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Fobn L. Mica Washington, BC 20515 Rick J. Rapall, 33
Chatrman Rarbing Member
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James W, Coon I, Chief of Staff James B. Zoia, Democrat Chief of Staff
BRIEFING MEMORANDUM
TO: Members of the Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public
Buildings, and Emergency Management
FROM: Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and
Emergency Management Staff
SUBJECT:  Legislative Hearing on “How to Stop Sitting on Our Assets: A Review of

the Civilian Property Realignment Act”

PURPOSE

The Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings and Emergency
Management will meet on Thursday, May 12, 2011, at 10:30 a.m., in 2167 Rayburn
House Office Building to receive testimony from the Office of Management and Budget,
the Department of State and the private sector. The hearing will focus on the specific
legislative proposals to employ a BRAC-like process to civilian properties to produce
significant savings to the taxpayer.

BACKGROUND

At the February 10, 2011 Subcommittee hearing, Chairman Denham proposed
exploring the use of a civilian BRAC process to address the chronic management issues
and waste as it relates to federal real property. Shortly thereafter, the President included
in the proposed Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Section 735, proposing a civilian BRAC
process. On May 4, 2011, both the administration and Chairman Denham of the
Subcommittee released proposals to apply a BRAC-like process to civilian properties.

Both proposals entitled, the “Civilian Property Realignment Act” would establish
a framework through which a Board or Commission would independently review federal
properties and make recommendations for consolidations, co-locations, redevelopment,
selling or other actions to minimize costs and produce savings for the taxpayer. The
legislation, H.R. 1734, was introduced by Chairman Denharm on May 4.



vii

Attached to this memorandum are section-by-section analyses of both H.R. 1734
and the administration’s proposal. However, key differences include:

e Commission: H.R. 1734 creates a 9-member commission, appointed by the
President and Senate confirmed with input by leadership in the House and Senate,
similar to the BRAC Commission. The administration’s proposal creates a 7-
member Board appointed by the President. The proposals also vary on terms for
the members of the Commission.

¢ Development of Recommendations: The administration’s proposal requires

- federal agencies to send information and initial recommendations to the Board.
H.R. 1734 would require initial recommendations submitted to the Commission
. be compiled through GSA, in consultation with the chairperson of the Federal
Real Property Council, and analyzed against standardized criteria that are
consistent with the standards detailed in the legislation.

e Postal Facilities: The administration’s proposal establishes additional
requirements for the annual review of postal field offices.

e State Department Properties: The administration’s proposal establishes
additional requirements for the annual review of assets owned or managed by the
State Department’s Bureau of Overseas Building Operations.

¢ Termination: The administration’s proposal terminates the Board in 12 years.
H.R. 1734 terminates the Commission in 6 years.

¢ Independent Leasing Authorities: H.R. 1734 requires that agencies seeking to
lease space for the purposes of a public building work through GSA to acquire
such space.

General Services Administration and Public Buildings and Assets

The Subcommittee has jurisdiction over all of GSA’s real property activity
through the Property Act of 1949, the Public Buildings Act of 1959, and the Cooperative
Use Act of 1976, now codified in title 40 of the United States Code. The Subcommittee
also has jurisdiction over all federal buildings, occupied and improved grounds, as well
as leased facilities.

Management Issues

Given the vast real estate holdings of the federal government, poor asset
management and missed market opportunities cost taxpayers significant sums of money.
For this reason, in 2003, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) placed real
property management on its list of “high risk” government activities, where it remains
today. GAO conducts biennial reviews on high-risk areas within the Federal government
to bring focus to specific areas needing added attention and oversight. Areas are
identified as “high” risk due to their greater vulnerabilities to fraud, waste, abuse, and
mismanagement or areas that need broad-based transformation to address major
economic, efficiency, or effectiveness challenges.

The key reasons the GAO identified federal real property as high risk are:
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excess and underutilized real property,
deteriorating and aging facilities,
unreliable property data, and
over-reliance on costly leasing,’

VVVYVY

Unfortunately, despite executive orders and memoranda issued during two.
administrations and acts of Congress intended to improve the management of federal real
property, these problems persist.” The GAO noted recently in the 2011 High Risk report
issued in February 2011 that some progress has been made in some of these areas but that
“federal agencies continue to face long-standing problems, such as overreliance on
leasing, excess property, and protecting federal facilities.”

The high risk activities of Federal real property are significant. Considerable
amounts of vacant or underperforming assets can translate into significant costs
associated with their operation, maintenance, and security. - For example, in fiscal year
2009, the federal government spent $1.7 billion in annual operating costs for under-
utilized buildings and $134 million, annually, for excess buildings.*

BRAC

The Base Realignment and Closure process was first established by Congress
through the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988, Its purpose was to
create a basic framework for the realignment and disposal of DoD properties. The BRAC
process was also intended to establish a fair process of evaluating DoD’s space needs and
determining the best space solutions for DoD facilities. Since 1988, there have been five
rounds of BRAC, with the most recent commission established in 2005.

The BRAC process first involves DoD collecting data about its facilities and
establishing standards and criteria to evaluate those facilities. Applying those standards
and criteria, DoD then develops recommendations on base closures and realignments.
Those recommendations are sent to the independent BRAC Commission for review. The
BRAC Commission is comprised of nine individuals and the President is required to
consult with Congress on six of the nine selections. The commission then determines if
DoD followed its standards and criteria and reviews the associated data to determine if
changes to the recommendations are appropriate. The BRAC Commission may make
revisions; however, those revisions are limited in scope. The BRAC Commission then
submits its recommendations to the president, who in turn must forward all

! See High Risk Series: Federal Real Property, U.S. General Accountability Office, GAO-03-122, January
2003,

? See, for example, Executive Order 13327, Federal Real Property Asset Management, signed by President
George W. Bush, February 4, 2004; Presidential Memorandum, Disposing of Unneeded Federal Real
Estate, signed by President Barack Obama, June 10, 2010; Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976;
Public Law 108-447, Division H, Title IV, Section 412, December 8, 2004 (providing enhanced flexibility
to GSA in real property management).

® High Risk Series: Managing Federal Real Property, U.S. General Accountability Office, GAQ-11-278,
February 2011, p. 58.

* FY2009 Federal Real Property Report, Federal Real Property Council, September 2010, p. 5.
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recommendations to Congress or none. If the President disapproves of the BRAC
recommendations, BRAC can revise and resubmit to the President. If the President then
approves of the revisions the recommendations can be transmitted to Congress. Congress
must affirmatively disapprove of the recommendations within a specified period of time
and if Congress does not disapprove of the recommendations, the BRAC
recommendations are implemented.

Conclusion

The hearing will focus on the specific proposals for establishing a civilian BRAC
process.

WITNESSES
Panel 1

The Honorable Daniel I. Werfel
Controller, Office of Management and Budget

The Honorable Patrick F. Kennedy
Under Secretary for Management
U.S. Department of State

Panel 2

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi
Former Secretary, US Department of Veterans Affairs
Chairman, 2005 -Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission

Mr. David Winstead
Former Commissioner, Public Buildings Service
U.S. General Services Administration

Mr. Michael Glosserman
Managing Partner
The JBG Companies






HOW TO STOP SITTING ON OUR
ASSETS: A REVIEW OF THE CIVILIAN
PROPERTY REALIGNMENT ACT

THURSDAY, MAY 12, 2011

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC
BUILDINGS, AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:40 a.m., in
Room 2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Jeff Denham
(Chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. DENHAM. The subcommittee will come to order. First, let me
welcome our distinguished witnesses, and thank them for their tes-
timony today. I especially want to thank OMB controller Danny
Werfel and Secretary Principi for a second round with our com-
mittee.

Last week I introduced H.R. 1734, the Civilian Property Realign-
ment Act, with—that would establish a civilian BRAC-type com-
mission to help shed waste in the management of Federal buildings
and properties.

I am also pleased the administration released its proposal last
week, along with a list of 14,000 properties already in the disposal
process. By OMB’s estimates, our proposals could save the tax-
payers more than $15 billion.

But, as discussed in our April hearing, to achieve these savings,
any solution must incorporate key principles: to consolidate the
footprint of Federal real estate; house more Federal employees and
less overall space; reduce our reliance on leased space for long-term
requirements; sell or redevelop high-value assets that are underuti-
lized or too valuable for housing Federal employees; and lastly, dis-
pose of surplus property much, much quicker.

I am glad both proposals adopt these principles, and appreciate
the discussions we have had with OMB to ensure that we have the
right solutions to generate real savings for the taxpayer.

Today the purpose of the hearing is to discuss the specifics of the
legislative proposals, and receiving meaningful input from the wit-
nesses. It is important that we get this right, from the get-go. And
receiving input from experts and key stakeholders will be critical.
For example, the administration provides special consideration for
overseas properties in its proposal, and I am pleased Under Sec-
retary Kennedy is here today to provide input on those provisions.

o))
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In addition, we know we must expedite the disposal of unneeded
properties through streamlining the current process. But at the
same time we need to carefully examine how we cut through the
red tape to ensure there are no unintended consequences.

I first proposed a civilian BRAC commission at our subcommit-
tee’s first hearing in February, and the President has now proposed
a commission for the 2012 budget.

It was clear then, as it is now, that just having a fire sale of sur-
plus property in a bad real estate market is not going to generate
significant savings for the taxpayer. Instead, redeveloping, consoli-
dating, or selling certain high-value assets can unleash huge cost
savings for taxpayers.

For example, it makes less sense for a few hundred Federal
workers to be sitting on an underutilized asset that could generate
hundreds of millions of dollars if redeveloped and sold. The big
question is, will our proposals empower a commission to find these
opportunities, and will it have the capability to carry them out?

Unfortunately, I doubt most government agencies would recog-
nize a good real estate opportunity if it stared them in the face.
Somehow the commission will need to leverage the expertise and
market knowledge of private sector on behalf of the taxpayer, if we
are going to achieve real savings. I believe this is an important
point, and I hope our witnesses can help us find a way to do it.

We also must ensure this process incorporates the right incen-
tives and tools to maximize the return to taxpayers, and require
that agencies not conduct business as usual. That is why a process
that includes an independent commission, similar to the BRAC
Commission, is needed in this case. Real savings will require a
commission to look across government and identify ways to unlock
the value in our properties without turf battles and red tape stall-
ing the process.

I believe the potential to save billions of dollars is real. And our
challenge is to create a system where that will be happening.

Again, I thank the witnesses for being here today, and I look for-
ward to your recommendations for improving our legislation. I
would like to recognize Ranking Member Norton. When she gets
here she will have an opening statement, as well. But she has been
slightly delayed this morning.

If there are no opening statements from Members this morning,
then we will move right into our witnesses here today. Our first
panel, the Honorable Daniel Werfel, controller of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and the Honorable Patrick F. Kennedy,
Under Secretary for Management, U.S. Department of State.

I would ask unanimous consent that our witnesses’ full state-
ments be included in the record.

[No response.]

Mr. DENHAM. Without objection, so ordered. Since your written
testimony has been made part of the record, the subcommittee
would request that you limit your oral testimony to 5 minutes.
Gentlemen?
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TESTIMONY OF HON. DANIEL I. WERFEL, CONTROLLER, OF-
FICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET; AND HON. PATRICK F.
KENNEDY, UNDER SECRETARY FOR MANAGEMENT, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. WERFEL. Thank you, Chairman Denham, Ranking Member
Norton, and other members of the subcommittee, for the invitation
to discuss how the government can improve its management of
Federal real estate inventory by enacting the President’s Civilian
Property Realignment Act proposal.

In this year’s State of the Union Address, the President acknowl-
edged that we cannot win the future with the government of the
past. Stated differently, significant improvements in government
performance will require significant changes in how we conduct our
business.

For too long, the American people’s hard-earned tax dollars have
been wasted on maintaining empty buildings, and holding on to
valuable properties that the government no longer needs. For this
reason, the President submitted a bold new proposal to Congress
on May 4, 2011, to significantly reduce and realign the Federal real
estate inventory by leveraging the model successfully used in the
past for Defense properties.

In addition, Chairman Denham introduced H.R. 1734, Civilian
Property Realignment Act, which also acknowledges the need to
make significant changes in how we do business and manage our
inventory.

Both bills would create an independent board that would make
recommendations for congressional action to realize savings
through reducing property holdings, expediting disposal, reducing
operating costs, and assisting agencies in sustainability goals. They
both propose using criteria for the best use of property, while con-
sidering such issues as homelessness, parks and recreation, histor-
ical preservation, and the environment. And they complement one
another in the goal to convert unneeded real estate into reductions
in the Federal deficit, and adapt the government’s real property to
21st-century realities.

Both the President’s proposal and Chairman Denham’s build off
the best practices of a proven approach: the Defense Department’s
base realignment and closure program to address and overcome
recognized barriers of red tape, financial disincentives, and com-
peting stakeholder interests. It is important to note proposals by
the Federal Government to vacate or sell real estate will affect nu-
merous stakeholder interests. These competing interests create a
powerful disincentive against progress.

Like BRAC, the CPRA board would overcome this challenge by
bundling its recommendations as a package that succeed or fail to-
gether. Furthermore, like BRAC, Congress would have 45 days to
consider the recommendations with no ability to line item veto or
reject a property in the package. Instead, Congress’ sole option
would be either to endorse or reject the package as a whole. Unlike
BRAC, the financial proceeds from the sale of properties would not
only be used to offset future expenses, but could, in potentially
large portions, be applied directly to Federal debt reduction.

The President’s 2012 budget includes the initial legislation for
standing up this board, and our bill provides a more detailed legis-
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Lat(iive proposal that builds on the language we included in the
udget.

Chairman Denham’s H.R. 1734 and the President’s legislative
proposal both hold the same core values. There are few areas the
two bills differ, primarily in the methods of board member appoint-
ment, and the review process of the board recommendations. And
these should be able to be worked out in a manner that best bene-
fits the public.

The bottom line is we recognize the status quo in our real estate
inventory is particularly unacceptable today, when we have a
pressing need to reign in our spending and reduce our deficits. We
desire to answer the President’s call for action, and we cannot
achieve these important goals using the same techniques that have
been failing us for decades. By using the best practices from the
BRAC model to address the issue, we can leverage our portfolio to
improve services to the taxpayer, reduce the government’s energy
footprint, and reduce the deficit.

We look forward to working together to help pass this bill, and
include agencies like the State Department and GSA to leverage
best practices and bring about a transformation of our real prop-
erty management. We believe the President’s proposal and the re-
cently introduced bill sponsored by Congressman Denham share
common objectives and leverage similar tools in approaching sig-
nificant savings and efficiencies in our real estate portfolio.

We look forward to working with this subcommittee to finalize
the legislation and begin our important work ahead. Thank you for
inviting me to testify today. I look forward to answering your ques-
tions.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Mr. Werfel.

At this time, Under Secretary Kennedy, you may proceed.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Norton, thank
you very much for inviting me to discuss the State Department’s
overseas real estate program. As Under Secretary for Management,
I oversee support for the United States worldwide diplomatic and
consular presence, including the Bureau of Overseas Buildings Op-
erations, which directs the worldwide real property program for all
United States Government agencies overseas, under our ambas-
sadors. It is our mission to provide secure, safe, functional, well-
maintained and cost-efficient facilities to promote U.S. national in-
terests, worldwide.

State’s real property portfolio includes nearly 18,000 owned and
leased properties in over 260 cities. With Congress, we set prior-
ities for construction, acquisition, maintenance and sale of prop-
erties, and the use of sales proceeds.

Since 1997, State has been reporting to Congress quarterly on
our acquisitions and disposals. We provide facilities overseas for
over 30 agencies, ranging from Defense and Commerce to Justice
and Homeland Security. These agencies implement U.S. foreign
policy, serve our national security, protect U.S. citizens abroad, se-
cure our borders, advance U.S. trade, and combat terrorism.

We operate under the Foreign Service Buildings Act of 1926. And
since an amendment in 1945, State has been allowed to retain pro-
ceeds from property sales, and we have successfully been using
these proceeds to buy properties to replace costly leases. Our abil-
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ity to retain and reinvest our sales proceeds has been the con-
sistent funding source for property management, and reducing the
need for appropriated funds.

In the last 10 years, our ongoing efforts have resulted in the sale
of 195 properties. This authority makes us highly motivated to
identify and dispose of properties. The proposed Civilian Property
Realignment Act would codify many practices that State has been
following for years.

Mr. Chairman, on May 5th you outlined the CPRA’s goals, and
State is proud to note that we are already implementing them. I
have provided written examples in my testimony, so I will simply
summarize the highlights.

Since our 2 African embassies were bombed in 1998, we replaced
numerous unsecure diplomatic properties, completing 79 new facili-
ties with another 33 under design and construction. The Secure
Embassy Construction and Counterterrorism Act requires that we
move all U.S. Government staff at a new embassy into one com-
pound. Thus we gain both safe and secure compounds and consoli-
date our footprint, often giving up five or six separate buildings.

To maximize our building utilization, our space planners assist
embassies to use every possible square foot. We consolidate server
rooms and warehouses. We use floor plate designs to install small-
er cubicles for surge capacity, rather than building larger facilities.
Our owned and leased properties—almost 99 percent—are classi-
fied as either fully utilized or overutilized.

State’s unique ability to keep and utilize sales proceeds reduces
our reliance on costly leased space, and we constantly seek favor-
able opportunities to reach our goal of owning 40 percent of our
housing. From 2004 through 2010, the State Department pur-
chased, with proceeds of sale, 265 properties, and reduced our an-
nual rental by at least $11.2 million.

In essence, State manages 275 field offices around the world, and
we strive to reduce overlap in costs. We continually seek to reduce
operating and maintenance costs, and increase security through de-
sign excellence, value engineering, and green construction. Our
value engineering program has a return of investment of over $47
for every $1 spent.

In line with President Obama’s June 2010 memorandum, State
developed its real property cost savings and innovation plan, and
State has already achieved nearly 30 percent of its overall goal for
the end of 2012. To facilitate the disposal of unneeded properties,
an ambassador must file an annual certification that the embassy’s
property inventory data is correct, to identify any potential excess
space.

Presently, we have 76 U.S. Government-owned properties consid-
ered for disposal. The administration draft proposal included a sec-
tion on diplomatic properties that reflects the unique nature of
overseas property management. Foreign governments have a right
to approve or disapprove of the sale of diplomatic properties, a
right we also invoke in the United States with foreign government
properties here. It also allows the Secretary of State to remove any
transaction from the board’s recommendation that involves a civil-
ian overseas real property owned or managed by State.
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The Department must have the maximum ability to negotiate
with host governments to vacate properties where local conditions
have changed, and to acquire new properties to carry out our na-
tional security interests. Overseeing the State Department’s over-
seas properties in the same manner as domestic Federal properties
is not possible, given the very different conditions that prevail over-
seas, and would hinder the reinvestment of proceeds at favorable
rates.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe that State has effectively
managed and implemented its overseas property activities for
years. The retention of sales proceeds is key. Retaining 100 percent
of sales proceeds allows us to purchase properties, to address press-
ing operational needs, and to reduce our reliance on costly lease-
holds. It also allows us to reduce our request for appropriated fund-
ing.

We are very conscious of the interest in effective property man-
agement by both the Congress and the administration, and we will
strive to continue our efforts working with you to ensure effective
and results-oriented asset management. Thank you very much, sir.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Mr. Kennedy. I would just like to re-
mind our witnesses and Members, because of shortness of time
today we will be going very, very quickly. We would ask you to
keep your answers concise, so that we can stick to the 5-minute
rule. We would like to get a couple rounds of questioning. We have
certainly got a number of questions today.

Before we open up the first round of questions, I would like to
now recognize Ranking Member Norton from the District of Colum-
bia for 5 minutes to make any opening statement she may have.

Ms. NoOrRTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I apologize
that I have been in a hearing involving the District of Columbia,
which accounts for my tardiness. And I want to thank you for to-
day’s hearing on two legislative proposals to create a civilian prop-
erty realignment commission that would function like the Depart-
mﬁtCOf Defense base closure and realignment commission, or the
B .

On May 4, 2011, both the administration and Chairman Denham
released legislative proposals to apply a BRAC-like process to civil-
ian properties. Both proposals, which share the title, The Civilian
Property Alignment Act, would establish a framework through
which a commission would independently review Federal properties
and make recommendations for consolidation, collocations, redevel-
opment, disposal, or other actions, to minimize costs and produce
savings for the taxpayer.

We cannot know without a rigorous inventory and analysis,
whether the Federal Government is really sitting on billions of dol-
lars of underutilized properties for which there is a market. How-
ever, the independent commission, as proposed by both the Presi-
dent’s bill and Chairman Denham’s bill, tasked with gathering in-
formation about real estate holdings of the government, can pro-
vide the objective information necessary to make prudent rec-
ommendations, and to right-size the Federal real estate footprint.

The strength of both legislative proposals is that they follow the
successful BRAC model. However, unlike the chairman’s bill, the
administration’s bill contains more environmental protections than
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found in BRAC by including a full environmental review for pro-
posed actions, and has criteria for appropriate evaluation of prop-
erties to see whether a property is eligible or potentially eligible for
a historic designation, and to determine remediation needs of the
property.

We are obligated to ensure that final legislation offers the proper
protection for the stakeholders in the disposal of property, while ex-
pediting the process for its disposition. The stakeholders include
homeless, housing providers, and municipalities eligible for public
benefit conveyances, groups that are normally part of the Federal
property disposal process.

The chairman’s bill, but not the administration’s bill, has one of
my priorities. For years, the Office of Management and Budget has
held on to the General Services Administration’s real estate be-
cause of the absence of OMB staff with practical and real estate ex-
pertise.

The chairman’s bill recognizes the accumulated experience and
institutional knowledge of the GSA to make prudent real estate de-
cisions, and gives GSA, in consultation with OMB, a significant
role in ensuring that the data from all of the 23 landholding agen-
cies is available to the commission.

I look forward to the testimony of today’s witnesses to help
evaluate some of the other key distinctions between the two pro-
posals, including the inclusion of properties controlled by the U.S.
Postal Service and State Department, Senate appointments for
commission members, and the process for the consideration of pub-
lic buildings for housing for the homeless and public conveyances.

The Denham and Obama proposals offer a genuine opportunity
for a bipartisan solution. Mindful that it is not enough to pass bills
in the House, I want to work closely with the chairman on the final
bill. T support the concepts contained in the administration’s and
Chairman Denham’s proposals, and hope we can proceed quickly to
get the bill passed and signed into law.

And thank you for your indulgence, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Ranking Member Norton. Let’s start
off the round of questioning.

First, Mr. Werfel, at our April hearing we agreed that it is crit-
ical that key principles are followed to ensure the highest return
to the taxpayer. Again, these principles are: consolidate the foot-
print of Federal real estate; house more Federal employees in less
overall space; reduce our reliance on costly leased space; sell or re-
develop high-value assets that are underutilized or too valuable for
{musing Federal employees; and dispose of surplus property quick-
y.

We both had an agreement on that. As well, you suggested at the
hearing adding achieving sustainable goals, which we have in-
cluded in H.R. 1734. Do you believe that all of these principles are
being addressed in the bill?

Mr. WERFEL. Yes, I do.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you. Last week, the administration released
the list of 14,000 excess properties that are going through the dis-
posal process. I think that is a fantastic first step. However, as you
and I have discussed many times, and highlighted at our previous
hearing, the major savings will come from not excess properties,
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but high-value properties through sales, consolidations, redevelop-
ment, and cost avoidance, the real big ticket items.

And I wanted you to just elaborate on OMB’s opinion on where
the most cost savings will be realized in the process.

Mr. WERFEL. Thank you, Chairman. Yes, the—we released the
14,000 excess assets publicly and made them transparent for two
reasons. One, we wanted to make sure that the public is holding
us accountable for getting those assets off our inventory in good
speed. Secondly, we wanted to make sure that the public can help
us identify assets that are not on that list that should be.

And, as you mentioned, we believe that the 14,000 assets rep-
resent progress, but incremental progress. And there are more
transformational and larger opportunities for savings that exist be-
yond those 14,000 assets. But today’s process, both legal and regu-
latory, financial and political, have not enabled us to tap into those
higher value opportunities and get them on our excess list. Our bill
is designed to do that.

So, if we are successful, that list should grow. It might not grow
exponentially. But in terms of value proposition, it should grow ex-
ponentially.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you. And, as private individuals or private
companies start showing the different properties that are in their
communities, we would work together to add those to the list and
put those in front of the commission, as well?

Mr. WERFEL. Absolutely.

Mr. DENHAM. As you know, bills are scored by OMB and CBO,
and that can be a critical part of the process in moving legislation.
How do you believe the proposal will be scored? And can you ex-
plain how you get to the conclusion on what the monetary value
will be?

Mr. WERFEL. Thank you, Chairman. I do believe that CBO and
OMB can come to an agreement and an aligned view on this scor-
ing. There is some work to be done, and we have already started
those discussions.

The key is whether—as I understand the scoring rules and, in
particular, CBO’s perspective—the key is whether the bill is viewed
as changing the trajectory of current behavior. If the belief is that
the opportunities can be tapped or realized under existing authori-
ties, then the bill is likely to be scored low, or have no effect. If
the conclusion is reached that this new legal framework greatly ex-
pands the amount of opportunities that are now available and can
be realized, then the bill would have more of a significant score.

As part of my presentation to CBO, I would point to the BRAC
process, and the experience with BRAC. There you have a clear
historical evidence that a creation of an independent board or com-
mission that can be empowered to bundle together different oppor-
tunities that have been held up by a variety of different barriers
for years and put those together before Congress for up or down
vote can dramatically change the trajectory of our real estate in-
ventory, in terms of downsizing and in terms of savings.

So, with that backdrop of BRAC as an experience, and the fact
that we are adopting a similar framework of creating that inde-
pendent commission, I think the environment is there for a—the
score from CBO and OMB to be aligned.
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But again, we have work to do in order to demonstrate the list
of properties, the opportunities that are there. We are going to
start that work with CBO and already have, and I hope to be suc-
cessful in reaching a joint conclusion on scoring.

Mr. DENHAM. And a big part of CBO’s scoring is not only how
much you can sell, but how quickly you can sell it. And so, how
long do you think it will take to implement the commission and
really start selling a lot of these different properties?

Mr. WERFEL. It is a difficult question to answer, because em-
bodied in our proposal is the board’s independence in how they
carry out those activities. But I will offer that I think we—the way
the bill is structured, we have given the board the right set of tools,
such that they can make suer that they are moving out on some
quicker win opportunities in order to start to generate proceeds
earlier.

So, what I anticipate, and what we’re working towards now, is
making sure that when the board is created, that they can hit the
ground running with a set of analytics and opportunities and sug-
gestions that we can submit, both this committee and the adminis-
tration. Of course, the board will have the independence to decide
what it does with that set of recommendations.

But I would hope that, within that suite of recommendations,
they look for those early success points where there are high-value
assets with minimal environmental issues today, and where the
competing stakeholder interests—where there is a clear path for a
decision that can be made that is optimal, and start this process
so that savings start getting generated as early as possible.

I think if they take it and say, “All right, let’s say we have 20
or 30 opportunities, let’s go for them all at once,” that could create
a longer timeframe by which proceeds are generated.

So, our recommendation to them—and again, it will have to defer
and see how they want to approach it—is to take a risk manage-
ment approach in a way that says, “Where can we start with some
quick wins, in order to start generating some momentum, some
success, and some proceeds.”

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you. And as we start our round of ques-
tioning, before we do, I would ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Lankford of Oklahoma, who is a member of the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee, be permitted to participate in today’s
subcommittee hearing.

[No response.]

Mr. DENHAM. Without objection, so ordered. At this time the
chair will recognize Ranking Member Norton for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. I am—they do not seem to be—there does not seem
to be a great deal of difference between the chairman’s bill and the
administration’s bill, so I am trying to understand what those are.
He says, you know, “It is bipartisan.” What should I expect, I
guess, especially 