 2005 recommendations, which I will discuss
later in my statement. We have previously reported on DOD'’s efforts to
implement recommendations affecting the Air National Guard, Army
reserve components, business process reengineering efforts in the Navy

PGAQ03755,

431 U.8.C. § T17.
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and Defense Logistics Agency, and environmental restoration costs.”
These reports, as well as the report we issued yesterday, show that
although DOD is making progress in impleraenting BRAC
recommendations, it is facing some implementation challenges, such as
synchronizing personnel movements with planned infrastructure
improvements and the need to coordinate actions among multiple services
and agencies. We will continue to review DOD'’s implementation of the
2005 recommendations,” and the House Armed Services Committee
directs us to monitor and report annually on DOD’s progress and issue a
final report within 1 year after the end of the 6-year BRAC implementation
period, which ends in September 2011.7

Estimated Costs Have
Increased and Savings
Have Decreased

DOD plans to spend more and save less than originally estimated for the
2005 round, as we discuss in the report we issued yesterday. Based on
DOD’s fiscal year 2008 BRAC budget submission, estimnated onetime costs
have increased by 48 percent through the 6-year implementation period
compared to the Comumission’s cost estimates and could continue to
increase.” On the other hand, DOD'’s projected net savings have decreased
about 5 percent compared to the Commission’s estimates and may be
overstated due to the inclusion of savings for transferring military

JsGAO, Military Base Closures: Management Strategy Needed to Mitigale Challenges and
Improve Communication to Help Ensure Timely I'mp ion of Air National Guard
Recommendations, GAO-NT-341 (Washington, D.C.: May 16, 2007); Military Base
Realignments and Closures: Plan Needed to Monitor Challenges for Completing More
Than 100 Armed Foreces Reserve Centers, GAQ-07-1040 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 13, 2007);
Military Base Closures: Projected Savings from Flect Readiness Centers Likely
Overstated and Actions Needed to Track Actund Savings and Overcome Cerain
Challenges, GAO-07-304 (Washington, D.C.: June 29, 2007); Military Base Realignments
and Closures: Transfer of Supply, Storage, and Distribution Functions from Military
Services to Defense Logistics Agency, GAO-08-121R (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 26, 2007); and
Military Base Closures: Opportunities Exist to Improve Environmental Cleanup Cost
Reporting and to Expedite Transfer of Unneeded Property, GAO-07-166 {Washington, D.C.:
Jan. 30, 2007).

*As part of our angoing reviews of DOD’s impl ation of the 2005 reco dation
we plan to review the methodology of DOD's forthcoming report addressing human capital
issues related to the closure of Fort Monmouth, New Jersey.

YHR. Rep. No. 110-146, at 514 (2007).

*The BRAC Commission reported its estimates in constant fiscal year 2005 dollars (i.e.,
excludes projected inflation), whife DOD reported BRAC estimates in the fiscal year 2008
President's budget submission in current dolars (i.e., includes projected inflation).
However, when the effect of inflation is eliminated, projected costs have increased $7.5
billion, or 3G percent.
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personnel positions while continuing to pay the sare salary and benefits.”
As a result, savings from the 2005 round are projected to offset costs in
2017—4 years longer than the BRAC Comumission estimate. If the
estimated savings from military personnel entittements and Cannon Air
Force Base, New Mexico, that we question are excluded, the round will
not reach the break-even point until the year 2025.

Estimated Onetime Costs
Have Increased and Could
Continue to Increase

Since the BRAC Coramission issued its cost and savings projections in
2005, DOD's cost estimates to implement the 2005 recoramendations, as
reported in DOD's fiscal year 2008 budget submission, have increased by
48 percent, fromn $21 billion to $31 billion.” The majority of the projected
cost increase is due to increased military construction requirements, as
shown in table 2.

Table 2: increases in Onetime Costs

Amount (dollars in

Category miltions) Percentage
Military construction $6,451 64
inflation 2,589 25
Enviranmentat cleanup® 589

Other (including operations and maintenance} 508 5
Total $10,135 100

Source: GAG analysis of DOD data.
Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.

*Additional environmental cieanup costs typically are incurred after the implementation period.

Two of the cost elements listed in table 2—inflation and environmental
cleanup~were intentionally not considered in the initial estimates

"*The BRAC Commission reported its estimates in constant fiscal year 2005 dolars (i.e.,
excludes projected inflation), while DOD reported BRAC estimates in the fiscal year 2008
President’s budget submission in current dollars (i.e., inciudes projected inflation).
However, when the effect of inflation is eliminated, projected net annual recurring savings
have decreased about $800 million, or 20 percent.

“The BRAC Commission reported its estimates in constant fiscal year 2005 doltars (i.e.,
exciudes projected inflation}, while DOD reported BRAC estimates in the fiscal year 2008
President’s budget submission in current dollars (i.e., inciudes projected inflation).
However, when the effect of inflation is eliminated, projected costs have increased $7.5
billion, or 36 percent.
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produced by COBRA. Inflation, which accounts for 25 percent of the
increase, was not included in the Commission’s analysis because costs
were presented in constant dollars.” Further, expected environmental
cleanup cost estimates, which account for about 6 percent of the cost
increase, were not included in the Commission’s analysis because DOD
has had a long-standing policy of not considering environmental cleanup
costs in its BRAC decision making. We have agreed with DOD'’s position
that such costs are a liabilily to DOD regardless of its base closure
recommendations. Some environmental restoration may be necessary to
protect human health and safety, whether or not a base is closed. While
such costs are not included in the COBRA model, they are included in
developing BRAC impiementation budgets and recorded as a BRAC cost.
We reported in January 2007 that environmental cleanup costs are likely to
increase and Congress does not have full visibility over the total expected
cost of DOD's BRAC-related environmental cleanup efforts.”

A limited number of recommendations account for the majority of the
increase in military construction costs. Specifically, six recommendations
associated with moving activities from leased space to military
installations, closing and realigning Army installations, and realigning
medical activities account for half of the increase in military construction
costs:

Activities in leased space: The military construction cost for the
recommendation to consolidate the National Geospatial-Intelligence
Agency at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, has increased by nearly $350 million, in
part because the agency identified the need for additional supporting
facilities, such as a technology center and additional warehouse space.”
Likewise, the military construction cost for the recommendation to move
various DOD activities from leased space to Fort Belvoir and Fort Lee,
Virginia more than doubled to nearly $1 billion, an increase of more than
$500 million, largely because of changes to facilities at the receiving

“The increase in costs due to inflation occurred because the Commission presented its
estimates using constant fiscal year 2005 dollars, which does not inciude the effects of
prajected inflation, whereas DOD's budgeted estimates were presented in current dollars
because budget requests take into consideration projected inflation.

EGAOOT-166,

*The overall cost for the recommendation to consolidate the National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, has increased by about $974 million.
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locations.” For example, DOD determined a parking garage, rather then a
parking lot, was needed to accommodate the increase in personnel at Fort
Belvoir, which increased the original estimate of $3 million to $160 million.

Closing and realigning Army installations: The military construction
cost for the recommendation to relocate the Army’s armor school from
Fort Knox, Kentucky, to Fort Benning, Georgia, to support the creation of
a maneuver school has increased by nearly $670 million—98 percent of the
total increase in onetime costs for this recommendation—largely because
the Army identified about $400 million in additional projects that were not
originally included in the cost estimates, such as training ranges, medical
facilities, and a child development center, as well as $280 million in
infrastructure support, such as water, sewer, and gas lines.” Further, the
military construction cost for the recommendation to close Fort
Monmouth, New Jersey has more than doubled to almost $1 billion—an
increase of more than $550 miilion—due to the need to build new facilities
rather than renovate existing facilities at Aberdeen Proving Ground,
Maryland, ($375 million) and build new facilities rather than share
facilities at West Point, New York, to accommodate the U.S. Army Military
Academy Preparatory School ($175 million).*

Realigning mediecal activities: The military construction cost for the
recommendation to realign the Walter Reed Army Medical Center in the
District of Columbia and relocate medical care functions to the National
Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Maryland, and Fort Belvoir, Virginia, has
increased by almost $440 million to over $1 billion, largely because of
additional facilities needs, such as a parking structure and a larger
addition to the medical center, that were not included in the original
estimate.” Likewise, the military construction cost for the
recommendation to consolidate medical enlisted training and establish the
San Antomio Regional Medical Center at Fort Sam Houston, Texas, has

“The overall cost of the recommendation to move various DOD activities from leased
space to Fort Belvoir and Fort Lee, Virginia, has increased nearly $600 million.

“The overall net cast of the recommendation to relocate the Armay’s armor schoo! from
Fort Knox, Kentucky, to Fort Benning, Georgia, has increased by more than $680 million.

*The overall cost of the recommendation to close Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, has
increased by almost $678 mittion.

*"The overall cost of the recommendation to realign the Walter Reed Army Medical Center
in the District of Columbia and retocate medical care functions to the National Naval
Medical Center, Bethesda, Maryland, and Fort Belvoir, Virginia, has increased by nearly
$700 rnillion.
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increased by almost $540 million, largely because planning officials
identified requirements to move inpatient care functions that were not in
the original estimate.” Additionally, DOD determined that more
instructional and laboratory space was required to accommodate the
increased number of students expected to receive medical training at Fort
Sam Houston. The number of students expected to attend the center
annually was underestimated by more than 2,700 students, or 44 percent.

Based on our analysis, the projected costs for the 2005 round could
continue to increase because of uncertainty over U.S, Army Corps of
Engineers efforts to reduce construction costs by 15 percent. The Army
has already incorporated a 15 percent reduction into a majority of its
BRAC construction estimates based on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
efforts to reengineer its process to manage and contract for military
construction projects and budgeted accordingly. While U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers officials expressed optimism that these cost savings will be
realized and preliminary results are promising, these results are based on
limited experience.” In September 2007 we reported that the Army could
be challenged in realizing the cost savings from this transformation
effort.” If the Army is unable to achieve its projected 15 percent savings
overall, the effect on overall BRAC construction costs could be
considerable because the Army is expected to incur 60 percent ($12
billion) of the estimated BRAC construction costs.

Moreover, BRAC implementing officials expressed concern that
construction costs have the potential to increase in areas such as San
Antonio, Texas, and the National Capital Region, Washington, D.C,, that
are already experiencing high commercial construction demands. DOD
estimates it will cost about $3.4 billion for BRAC-related construction in
the National Capital Region and about $1.3 billion in San Antonio, Texas,
alone. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers officials expressed concern about the
effect construction demand might have on bid proposals given the sizable
amount of construction to take place in a limited amount of time to meet
the BRAC statutory completion time frame. The large volume of

*The overall cost for the recommendation to consolidate medical enlisted training and
establish the San Antonio Regional Medical Center at Fort Sam Houston, Texas, has
increased by about $550 miltion.

*The 11.S. Army Corps of Engineers initiated five construction projects in 2006, all of which
were awarded under its price limit.

FEAOOT-1040.
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anticipated BRAC construction combined with ongoing reconstruction due
to damage from Hurricane Katrina could also lead to increased
construction costs, according to service officials from various
installations.

Annual Savings Have
Decreased and May Be
Overstated

After DOD has implemented the 2005 BRAC recommendations, based on
estimates in its fiscal year 2008 BRAC budget submission, DOD expects to
save about $4.0 billion annually—a 5 percent decrease from the $4.2 billion
the Commission estimated.” DOD attributed the decrease in its savings
estimate primarily to changes in initial assumptions or plans. For example:

$80 million decrease in the estimated savings to close three chemical
dermilitarization depots,” largely because the Army does not expect to
close these facilities within the BRAC statutory implementation time
frame because DOD must complete the chemical demilitarization mission
first to comply with treaty obligations before these facilities can close and
completion necessitates these facilities to remain open after 2011. We
raised this issue in our July 2005 assessment of the 2005 round.”

$70 million decrease in the estimated savings of establishing joint bases at
multiple locations, largely because the Army did not inciude its share of
the expected savings due to unresolved issues concerning joint base
operatious, while the other services included the COBRA-generated
savings in DODY's fiscal year 2008 budget submission.

$50 million decrease in the estimated savings for realigning the Defense
Logistics Agency’s supply, storage, and distribution network, largely
because of the need to retain higher inventory levels than anticipated and
less personnel elimination.

While a better, more precise estimate of net annual recurring savings for
the 2005 round may not be known until 2012, based on our work to date

*The BRAC Commission reported its estimates in constant fiscal year 2005 dollars (ie.,
excludes projected inflation), while DOD reported BRAC estimates in the fiscal year 2008
President’s budget submission in current dollars (j.e., includes projected inflation).
However, when the effect of inflation is eliminated, projected net annua} recurring savings
have decreased about $800 million, or 20 percent.

*The three chemical demititarization depots are Deseret Chemical Depot, Utah; Newport
Chemical Depot, Indiana; and Umatilla Chemical Depot, Oregon.

FEAOASTED.
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we believe that the net annual recurring savings estimates included in
DOD's fiscal year 2008 budget submission may be overstated by 46 percent
because DOD’s estimates include (1) $1.85 billion in estimated savings
from military personnel entitlernents without a corresponding reduction in
end strength, with personnel continuing to receive pay and benefits
accounted for as savings, (2) $60 million from closing Cannon Air Force
Base, New Mexico, although the base will actually remain open, and (3)
erroneously reporting $25 million in onetirne savings as annual recurring
savings for the recommendation to establish fleet readiness centers.

DOD’s estimated annual recurring savings resulting from BRAC may be
overstated by about 46 percent. About $2.17 billion of DOD's total
estimated annual recurring savings of about $4 billion is due to eliminated
overhead expenses such as the costs to operate and maintain closed or
realigned bases that will no longer be operated or maintained by DOD and
reductions in civilian salaries for positions that are eliminated, which will
free up funds that DOD can then use for other defense priorities. However,
DOD's annual recurring savings estimate also includes $1.85 billion in
military personnel entitlements—such as sataries and housing
allowances—for military personnel that DOD plans to shift to other
positions rather than eliminate. DOD considers these savings because they
allow DOD to transfer these military personnel to other positions. We
agree that transferring military personnel to other positions may enhance
capabilities and allow DOD to redirect freed up resources to another area
of need. However, while DOD disagrees with us, we do not believe that
such transfers produce a tangible dollar savings that DOD can apply to
fund other defense priorities outside the military personnet accounts
because these personnel will remain in the end strength and will continue
to receive salaries and benefits. Because DOD's BRAC budget submission
does not explain the difference between net annual recurring savings
attributable to military personnel entitlements for personnel that will
continue to receive pay and benefits and net annual recurring savings from
no longer operating and maintaining closed bases that will make funds
available for other uses, DOD could generate a false sense that all of its
reported savings could be used to fund other defense priorities. As such, in
the report we issued yesterday, we recommended that DOD explain its
estimated savings to Congress, thus providing more transparency over
these savings. DOD concurred with our recormmendation and has stated
that it will take action to address our recommendation in its next BRAC
budget submission.

Additionally, DOD claimed about $60 million in annual recurring savings
for closing Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, although the base will
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actually remain open to support a new mission.” DOD recommended
closing Cannon in its May 2005 submission to the Commission. However,
in September 2005, the Commission recoramended closing Cannon unless
the Secretary of Defense identified a new mission for the base by
December 31, 2009, and relocated the base’s fighter wing elsewhere.
Subsequently, DOD announced in June 2006 that Cannon would remain
open and some Air Force Special Operations units would relocate to
Cannon. Nevertheless, DOD still reported about $60 million in annual
recurring savings for categories such as base operation and facilities
maintenance. Officials at the Air Force BRAC office told us that they
claimed these savings because they disestablished the fighter wing at
Cannon.® We are currently reviewing the imnplementation of this
recommendation and plan to issue a report in January 2008.

Finally, in June 2007 we reported that the Navy erroneously reported $25
million in onetime savings associated with inventory reductions as annual
savings in the recommendation to establish fleet readiness centers.” DOD
officials agreed with our analysis and agreed to update their savings
estimate.

MpOD also claimed nearly $200 million in annual savings for military personnet
entitlements for closing Cannon Air Force Base, which is included in the $1.85 billion
mentioned above.

*In commenting on a draft. of the report we issued yesterday, the Air Force BRAC office
stated that it claimed these savings because the decision to reallocate Air Force resources
and mission to Cannon was made after the BRAC recommendation was approved and was,
therefore, a non-BRAC programmatic decision.

BEAONT-04.
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DOD Will Take Longer to As a result of the increasing costs and decreasing savings for the 2005

Recoup Up-Front Costs BRAC round, our analysis of the Commission’s cost and savings estimates
and DOD’s estimates included in its fiscal year 2008 budget submission
shows that tbe time required to recoup up-front investment costs, also
called the payback period, has lengthened from 8 years, initially breaking
even in 2013 to 12 years, breaking even in 2017, as shown in figure 1.

. ______ ]
Figure 1: Comparison of Time to Recoup BRAC Costs Using the Commission’s and DOD’s Fiscal Year 2008 Budget Estimates
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This extended payback period includes the savings estimates that we
question. When the estimated savings from military personnel entitlements
and Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, are removed, the payback
period increases to 19 years, breaking even in 2025. In prior rounds, it has
taken DOD about 644 years to recoup up-front costs for implementing
BRAC actions.

While the overall payback period for DOD's BRAC recommendations is
less than 20 years, our analysis showed that, as a result of increasing costs
and decreasing savings, the number of recommendations that do not pay
back within 20 years increased from 30 recormumendations in the
Commission’s report to 73 recommendations in DOD's fiscal year 2008
budget request. (See app. I for a listing of these recommendations.) About
half of these recommendations primarily involve closing or realigning
National Guard or Reserve facilities and nearly 20 percent primarily
involve closing or realigning active duty Army installations. In our July
2005 report we noted that DOD officials acknowledged that the additional
objectives of fostering jointness and transformation had some effect on
generating recommendations with longer payback periods.” Our analysis
indicates there were a total of 6 recommendations that did not pay back
within 20 years for the three most recent BRAC rounds, in contrast to the
73 that do not pay back in 20 years in the 2005 round.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I would be pleased to answer
any questions you or any members may have at this time.

Contact and
Acknowledgments

For further information regarding this statement, please contact Brian J.
Lepore at (202) 512-4523. Contact points for our Offices of Congressional
Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the last page of this
testimony. GAQ staff making major contributions to this testimony are
included in appendix IL
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Appendix I: BRAC Recommendations DOD
Expects Not to Pay Back over a 20-Year
Period (Fiscal Years 2006 through 2025)

The 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (the
pay back—

meaning recoup up-front co .
Departicent of Defense’s (DOD) fiscal year 2008 e Realignment and
Closure {BRAC) budget sut on shows that 73 recommendations will
not pay back within 2 able 3 shows a list of these 73
recommendat nmission’s reported estimates, and DOD's
estimates of the 20-year cost. Positive dollar amounts indicate a cost,
while negative dollar amaounts, shown in parentheses, indicate a savings.

. Tablé 3: BRAC Recomimendations DOD Expects Not to Pay Back over a 20-Year Period (Fiscal Years 2006 through 2025)

Constant fiscal year 2005 doflars in miflions

Comimission’s DOD's fiscal year

reperted 20-year net 2008 budget 20-

§ present value  year net present
Recommendation estimates”  value estimates®

Close National Geospatial-Intetligen ney leased locations and real - {535.10}
Belvolr, VA

Estabiish San Antonio Regional Medical Center and r
Fort Sam Houston, TX

ency, and field activity leased o {256.41}
Co-locate mifitary depariment investigation agencies with DOD Counterinteligence and {166.38) 208.82
Security Agency at Marine Corps Base Quantico, VA
Consolidate sorrectional facilities inte joint regional correctional facilities {11.22) 167.38
Co-locate miscellaneous Air Force leased locations and National Guard Headquarters {308.18} 162,82

leased jocations

Realign Ctis Air National Guard Base, MA, and Lambe i i ir {305.40) 148.29
Guard Station, MO

Realign fo create joint centers of exceifence for chernical, biclogical, and medical research (39.54) 138.20
and development and acquisition

e
efocate miscellaneous Department of the Navy leased locations
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Constant fiscal year 2005 doflars in millions

Commission’s DOD's fiseal year
reported 20-year net 2008 budget 20-
present value  year net present
- Recommendation

estimates’  vaiue estimates®

-Realign to relocale undergraduate pilot and navigator training {17
Helocate Army headguarters and fist i

e

itte:

{122.90) 48.46

Fealign Naval Station Newport, Ri

10}

2 Clogs Deseret Chemical Depat, UT (407.45) 3872
Realign to create an integrated weapons and armaments spesialty site for guns and {51.78) 38.08
ammunition at Picatinny Arsenal, NJ
Reserve Componeant Transformation, TX {133.20) 37.08
Realign Defense Intelligence Agency functions {52.80) 35.47
Realign Bradiey International Airport Air Guard Station, CT {17.78) 34.82

Realign to establish centers for fixed wing air platform resaarch, develoj 8
acquisition, test and evaluation at Wright Patterson Air Force Base, OM and Naval Air
Weapons Station China Lake, CA

Reserve Corponent Transformation, PR
Realign Capitai Airport Alr Guard Station, 1L

(1.62) TTyaAr

Realign Andrews Air Force Base, MD {89.98) 13.95
Realign Mansfield-Labm Alr Guard Station, OH {79.57) 13.57
Reafign Naval Shipyard Detachments {2070} 11.68
Realign Rock island Arsenal, i {13.80) 11.68
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Constani fiscal year 2006 dollars in millions

Commission’s DOD's fiscal year
reporied 20-year net 2008 budgst 20-
present value  year net present

Recommendation estimates”  value estimates®
Realign to establish joint center for refigious training and education at Fort Jackson, SC {11.90} 2.63
Healign to consolidate ground vehicle development and acquisition in a joint center at {17.10} 8.93
Detroit Arsenal, Mt

Clase Umnatitla Chemical Depot, OR {347.88) 8.60

Reafign Fairchild Air Force Base, WA 8.58
-Realign Hectar International Alrport Air Guard Station, ND 8.02

Close W.K. Keliogg Airport Alr Guard Station, M (11.18)
Close Newport Chemical Depot, IN {132.81) 4.10
Reatign Ship intermediate Maintenance Activity Norfolk, VA {104.30} 3.99

(256

Realign to create an air integrated weapons and armarments research, development, and
acquisition, test and evaluation center at Eglin Air Force Base, FL

(17.90)

Healign Springfield-Beckiey Municipal Airport Alr Guard Station, OH {5.41)
Reserve Component Transformation, CA {46.00)

.04y 178

Realign Boise Air Terminal Air Guard Station, 1D &
Realign to consclidate sea vehicle development and acquisition to Navai Surface Warfarae {2.00} 1.32
Center Carderock Division, MD, and Navai Sea Systems Command, DC
Realign Officer Training Command, Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL {7.6H 0.35
Realign Single Drill Sergeant Schoot to Fort Jackson, SC {31.35) .12
Souree: Commi n and DOD data.
Note: Shaded recommendations were sstimated by the Commission to not pay back within the 20-

year period. in addition to the recommendations included in the table, the Commission reporied that
the following recommendations would not pay back within the 20-year perjod: Reserve Gomponent
Transformation, NH; Realign Army Reserve Command and Gontrol - Southwest; Realign Fort Smith
Municipat Airport Air Guard Station, AR; Realign Beale Air Foroe Base, CA; and Close Navy
Broadway Complex, San Diego, CA. With the exception of the recommendation 1o close Navy
Broadway Complex, which is not included in DOD's fiscal year 2008 BRAD budget submission, DOD

i that these ions will pay back within 20 years in its fiscal year 2008 BRAC
budget submission.

"Positive dollar amounts indicate an estimated cost over the 20-year period, Negative doliar amouns,
shown in parentheses, indicate an estimated savings over the 20-year period,
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Statement of Lieutenant Governor Anthony G. Brown
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Implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure 2005 Decisions
December 12, 2007

The State of Maryland is prepared to accept an expanded role and responsibility in support of our
Nation's defense and security efforts. Between now and 2011, Maryland anticipates the arrival
of as many as 60,000 new jobs and 28,000 new households as a result of the 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommendations that are codified in Federal
law. Maryland understands its responsibility and is working diligently, in collaboration with
local, state and Federal government, as well as with its private partners, to prepare its physical
infrastructure and the human capital to successfully meet the command given to the State by the
BRAC Commission and the Federal government.

The following testimony provides the details of Maryland’s BRAC readiness: including a
summary of the BRAC 2005 law’s effect on Maryland; an overview of Maryland’s strong
workforce and economy: a description of the Governor’s Subcabinet on BRAC; lessons learned
from prior BRAC expansion in Maryland at the Patuxent River Naval Air Station in Southern
Maryland in the 1990s; and new initiatives and policies Maryland is pursuing to maintain and
enhance its readiness.

Maryland’s readiness for BRAC stems from its tremendous capacity and foundation for growth.
Under Governor Martin O"Malley’s leadership, Maryland is prepared to continue making the
sound investments necessary to succeed.

BRAC 2005 Decision:

Because of the BRAC decisions enacted into law in November 2005, Marviand will shortly assume a
greater role in assisting the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) mission requirements of achieving
operational efficiencies in our country. Concurrently, Maryland will seek to optimize the benefits
resulting from this realignment and consolidation of military missions and activities.

In order to both fulfill these obligations and reap these benefits by 2011, under the BRAC timeline, the
State has begun and will continue the collaborative work necessary to ensure appropriate regional and

statewide planning, With the relocation of these activities to Maryland, as many as 60.000 jobs will be
created in the State. generating the single largest job growth in Maryland since the end of World War 1}
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and making Maryland the largest beneficiary of employment growth of any state affected by the 2005
BRAC process.

Based on conservative estimates, the State will realize an increase of more than 15,300 direct
jobs from the Federal Government (including embedded contractors), approximately 23,000
indirect jobs consisting primarily of Federal contractors, and more than 7,000 induced jobs that
relate to support services for employees and their families. Induced jobs speak to the heart of the
type of entrepreneurship that helps to build a more livable and robust community. These jobs
include restaurant and retail staff, teachers, and law enforcement personnel, daycare providers,
and drycleaners, among others.

It is anticipated that the majority of these jobs — approximately 94 percent of the cumulative
direct, indirect and induced jobs — will be located in nine jurisdictions in the central Maryland
region: Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Cecil, Frederick, Harford, Howard, Montgomery and Prince
George's Counties and Baltimore City. These jurisdictions will each realize a significant
increase in jobs and resi