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ABSTRACT 

l s the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process really saving taxpayer 

dol lars or mi:-.lcading the American public into thinking that reduced infra~tructure equals 

savings? BRAC i a congressionally authorized procl.!ss the Department of De fen~c 

(DOD) ha~ previously used to reorganiLe it~ ba e structure. 

The intent of the BRAC proce s i~ to reorgani7e DOD's base ·tructure lO more 

effi ciently and effec ti ve ly support U.S. forces, increase operati onal re~ICiiness. and 

facilitate new way of doing business. The proce~~ at o aUow~ DOD to divest 

unnecessary installation infrastructure and reinvest the saving~ into programs tb<tt 

enhance ccurity capabili ties and quality or li fe for military forces. 

To enable Lhe United Slates to remain relevant and competi ti ve in 2030. the nation 

needs to support the tat ional Security and Military Strategic~ hy focusing more on our 

nation as a whole as oppo -ed to focusing on co llecti ve DOD ..,oh,ency. The importance of 

an efficielll military ba~e st ructure i imperati ve and cannot he overstated in terms of the 

e pen es required to operate. The ba e ~tructure can remain efficient only if the difficult 

decisions arc made to c lo~e and rea l ign bases in a timely manner. 
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INTRODUCTION 

$ is nor 111har we have rhar will make us a grear nation; lr is rhe 1vay in 11•hich H'e use it. 

PRF.S II1Ff\TTHE0DORE R()OSEVELT. JULY 4. 11186 

As the U.S. enters a period of ex tended fiscal austerity and ends its two conflicts 

in Lraq and Afgbanistan. Lhe Department of Defense will face increased pressure to 

reduce the size oJ the military and find even greater efficiencies. From a purely fiscal 

perspecti ve, the ~a]ary. beneflts. medical costs. :.md training expenses associated with 

manning rhe force have made reductions in manpower a traditional reaping ground for 

hudget hawk~. Another perennial favorite for savings are underpetforming, expensive, 

and potentially unnecessary weapons ystems programs. The most political ly sensi ti ve 

way to find av ings; however. il' in Base Rea lignment and Closure (BRAC) since every 

politician at the local. state, and federal level is l.oathe to Jose the base in their backyard 

and it · commensurate economic impact. This politicalization occurs internal to the 

military as well , especiaJiy when politicians are asked to make choices between various 

military Service equi ties. 

Given this politicalization. one wonders how a BRAC round could ever be truly 

effecti ve enough to save money and sirnullaneously leave the U.S. Defen._e establishment 

on solid footing to mccl thc Nation· security needs. This the' i. analyzes the BRAC 

process with the goal of defining its overall effectiveness in po. itioning the military to 

provide for the common defense. While never peJfect. and subject to its own political 

Gt nd bureaucrati c influence~. the BRAC process. as it ha~ evolved over the last half 



century ha~ matured to the point where, if properly implemented. it does save money and 

provide a solid fou ndation ror the National Defense. 

BRAC is the congressionally authorized process the Department of Defense 

(DOD) li as used since L989 to reorganize its base su·ucture. 1 ln theory. the BRAC 

process allows DOD to divest unneces~ary installation infrastructure and rcinvc~t the 

s<.w ings into programs that enhance r;ecurily capability and quality of life for miJitc.u·y 

forces. A':> the nation' s security cha llenges hecome more complex, the U. S. military 

future fon:e must <..:On tinue to become an increasingly agile. It must be joint force 

dominant across the full spectrum of operations. The instruments of national power-

diplomatic , in formation, militmy, and economic-faciJitule the U.S. progressive idcab to 

make a ~arer and more prosperou. Nation. The current U.S. National Securi ty Strategy 

pr.iorilic::. are to !'>ecure lhe U.S. homeland from attack and protect national ecurity 

interests abroad by ensuring U.S. military forces are capable and ready. and our 

democratic al liances are ~lrong and enduring.2 

A, America fi ghts terrorists who plan and carry out attacks on its facilities and 

people. the national security depemls on defense in~tall ations and racilitics being in the 

right place, at the right lime, with the right quali ties am! capacities to protect its national 

resource~.' Management of these criti cal asset inc ludes owning. managing. und 

operating in. rallations to include the facilities, people, and internal anc.J ex ternal 

' U.S. Dcrmnnwnl nr Defense. BRAC, Bc11e /?e(l/ignlllelltwul Clo.wre 2005, 
hup://'''''' ·tkiLn,c.u<•l/hradlaq..,OIJilllllll (accessed Apri l 26. 20 12). 

1 13arad .. Ohama. National Setllriry Stmtf!g\', May JO I 0. 
hup://\1 11 v. ... lmcn..:<~npn lg!L ''...tH.g/i,..;uL -,/-.cL Unt)/'-lralcl!j} ( at:t:c ~t.:d Man:h 15. 20 I 2 ). 1 

U.S. Dcpanmcnl ot' D~.:t'cn~c. DOD /OJ , An lntm d11 t·rory Ol'fll'ie n' 1~/ rhe Dt•twr/1111'111 oj Dt•fi.•nse. 
l!.w1://\1\\\l.dcltu-.c.l!<ll/<thl1lllilh•dlnt .• t~ lacccsscJ April 17. 201 2). 



environment.4 An effective National Security Strategy is based upon a right-s ized, 

properly organized. and resourced defense infrasu·uclUre. 

Today. concerning BRAC, DOD is plac ing more e mphasis on jointness and 

capabilities than bill>iC cost cutting. In thj~ environment., j ointne~s is defined tt!'i selecting 

the uppropriate organizations from two or more Services to share facilities and services in 

the same locatio n in order to improve combat effecUveness whi le reducing costs. Lt abo 

generates a more powerful military through appropriate basing. Joinlnes~ at every level 

will play a much greater role.5 Joint basing was developed as a recommendation during 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005. Joint Basing is the consolidation of two of 

more installations o f different Services into one base that share a commo n bound~u·y or 

are in c lose prox imity each other. Once services are consolidated to o ne base, the suppon 

functions can be combined and operated by a sing le Service.(\ 

The intended purpose of this research is lo describe the approved DOD BRAC 

proces. and how it was applied over the previou~ BRAC rounds, 1989, 199 1. 1993. and 

1995.7 1n addition, the research will look internally at BRAC 2005 and explore the intent 

and results of Lhe j oint basing initiative. Each chapter emphasizes and highlights four 

areas: purpose; selecti on criteria and process: Commission recommendatio n; and 

General Accounting Office (GAO) assessment. In general, the Service. executed BRAC 

1 Philip W. Grone (DUSD lnstallation~ & Envin)nmt:nl). '"2007 Defense lnswlllltions Smllc'gic 
Plan ... hup://\.\ \\ '' .acq.o~J.m tiM/dt,wnload/DlSP2007 lmal.rdJ (accessed April 16. 20 12). 

5 John H. Pearson. Aundre Piggee, Ric hard Kitchens. "Joint Bas1ng: The Future of Military Ba<;mg 
nr a F:ulctl Expt:riment." Jornt Forces Starr College. Joint and Combincu Warfighter School. 200lt 

1
' /\ 1r Etlucation and Tarining Command. Wl:ar is Joint Basing?. l. 

http://\\~~'" .aelL.al.mtl/l illrurvLJt'llllbasm!!limh:x.a:-.p ( atceo;sed March SJ. 20 I 2). 
7 U.S. Gnvcrnment Aecnu ntmg Onice. "Military Base<;: Anal y~i:. or DOD'-. 2005 Sl'k·clion Procc),s 

and Recommendations for Base Closures and Reahgnments .. GJ\0-05-785. by Barry W Holman. 19. 
hllp.//\v\\" .l!all.l.!t•,/a!>'oeh/250Fl4h9lJ4.pur (a~.:ct:~scd Mard1 19. 20 12}. 



within the prescribed law. However, some Service actions and recommendation~ have 

rewrded the achievements of cwerall miss ion -;uccess and true co~t savings. 

Chapter One estab lishes the motiva tion for BRAC and how earlier 

recommendat ions and dec i s ion~ made by Secretary or Defense McNamara in[luenced 

Congress to develop and authorize a process to reduce and reorganiLe base structure. 

Additionally, the chapter wil l define the eight initial BRAC Selection Criteria used to 

determine closure or realignment or m.iJitary installations. This chapter describes the 

BRAC process: initial thre::n assessmem: ~electi on cri teria: DOD recommendation for 

base closure or realignment: independent Com mi. sion rev iew of DOD. s 

recommendation: the Pres idential review and approval of Commission repmt: and 

Congressional review ami generating law (FIGU RE I ). This chapter alo;;o describes 

written policy to execule BRAC and the use of Lhe Cost of Base Realignment Action 

Model (COB RA Model) to determine the economic.: analysi~ ror base closure or 

realignment actions. 

Congressional BRAC Process 

FTGURE I 

Proposed Base 
Realignments 
and Closures 



co ting as umption~ and not fully adhering to the DOD -.election criteria. DOD' 1995 

recommended li~l or hasc closures and realignment~ wa · projected to reduce 

infrastructure hy onl y 7 percent. Auditional ly. GAO noted the shortfall ~ were a result of 

joint cros~-service group~ focus being too narrow and lacking the appropriate level or 

guidance and leacJer-;hip to execute and garner .... aving anticipated by the cross-servicing 

strategy. Becuu-;c or the shortfall of the DOD goal. the SECDEF -,ugge~ted the need for 

add itional BRAC rounds in 3 or 4 year~. Ten year~ would pa:-,s berore the next BRAC. 

BRAC 2005 rucuscd on military value, mbsion !>Uppon. coM, maintenance 

con::.olidatiun. the cro~~-!-.erv ice u~e of common <;upporr en·ices and joint basing. Thi\ 

wa the lmgc 1 BRAC round with the projected equall y large o;aving-.. GAO identified 

implementation and operational issues that warranted further attention by the 

Cornmi\~ion . One in~ta nce was an action that was acknowledged by both the Service::. 

and joint cro!-.s-~ervice group ao; having a potential for significant savings. but Will> later 

revi eel by the -.enior DOD leadership during the !:>election proce!:>~ . Other~ applied to 

a~sumptionl'> and incon~istcncies in developing certain co!:-t ·aving:- cMimatc:-.. lengthy 

payback periods. or potential impacu~ on ufTected communiti e~.'~ GAOs final commen t ~ 

related to I he SECDEI' taking appropriate :·ilcps to establish means rnr Lra<.:king and 

updating .... aving~ estimates concerning recommendation, . 

Chapter Three. Joint Ba. ing Initiative. briefly described the -,uccesses achieved 

during the BRAC 2005 round that made progress fostering joint activ ity among the 

military scrvi<.:c\. Although the Joint Ba..,ing Initiative made both economical and 

' tiS Cimcrnmcnt Arcounung Ollicc. Mtlitar} 13a'>es: Anal) 1~ or OOL)'., 2005 Selecuon Proce-;s 
and Recommendauon' lor Ba.,c Clmures and Realignment.,, h} Barr) W. Holman GA0·05 7!.<5. 
Go-..crnmcnl Accmmltng Orlicc. Wao;hington, D.C . hiiJY/1\\ \\ \\~n/p11'd11-. ~-.1< • \0 OS 7~5 (acce ... -.ed 
l'cbruary 2\, ~012) 



Chapter Four, the condu~ion. briclly summarizes the major po int~ from each 

BRAC round. Speci fically, distinct changel'l wi thin each BRA(' round to improve the 

proce~s antl potent ia lly increase antic iparcd savings w i l l be noted. This chapter also 

addre~se .., ~hortl'al ls that hindered maximizing projected '><JVing~. The chapter conclu<..le.., 

' ith a recommended w ay forward lO be con~i<..lcred for fulllrc BRA C execution. 

The importance of the research is an effecti ve proce:.:. l'or acc.:cs~ing DOD 

inf ra:.tructure. The BRAC process ha:-. the potential m va lidate creat i ve way" to lower the 

debt and mai ntuin effecti veness. If the proj ec ted ~;wings and a mcasurahle level o f 

cffecti vcne-;<., arc achievable. the proce-;~ mu..,t be carefully managed. In light or current 

and future economic con-;rrainrs. the relevance of this the~is is ob ' iou~. The :'-Jation will 

ask the mi li ta ry to do more with less and wi ll expect cosr <;avings as well. W hi le 

poss ible. effective national security must rest on a so lid l'oundalion. This thesis anaiY?e" 

the process u~cd to estab lish that foundation while aving money. 

6 



CHAPTER 1: MOTIVATION FOR BASE REALAIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

l n the 1960s. under the direc tion of President Kennedy, Secretary of Defense 

(SECDEF) RobertS. McNamma announced and executed the most extensive base 

realignment und closure program in the history of the United States. The base 

announceme nt affected 80 bases in the United State~\ , and I 5 bases abroad for 95 affected 

bases. T he base. impacted COll.'>is ted or 2 naval shipyard~. 6 bomber ba~e~. Army and Air 

Force training itcs , arseoab. rad ~:u· poMs and other in::. tallations in 33 states. to include 

the Distri ct of Col umbia. Secretary of Defen~e McNamara·~ strategic endstate was to 

reduce the budget by approximately S477 million and the payroll by 63.400 personnel 

over a ten-year period. The Daily Regi.srer, a New Jersey newspaper, cited SECDEF 

McNamara saying hi s decis ion 10 shut down 95 obso lete and surplus military bases and 

plants is ''abso lutely. unequivoca ll y, withou t qualification, irrevocable." 1 Although not 

co ngressional ly mandated at the time, SECDEF McNamara orchestrated and execmcd the 

first unofficial Ba e Realignment aJld Closure (BRAC) round. While future BRAC 

rounds would add other considerations to their base clos ing calculus, Secretary 

McNamara·s primary focus was cost (see FlGURE 2). 

'James C. Hogan. ··Mc.:Namara Firm on B~tSc Shuttlown~:· The Daily Rcg1Mrar Vo lume H7. lssue 
I 05. ( Novcmhcr 1964 ): page l. l!t1J1://:!0tt J 12.22J\Muatalthr/ l 960- 1 ~69/ 1 96-l/ l l)!i...t . l J:?.O.puf (ac.:ccseu 26 
Apri1 201 2). 

7 



PRE-BRAC 1960's 

FIGURE 2 

Bccau~c of widespread accusations in the I <)()()~ and agai n in the 1970~. that the 

cxc~.:utive branch wa!:t using ba-;c closures to puni-;h uncooperati ve legi-;lator..;. DOD had 

heen unahlc to recogni7e the potential effcc.:ti vcnc'~ and CO\t \a ing as<;ociatcd with 

realignment and clo~ure of unnece!:tsary or untlcrutiliLctl military ba'c". In 1977. 

Congre\:-. pa:-....,ed legislati on mandating congres .... ional appro' at for any do...,ure affecting 

300 or more civi lian employees. The same l egi~ l ation tlirec.:tctJ the implementation or the 

National Environmenta l Pol icy Acr ( EPA) for all ha~c clo...,urcs ... The NEPA require!) 

federal agencies 10 integrate envi ronmenta l value..., into their decision maki ng processes 

hy con~idc rin g the environmental impnch or their proposed ac ti o n ~ and rea..;onable 

altcrnativc..., to those action...,:·2 Beside.., NEPA compliance. the law further require~ that 

the selection criteria adtlre :) the impact (.lr costs related to environmental restoration as 

well a:-. -wa ... te management and environmental compliance. \ 

: U.S. l:.nvirnnmenlal Prote~,; tion l\gi.'JH.:y. N111ronul f:.nl'irclllmcmall'ofit \' Aci (Nl:PJ\ i. 
I !ill'·"'''~'' -~:p. t t:"' ;.._ Plllplt:uh .. ~ luL p,t/ttllk ' httnl ( nccc-;~ed .lanaury I 9. 201 2 ). 

1 U.S. l\r111y. US. Army Bm e Reoligllllll'lll wtt! Clo.\tll't' l>il'l ~ion (/ji<J\Cf)), 
It Li p //11 W\\ ht,J~ • ~.null.t~ ,11nlhJ <11../t.tq h i lt tt.._ J\ 11 >ll tllllll tl q I (a<.:L'I.'~\I.'d Januar) t lJ. 2012). 



BRAC Proce-,, 

f or over a decade ince 1977. the Department of Dcfen!>e wa<; not able to improve 

and garner ~ignificant . avings gained through the rea lignment and clo!>ure of unnece~~ary 

nr undcrutilit.ed military base:,. Regardles!> or the absence of clo!>urc actions, the 

government ugreed that the national defense needed a more efficient military base 

o.,lruc.:LUre. 1 Based on lessons learned from the BRAC 1989 round and in order to provide 

a fair process thnt wi ll result in timely closure and re;tli gnmcnt or mil itary installation:-.., 

the Congre~s estahl i1-.hed the Defense Ba-;c C losu re and Real ignment Act of 1990. The 

BRA(' procc~~. governed by law. begins wi th a threat a!>scs ·ment of the future national 

o.,ccurity environment. followed by the development of a force structure plan and basing 

requirements ro meet the e threat . The method to execute the BRAC proces!'> entail s five 

..,tcpo., (!-.ec FIG URE 3). 

Department of Defense BRAC Process 

FIGURE 3 

Proposed 
Base 

Realignments 
and Closures 

Step one (Capaci ty Analy!>i!>): The SECDEF publishe criteri a and force !>Lructure plan for 

Ll!'>t:: in dc\.cloping hasc closure and realignment recommendations. Step 2 (Military 

1 U.S. Ol!panmcnlol" Ol.!fensc. Ba.lf:' Realrgllllment.l all(/ Clo.\llre,.f?erort of t/wDefe/1.\e Secrc' tary"v 
Cpomml.\1011. December /988.6. hup:/1\\'\\\\ ,dl!i"~:n ... l.' gm•/h~a~/_!hK:-.119~X pd l (a<.:cl!S!»l!U Apri12012). 
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Value Analy-.i-.): The SECDEF publi~hc a report containing the realignment and clo~ure 

recommendation~. forwarding supporting documentation to an independent Commis.-,ion 

appointed by the president, in consultation with congressiona l lcadcr~hip . Step three 

(Scenario Development and Analy-;is): The Comrni ssion review-. SECDEF 

recommendati on" to en~urc con:-.i~tency with criteria and force -.mrcture plan. The 

Commi(j(ji on ha-; the authority to chunge the depmtmenr'. recommendation'. if it 

determine!-, that a recommendarion deviated from the force :-. trm:turc plan and/or ·elect ion 

criteria. The Commi!-,:-.ion w il.l hold regional meeting!-, to ..,o licit ruhlic input prior LO 

making it!'> recommendation . Step four (Final ize Recommendation,): The Commi:-.!'>ion 

certifies data and te-;tifie" before Congrc!'> under oath. Step 5 (Propo:--cd B<L'iC 

Realignment:-- und Closures): The Commi-.sion forwards its recommendati ons to the 

Pre~idenl fl)r review and approval. who lhen forwards the recommendation:-. to Congrc~:--.~ 

COBRA :vtodcl 

The Commi~<;ion developed a model 10 capture the e:---,ential co~t and :-.a\ ing~ 

rc:-.ul tcd from rea l ignment~ and c l o~u rc~. The ha~is fo r the model wa~ to determine iJ' the 

'iix-ycar paybat:k guidance in rhe charter had been achieved." The BR/\C Commi!-.~ion 

uses the Co:--1 or Ba1,e Realignment Action (COBRA) model to determine the economic 

analy i:. of ha~e clo-,ure or realignmt:nt actitlll'>. The COB R model generate. a 

con~olidated :-.umnwry report that corl!'> i ~ t uf 20 detail feeder report:-.. including 

appropriation~. mi o;;:-. ion cosh . military construction cost~. <tnd pcrsonnclcosb fm each 

c losure or reali gnment <>cenario. Tn addition. the summary also idcntifie!'> projected 

5 U.S Army. ll.S. tlrmr Bc11e Reulignmcnt ami Clllwre Dn·ision ( /Jf<,\C/) 1. 

hrtp '"''" bq 1.1 II IIlLI~ .... 11l•r.u .. .JlJ 1111".::' •l a_y,-1 tacccs:.cu Jnnaur) 3. 20121. 
''U.S. Ocrartii1Cnl ur D~.:J'cn~c. Ball' Reulil:llllll/l'l/1\ uml Clol'llrL'.I.Rl'fJIII'III/thcDcfcn:H Sccn•wry'~ 

Cpo111111i.\11111. /Jet emlu·r /988. hup /_,_,._ dlllll _g • b1.1l tg'L'It'l-...s pdl (ac.:c.,..,ctl April20 121. 
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payback period. 20-ye;u Net Pre ·em Value ( 1PV). am.J total one-time co~t of the clo~ure 

or realignment action (FIGURE 4). 

NPV Analysis of Base Closu,.e 

120 
IR o .P.==---...,.....-~~-------
g Bruit-- Period 

~ -20 

-40 

.eo ~1--+-2---+3---+4---is--1e--1~~o~--,& ,~ 1~ 1~ ,~ ,~ ,5 ,~ ,L ,L 2~ 
ProiectY..-s 

FTGlJRE 4 

The payback period i~ defined a.-. the point in time where 'iaving. generated equal 

t:O'>h incurred for particular investment to ''repay" the um of the original invesrmcnt. Ln 

other words, the length or time required to recover the cost when the reaJ ignmentlclosure 

has paid for i t ~elf. After lhi . point, net :-.av in g~ stan 10 accrue. 

The 20-year NPV is the present value of the sum of discounted cash flows minus 

initia l in ves tment and te lls us how many dollars. today. we wou ld he willing to . pend to 

receive rnon~y in the fu ture. The NPV allows for the comparison of any rwo invesrmenr'i 

to determine which inve\tment i"> hetter. For in..;tam.:e: 

A propmed land investment require<., $10.000 of ca:-.h now. and i expected 
to be resold for $25.000 in four year'>. r or the ri<.,ks involved. the investor 
<.,eek~ a 207c diJ-.count rate (same a compounded rate of return ). T he 
. 25,000 amount to he received in four year ..... when di:-.countcd by 20fk 
annually, i:-. worth $12.056 now. Since the investment cost<; $10.000. the 
ncl presem va lue is 2,056.7 

1 All'>Wcr-. , Nt•l Pre~e111 Va/ue. []ltp :/1~\\\\ an,Wl'f'·'- "mltnpK/n~·t · prc'c'nl · \,lluc (nccec;,ed Janaury 
:n. 20I :!J. 
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Both the net present value and payback period arc measure<; or c !Tcc ti vcnes" used to 

compare the economic impact.., of one reali gn ment or closure scenario rcct1mmendat ion 

to another. 

As many a.., 2 -o or more input value" can he generated a rc ... ult of a .... ingle move 

from a clo:-.ing base to a gaining hasc. Because () f the many input:-. and variable<; that 

require estimation. error can arise from a multitude ol· sources including faulty supplied 

data, lack of cons i~tcncy. or incomplete information. This wi ll generate r;Jndomncss in 

the COBRA M odel itself simply due to l!ntry data. s While the GAO concluded that the 

COBRA model was a a conceptually -.ound 10olthat cvaluatctl CO'>b. -.aving . . and 

paybad. period'>. the GAO al..,o found -.cveral deficiencie-. in the model that includetl : I ) 

the exclusion of some relevant costs. 2) the u:-.e of improper di..;coun t and inllation rate 

and 3) errors in the datu input.Y 

The following chapter will cli ... cu..,s "the early BRAC round<. in I Sl~N. I CJ91. 1993. 

anti 1995 respccti\l~ ly. In particular, the chapter describe'\ how the stated purpo<;c of each 

BRAC round dictated the neetl l'or adtli tiunal ~dection criteria to 111aximi7.e cA'iciencie-. 

and cost ..;;wing~ . 

s Dou~l:l'. D. Hardman. M1chael S. elSt' ll . "A P;m.unetric Regre~~111n ol the Co'-1 ul Ra:-.c 
Reallgnmem A.:uon <COBRA! Model." Thni1 . Octoher l t}l}~_ lmp 1 ,, 1' r 1 _ 

l'IIJ,tu.:tl RD ''- \ll \ll \_ 11-H ~ (acccl-.~Cc.J Jar·ual} ::!t 201~). 
c Vcrnun P. Kemper. "An /\naly'>i'> olthe Cn~tol Ra"e Realrgnmcnt Atum' <CO I3RA J Model." 

Master 111' Science 111 hnacial Manage me Ill . N:n:tl Po~ I Graduate Schnnl. Decem her I 1)9.1. 
hup.//\\\1\\ dtll Huli,_l h11 lJL tl RI>"L '\)l \ l l\_lh 'i (a~.:ce,~eu :'vb~ 2\::!11 121. 
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CHAPTER 2: EARLY BRAC ROUNDS 

Jn 1982. Pre~ideot Ronald Reagan organized the. President·~ Private Secror 

Survey on Co!:>t Contralto focus on waste and inefficiencies in the U.S. Federal 

government. The President selected Joseph Peter Grace as Commissioner and directed 

him to execute his duties and to ensure Lbat no ·tone wa~ left unturned as the commit tee 

worked to rant out ine1Ticiencies. 1 Tbc President"s Private Sector Survey on Cost Control 

(PSSCC). commonly referred to as The Grace Commission. recommended that a non-

partisan and independent Commission be eo;;tab1ished to study closure issues. Based on 

the recommendation of the PSSCC. the Congress and the President sub. equently 

cndor-.;ed and chartered the Defense Secretary·s Com1T1i . ·ion on Base Realignment and 

Closure on May 3, 1988. The primary task and purpose for the charter was to 

recommend mi liuu·y installations within the Unilcd States, its commonwealths, ten-itorics, 

and pos essions for realignment and closure. 

BRAC is a congrc sionally authorized process Lhe Depanment or Defense (DOD) 

use~ to reduce and reorganize its base struclllre 10 support military forces more efficiently 

and effectively , increase operationa l read iness, and faci litate new ways o f doing business. 

Beginning in 1988, just before the end of the Cold War. DOD recognized that a sizable 

amount of excess infras tructure existed so that !here was a rni match between 

requirement~ and physical capacity. The mismatch highlighted the fact that funds were 

being expended unnecessarily to sustain excess infrastructure creating a necessi ty for 

change. In J 989. the Pentagon performed a tudy that found that the military had 20 to 

1 Th~ Grac~ Commis-,ion. hnp:/1\\ \\\\ .~aylur. org/-.He/\\ p­
COJlll·nlluploa<.b/20 I 0/ J 2/Gracl!Cummt~siun.put (accessed May 23, 20 12). 



25 percent more infra~tructure- i n~ta ll a tinn capac i [y - than it nceucd.2 DOD recogniLcd 

the exces:-. and created opportunitic~ through the BRAC initiarive tn a;,:-.e~i> it!-. in.:-.tallati on 

and in frastru c.: turc requirement ~ to determine the best siLe. functi onalit y and p lacement 10 

upport emerging mi;,~jons in support of our nmional security needs. 

The formal D OD procc!-.'> to maJ..c recommendation" and determine clo..,ure or 

realignment of mil itary installarion ;, during the 1989 BRAC r<.lund involved the 

Commission developing its own list o f proposed clo:-.ures. which i t pn.:s~.: n ted to the 

Secret:.uy of Defense anu Congre~s. The I tJ<.) 1. I tJ93. I 995 and 2005 BRAC' round~ 

consi<.,tcd of independent recomnH.:ndation!-. to the Pre~iLlent ha..,ctl on the C'ommi ... sion·.., 

review of the Secretary of Defense·.., propo-.al to clo c and realign ha'>C'>. The later 

BRAC round .:; were coordinated th rough the Joint Chiefs or Starr. Jn addit ion. a 1om! 
~ -

range Force Struc ture Plan (FSP) ha-;cd on the probable threat.., to nati nn ~d -.ccuri ly was 

developed and became the ha;, is for the in itial recommended c lo~ure anu rea lignment 

l i!\ting. Follo'Aing tilt: 1989 BRA C. DOD al-.o developed the original BRAC . election 

criter ia used as a hasjs fur al l sub;,cquen t BRAC round . Congrc'' codified eight 

co n~ itlcrati on s for the BRAC ~e l ec ti o n criteria w ith a slight mod ificat ion in 2005. The 

fir~ t four are the most important cr iteri a and re late to the mili tary va lue of the 

installation'>: (I) Curren t and future mi!)sion requirements: (2) availahilit) and condition 

of land, faci li tie;,. and air -;pace: (3) contingency and mubiliLation n.:quircmcnts: anti (4 ) 

cost and manpow1.T implicarion'i. The remaining four con~ i de rat i ons address the number 

or year-; needed 10 recover the cos t or rc:-llignmcnt and c losure: ( I ) Return on in vc..,tmen t; 

(2} local economic impact: (.3) impact on community infra;,tructurc: and 

' t; .S. t\rm). l ' S . .. \ 1111.' Bo \£ Rl'alignmcm <IIIli Clm 11n' Dil'i~ ion I BRA CV J. 

hnp''''''" hqdt 11111 11d ''' ''"'"'·'' ltqhllll "'"'"""11-•tl"' lac:..:..:~scJJanu :uy 1::!.20121. 
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(4) environmenLal impact. ' A~ mentioned. the ~election criteria were ~ligllll} modified hy 

Congres~. More ~pe<.:ifically. the word --~u rge .. wa~ added to criterion three, increasing 

the cmpha:-.is on potential future operational recommendations. BRAC i!'> a cuntinuou~ 

process and DOD continued rouse the sc lccrion criteria. force ~trUl:ture plan. and 

infrastructure inventory throughout the procC~!'>. The execution of BRA(' required 

halancing th~ readine"s of the military fon:es. the well-being of c ivilian\ and their 

l'umilie~. and the needs or local community. Although BRAC is financially benericialto 

DOD, it takes an emotional and economical toll on the communitic::. that <:u·e negatively 

impacted. While -;nme communities arc negati vely impacted. others sec ~ignificant 

grmvth and welcome an expanded military pre ·encc. 

BRAC 1989 

As men tioned earlier. in the mid- I no-, and prior to BRAC I 9R9, it was widely 

recognized ami observed that a rapid military e pansion wa~ occurring becauo;e or an 

increa::.c in <.lefcn .... e ~pending. It was al'>o recognized in the mid- 1980. that DOD had 

exces~ capacity in infrastructure. Despite the ab. ence of closure action~. there wa~ a 

general conseno.;u~ within the government that the nmional defense would improve, at l cs~ 

cost. if a more effic ient way to manage military ba-c tructurc was llcveloped and 

executed . ..~ From the out::.ct o [ BRAC 1989. the Commission focu~ed on criteria that 

wouJd govern the nomination or installation~ for realignment or clo'>urc. The 

Commi~~ion acknowledged cost reduction W<b the rc<L<;on for it s chartering, but also 

~ U.S. DcpatllllCnl of Detcn-..c.:. Ba.1e Clo111n (11/(/ Rcalignmem Report. Vntumc I. !VIa) 2005. 
hup:/1\\ '' '' .hr .K. !!0\ /do~-..ltm..ti/AppcmJJ'\f r.d t (aL'l:c,,ed January I K. 20 12 ). 

~U .S . Depanmem of Defcn<;e. Bm e Reali~-:llllmenl.l' and Clo.\ure~. Reporr ~~trht•Defen {e Secrerary 's 
Commision, Decemhe1 !Wi8. f>, h 1 1p·//\\~ '' .dden ... ~ ~1\/hrac/Joc ... /llJXX pdl (acces~ed Apnt :!0 12). 
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recognit.ed that military , ·alue wa~ rhe primary factor in rmt"ing tleci.,ion .... ' Military 

value is defined hy four ~election ~ritcria: I) the current and fuwre c.:apahilitie:-. needed 

and the impact on operational read ine~~ nr a poo.;t , base. range or in.,ta llation. 2) the 

availability and condition or land. faci lit ie"' and a~sociated air'>pacc. ]) a " ._urge 

capahilit)" that allo""~ the department to accornmodarc mohili7ation. and 4 > the co'>t or 

operation" and manpower implication~ ." 

A~ a re..,ult. the Comm i'\sion's focus was not the co~t ~aving'; in~tead. it 

concentrated Dll mi litary value (c;cc FIGURE 5). Military value focu!-le'> on defen!-lc 

in!-ltallation., and facilitie:::. being in the ri ght place, at the right time, "" ith the right 

qualitic'> and capat:itie-. to protect our n:.ttional rc~ourcc~. 7 

BRAC 1989 

FIGURE 5 

~ US. Dcpur1mcn1 (If Dcf..:n:-c. IJw ·t· Rl'al,.gllltl/tcl/1,, cr11d Clmurt' I.RtfWI/ n/llu·Dc/eii.H' Secrerw-y · ~ 
Commninn. /)eumlwr IY88. I n.e 11 I'' I l _ bt tc ~-I~ Jll I<K'Cc.,.,..:LI Januar~ llJ. ~0121 

fl Jtm Gat.unonc .... I! \\ ~ nal) ' i.;: 1\ l iltt ar~ V.tiUt' at Henri of HRAC.'' Amct tc.JII Fnn:c., Pre ... \ 

Scrvtcc ... Ma~ 2005.litlfl .\\\\\ htcl!!_.u m tnt... 1 h tl ~ldtt.ar \ 1 "1 II (:1\XC'>.,cJ i\la.r 2. 2012). 

' lJ .~ . Dcpatllllcnt of D..:f'cn..,c. 00/J /()/. An lnrroclucru/T U1·c n tc 'll c~/ rite Ot'fltlrllllmr of Dl'/i•/1\c . 
!J.!.tp.l/\\\1\\ 1kk11" _••1/,th .. ut lh•JIOI .1 I'\ ( a~~:c ...... cu t\pnl 17. 20 1::!!. 
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The Commiss ion's review of the military force strucrure and basing requi rements 

wa~ geared towards identi fy ing installations that afforded adequate available acreage, 

airspace for realistic combat train ing. and provisions for urvivability of strategic forces. 

During the initial as cssment , Lbe Commi11 ion discovered that urban expansion and 

encroachment degraded rnilitm-y value. The Commiss ion acknowledged that to achieve 

the desired mililm")' value, additional funding to purchase adjacent land was required. 

After the initial assessment, the Commission received input from the Service~ with their 

appropriate recommendation for ba cs realignment and closure. 

The Commission's methodology for executing BRAC 1989 was a two-phase 

approach with six internal steps. Phase I, with a suh-set of two steps, grouped the base~ 

into 22 overall categories. such as training bases and administrative headquarters. and 

then focused on determjning the military value. Step one-enrailcd grouping installations 

with similar missions to streamline and facilitate consistent analysis. After completing 

the analysis, step rwo hegan hy screening and comparing the base size and wbetber or not 

ir wa~ appropr.iately sized to support its current and projected futu re requirements. 

Phase two, with a !>Ubsel of !>teps 3-6. focused on assessing the cost and savings of 

base realignment and closure options. Step three began when t.he resu lts showed that u 

base <>ize was not comparable with its miss ion requirements. These bases became 

candidare.;; for relocation. Additional analysis was done to determine wbetber Lhc costs or 

the closure and realignment package cc1uld be paid back with saving~ in six years. Step 

four considered potential environmental impacts . This step began after the Commission 

determined candidates fo r realignment or closure hy taking a preliminary and unofficial 

look at the potential environmental impacts. 
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Thi.., initial environmental as~e:-...,mcnL wa~ not official <ultl uid not replace the 

Congrc!:>~ional 'EPA . but allowed early engagement with the community. Step five 

informed the public of the potential economic impact. l mporwntl). hi~tor) ~howed that 

ck,~urcs were leso;; rraumatic than anticipateu. In the final ..,ll..:p. the Cornmi..,,ion 

con~idcreu future al ignments anu c lo-;ing ha~cct on mi litary ~trategy anu force ~t ructurc 

change:-. 

The General/\ccounting Office (GAO) wa.., in::. trumcnl<ll in the proce~" and 

participated b) providing field staff to a~:-.istthc Conlmi-,:-. il.)(l <.luring its internal review or 

the data. GAO gl:nerarcd its own BR/\C' report In capture the DOD and Commi:-...,ion ·~ 

Intent and execution for the applicable BRAC round. In generaL the Gi\0 concluded that 

the Commi~:-.iun u:-.cu information primaril) provided hy the military Service and wa .... 

greut l) depenuent on the j udgment of the individual Cnn11nissinn memher:-.. GAO 

determined that the methodology auop ted hy the Cllmmis.., ion wa-; generally sounu. bu t 

the execution lent itsel r to errur::. during implementat ion or the mct ll 1Jllu logy and the 

estimates o f annual -;uv ings were overstated. GAO nolL:d an estimatcJ '), 170 mill inn 

di -;c rcpam:y between what the Commi..,,ion .... ubmi tted and what GAO c~timatcd a~ the 

cost. Even though S 170 million i.., notable tli..,crcpancy, CiAO concluded thut the 

Commi .... .,ioner-. rccnmmendation~ were ~,till ~ound and logica l. ~' 

GAO noted that the Commis~ion·..., procc .... -. ab0 con,idcrcd the cnYironmental and 

community economic impacts. anu condudcd that neither o f the I\VO con,idcration' wa' a 

~ L' .S. G l l\ crnmt:nl t\cl'\1UI111 ng Oflicc. Mll i 1 ar~ Ba:-.l·~ : i\ n !\ nal) !> 1!> nl CotHI1li'- '>1U11 · .., R~al ign men I 
and ClP~urc Rcl·unllnt:ndtll ion:> GAO/NSlAD l)IJ-1~ . h~ I-ran!- l\1n;than . .\ . 
li iiJ' '"''''' ddul'l _.,\ h1 ll.rd•,,'ji)S:-\•:.1•• pdl lacl:C~~l·d January 22. 2012). 
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critica l component to determine what base:-. would be realigned or clo~ed. GAO 

generally agreed with the DOD and Corn mi:-.~ ion noting rhat although already exi ring 

huzm·dous waste should not be a part of the calcularion for c losure, the cost incurred to 

c lean up the wao.,tc post-realignment could be a ~ubstantiaJ cost. Pertaining to community 

economic impact ao.,!-tes:-.ment. GAO concluded that the Commission did not execute a 

deliberate as~eso.,menr due ton tight rime con-;traints, thereby accepting risk with the 

assumrtion that co. r would he minimal.') 

GAO Recommendation 

GAO concluded the majority of the noted discrepancies and errors were a result 

of utilizing old data. douhle-couming square rootage for "Omc facilities and inaccurately 

reporting acreage. During phao;;e rwo. rhc CiAO round lhatthc Commission's overall 

-;avings est imate-. were over~tated because or data erTOr!-t. inaccurate estimate . and the 

exclusion or ccnain rele\ant costs. 10 The GAO dctcm1ined there were two primary 

reasons fur overstating the anticipated -.avings. First. the Commi ion operated under a 

ti ght rime constraint or two months. meaning it ru. hcd through it:-; work. Secondly, the 

Commission did not have effective management control procetlure!'>. 

In com: lu ~ i on. DOD generaUy agreed w ith GAOs report·!\ findings, with a few 

exception!'>. anti agrcctl with the report·!'> recommendation!-.. 11 The major differences 

between the two reports were the way each calculated reoccurring military con. trucrion 

savings. The Cnmmi s<;ion anticipated un increase in military con::.twction because or the 

"U.S. Department of Ddcno.;c. Ba~e Rea!tglmmi'llf~ and C/omre~fll'f11111 ojrfteDe(e111e Secretan·\ 
Commi11ion. Dt•cemha /988. IY. llllp:/1''"'' ddcn'c !!ll\/hr.~cfJoc,/llJ:-IX rJI (accessed My :23.2012\. 

111 U.S . Go..,crnmcnt Accounting Orticc. !tillar) 13asc'i: An Analyw; ol Comm~->'>1011·~ Realignment 
and Clo"urc Rccnmmendaufln'i GAOf.\ISIAD Y04:!. hy f·rank Conahan. 3. 
hu_p:/J,, \\\\ lkkn~ ~~' /hr:.~dJt~c-,/1 Y~l{!!.tll pdl tacce'>scd January 22. 2012 ). 
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real i gnment~ ;.tnd ba~c clo~ u re~. nnd rhcrerore tleveloped cnn-;cn <Hive c~timatC'> for 

saving!-. that allowed for new co~l. Even though GAO's est ima te~ were ror a !-.-pecific 

point in time. it be lieved the Commi 'l:-. ion·:-. cnnservaLi ve approach wa.; correct. 

The fo l lov. ing '>Cc tion wi ll di 'iCll \'> BRAC 1991. the fir'>t nr three rounds directed 

b) Pre:-.ident George Bu~h with cmphasi., on mi:-.~ion <>upporr. 

BRA C 1991 

The world had changed in llJ89 wi th the falling or the Berlin Wall and the formal 

di~~olu lit1n ol· the War~aw Pact. Prc ... ident 13u..;h and his adrnini..; tration viewed the 

changing \\orld a~ an opportun i ty to implement mca'>urcd tkfcn ... c reduction~. m~ 

entering the po'>t -Cnld War era, Congrc;-...., ... cited upon the reduced threat to national 

securit y and mandated n reduction and rc-.. hapi ng of military ftH·cc..,. /\':'>a n:su lt. DOD 

ini tialed plann ing to decrease the Lf.S. mi li tary by approx imately 25 percent over the nex t 

five year'>. DOD and the Congreo.;;., hnth acknowledged the fact that fewer forces wou ld 

require fe\\Cr ha~c~. which generated another BR C round 10 hane'>t aml reallocate 

potential '>a\ ing~ LOwarJ~ orhcr vi tal mil itilry nced:-.. 12 

The 199 1 Commission pmccss 10 o.;ubmit it -; rccPmmcndution-.. diffe red from the 

pre\'iuus 1989 Conlln is..,ion on how lhe rc..,ull" and recommendations \\.'ere .;uhmiitcd. 

T he 190 I Cnmmi-,..,icm was to make intlepcndcnl rccommcnJatJons 10 the Pre idcnl ha-;ed 

on its review or the SECDEF" propn~aiLo close and realign ba'>t'~ . The 1989 DOD 

Commi ... s ion. on the nthcr hand. developed it!-. own li st L)f propthed clo ... urcs anu 

presented lhcrn lo the SEC'DEF- and C(1 11 grco.;s. 

'- US C'iolcll1mcnr A.:cnunting Offrcc.:. r.trlrhtr) Ba!>es: Ob~l!n.llrt•n on th~· Anal:-;•~ Supp11r11ng 

ProptN:d C'lll-.urc' and Rculignrnt.:nr-. (iA( )/.\!S ii\[)-91 -22-1. hy Charlt.:~ A Bltl\ ,her. 1 . 

hup· '''''' d,J.r 11 br,r, I ... •••I_,: 1 • I" I lm:t:c:-.~ctl Jwmar~ 22.20121. 
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With some minimum differences. BRAC 1991 was executed within the same 

statutory requirement~ tleveluped fur the 1989 BRAC Commission. Additionally, the 

199 1 BRAC round focused on cost, mi litary va lue and mis ··ion ')upport (see FLGURE 6). 

Mission support is the logistical and infra!itructure support in conjunction wilh 

installation management Lhat contributes to overall mission readine . 

BRAC 1991 

FJGURE 6 

The force structure plan. eigh t selection criteria and public comment input tlid not 

change. What changed was the Commission introducing legislative initiati ves thai called 

for the BRAC process execution in 1991 and repeated in 1993 and 1995. 

Unlike the 19R9 BRAC round, tJ1e 1991 BRAC Comm i s~ i ons · recommendations 

had a ~;ignificant impact resulting from an open process that solicited testimony and input 

from the communitic~ and co ngrcs~ional leader.<>. Thi.<> shielded the Commission from 

l1eing accused of fav01itism or poli tics. All meetings, transcripts. and data collec tion 

during sire vi-;its were open to the public for review. l n order ror the Commi <:;sion to gain 
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fir<.:thanu knmvledge and val idate ih commit ment to the public. at lca-.,t one 

Commi-.,..,ioncr ,.i-.,itrd the communiti e-., that wnuld he impm:tetl bj a rcconunenuation to 

cln..,c nr realign a major facility. The Commi-;-.,ion capitali7cd nn the-.;e public ._e..,sion~. 

cm:ouraging communitie~ to synchroniLc their Lhuug.ht'>. d"lorh and initiati,·e-., w 

overcome the pmcntial hardship.., cau~ed hy ha ... e clo'iure ... . 13a!-.ed on the Conmti ~iun·.., 

rev iew anti input rrom the a!Tectccl communitic'i, Sccrc1ar~ nr Defen ... e Cheney 

retomrncnded 26 ba!->CS to the Pres ident ror clo!->ur-c, <tntl ano ther -+9 base-; for renlignmcnl. 

The rive year e!'> timated -;av ing ... equa led $2.3 hi ll ion after a one-time co.o...t or M. l bi llion. 

An auditionul ... aving:-. of S 1.5 billion annually wa-., e-;timated after 1997. 11 

The G 0 wa-. again instrumemal in the proce-.,.., and participated by pru\ iding 

field ..,tafT w a..,~i..,tthc Commission during it<; inrernul review of the tlata. A.., rcpt,rted 

during the 1989 BRAC. GAO noted that the overall b.,..,un learned from BR/\C 1991 

incl utlcu the need for -;uilicicnt ti me to co llect. analy;c, and verif) data and adequate 

rmtnagemcnl contro ls over those la..,k. Add iti onal ly. G AO concurred that a reduced 

mili tary force ~Lructure require.., miJjtary installa tion'> In be c ln:-..ctl. G/\0 agreed that the 

BR/\C' 1991 '>uhmiltul or .26 ba::.e:-. for clo .... urc and -+9 for rca li gnm~nl rcpre~entcd a solid 

plan fnr C\ecutinn over a ;;ix-year period. G/\0 concluded that both the U.S. Am1y and 

U. ·.Air Ftu·cc documented e-.:ecution procedure-. in compliance with DOD Force 

Structure Plan and the rour milirary ,·alue crit eria. CiAO general!) agreed wirh the .S. 

11 L . ~ . (_j\)\ernmem Accounung Offi.:e. ~ llinar: ll a~c<. : < lh,cnatton" on thc Analys1:-. Suppmting 
Propo~cd Clthurc~ ;1nd Rcalignmenr<; ( ;AO/;'\!S lAD 9 I :!2-1. h: ('harlc~ A 13m\ o.,ltcr. I\. 

hiiJ1 f/'''' ,, dlll'll'-'- '"''ht 11. dt ,,1[1•11~.1" J'dl <a.:~.·~.·,~cd January 22.20 121 
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Army and ·.s. ir Force implementation. The differencel\ that exio.,Led within the way 

they executed and u~ed their quantifiable allrihutes to compare in. tal.lation~ were not 

~ignifican l. GAO wa~ not ah le to evaluate the U.S. Navy proccs~ bccuu~e of insufficient 

~uppo11ing documentation. which re~ultcd in the GAO developing an alternate means of 

a ~e ·menl. They a~~e~~cd the 1 avy hctthing ship requirement~ and capacity in 

comparison to the Force Structure Plan. GAO dbcovered that significant excess berthing 

capaci ty would remain if the avy only dosed the recommended rac ilitic~. A'::> the repo11 

<.,lated ... GAO found that changes have ocwrrcd in the ~trategic homeporting concept. 

which when combined with cxce available pier space for berthing ships, supports Lhc 

recommendation for fewer Navy base ·.'' 11 1\s difference. in function' and composition 

of each 'erviec exist, GAO was concerned !hut rhe Commission did not c. tablish a 

-;tandanJ ror cos ting estimate~ and co~t factors. Service. cost est imate" varied. The 

vmiation between estimates hindered the ability to accurately prepare for recovering 

closing cost~ and the lcng[h of the projected payback period. which .... J..cwcd an increa'>e in 

one-time cost ao., much ill'> 50 and 100 percent. Bccau c of the differences and on the 

contrary, the payback period did not suh~ t antiall y increase. 

The GAO <.h'>e~-;ed that much or the U.S. Army·s success was a result of their 

establishment ur the Towl Army Ba~ing Study group. This group wa'> responsible for 

developing the Army's two-pha-;ed approach 10 evaluate potential hao.,cs for closure and 

realignments. Phuse one. which al.;;o involved the Army Audit Agency, categorized all its 

inc;tallations hy major mis.;;ion categoric~ and then evaluated their mi li tary value in 

11 U.S. Gtn c1 nn11.:nt Ac~:ounttng <Hike. Mllll<lr) B:bc~: Oh~er\ ati~lll'> on th~ Anal)''" Supporting 
Pmpo-.cd Cloo.;urc-. .tnd Rcallgnmcns-. GAO/ 1S It\ l). l) 1·22-l. hy Charles A. B1m'>her. ::!2. 
llltp./1''"''\ dl"luh~ .':~.IJ\/hta~/dnv·.fll)\)1\.o,ll' pdl ta~~·~.,.,ed January 22.20121. 



qu~1n tital i \e t~rm~ and anal y~i~ . Phas~ 1wo wa~ il mm·c quantilal i\'C and ~.:omprehen ... i ve 

t.~pproach that inc lutlcd n~~u lt~ from phal\e nne. the command plan . • tnd the Force 

Slructure Plan. ln audition. pha~c m o included the preliminary e'-limatcs t'nr dcterminin~ 

lhc required economic payhack, as we ll as \Llcioeconomic and cnvirnn111ental impact<.; on 

local communities. GAO concluded thai the Army proce\s wab al igncd '"ilh Army /\uuit 

Agcm:y and well documented to facilitate a proper C\ aluation h~ G 0 .1" 

While the Air f orce process Jillcrcd ::-lightl y from 1he Army·.., proces~ in that the 

Air Force treated all ha"c" equal!) regard le"s or functi on. the proce"" \\'as rational and 

adequately :-.upported b~ documcnl<tlinn. Lit...e 1he U ... /\rnl). the L'.S. ir force 

e ... tah li . ..,hed the Air Force Busc CJo .... urc Executive Group, wh ich wa-. -.upptH·ted by a 

wnrk1ng group, to ""'i:-.L in their a:-.._,e,smenlto de1crminc potenrial ha"e" for closure and 

realignments. GAO noted thai the ha .... is ror the Air I-oree· approach ~a" con..,i'\tent wi1h 

1ilc A rmy and uti li zed the approvl!J DOD ~election c rit~rla ctnd Force StruciUrc Plan . 

The GAO reponed that the U.S .. avy"s docu1ncnt;.~1ion lact...cd .... utTicicnt detail 

due w nol c<>tahli,lliiH! internal con trol' that \VOuld have ensured th~: accuracv of 1hc 
~ 

. 

rc4uircd Jaw 10 determine base closing. GAO fun her determined the inadequacy und 

lad or proper pap~rwor" hindered their abi lil y 10 eva luate the rel;.~tivc military value nr 

the ha~es cun::.idcrcJ. Although the .S .. a\)'. like I he t\rmy and Air hH·cc. organi;cd 

an intcmal nvcrsight committee. it!-. Base Structure Cummi ncc wilh worki ng gruup~ W<1'> 

round to he inefficient. GAO conlrihutcd the lac!-.. or '>liiTicicnt UOCUI1lCill<llinn ln -.eninr 

to t:lu..,u rc and rculignmenl. GAo·., fina l commcn1 pertaini ng LO the Navy wus 1ha1 ''lhc 

'hip berthing capacity :-.tudie.-. round lhalthcrc wou ld he 'ignil'icant C\Ce'>:-. '>P<KC bqond 
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what the Comrnillee calculated, even if the base~ recommended for closure were 

included."' 11
' 

GAO acknowledged that the revised COBRA Model was not properly uc;;ed by the 

Service~. The moJel wa-, de-'> igned as an analytical rool used to calculate the costs. 

av ing .. . and return on inve tment. Because differences in functions and compo,~,ition of 

each Service exist. GAO was concerned that the Commission had not esLablished a 

;-, tandard for costing estimate · and cost factors. and therefore the Services' cos t eslirnare.s 

varied. The variati on between estimares hindered the accuracy o r predicted closing costs 

and the projec ted length or the payback peri od. Thi" cau. ed an increase in one-time cost 

by as much as 50 to I 00 percent. In many case~. the Services input inaccurate data and 

their cost estimating process ignored the cost of Medicare to the federal government. 

GAO noted tha t lack of DOD oversight allowed the individual Services to approach 

common problems dil'l'erenlly. Becau~e DOD did llOt require the Services to ,~,ubmit 

e,~, timme,~, ex pre,~,sed in fiscal year 1991 dollars a!:> the ir ba~el in e. both costing and saving~ 

e!::. timute!::. ref1ec ted error~. The coMing und savings errors caused the payback 

calcu lations ro also have errors that would affec1 the overall estimated annual savings and 

possib ly lengthen the payhack period for bases colls idered for rea lignment and closure. 17 

GAO Recommendation 

GAO final recommendation for BRAC 1991 was to require the Sccrctmy of the 

Navy lo rc~ubmit a comprchen~ivc delaiJeJ report lo the BRAC Commission describing 

their methodology for comparing bu~es and lhe proces~ utilized to develop closure and 

II> fhid. 5. 
I ' Ibid. 52. 
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real ignment recommendation~. GAO suspected that after the Commi-. ... ion looked at the 

Navy'-. updated wmprchensivc rcpurt. that exec:-.'> -..pace for :-hip:-. berth-; would genemte 

a reduced requirement. G;\0 also recommended, ror future BRAC c lo-.;un::-. and 

real ignment re v iews. the Services adhere to es tablished procedure!-> and practice:-. . In 

conclusion. GAO recommended that the Commi ... sion adopt it:; GAO Sensiti vity Analy:-.is 

Model when consider ing cost and savings e-;timale!-> t'or future BRAC recommendation.'-. 

The GAO Sensitivity Analysis M odel hi.L'-' tvve lve steps: ( I ) Derine the esti mate's purpose. 

(2) Develop an e~timat ing plan, {] J Define the Project (or Program ) dwr:.H.: teri-. tics, (4) 

Determine the c~limatcd Wt)rk breakdown structure. (5) Identify ground rul es and 

a<.;-;umption-.;. (6) Obtain data, {7) Develop a point estimate and compare to an 

independent cost estimate.{~) Conduct ~ensitivi ty analysi-;, (9) Conuuct ri sk and 

uncenainty anal y~i i !-.. ( 10) Dncu JTlent the es timute. ( I I ) Present the e~timate ror 

nwnagemcnt arrroval. and ( 12) U pdate the estimate 1'0 reflect a~tual cost-; uml change~. 

Per GAO. e~timates -.hou ld :-.at i ~ry rour characteri:-;tic.-. as est n bli~hcd hy industry hest 

pructiccs-they <>hould he c rcd ihlc. well documented. accurate and comprchcn-..i vc. 1 ~ 

The sub'iequcnt section wiJ1 discuss BRAC I <)93. tbc -:econd of three rounds with 

i.:ill Clll(lhasis 0 11 lll<ll11LC11ance Cllll~l) l ida l il) il anJ potentia l poss ibiJitic-; 10 ga rn~r additional 

potential !-.a \·ings. 

BR/\C 1993 

BRAC 1091 wa.'i the second o f three round.:; di rected hy President George Bu-;h 

and govemed hy the Del'ensc B:.L<.;e and Realignment Act of 11100. The execution of 

B RAC 19<)3 was ~ imil ;u · in execution to B RAC 1991 and recommenuation~ were ha~cd 

1 ~ U.S. fkp:utm~emur En..:rgy. Ofll<.:t.: nfl nt'nrmalllln Rcsnuit.:<.:-.: . Din.:t.: ll\'1:". O~e legu t illll'>. und 
R..:qui rt:mt.:nh. 2. 1tt tp.., '"'' ,, dJJc...tl'' d·.: .; ' " (llt.:t:L:-...,t.:d .hmuar) 21.20121. 
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on om national goals of mai ntaining military effec livenes~. drawing down the force, 

reducing the deficit. and reinvesting in America. The 1993 BRAC round focused on cosl, 

military value. mission support and maintenance coosoEdaLion (see Figure 7). 

BRAC 1993 

FIGU RE 7 

Maintenance cunsolit.lmion is defined as consolidating supply, storage. and distribution 

runctions. 19 The Commission approached BRAC 1993 similar lo how a major 

corporalion downsizes by focusing on reduction:-- in infrastructure, personnel, and 

overhead cost. The Office of the Secrerary of Defense (OSD) establi hed guidance for 

determining base closures and reali.gnments and then dependeJ on military dcpartmems 

and deferu;e agencies to make Lhc initial base recommendation_:w The policy had five 

realistic characteristic": ( l l save money that would normally go to excessive overhead 

I'> U.S. Gov~mmt:nt Accountmg ()J"Jice. Military Base and Realignments Closures: DOD Nt:eds w 
Ur datc Suvi ngs Esti mates and C11n1nue 10 Address Chnlle.ngl!s in Consnlitlaung Supply-Related Func lluns 
at Dcror Mat nrt!nance Locat inns. GAO 0t;-70J. by Brian .1. Lapnre, hllp.//w" w.!!aP.gu \ / produ\."I:·J GA0-09-
~ (ncces~ed May 21.J. 201 2 1. 

211 U.S. Government Accounti ng Ol'lice. Mili tary Base:,: Analysis or DOD"s Recommendation nnu 
Selecllon Proce~ <; J'or Closures and Realignme nts GAOfNS IAD-93- 1 73. by Churles A. Bowsher.~ ­
ltltp .//'' '~'' ·~kfcn~c !!P\'fhJuc/Jl'C~/Jl)9.1!!au.pdl" (a.:cc~scJ Jamwry 2-L 20 12). 



co-..t. (2) :-.uppon milit<u·y effcctivcnc..,.., by reducing competition for rewcr re:..ourcc~. 13) 

htHlH.?. and (5J he .;upponive or thl.'! inve..,tmcnt nccc-,-..ary lO lo-,tcr economic growth.~ 1 

Previou" BRAC round~ focu~ct.l on CONUS n.xommcndation.., ror h<N~ rcalignmem and 

clo...,urc-.. . In BRAC 1993. however, DOD annLHinccd 0\'Cr!-.ca:--. troop reductions Lhat 

c leared the way for considerations of OCO 1l 1S lllCatitm" h) the cummi:-.sion. DOD·.., 

ba"l' :-pending wou ld alr;;o dec line dramati ca lly a-: i t reduced lh<.: r~:plau.:mcn t vu lue by 35-

..tOik ll r ha..,c i nfra~tructu rc. 

During B RAC J993. D OD rccugnizcc.lthattiming wa-: the key ractnr affecting rhc 

community economic impact a:.:--.e..,:--.ment during B RAC' 1()91 . 000 determ ined that it 

could help economic growth hy -.;upponing the pri vate .... ector n:u-,e or ba'>c facilitic-, anti 

real c-.wtc . To aile' iatc the prob lem during RRAC ll)<JJ. DOD dcvclopct.l a' iable reu\C 

!-.trateg) . The f!lla l:-. ~ lf thi.., ... trateg) wen.~ to t:lo-.c ba .... c-. and make them avai I able for rcu:-.c 

quicl-.cr. promote n.:u:-,c uppurtunitic~ in cunjunctit)n with community effort:-.. and refncu-, 

the t radc~o !T-, hctwcen DOD needs and local community ncctl". Be~ide~ Federal 

a~~i.., t ance program!-. thal provided granb ro r advc r~e l y a!Tccu:d communi t ies. the 

SECDEf-' was given addi t ional authori ty by law tu (.k tcnninc the di<;po'>ilion or land and 

whether to -;ell or gi\ e it awa\. and to whom it -.houltl ~o.2' 
~ - ... 

DOD continued tn empha:-.i7.e the impnrtancc or en' ironmcntal cleanup a!-> not 

being a barrier. but'"' a part economic rccf'l\'C I") . Although DOD contributet.l internal 

n.~..,ourcc..,. additional funt.ling from Cnngrc"" and help frnm the Environmental Protection 

1\gency \\'ere required to acbie"e and -.u-.win a tle-.in.:d le'vcl or Cll\ ironmcntal reqorarion. 

'' ll ~ - lkranllll'nt 11J' fk!l'tN.~. R t t H C/o.• ttl "(' anti Rt'alll./lltttllltf<etJo rt. H ardt I Y\J3.1 

ltl l p //\\ \1 ,, dlk lh• "' '' \I IIJ.tL ""~"''"''""" 1 d l (<JI:l:l'''l'd J ~1nuar~ }-1 . .::!01:!1 
I lhid .. :'i. 
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ln coordination with other Cabinet agencies , DOD created a community economic 

redeve lopment fund to ass ist communities affected the most. Thi c; generated funds hy 

setting aside a port ion or the ncr savings gcu·nered by the ba~e realignments ami c l osure~. 

D1e Commi ~s ion submitted two additional points ror DOD to review. examine, 

and consider fo r future BRAC round~. First, the Commission reasoned there was not 

sufficicm time fo r it ro review maintenance depots and all potential inter-service 

poss ihililies. Secondly. there was not <; ufTi c..: icnttime for tbe Commi~sion to review 

ins.Lallations that ho~ted nonderen~e government ac t i v itie~ amlthc full net impact for 

h 
. . . .?~ 

l OSC aCl! V ILI C~. 

Bused on the Commission's review and analysis of DODs recommendation, the 

Commiss ion recommended lO the Presidenl that 130 bases he closed and 45 bases he 

realigned. The net sav ings projected for FY 1994-99 \.Vas approximate ly $7.43 billion. 

The estimated annual savings for the next twenty years wa~ S2.J3 bill ion annually.24 

! l Ibid. 
~ I u.s. Gtwcrnmcnl AcCIIUlll lng Ortice. M i litary Bases: A nalysis or ooo·s Rc~.:ommendatinn am( 

Selection Process for Closure& and Realignments GAO/NS \AD-~3- 1 7:\, by Charles A. Bowsher.'\. 
t tllp:fl,q\ \\ .dL I <..IN: !lll\ /hr adut•l ~1 1 119 .~!!at '-Pl!f ( at:cc:-.~L'd Janu~u·y 24. 20 12 ). 
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GAO Assc~::.mcnt 

UAO overall a.;;se.;;:<;cd the BRAC I <)l)J procc'\:-. a'\ generall y sound. llowcvcr. the 

recommendation~ and ~dectiun proccsc., were not without problems. In <~ome in.;;rance". 

GAO no ted that :-.ome !-.avings were over~ tated. hu t sti ll ~ub;.; tantial. Although the OSD 

plan provided guidance. G,\Q reponed that OSD was 1101 ac tively invo lved and lacked 

sulTicicnt ovcr'\ight during the ovcraiJ proccso.; for evaluating BRA(' 19<)3 

rectltrtmcnuations. Un l ike previou:-. BRAC munds. tbc Services were di rected hy DOD to 

look internal l y for exces~ depot maintenance capacity and tool-- ror opporlunitic~ ror joint 

depot maintenance. Unfonunatel y, ~L'- noted hy CAO. OSO mi!-.<..ed the. oppon uni1y 10 

conso lidate and clu-;c excess depo t maintenance fac il i tic-. due to a lack of sufficient 

lcader~hjp and int:rcasing St:rvicc parm.:hiaLi..,m. Another faikJ oppnrtun i1y occurrcJ 

beca use DOD diu not review cost n1N lel ou tru t!'-. leaving -.c vcral DOD ClllllfKlnents to 

over~l:..tte it::. ~avings estimate::. ~ ignil'it:~lll t ly. Sim.i.l arl y. DOD !)Uhjcctivcly approached 

and a~~c-..~ed the cumulative economic i;11pact. a~ oppo:-.ed to establi bing an ub~crvcd. 

me<.1surab le ;;lUndurd. 

GAO"-; as-;e-;scd the ·avy"s <;e lection procc-;" as be ing generally good h;.tscd on 

identifying and reducing exce-;<.. capac i ly in regards 10 their hase,, ~hipyards and uir 

~lati o ns. wl1ilc con:-.iclcring mi l i tary vH lue. Allllough tile ~aval AuJit Service va li lhtted 

!he Navy"' proce:-.s. the process es tablished anJ accep ted cenain as:-.umption:-.. thererorc 

some opportunities and savings '.vere mi<..seJ because they did not take inlLI •tccou nt 

altemate so lutiom, ror base~ not considered for real i gnment or closure. Tn another 

ins tance. the av y dncumcnted a hase·~ milila t-y va lue as medium. hut later 

recommcndccl it for c losure because of incurrcctly grouping it with lower mi I ilary value 



ha-;es. GAO concluded that the Army'~ propo!)ab were validated properly hy rhe Army 

Audit Agem;y and well documented. Shortcomings for the Army entailed making some 

recommendation'\ ha-;ed on the projected cnvironmcnwl cleanup CO~">L GAO noted that 

regardless of the environmental cleanup t:ost. DOD was re~pon..,ible for the co..,t when a 

base was considered for rcalignmenL. closure or ro remain in its original conriguration. 

The Air Force proposal lacked clarity and -.ound doeumemation in certain categories 

during the final <.,~ages of se lection rccommendations.25 

GAO noted that the Dercn~c Logistic., Agency (0LA) rec..:ummcndcd realignment 

anti clo-.ure-; ba,cd on co't as oppo~cd to military value. Although DLA documentation 

was found to be in good order. some error' were made in applying the DOD co"t and 

~aving::. model that resulted in overst:Jted ..,,lVings. GAO found rhc Defen'ie Information 

Sy-;tcms Agency (OJSA) documentation 10 he in good order and well documented. DlSA 

benefited from DOD corrections to the data accuracy problems \Vhich enabled them 10 

validate recommendarions .~6 

GJ\0 Recommendation 

GAO final commenrs found rhnt al though DOD bad made improvements to it!'l 

cost modeling proce''· opportuniLic~ for additional improvement cxi ted. As the GAO 

report stated: 

In addition. DOD hus not validated the accuracy of the hasic formulas that 
arc u~cd in the model. GAO'!> rcvi~ed estimule of the saving!'l !'lhow~ a 
reduct ion of' ahout 59-l.(l mi II ion from DOD's $12.8 bi II ion savings 

> U.S D~.: pa rlllll' nl o l Dl'l'cnso.:. Ba \e Clowre a/1( / Realif!.nmemReporr. March I CJV3. 1. 
http://\\ \\\\ .1.k ll n ,~,· . !!II\ /~radt.h1c,./ l 49 \Jt,J pd I ( <~Ci:C)t~cJ January 24 . :!0 1:! ). 

cb Ibid . '\. 
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e"l i mate ror I he major ba~c~ rl)r I he 20-year rclll rn-on-111\ e"tment period. 

GAO\ c-.,timatc did not include any g<n·ernment \Vide cu-.,t implicution-..2
., 

;\ I though rccomnH.:nded in the p~t ...,ltu con..,idc r o ther worldwide governmental agencies 

that intlucnccd co\t implications. DOD continued to limit CLl...,h <tnd -.,aving!-. ~n le l ) wi th in 

DOD. GAO al-..n recommended rhat the SECDEf- consider implementing fi\c act inn:-. tn 

impro\e future DOD pw<.:e-.~c:-. ''hen con-.,idcring ba;;;e reulignmcnh and clu...,ure ..... The 

Prncedurc-.. and mi le:-. tnne..., rM con:-.idc rin !! the clnsure and rcali ~nment!-. ur -,imilar - ~ 

military Service acti,ities: UJ develop a 'urponahle stamlard for mc:.Ntring <.:umul;.llivc 

economic impact: Hl impru'c data dncumcntatiun and nccuracy: and (51 indude 

government \\ide co"t implicali<,n:-. tl f clo~u rc and rc<lli gnmclll deci..., l tm..,. ~:-. Beside..; the 

rccc,mm~ndalinn s for SECDEf. GAO rccollllltcndcd thL' BRAC Contnti..,<.inn t.:o tt..,idcr 

annl:~aing. av) recn m111endatinn' where the ba:-.c n:<.:omnh:nJed r(, r clt,..,urc had a hi gher 

rated military value than one-.; recommendetlto remain tlpcn. In atlditinn. GAO 

rccomrm:ndt.::d that the Commi..,-;i cm rcquc..,t <.uppnrting informJtinn rrom the Air fDrcc in 

th o1-.c cu .... c~ where daltt does 11()1 align and adequately exp lain ha:-.c c.:a t cg~l ry rating. Gt\0 

acknowledge tltal ulthough the Army'.., prncc:-~ and procure<.. were \Vei l documented. the 

GAo·.., rcquc1-.l. DOD did not "ubllliLofTi<.:ial t:l'rnmcnh. hut rccci,cd informal feetlhad. 

from Ci t\ 0 commenting on ih rinding:-.. <.:o nc l u..,itm~ ~u1t.l rccorJHJtcnd<t tinns . .:·• 

lhHI.. 0 
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T he ~uccecding ~cction will di~cu~~ BRAC 1995. the fi nal of three rounds 

directed h) Prc~ident George Bush with a di cu<....,ion on cro-.-; -..ervicc function and 

porcnrial for future ·aving . 

BR/\C 1995 

l3RAC' 1995 is lhe last of the three biennial rev iew di rected by Pre:-.idem George 

Bu-..h und governed by the D efense Base <~nd Real ignment Ac t of 1990. BRAC 1995 also 

included maucrs for Congress to consider regarding conti nuing legislatu re to authorize 

further Commi~~ i on rev iew · and authori ze changes, as needed, to prior dec i ~ion!). The 

c.xccution ofBRAC 1995 was simi lar in e:<ccution to BRAC 199 1 and 1993: 

recommendation~ ~ere ha~ed on ~upponi n g the national goal-.. of maintainj ng mi l itary 

effccti\cnc"'· drawing clov.:n the force. reducing rhc defici t. and reinvesting in Ameril:a. 

The 1995 BRA(' round focu . ed on co-..1. mili lary value. mi..,!>ion ·upport, maintenance 

con~o,olidation and the cross-<;crvicc U'\C or common upport !'>ervice~. 10 The cro~:-, :-,ervice 

function focu:-. involved people from all Jcvcb of the organiLalion with different 

l'unctional expcrtbc working tow:.~rcl a common goal of greater efficiency in the deLivery 

or CO illl1l0 11 :-.upport :-.e rvices (see Figure 8). 

111 U.S Oepartmt:nt of Defense. 1/eadquaners am/ Support !\ern IIU'!i Joint Cm n -Sen ·ice Croup. 
SII/JIIIIlll"\ of Sdauon Process. hllp.//\\\~\\.tldcrN:.!!tl\lhiJ~/pJI/pt2_1_17~.u•lliJl. (aeecs~cd March 9. 
20 t 2>: The ~ecrc1nry of Defense establish:d the Headquarter~ and Supp<)n Acti\ nics Jom1 Cro-..o;-Scn 1cc 
< irnup t l 1<\A Jl'.SG J to address Ra e Reahgnrnent and Closure ( H RAC I 1111pl~t:a11ons for common huo;inc'>'· 
rda1ed luncllon ... and processes across the Department of Defen::.c. the Mrlitary Dcpanmcn1s. and Defense 
,tgem:lc., I he JCSG had no counterpart rn previous l3RAC round~ and therefore \\3., chargctl with tlelintng 
approprrate tunctron ... and suh-funcuon<; for analy-;i~. fhc JCSG had "IX mcmhcr' rcprc'ienting the four 
... en ICC!>. OSD. and the Jn1111 S1atl. Tn focus its analy1.c~. 1he HSA JCSG fmmctllhrcc •whgn1up<;: the 
Gcngraph1c Clu'itcrs and functtonal (GC&Fl Subgroup IAtr Force lcaJ ). the Mohilrtulion Suhgrnup 
(Mann~.: Corp<~ lend) nnd the Major AJmim\lration anu H~.:adyuancr' (MAH) Suhgroup (Navy lead). The 
Army tllclllhl' l cha1r!.!d the JCSG. 
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BRAC 1995 

FJ(; l 'RE X 

recommendation-; LO reduce the nati0n·, tkfcn'c infr:.t-.trucwrc '' hilc -.imulwneou .... ty 

mainLaintng opponunilie-. ror long-lcrm miltlary rcadine-. ..... BRAC 1995 al-.0 included 

n.:commendations rwm prcv i uu~ BRA C round-. 10 u-.c ccniricd dala lhat v .. ·as accurate and 

compktc to overcome concern~ about tile cnn~ i -. t e n cy <tnt! n.: l iahil ily. In add it ion. the 

Commi ...... ion focused on improv ing the Federal govcrn tl tcnl' -. pcrfunnancc in the area or 

convcr<.;ion and reu~e 0f mi li tarv in .... tal lalion .... . 

Ba-.cd 1111 prcvtnu' experience a t~d rc,ulh. DOD direl'lcd the BRAC 19l:>5 

(\lllllni,,ion to c\plmc opportunitic ... dunng the r~commcnda1ion pha-.c for cro~~-,en icc 

u-.,e l>f common -.up port :-.en icc .... Common -.upp('lrt '>Cr\ tee-., .. trca' to he con~ ide red \\·ere 

depot maintenance. lahoratorie'>. tc:-,t ami C\ aluation facilitic ..... undergraduate pik)t 

traini ng. amlmedi<.:al treatment 1''-lci li tie,. The Commi-. .... ion lk,ignatcd and chartered the 

.lnin t Crns-; Service Cirnup (JCSCI l to nnaly7c and ao.,..,c-.,s [)()I)'s potential for "hared 
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~erv ice~ . The JCSG assessed and made recommendations to the service for consideration 

hc.L-.ed on military value. functiomd value and infrastructure capacity. The services 

con~idereJ the recommendations in whole by implementing and modifying some and 

decEning other:-. because of a unique military value of a base and Service. In general. the 

JCSG was overall successful. '' 

The JCSG reduced cxce~s capacity and made recommendations for cross-

servicing in the fu ture. Additionally. the JCSG identified ami determined where joint or 

co llocated function.-. made functional and economic .... ense. 12 Tn general, the 

Commission ·..., process. in conjunction wi th the eight se lection criteria developed by DOD 

in 1991. remained unchanged. Additiona ll y, the Commi sion ·umrnaries of 

recommendations were provided in a different fo rmat from previous submittals with 

paragraphs entitled ''Secreta ry of Defcn. c Recommendations," "Secretmy of Defense 

Justification." <Uld "Community Concerns.'· Besides projected ~avings recommended by 

tile JCSG. the Services ancl DLA executed sLrategie~ that included closing major depot~ 

and/or shipyartls . The unique and complex logistical facilities of the Air Force offered 

significant, addi tional savings hy removing five air logistics centers and consolidating 

s ites for DLA storage acti vities. 

Based on the Commission' .-. review and analysis, Lbe Commiss ion recommended 

lo the Presidenllhat DOD close or realign 132 base~ in lhe United States. The net 

sav ing~ projected fo r FY 1996-200 I was approximately $7.43 bi ll ion. The projected net 

11 U.S. Government Accounting Office. Milttary Bases: Analysis of DOD's 1905 Process and 
Recommendatiou~ J'or Clo-;urcs <Lnu Realignrm:nts Gi\0/NS lAD-95-1 :n. by Charles A. Bowsh~.:r, 6. 
http:l/1~" \\ .L.k: li:u~t:. !!OI'fbrac/um:~fll)95 gao-2,p<.Jr (;.u.:ccsseu Ft:bruary I. 2012). 

.u U.S. D~.:pal1mcnt of Defense. Headquarters and Sueport ll.cth·ilies Joint Cross-Service Group. 
S11mmary ofSelecTirm Pnwes.1. hllp://w\\ \\ .Lkfen\t:.!W\/hraclpd1Jpt2 07 h~:l().pJf (acce.:;scd February l. 
20 12). 



<>avi ng~ over the nex t twen ty yea r~ wa~ approximHtc ly ~1~..+ billinn. w ith an annual 

~a\· ings of~ 1.8 bi ll ion once implcrnemed. 13RA C 1995 and the !'our pre,·iousl y approved 

BRAC programs closed and real ig.ncd 70 major hn..;cs and .'o.cvcr;J] hundred smaller 

fuci lirie-,. DOD infra\tructure wa:-. rcduL·cd by approxinwtely twent y-one percent 

( mea~ured b) replacement value}. T hi" rroduced al1ouL $6.0 hi ll ion in annual sav ing.., 

with a twenty year projcc tcd total :-.aving~ o r S57 h i Ilion . n 

GAO no ted that during B RAC 1995 DOD improved thei r CO">I and <..avin g.~ 

procel>-;. A lthough the procc:-.s was gencr;Jlly uunu. a~ DOD underwent -.uh~ Lallli al 

dov.,·nsi7ing in funding. personnel. and force -;trucLurc. commcn:-.uratc inl'ra.'o. trucLUrc 

red ucti ons were nnt achieved. Despite <iome progress in reducing exces..; inl'ra~Lructurc . it 

WU'> general l y rccogni7ed thai muc h C '\cc-.~ capacity W~lu ld remain after the IIJ95 BRA(' 

round. Tile mi l iLHry componcnt o.; unci JC'SG concu rred wi th G/\0 that Lhe BRAC 19l)5 

analy~i:. ~hould hau.: idcn ti t'icJ more cxcc~s capacity than w hat SECIJEF recommended. 

GAO identified a number of <.:Llll<.:e rn~ ahouL rhe JliTH.:cs .... that needed to be 

addressed by Congre">:-. and the Ct1111111i :-.~it1n to hcucr l'acilitalc future BI{AC round!-. . The 

attempt hy DOD to reduce exces\ capucity by cun~o lidating cro,-;-'lcrv icc dc poL 

maintenarice runcti on!-. and laboratory facilit ic.-, wa~ limi ted hy Lhc -.en' ice agreement~ 

be tween two or more Service!-.. T he Se 1Yicc~ reduced in fras tructure. but gained little 

1hn1ugh Lhe concept of crn-;s-sc rvici ng. Gt\0 noted that rhe DOD initiative to C"> tuhli ..,h 

the CS.J G wa.., "ound <Jnd '>tllnc inl'r<J:-.Lmcture in <.:Olli111 L) Il '>ll]l]ll1l't <lrcas li ke hn;;;pital' and 

<~ U.S. Ci1wernmen1 t\ ccnunti ng CJ!'I tcc. M i li t:1ry Ba~c~: t\n ;d! ~ j~ o l I)( Jl)' , ll)l);) Pn1c\! '-\ and 
Rcc1 lmmencl ~lllons fnr C losures ;1nd l { e ~JI i gn me 111 ~ (j !\! l/ N S I i\ IJ-lJ 5- I .\3. h: Chark-. t\ . (3 (1\\ :-;her. 
hUJ)//\1\1\1 lkfl'n,, . .,:,.\ i'l.lt'.l!·, II'I'..:.H' e.J.! (;u.:cc.,,cti i·L·hruar: I. ~() 1 ~ ). 



training facilitie!-1 were consolidated. Other simi lar work opportunitie!:t between two or 

more Service~ were not realized. GAO uescribed the CSJG focu~ as being too nan·ow 

and lacking the appropriate level of guidance andleaclero;;hip to execute and garner the 

savings anticipated by the cross-serving strategy. ~,.j 

GAO round the Services proccs~e-. were generall y sound. however each had 

tssues. In parLicular. whi le the Air Force·~ process improved, concern' centered on it '\ 

processes being large ly o.;uhjective and nor sulTicienLiy documented. As a rcstilr. the 

insufficient documentat ion or the Air Force·. process caused GAO to question its 

recommendation\ resulting in changes to preliminary base closing c. rimatc:-:.. Lalcr in the 

process. as a sugges tion by the CSJG, lhe Air Force relooked at some of its cross-service 

recommendations and fou nd thai the closing costs were much lower. Without input from 

the CSJG. the Air Force would have missed an opportunity LO reduce excess capacity and 

produce savings."' Tn another instance, GAO noted and commented that during the 

process, the Air Force recognized that it had excess capacity withi n its five maintenance 

depots and initially recommend closing two. but decidedlwter to realign the workload and 

continue to operate all five facilities. This was a result of the Air Force prematurely 

submitling recomruemlatioo~ based on incomplete data. Ultimately. their rccommcmled 

iopul!-1 were nol co~t cft"cc tive anu did not solve the problem or excess depot maintenance 

0 '6 capacny. 

Regarding the Navy. GAO noted that the Navy did not cons istently apply the 

DOD selec tion cri1eria. particu larl y when recommending exclusion for certain faci litic" 

clo!'l ure or realignment because or the potenlial economic impact. The exclusion of 

1
'
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certain facilitie~ v.-~1-.. ha-..~cl nn cnnccrn abou t the l o:--~ or civilian ro~ition~ during. the three 

prev ious BRAC round:-. and it~ cumula tive effect. ~ 7 

Regarding the Army. G/\0 noted th<lt the Army Llid not alwuy-. auhcrc tn ih 

plTH . .:c:-.s to n"se-.:-- and recommend in:--tallati on~ i n accordaJ1L'e w ith the DOD selec t ion 

criterion or milit,ll) value. For in:-:-t ancc. GAO ntHed that the Army y idded to the major 

command-; and -;cninr 1\rmy leade r~hip for recomrncnc.Jatiun:-. when Jccic.Jing what 

fac i l itie" were exce-;-, and of lnw military value. Again."' hen dctlTfll ining. the lcm;c 

racility recommendalinn. the .Army re lied on ih -..wtioning <.; trategy and i 1 ~ guidance to 

reduce Jea:-.e:-.. ln umHltcr in~wncc. the Army rcvcro.;ed a prcvi ou~ dec i!-.ion made during 

BRAC 199] tu conso liuatc alltac t ica l mi:-.~ik maintcn<Jncc <ll one lucaliLm - Lcllcrkcnny 

Army D epor. Then during the BRAC 1905 recomJncndation proce:o-\, the Army 

rcw mmended the work load he -..plit amongo.;t Letterkcnny A rm y D epm. Tobyhanna A rm y 

Depot nnd .1\ nni~ t t'l n Army lkpot. The recommendation wa.., counter to lhe pre,·ious 

recommendation to con-..olidate like runcti on-; :111cl maintenance. GAO concluded that 

although the Army con-. iJ~r~d additional raciliti~=-- for c lo~u rc and r~alignmcnt. it 

ultimutcl y re jec ted them due to opera tiona l nncl CO'-t considerati ons. 'X 

Gl\0 Rccummcnuatiun 

GAO concluded !hat c.llkr imp lcm~ntut i on. DOD's plan to reduce domestic ha-;es 

by 15 percent o r an amount at lca~t equal to the Lhrcc prev i () ll ~ ba:-e t:lo~ure rounu~ would 

!'all ~hurl. Because or the previously memioncd shortcoming' - insullicient 

uocument<H ion. unvalidated co\t ing a~o.;umptions. and not l'ull y adhering tu lhe approved 

I' JhiJ .. 7 
" lhid .. 7_1. 



DOD selection criterion - DOD's 1995 recommended list of base clos ure~ and 

realignments was projected to reduce infrastructure by only 7 percent.3
'
1 The SECDEF 

acknowledged lhe sbonl"a11 and slated Lhal add itional BRAC rounds wou ld be required to 

further reduce exce:-.s inJrastrucLUre sugge).ting Lhe need for additional BRAC rounds in 3 

to 4 ye~u·'· AJ-i a resu lt the U.S. National Security Strategy addressing challenges posed 

by inlernalional terro ri~m . the proliferation of weapons of mass de:-.truction, ungoverned 

areas. rogue states. and non-stale actors, Lhe next BRAC round did not happen until 

2005. --~ 0 

Both Lhe General Accounting Office and the Congressional Budget Office 

supported DOD's view thatlhe four previous BRAC rounds had proved. thus feu·, to 

produce a net savings of approximately $16.7 bi llion and the successfu l elimination of 

approxinuue ly 20 percent of DOD's infrastructure capacity that was idemiried as excess. 

''DOD has also reponed lhat the recurring savings beyond 2001 are approximately $6.6 

h.,, . . 11 ··-+I 1 w n annua y. 

The fina l -.ect ion or th is chapter wi ll discuss BRAC 2005 and an emphus is on 

jointness. Jointness is described as cross section :-.ervice cooperation in the military 

process to include re. earch. procurement nncl execution. 

BRAC 2005 

ln :-.p ile or repeated effort!) to gai.n congrcss.ional authorization for an audilional 

BRAC rounus. a decade pas~cd before DOD conducted its next BRAC round. Dramatic 

changes had occurred in the glohal <>ccurity environment with an increase of inrernational 

.l'l lbid .. g, 
111U.S . Department uf Dcft.:nsc. Base Closure and Realignment Report. Volume I . May 2005 . 

http;//\\'' \U.ldc ll~l:.cm/hrudpt.li/Vol I P;!!l-.U)OD l3R_b.[,ruff ( L~cccssctl Apri l 22. 2() 12). 
~ 1 U.S. Army. U.S. Ami\' Buse Reallgnmenl wul Closure Dil·ision( RRACD). 

h11p JJ,\\\\\' hqua .. Hill) .lll tl/m.<un/hradl'.t4.hi l ll~_pagl3RACRPll lld~ lJ.::l (acc~: o;;scd Jnnuary II.). 201~1. 



terrori-.m. prnl i tcration or \\'eapnn ... ol 111,1\\ lk-.truct il.)ll ( w MD ). and the ri<..l.' nr 110n--.tatc 

actor~. DOD rcponcu that prcviou-; RR AC' round:-. in 19X9. 19<.) I. l lJ93. ami 1 1)95 had 

sa \'etl hill ions nl' dol lar" on an annu ;tlr\~ClltTing bas i-. and rccluccd it-. domest ic 

infrastructure hy ahnut 20 percent of i t-. pl~mt rcpbccmcnt 'aluc. DOD al'>l, reponed that 

hundred~ of thou-.and-. o r unneeded acre.tge '" ith a'>-.uciatcd propcrt~ (plant., and 

faciliLie-.) were tran-.t'erred ILl other federal and non- federal enritic .... 

During thi " time, the national !)L'l'tt rit y en,·ironmcnt in America changed. The 

military hit'lc 'itructurc:-. from which fmc-:" were mganiLed. trained. equipped. and 

d~.!ployed pla}cu an import:ull role in cn.,u rin g mi..,<..inn cft'cctin:·ne.,., and eiTicienc). 
1 ~ A-.. 

Dr. Doroth) Robyn. Deputy Under SI:.CDF.F I ltNallation &. En\ ironmenl) -.t:.Hed before 

the Hou ... e Appropria ti on .... C'ommillec Subcommittee "in oruer for the military to maintain 

its preeminence. i1 must adju:-.t to new und cvn l vi ng thrcah. I t Jllll"t bL· able to adopt the 

the number of troop-. recruited. truined ;md pn-..itioned around the globe ... .)~ 

Pa'-1 13Kt\C rnund-. .-.c tYcd a:-. a p.lwerl'ulmunagcml'nL tnol for DOD to align ba~e 

structure w i th ftm.T <.;tntclllrc . /\s u mcw1s n f counterb<.dancing the cotllp le\ condition:-. 

cl'fccling till' 11Htillll<tl 'ICCU rit y posture and el1\ ironmcnr. rhc SEC'DEF and Ch;,ti rman or 

thl' Joint-.. Chid lll. Staff (CJC' ). in wmpliann: with the lnfra-;truclUrc Steering ( i roup 

( ISGJ. iniLiatcu the pron:ss 0) din.:dmg gcl.lgraphic comnaltlnt COillllHllldcr-.. tn prepare 

draft over-..ca" h;l\ing plans for their re<.;pcctivc areas of responsibility . The:-.c draft plan -.. 

'-U.S. DqlallllJ~· Ill o l Dd~:n-..: . 8 cl\ t Ch•''" ' tlllcl Rca /if<lllllc /11 N£'1'"1'1 \ Plumo: I. \la~ 2()(1~. 
!llli• \' · ,. I 1 n -" l11" ')c.l \ 1_1_1 1 I II' l>ll \t cili lact:l', , o:d \prd 22. 2111 21 

1 
D1 D111 olh~ l~ oh\ 11. !:>lu/1'1111'111 nf 0 1. /lc•rul/1\ I< ohm /)ct> l 1111f1'1 \I· ( /)/ I ( I ,\ I· J lk/oH lilt 

H olt\£.', \ IIJIIIII'IIII(/111/\ ( tii/1111/IICt ~llhUIIIIIIIIIIc 'l nil .\ltllltlll Cllll.\(rtl< 1111/1. I t'11 1'1111\ A//1111'\ 1111d N,/,llt d 

, \ t:Cillit:\.2. 11 ·'I '' 11" l•c- ll "II 11,1 I' 'Ill< 1\ 

llci.dl·L_I n l.ill.lllo•ll' and_j ll~llclll _ _j)l P·•r• llr' l~oll\11_ (,,1111 •n\ p< ta~.·n.•,:-o:J Apnl26. 
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directed hy the CJCS were a part nf a larger DOD interagency initiative entitled 

'·Integrated Global Presence and Basing Study" (lGPBS). The goal wa..-; to assess and 

determine requirements for long-term overseas force projection and basing needs. In 

addition to the study determining ~ ize, character, and location of long-term oversea!:> 

force~. it concluded that some force~ would return to the United States over a period or 

years. Unlike previou:-. BRAC round ·, directl y addressing overseas basing was nm 

viewed as a rnean'i for ac hieving savings, but was merely a byproduct. or the resullanL, of 

the direc ted acrinn or acti viry. 1
.t 

Besides lhe IGPBS assessment, DOD conducted an analysi in accordance with 

section 2912. or lhe BRAC statute 2005. to determine facility invcnLOry and whether it~ 

excess capacity warranted another BRAC round. Thi particular BRAC stature resulted 

in a comprchcn'ii ve world-wide inventory of miJita.ry .installation · ror each military 

department. witb speciJications as to lhe number and type or facilities in the act ive and 

I"C!:>Crvc force~ of each military departmenl.45 DOD compared the in ventory data for 1989 

base .loading requirement." with the projectecl2009 infrastructure requirements. The 

resu lts indicated that DOD would have an aggregate 24 percent of excess capacity. 

Neither report included an as cssment w determine the criti cality nor the rcJaLionsbip 

between panicular characted~tic!:> oJ specifi~.; bases and their relati ve milil<uy value. Two 

aoJ half year!-> or inteJl!:>C work by DOD. the Tnspector General. the Service audit agencies 

and GAO cert ified and validated the need for discussion to determine if an additional 

BRAC ro und was warranted. Based on the preliminary findings. the Secretary ce rtified 

11Cilngre'>ssinna l Rc~ean.:h St.:rvicc. U.S. Miliwry Oversea:- Ba:.ing:Ncw DL:vclopments and 
Oversight b~ uc~ fur Congrcs~. ll!lf!J6n\'\\ ru,.nrg/,gp/cr-,/n~t~edRLH I -IX.pdl (acct:ssed May 29, 2012 ). 

15U.S. Department nl" Defense. Report nn 2005 Ddenst.: Base Closure and Rculignmt:nl 
lmpkm.:nlatton. Volum.: !. 2. h11r://1' '' '' .dckn-.c.em/hradduc'.flt:gt'>05.pdJ (acct:s~ed Fi.:hruary -+. ~0 I~ ). 
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:::~n addit ional BRAC nntnd on M <u·ch 23, 200-l- .+1
' The 2005 13JV-\C nHmd focu<>cd un 

co l. military \aluc. m i~s i o n support, maintenam;t! consulitlatiun. cros"l-'\Cn icc runcti on 

unci joi ntncss ("lee figure <.J). --1 / Seven joint cros-.-serv icc team-. that included l.he 

development or nption" across common bu~inc<.,s-nricntcd function<>. -;uch as tncdica l 

services. "lUpply and smrage. ami admini."l trati ve acLi viLies. compun:d and l'Vu luatcd 

common service-. . .lointness abo encompassed joint \var fight ing. readine-.-. and training 

capahili tic'>. 

BRAC 2005 

FIGL'RE 9 

By con necti ng inf rast ructu re requirernenh to the Jcfcn<.,e "llratcgy. Cong.re'>s 

emphasized the need ror BRAC '2005 to eli min:11..:- exec"" ph y<.;ical cupDcity: the 

upcralion. sustainment and rccapital ilat ion of v.:hich di verts '>carcc rc..,nut-ceo.; from 

''' Ll .!\. (imernmt:nt /\l'cnu nt ing l >flir c . Mi l itar) lb.-,.:~ : An: d)~i'> of D< >I) ·., 2( H)) t>ron:~.., d lld 

I{ L'L'nmme nJaunn~ fnr (.'I( , ~LJ rL':. anJ Rl'al ignmenb (.it\< >-O:'i -7S). hy B;trr;. HnlnHlll. I . 

hi l l' t/\\ ~' \\ ~"" :!< ' PI, 'dliL'hL!, \I l ll"i ~.., ( an·e-;.~.:d Fchruary .22. 20 12 l. 
1
' Ll ~ c;,,, ernn11:.'11 l t\~·cuunttng tlfll ~·e . .\-l iliLar} Ba~c~ R..:a li e! n rn~· nt,.. and l'ln.,tti'L' '> : "L'.\ Fa..: lnr.., 

Cnnlnhu lmg 111 BR/\C 2()05 Re,u li -., . tiAl )- 12-5 1 ' I . hy Bnan J I cp11n•. A. 
h lll'.l/\\ \\\\· l!.t l ..!< \/('lthlt tll"( ' \1 I I '~ I' I ( ; tl'Cl''>:>L'd l\1 ;t} 2LJ. 20 12). 

-12 



defense capability.JH Congre~s directed two senior groups to oversee and operate the 

BRAC 2005 proce~s. Their goal was to reconfi gure the current infra trucrurc while 

m.aximizing both warfigbling capabi li ty and efGci ency (see FlGURE I 0 ).4'~ 

BRAC 2005 ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE 

SECDEF 

INFRASTRUCTURE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL {IEC} 
Chair: DEPSECDEF 

MEMBERSHIP: Service Secretaries; Chairman, JCS, Service Chie fs; a nd 
USD (AT&L) 

INFRASTRUCTURE STEERING GROUP {ISG) \?8? SEC 
Chair: USD (AT&L). SEC AIR 

,.---===~M~e;rn;b;e~;h;'p~: ~v,~ce;C;h~a,;rm;a;n,~J~~;; ;M;ill;ta;ry~D~e;pa;rt;m;e~nt~A~ss~ls;ta;nl~~==~~ NAVY ~-r--J Secretaries (I&E); Service Vice Chiefs; and DUSD (I&E) _FORCE 
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The first group. the Infrastructure Executi ve CounciJ (LEC), chaired by the Deputy 

Secretary had policymaking and oversight for BR AC.50 The second group, lnfrastn~cturc 

Steering Group (TSG ). was <;uhorclinare to the TEC and oversaw the joint cross-service 

analy~is or common business oriented functions. and ensured the in tegration of that 

proce~~ with the Mi litary Department~ and Defen~c Agencies. The ISO wa!-1 chaired by 

the Under Secretary oJ Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) (USD 

4~ U.S. D~partmcnL or D..:len~-oe . Buse Clo.l'ure and Realig11men1 Report. Volume I. May 2005. E- 1. 
lmr://''""" .Jden ... t:.!!ll ' '/brac/pJf!Vol I Part I DOD 13 RAC.pdf (accessed February II. 20 12). 

J l) !hill.. 14. 
o;n U.S. Arm). IJ.S. !lrmy Ba.l£' Nealignmenl und Clown• Di1•isimr (BRACD ). 

llnp://\1\l \\ hqd.1.~HI~ mtll<rv .. r m/hJ<t.:ltalJ.ltJmlrLl•lllnii~'IPil ql) (accessed January IX. 20 l2J. 



( ATL&L)l and was rc'>ron:-.ih le rnr r olicyrnaking and 0\'er'-.ight of rhc entire BR/\C :2005 

rroce:-.-.. ~ 1 The ISG n:t;tin~d the au tlwrity ~t nd rc . ..,pon..,ih ili ly ror dncluping anJ 

implementing operational policic .... and guidance nccc ...... ary lo conduct Lht: BRAC 2005 

an ttl y~ i "· 

BRAC 2005 wu:.. tb~ i'il'th cvolutton or the mo~t recent -;eric-, nr 8Ri\C errnrts. 

The RRAC' 2005 proces:-.: however. differed in a number wa: s from procedu re:-, 

established hy previous round-; and offered oppl'~ rtunity for more -.;uving:-. due LP cxces:-. 

capacit) and racilitics th<tt cxcecdccl the npprovccl !"nrc~_' '-tructurc. The primary changes 

rellecled congre:-.;:,ional lcgi:- lativt: requirement:-. and al tenttion.., to DOD analytical 

proce .... s de:-.igned tu capt un.: a more cohc:-,ivc and et1111prcltcn..,ivc oven icw or the DOD' s 

in fra1>tructurc inven tory. The fo ll<w; ing li-.t -;ummarites legislature change ... : 

( I ) The SF.C'DEF wao; required to provide a derai led rep<1rt with 
justification documents regarding. the need for an additional BRAC round. 

( 2) 1l1c force :-.true lure plan wou ld he haseJ on a 20-ycar threat as!'lcssmcnt 
<t:-> oppo..,ed to the 6-ycar threa t us..,c..,smcnt required durin~ earlier BRAC 
ro uml s . 

(.\) Authority tu pmcecd <.luring 13RAC 2005 wu.., contingent upnn 
SECDEF'-; ccrl il'ica lion that uddi tiunul BRAC intplcmentatinn was 
required and th;ll an annual net savings \\'0Uid he made fnr each or the 
Military Dcpartm~nt" nut later than 20 11 . 

Hl Mili tary va lue and o th~r :--c l t'cli~m criteria hud 11.1 be uudres-.;ed as 
opposed to the past execution when miliwry value wa.., the primar) 
Cllll:-.iderulion a,-, a lllatler of policy. 

15) i\ ninth memher wa:-. added Lo.l the Commission. 

(6) The Co111mission could add :tn in"lallation tu the SJ::.CDEF list of 
recommended clo .... urcs onl) it': ~e\.1:'11 ur the nine members ;Jgreed: at lea:-,t 
two Cummissinncr..; had to visi t the in-;w ll ation; and SECDEF lw.., i'iftcen 

~ 1 U.S. Derartmcnt ul· Dd~.: l hi.:. Bu.H Cf,_,ll/'1 and Nl'ulixlllll< 'lll R<'flllrl. Volume I. I\ I a~ 2005. E- 1. 
l lltp .//\\\\\\.ddclh~ .;'11\/ h llc pd11\,1 l_ l_ l ',ll l_I_J)()[)_i) i{ \( pdl I IH,: i,;i,;,-,-,.;d Fdll lllll') II. ~0121. 
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days to respond to as why it did not originally include the installation as a 
recom rncndation. 

(7) The Commis~ion was required to invite the SECDEF Lo testify in both 
open and closed hearings if the Commission proposed change to the 
SECDEF recommendations. 

(8) Key dares were adjusted for nominating members to the Deren~~ 
BRAC Commis~ion. 

(9) DOD authorized no-cost conveyance regarding implementation and 
rcu!:.C of an installation. bu t directed to ~eek l"air market value, as 
determined by the SECDEF (reduction up to I 00 percent of fa ir market 
value). 

( J 0) The SEC OF cou iLI authorize closure through privatization when 
rcconu11ended by the Comrnission and when it would be the most cost­
effective method of implementation. 

In addition to the legi-.;Jative changes, BRAC 2005 was the first BRAC round 

focu~ed on military fo rce tran~formation and infrastructure reduction. It was abo the 

only stand-alone GRAC round aurhori?.cd hy Congress as opposed to the SECDEF and 

was the only rou nd to form part or a worldwide defense infrastructure review. Finally, 

BRAC 2005 was the fir!:.l BRAC to impact the National Guard .significantly. 

Exce::.s infrastructure was defined a:-, fragmented. underusetl, or unused 

infrastructure that generated unwarranted and addi tiona! operational maintenance cost. 

BRAC 2005 was designed to be an opportunity to garner savings hy consol idating and 

sharing like functions. !')ervices and t'acilitie~. creating joint ness anu joint capabilities m. 

opposed to just ba~ic CO!:.t Culling. DOD conducted that .o.;electing the appropriate 

organization~ from two or more Services to share facilities in the right location could 

significantly improve combat effect iveness und reduce overall operating co<;ts. The 

inrended result was a capable and powerful militmy properly aligned and ba-.ed. Thus 



recognit.ing joint opporluniti~s to ach ieve ciTicicncy among activi tic:-. was u key goal 

during the cxccmion nf BR/\C 2005. 

A .. ddit iona ll y. and in ..;uppon of the DOD·~ long-rerm ~r rategic capah il itie~. the 

SECDEF initiated the 13RAC 2005 prm:c"" to rationaliLc DOD· .., ba-,c infra~ tru c t urc 

with in the Lni ted Slate:-.. ' 2 The proce'l'> wa:-. ue:-.ig.neu LD he ohjecti'vc. open. and /"air anu 

mca'lurcu again.;t eigh t criteria rhar were prc,·iously -.;uhjccrcd to hoth congre.-.,,ion:.~ l 

review :.~nu public cununcnl. The BRAC 200.5 '-.lratcgic f~1CLh wa-; to 'ltrengthen nnrit>nal 

.... ecuril) h) aligning LT.S. ha"c ..,tntctu t-c \Vith tile rorcc :-. tructut-c· needed lH'cr the next two 

decades. The SECDEF ~ ini ti al TIRAC planni ng !lltid:.~nce focthed on ri ve key ~oa l :-.: (I) 
~ '- ... 

transrorm the current and future force and its '-llppon S)Stem" to meet new threats: (2) 

cli ruinatc exl'e~" physict~l capaci ty: (3) r:ttionali7c the base inlr<l'\lnrcturc with rhc ne\v 

dcl'cnsc '1t ratcg}: Hl maximiLe buth warrighung capabili ty and ctlicicnL·y: and t.5l 

e.\alllim: opportunitic-. !'nr joint ac ti \ itic~. 

In aud itiun. the SECOEF recommended the fo ll mvin l! theme~ in relation lU the 
'-

long-term strutegic U.S. goab: 

(I) S"l'l'nrtj(m·e rransf(mnmion. Through technology enhancement'> and 
capabil.it ic~ restructuring. transform und align unih returning l'rnrn 
oversea-; intn requ ired and t:i.tpah lc training inf'ra-;rruc ture. Develop 
capubil itic~- ba~cJ Active and Re"crvc Army component:- hy combing 
'-liPP\ 11·t l'unct ion:-.. 

(2) Relwse .fiu·ce.\ to uddre.\.\ //f'lt ' 1/treut. stmtegy. und .fi)J'('t' fJI.ulc'clion 

('()/!('ems. To increu..,e combat power. enhLrnce -;ecurit y. and promote 
crticicncy. con~idcr placing di .... pcr:-.cd force' and uct i 'vi tic~ within the U.S. 
on mor~ secure, mi litary contrn llccl ..,ire~. Thr0ugh con~ol idatio n and 
reha:-.ing or l'nn:c.., and service..,. a :-.igni !'i c<tnl 'l<.tving:-, could he genera ted 
and rcal itcd. 

'·' lhtJ .. .\. In p "'"' \\ d,·f,·n-., ~· '' hr.tL·, pdl \ , l_l_l', 1 1_ I _I H H ~I ll< \( I'' I r ~tecc''L'd h :hnlll l') -1. 
~ ~~~ ~ ) . 



( 3) ConsolidaTe business-orie111ed support functions. In order lo capitalize 
on proven state-of-the-art business technologies and practices, consolidate 
~upp l y. maintenance. medical functions. and technical facilities. including 
research and cleveloprnem lahoratories to encourage better-focused 
inves tment strategies. 

(4) Prom01e joinT nnd Multi-Servict' basing. Create and e~tab li h a jo int 
training environment for key administrative function. and selected training 
missions to include ini tial pilot training for the new Joint Strike Fighter. 

(5) Achiel'e savings. The saving~ from restructuring support functions. 
reducing the number or suppOrt personnel and disposing of unneeded land 
and facilities wiiJ almos t equal tbe lOLa! savings of all previous BRAC 
rounds. Rc~truc.:turing support funclions will generate unprecedented 
sav ing~. The savings from the reduction of ..,upport per~onnel and disposal 
of land unci facilities are less predictable. DOD projected that BRAC 2005 
one-time cost to the total net present value. will realize two dollars in 
savings for every dollm in BRAC costs:~ ·' 

Ln addition to the recommended long-term strategic themes. the SECDEF 

recommcntletl seven overarchjng guiding principles for BRAC to lead the analytical 

proce~~ and assist Juring the development of scenarios during Lhe 1·ecommenclat ion and 

selec ti on phase: 

( I ) Recruit and Traill. DOD mu~ t attract, develop, and rewin active. 
reserve, civilian. and contractor personnel. Recruits must be highly 
ski lied, educated and have ucces::; to effective. eli ver()e , and supportable 
training facililie~ with current. expandable and joint interoperability to 
support advances in technology, doc trine and ractics. 

(2) Quality of L(j'e. DOD must provide a quality of life with appropriate 
I i vi ng standards for service members, Civi I ian<; and Famil y members with 
qua lity workplace that ~upporls recruitmem, learning, aml train.ing that 
enhances retention. 

(3 ) Organi-;.e. Ln order for DOD 10 meet and nH1tch the demands or the 
National Military Strategy, its rorce o;;tructure musr be organized, 
equipped, and properly ba...,ed. In an addition to proper ba~ing, DOD 
for<.:e~ require proper alignment of headquarters with other DOD 

'~ I bid .. 4. lllq)'//W\\\\ Lh.:f~.:no..c.~P\·/hradpdl!Vol I Pan I DOD BRAC.pdl (acccsst.: tl Febmary fl. 
201 2). 
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mgan i ;.ation~ to m:hil'vc l:!Teclivenc:-.'\, cllicicncic:-. and oppurtunitic !'or 

joint ba:-.ing. 

{...J. ) f:quifJ. DOD need~ to rl'luin. o r lll<t"c <.1\ailahlc cvaluatiun ca rabilitico., 

\Vilhin the private sector tP captu re rc"curch. clevc lopmc111. ncqui:-- i tinn , le'a 
and cvaJua1 ion capahili tie.., . By eiTecli,·e ly and eiTicientl) developing and 
placing superior Lechmllog)- in the bamb IJf the W<lrl'iglncr and through 
knowlcdgc-cnahled and net -centric W<lrfarc. cu rrent and fururc threats are 

identified and nddresscd. 

(5) SllflfJ/y, Serl'ice, ant! /Vluintuin . DOD llllhl be integrated ;1ncl 

respon-.i ve rn 0pcrational fo rce-,. in l1 ruer lu demon~trate the uhilit )- to 
provide ..,uppon in an agi.le and re..,pon-,i vc globa l national inuu'it rial 
ba..;ing environmen t. AL·ccss In logi :-. ti ca l and inclth1rial infrastructure 
cupahi li tie.., i.., critic;.d . 

I 6 l Oeeloy & r:mei~J) (Of)('rutiono!J. D OD must he -.,upportive of po-wer 
projection. rapid Llcpluyment. <nd cxpeditiuoary l'o rcc requirclllcnt:-- w ith 
rcacll -bm:k capabil it y : .... uswin the capabilit y to mobi l ize anu :--urge: and ro 
en..,ure ..,lrateg.ic rcdund<tnC). it mu<, l <..ccure inqallati \m:-. that are uptim:dl y 
located rm mis-,ion accolllplishmcn t. 

(7) lnrelligence. DOD must he ubk to prov ide prc:Jicti\·e amdysc:-. 
w arning 11f impt.:nding c risc..;. pcr:-.i:-.lcnl .'urvci li<lflCC of o ur 111(1'1[ critical 
target:-.. anJ achieve horiLun tal integra tion or nclwt, rk :.. and Jatabase:-. ll 
muo.,l pwvide the needed intelligence capah il itic" In -.,upporl the uticlna l 
rvl ' l' s ~J 1 nary . trategy. 

In audi tion to the SECDEF~ recommended theme:-- and princip le-., ror BRAC 

:2005. the Chairm<~n or the .J oint Chief ol' Sl<t ll recommended an additional ri\·e 

nh_iccrivc;; . T he five oh_jcct ive-; were: ( I ; better inregrarc acrivc and rc,crve unit <.;: (2) 

pu:-,iliun anJ mgani;.e ro rccs [()he ab le Ill act awund the gJuhc: (3) nwl-...c the mi li tary 

more ncxiblc anc..l agile: 1-1-l improve etHlpcration between mili tary :-,crvice hrandtc~ while 

t raining and righ ting: and (5) convert unnccJcJ capacity into warl'ighting capability . 

Phi lip W. Grone. who was Deputy l Jndcr Secretu ry for Del'en-.e. ln<-.tallarions & 

Envi ronment at rhar rime sta ted : 

'+ thid .. 19. l.!!! p IIIII'. d1 l , l l'l ~··1,h1.1, l'd r \1 I I l',111 I I Hi l l 1)1{ \{_ pd t racu.:~~ed h:hruar: 7. 
:0121. 
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As the nati on ·~ security cha llenge~ become more complex, our military 
mu~r become an increasingly agile and joint force dominant acro~s the full 
spectrum of operations. Installations urea critical component of capabil ity 
and with the ongoing global rcpo~itioning o!' !'orce.s; they must cominue to 
rrovide focused carahilities to generate the required combat power.55 

Tn add ition to rhe SECDEF's recommendation for rcajjgning lbe base ~u·u cture to 

meet po:-. t-Cold War force structure. the SECDEF challenged lhe re~pecti ve Services ro 

reconfigure t urrent infrastructure into one in which operation<.~! capaci ty maximized both 

warfighting capability and efficiency. Additionally, the SEC'DEF challenged the Service-; 

to look beyond its internul service boundaries for opportunity for greater joint activi ty. 

The SECDEF noted that wh ile unique functions may have cx i'\ted. he insisted there were 

functions common across rhe Service . The~e functi on~ were analyzed by categories. 

Category one activities. common bu~iness-oriented support fun~.: tion~. were analyzed by a 

joint c.: ro ·- 'CI'\IiCC th a t whic.:h reported their results through the TSG to the me. The 

second ca tegory, service unique functi on1>, was analyzed by the Military Depanments 

who reponed their resul ts dire~.:Liy to the lEC. The hase structure and force structure 

realignment sel the conditions for DOD lO e~ tab lish global force repos itioning through 

transformation of U.S. forces to meet the ch a ll enge~ of the 2 1' 1 Century. Besides the two 

categories. DOD developed and adopted a Business Plan process that provided an added 

benefit. It not only ensured a more efficient plan. bu t also created comlitions in which 

potentially problematic i:-.sues could be identified nnd resolved prior to implementation. 

'' Ph1hp W. Grtlnc (I.)U ' D lns tn ll at10n~ & Lnvironml!nl ). "2007 Defense lnstallurion!> S rm wgic 
P/t1n . .. p . .J.-5. available l'rom ~!.\.!.Dllwv. ~acq (l~nll /lddll\\ nluat!/DISP201l7 l111al.pu l lacceo;-;ccl Apnl 2o. 
20 12}. 



This W'-ls or particulur imponance where Cnmntissinn recommendation:-. reo.;ult~d in new 

methods of operation such as with "Joint Ba:-.ing." ~t> 

GAO's objcuivc:-. for a.;sc:-.sing IJR1\ C 2005 were 10 ( 1) determine ir DOD\ 

f11"0Pl's<li" achieved its '>l~tled BRAC goab. (2) cnnftrm DOLYs process rur developing 

rccomnlendniions were logical and reasoned. ;..tml (::\) idcmit·:v is..,ues w ith accL'mpanying 

rLTontmctH..Iaiions. Bccau..;e of rime con.srraint<... CiAO\ ability to examine the 

implementation deiUi l o., fu ll y was limi1cd.'~ 

DOD had Y<lr) ing o.,ucce..,, in achieving it.o., RRAC 200S go~t l'> (lr reducin~ C\CC->'"1 

infrastntc turc. athancing Iran:-.fornwtion. and promnting .ininl.ne""· DOD"...., BRAC 2005 

nurnhcr nf tTcommem.lationo., exceeded all prit1r round-; e<lmhincd. wi th many nf the 

lhi' was the lurgest BRAC round wi th equally l ~trgc pru jected o.;~ tving'> . must Lll" tile 

o.,:..tVings would re:-.ult from I 0 percent or the n.:comttlcndati t 'll'- . The c-.; timatcd uvcndl 

upi"ront cost wa:-. 52-J. hi ll ion wi th a limitation a~sociatcd v\·ith a proj~ctt:d saving'> or \50 

hillil>ll over a :?.0-yc:u period. The m~~jorit; nf the projected ~aving-., did not come from 

eliminating infnl-;truc ture. hut were associated \·Virh eliminating job" currently held by 

military prr!'>nnncl. The p l;111 aprct~rcd tn achieve sa\'ings thrnugh reducing endstrcngth 

''' Dr. Dorothy Roh) 11. Sllllt ' IIICIII of Or. /)nrotlll· Rnlll 11 Di'f' Ul/(lr•r SI:"C /)f: I (I & l:.) Uc;Jcm !Itt 

fln lllt· i \(l(lm(lriu ll•ill' Ci •nllllitft·c !·iuhu nllllllllc't' I 'll Mdilun Cn n.llmctwll. I <'II'IW/.1 . \.ftwr.\ and N£'111/c cl 
J\genl·in.::!. lt i!J'"' lJ I' ' ''('lttltt'll' lith' _,1\ t !'""'" lld,, tl\1 1 l __ _ i\ttl< ''"\ \ _ 
_ ( k ll lhL_IthLtl l,lll• tl,_. t!ld_( lt\ 11 • II I II,JII __ (lt_ ( )iloltll~_ ( <o• l t.\tl __ [,q tllt<'ll\ ('dl !<t~<.: C'-'- t.: d t\pnl:!(l. 

21!1 :2). 
'i U.S. Ctt~,·rnutt: lll At.:L'Uili11Ht )! Ot'lic,•. i\ldllar~ H~ht.:•..: An:tl y-..a' ttf I)()J) " ~ 2005 Proc~:'" :n1d 

R~ctiiTllll l' nJalll>ll '> 1(11· Clt"tu·c.., and Rt::tltgnnh.:r l' CiA( 1-05 -7!\.'i. h_,. HatT) HtJimun. I. 
lttt p tr,, ,, '~·"'-=' p!t• IIlLI •l• \ll it' :--.., ( :t,Tt:'":d F.:hruar; 22. 20121. 



level~. but DOD'~ plan entailed reas~i gning po~iti o ns to other area~. which may enhance 

capahilitiec; but alc;o limi ted dollar -;avings avai lable for other u cs.ss 

Some recommenclalinn.'-. represented nttemrts to foster joinlness and 

tran-,formation, for example. es tab li shing joinLtraining for the Joint Strike Fighter. 

Progress was limited bet.:ause ul' ulat.:k or understanding and agreement on various 

tran:-.formation options. DOD developed 77 drart transformationaJ options to constitute a 

minimum anaJylit:al rrarnework for both groups to utili ze throughout the se lection 

proce~s. The draft options were never formally approved. because of disagreemen t~ and 

lack of acceptance hy the Services and OSD. Although not approved. the analytical 

teams ~onsidered these options throughout the BRAC recommendation selection process. 

The determination criteria l'or fin~! recommendation to the SECDEF was a consolidated 

am.i comprehensive infrastructure analysis that examined a wide range of optio n~ for 

stationing and supporting forces and fu nctions, rather than just reducing capacity. Bmh 

the Militury Departments and the joint cross-service analytical teams reviewed and 

endorsed recommendations submitted from the fEC. Borh the Mili rary Department and 

joint cros~-service amdytical teams could consider additiona l options. bur could nol 

mollify or di-,m.is~ wi thout approval from lhe IEC. 

In addition, many of the decisions reflected consolidations within, rather than 

ncroo;;o;; the Service-;. DOD's process for conducting its analysis was logical, we ll ­

documented ant.l placed slmog emphas is un data. which was appropri ately tempered by 

military judgmenl. The mi litury Services and ~even joint cross-service groups focu~ed on 

common business-oriented funct ions and analyti cal approaches for respective areas. The 

'~ I hid .. I. DlJp//~\ ''" .g_:hl g1 ,,fpn •diiL'h/CI ·\ li-O:i-7X:i (at:ct:<.~cJ Fdmwry l1. 2012 ). 

51 



requiring certified data input" anJ then checking the plllCC...,..., Bccllu"c DOD 

ret:llllllllcndcd an unprecedented ~.;_~7 clo-..urc and rcal1gnmcnt :1cti\lll' ac1w .. .., tl1e country. 

hinneu into 222 indl\ iJual rcct'mmcndatlnlh. CiAO I~1L'thcd mmc on c' aluating major 

GAO identified impleml:nt:tlilln ~~r t1pcr;uiunitl j-.;..,uc..., that warrunlctl l"urthcr 

att entinn hy the ('(lmmi~o,s i on. ln sun1c in-,tann:-.. L·lo.-.un: or rcctl1 gnrm:nt :tc Li on tlwt w~ t 'i 

Ci t\0 Recnrnmenda ti on 

T he GAO rccnmmenJed that the SECDEf take appropria te '-.lt:p.., to e .... tahlish ~~ 

meun ~o, !"or truc k ing i tnd llj1datinu :-.i.l v in us est ima tcs cnncernin !..'. indi vi dual 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

1 \~L'O illlllcndati l) n-... They alo.;o rccommcndcJ DOD place cmplw"i" on .... :\\ ings related tn 

tilL· mnrc traditinn.tl rea lignmen t and ciP...,u rc ill'llllll " a-. t'PPt'"etlto the newly adopted 

DOD cnncurrcd \\ith Gt-\0\ rccnmmcndati1lll <~nd '>llh...,t:quently issued 

guidance nn HR,\C 2005 lmplcmcnta til•n Phtnn1ng 111 the Sccretarie .... nf the \l ilitar~ 

Dcpartllll'lll" and lllhcr .... in September and (ktohcr td 2005. ··unlike in prior RRAC 

,., I h11l. . I . 
, ,, lhld. 



round.;;, thm guidance required the Military Departments to c;ubmit business p lans Lhat 

addressed the implemcotation L)r eacb BRAC 2005 recommendation ror which they had 

responsibility. to OSD in its BRAC over~ight role.''61 These plans included upcluted 

co. t and sav ings esrirnares with updates every six months suhmi tted to OSD. 

'" lhiJ. 



CHAPTER 3: JO I ~T BAS I~(; lNITIA TJVE 

1n Y!arch or 200-J.. St::CDL~ I- Ruln..,fcld ~cn iJ"icd DOD'" rcpon "uhmit ted to 

Co1wres" acknov .. leu~in!! the need for tile ~k~:-.urc or rcali~nmcnt ur add itiunal111i li turv 
'- ..... '-- - ~ 

in..,tallatinn:-. and that an additional B R/\ C round wou ld create annu:J I net '><.t\ing'> f"or each 

of the mi li tary dcparl rnen t~ .' A.., "l:tlcd c;~ r l icr. the 2005 RRAC Act ca lled for rt:duc ing 

C'<Cl''>!-> inl"ra-.truclllre. ath ancing tran:-.l'lHI11ati~n1. and prom~lling joi ntnc:-.<.,. Tu obtain 

Trun:-.fn rm;Hinn both within individual \ervice~ and among :-.en i~e.., through joint 

ini tia tiYc-< \VU:-. cri t ic~illt' ... urpon ing the national -;ccu riry :-.lratcgy. During un interviev.: in 

2005. R:t) llll)tltl DuBoio.,. Deputy l l ndl'r~cnl'Lary of Dcl'cn"c fur ln-. talla tio lh and 

En• ironment. :-.aid that B R /\C :2005 \\-a:-, rnuch higger than :-imply :-aving lllunGy. " I I" we 

were 10 approach BR ;\C rrum ..,imply a h,,.,ing or an infra..,tructure foDiprin l- rcal property 

a:-.<.,e ... <..ment pnint or\ ievv. it V\-OU !d he ... impli:-.tic ;md ineffective. We lllll"t appro:.!Ch 

13R;\C l'rorn <.1 wur l' i !lhtin~. mi-.;..,inn-oricnted Jloinl nl' vicw."2 
~ ~ 

In mder tn execute B R/\C 2005 ami a<; ment ioned 1n the prcviDu<.., chapter, the 

Tltc lnfra~tn1cturc Exccuti\c Counc il (I EC'l. clw ircd by the DLISD. wa:-. the po l icy mak~r 

am.l o versi ght hmly J'or the ent i re B R1\ C 2005 pnK·co.,o.,. The o.,uhordinatc 1nl'ra-,tructurc 

Steering Grnup t iSG ). cha ired by Lhe US D t ;\ T&L) uver..,aw juint cros:-.- -.;erv icc analy'ii<.., 

nl COJ11111()11 hu:-.illC<,\ oricn tCU funcl inn-. ;..~nd Cll\LIJ'C'-, the integration of that proce:-.~ wi th 

I U.!-> . lkr:trllllt'lllllf lkr.:n,l'. l<1 'f1 11 1'/ l<(:fllili111 hr \'n 1/( 11/ :!LJ/2 u f !Ill l><' fl'l/11' fld li ' C/o ~/1/'( ' rlllr! 

!<tulig lllll l'l/1. II I fl( / Yt)() (/\ (/J/1(' 1/d(·d !lirnll t.; ll 1!11' N cllillll ril /)(•!i lilt '. \llfhc • ri~urion ·\ I r /i iiFilc (1/ l'cll r :!OO.i. 
~ . I lip, 11 11 " ,1, I n- ~I , " . .1, · • • " I "'~ 1, 111' cil 1 a.:,·,•,,ed h.•hr u;~ r:- 2(1 , ~0 12 1 

' (; il\' t'rtlllll'lll h.t~c·ut i l l' . "i'\t'\1 lb ... t' u, .... i n.:; f{tHind II i ll :tillllt> Crt'dll' .loinl htc•dilk'' ··· I. 
ltii p \• .•. 1 ~ • , ' ' , " t .1 1 ' , Ill!' II "''I " , ,,,,,,n_, un-1 ti l 11 1 1 t' '· ' ' J""' 
l.1. d 111" 1 ..::•11,~ (:tc·~·.:,,.:d h.:hrllal') 2) . 2012! 



rhe Milirary Department:-. and Defense Agency. As a means to achieving greater joint 

activity and to build upon prior BRAC analysi~ that considered runctiom. on a service-by-

s~rvicc basis, BRAC 2005 analyzed functions and common serv ices across rhe services 

on a joint basis. The Military Departments execured rhcir duties with relat ively linlc 

change in re lation to previou::. BRAC rou nds. However, the joint cro~s-scrvi<.;e team, 

being newly organized as result of umicipated ~avings for jointness, offered something 

completely different from previous BRAC rounds. 

There was u joim cross-.:;ervice group for each of the following seven functions 

(depicted in FIGURE 10): Education and Training (E&T). Headquarters and Support 

Adivities ( H&SA). Industrial Activities ( L Dl.lntelligence (iNTEL). Medical Support 

(MED) Supply and Storage (S&S). and Technical (TECH). Each function had a 

chairman empowered to formula te their own recommendations for SECDEF review. ln 

thi s round of BRAC, the joint cross-service groups had established a greater breadth of 

execution than BRAC 1995. A':-. an example. Philip Grone, Deputy Undersecretary of 

Defense for Installations and Environment snid. "So rather than looking at. as we did in 

J 995, depot maintenance in this round or BRA C. we're looking at all of the industrial 

activities of the dcpurlmcnr on a joint basis.''3 

BRAC 2005 coosisteu or over I ,200 alternati ves and aJkr an exhau Live 

examination, the SECDEF forwarded 222 recommendation~ to the BRAC Commission 

for its review. rn one key initiative, the Headquarter. and Suppott Acri vitie':-. Joinl Crosi> 

Service Group developed BRAC recommendation# 146 calling for consolidating 26 

separate components militmy installations into 12 Joint Ba!->CS in order to reduce 

1 U.S. Depar11nen r uf Defen~c. News. Crn111?: BNA C 2005 Jmportanr j()/' Muny Rea.wn~. by 
Samantha L. Qt~~glc.:y. I. http://Ww\~· .th:h: n 'I.! . !.!OV/Nn\ -./:-.Jcw~Artrck.,t~px '!ID=.-; 1+\.-1 (ac~.:e~:-.~d Fdwuary CJ. 
?Jl I?!. 
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in .... tallat ion .... .... uppo11 cu:-.1 whi le -., imultancousl:y imprl)ving -.;e rvice:-, tu the mi l itary.
4 

The 

joint ha-. ing ini tiati ve w a<, an u pportuni ty ttl cn.:a t ~ the condi tio n" tnr more cnn<, i -., tent and 

cffcc ri vc del ivery or ilblall ation '>L1ppurl. Join t ha .... in~ cntaih:J the t.:DilSD iidati lln t)f !Wt) 

or nw rc in-.;t<t llations nl' dilTcren1 Service<> inrn one hasc rhat ;.;hare a comnw n hounJary or 

are clo"e to each other. Once '>t:rvicc:-. \\'l'rc consnl idatcd to nne hasc. the -, uppon 

fu nc tion\" ere co mbined ami uperated by a " in!!k Serv ice. T hi :-:. ~u gt!c -, tcd an 

opptl rllllli ty 10 harveq '\LI\'i llg\ hy CO il'>t)l idaling and '-baring li ke l'uncl inn<., . ..;cn :icC<., anJ 

i'<tcil itie ..... crcatingjllintne-; <, and cap~thili r i c-, "" oppo-;ed 10 a ;.;i mplc Ct'-.r-cu uing: e:< erci-.;e. 

Implementati on Guidance U BIG inn 22 January 200~ authm iting the t \V() plw-;cd 

approach. Ph ~N~ I identified ll\ c Jo int Ba:-.c' that would reach initial uperatio n<tl 

capabi li ty 1 IOC ) nn J I January 2000 and full t'1pcr:ltionnl capahi li ry ( FOC) on I Ocwher 

2009. Phn-.e 2 idenrificd \even Join t Ba:-.cs t iHll would rench IOC on .\ I .J anuarv 2010 and 

FOC' on I O c.: tnhcr 20 l 0 . 

Till' ro llowing tahle depicts the .Jo inl Bct 'i i ng evo lution. T he 1-ir .... t co lumn 

idcnliJ'ic-., th t.: i n~ t alla t iu rb prior tn jl)ill t ha .... c cun~o lida t ion . T he :-.ccnnJ C11lumn 

re presents j o in t bas ing cunsu li d ~ttion und t ile l'inal Clllu mn rcprc'icnts the l e~td Service 

I ). Figure I I iden tif'ic.-. lhc actuallocaLio n.., ~~ r the j nint h:.N.~ ... . 

1\\'a\ rt<: ,\, n~ . D<:put~ L1ndl't SL't: rl' lary ' ol D~:klht:. Stm1 111r 111 hdi1rl' 1/lc Su /11 111/llllii!I'L "" :\l ili1an 
C n 11.1/,.tH / 1111/, l 'd 1 IWJ ; \ {jl/1(.1 uwll<cla!t't! .-\gn 11 11 1 o/11/1 · 1-l fiU.Yt , \ fl{lrueriu/t(•/1\ Ci •ll1111illct'. I . t\pn l 2000. 
hrrp '' '"' ''-lJ ,.,,J11ul" '"'""'·old 1111,_t1-i '''" J··.l t ; II.'L'I.'"L'd Mard t I. 20 121. 



Fort Lewis/McCbord AFB 

Anacostia Annex/Bo lling 
AFB 

NAB Little Creek-S 
NS Pearl Harbor/Hickam 

AFB 
Navy Base Guam/Andersen 

AFB 
Andrews AFB/NAF 

Wa!)hi ton 

NWS Charleston 
E lmendo rf AFB!Fort 

Richardson 
McGuire AFB/NAES 

Lakehurst 
Lackland AFB/Randolpb 

AFB 

Joint Base Lewis-McChord 

Joint Base r - Henderson Hall 

Joint Base Anacostia- Bo llin 

Jo int Base LittJe Creek-Sto 

Joint Ba. e Pearl Harbo r-Hickam 

Marianar.; 
Jo int Ba e Andrews - Naval Air Fac ility 

Wasbi rJ 

Joint Base Charleston 

Jo int Base Elmendorf - Richardson 

Joint Base McGuire - Dix - Lakehurst 
Joint Base Lackland - Sam .Houston -

Randol 

TABLE 1 

F and .Joint B3Sas Chell on If><> WS<> n;;m>c>S b<>low to V><>W tnfotm.;,uon f()f v<>c/1 tJ.Y..-. 

FIGURE 11 
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AIR FORCE 

ATR FORCE 
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The Services c.xprt'o;;sccl ct;ncern rhm when um!rnls or il'i llperating and :-.uppon 

funclinn-. for their in:-.taiL.llion \\'Crc Lran~rcrrct.l Ln anuthcr SL'fVice. rc:tring. (I ll illlpncl 10 

primary mi-;c.;ion readine-.-., . In particular. the) were concernet.l LhaL a Jcci-.iLlll -wou ld he 

made tl tat wuu ld inadvertently reduce "li Jlpnrl and qunli1y nt .;cn ·icc. There wu;; al-.;o 

concern thut 1hc variou~ Service cu lture~ unJ cntphasi., un tJ ti ,..,:-.iun Ia""-" W\\uld ncgati,·c ly 

impacr qualiry of li fe und family support prog r:m1:-.. The expected rc!-.ultanl wa:-. the 

cslabli-.;ltlttCn t of tl DOD-wide rramcwork for programming. Lk livery. and i..I:-.-.C'\SinCllt or 

:til t~'-pCch L)r installatinn support w be knU\\·11 a-. Cumnw n lkliwry nf ln-;ral lut ion 

Support (COIS ).1 
The Juint13a~ing lnitiuti \'l' Guid:mcl..' (J81G) n.:~ul<ttcd Lhh disp:trity h)' 

providing detailed in.'.tall :tlion .,uppdrt l'ttnctiun definiti on'-> . n.:yuircrncnh. l'ratncwurb. 

dutic" and rcspn n-., ihili!ie-.. amnng th~ Joint Ha ... e participat ing organ i7ati on-.. . The CD IS 

purpllSe w~L'\ ll1 provide <t t.:qui:-.ition. management. re~uurcing <llltl de l i very of inc.;ral lnrion 

auditiLlll. DOD dirct:ll'd CDIS to pmvide cun~ i :.tc rll high '>landanh in ~ll PI Klrt ul' rile 

warfightcr rui ::-.~ i on b) tile tllU':-1 dl'cctivl.' ;tnd ciTickm r nc<m~ U\ailabk. 

Be:-. ide..; the CD IS. C(lllllllon Our put Lt:' t'l Standard-.. (COLS ) were uc\'c lnpcd h) 

DOD and appr<'ved by the Installation Capabilities Council. The'->e prov itk:d ~~ t:l111lllHlll 

ll\.ltput or perrorm am:c lc\'CI ror eaclt C.\rcctet.lle\·e l or rn:-. tuiL.uion ... uppon. Allhuugh the 

DOD prnpo:-.al directed tlwnpov, er "av ing .... it WH'> the Cmlltlli-..~.,inn that q arcd manpO\\·Cr 

.saving .., would no1 he di rected. ln:-. leml. the munrowcr rcqui rcmcm-.; were derived rrom 

"t.andard manp(1\Vcr and runcliL1nal anal y-.; i., studies . and Cl1upcrat.ivc joint determinations 

· John H P~:lr,nn . r\undn: Pi g/;!...:..:. Rid1:1•·d Ki td l L' n ~ . .l11m1 Hm111 ~ : Tltt Frrlrlrr• uf MililtTri· /Ja,l illg 
(/ ,. a 1-ru !t·d 1- lfll rilll<'lll ' I I . 1 d, ' • 11 '• 1 -, 111 I \t Ill 11 11 " I c \I' \I' I I~..., J I \\ "_, •!-
ll~·f,lnt_lla,tn.:,_lli_lllilt~_,,l_\ltl,t.ll.\_ll,lll_:_,,_,_llllld_I-.J''''''''"' l•~o. I' 11 1 I 



between the nllcctcd installations. '• Effons arc still ongoing. The COLS framework was 

based on a DOD-wide common framework of definitions. outputs, output performance 

metric~. and cost drivers. The framework se rved as a basis for developing COLS for 

each funct ion of insLall aLit'n ..;uppurL and as we ll as service-wide capabiLiLie!->-based 

planning models for all installation support functions al projected joint bases. As 

appropri ate, C'OLS were tiercel to provide options for managing risk. 

The COLS were aligned along 10 Functional Working Groups (FWG ). with more 

Lban40 Like l'unc ti ~)n a l areas and 139 suh-funcrion". The l'inal product consisLed or '267 

joint base service-level standards: 7 The I I FWG~ were: 

20 11. 

( I ) Command Suppon. Safety. pubJic affairs . .legal. inspector general. 
procurement, chaplai n. hi story, financial management 

(2) Community Services. Morale, we lf<ue & recreation , youth 
programs. family services. lodging operation 

(3) Environmental Services. 
conservation. restoration 

Compliance, pollution prevention. 

(4) Faci li ties. Utilities, peM control , custodial & refuse co llection. 
ground - & pavement maintenance, real property lease~. management 
& engineering 

(5) Pi re & Emergency Service~. Fire depamnent. emergence response 
o;;ervices. readiness (crisis response) 

(o) Hou!-.ing. F;.~mil y housing, dormitory management 

(7) Human Resources. Military personneL management analysis 

(8) Information Technology. rr ~en1 ice_ 

(9) Logistics. Supply, munitions. Jauncb·y , vehicle opera ti ons. food 
servrccs 

tt lnrervJcw wtth Jane Goldberg. Office of the Secretary of Dcfcn~e Basing Office. Cktohcr 14. 

7 U.:i. Depanment nl' Defense. News. Boses GeT Nell' Nnmrs in Ri!alixnmt!nl. Lbu D<tnicl I. 
ltll J l l/\\\\\\ .u~kn~c.gl"llll:\\~/nc\\,ariJck.uo;rx.' tJ=5X-1511 (accessed M41rch 9. 20 12). 
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! 101 Opcr;~tiPn<~l Mi~~iun \)cn' icc-.;. Airf"icld opcr<r t iun~. ~ mall <U~Ill, & 
firing range' 

( I I l Securi ty Service' (milita ry p~)lit:c) . Law cn l"orccmcn l. phy~ical 
~ccurit:y. i n..,wllatil11l pn1rcctinns 

The DEPShCDJ~]- cha rt ered the Joint Management Ovcr,ight Structure (.IM OS) 

to ha"c overall rc-;pon:-.ihi l it~ rnr Jcve luprncnt. ar1mwal und cu 11tpli~111t:c or the Joint Base 

Tvlemorandum nt' ,:-\g rccmcnt ( ~~OA ). Tile HvlOS C0111pl1:-.ilion included the nRAC :2005 

lnfra:-.tructurc Steering Group ( ISGl. ln:-it:tllatinn Capnh il itie~ Cl)Lfth:iii iC'C) and Sen ior 

Joi nt Bao..,ing WLllling Grlllfj) tSJBWCi ). wlticlt wa-; led by the DL'SD ( l&Ll. hsucs 

rai-;cd !'rom the JPinL Ba:-.c hlnctjonal Gmup . .., N installation .... were l'iltercJ venica ll ) 

through the Jnint Base Partnership Councrl !.lBPC). lnlennedia te Cllmnwnd Sumllli t 

( ICS). and Sen inr ln -.ta ll ation Management Cirllup (S I~Ci) ll) th~ ICC.'! The purpo:-.c l)r 

the .\'lOA wa:- to provide an cquituhle ha:--i' for conflict rcst)lutiun-; and rc-;\1urcc 

<lilocation hc l wccn the C1'11lPOllcnts ill ;.r .I oint Ra,c. It wa..; exp~T lcd that I Itt: Joint 13a:-.ing 

Initiative \\'llllld pnwidc h\lrh comrnnn <.;[<liHianls <tlld tile t1 f1f1ll rlllflit y r\)r till' Serv ict:'> tu 

~Air Educ:\1 11'11 and T:u·rning <..'t.lllHnaJJd. 1\ halt.\ Jui111 Uu1111<.: .' I. 

hi ll' 1 \\ ·' ' , 1, 11 llld lrlr 11\ 1• IIIli• 1 ·Ill· 111 k\ .1 ' l' ra,'\.'L'~:-.c d ~J.m:h 1) . ~() I ~l. 
'I L1 S. Dcparlml.'nl ol l kll.'n~L' . Dt• len'L' l'rn:trrL'IIlt'nL L'llll), lf1 L'~~ Cunil'rcnt.:l.'. S:111dr;l R11~:-.. l ·chruar: 

2(1 10. L Iiiii · '\1\~li'!.Ll~!.!h. _ _.!_!~ l l ,, lil• c l>lll.\~nlll l ' l c,clll .i ll• 11 __ I I IJl'i I{ 'Jld l faCl.'L'">SL'll 
;\larch 1. ~(l l ~ 1: J,linl \-lanageml.'lll I >wrs1ght Stru,·llii.L' Srruuurc t.:~ t ah l i~h..:d !'or ~.· ach .h•rnl Ba~c thai j.., 

n:~r• •lhlhll.' lnr dcvl.' l<' f111l l'l11, ~iflprn\al and ,.,,mp lla n~.·,· u l rh~.· JpJnt Ba~L' ;>.1( );\and pru\ Ilk a hus1..., l ur 
\.'tlllllaillc cnnllrcl II.''>Piutrnn and re~<llll'l'L' a l l~>t.':Cil>n hL'I\\etn the Comp1 lllC I1t!> al ;1 .1111111 lla:-.L'. I CC~~ 

SJB\\·(i - lh.: ICC ' :-. J'lllliary rnk '' tn llh'r't.'l' ,!nl'lopment ;111d implcmc nra11on ul DoD l n~t:J II allo n 
Suppnn pnllc:~ and r~.·~t • h· L' dJ),f'llk' ' lin ln~tall;rllnn Snpport hL'l \\l!l'll DuD ..:o 1 11 1 HHIL' Ill~ SlMli Con~''! of 
thl' -,ernor rl.'pre,ent;lliH'" PI the· .\ l rllt;t r~ Dcp:lflillC III" l lh lallatton i\lana~erueul c lr~antLallun:-. . 'fhl' ~roup 
rt.:\ic"' Jninr Ba,c: i-..-.,u~·, and l l'"1h c' a n ~ l(LIC'-Ii~tn' th;lt art p;l~'cd lromthc ICS _ ,\1-.,p make.-.. .lnrnr 
llu-,in~ Jllllicy rel'<11111l1Cild : IIHII~'> rnrh,· ICC. IL'!\ - I he ,ummll h;h rqwc~cnl;l llnn tn1111 rh l.' Compnnl.'nl 

i1hl:1llatinn r narwgcm~.·nr L'l'hL'h'll Jmmcdurcl) :thO\c thL· Jornl B<N· llrqallatton~: charrnJ b: tht.: ~upportrn~ 
Compuncnl. .1 B I'( · - ( 'har red h~ 1 he J o 1111 B aw L'n rnmanJ,·r. the: I.' nunc II ·, pn mar) miL' J<; lll unpleme nc 
.lninl lla~~.· gurtl<tncL'. lie ha:-. rhc aurh111 ir : antl l\''-pnn~JbiiH: lnr L'lkL'Lr vd: u'rll.!! a\·~uluhll' rc,uurLT\ lnr 
pl;mni ng. ur_gan11 1 n~ ,hrcct lng. cuonl1n:t1 ing and c<• lltrP IIlng lhl' dclt' cr~ nl Jn,l.lllatron Suppmt n~ d<.' l;nlrJ 
in rhc ~I< lA . .IB I:\V(i - I he I·W(; Jl l lllt;tl\ role'' to dctatltht (11'111.'1.'~' Hicon't drdatrnn lnr caeh l'unl'tlt111 
1'111 1 h~.: jHII po.">t" of de' L' l11p1 11 ]:! rite opti mul nrg:uu;allll lh . 



optimize installation management by developing efficient methods of in tallation support 

throughout the 000.10 

GAO AssessmeDt 

Based on a broad definition ofj oint activity. the GAO determined DOD's 

recommendations made progress fos teringjoint activity among the military Services. 

DOD's definition fo r joint activity included consolidat ing some training functions within 

the ::.an1c military Services and i.:Ollm:ating like organizations and functions on rhe <;ame 

in~lallation. The definition al-;o encompassed moving some organizations or runctions 

closer to installutiom. in order to runhcr opportunities for joilll training. Overall progre~s 

was achieved: however, GAO found other ins tances where DOD adopted a Service-

centric 'iolution even though the joint cross-service groups proposed a joint scenario. For 

example, a sizeable "avings was projected in regards to the initial joint training for the 

Joint St rike Fighter. hut progress varied and many decisions ren ected consolidations 

. . I . d I .,. s . II wH 1111, an not aero . .. , r 1e 1111 nary erv1ces. 

GAO's objectives for assessing BRAC 2005 were to ( I) determine if DOD\ 

proposals acbieveu its ~latccl BRAC goals, (2) confirm DOD's process for developing 

recommemlation~ were logical anJ rcasoncu. and (3) iden tify issue!:> with accompanying 

recommendation!:>. 12 The a~sessmenL also included the Conuni!:>~ion · · rccommendat ion 

that the DOD estab li sh 12 joint hase.s hy consolidating rhe manugemenl and support or 26 

separate cornponenrs mili tary in'itallations, potentially saving $2.3 hi Ilion over 20 yeurs. 

10 
( Jlli<.:c of Deputy U mkr S~:crctary td. Dcfi:n:-.e. Tn·eh·e Dtt[ltlrlntent t~/ Dti en 1e lnsltlllmions 

l?f tl l'lil·flll Opuational Cupahility in Sltf'fHlr/ of t he ./oint B"sing Progm111. l. 
ht1p://\\'\\ \\.acq.n~d.nul/ti.'IIP J n 1 ha ... Jn!! lJP-~!!11.: ... hunl ( acc~:~setl Fdwuury 29. 20 12). 

11 U.S. Govemmenl Aecoun1mg Oi'lice. Mili1ary Ba:-.l!s: Analy~ i" or DOD·, 2005 . election Procc-;s 
<Jlld Ren lmmenda1ions f<H·I3asc Closures ~1ml Rea l1g:nmcn 1 ~. hyBarry W. Holmun . Gi\O-Oi-7X5. 
liovernment Accoun1ing < >llice. Wnsh1ngtnn. D.C.. ht1p.//\~W\\ g;.JP.gn\/prouu~.:1'./Gi\0-05-7~5 (act.:esscLI 
/\pnl 2.\. 2012 ). 

I ' . - ll11ll. 
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Durin~ the BRJ\C 2005 i nau~ural hcmi nu in IVlav nf 2005. G;\0 '"'"" a"ked w addre:-.s: .... .._ ..... -

( I ) Lhe ~Lalli~ or impkmcnt i n~ recnmmcndatiun ... from j1J'C\ iuth BR,\C mund-.. (2) DOD\ 

C\J1CCliHi o n-; for the 2005 BRJ\C round. and t~l the :.tn:.tl ytica l rramcwork for the 2005 

BfV~C mund.
11 

DOD indic<t t~d :tntl Gi~O general I ~ etgr~·cd llw t recumm~nlb l io n . .., frnm the 

previouo.; £3Ri'\C round'> were implemenLed wi thin lhc required "ix-year period and 

ackno\\ lcdg.eJ tha t property t r~ln,Jer" ma; 1~1ke longe r. The resu lt-; e"l imatcd a rcuuction 

in infnt'>ll'UC(UI'C h) 2() rcrccn1. \\ hich W:)U Jd h i l\'l~ freed llj) t1h<1UI <)()percen t of the 

unneeded BRAC pwpnt~ :tvai labk for rcu~o,c . It was also nntt:d Lll~t t mu~ t ur tile 

... urrounding C(l lllmunitic:-. impac ted hy BR1\ C 2005 were faring \\ell wmp:trcu with 

average U.S. rate' rnr unemployment and incPme growth. l3RJ\C 2005 "'a' executed <.b 

prcviou ... mu nd-, wi1h I he nnrnwl cmphm.i'> nn elimin(H ing unneeded infrH..,truclurc and 

achieving cn:-. t -.,m·ings. Howe\'er. BR;\ C 2005 differed .-..li f!ht ly from prcviou:-, rounth 

w i1 1l an add i tional \!lll]Jha:-.i -. on reduci nt, rhe l i.S. footprint ovcr-.ca-. and effons ro further 

. . I . I ·1· . t-t .l ntnl 1a:-,tn12 LtlllCillf! l1c 1111 nary :-,ervtcc .... 

DOD hegan "ending OUI a '-C:J'ie'- ur joint h~t'>e implemenlalillll guidance in 

Janu<~ry 200~ l<l c~,tahlish cumnwnjnint ha-;ing Jcfini 1ion" and -..tanJard ... for in:-.lalla lillll 

:-.urpon. The guidance inl' luJcd :.;upp()J'I area ... l·or ni rfi\! ld npcnttinn:-.. grounds 

mainrcnancc. cth rndial '-CI'\ icc-;. and child and youth progmn1--. There vvcrc a total or ~7 

supp~lJ't area. DOD urriciah dcc larcu tha t tile :-. tandard-., rcprc:-.cnlcJ lhl' '-l!J'\' icc IC\'Cb 

1 
L'.S. CJov~rntllL' lll Acci'Uilllll.!! C ll'l'tL'C . .\I ti ll a r~ l~a--~ Clt"urc : < )h.,ct' attonun Prill!. antl Current 

BRA(' Rountl". h) Barr~\'!..,' _ H1,Jman . Ci .. \0 ()).(,[ .. t,l,p'L'rntiiL'lll kL'tHtllll t tg t)JJ'icc . \V;t-,lu nc:tun. D.C .. 
l uq·,· .,, " '·_::1"_: '' ' jilt"lttct ., , \ ! 1 , , ~. t • l 1 t,•crc,,cd March II . 20 12 1. 
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needed to meet mi. sion m1d personnel requirements in accordance with DOD policies and 

guithmce. commercial slandmds, other redcral agency gu idance. and military judgment. 1 ~ 

GAO noted that i:1.1lhough DOD made significant effort to ensure installation 

suppon wa~ delivered to the planned joint ba.-,c!-1, the 2005 Defense Ba!-.e Closure and 

Realignment Commi~sion had forecasted that cost would increase above the cosr of 

-;upport provided by the scparace ino;;tallations before cunsoliuatioo. There were two 

primary reason~ why this cost was expected to increase. The prima_ry reason J'or Lbe 

anLicipaled co~t increa~e wa~ DOD requiring the joint bases to deliver installation support 

in accordance with the new COLS. At many installation!->. the Base Opcr:.llions Service!-> 

( BOS) bud not adcyuutely funded in~talblion suppor1 to meet DOD st:mdards. 

Additional cost \vould he incurred gett ing the Services to meet standards. The COLS 

required :.til Services and the joint buses to rece ive the same level and quality o f service. 

During a vi-..it to nine joint hn.ses. GAO' compmison of 40 ~elected standards ro the 

service l eve l ~ cu rrently provided indicmed that on average service leveL would h:lve to 

increase to meet the standards in about '2.7 percent of the areas compared. l<l 

Secondly. GAO noted that ll1e loss of <>ervite in~titutional knowledge would have 

an immediate impact depending on how the Service ' approached implemenlingjoinl 

basing. As a re~ult. both additional aurninistrati ve costs and tl1e los~ of some existing 

in~tullarion support effic.iencies would hamper the reaLization for ini>tant expected cost 

savings. Thi'i wa:-. expected to improve over time a'> indicated by GAO 09-3.36 statement 

1' U.S. Ciovemmcnt Act:llUnling Oflicc. Dd~n.-;c lnfraslruc lurc. DOD NccJs to Pcrudi~.:al l y R~.:vicw 
.Suppnn S1antlnnh and Costs at Joint Base~ and Beller Inform Congrc~s o f hlcili ty Sustainment Funding 
Usc..;. by Bn;1n .J. Lcpnrc. GA0-09-336, Government Accou ming Offit:c. Washington. D.C.. 
l! llQ.//w\\ \\. ~ml . !ltl\ /proJ liLh!GAO-OlJ :1 lh (accessed March t 0. 20 12 ). 

1
'' Ibid. 
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rrom 30 Murch 200l): ".'\l lh\lugh DOD nllicinl ... !->[<lfCd th; tt the i nCI'ea<;eu ~upporl COS['-, i..il 

Lhe joint ha~e~ m ighti1L' al ka~L partial l y L)ll..,c l over 1 irnc a.., experience i" ga ined and new 

e lliciencic~ ure tt.lentii'icd and adopted. i t i.-.. unclear whet her jninl bil-..ing \.vi ii rc-..u l t in 

C i ;\ 0 Recommend at i1.111 

11ccau..;c mo-..L PI" the -..a\ i ng~ ''ere reduction~ in mil itary and civilian manpmvcr <~::> 

npJKl\Cd to inl'ra:-. tructure redttctinn:-.. Cii\0 recom mended lhal the DOD i'ocu:-. on tracking 

prnpo-.al~. hul ccrt<tin linti tatiun::- a::-::-oc i ated "'ith the rn:.~~nituJL' ll i. Lht! -.,a, ing:-. p rC1jCL~ Tcci 

by DOD \~ere a-.~uciatcd \\' i lh cl iminaLi llC! job-.. cmrcntl) held b) militar) pcrsunnd. 

l lnfo nunately. rather than reducing cnd -.., trength . ">pace-; were rea;-;-;igm:d lll c nll•tncc 

C<tpahtlity: and thh eli minnted p1Hent ial o.,aving..,. 1
' 

GAO '>Lated that in order !'o r DOD tu n:ali;c it " ult inwtc <.,av ing\. rhcy -;hpuld 

include ( I I transitilHl p i<lllning to m inimi;e tl te ach eN'! imp<tCL" on npcralilllls and 

implementa ti on of approved I'CCOI1111lcllllaliOI1S anJ anlicipatcJ \CI\· ing\: ( ~) plun-.. [(l 

adL'LJUHLe ly l und 1:11\ inl l lllle ii L~d rco., Lu ratiLH1 to l':Xpt:di tc pwpcrty: and (4 1 a..,.., i .., t <~nce to 

lo~in g: ami ):w ining Cl'ntmunities. and \llh~r l'edc:ral agency communitic-., allcc teu by 

BR/\C recommemlatiun-.. Sotne propt)~ed acLion:-. repre-.ented juitllnc-.:-.. bu t cllt1r 1 ~ 

varied and m<tn y recnmmenda1inn~ tended ll) l'n.-;lerjo inLne-..o., hy tl)n-..oliJating t'unc tion:-. 

wirh in ruther than acn1"" mil ttary Scr\'icc<;. 

1 lhul. 
1' U S. Ci01 ..:rrr l l ll' l ll ! \l<:llll l ll l ll,!.! ()fli..:c. ~ l ri 1 L:try l3a'~o:'-. ( )h,nntl ln ll ' on D< )l)'' ~()();\ Jia,c: 

RL·ulr~rllllcnl and C l•"url' Se ll' l ' li<lll Prlll'l':-.'- and Rl't.:rlllliHt:nd:tlHIJl,_ h~· lh\'lu \Valk..: r. I.\, ,\() 05 -lJ05. 
( in\ l'rlllll l ' lll t\ecuu nting Oll'iee. \\' a-.l ll ll .!! IOII . [) C . I IIIJ' , ''·~'· • : " J,; •• l (' I •.I l k I I ' \1.1 '' ''~ I I' . (al'ct:~~ed 
t\Ludt 14.201 2 1. 



CONCLUSION 

Yhe U. S. is a/ a slmlegic turning point qfier a der·ode r~(war and ll •illtransition 

to a mwller and leaner. hut agile . .flexible, ready and technologiml ad,•ancedjoint force. 

-PRESIDE:'-lT BARACK OBAMA. :Hiuual J)t.!f.::n~<' Strat.::gy. MAY 2010 

In conclu~i on and a~ ~ tatcd earlier. the question i~ iJ the BRAC process is really 

~aving taxpayer dollar~ or mislead ing the American public into thinking rhat at the end of 

the clay. reduced infrastructure equals savings? The intent of the l3RAC proce sis to 

reorganize DOD'.., base ~Lructurc to more efficiently <md effecti vely ~upport U.S. forces. 

increase operational readine:-.s and facilitate new w<tys o f doing husine1,s. This is a 

foundational concept that s upport~ our national interest and security. The Base 

Realignment and Closure process is nested with the U.S. National Security Strategy by 

ensuring defense insta ll ations and fac ilitie arc in tbe right place. ar the right time. with 

the right qualitieo.., and capacitic. in order to support the national security. BRAC focuses 

on the Militm·y pillar ;mtl note:, that if the foundation is not ~o uncJ , Lhen the foundation as 

a whole is not sound (see Figure J 2). 
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rcinvcs t th~ ~'' " in~-. into program:-. tl wt ~nhanc~ -.~curity cnpahi li lic:-- and qu ~dity or life 

for mi l itary force-... 1 DOD indi ca te~ . and GAO cnncurs. that rccnrnmctHiat i l)ll'> f rom the 

rm.·,·itHI..., BRA(' rou nd~ were impkrnent~d wi th in the re4uircd .... ix-ycar pcriml. rcqdting 

in c~tiuwtcd rctluctit1fl 111 inrra-.tn ll' turc hy 20 percent. making :thnut l)() percent pr the 

unneeded 13Rt'\C pn.1pcny :wailahk l"or rcu .... c. Suh .... tantial flL't '-.aving~.; Ll r apprnximatd) 

~29 billion have heen re~tli;ed. ~ /I.' 13R:\C progrc-.,..,cd. each n'unJ added an additiomu 

leve l tlr l'tllllplc\i l y thar "''"l" impacted h) a dec li ning budget (-.ee Figure 1.\ 1. 

PRE·BRAC 1960's BRAC 1989 BRAC 1991 

BRAC 1993 BRAC 1995 BRAC 2005 

FIC;tJH.E U 

1L.\. D~runn~~.:· nt \d lkt'~n :-.L' . BN.\ C. Hm( R( ult,:.;nnll'nl wul u,.,un· :l005. 
U!.tD..Jll~ \\\.d,(Lil L' .::' \ ' I ,IL I.ILJ'tllo[ Iil i i~~ l<tCl'~'~l.:d :\pni2(J. 2() 12!. 

~l .. \ . (;<.1\<.:rnm.:nl ;\,·,;puntin _~! Olf1c<.:. 1\ l i li t<~r: 13~t~c Ch·~ urL· : ()b,L' f\<tlltlll Pll 1-'n!'r ~1 11d Cun\~ i\1 
l3R \( Rtllllhi~. b~ Barr~ \V Ht• lm:ln (i.'\( l 05 ()1 -J..liu\~' l'lllllc nl A•:l'~>llllllll<! ( ll'li..:t'. \\'a,hln~lon. I) C.. 
hip'' \1\\\ _ '" -"' PI• du,t I' \ 11 •1:' hi I l<tc,·c~:-L·d ,\Lii'L'h II . 201~ l. 



Allbaugh the BRAC proccs~ saved taxpayer~ money. below <.ue major points Lhat are 

wort h restuting. 

In Chapter One, the moti vation for BR.AC was a result of action~ taken by 

SECDEF McNamara during the 1960s and the perceived method in which he developed 

the selection criteria. Under di rection of President Kennedy, SECDEF McNamara 

devdoped ~election criteria wi thin Office or the Secre tary of Defense (OSD). with 

minimal con~ultation witJ1 the Militw·y Service~ or the Congrcss. 1 The Congre~s had not 

anticipated the broad ex tent of' lhc~c actions. With very few e.x.ccption.s. the Congrcs~ 

viewed the cloo;;ure actions negati ve ly. In response, Congress passed legislation to ensure 

they would be included in future DOD base-closure programs. Twenty yew·s pm;:-.ed 

between the SECDEF McNamara eru and when Congress could agree on an approach 

and criteria for the execution ofBRAC. lL was during President Reagan·s Administration 

that ll1e Pres ident' s Pri vate Sector Survey on Cost Control (The Grace Commission) 

repon Jound Lhat savings could be made in the ba c strucrurc and recommended rhat a 

non-parli--.an, independent Curnm.i!:>~iun be eslablisbed lo ::. tLJdy the base-closure issue in a 

less cort rrained process and suhmit a lisL of closures. 

Chapter Two concluded that the general execution of all previous BRAC round~ 

were successful. bur cer1ain discrepancies and errore;; warranted addi tional attention. 

Although BRAC 19g9 focu~ccl on mili rary value and mission supporr. nored 

<.liscrepancie!> um.l errors were a resull or utili zing old data . double counting square 

foo tage for some facilitie:- and inaccurately reporting acreage thal resu lted in over~taling 

savings esrimatcs. GAO concl uded that with a lack of an effecti ve management control 

I U.S. Ol!partmenl or Defense. BaH! Realiglmmelll5 and Closures. Rf!pon nf' rheDlJell .\ 1! SeCTf'fllr) 'I 
Cpnmmi.l inll. Dt't'CIIIher 1 CJ8X. 7. hll p://\\ \\ \\ . Jden~l." . !!.n\ /hradt.l l ll..~/ llJXX pd r ( tH.:l:l:\::.CI.l March 20. 20 12). 
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pruc~durc :-. and aLight time conqminr. c.1ndit inn-. were ripe tn e:-.whli;.,h an environment 

that wuuld yie ld data 1..' JTOI' '> ~111d inan :ura tl: 1..'\ lilllill ~:- . 

BRAC 109 1 \Va .... cxccuted generally in the .... a!llc manner a-. BRAC 1 ~89 and 

rucuscd t111 miliwry \'tt luc. mi..;..;ion -.uppllrl <llld C0'\1. The l lJ01 rPLIJKI echued ..;omc or the 

same concern-. a" BRAC 19~<) with in~ulli c i~..· rll dHd i nnccurutl..' .... upporling dllt:umcntation 

Mc1dcl. dc-. ignccl ' '" <Ill analytical tpnlt11 L'a lcu lat c the U''-~ · -.,aving..;. and return on 

irl\c"uncnt. \\' <t'> n.' \·iscd dming RRAC l lJ1) 1. i t \\ <h nnr prope rl y u-.ed hy the Service:-. 

BRAC 1993 J'ncu-.ctl un rni l i tary \alul..' . mi .-.:-.i on :-. uppnrt. L'lbt Hlld nwintcnancc 

Ser vice' hcc<lll"e n t' their inabilit y tn generate '>UITicienl leader-;hip Ln (l \'Crcorn~ Ser vice 

paruchi;di-.nl..,. A ddit ion;d ly. GAO rccnmrnc ndcd that the SE( 'I)FF c\ccutc ri ve acti o n-; 

10 impnwc t·uturc ha:-.c L'l n..;urc and rcalrgnmcnt reco mmendatio n..;: 11 t rmprove OSD\ 

improve data docurnc.:: nt ation ~tnu <tl'c uracy: ~tnu ( .5 ) include gu' ~: rnmcnt v. ide cu.-.t 

impl icatiun-; llr L' losure and re<rli gnrnent <k ci;-, iDn-.;. 1 

BRA C l l)l)5 I'lK:u:-.e d l lll milit<tr) 'aluc . mi :-.:- i llll :-uppu rt. L' ll~l. nw intL·rwncc 

cnn:-,() lidari nn and the cm!-t~-M:' I'\ · i cc u ~c nf cnmmn n -;upporr .... en ices. B RJ\C I 995 w~r.., 

nnr <h su cce :-. ~ .. Jul a-. RRAC I 993 in term .... ol' redu cing inl'nhtnt~.:t urc and gained linlc 

inl'r<l-.lnrc tu r·c by 15 p~ rt.'L'Ill. but <1 :-. rc~u llll l. in..;ulliL·icnl dlll'l1111CilWii t1n, un,·;tlidatcd 

1 l.l .\ . Gu\l.:rrllllL' Il l , \ ~o: uJHil l i ng Olli <..: ~: . 1\ l li i lar~ B~l'L'' . .'\rw ly 'i~ 1d f)()f) ' , R~.:~.:nrnm.: ndu li t>ll •rnd 
.S.: ii.'I..' II I H1 l'rrrl'L'~' l'r 1r (' ), Nrr.:~ and R.:al i !2111l l r:n h. C .-'\ ( l/NS I i\ D-9 .~ - 1 7 '1 . h\ Ch<1rk' . \ . Br 1\\ ~hr: r . (J. 

lllp .'',\' ,kknL_ hio~col "- 1'11•_·.1 1ol1 (acn.:~'cd .lanu ; rl ~ · 2 1 l . 21J l 2r . 



co~ting a!'>SumpLion~ and not fully adhering to the DOD selection criteria, DOD's 1995 

rccommemlcd list of base closures and re<JJignments was projected to reduce 

infru~-> tructure hy onl y 7 percent. Additionall y. GAO noted the shortfalls were a result of 

joint cross-service groups focus being too narrow and lacking the appropri ate level of 

guidance and leadership lo execute and garner sav ings anticipated by the cro~s-servic ing 

o.; Lrategy. Because of the shortfall of the DOD goal, the SECDEF suggested lhe oeed for 

addi tional BRAC rounds in 3 or -+ years. Ten years would pa~s before the next BRAC 

BRAC 2005 focused on mi litary value. mission support, cost. maintenance 

consolidation. Lhe cro:-.s-service use of common support services unci joint basing. This 

was the largest BRAC round with the projected equa ll y large savings. GAO identified 

i.mplcmcntution unci operational issue-; that warranted further attention by the 

Commission. One instance was an ac tion that was acknowledged by both the Services 

ami joint cross-service group as having a potential fur ~ignilicant savings. but wa~ later 

revised hy the senior DOD leadership during the selec tion proces!'>. Others applied to 

assumptions and inconsistencies in developing certain cost savings estimates. lengthy 

payback pe ri ods. or potential impacts on affected communities.5 GAOs final comments 

1datcd to the SECDEF taking appropriate steps lo establish means for tracking and 

updating savings e~timate~ cum.:erning recommendation~. 

Chapter Three, Joint Basing Initi ative. briefly described the ~ucces~es achieved 

during the BRAC 2005 round that made rmgress foo:;leringjoint activity among the 

military se rvices. AIU10ugh the Joint Basing Initiative made both economical and 

~ U.S. Go\t.:rnmcnl Acc:nut tting Ol'ricc. Mi litary Ra~c~: Ana l y~ i '> of ooo·._ 2005 Schxtinn Process 
:111<.1 Ru~..:nmnh.:mlatiP I1\ l\1r Bu\c Closure:-. anti RL~alignmenls. by Burry W . Hnlman. Gi\0-05-7X5. 
Gl\\'~o:rnmcn l Acwuntin!' Offi~.:c. Wa-;llingwn. D.C .. l!!Lp.//ww\\ .l!at>.l!<•,·fnrl•Ulll.:I'../U/\0-0)-]:>{5 (acces~~:u 

Ft~hruary D. 2012 ). 
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functional scn..;e, two pri111ary 1\~a~\)11"> ctn ticipated an initi~il co~ t incrL'a'>t: I\' pmviue u 

ba~eline of services. Tlk' primary rea-.l)ll Wll!-. that the Ba-.c Operatiun:-. Scrviu:" (130Sl 

h<td 11l1l prcvinu-; ly l'undcd in;,tallation -;uppml in the 'Ull\lUilh lll'Cdcd tO 111CCt 11C\V 

<.,tanclard~. The COLS n.:quircu tltc Scr\ln:~ amljoint ba~c:-. to rccci\'c the ... amc lc,·cl ur 

"wndnrd and quality 11r o.;crvicc. Sccnnuly. Cit\0 noted that the lu"" nr Sen icc 

instiLUl iPn<tl 1-.nowlcdgc "vnuld ha,·c an inm1cdiatc impm:t depending. l)ll huv. lhc 

Service< apprOHL'hcd impkmcntingj l1int ha..,ing. A~ a rc-..ull. bl1lh additiPnul 

:tt.lmini:-,tratiw co-.h and the h1s-.. of' -.onte c\i-;ting iJNallation -..upp()rt c!licJcncic:-, will 

hamper the rea li;atinn !'or near tt: llll ex pected C\l~i -.a, ing'-. La.-, tl ). in -,ume insi~tncc" 

DOD migrated tu a '-CI'\· icc-ccntric -.olut inu C\Cll though the j(lint cm-;-..-..,crv icc gJT•UP'­

pr(lpo..;cJ a joint '\CCIHiritl. 

ln -.umm~lry. the quc~ L ill ll become:-.: i:-, the BRAC prot:c-,:, and c;,.ccu tiun fully 

rcal i ;in~ available -.a,·i ng_.-. through the rrocc~-. ol· reducing inf'm...rruc tmc anJ overhead 

llll111a~cmcntcu:.l '.' ThL' an:.wcr i-.. )'C'> . Till' BRAC pn.li.:t:'>!'> anu CXC\.:llliun j-, rcali !..ing 

<l\:.tilahlc -.aving-; through lhc proce-.-.. of reducing infra-.tructure and tnerhcact 

maintenance C()'-;1. The impl\rtunce or an eiTicienl mi l itary ha-;e -.t ru cture is illlpCralive 

and cunnm he nvcl">latcd . The h<1'<C -. tructu rc L'<lll rcme~i n c l'fii: Jcl lt 11nly il'thc difficu lt 

dcci-;inn" ure made tn ctn-.~ and n:: ali~n h ~1 -..c-. in <1 t imcly manner. l'hc CtHllllli .... -..inn ha-.. 

m;ltk a number \1!' '>LIL'il dcci:-.il.l ll'-, . In additi\.' 11 1u ach ieving docu1ncntcd -..uvi llf!"· 1111.: 

Commi:-.:-.ion·:-. recommendation~'" ill continue to al lcvi~tlc :-,ume nl' Lhc problems 

di~cu..,-.eJ above. leading lo improvcu mis-.ion c!Tccttvcnc-.;-. inlhc l'uturc. 
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Recomrnentlat ions 

To enable the United Stc.nes to remain relevant and competitive in the year 2030 

and beyond, the nation needs to support the Nation:.~! Security and Military Strategies by 

focusing more on our nation as a whole. Even as the military hones and institutionalize.., 

new and unconventional skills, the United S t ate~ ~till ha!:> to contend with the !:>Cc urily 

challenge~ po~ed by the militmy forces of other countries and non-state actors creating 

the need for a sustainab le and flex ible infrustructure ft)otprint.1
' Success wil l he defined 

hy hov .. · we ll '"'e develop anu maintain profco.;sional , disciplined and multi-purposed 

capable rmces that are ab le to ach ieve global awarcne. s. security and domi nance within a 

cost con..,ciencc envi ronment that indicates BRAC infrastructure alignment i ~ critical to 

that SUCCC~<:;. 

Ln order to m:hicve a measure or success for future BRAC rounds, the fo!Jowing 

recommendations arc offered l'or consideration as toob and ideas to extend the 

opportunity for future saving-'>: 

( 1) Include the BRAC strategy in the QDR to become a co ntin uou~ 

proces~ that will allow adequate planning, execution and predicwbility 
to properly -;upporr the alignment of DOD infrastructure asset!. in 
support of national -'>ecurity and intere~L 

(2) Expand the management control procedure_.., to include step!:> to 
cstabli~h a mean~> l'or tracking ami updating ~avings e. rimarcs and 
minimi7ing data errors in order to maximi7e anticipated savings from 
the cro~s-servic ing .'-llratcgy. 

(3) Refine the modeling for utili zing the COBRA Model analytical tool 
!hal wi ll enhance !:>ervice input into a DOD common t'ramework that 
capture~ government wide opponunities and impacts.7 

1
' Roh~n Gate-... "A Balanced Stratcgy: Reprogrammi ng the Pentagon ror a New Age." Forl!i;.:,n 

A./lain. New Yt>rk. Januur: :2()()l), :1. 
7 US Ciovcrnmcnt Accounting Oflicl'. Military Ba~es: Analysis of DOD' s Rccommcndauon nnd 

Scb:tion Proccs~ t'nr Clnsurc~ anLI Realignment~ . GAO/NS IAD-93-1 n. hy Charll's A. Bowsher. 6. 
hnp.//ww~A dcll'tht'.\!11\/hJ .tddl'l'-;/ ( l)ll ~_g;J 1 ).l}ilf (accc:-.:-cd January 2o. 20 I 2). 

7 1 



(-l 1 Cunlllllll' rn i111pn,,.l' and l'nhancl' OSD'" mcr-. rghr or lhL' BRi\C 

prnce"~ Ill eqabli:-.h :-.tanJarJ" tur L"lll,tlrl' anJ I'L',dignlllclll" PI '11nilar 

mllili.il) -..en icc aL' lJ\ itil':-. am.l nut ,lill''' 11..11' Sen icc cclllric -..nlurion-.; 
ami n~commcm1arinn,. 

upponunll) to L''\pand jL,inlnC'>'> and'' illclllllinul' l\ll'VllhL' l i>r 111:\ll) ~l'ill''. DOD mu-..r 

i.III Lll' m~ll :rnd 1\Hll ine ac t i\· it~ . Continuing lllll1inimi;c unin tenlinnal inlt:r-Scnice ri,·a lr) 

riml':-. \\'hen rhc nalillllal debt j, uutuf balllncc. hut L'l.lllllllllllll, ly lncludnllllthc 

' tr . ~ lkr:1rlml' nl u l Ll~kn'~- lJuadn.:nm.tl J),· l ~n'~ !{~· ,•~·\\ . 1 \· nra~nn I llll'l l J.il ~la~n. Ca,l· 1111 

N~· '~ BRAt' Rl>lllllk h~· LJ:-.<~ Da111~l .l ' f( I r 11 11, 11 1 1 \ 1 I 1 ' (alc~·"~:d 

i\l ;ll~h I. 201 2 1 
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