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ABSTRACT

Is the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process really saving taxpayer
dollars or misleading the American public into thinking that reduced infrastructure equals
savings? BRAC is a congressionally authorized process the Department of Defense
(DOD) has previously used to reorganize its base structure,

The intent of the BRAC process is to reorganize DOD's base structure to more
efficiently and effectively support U. S. forces, increase operational readiness. and
facilitate new ways of doing business. The process also allows DOD to divest
unnecessary installation infrastructure and reinvest the savings into programs that
enhance security capabilities and quality of life for military forces.

To enable the United States to remain relevant and competitive in 2030. the nation
needs to support the National Security and Military Strategies by focusing more on our
nation as a whole as opposed to focusing on collective DOD solvency. The importance of
an efficient military base structure is imperative and cannot be overstated in terms of the
expenses required to operate. The base structure can remain efficient only if the difficult

decisions are made to close and realign bases in a timely manner.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Although one name appears on the cover of this thesis, this paper is the result of

the thoughtful efforts offered by many people. In this section, I will mention but a few.

e GOD Almighty for continued strength and wisdom to endure to the end.

e My family for your constant encouragement and support.

e CAPT Joanne Fish, my thesis advisor who provided the necessary strategic

guidance, wisdom and support to complete my research.

e Dr. Bryon Greenwald, my academic advisor for his initial direction and continued

support.

e COL Purvis and my Seminar 2 Teammates for your friendship and

professionalism.

e Dr. Larry Dotolo, for your professional and timely edits and editorials.

e COL Roy Sevalia, my Jump TOC library battle buddy who persevered to the end.

e The entire JAWS and Ike Skelton Library professional staff.



DEDICATION

This thesis is dedicated to my beautiful and wonderful wife for taking care of our Family
and shouldering the parental responsibilities during these last eleven months. Thank you

for your love and support.

To my beautiful and talented daughters. thank you for being responsible and caring

young ladies. We are very proud of you!

To my Mom and entire Family, thank you for your unwavering love, care and support.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

T LTS T B AT TN s ssusisicanssatsseactonsas s s o G i T S < e S es v
ENTROIDUCETION s i i v i s ss iy sa s s i isviltos 1
CHAPTER 1: Motivation for Base Realaignment and closure .........c..covivviiiiiniiniiiinnnn. 7
BB A PO O o vimmiscasassiare oo e S o B A e iR S0 9
COBRACNIGHEL ossssammmuimmniasma s o s i i oot e v, 10
CHAPTER 2: EARLY BRAC ROUNDS ...usmivivisisivinivsimiv s 13
BRAC VIBY...iucvoncsmmmonsasvansnasssonmssismos sinssss v isdes siassssimbloisssss Frsssss i vaniasessdesvveiisvins 15
LG e N 1 G S ST ROUOUOPRO 18
GAO ReCOMMENUATION ..ottt e s e e e ereaeenens 19
BRAC TOUT oottt et e vt s e ta et e e eneernes 20
GIAD A SSESSIMICIIL. ..ottt e et e e e e ess e s e stte e e e esssseeeeemnanseseessnsaeesenns 22
GAO ReCOMMENUAION Lvviitiiiiiii it ia s veaeseebeeesseseesasssnssnnesnsessasessss 20
BRAL 1093 i st i e s R R 26
GO A SEETETACTI oo oo 0 s S0 i S B e o S A TR e S R e TGS 30
GAD RecomMENdation s eammmnmiy s s i s v ras s vawsy 31
GAO RecOMMENUALION 1.iiiiiiiieeeiiiie et eaa e sie e ens e s isa e e ennnesssneneeensee 3O
GAO RecoOMMENAAION ..ottt e e e eneeeeesiaeeeeneeeeen D D
CHAPTER 3: JOINT BASING INTTIATIVE ..ottt 09
GAD ASSEISMENL ciiiriinusnnmmnvessiimninsetis nssmnrnsesstmmsssssamnssseyk b RS oo SR SRR TSR 61
GAO RecommEndation . aimmsnmrmsnsismain sy st 64
CONCE STOMN v s s m B Reo  Er  wd S oaieaaade 65
R aS e AtIOMS - corumer oy s s S i i s e S e 71
BIBLIOGRAPHY .ocmummsmmummsmns s s s s s s s s 5o e st 73
WAL oot i s o e B A B A AT 75
ILLUSTRATIONS

v



Figure Iz Congressional BRAT Proess v orsmeaamuiuimis ol s s i s 4

Figure 2: Pre-BRAC 1960.........uiinimininiiiiiicnee e 8
Figure 31 Department of Defenise BRAC Process. ... ouvesesssrrsmsmmmsenmmnssressoseransnsmse 9
Figiure 4: NPV Analysis-of Base Closure....c.cc.vmmmimmmmmnai i snmmssssv s 11
Figure:5: BRAEC 1989, ..cusnaiisraausms mymsmss s frassamus s v b0y s s amiis s s 16
Figure 6: BRAC 1991, . e e 21
Figiiie: 7 BRAE V99T o wunsusnusmosrnnsss sy s sosn s e s o5 150 Sos o i smsss vy 27
FIgUie B BIRAE LODE :uusasununmssosssimessmiiss s« ame oo ey i ko s 5 s R 43 58 4 %)
Figire 9 BRAC Z003.. ... cocccrmm nappi sins s s 50 oo ma g oo s S e o A wings s Wi 42
Figure 10: BRAC 2005 Organizational Structure...........ooooiiiiiiiiieen 43
Figure 11: 2005 Joint Basing an!mn\‘i?
Figiite 127 Niational Seeunity SHWatREY .o i i s s s it 65
Figiive 130 BRAC COMPIERAY. v soum i v s s b s s st ansiasatid 66
Table I: Joint Basing BRAC 2005..........cormennmesssrsangssspsaisavsssisieisssmssssnsiomssssed |



INTRODUCTION

j is not what we have that will make us a great nation; It is the way in which we use it.

PRESIDENT THEODORE ROOSEVELT. JULY 4. 1886

As the U.S. enters a period of extended fiscal austerity and ends its two conflicts
in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Department of Defense will face increased pressure (o
reduce the size of the military and find even greater efficiencies. From a purely fiscal
perspective, the salary, benefits, medical costs, and training expenses associated with
manning the force have made reductions in manpower a traditional reaping ground for
budget hawks. Another perennial favorite for savings are underperforming, expensive,
and potentially unnecessary weapons systems programs. The most politically sensitive
way to find savings: however, is in Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) since every
politician at the local. state, and federal level is loathe to lose the base in their backyard
and its commensurate economic impact. This politicalization occurs internal to the
military as well, especially when politicians are asked to make choices between various
military Service equities.

Given this politicalization, one wonders how a BRAC round could ever be truly
effective enough to save money and simultaneously leave the U.S. Defense establishment
on solid footing to meet the Nation’s security needs. This thesis analyzes the BRAC
process with the goal of defining its overall effectiveness in positioning the military to
provide for the common defense. While never perfect, and subject to its own political

and burcaucratic influences, the BRAC process, as it has evolved over the last half



century has matured to the point where, if properly implemented. it does save money and
provide a solid foundation for the National Defense.

BRAC is the congressionally authorized process the Department of Defense
(DOD) has used since 1989 to reorganize its base structure.’ In theory, the BRAC
process allows DOD to divest unnecessary installation infrastructure and reinvest the
savings into programs that enhance security capability and quality of life for military
forces. As the nation’s security challenges become more complex. the U. S. military
future force must continue to become an increasingly agile. It must be joint force
dominant across the full spectrum of operations. The instruments of national power—
diplomatic, information, military, and economic—facilitate the U.S. progressive ideals to
make a safer and more prosperous Nation. The current U.S. National Security Strategy
priorities are to secure the U. S. homeland from attack and protect national security
interests abroad by ensuring U.S. military forces are capable and ready. and our
democratic alliances are strong and enduring.”

As America fights terrorists who plan and carry out attacks on its facilities and
people. the national security depends on defense installations and facilities being in the
right place, at the right time, with the right qualities and capacities to protect its national
resources.’ Management of these critical assets includes owning, managing. and

operating installations to include the facilities, people, and internal and external

'U.S. Department of Defense, BRAC, Base Realignment and Closure 2005,
hup:www delense.gov/bracags00 1 il (accessed April 26, 2012),
“ Barack Obama, National Security Strategy, May 2010,

hitpe/www americanprogress.ore/issues/securiry/siratesy/ (accesed March 15, 2012).
TULS. Department of Defense, DOD 101, An Introductory Overview of the Department of Defense,
hup:Zwww delense. govfabout/dod 101 aspy (accessed April 17, 2012).
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environment. An effective National Security Strategy is based upon a right-sized.
properly organized. and resourced defense infrastructure.

Today, concerning BRAC, DOD is placing more emphasis on jointness and
capabilities than basic cost cutting. In this environment, jointness is defined as selecting
the appropriate organizations from two or more Services to share facilities and services in
the same location in order to improve combat effectiveness while reducing costs. It also
generates a more powerful military through appropriate basing. Jointness at every level
will play a much greater role.” Joint basing was developed as a recommendation during
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005. Joint Basing is the consolidation of two of
more installations of different Services into one base that share a common boundary or
are in close proximity each other. Once services are consolidated to one base, the support
functions can be combined and operated by a single Service.”

The intended purpose of this research is to describe the approved DOD BRAC
process and how it was applied over the previous BRAC rounds, 1989, 1991, 1993, and
1995." In addition, the research will look internally at BRAC 2005 and explore the intent
and results of the joint basing initiative. Each chapter emphasizes and highlights four
areas: purpose; selection criteria and process: Commission recommendation: and

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

" Philip W. Grone (DUSD Installations & Environment). 2007 Defense Installations Strategic
Plan, " hup://www acq.osd mil/ie/download/DISP2007_final.pdf (accessed April 16, 2012).

" John H. Pearson, Aundre Piggee, Richard Kitchens. “Joint Basing: The Future of Military Basing
or a Failed Experiment.” Joint Forces Staff College. Joint and Combined Warfighter School. 2008.

“ Air Education and Tarining Command, What is Joint Basing?. 1,
hup:/www acte al.mil/library/jointbasing/index.asp (accessed March 9. 2012).

" U.S. Government Accounting Office. “Military Bases: Analysis of DOD’s 2005 Selection Process
and Recommendations tor Base Closures and Realignments™ GAO-05-785, by Barry W. Holman, 19,
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within the prescribed law. However, some Service actions and recommendations have
retarded the achievements of overall mission success and true cost savings.

Chapter One establishes the motivation for BRAC and how earlier
recommendations and decisions made by Secretary ol Defense McNamara influenced
Congress to develop and authorize a process to reduce and reorganize base structure.
Additionally, the chapter will define the eight initial BRAC Selection Criteria used to
determine closure or realignment of military installations. This chapter describes the
BRAC process: initial threat assessment; selection criteria: DOD recommendation for
base closure or realignment; independent Commission review of DOD’s
recommendation: the Presidential review and approval of Commission report: and
Congressional review and generating law (FIGURE 1). This chapter also describes
written policy to execute BRAC and the use of the Cost of Base Realignment Action
Model (COBRA Model) to determine the economic analysis for base closure or

realignment actions.

Congressional BRAC Process

Proposed Base

C

iort

Criteria and President

President

Delivers

SECDEF Delivers .
Foue B Rec dation H cor“ s d Recommendatio i Folyrards Rea Ilgnme nts
Structure Plan Commiission earings an i Recommendations
validated to Commission /\ pejiperations/ \_ 1@ President - and Closures

FIGURE 1



costing assumptions and not fully adhering to the DOD selection criteria, DOD’s 1995
recommended list of base closures and realignments was projected to reduce
infrastructure by only 7 percent. Additionally, GAO noted the shortfalls were a result of
joint cross-service groups focus being too narrow and lacking the appropriate level of
guidance and leadership to execute and garner savings anticipated by the cross-servicing
strategy. Because of the shortfall of the DOD goal, the SECDEF suggested the need for
additional BRAC rounds in 3 or 4 years. Ten years would pass before the next BRAC.

BRAC 2005 focused on military value, mission support, cost, maintenance
consolidation, the cross-service use of common support services and joint basing. This
was the largest BRAC round with the projected equally large savings. GAO identified
implementation and operational issues that warranted further attention by the
Commission. One instance was an action that was acknowledged by both the Services
and joint cross-service group as having a potential for significant savings, but was later
revised by the senior DOD leadership during the selection process. Others applied to
assumptions and inconsistencies in developing certain cost savings estimates, lengthy
payback periods, or potential impacts on affected communities.” GAOs final comments
related to the SECDEF taking appropriate steps to establish means for tracking and
updating savings estimates concerning recommendations.

Chapter Three, Joint Basing Initiative, briefly described the successes achieved
during the BRAC 2005 round that made progress fostering joint activity among the

military services. Although the Joint Basing Initiative made both economical and

" ULS. Government Accounting Office, Military Bases: Analysis of DOD's 2005 Selection Process
and Recommendations for Base Closures and Realignments, by Barry W, Holman., GAO-03-785,
Government Accounting Office. Washington, D.C., hup://www_gao.gov/products/GAO-05-T85 (accessed
February 23, 2012).
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Chapter Four, the conclusion, briefly summarizes the major points from each
BRAC round. Specifically, distinct changes within each BRAC round to improve the
process and potentially increase anticipated savings will be noted. This chapter also
addresses shortfalls that hindered maximizing projected savings. The chapter concludes
with a recommended way forward to be considered for future BRAC execution.

The importance of the research is an effective process for accessing DOD
infrastructure. The BRAC process has the potential to validate creative ways to lower the
debt and maintain effectiveness. If the projected savings and a measurable level of
effectiveness are achievable, the process must be carefully managed. In light of current
and future economic constraints, the relevance of this thesis is obvious. The Nation will
ask the military to do more with less and will expect cost savings as well. While
possible. effective national security must rest on a solid foundation. This thesis analyzes

the process used to establish that foundation while saving money.



CHAPTER 1: MOTIVATION FOR BASE REALAIGNMENT AND CLOSURE

In the 1960s, under the direction of President Kennedy, Secretary of Defense

(SECDEF) Robert S. McNamara announced and executed the most extensive base
realignment and closure program in the history of the United States. The base
announcement affected 80 bases in the United States, and 15 bases abroad for 95 affected
bases. The bases impacted consisted of 2 naval shipyards, 6 bomber bases, Army and Air
Force training sites, arsenals, radar posts and other installations in 33 states, to include
the District of Columbia. Secretary of Defense McNamara's strategic endstate was to
reduce the budget by approximately $477 million and the payroll by 63,400 personnel
over a ten-year period. The Daily Register, a New Jersey newspaper, cited SECDEF
McNamara saying his decision to shut down 95 obsolete and surplus military bases and
plants is “absolutely. unequivocally. without qualification. irrevocable.”" Although not
congressionally mandated at the time, SECDEF McNamara orchestrated and executed the
first unofficial Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) round. While future BRAC
rounds would add other considerations to their base closing calculus, Secretary

McNamara's primary focus was cost (see FIGURE 2).

'James C. Hogan. “*McNamara Firm on Base Shutdowns.” The Daily Registrar Volume 87, lssue
105, (November 1964): page 1, hup://209.212.22 88/data/rbr/ 1960- 1969/1964/1964.11.20.pdl (accesed 26
April 2012).



PRE-BRAC 1960’s

FIGURE 2

Because of widespread accusations in the 1960s and again in the 1970s. that the
execulive branch was using base closures to punish uncooperative legislators. DOD had
been unable to recognize the potential effectiveness and cost savings associated with
realignment and closure of unnecessary or underutilized military bases. In 1977,
Congress passed legislation mandating congressional approval for any closure affecting
300 or more civilian employees. The same legislation directed the implementation ol the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for all base closures. “The NEPA requires
federal agencies to integrate environmental values into their decision making processes
by considering the environmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable
alternatives to those actions.™ Besides NEPA compliance, the law further requires that
the selection criteria address the impact of costs related to environmental restoration as

i . 1
well as waste management and environmental compliance.”

*U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
hupfwww . epa.coyfeomplianee/nepa/index himl (aceessed Janaury 19, 2012).

‘us. Army. US. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division (BRACD ),
hitpAwww hgduarmy palfacsim/brac/tag hun#environmental gl (accessed January 19, 2012).
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BRAC Process

For over a decade since 1977, the Department of Defense was not able to improve
and garner significant savings gained through the realignment and closure of unnecessary
or underutilized military bases. Regardless of the absence of closure actions, the
government agreed that the national defense needed a more efficient military base
structure.’ Based on lessons learned from the BRAC 1989 round and in order to provide
a fair process that will result in timely closure and realignment of military installations,
the Congress established the Detense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. The
BRAC process, governed by law. begins with a threat assessment of the future national
security environment, followed by the development of a force structure plan and basing
requirements to meet these threats. The method to execute the BRAC process entails five

steps (see FIGURE 3).

Department of Defense BRAC Process

- Proposed
2 Military : o
Capacr?y Value Development Finalize ' Base
Analysis Anilsis and Analysi Recommendations Realignments
and Closures

FIGURE 3

Step one (Capacity Analysis): The SECDEF publishes criteria and force structure plan for

use in developing base closure and realignment recommendations. Step 2 (Military

'U.S. Department of Defense. Base Realighnments and Closures.Report of theDefense Secretary's
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Value Analysis): The SECDEF publishes a report containing the realignment and closure
recommendations, forwarding supporting documentation to an independent Commission
appointed by the president, in consultation with congressional leadership. Step three
(Scenario Development and Analysis): The Commission reviews SECDEF
recommendations to ensure consistency with criteria and force structure plan. The
Commission has the authority to change the department's recommendations. if it
determines that a recommendation deviated from the force structure plan and/or selection
criteria. The Commission will hold regional meetings to solicit public input prior to
making its recommendations. Step four (Finalize Recommendations): The Commission
certifies data and testifies before Congress under oath. Step 5 (Proposed Base
Realignments and Closures): The Commission forwards its recommendations to the

President for review and approval. who then forwards the recommendations to Congress.”

COBRA Model

The Commission developed a model to capture the essential cost and savings
resulted from realignments and closures. The basis for the model was to determine it the
six-year payback guidance in the charter had been achieved.” The BRAC Commission
uses the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model to determine the economic
analysis of base closure or realignment actions.  The COBRA model generates a
consolidated summary report that consist of 20 detail feeder reports. including
appropriations. mission costs, military construction costs, and personnel costs for each

closure or realignment scenario. In addition, the summary also identifies projected

TULS. Armiy, LS. Ay Base Realignment and Closure Division (BRACD),
g ww hygdacarmy anilacsim/brac/fag - hom#general g4 (accessed lanaury 3, 2012).

"US. Department of Delense, Base Realighnments and Closures, Report of theDefense Secrerary s
Cpommision, December 1988, hup://www defense vov/brac/does/ TURS pdl (accessed April 2012).
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payback period, 20-year Net Present Value (NPV), and total one-time cost of the closure

or realignment action (FIGURE 4).

NPV Analysis of Base Closure

680 —+
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FIGURE 4

The payback period is defined as the point in time where savings generated equal
costs incurred for particular investment to "repay"” the sum of the original investment. In
other words, the length of time required to recover the cost when the realignment/closure
has paid for itself. After this point, net savings start to accrue.

The 20-year NPV is the present value of the sum of discounted cash flows minus
mitial investment and tells us how many dollars, today. we would be willing to spend to
receive money in the future. The NPV allows for the comparison of any two investments
to determine which investment is better. For instance:

A proposed land investment requires $10,000 of cash now, and is expected

to be resold for $25,000 in four years. For the risks involved, the investor

seeks a 20% discount rate (same as compounded rate of return). The

$25,000 amount to be received in four years, when discounted by 20%

annually, is worth $12,056 now. Since the investment costs $10,000, the
net present value is $2,056."

" Answers, Net Present Value, hup://www . answers.com/topic/net-present-value (accessed Janaury
23, 2012).
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Both the net present value and payback period are measures of effectiveness used to
compare the economic impacts of one realignment or closure scenario recommendation
to another.

As many as 250 or more input values can be generated as result of a single move
from a closing base to a gaining base. Because of the many inputs and variables that
require estimation, error can arise from a multitude of sources including faulty supplied
data, lack of consistency, or incomplete information. This will generate randomness in
the COBRA Model itself simply due to entry data.” While the GAO concluded that the
COBRA model was as a conceptually sound tool that evaluated costs. savings, and
payback periods, the GAO also found several deficiencies in the model that included: 1)
the exclusion of some relevant costs, 2) the use of improper discount and inflation rates.
and 3) errors in the data input,”

The following chapter will discuss “the early BRAC rounds™ in 1989, 1991, 1993,
and 1995 respectively. In particular, the chapter describes how the stated purpose of each
BRAC round dictated the need for additional selection criteria to maximize efficiencies

and cost savings.

* Douglas D. Hardman, Michael S. Nelson. “A Parametric Regression of the Cost of Base
Realignment Action (COBRA) Model.” Thesis, October 1993, hup//www dic nl/c g
bin/Get TRDoc ?AD=ADA270462 (accessed January 23, 2012).

“ Vernon P. Kemper. “An Analysis of the Cost of Base Realignment Ations (COBRA) Model.”
Master of Science in Finacial Management. Naval Post Graduate School. December 1993,
hupe/www dnenul/egr-bin/Get TR Doc "AD=ADA2T635T (accessed May 23, 2012).
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CHAPTER 2: EARLY BRAC ROUNDS

In 1982, President Ronald Reagan organized the President’s Private Sector
Survey on Cost Control to 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 that no stone was left unturned as the committee
worked to root out inefficiencies.' The 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 established to study closure issues. Based on
the recommendation of the PSSCC, the Congress and the President subsequently
endorsed and chartered the Defense Secretary’s Commission on Base Realignment and
Closure on May 3, 1988. The primary task and purpose for the charter was to
recommend military installations within the United States, its commonwealths, territories.,
and possessions for realignment and closure.

BRAC is a congressionally authorized process the Department of Defense (DOD)
uses o reduce and reorganize its base structure to support military forces more efficiently
and effectively, increase operational readiness, and facilitate new ways of doing business.
Beginning in 1988, just before the end of the Cold War, DOD recognized that a sizable
amount of excess infrastructure existed so that there was a mismatch between
requirements and physical capacity. The mismatch highlighted the fact that funds were
being expended unnecessarily to sustain excess infrastructure creating a necessity for

change. In 1989, the Pentagon performed a study that found that the military had 20 to

The Grace Commission. hup//www. saylor.org/site/wp-
content/uploads/2010/12/GraceCommission.pdf (accessed May 23, 2012).
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25 percent more infrastructure — installation capacity — than it needed.” DOD recognized
the excess and created opportunities through the BRAC initiative to assess its installation
and infrastructure requirements to determine the best size. functionality and placement to
support emerging missions in support of our national security needs.

The formal DOD process to make recommendations and determine closure or
realignment of military installations during the 1989 BRAC round involved the
Commission developing its own list of proposed closures, which it presented to the
Secretary of Defense and Congress. The 1991, 1993, 1995 and 2005 BRAC rounds
consisted of independent recommendations to the President based on the Commission’s
review of the Secretary of Defense’s proposal to close and realign bases. The later
BRAC rounds were coordinated through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In addition. a long
range Force Structure Plan (FSP) based on the probable threats to national security was
developed and became the basis for the initial recommended closure and realignment
listing. Following the 1989 BRAC. DOD also developed the original BRAC selection
criteria used as a basis for all subsequent BRAC rounds. Congress codified eight
considerations for the BRAC selection criteria with a slight modification in 2005. The
first four are the most important criteria and relate to the military value of the
installations: (1) Current and future mission requirements; (2) availability and condition
of land, facilities, and air space: (3) contingency and mobilization requircments: and (4)
cost and manpower implications. The remaining four considerations address the number
of years needed to recover the cost of realignment and closure: (1) Return on investment;

(2) local economic impact: (3) impact on community infrastructure: and

U.S. Army, /.S Army Buse Realignment and Closure Division (BRACD),

hipe/iswow s ey i l/acsm/brac/ G hun#comnnssion_g 15 (aceessed January 18, 2012).
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(4) environmental impuc[.1 As mentioned. the selection criteria were slightly modified by
Congress. More specifically. the word “surge™ was added to criterion three, increasing
the emphasis on potential future operational recommendations. BRAC is a continuous
process and DOD continued to use the selection criteria, force structure plan, and
infrastructure inventory throughout the process. The execution of BRAC required
balancing the readiness of the military forces, the well-being of civilians and their
families, and the needs of local community. Although BRAC is financially beneficial to
DOD, it takes an emotional and economical toll on the communities that are negatively
impacted. While some communities are negatively impacted. others see significant
growth and welcome an expanded military presence.
BRAC 1989

As mentioned earlier, in the mid-1980s and prior to BRAC 1989, it was widely
recognized and observed that a rapid military expansion was occurring because of an
increase in defense spending. It was also recognized in the mid-1980s that DOD had
excess capacity in infrastructure. Despite the absence of closure actions, there was a
general consensus within the government that the national defense would improve, at less
cost, If a more efficient way to manage military base structure was developed and
executed.” From the outset of BRAC 1989, the Commission focused on criteria that
would govern the nomination of installations for realignment or closure. The

Commission acknowledged cost reduction was the reason for its chartering, but also

‘us. Department of Defense. Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume 1, May 2005,
http://www . brac.covidocs/linal/AppendixE.pdl (accessed January 18, 2012),

tus. Department of Defense. Base Realighnments and Closures,Report of theDefense Secretary's
Commision, December 1988, 6, hup://www.defense.govibrac/docs/ 1988 pdi (accessed April 2012).
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recognized that military value was the primary factor in making decisions.” Military
value is defined by four selection criteria: 1) the current and future capabilities needed
and the impact on operational readiness of a post. base. range or installation. 2) the
availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace, 3) a "surge
capability” that allows the department to accommodate mobilization. and 4) the cost of
operations and manpower implications.”

As a result, the Commission’s focus was not the cost savings: instead. it
concentrated on military value (see FIGURE 5). Military value focuses on defense
installations and facilities being in the right place, at the right time, with the right

_— - . 7
qualities and capacities to protect our national resources.

BRAC 1989

FIGURE 5

Y US. Department of Defense. Base Realighnments and Closures.Report of theDefense Secretary's

[ , ) . . . o .

" Jim Garamone. “News Analysis: Military Value at Heart of BRAC. American Forces Press
Services, May 2005, htip:/www hgduarmy nil/acsim/brac/Military Value pdf (accessed May 2. 2012),

"US. Department of Defense. DOD 101, An Introductory Overview of the Department of Defense.
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The Commission’s review of the military force structure and basing requirements
was geared towards identifying installations that afforded adequate available acreage,
airspace for realistic combat training, and provisions for survivability of strategic forces.
During the initial assessment, the Commission discovered that urban expansion and
encroachment degraded military value. The Commission acknowledged that to achieve
the desired military value, additional funding to purchase adjacent land was required.
After the initial assessment. the Commission received input from the Services with their
appropriate recommendation for bases realignment and closure.

The Commission’s methodology for executing BRAC 1989 was a two-phase
approach with six internal steps. Phase I, with a sub-set of two steps, grouped the bases
into 22 overall categories, such as training bases and administrative headquarters, and
then focused on determining the military value. Step one-entailed grouping installations
with similar missions to streamline and facilitate consistent analysis. After completing
the analysis, step two began by screening and comparing the base size and whether or not
it was appropriately sized to support its current and projected future requirements.

Phase two, with a subset of steps 3-6, focused on assessing the cost and savings of
base realignment and closure options. Step three began when the results showed that a
base size was not comparable with its mission requirements. These bases became
candidates for relocation. Additional analysis was done to determine whether the costs of
the closure and realignment package could be paid back with savings in six years. Step
four considered potential environmental impacts. This step began after the Commission
determined candidates for realignment or closure by taking a preliminary and unofficial

look at the potential environmental impacts.



This initial environmental assessment was not official and did not replace the
Congressional NEPA, but allowed early engagement with the community. Step live
informed the public of the potential economic impact. Importantly. history showed that
closures were less traumatic than anticipated. In the final step. the Commission
considered future alignments and closing based on military strategy and force structure

changes.

GAO Assessment

The General Accounting Office (GAO) was instrumental in the process and
participated by providing field staff to assist the Commission during its internal review of
the data. GAO generated its own BRAC report to capture the DOD and Commission’s
intent and execution for the applicable BRAC round. In general, the GAO concluded that
the Commission used information primarily provided by the military Service and was
areatly dependent on the judgments of the individual Commission members. GAO
determined that the methodology adopted by the Commission was generally sound. but
the exccution lent itself to errors during implementation of the methodology and the
estimates of annual savings were overstated. GAO noted an estimated $170 million
discrepancy between what the Commission submitted and what GAO estimated as the
cost. Even though $170 million is notable discrepancy. GAO concluded that the
Commissioners recommendations were still sound and logical.”

GAO noted that the Commission’s process also considered the environmental and

community economic impacts, and concluded that neither ol the two considerations was a

Bce o . . . - - . .
LS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: An Analysis of Commission’s Realignment
and Closure Recommendations GAO/NSIAD 9042, by Frank Conahan, 3.
hup/iwww delense. gov/brag/docs/ TY9RBpao pdl (accessed January 220 2012 ).

I8



critical component to determine what bases would be realigned or closed. GAO
generally agreed with the DOD and Commission noting that although already existing
hazardous waste should not be a part of the calculation for closure, the cost incurred to
clean up the waste post-realignment could be a substantial cost. Pertaining to community
cconomic impact assessment, GAO concluded that the Commission did not execute a
deliberate assessment due to a tight time constraints, thereby accepting risk with the

assumption that cost would be minimal.”
GAO Recommendation

GAO concluded the majority of the noted discrepancies and errors were a result
of utilizing old data, double-counting square footage for some facilities and inaccurately
reporting acreage. During phase two, the GAO found that the Commission’s overall
savings estimates were overstated because of data errors, inaccurate estimates, and the
exclusion of certain relevant costs.'” The GAO determined there were two primary
reasons for overstating the anticipated savings. First, the Commission operated under a
tight time constraint of two months, meaning it rushed through its work. Secondly, the
Commission did not have effective management control procedures.

In conclusion, DOD generally agreed with GAOs report’s findings, with a few
exceptions, and agreed with the report’s recommendations.'' The major differences
between the two reports were the way each calculated reoccurring military construction

savings. The Commission anticipated an increase in military construction because of the

U.s. Department of Defense. Base Realighnments and Closures, Report of theDefense Secretary's
Commission, December 1988, 19, hup://www.defense.gov/brac/docs/ 1988 pdf (accessed My 23, 2012).
1S, Government Accounting Office, Military Bases: An Analysis of Commission’s Realignment
and Closure Recommendations GAO/NSIAD 9042, by Frank Conahan, 3.
hitp/fwww . defense sov/brac/docs/ 1988 euo.pdf (accessed January 22, 2012).
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realignments and base closures. and therefore developed conservative estimates for
savings that allowed for new cost. Even though GAO's estimates were for a specific
point in time, it believed the Commission’s conservative approach was correct.

The following section will discuss BRAC 1991, the first of three rounds dirccted
by President George Bush with emphasis on mission support.

BRAC 1991

The world had changed in 1989 with the falling of the Berlin Wall and the formal
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact. President Bush and his administration viewed the
changing world as an opportunity to implement measured defense reductions. Now
entering the post-Cold War era, Congress seized upon the reduced threat to national
security and mandated a reduction and reshaping of military forces. As a result. DOD
initiated planning to decrease the U.S. military by approximately 25 percent over the next
five years. DOD and the Congress both acknowledged the fact that fewer forces would
require fewer bases, which generated another BRAC round to harvest and reallocate
potential savings towards other vital military needs.'”

The 1991 Commission process to submit its recommendations differed from the
previous 1989 Commission on how the results and recommendations were submitted.
The 1991 Commission was to make independent recommendations to the President based
on its review of the SECDEF’s proposul to close and realign bases. The 1989 DOD
Commission. on the other hand, developed its own list of proposed closures and

presented them to the SECDEF and Congress.

LS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Observations on the Analysis Supporting
Proposed Closures and Realignments GAO/NSIAD-91-224. by Charles A, Bowsher. v.
hup:fwaww de fense.gov/brac/docs/ 199 T eao.pdt (accessed January 22. 2012),
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With some minimum differences, BRAC 1991 was executed within the same
statutory requirements developed for the 1989 BRAC Commission. Additionally, the
1991 BRAC round focused on cost, military value and mission support (see FIGURE 6).
Mission support is the logistical and infrastructure support in conjunction with

installation management that contributes to overall mission readiness.

BRAC 1991

Mission
Support

Military
Value

FIGURE 6
The force structure plan, eight selection criteria and public comment input did not
change. What changed was the Commission introducing legislative initiatives that called
for the BRAC process execution in 1991 and repeated in 1993 and 1995.

Unlike the 1989 BRAC round. the 1991 BRAC Commissions’ recommendations
had a significant impact resulting from an open process that solicited testimony and input
from the communities and congressional leaders. This shielded the Commission from
being accused of favoritism or politics. All meetings, transcripts, and data collection

during site visits were open to the public for review. In order for the Commission to gain



firsthand knowledge and validate its commitment to the public. at least one
Commissioner visited the communities that would be impacted by a recommendation to
close or realign a major facility. The Commission capitalized on these public sessions,
encouraging communities to synchronize their thoughts, efforts and initiatives to
overcome the potential hardships caused by base closures. Based on the Commussion’s
review and input from the affected communities, Secretary of Defense Cheney
recommended 26 bases to the President for closure, and another 49 bases for realignment.
The five year estimated savings equaled $2.3 billion after a one-time cost of $4.1 billion.

.. . IO L 2 ; 13
An additional savings of $1.5 billion annually was estimated after 1997.
GAO Assessment

The GAO was again instrumental in the process and participated by providing
field staff to assist the Commission during its internal review of the data, As reported
during the 1989 BRAC. GAO noted that the overall lesson learned trom BRAC 1991
included the need for sullicient time to collect, analyze, and verify data and adequate
management controls over those task. Additionally, GAO concurred that a reduced
military force structure requires military installations to be closed. GAQO agreed that the
BRAC 1991 submittal of 26 bases for closure and 49 for realignment represented a solid
plan for execution over a six-year period. GAO concluded that both the U.S. Army and
U.S. Air Force documented execution procedures in compliance with DOD Force

Structure Plan and the four military value criteria. GAO generally agreed with the U.S.

T ULS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Observations on the Analysis Supporting
Proposed Closures and Realignments GAO/NSIAD-9-224. by Charles A Bowsher, 13,

huipeAwww delense. vovibrac/does/ 1991 gao pdt (accessed January 22, 2012)
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Army and U.S. Air Force implementation. The differences that existed within the way
they executed and used their quantifiable attributes to compare installations were not
significant. GAO was not able to evaluate the U.S. Navy process because of insufficient
supporting documentation, which resulted in the GAO developing an alternate means of
assessment. They assessed the Navy berthing ship requirements and capacity in
comparison to the Force Structure Plan. GAO discovered that significant excess berthing
capacity would remain if the Navy only closed the recommended facilities. As the report
stated, "GAO found that changes have occurred in the strategic homeporting concept,
which when combined with excess available pier space for berthing ships, supports the
recommendation for fewer Navy bases.”"" As differences in functions and composition
of each Service exist, GAO was concerned that the Commission did not establish a
standard for costing estimates and cost factors, Services cost estimates varied. The
variation between estimates hindered the ability to accurately prepare for recovering
closing costs and the length of the projected payback period. which skewed an increase in
one-time cost as much as 50 and 100 percent. Because of the differences and on the
contrary, the payback period did not substantially increase.

The GAO assessed that much of the U.S. Army’s success was a result of their
establishment of the Total Army Basing Study group. This group was responsible for
developing the Army’s two-phased approach to evaluate potential bases for closure and
realignments. Phase one, which also involved the Army Audit Agency. categorized all its

installations by major mission categories and then evaluated their military value in

" ULS. Government Accounting Office, Military Bases: Observations on the Analysis Supporting
Proposed Closures and Realignments GAQ/NSIAD-91-224. by Charles A, Bowsher, 22,
hup:/www defense. sovibrac/does/ 1991 gaopdl (accessed January 22, 2012),




quantitative terms and analysis. Phase two was a more quantitative and comprehensive
approach that included results from phase one. the command plan. and the Force
Structure Plan. In addition, phase two included the preliminary estimates for determining
the required economic payback, as well as socioeconomic and environmental impacts on
local communities. GAO concluded that the Army process was aligned with Army Audit
Agency and well documented to facilitate a proper evaluation by GAOQ."

While the Air Force process differed slightly from the Army’s process in that the
Air Foree treated all bases equally regardless of function. the process was rational and
adequately supported by documentation. Like the U.S. Army. the U.S. Air Force
established the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group, which was supported by d
working group. (o assist in their assessment to determine potential bases for closure und
realignments. GAO noted that the basis for the Air Force's approach was consistent with
the Army and utilized the approved DOD selection criteria and Force Structure Plan.

The GAO reported that the U.S. Navy's documentation lacked sufficient detail
due to not establishing internal controls that would have ensured the accuracy of the
required data to determine base closing.  GAO further determined the inadequacy and
lack of proper paperwork hindered their ability to evaluate the relative military value of
the bases considered. Although the U.S. Navy. like the Army and Air Force, organized
an internal oversight committee, its Base Structure Committee with working groups was
found to be inefficient. GAQ contributed the lack of sufficient documentation to senior
Navy leadership’s approach. which was biased in favor of keeping bases open as opposed
to closure and realignment. GAQ’s final comment pertaining to the Navy was that “the

ship berthing capacity studies found that there would be significant excess space beyond
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what the Committee calculated, even if the bases recommended for closure were
included.™"

GAO acknowledged that the revised COBRA Model was not properly used by the
Services. The model was designed as an analytical tool used to calculate the costs,
savings, and return on investment. Because differences in functions and composition of
cach Service exist. GAO was concerned that the Commission had not established a
standard for costing estimates and cost factors, and therefore the Services’ cost estimates
varied. The variation between estimates hindered the accuracy of predicted closing costs
and the projected length of the payback period. This caused an increase in one-time cost
by as much as 50 to 100 percent. In many cases. the Services input inaccurate data and
their cost estimating process ignored the cost of Medicare to the federal government.
GAO noted that lack of DOD oversight allowed the individual Services to approach
common problems differently. Because DOD did not require the Services to submil
estimates expressed in [iscal year 1991 dollars as their baseline, both costing and savings
estimates reflected errors. The costing and savings errors caused the payback
calculations to also have errors that would affect the overall estimated annual savings and

‘ . . ‘ % : 17
possibly lengthen the payback period for bases considered for realignment and closure.

GAO Recommendation

GAO final recommendation for BRAC 1991 was to require the Secretary of the
Navy to resubmit a comprehensive detailed report 1o the BRAC Commission describing

their methodology for comparing bases and the process utilized to develop closure and

[ &
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realignment recommendations. GAO suspected that after the Commission looked at the
Navy's updated comprehensive report, that excess space for ships berths would generate
areduced requirement. GAO also recommended, for future BRAC closures and
realignment reviews. the Services adhere to established procedures and practices. In
conclusion. GAO recommended that the Commission adopt its GAO Sensitivity Analysis
Model when considering cost and savings estimates for future BRAC recommendations.
The GAO Sensitivity Analysis Model has twelve steps: (1) Define the estimate’s purpose,
(2) Develop an estimating plan. (3) Detine the Project (or Program) characteristics. (4)
Determine the estimated work breakdown structure, (5) ldentify ground rules and
assumptions, (6) Obtain data, (7) Develop a point estimate and compare 10 an
independent cost estimate. (8) Conduct sensitivity analysis, (9) Conduct risk and
uncertainty analysis, (10) Document the estimate. (1) Present the estimate for
management approval, and (12) Update the estimate to reflect actual costs and changes.
Per GAO, estimates should satisty four characteristics as established by industry best
practices—they should be credible, well documented. accurate and cumprchcmivu.'h

The subsequent section will discuss BRAC 1993, the second of three rounds with
an emphasis on maintenance consolidation and potential possibilities to garner additional
potential savings.

BRAC 1993

BRAC 1993 was the second of three rounds directed by President George Bush

and governed by the Defense Base and Realignment Act of 1990, The execution of

BRAC 1993 was similar in execution 1o BRAC 1991 and recommendations were based

IR i § i i i " . z
" ULS. Department of Energy, Office of Information Resources, Directives, Delegations. and

Requirements, 2, hps:/www dircenives doce oon taeeessed January 23, 2012),
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on our national goals of maintaining military effectiveness, drawing down the force,
reducing the deficit, and reinvesting in America. The 1993 BRAC round focused on cost,

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

BRAC 1993

Maintenance
Consolidation

Mission
Support

Military Value

FIGURE 7
Maintenance consolidation is defined as consolidating supply, storage, and distribution
functions."” The Commission approached BRAC 1993 similar to how a major
corporation downsizes by focusing on reductions in infrastructure, personnel, and
overhead cost. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) established guidance for
determining base closures and realignments and then depended on military departments
and defense agencies to make the initial base recommendation.” The policy had five

realistic characteristics: (1) save money that would normally go to excessive overhead

"ULS. Government Accounting Office, Military Base and Realignments Closures: DOD Needs to
Update Savings Estumates and Coninue to Address Challenges in Consolidating Supply-Related Functions
at Depot Maintenance Locations, GAQ 09-703, by Brian I. Lapore, hup:/www.gao.cov/products/GAO-09-
703 (accessed May 29, 2012),

*U.S. Government Accounting Office, Military Bases: Analysis of DOD's Recommendation and
Selection Process for Closures and Realignments GAO/NSIAD-93-173, by Charles A. Bowsher, 3.
hitps/fwww.delense gov/brae/does/1993oa0.pdl (accessed January 24, 2012),
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cost, (2) support military effectiveness by reducing competition for lewer resources. (3)
maintain fairness and objectivity, (4) assess overseas bases more aggressive than bases at
home, and (5) be supportive of the investment necessary Lo [oster cconomic growth.”’
Previous BRAC rounds focused on CONUS recommendations for base realignment and
closures. In BRAC 1993, however, DOD announced overseas troop reductions that
cleared the way for considerations of OCONUS locations by the commission. DOD’s
base spending would also decline dramatically as it reduced the replacement value by 35-
40% of base inlrastructure,

During BRAC 1993, DOD recognized that timing was the key Factor affecting the
community economic impact assessment during BRAC 1991. DOD determined that it
could help economic growth by supporting the private sector reuse of base facilities and
real estate. To alleviate the problem during BRAC 1993, DOD developed a viable reuse
strategy. The goals of this strategy were to close bases and make them available for reuse
quicker, promote reuse opportunities in conjunction with community efforts, and refocus
the trade-offs between DOD needs and local community needs.  Besides Federal
assistance programs that provided grants for adversely alfected communities. the
SECDEF was given additional authority by law to determine the disposition of land and
whether to sell or give it away. and to whom it should gn.r

DOD continued to emphasize the importance of environmental cleanup as not
being a barrier. but as a part economic recavery. Although DOD contributed internal
resources, additional funding from Congress and help from the Environmental Protection

Agency were required to achieve and sustain a desired level of environmental restoration.

MG s ; :

LI.S. Department of Defense. Base Closure and RealignmentReport, March 19931,
wonw e lense, soe/bric/docs 1993 dod ! taceessed January 24, 20112)
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In coordination with other Cabinet agencies, DOD created a community economic
redevelopment fund to assist communities affected the most. This generated funds by
setting aside a portion of the net savings garnered by the base realignments and closures.

The Commission submitted two additional points for DOD to review, examine,
and consider for future BRAC rounds. First, the Commission reasoned there was not
sufficient time for it to review maintenance depots and all potential inter-service
possibilities. Secondly, there was not sufficient time for the Commission (o review
installations that hosted nondefense government activities and the full net impact for
those activities.”

Based on the Commission’s review and analysis of DODs recommendation, the
Commission recommended to the President that 130 bases be closed and 45 bases be
realigned. The net savings projected for FY 1994-99 was approximately $7.43 billion.

5 : : i AT 24
The estimated annual savings for the next twenty years was $2.33 billion annually.
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" ULS. Goyernment Accounting Office, Military Bases: Analysis of DOD’s Recommendation and
Selection Process for Closures and Realignments GAQ/NSIAD-93-173, by Charles A. Bowsher, 3.
hutp:/www defense. govihrac/does/ 1993 gao.pd! (accessed January 24, 2012).
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GAO Assessment

GAO overall assessed the BRAC 1993 process as generally sound. However. the
recommendations and selection process were not without problems. In some nstances.,
GAO noted that some savings were overstated, but still substantial. Although the OSD
plan provided guidance, GAO reported that OSD was not actively involved and lacked
sullicient oversight during the overall process for evaluating BRAC 1993
recommendations. Unlike previous BRAC rounds. the Services were directed by DOD to
look internally for excess depot maintenance capacity and look for opportunities for joint
depot maintenance. Unfortunately, as noted by GAO. OSD missed the opportunity to
consolidate and close excess depot maintenance facilities due to a lack of sufficient
leadership and increasing Service parochialism. Another failed opportunity occurred
because DOD did not review cost model outputs leaving several DOD components to
overstate its savings estimates significantly. Similarly, DOD subjectively approached
and assessed the cumulative economic impact, as opposed to establishing an observed,
measurable standard.

GAO's assessed the Navy's selection process as being generally good based on
identifying and reducing excess capacity in regards to their bases, shipyards and air
stations. while considering military value. Although the Naval Audit Service validated
the Navy’s process, the process established and aceepted certain assumptions, therefore
some opportunities and savings were missed because they did not take into account
alternate solutions for bases not considered for realignment or closure. In another
instance. the Navy documented a base’s military value as medium. but later

recommended it for closure because of incorrectly grouping it with lower military value

A



bases. GAO concluded that the Army’s proposals were validated properly by the Army
Audit Agency and well documented. Shortcomings for the Army entailed making some
recommendations based on the projected environmental cleanup cost. GAO noted that
regardless of the environmental cleanup cost. DOD was responsible for the cost when a
base was considered for realignment, closure or to remain in its original configuration.
The Air Force proposal lacked clarity and sound documentation in certain categories
during the final stages of selection recommendations.”

GAQO noted that the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) recommended realignment
and closures based on cost as opposed to military value. Although DLA documentation
was found to be in good order, some errors were made in applying the DOD cost and
savings model that resulted in overstated savings. GAO found the Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) documentation to be in good order and well documented. DISA
benefited from DOD corrections to the data accuracy problems which enabled them to

. ; X
validate recommendations.”™

GAO Recommendation

GAO final comments found that although DOD had made improvements to its
cost modeling process, opportunities for additional improvements existed. As the GAO
report stated:

In addition. DOD has not validated the accuracy of the basic formulas that

are used in the model. GAO's revised estimate of the savings shows a
reduction of about $940 million from DOD's $12.8 billion savings

7 U.S. Department of Defense, Base Closure and RealignmentReport, March 1994, ],
hup/www.detense. sov/brac/does/1993dod. pdf (accessed January 24, 2012).
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estimate for the major bases for the 20-year return-on-investment period.
. . . ; . . . 27
GAO's estimate did not include any government wide cost implications,

Although recommended in the past to consider other worldwide governmental agencies
that influenced cost implications, DOD continued to limit costs and savings solely within
DOD. GAO also recommended that the SECDEF consider implementing ive actions to
improve future DOD processes when considering base realignments and closures. The
five processes were: (1) improve OSD's oversight of the process: (2) establish
procedures and milestones for considering the closure und realignments ol similar
military Service activities: (3) develop a supportable standard for measuring cumulative
economic impact: (4) improve data documentation and accuracy: and (5) include
government wide cost implications of ¢losure and realignment decisions.™ Besides the
recommendations for SECDEF. GAO recommended the BRAC Commission consider
analyzing Navy recommendations where the base recommended for closure had a higher
rated military value than ones recommended to remain open. In addition. GAO
recommended that the Commission request supporting information from the Air Force in
those cases where data does not align and adequately explain base catcgory rating. GAO
acknowledge that although the Army’s process and procures were well documented. the
Commission should review the Army’s list of bases recommended for closure.  Per
GAO’s request. DOD did not submit official comments, but received informal feedback
from GAO commenting on its findings. conclusions and recommendations.”

[hid.. 6.
T US. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Analyvsis of DOD’s Recommendation and
Selection Process for Closures and Realignments GAO/NSTAD-Y3-173. by Charles A Bowsher. 6.
L fiwavw defense povdhracddoes/ 199 3 pao pdl {accessed Junuary 26. 201 2),
Y ULS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Analysis of DOD's Recommendation and
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The succeeding section will discuss BRAC 1995, the final of three rounds
directed by President George Bush with a discussion on cross service function and
potential for future savings.

BRAC 1995

BRAC 1995 is the last of the three biennial reviews directed by President George
Bush and governed by the Defense Basce and Realignment Act of 1990. BRAC 1995 also
included matters for Congress to consider regarding continuing legislature to authorize
further Commission reviews and authorize changes, as needed, to prior decisions. The
execution of BRAC 1995 was similar in execution to BRAC 1991 and 1993;
recommendations were based on supporting the national goals of maintaining military
effectiveness, drawing down the force, reducing the deficit, and reinvesting in America.
The 1995 BRAC round focused on cost, military value, mission support, maintenance
consolidation and the cross-service use of common support services.” The cross service
function focus involved people from all levels of the organization with different
functional expertise working toward a common goal of greater efficiency in the delivery

of common support services (see Figure 8).

U8, Department of Defense, Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group,
Summary of Selection Process, htip://www.detense.gov/brac/pdt/pt2 07 _hsao.pdf, (accessed March 9,
20012): The Secretary of Detfense established the Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Serviee
Group (HSA JOSG) 1o address Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) implications for common business-
related functions and processes across the Department of Defense, the Military Departments. and Defense
agencies. The JCSG had no counterpart in previous BRAC rounds and therefore was charged with defining
appropriate tunctions and sub-functions for analysis. The JCSG had six members representing the four
services, OSD. and the Joint Staff. To focus its analyses, the HSA JCSG formed three subgroups: the
Geographic Clusters and Functional (GC&F) Subgroup (A Force lead), the Mobilization Subgroup
(Marine Corps lead) and the Major Admimstration and Headguarters (MAH) Subgroup (Navy lead). The
Army member chaired the JCSG.
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BRAC 1995

Cross Service
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FIGURE 8
Beyond a more budget exercise. the BRAC 1995 Commission’s approach included
recommendations to reduce the nation’s defense infrastructure while simultaneously
maintaining opportunities for long-term military readiness. BRAC 1995 also included
recommendations from previous BRAC rounds to use certified data that was accurate and
complete to overcome concerns about the consistency and reliability. In addition. the
Commission focused on improving the Federal government’s performance in the area of
conversion and reuse of military installations.

Based on previous experience and results, DOD directed the BRAC 1995
Commission to explore opportunities during the recommendation phase for cross-service
use of common support services. Common support services areas to be considered were
depot maintenance, luboratories. test and evaluation facilities, undergraduate pilot
training, and medical treatment facilities. The Commission designated and chartered the

Joint Cross Service Group (JCSG) to analyze and assess DOD’s potential for shared
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services. The JCSG assessed and made recommendations to the service for consideration
based on military value, functional value and infrastructure capacity. The services
considered the recommendations in whole by implementing and modifying some and
declining others because of a unique military value of a base and Service. In general. the
JCSG was overall successful. ™

The JCSG reduced excess capacity and made recommendations for cross-
servicing in the future. Additionally. the JCSG identified and determined where joint or
collocated functions made functional and economic sense.™ In general, the
Commission’s process. in conjunction with the eight selection criteria developed by DOD
in 1991, remained unchanged. Additionally, the Commission summaries of
recommendations were provided in a different format from previous submittals with
paragraphs entitled “Secretary of Defense Recommendations,” “*Secretary of Defense
Justification.” and “Community Concerns.” Besides projected savings recommended by
the JCSG, the Services and DLA executed strategies that included closing major depots
and/or shipyards. The unique and complex logistical facilities of the Air Force offered
significant, additional savings by removing five air logistics centers and consolidating
sites for DLA storage activities.

Based on the Commission’s review and analysis, the Commission recommended

to the President that DOD close or realign 132 bases in the United States. The net

savings projected for FY 1996-2001 was approximately $7.43 billion. The projected net

Recommendatons [or Closures and Realignments GAO/NSIAD-95-133, by Charles A. Bowsher, 6,
hitip:Awwwidelense. sov/brac/docs/19935sa0-2 pdl (accessed February 1. 2012).

LS Department of Detense, Headguarters and Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group,
Summary of Selection Process, hup/fwww detense.cov/brac/pdt/pt2_07_hsao.pdl (accessed Febroary 1,
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savings over the next twenty years was approximately $S18.4 billion. with an annual
savings of $1.8 billion once implemented. BRAC 1995 und the four previously approved
BRAC programs closed and realigned 70 major bases and several hundred smaller
facilities. DOD infrastructure was reduced by approximately twenty-one percent
(measured by replacement value). This produced about $6.0 billion in annual savings

. + . g - — LK
with a twenty year projected total savings of $57 hillion.

GADO Assessment

GAO noted that during BRAC 1995 DOD improved their cost and savings
process. Although the process was generally sound, as DOD underwent substantial
downsizing in funding, personnel, and force structure, commensurate infrastructure
reductions were not achieved. Despite some progress in reducing excess infrastructure, it
was generally recognized that much excess capacity would remain after the 1995 BRAC
round. The military components and JCSG concurred with GAO that the BRAC 1995
analysis should have identificd more excess capacity than what SECDEF recommended.

GAO identilied a number ol concerns ahout the process that needed to be
addressed by Congress and the Commission to better lacilitate future BRAC rounds. The
attempt by DOD to reduce excess capacity by consolidating cross-service depot
maintenance functions and laboratory facilities was hmited by the service agreements
between two or more Services. The Services reduced infrastructure, but gained little
through the concept of cross-servicing. GAO noted that the DOD initiative to establish

the CSJG was sound and some infrastructure in common support arcas like hospitals and

CUSE Government Accounting Office. Mihitary Bases: Analysis of DOD's 1995 Process and
Recommendations for Closures and Realignments GAGO/NSIAD-95-133. by Charles AL Bowsher,

hitpefwww detense. govibrac/dor pdt taccessed Bebruary 1. 2002
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training facilities were consolidated. Other similar work opportunities between two or
more Services were not realized. GAO described the CSJG focus as being too narrow
and lacking the appropriate level of guidance and leadership to execute and garner the
savings anticipated by the cross-serving strategy. ™

GAO found the Services processes were generally sound, however each had
issues. In particular, while the Air Force’s process improved, concerns centered on its
processes being largely subjective and not sufficiently documented. As a result, the
insufficient documentation of the Air Force’s process caused GAO to question its
recommendations resulting in changes to preliminary base closing estimates. Later in the
process, as a suggestion by the CSJG. the Air Force relooked at some of its cross-service
recommendations and found that the closing costs were much lower, Without input from
the CSJG. the Air Force would have missed an opportunity to reduce excess capacity and
produce savings.” In another instance, GAO noted and commented that during the
process, the Air Force recognized that it had excess capacity within its five maintenance
depots and initially recommend closing two, but decided later to realign the workload and
continue to operate all five facilities. This was a result of the Air Force prematurely
submitting recommendations based on incomplete data. Ultimately, their recommended
inputs were not cost effective and did not solve the problem of excess depot maintenance
capacity. ™

Regarding the Navy, GAO noted that the Navy did not consistently apply the
DOD selection criteria, particularly when recommending exclusion for certain facilities

closure or realignment because of the potential economic impact. The exclusion of

" bid.. 41
" Ihid.. 6.
T lbid.. 51,
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certain facilities was based on concern about the loss of civilian positions during the three
previous BRAC rounds and its cumulative effect.’”

Regarding the Army. GAO noted that the Army did not always adhere to its
process o assess and recommend installations in accordance with the DOD selection
criterion of military value. For instance. GAO noted that the Army yielded to the major
commands and senior Army leadership for recommendations when deciding what
facilities were excess and of low military value. Again, when determining the lease
facility recommendation, the Army relied on its stationing strategy and its guidance o
reduce leases. In another instance. the Army reversed a previous deciston made during
BRAC 1993 o consolidate all tactical missile maintenance at one location — Letterkenny
Army Depot. Then during the BRAC 1995 recommendation process, the Army
recommended the workload be split amongst Letterkenny Army Depot, Tobyhanna Army
Depot and Anniston Army Depot. The recommendation was counter to the previous
recommendation to consolidate like functions and maintenance. GAO concluded that
although the Army considered additional facilities for closure and realignment, it

. ’ . . . i
ultimately rejected them due to operational and cost considerations,

GAO Recommendation

GAO concluded that after implementation. DOD’s plan to reduce domestic bases
by 15 percent or an amount at least equal to the three previous base closure rounds would
Fall short. Because ol the previously mentioned shortcomings — insullicient
documentation, unvalidated costing ussumptions. and not tully adhering to the approved

7 1hid.. 7.
" hid.. 73



DOD selection criterion — DOD’s 1995 recommended list of base closures and
realignments was projected to reduce infrastructure by only 7 percent.”” The SECDEF
acknowledged the shortfall and stated that additional BRAC rounds would be required to
[urther reduce excess infrastructure suggesting the need for additional BRAC rounds in 3
to 4 years. As a result the U.S. National Security Strategy addressing challenges posed
by international terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ungoverned
arcas, rogue states, and non-state actors, the next BRAC round did not happen until
2005.™"

Both the General Accounting Office and the Congressional Budget Office
supported DOD’s view that the four previous BRAC rounds had proved. thus far, to
produce a net savings of approximately $16.7 billion and the successful elimination of
approximately 20 percent of DOD's infrastructure capacity that was identified as excess.
“DOD has also reported that the recurring savings beyond 2001 are approximately $6.6
hillion annually.”™"!

The final section of this chapter will discuss BRAC 2005 and an emphasis on
Jointness. Jointness is described as cross section service cooperation in the military
process to include research, procurement and execution.

BRAC 2005

In spite of repeated efforts to gain congressional authorization for an additional

BRAC rounds, a decade passed before DOD conducted its next BRAC round. Dramatic

changes had occurred in the global security environment with an increase of international

“Ibid.. 8.

“U.S. Department of Defense, Base Closure und Realignment Report. Volume 1, May 2005,
http:/fwww.defense. pov/brac/pdl/Vol 1 _Part_|_DOD_BRAC.pdl (accessed April 22, 2012).

T US. Army. U.S. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division (BRACD),
hip=www hgdacarmy . mil/facsim/brac/fug. hn#Past BRACRounds_g4 (accessed January 19, 2012).
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terrorism, proliferation of weapons ol mass destruction (WMD), and the rise of non-state
actors, DOD reported that previous BRAC rounds in 1989, 1991, 1993 and 1995 had
saved billions of dollars on an annual recurring basis and reduced its domestic
infrastructure by about 20 percent of its plant replacement value. DOD also reported that
hundreds of thousands of unneeded acreage with associated property (plants and
facilities) were transferred to other federal and non-federal entities.

During this time, the national security environment in America changed. The
military base structures from which forces were organized. trained. equipped. and
deployed played an important role in ensuring mission effectiveness and efficiency. 2 s
Dr. Dorothy Robyn. Deputy Under SECDEF (Installation & Environment) stated before
the House Appropriations Committee Subcommittee “in order for the military to maintain
its preeminence. it must adjust to new and evolving threats. It must be able o adopt the
latest technologies. by taking on new missions and eliminating old ones. and by altering
the number of troops recruited. trained and positioned around the alobe.™

Past BRAC rounds served as a powerful management tool for DOD to align base
structure with force structure. As a means of counterbalancing the complex conditions
effecting the national security posture and environment, the SECDEF and Chairmun of
the Joints Chiel of Stalf (CICS). in compliance with the Infrastructure Steering Group
(ISG). initiated the process by directing geographic combatant commanders to prepare

draft overseas basing plans for their respective areas ol responsibility. These draft plans

Fus. Department ol Detense. Base Closure and Realignment Report, Volume 1. May 2003,
hup-fiww wedetense covtbrac/pdt/Nol L Part_1DOD BRAC pdl {accessed April 220 20012,

Y Dr. Dorothy Robyn. Statement of Dr. Dorothy Robyn Dep Under SECDEE (1 & L) Before the
House Appropriations Cammuttee Subcommittee on Military Constenction. Vererans Affairs and Relared

Ageneies, 2, hupifappropriations hoose coviUploaded Files/3.07.12 - NilConVA
_Detense_Installations_und_ Enviconment - Dr. Dorothy Robyn_ - Testimony pdl taceessed April 26.
Z012).
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directed by the CICS were a part of a larger DOD interagency initiative entitled
“Integrated Global Presence and Basing Study™ (IGPBS). The goal was to assess and
determine requirements for long-term overseas force projection and basing needs. In
addition to the study determining size, character, and location of long-term overseas
forces, it concluded that some forces would return to the United States over a period of
years. Unlike previous BRAC rounds, directly addressing overseas basing was not
viewed as a means for achieving savings, but was merely a byproduct, or the resultant, of
the directed action or activity.™

Besides the IGPBS assessment, DOD conducted an analysis in accordance with
section 2912, of the BRAC statute 2005, to determine facility inventory and whether its
excess capacity warranted another BRAC round. This particular BRAC stature resulted
in a comprehensive world-wide inventory of military installations for each military
department. with specifications as to the number and type of facilities in the active and
reserve forces of each military department.”” DOD compared the inventory data for 1989
base loading requirements with the projected 2009 infrastructure requirements. The
results indicated that DOD would have an aggregate 24 percent of excess capacity.
Neither report included an assessment to determine the criticality nor the relationship
between particular characteristics of specific bases and their relative military value. Two
and half years of intense work by DOD, the Inspector General, the Service audit agencies
and GAO certified and validated the need for discussion to determine if an additional

BRAC round was warranted. Based on the preliminary findings. the Secretary certified

]"(fungrc-s.ss.iunu] Research Service. ULS. Military Overseas Basing:New Developments and
Oversight Issues for Congress, hip:/www lus.org/sgp/ers/natsec/RLAZ 148.pdl (accessed May 29, 2012),

“US. Department of Defense. Report on 2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Implementation. Volume 1. 2, hup:d//www.delense.gov/brac/docs/legisOS pdl (accessed February 4, 2012).
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an additional BRAC round on March 23, 2004.™ The 2005 BRAC round focused on
cost, military value, mission support, maintenance consolidation. cross-service function
and jointness (see figure Y). Y Seven joint cross-service teams that included the
development of options across common business-oriented functions. such as medical
services, supply and storage. and administrative activities. compared and evaluated
common services. Jointness also encompassed joint war fighting, readiness and training

capabilities.

BRAC 2005

Jointness
(Joint Basing)

Cross Sarvice
Function

FIGUREY
By connecting infrastructure requirements to the defense strategy. Congress
emphasized the need for BRAC 2005 to eliminate excess physical capacity: the

operation, sustainment and recapitalization of which diverts scarce resources from

LS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Analysis of DOD’s 2005 Process and
Recommendations for Closures and Reahgnments GAO-05-785, by Barrs Holiman, |,
htips/www. cao gov/products/GAO-05 785 (accessed February 220 200 2),

LS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases Realignments and Closures: Key Factors
Contributing 10 BRAC 2005 Results. GAO-12-513 1. by Brian 1. Lepore. 6.
htpa//awawa . mao oorn /productsf@GACH T2 ST3T (aceessed May 29, 201 2.
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delense capability.™ Congress directed two senior groups to oversee and operate the

BRAC 2005 process. Their goal was to reconfigure the current infrastructure while

maximizing both warfighting capability and efficiency (see FIGURE 10)."

BRAC 2005 ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE
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FIGURE 10

The first group. the Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC), chaired by the Deputy

Secretary had policymaking and oversight for BRAC. The second group, Infrastructure

Steering Group (ISG), was subordinate to the TEC and oversaw the joint cross-service

analysis of common business oriented functions, and ensured the integration of that

process with the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. The ISG was chaired by

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

H LS. Department of Delense. Base Closure and Realignment Report. Volume 1. May 2005, E-1.
http:/swww.defense gov/brac/pdi/Vol 1 Part 1 DOD_BRAC pdf (accessed February 11, 2012).
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TUS. Army. ULS. Army Base Realignment and Closure Division (BRACD),
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(ATL&L)) and was responsible for policymaking and oversight of the entire BRAC 2005
pruu:sw.ﬁI The ISG retained the authority and responsibility for developing and
implementing operational policies and guidance necessary to conduct the BRAC 2005
analysis.

BRAC 2005 was the fifth evolution of the most recent series of BRAC efforts.
The BRAC 2005 process: however. differed in a number ways from procedures
established by previous rounds and offered opportunity for more suvings due to excess
capacity and facilities that exceeded the approved force structure. The primary changes
reflected congressional legislutive requirements and alterations to DOD analytical
process designed o capture a more cohesive and comprehensive overview ol the DOD's
intrastructure inventory. The following list summarizes legislature changes:

(1) The SECDEF was required to provide a detailed report with
justification documents regarding the need for an additional BRAC round.

(2) The force structure plan would be based on a 20-year threat assessment
as opposed to the 6-year threat assessment required during carlicr BRAC
rounds.

(3) Authority to proceed during BRAC 2005 was contingent upon
SECDEF's certification  that additionul BRAC imiplementation  was
required and that an annual net savings would be made for each of the
Military Departments not later than 201 1.

(4) Military value and other selection criteria had 10 be addressed as
opposed to the past exccution when military value was the primary
consideration as a matter ol policy.

(5) A ninth member was added to the Commission.
(6) The Commussion could add an installation to the SECDEF list of

recommended closures only if: seven of the nine members agreed: at least
two Commissioners had to visit the installation: and SECDEF has lifteen

Tus. Department ol Detense. Base Closwre aned Realigiment Reporr. Volume |- May 2005, E- 1.
htpediswswede fensesovibrac/pd ol _1_Par_1_DOD_BRAC pdt (aceessed Febroary 11, 2002,
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days to respond to as why it did not originally include the installation as a
recommendation.

(7) The Commission was required to invite the SECDEF to testify in both
open and closed hearings it the Commission proposed changes to the

SECDEF recommendations.

(8) Key dates were adjusted for nominating members to the Defense
BRAC Commission.

(9) DOD authorized no-cost conveyance regarding implementation and

reuse of an installation, but directed to seek fair market value, as

determined by the SECDEF (reduction up to 100 percent of fair market
value).

(10) The SECDF could authorize closure through privatization when

recommended by the Commission and when it would be the most cost-

effective method of implementation.

In addition to the legislative changes, BRAC 20035 was the first BRAC round
focused on military force transformation and infrastructure reduction. It was also the
only stand-alone BRAC round authorized by Congress as opposed to the SECDEF and
was the only round to form part of a worldwide defense infrastructure review. Finally,
BRAC 2005 was the first BRAC to impact the National Guard significantly.

Excess infrastructure was defined as fragmented, underused, or unused
infrastructure that generated unwarranted and additional operational maintenance cost.
BRAC 2005 was designed to be an opportunity to garner savings by consolidating and
sharing like functions. services and facilities, creating jointness and joint capabilities as
opposed to just basic cost cutting. DOD concluded that selecting the appropriate
organizations from two or more Services to share facilities in the right location could

significantly improve combat effectiveness and reduce overall operating costs. The

intended result was a capable and powerful military properly aligned and based. Thus



recognizing joint opportunities 1o achiceve efficiency among activities was a key goal
during the execution of BRAC 20035.

Additionally. and in support of the DOD’s long-term strategic capabilities, the
SECDEF initiated the BRAC 2003 process to rationalize DOD™s base infrastructure
within the United States.”™ The process was designed to be objective. open. and fair and
measured against cight criteria that were previously subjected to both congressional
review and public comment.  The BRAC 2003 strategic focus was to strengthen national
security by aligning U.S. base structure with the foree structure needed over the next two
decades. The SECDEF s initial BRAC planning guidance focused on five key goals: (1)
transform the current and future force and its support systems to meet new threats: (2)
eliminate excess physical capacity: (3) rationalize the base infrastructure with the new
defense strategy: () maximize both warlighting capability and efficiency: and (3)
examine opportunities for joint activites.

[n addition, the SECDEF recommended the following themes in relation to the
long-term strategic U.S, goals:

(1) Support force transformation.  Through technology enhancements and

capabilities  restructuring,  transform and align units  returning  from

overseas into required and capable training infrastructure.  Develop
capabilities—based Active and Reserve Army components by combing
support funetions.

(2) Rebayse forces to address new threat. strategy, and force protection

concerns.  To increase combat power. enhance security, and promote

clliciency. consider placing dispersed forces and activities within the U.S,

on more secure. military controlled sites.  Through consolidation and

rebasing of forces and services. a significant savings could be generated
and realized.

Id.. ¥ hup/fwsew defense povibrac/pdi/Nval L Pacc 1 DO BRAC pdl faccessed February 4.
2002
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(3) Consolidate business-oriented support functions. In order to capitalize
on proven state-of-the-art business technologies and practices, consolidate
supply. maintenance, medical functions, and technical facilities, including
research and development laboratories to encourage better-focused
investment strategies.

(4) Promote joint and Multi-Service basing. Create and establish a joint
training environment for key administrative functions and selected training
missions to include initial pilot training for the new Joint Strike Fighter.

(5) Achieve savingy. The savings from restructuring support functions,
reducing the number of support personnel and disposing of unneeded land
and facilities will almost equal the total savings of all previous BRAC
rounds. Restructuring support functions will generate unprecedented
savings. The savings from the reduction of support personnel and disposal
of land and 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 dollar in BRAC costs.™

In addition to the recommended long-term strategic themes, the SECDEF
recommended seven overarching guiding principles for BRAC to lead the analytical
process and assist during the development of scenarios during the recommendation and
selection phase:

(1) Recruit and Train. DOD must attract, develop, and retain active.
reserve, civilian, and contractor personnel.  Recruits must be highly
skilled, educated and have access to effective, diverse, and supportable
training facilities with current, expandable and joint interoperability to
support advances in technology, doctrine and tactics.

(2) Quality of Life. DOD must provide a quality of life with appropriate
living standards for service members, Civilians and Family members with
quality workplace that supports recruitment, learning, and training that
enhances retention.

(3) Organize. In order for DOD to meet and match the demands of the
National Military Strategy, its force structure must be organized,
equipped, and properly based. In an addition to proper basing, DOD
forces require proper alignment of headquarters with other DOD

T Ibid.. 4. hupiwww detense sovibrac/pdi/Vol 1 Part_1_DOD_BRAC.pdl (accessed February 6.
2012).
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organizations to achieve effectiveness, efficiencies and opportunitices for
joint basing.

(4) Equip. DOD needs to retain, or make available evaluation capabilities
within the private sector to capture rescarch, development. acquisition, test
and evaluation capabilities. By effectively and efficiently developing and
placing superior technology in the hands of the warlighter and through
knowledge-cnabled and net-centric warfare, current and future threats are
identified and addressed.

(5) Supply, Service, and Maintain. DOD must be integrated and
responsive 1o operational forces. in order to demonstrate the ability to
provide support in an agile and responsive global national industrial
basing environment.  Access to logistical and industrial infrastructure
capabilities is eritical.

(6) Deploy & Employ (Operational). DOD must he supportive of power

projection, rapid deployment. and expeditionary force requirements with

reach-back capability: sustain the capability to mobilize and surge: and 1o

ensure strategic redundancy., it must secure installations that are optimally

located for mission accomplishment.

(7) Intelligence. DOD must be able to provide predictive analyses.

warning ol impending crises. persistent surveillance ol our most critical

targets. and uchieve horizontal integration of networks and datubases. It

must provide the needed intelligence capabilities to support the National

32y - 54

Military Strategy.

[n addition to the SECDEF's recommended themes and principles for BRAC
20035, the Chairman of the Joint Chiel of Staff recommended an additional five
objectives. The five objectives were: (1) better integrate active and reserve units: (2)
position and organize forces o be able to act around the globe: (3) make the military
more flexible and agile: (4) improve covperation between military service brunches while
training and fighting: and (3) convert unneeded capacity into warfighting capability.

Philip W. Grone, who was Deputy Under Secretary for Defense. Installations &

Environment at that time stated:

a4 . . e, A 5 ap
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As the nation’s security challenges become more complex, our military

must become an increasingly agile and joint force dominant across the full

spectrum of operations. Installations are a critical component of capability

and with the ongoing global repositioning of forces; they must continue to

provide focused capabilities to generate the required combat power.”

In addition to the SECDEF's recommendation for realigning the base structure to
meet post-Cold War force structure, the SECDEF challenged the respective Services to
reconfigure current infrastructure into one in which operational capacity maximized both
warfighting capability and efficiency. Additionally, the SECDEF challenged the Services
to look beyond its internal service boundaries for opportunity for greater joint activity.
The SECDEF noted that while unique functions may have existed, he insisted there were
functions common across the Services. These functions were analyzed by categories.
Category one activities, common business-oriented support functions. were analyzed by a
joint cross-service that which reported their results through the ISG to the IEC. The
second category, service unique functions, was analyzed by the Military Departments
who reported their results directly to the IEC. The base structure and force structure
realignment set the conditions for DOD to establish global force repositioning through
transformation of U.S. forces to meet the challenges of the 21" 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, but also created conditions in which

potentially problematic issues could be identified and resolved prior to implementation.

o Philip W. Grone (DUSD Installations & Environment), “2007 Defense Installations Strategic
Plan.” p. 4-5, available from hup://www. acq.osd.mil/ie/download/DISP2007_inal.pdl (accessed April 26,
2012
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This was of particular importance where Commission recommendations resulted in new

ialal

methods of operation such as with "Joint Basing.

GAO Assessment
GAO's objectives for assessing BRAC 2005 were to (1) determine it DOD's
proposals achieved its stated BRAC goals, (2) confirm DOD’s process for developing
recommendations were logical and reasoned. and (3) identily issues with accompanying
recommendations. Because of time constraints, GAO'S ability to examine the

. - . . . - "'\II
implementation details fully was limited.

DOD had varying success in achieving its BRAC 20035 goals of reducing excess
infrastructure, advancing transformation, and promoting jointness. DOD’s BRAC 2005
number of recommendations exceeded all prior rounds combined. with many of the
proposals focused on reserve bases as opposed to the closing of active bases. Although
this was the largest BRAC round with equally large projected savings. most of the
savings would result from 10 percent of the recommendations. The estimated overall
upfront cost was $24 billion with a limitation associated with a projected savings ol 550
billion over a 20-year period. The majority of the projected savings did not come [rom
elimimating infrastructure, but were associated with eliminating jobs currently held by

military personnel. The plan appeared to achieve savings through reducing endstrength

" Dr. Dorothy Robyn. Statement of Dr. Dorathie Robyvie Dep Under SECDEE (1 & L) Before the
Howse Approprictions Conunittee Subconnittee on Military Constrocction, Verevans Affairs and Relared

Agencies, 2. hup:Zappropriatns hoose sov/Uplogded Dilex 030712 - MilCony A
Dedense Tnsultlators_amd_ T wovonen D, _Doronhy _Robyn_- Testimony pdl (aceessed April 26,
2002,

YU, Government Accounting Office. Militury Bases: Analvsis of DOD s 2005 Process and
Recommendutions Tor Closures and Realignments GAO-03-785. hy Barry Holman, 1.
[y A st con produc s/ GADDS- TR gaceessed Febriary 12, 2012),
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levels, but DOD’s plan entailed reassigning positions to other areas, which may enhance

58

capabilities but also limited dollar savings available for other uses.

Some recommendations represented attempts to foster jointness and
transformation, for example, establishing joint training for the Joint Strike Fighter.
Progress was limited because ol a lack of understanding and agreement on various
transformation options. DOD developed 77 draft transformational options to constitute a
minimum analytical framework [or both groups to utilize throughout the selection
process. The draft options were never formally approved, because of disagreements and
lack of acceptance by the Services and OSD. Although not approved, the analytical
teams considered these options throughout the BRAC recommendation selection process.
The determination criteria for final recommendation to the SECDEF was a consolidated
and comprehensive infrastructure analysis that examined a wide range of options for
stationing and supporting forces and functions, rather than just reducing capacity. Both
the Military Departments and the joint cross-service analytical teams reviewed and
endorsed recommendations submitted from the IEC. Both the Military Department and
joint cross-service analytical teams could consider additional options, but could not

modily or dismiss without approval from the IEC.

In addition, many of the decisions reflected consolidations within, rather than
across the Services. DOD's process for conducting its analysis was logical, well-
documented and placed strong emphasis on data, which was appropriately tempered by
military judgment. The military Services and seven joint cross-service groups focused on

common business-oriented functions and analytical approaches for respective areas. The

Fbid.. 1, hipedwww pao.eoy /productsy/GAO-03-785  (accessed February 23, 2012),



DOD Inspector General and service audit agencies enhanced the data accuracy by
requiring certified data inputs and then checking the process. Because DOD
recommended an unprecedented 837 closure and realignment actions across the country,
binned into 222 individual recommendations, GAO focused more on evaluating major

cross-cutting issues as opposed o individual recommendations.

GAO identilied implementation or operational issues that warranted further
attention by the Commission. In some instances. closure or realignment action that was
acknowledged by both the Service and joint cross-service group as having a potential for
significant savings was later either deleted or substantially revised by sentor DOD
leadership during the latter phases ol the selection process. Others applied 1o
assumptions and inconsistencies in developing certain cost savings estimates, lengthy

5 . , AR o s i)
payback periods, or potential impacts on alfected communities.”

GAO Recommendation
The GAO recommended that the SECDEF take appropriate steps to establish a
means for tracking and updating savings estimates concerning individual
recommendations. They also recommended DOD place emphasis on savings related to
the more traditional realignment and closure actions as opposed to the newly adopted

business process reengineering.

DOD concurred with GAO's recommendation and subsequently issued
guidance on BRAC 2005 Implementation Planning to the Secretaries of the Military

Departments and others in September and October of 2005, “Unlike in prior BRAC

ah)
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rounds, that guidance required the Military Departments to submit business plans that

addressed the implementation of each BRAC 2005 recommendation for which they had
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responsibility, to OSD in its BRAC oversight role.™  These plans included updated

cost and savings estimates with updates every six months submitted to OSD.

" hid.

53



CHAPTER 3: JOINT BASING INITIATIVE

In March of 2004, SECDEF Rumsfeld certified DOD'S report submitted to
Congress acknowledging the need for the closure or realignment of additional military
installations and that an additional BRAC round would create annual net savings for cach
of the military departments.’ As stated carlier. the 2005 BRAC Act called for reducing
excess infrastructure. advancing transformation, and promoting jointness. To obtain
these goals, the act called for a new generation of multi-mission and multiservice hases.
Transformation both within individual services and among services through joint
initiatives waus critical 1o supporting the national security strategy. During an interview in
2005, Raymond DuBois, Deputy Undersecretary ol Delense for Installations and
Environment, said that BRAC 2005 was much bigger than simply saving money. "I we
were to approach BRAC from simply a basing or an infrastructure-footprint-real property
assessment point of view, it would be simplistic and ineffective. We must approach
BRAC from a warlighting, mission-oriented point of view."

In order to execute BRAC 2005 and as mentioned in the previous chapter, the
SECDEF organized two senior groups to oversee and operate the BRAC 2005 process.
The Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC). chaired by the DUSD. was the policy maker
and oversight body for the entire BRAC 20035 process. The subordinate Infrastructure
Steering Group (ISG). chaired by the USD (AT&L) oversaw joint cross-service analysis

of common business oriented functions and ensures the integration of that process with

"ULS, Department of Defense. Reporr Required by Section 2912 of the Defense Base Closire and
Realignment Acr of 1990 ay amended throneh the Narvional Defense Awrliorization Act forFiseal Year 2003,
Lo hnpeftaoww defense povwacfdoesiid 0 Body 0324008 pedt faccessed Behruiry 26, 20102)

T Government Executive. “Next Base Closing Round will amm o Create Joimt Faerlities.” 1.
||||]I-'-‘- WAL 2O e GOl e s 2 D) fesd Birs ||---|I|‘ e oser s e eresit 1omn

Fchities/ | 2963/ (accessed Eehruary 25, 20012)



the Military Departments and Defense Agency. As a means to achieving greater joint
activity and to build upon prior BRAC analysis that considered functions on a service-by-
service basis, BRAC 20035 analyzed functions and common services across the services
on a joint basis. The Military Departments executed their duties with relatively little
change in relation to previous BRAC rounds. However, the joint cross-service team,
being newly organized as result of anticipated savings for jointness, offered something
completely different from previous BRAC rounds.

There was a joint cross-service group tor each of the following seven functions
(depicted in FIGURE 10): Education and Training (E&T). Headquarters and Support
Activities (H&SA), Industrial Activities (IND). Intelligence (INTEL), Medical Support
(MED) Supply and Storage (S&S), and Technical (TECH). Each function had a
chairman empowered to formulate their own recommendations for SECDEF review. In
this round of BRAC, the joint cross-service groups had established a greater breadth of
execution than BRAC 1995, As an example. Philip Grone, Deputy Undersecretary of
Defense for Installations and Environment said. "So rather than looking at. as we did in
1995, depot maintenance in this round of BRAC, we're looking at all of the industrial
activities of the department on a joint basis."’

BRAC 2005 consisted of over 1,200 alternatives and after an exhaustive
examination, the SECDEF forwarded 222 recommendations to the BRAC Commission
for its review. In one key initiative, the Headquarters and Support Activities Joint Cross
Service Group developed BRAC recommendation #146 calling for consolidating 26

separate components military installations into 12 Joint Bases in order to reduce

"U.S. Department of Defense, News, Grone: BRAC 2003 Important for Many Reasons, by
Samantha L. Quigley, 1, hup:/www.defense.pov/News/NewsArticle.aspr /D=3 1444 (accessed February 9.
2012),
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installations support cost while simultaneously improving services (o the military.” The
joint basing initiative was an opportunity to create the conditions for more consistent and
effective delivery of installation support. Joint basing entailed the consolidation ol two
ol more installations of different Services into one base that share a common houndary or
are close to euch other. Once services were consolidated to one base. the support
functions were combined and operated by w single Service. This suggested an
opportunity to harvest savings by consolidating and sharing like functions, services and
Facilities. creating jointness and capabilities as opposed to a simple cost-cutling exercise.

The DEPSECDEF. Gordon England. signed the Joint Basing Initial and
Implementation Guidance (JBIG) on 22 January 2008 authorizing the two phased
approach. Phase | identified five Joint Bases that would reach initial operational
capability (10C) on 31 January 2009 and full operational capability (FOC) on 1 October
2009, Phase 2 identified seven Joint Bases that would reach 10C on 31 January 2010 and
FOC on 1 October 2010,

The Tollowing table depicts the Joint Basing evolution. The first column
identifies the installations prior to joint base consolidation. The second column
represents joint basing consolidation and the final column represents the lead Service
responsible for providing installation support for the entire joint base (depicted in Table

). Figure 11 identifies the actual locations of the joint bases.,

'Wavne Arny. Deputy Under Seerctary ol Defense. Statement hefore the Subcommittee on Militar
Cronstrvction, Veteran Affaiey and Related Agencies of the Hooase Appropriations Compdttee. T April 2009,
herpefwasw e osdhmilfe/dow nfoadfarny 2208 pd | caceessed March 12201 29,
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JOINT BASING BRAC

2005

INSTALLATIONS JOINT BASE LEAD
Fort Lewis/McChord AFB Joint Base Lewis-McChord ARMY
Fort Myer/Henderson Hall Joint Base Myer — Henderson Hall ARMY
Anacostia Annex/Bolling

| AFB Joint Base Anacostia-Bolling NAVY
' NAB Little Creek-Story Joint Base Little Creek-Story NAVY
' NS Pearl Harbor/Hickam
AFB Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam NAVY
Navy Base Guam/Andersen
AFB Joint Region Marianas NAVY
Andrews AFB/NAF Joint Base Andrews — Naval Air Facility
Washington Washington AIR FORCE
NWS Charleston Joint Base Charleston AIR FORCE
Elmendorf AFB/Fort
Richardson Joint Base Elmendorf — Richardson AIR FORCE
McGuire AFB/NAES
Lakehurst Joint Base McGuire — Dix — Lakehurst AIR FORCE
Lackland AFB/Randolph Joint Base Lackland - Sam Houston -
AFB Randolph AIR FORCE
TABLE 1
Find Joint Bases — Chck on the base names balow [0 view information for each base A Phase 1
@ Phase 2

.JnlﬂlBlchc-ﬂ'l McChord |

.uc-«w Base Eimendodl
A - daan

Richar

Jownt Bawe Anacosta - Bolling

——— —
Jowt Base Langiey - Eustis

y . Joint Base Peart
Harbos - Hickam

FIGURE 11
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The Services expressed concern that when controls of 1ts operating and support
functions for their installation were transferred to another Service. fearing an impact to
primary mission readiness. In particular. they were concerned that a decision would be
made that would madvertently reduce support and quality of service. There was also
concern that the various Service cultures and emphasis on mission tasks would negatively
impact quality of life and family support programs. The expected resultant was the
establishment of 0 DOD-wide framework for programming, delivery, and assessment of
all aspects of installation support 1o be known as Common Delivery of Installation
Support (CDIS).” The Joint Busing Initiative Guidance (JBIG) regulated this disparity by
providing detailed installation support function definitons, requirements. frameworks.,
dutics and responsibilities among the Joint Base participating organizations. The CDIS
purpose was Lo provide acquisition, management. resourcing and delivery of installation
support with the best available business practices and operational risk management. In
addition. DOD directed CDIS o provide consistent high standards in support of the
warlighter mission by the most effective and elficient means available.

Besides the CDIS. Common Output Level Standards (COLS) were developed by
DOD und approved by the Installation Capabilities Council. These provided a common
output or performance level for cach expected level ol installution support. Although the
DOD proposal directed manpower savings, it was the Commission that stated manpower
savings would not be directed. Instead. the manpower requirements were derived from

standard manpower and functional analysis studies, and cooperative joint determinations

“John Ho Pearson. Aundre Pragee. Richard Kitchens. Joint Basing: The Fuetire of Military Basing
o o Fatfec - Fxpervimenr? VLo Dle 00 sca 700 DSCHOOL SUCAPAPERSUOWS_N
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between the affected installations.” Efforts are still ongoing. The COLS framework was
based on a DOD-wide common framework of definitions. outputs, output performance
metrics, and cost drivers. The framework served as a basis for developing COLS for
each function of installation support and as well as service-wide capabilities-based
planning models for all installation support functions at projected joint bases. As
appropriate, COLS were ticred to provide options for managing risk.

The COLS were aligned along 10 Functional Working Groups (FWG). with more
than 40 like functional arcas and 139 sub-functions. The final product consisted of 267
joint base service-level standards:” The 11 FWGs were:

(1) Command Support. Safety. public affairs, legal, inspector general,
procurement, chaplain, history, financial management

(2) Community Services.  Morale, wellare & recreation. youth
programs, family services, lodging operation

(3) Environmental  Services.  Compliance, pollution prevention,
conservation, restoration

(4) Facilities. Ultilities, pest control, custodial & refuse collection.
grounds & pavement maintenance, real property leases. management

& engineering

(5) Fire & Emergency Services. Fire department, emergence response
services, readiness (crisis response)

(6) Housing. Family housing, dormitory management
(7) Human Resources. Military personnel. management analysis
(8) Information Technology. IT services

(9) Logistics.  Supply, munitions, laundry, vehicle operations, food
services

“ Interview with Jane Goldberg, Office of the Secretary of Defense Basing Office. October 14,
2011,

"US. Department of Defense, News, Bases Ger New Names in Realignment, Lisa Daniel 1,
hup:/www defense.gov/news/mewsartiele.aspx 1id=38450 (accessed March 9, 2012).
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(10) Operational Mission Services. Airfield operations. small arms &

firing ranges

(11) Security Services (military police).  Law enforcement. physical
. . . : g
security, installation protection

The DEPSECDEEF chartered the Joint Management Oversight Structure (JMOS)
1o have overall responsibility Tor development, approval and compliance ol the Joint Base
Memorandum ol Agreement (MOA).  The IMOS composition included the BRAC 2005
Infrastructure Steering Group (I1SG). Installation Capabilities Counceil (1CC) and Senior
Joint Basing Working Group (SIBWG). which was led by the DUSD (1&L). Issues
ratsed from the Joint Base Functional Groups or installations were iltered vertically
through the Joint Base Purtnership Council (JBPC). Intermediate Command Summit
(1CS). and Senior Installation Management Group (SIMG) to the ICC." The purpose of
the MOA was to provide an equitable basis for conflict resolutions and resource
allocation between the Components at a Joint Base. It was expected that the Joint Basing

[nitiative would provide both common standards and the opportunity for the Services o

N " ; + g " v
A Education and Tarmimg Command. Whar is Joinr Basing?, 1.

Bpeswwaw aeteat nulfibranvpemthasingAnde s asp Gaccessed March'W. 201 2).

i + a t - "

TULS. Department of Defense. Defense Procurement cBusiness Conterence. Sandra Ross. February
2000, 4. hupedaaw s ehizprocurement.con/e Bz IN2000-Presentations/2-24- 1045 Ross pudt (accessed

March 1. 20120 Joint Management Oversight Structure - Structure established for cach Toint Base that is
responsihle tor development. approval and compliance ol the Joint Base MOA and provide a basis tor
couitahle conthiet resolution and resource allocation between the Components ata Joimt Base. 100 &
SIBWG = The ICCTS primuoy role s 1o oversee development and implementation of Dol Installation
Support pohiey and resolve disputes on Installatton Support between Dol components. SIMG - Consist of
the sentor representatives of the Mihtary Departments Installation Management Ovganigatons, The group
reviews Joimt Base issues and resolves any questions that are passed from the [CS. Also makes Joint
Basing policy recommendations to the 1CCT TCS = The summit has representation from the Component
installation management echelon immediately above the Jomt Base mstallations: chared by the supporting
Compuonent. JTBPC — Chatred by the Jomnt Base Commander. the council™s primary role 1s o implement
Toint Base gmdance. He has the authority and responsibility for elfectively usine availuble resources for
planning. oreanizing directing. coordmating wnd controlling the delivery of Installation Support as detailed
in the MOAL TBFWG = The PWG promary role s o deta] the process of consohdaton tor cach function
lor the purpose of developimg the optimul orgamizations.
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optimize installation management by developing efficient methods of installation support
throughout the poD."
GAO Assessment

Based on a broad delinition of joint activity, the GAO determined DOD’s
recommendations made progress fostering joint activity among the military Services.
DOD’s definition for joint activity included consolidating some training functions within
the same military Services and collocating like organizations and functions on the same
installation. The definition also encompassed moving some organizations or functions
closer to installations in order 1o further opportunities for joint training. Overall progress
was achieved; however, GAO found other instances where DOD adopted a Service-
centric solution even though the joint cross-service groups proposed a joint scenario. For
example, a sizeable savings was projected in regards to the initial joint training for the
Joint Strike Fighter, but progress varied and many decisions reflected consolidations
within, and not across, the military Services."'

GAO's objectives for assessing BRAC 2005 were to (1) determine if DOD's
proposals achieved its stated BRAC goals, (2) confirm DOD’s process for developing
recommendations were logical and reasoned, and (3) identify issues with accompanying
recommendations.”” The assessment also included the Commission’s recommendation
that the DOD establish 12 joint bases by consolidating the management and support of 26

separate components military installations, potentially saving $2.3 billion over 20 years.

" Office of Deputy Under Seerctary of Defense, Twelve Department of Defense Installations
Reachlbull Operational Capability in Support of the Joint Busing Program, 1,
hup:/www.acy.osd.mil/ic/jointbusing update.shiml (accessed February 29, 2012,

"ULS. Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Analysis of DOD’s 2005 Selection Process
and Recommendations for Base Closures and Realignments, by Barry W. Holman. GAO-05-785,
Government Accounting Office. Washington, D.C.. hup://www gao.gov/products/GAO-05-T85 (accessed
April 23, 2012).

" Ihid.
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During the BRAC 2005 inaugural hearing in May of 2005, GAO was asked to address:
(1) the status of implementing recommendations from previous BRAC rounds, (2) DOD's
expectations tor the 2005 BRAC round. and (3) the anulytical framework tor the 2003
BRAC round."”

DOD indicated and GAO generally agreed that recommendations from the
previous BRAC rounds were implemented within the required six-year period and
acknowledged that property transfers may take longer. The results estimated a reduction
in infrastructure by 20 pereent. which would have freed up about 90 percent of the
unneeded BRAC property available for reuse. It was also noted that most of the
surrounding communities impacted by BRAC 2005 were faring well compared with
average LS. rates for unemployment and income growth. BRAC 2005 was exccuted as
previous rounds with the normal emphasis on eliminating unneeded imfrastructure and
achieving cost savings. However. BRAC 2005 differed slightly from previous rounds
with an additional emphasis on reducing the ULS. footprint overseas and efforts to further

_— " s . |4
joint basing among the military services.

DOD began sending out a series ol joint base implementation guidance in
January 2008 to establish common joint busing definitions and standards for installation
support. The guidance included support areas for airficld operations. grounds
maintenance. custodial services. and child and youth programs. There were a total of 47
support arcas and 267 standards defining the expected level ol service for cach specitic

support area. DOD ofticials declared that the standards represented the service levels

LS. Government Accounting Ofhee. Military Base Closure: Observation on Prior and Current
BRAC Rounds. by Barry W. Holman, GAO-05-6 14, Government Accounting Office. Washimgton. D.C.,
Rerpe i won sgios oo Aproaduc O ACIR=0 [ qaccessed March 11, 2012,
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needed to meet mission and personnel requirements in accordance with DOD policies and

guidance, commercial standards, other federal agency guidance, and military judgment.'”

GAO noted that although DOD made significant effort to ensure installation
support was delivered to the planned joint bases, the 2005 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission had forecasted that cost would increase above the cost of
support provided by the separate installations before consolidation. There were two
primary reasons why this cost was expected to increase. The primary reason for the
anticipated cost increase was DOD requiring the joint bases to deliver installation support
in accordance with the new COLS. At many installations, the Base Operations Services
(BOS) had not adequately funded installation support to meet DOD standards.
Additional cost would be incurred getting the Services to meet standards. The COLS
required all Services and the joint bases to receive the same level and quality of service.
During a visit to nine joint bases, GAQ's comparison of 40 selected standards to the
service levels currently provided indicated that on average service levels would have to

. . - f
increase to meet the standards in about 27 percent of the arcas compared.

Secondly. GAO noted that the loss of service institutional knowledge would have
an immediate impact depending on how the Services’ approached implementing joint
basing. As a resull. both additional administrative costs and the loss of some existing
installation support efficiencies would hamper the realization for instant expected cost

savings. This was expected to improve over time as indicated by GAO 09-336 statement

" U.S. Government Accounting Office. Defense Infrastructure, DOD Needs to Perodically Review
Support Standards and Costs at Joint Bases and Better Inform Congress of Facility Sustainment Funding
Uses, by Brian 1. Lepore, GAO-09-336, Government Accounting Office. Washington, D.C..

| 5
" Ibid.
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from 30 Murch 2009: “Although DOD officials stated that the increased support costs a
the joint bases might be at least partially offset aver time as experience is gained and new
efficiencies are identilied and adopted. it is unclear whether joint basing will result in
actual savings.”™"

GAO Recommendation

Because most of the savings were reductions in military and civilian manpower as
opposed 1o infrastructure reductions, GAO recommended that the DOD focus on tracking
and periodically updating savings. GAQO believed savings could he achieved from DOD's
proposals, but certain limitations associated with the magnitude of the savings projected
by DOD were associated with elimimating jobs currently held by military personnel.
Unfortunately, rather than reducing end-strength. spaces were reassigned (o enhance
capability: and this eliminated potential savings.”

GAO stated that in order for DOD o realize its ultimate savings. they should
include (1) transition planning to minimize the adverse impacts on operations and
potential loss of specialized human capital skills: (2) mechanisms to monitor
implementation ol approved recommendations and anticipated savings: (3) plans to
adequately fund environmental restoration to expedite property: and (4) assistance (o
losing and gaining communities. and other federal agency communities alfected by
BRAC recommendations. Some proposed actions represented jointness, but ettorts
varied and many recommendations tended to foster jointness by consolidating functions

within rather than across military Services.

B T

T ULS, Government Accounting Office. Military Bases, Observations on DOD s 2005 Base
Realignment and Closure Selecuon Process and Recommendavons, by David Walker, 1L GAD-05-9035,
Government Accounting Office. Washington, DLCL hopedwsww vaccgov/produc s/ A D US-UNS, (aceessed
Murch 14, 20020,
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CONCLUSION

Jhe U. S. is at a strategic turning point after a decade of war and will transition
to a smaller and leaner, but agile, flexible, ready and technological advanced joint force.

-PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA, National Defense Strategy, MAY 2010

In concluston and as stated carlier, the question is if the BRAC process is really
saving taxpayer dollars or misleading the American public into thinking that at the end of
the day, reduced infrastructure equals savings? The intent of the BRAC process is to
reorganize DOD’s base structure to more efficiently and effectively support U. S. forces,
increase operational readiness and facilitate new ways of doing business. This is a
foundational concept that supports our national interest and security. The Base
Realignment and Closure process is nested with the U. S. National Security Strategy by
ensuring defense installations and facilities are in the right place, at the right time, with
the right qualities and capacities in order to support the national security. BRAC focuses
on the Military pillar and notes that if the foundation is not sound, then the foundation as

a whole is not sound (see Figure 12).

NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY
INSTRUMENTS OF NATIONAL POWER

DIPLOMATIC
INFORMATION
MILITARY
ECONOMICS

INFRASTRUCTURE - BRAC

FIGURE 12



The process also allows DOD to divest ol unnecessary installation infrastructure and
reinvest the savings into programs that enhance security capahilities and quality of life
for military torces. ' DOD indicates, and GAQO concurs, that recommendations from the
previous BRAC rounds were implemented within the required six-year period. resulting
in estimated reduction in infrastructure by 20 percent. making about 90 percent of the
unneeded BRAC property available for reuse. Substantial net savings ol approximately
$29 hillion have heen realized. © As BRAC progressed. cach round added an additional

level of complexity that was impacted by a declining budget (see Figure 13).

PRE-BRAC 1960's BRAC 1989 BRAC 1991

Military
Value

BRAC 1993 BRAC 1995 BRAC 2005

Maim=nancs
Comalkdation

FIGURE 13

Us. Department of Defense. BRAC. Bese Realignment and Closire 20073,
hitpeffwaw wdetense conbrac/fags00 1 il (accessed April 26, 200121,

LS. Gonernment Accounting Oftice. Military Base Closure: Observation on Prior and Current
BRAC Rounds: hy Barry Wo Holman. GAO 05 614 Government Accounting Office. Washington. D.C.
hupe/aww s oo con/produc s/ GACHOS 61 taccessed March T 20120,
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Although the BRAC process saved taxpayers money, below are major points that are
worth restating.

In Chapter One, the motivation for BRAC was a result of actions taken by
SECDEF McNamara during the 1960s and the perceived method in which he developed
the selection criteria. Under direction of President Kennedy, SECDEF McNamara
developed selection criteria within Office ol the Secretary of Defense (OSD). with
minimal consultation with the Military Services or the Congrcss.] The Congress had not
anticipated the broad extent of these actions. With very few exceptions, the Congress
viewed the closure actions negatively. In response, Congress passed legislation to ensure
they would be included in future DOD base-closure programs. Twenty years passed
between the SECDEF McNamara era and when Congress could agree on an approach
and criteria for the execution of BRAC. It was during President Reagan’s Administration
that the President’s Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (The Grace Commission)
report found that savings could be made in the base structure and recommended that a
non-partisan, independent Commission be established to study the base-closure issue in a
less constrained process and submit a list of closures.

Chapter Two concluded that the general execution of all previous BRAC rounds
were successful, but certain discrepancies and errors warranted additional attention,
Although BRAC 1989 focused on military value and mission support, noted
discrepancies and errors were a result of utilizing old data, double counting square
footage for some facilities and inaccurately reporting acreage that resulted in overstating

savings estimates. GAO concluded that with a lack of an effective management control

"U.s. Department of Detense. Base Realighnments and Closures.Report of theDefense Secretary’s
Cpomntision, December 1988, 7, hup:/fwww defense.govibrac/docs/ 1988 pd| (accessed March 20, 2012,
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procedures and a tight time constraint. conditions were ripe 1o estahlish an environment
that would yield data errors and inaccurate estintes.

BRAC 1991 was executed generally in the same manner as BRAC 1989 and
focused on military value. mission support and cost. The 1991 round echoed some of the
same concerns as BRAC 1989 with insulficient and inaccurate supporting documentation
and the lack of an effective management control procedure. Even though the COBRA
Muodel, designed as an analvtical tool to calculate the cost. savings, and return on
investment, was revised during BRAC 1991 it was not praperly used by the Services.

BRAC 1993 focused on military valuce, mission support. cost and meaintenance
consolidation. Maintenance consolidation was a benefit and missed opportunity by the
Services because of their inability to generate sufficient leadership to overcome Service
parochialisms. Additionally. GAO recommended that the SECDEF exccute five actions
to improve future base closure and realignment recommendations: (1) improve OSD'S
oversight of the process: (2) establish standards for closure and realignments of similar
military service activities: (3) develop a standard for measuring cconomic impact: (4)
improve data documentation and accuracy: and (3) include government wide cost
implications of closure and realignment decisions.”

BRAC 1995 [ocused on military value, mission support, cosl. nuintenance
consolidation and the cross-service use of common support services. BRAC 1995 was
not as successful as BRAC 1993 in terms of reducing infrastructure and gained little
through the concept of cross=servicing, BRAC 1995 was projected to reduce

infrastructure by 135 percent. but as result ol insulficient documentation, unvalidated

"ULS. Government Accounting Office. Military Basest Analysis of DODs Recommendation and
Sclection Process for Closures and Realignments: GAO/NSTAD-O3- 173 by Charles AL Bowsher, 0.
hittpaifwacss wlete cov/broc/does TR caud D (aceessed Jamuary 26: 2012).
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costing assumptions and not fully adhering to the DOD selection criteria, DOD’s 1995
recommended list of base closures and realignments was projected to reduce
infrastructure by only 7 percent. Additionally, GAO noted the shortfalls were a result of
joint cross-service groups focus being too narrow and lacking the appropriate level of
guidance and leadership to execute and garner savings anticipated by the cross-servicing
strategy. Because of the shortfall of the DOD goal, the SECDEF suggested the need for
additional BRAC rounds in 3 or 4 years. Ten years would pass before the next BRAC.

BRAC 2005 focused on military value. mission support, cost, maintenance
consolidation, the cross-service use of common support services and joint basing. This
was the largest BRAC round with the projected equally large savings. GAO identified
implementation and operational issues that warranted further attention by the
Commission. One instance was an action that was acknowledged by both the Services
and joint cross-service group as having a potential for significant savings, but was later
revised by the senior DOD leadership during the selection process. Others applied to
assumptions and inconsistencies in developing certain cost savings estimates, lengthy
payback periods, or potential impacts on affected communities.” GAOs final comments
related to the SECDEF taking appropriate steps to establish means for tracking and
updating savings estimates concerning recommendations.

Chapter Three, Joint Basing Initiative, briefly described the successes achieved
during the BRAC 2005 round that made progress fostering joint activity among the

military services. Although the Joint Basing Initiative made both economical and

TS, Government Accounting Office. Military Bases: Analysis of DOD's 2005 Selection Process
and Recommendations for Base Closures and Realignments. by Barry W, Holman. GAQO-05-785,
Government Accounting Office. Washington, D.C., hup//www sao gov/products/GAD-05-T85  (accessed
February 23, 2012),
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functional sense. two primary reasons anticipated an initial cost increase to provide a
baseline of services. The primary reason was that the Base Operations Services (BOS)
had not previously funded installation support in the amounts needed to meet new
stundards. The COLS required the Services and joint bases 1o reeeive the same level of
standard and quality of service. Secondly, GAO noted that the loss of Service
institutional knowledge would have an immediate impact depending on how the
Services™ approached implementing joint basing. As a result. both additional
administrative costs and the loss of some existing installation support efficiencies will
hamper the realization for near term expected cost savings. Lastly. in some instances
DOD migrated to a service-centric solution even though the joint cross-service groups
proposed a joint scenario.

In summary. the question becomes: is the BRAC process and execution [ully
realizing available savings through the process of reducing infrastructure and overhead
management cost”? The answer is, yes. The BRAC process and execution s realizing,
available savings through the process of reducing infrastructure and overhead
maintenance cost. The importance of an elficient military bhase structure 1s imperafive
and cannot be overstated. The base structure can remain efficient only it the ditficult
decisions are made to close and realign bases in a timely manner. The Commission has
muade a number of such decisions, In addition to achieving documented savings, the
Commission’s recommendations will continue to alleviate some ol the problems

discussed ubove. leading to improved mission effectiveness in the future.
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Recommendations

To enable the United States to remain relevant and competitive in the year 2030
and beyond, the nation needs to support the National Security and Military Strategies by
focusing more on our nation as a whole. Even as the military hones and institutionalizes
new and unconventional skills, the United States still has to contend with the security
challenges posed by the military forces of other countries and non-state actors creating
the need for a sustainable and flexible infrastructure footprint.” Success will be defined
by how well we develop and maintain professional, disciplined and multi-purposed
capable forces that are able to achieve global awareness. security and dominance within a
cost conscience environment that indicates BRAC infrastructure alignment is critical to
that success.

In order o achieve a measure of success for future BRAC rounds, the lollowing
recommendations are offered for consideration as tools and ideas to extend the
opportunity for future savings:

(1) Include the BRAC strategy in the QDR to become a continuous
process that will allow adequate planning, execution and predictability
to properly support the alignment of DOD infrastructure assets in
support ol national security and interest.

Expand the management control procedures to include steps 1o
establish a means for tracking and updating savings estimates and

minimizing data errors in order to maximize anticipated savings from
the cross-servicing strategy.

I

fad

Refine the modeling for utilizing the COBRA Model analytical tool
that will enhance service input into a DOD common framework that
captures government wide opportunities and impacts.’

" Robert Gates. A Balanced Strategy: Reprogramming the Pentagon lor a New Age.” Foreign
Affairs, New York, January 2009, 3.

"U.S. Government Accounting Office, Military Bases: Analysis of DOD’s Recommendation and
Selection Process Tor Closures and Realignments, GAO/NSIAD-93-173, by Charles A. Bowsher, 6,

hup://www detense govibrac/docs/ 1993ea0.pdl (accessed January 26, 2012).
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() Continue o improve and enhance OSD's oversight of the BRAC
process to establish standards for closure and realignments of similar
military service activities und not allow for Service centric solutions
and reccommendations.

Undoubtedly. the cross-Service iitiative and joint basing construct allowed an
opportunity to expand jointness and will continue to evolve for many years, DOD must
continue to create a government wide environment that approaches the BRAC strategy as
a normal and routine activity, Continuing to minimize unintentional inter-Service rivalry
is critical to garnering future savings.  BRAC should not only he considered during
times when the national debt is out of balance. but continuously included m the
challenges that the nation fuces (o rebalance DOD’s strategies. capabilities, and lorees to

. -1 5
address today’s contlicts and tomorrows threats.

LS. Department ol Delense. Quadrenmal Defense Review, Pentagon OFTicial Makes Chase Tor
New BRAC Raunds. by Lisa Paniel. hirpa/wswow detense goview simew sartic le aspy d =671 78 faccessed
March 1. 2012).
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