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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am pleased to be here today to provide you with an overview of 
our work involving the Department of Defense's (DOD) base 
realignment and closure (BP&C) process. This includes our 
legislatively mandated role in assessing DOD's recommendations and 
process of selecting closure candidates and our subsequent work 
examining the implementation of BRAC decisions. 

Today, I will (I) provide a brief historical account of the BRAC 
process, including our role in that process; (2) summarize some of 
the conclusions we have drawn in assessing DOD's decision-making 
process in prior BRAC rounds and identify improvements that DOD and 
its components have made to the process; (3) share with you the 
results of our work on previous base closures--including planned 
reuse and environmental cleanup of these facilities; and (4) make 
some preliminary observations about BRAC issues that may extend 
beyond the life of the current BRAC legislation. 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF BRAC 

As DOD budgets, force structure, and personnel began to be reduced 
in the mid-to-late 198Os, it became increasingly important to 
ensure that scarce DOD resources be devoted to the most pressing 
operational and investment needs rather than maintaining unneeded 
property, facilities, and overhead. Historically, however, 
closing unneeded military facilities had not been an easy task, in 
part, due to public concerns about the effects on communities and 
their economies and concerns about the impartiality of the 
decision-making process. Additionally, legislative provisions 
enacted in the 1970s requiring congressional notification of 
proposed closures and preparation of economic, environmental, and 
strategic consequence reports severely hampered base closure 
efforts. 

Legislation enacted in 1988 (P.L. 100-526)--which was used only for 
that year--facilitated a successful round of base closure decision- 
making. 
actions, 

It outlined a special process for considering closing 
authorized a special commission to propose closures and 

realignments, and provided relief from certain statutory provisions 
that were seen as hindering the base closing process. 

Efforts by the Secretary of Defense in January 1990 to initiate 
additional base closure actions--without special enabling 
legislation--encountered difficulty and were not completed. 
Concerned about the Secretary's January 1990 proposals, the 
Congress passed the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (title XXIX, P.L. 101-510) halting any major closures except 
those following the new act's requirements. The act created the 
independent BRAC commission and outlined procedures, roles, and 



time lines for the President, the Congress, DOD, GAO, and the 
Commission to follow. 

The 1990 legislation required that all bases be compared equally 
against selection criteria and DOD's current force structure plan, 
provided by the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The 
legislation mandated rounds of BFLAC reviews in 1991, 1993, and 
1995 * For each BPAC round under the 1990 legislation, the services 
and DOD agencies submitted their candidates for closure and 
realignment to the Secretary of Defense for his review. After 
reviewing their candidates, the Secretary submitted his 
recommendations to the BRAC Commission for its review. The BF!.AC 
Commission, which could add, delete, 
recommendations, 

or modify the Secretary's 
then submitted its recommendations to the 

President for his consideration. The President could either accept 
or reject the Commission's recommendations in their entirety; if he 
rejected them, the Commission could give the President a revised 
list of recommendations. If the President accepted the 
Commission's recommendations, he forwarded the list to the 
Congress, which became final unless the Con ress 
resolution disapproving it in its entirety. 5! enacted a joint 

Base closure rounds in 1988, 1991, and 1993 produced decisions to 
fully or partially close 70 major domestic bases and to close, 
realign, or otherwise downsize scores of other bases, 
installations, and activities. 2 I need to emphasize that the 
number of bases recommended for closure in a given BRAC round is 
often difficult to tabulate precisely because closure actions are 
not necessarily complete closures, and closures may involve 
activities and functions rather than bases. 

The term "base closure" often conjures up the image of a larger 
facility being closed than may actually be the case. Military 
installations are diversified and can include a base, camp, post, 
station, yard, center, homeport facility, or leased facility. 
Further, more than one mission or function may be housed on a given 
installation. Individual base closure and realignment 
recommendations may actually affect a variety of activities and 
functions without fully closing an installation. For example, in 
1993, the Navy recommended closure of its Naval Aviation Depot 
(NADEP) in Norfolk, Virginia, 
facility. 

which is an aircraft maintenance 
The Norfolk NADEP is located on the Norfolk Naval Base 

which includes among other activities the Norfolk Naval Station and 
Naval Air Station, which were not closed by BRAC 1993. 

'See enclosure 1 for an overview of BRAC 1995 outlining DOD's 
selection criteria, key steps taken by DOD components in 
identifying BRAC candidates, and key milestone dates. 

2See enclosure 2 for definitions pertaining to DOD base realignment 
and closure actions. 
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Complete closures, to the extent they occur, may involve relatively 
small facilities, rather than the stereotypical large military 
base. Thus, the term "base closing" used in conjunction with BRAC 
should be viewed generically as referring to facilities, 
installations, and activities of varying sizes. Closings and 
realignments, whatever their size, however, are designed to reduce 
unneeded infrastructure and achieve operational savings--that is 
the bottom line in terms of what the base closure process is all 
about. 

DOD is still completing base closures and realignments approved in 
prior years. DOD must currently initiate closure and realignment 
actions no later than 2 years after the President submits his list 
to the Congress and must complete implementing actions within 6 
years. DOD data indicates that as of January 1995, 51 percent of 
the 70 major closing actions of the prior three rounds had been 
completed. Implementing actions on BRAC 1995 recommendations must 
be completed by 2001. 

The 1990 legislation mandated that GAO analyze the Secretary's 
selection process and recommendations for each BRAC roun 
submit a report to the Congress and the BRAC Commission. 9 and 

For BRAC 
1995, this report must be submitted within 45 days after the 
Secretary makes public his list of proposed realignments and 
closures. Our next report must be submitted by April 15, 1995. 

ADEOUACY OF DOD'S DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

Several statutory or policy requirements of the BRAC process are 
designed to enhance its fairness and integrity and have been 
strengthened over time. They include the following: 

-- All DOD components must use specific models for assessing 
(1) the costs and savings associated with BRAC actions and 
(2) the potential economic impact on communities affected by 
those actions. We have identified shortcomings in these 
models and their use in prior BRAC rounds and have seen model 
improvements made each round to improve their effectiveness. 

-- Information used in DOD BRAC decision-making must be 
certified. That is, certification that the information is 
accurate and complete to the best of the submitting person's 
knowledge and belief. This requirement resulted from a 1991 
amendment to the Base Closure and Realignment Act, and it was 

3See Militarv Bases: Observations on the Analvses SuDr>ortinq 
Proposed Closures and Realignments (GAO/NSIAD-91-224, May 15, 1991) 
and Militarv Bases: Analysis of DOD's Recommendations and 
Selection Process for Closures and Realisnments (GAO/NSIAD-93-173, 
Apr. 15, 1993). 
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designed to overcome concerns about the consistency and 
reliability of data used in the process. 

-- DOD components must develop and implement internal control 
plans to foster accurate data collection and analyses and 
documentation of decisions. A component of the internal 
control plans is extensive involvement by service audit 
agencies and DOD Inspector General personnel to better ensure 
the accuracy of data used in decision-making and to enhance 
the integrity of the process. These audit groups have 
performed admirably, under tight time constraints, to conduct 
real-time assessments of data used in the decisions. They 
have pointed out errors and tracked corrections to help ensure 
the most accurate data possible was being used. 

Our reports on prior BRAC rounds have pointed out problems with 
documentation of decisions and some recommendations by DOD 
components, but overall we found their decision-making processes 
were generally sound, and most decisions adequately supported. In 
the most recently completed BRAC round, 1993, we found that (1) the 
Navy generally completed return-on-investment analyses primarily to 
test the feasibility of an alternative, not to determine which, of 
competing alternatives, produced the greatest savings; (2) the Army 
chose not to recommend a base for closure, in part, because of 
environmental cleanup costs--a factor that is not supposed to be 
considered in calculating closure costs; (3) the Air Force's 
documentation of some of its final recommendations made it 
difficult to understand its justification, although subsequent oral 
explanations seemed to justify the recommendations; and (4) the 
Defense Logistics Agency overstated estimated savings of some 
realignments. 

Our 1993 report also stated that OSD did not exercise strong 
leadership in overseeing the military services and DOD agencies 
during the process. Consequently, some technical problems 
occurred, and the opportunity to consider consolidation of 
maintenance facilities on a DOD-wide basis was lost. DOD responded 
to these problems by attempting to strengthen the process for BRAC 
1995 and sought to encourage its components to explore 
opportunities for cross-service use of common support assets. It 
did this by organizing cross-service review groups to propose 
alternatives for the components to consider in five functional 
areas: (1) maintenance depots, (2) laboratories, (3) test and 
evaluation facilities, (4) undergraduate pilot training, and 
(5) medical treatment facilities. 

Our assessment of the 1995 BRAC process is underway and will not be 
completed until we issue our report in April. Our staff will be 
undertaking a short, but intensive, scrutiny of the Secretary's 
recommendations once they are final and made public on March 1, 
1995. Operating under tight time constraints, we will track 
selected recommendations back through the components' decision- 
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making processes to test their logic, consistency, and 
reasonableness. We will report any concerns to the BRAC Commission 
and the Congress. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PREVIOUS BASE CLOSURES 

Let me now discuss the status of previous closure decisions. 
While the implementation of BRAC 1993 is still in its early stages, 
DOD and local communities have had more time to develop and 
implement reuse plans for the two earlier rounds. We reported 
earlier on the result 

2 
of our review on 37 base closures from the 

1988 and 1991 rounds. While the findings remain unchanged, we 
have updated the figures for you today (see enclosure 3). 

Federal property that is no longer needed is not automatically 
sold. Rather, DOD is required to first screen excess property for 
possible use by other DOD organizations and then by other federal 
agencies. If no federal agency has a need for the excess property, 
it is declared surplus to the federal government and generally is 
made available to qualifying nonprofit organizations and state and 
local governments. Any property that remains is available for sale 
to the general public. DOD is required to comply with 
environmental laws for disposing of real property. These laws call 
for all relevant parties to agree on the extent of cleanup required 
before property can be transferred within the federal government 
and that property be cleaned up before it can be transferred to 
nonfederal users, 

Originally, DOD estimated that $4.1 billion would be received from 
the sale of property from BRAC 1988 and 1991 rounds to help pay for 
the costs of realignments and closures. DOD property sales 
currently total about $63 million. The primary reason for the low 
property sales is that about 88 percent of the property we reviewed 
at these 37 installations was being retained by DOD or transferred 
at no cost to other federal agencies or state and local 
jurisdictions. Of the remaining 12 percent, 3 percent is planned 
for sale and 9 percent is undecided, Closure costs not paid from 
property sales revenue will have to be paid from congressional 
appropriations. 

In addition to requesting property at no cost, communities are also 
asking the federal government to provide cash grants, income 
producing properties, and building and infrastructure improvements 
to assist with the conversion of military properties to civilian 
uses. Communities have received nearly $300 million in cash grants 
from various federal agencies to assist with the planning and 
implementation of base reuse plans. DOD's Office of Economic 
Adjustment has provided $33 million; the Department of Commerce's 

4Militarv Bases: Reuse Plans for Selected Bases Closed in 1988 and 
1991 (GAO/NSIAD-95-3, Nov. 1, 1994). 
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Economic Development Administration has provided $83 million; the 
Department of Labor has provided $46 million; and the Federal 
Aviation Administration has provided $130 million. 

Communities are also seeking the public benefit conveyances of 
readily marketable properties, such as military golf courses and 
family housing, to support reuse activities. Communities are 
asking for these revenue generating properties to help fund the 
operating expenses while they implement their reuse plans for 
activities such as airports or educational institutions. 

Finally, communities are asking DOD to renovate buildings, upgrade 
utility systems, construct roads, and improve other infrastructure. 
Some requests have been for converting buildings from their former 
military use to classroom facilities and to bring buildings up to 
current state and federal standards. Other requests have been for 
infrastructure system upgrades to gas, water, and sewage systems 
and the construction of access roads. Communities are asking DOD 
to perform this work, provide the funds to do the work, or deduct 
the funds from property sales revenue. 

Our work also shows that reuse planning and disposal of property 
are being delayed for several reasons. These include 
(1) disagreements over reuse alternatives, (2) changing laws and 
regulations, and (3) environmental cleanup of contaminated 
properties. 

Disagreements over reuse arise when competing federal agencies, 
local jurisdictions, or other members of the community cannot agree 
on reuse alternatives. We have seen disagreements between cities, 
counties and cities, federal agencies and cities, Indian groups and 
local communities, and homeless assistance organizations and local 
communities. When conflicts arise, DOD base closure officials have 
urged all parties to reach an accommodation; however, DOD has the 
discretion to determine the final use of the property. 

Changing laws and regulations delay reuse planning. When new 
legislation is passed, communities that are in the midst of reuse 
planning often choose to delay decisions until implementing 
regulations are finalized. For example, the Congress passed 
legislation in 1993 to expedite the base conversion process and 
support economic development in communities facing base closure. 
DOD issued interim rules in April 1994 and amended them in October 
1994 * Final rules are expected to be published in mid-March of 
this year. 

With respect to environmental cleanup of contaminated properties, 
we have just released our report on the environmental impact at 
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closing military installations. 5 This report addresses the 
significant environmental cleanup challenges that face the 
Congress, DOD, the state, and local communities before the property 
can be reused. 

The Congress, DOD, and the Environmental Protection Agency have 
taken a number of actions over the past several years to resolve 
environmental cleanup issues at bases that are being closed and 
realigned. However, problems still remain. For example, our 
report shows that DOD's cost estimate for cleaning up 123 closing 
and realigning activitieslinstallati ns increased to $4 billion in 
its fiscal year 1995 budget request. 8 However, later, more 
comprehensive estimates developed by 84 installations for their 
April 1994 cleanup plans totaled about $5.4 billion. We found that 
even these estimates were understated. 

Our report also shows DOD has made all closing and realigning 
installations eligible for high priority cleanup funding. This 
high priority accelerates DOD's cleanup funding needs. However, 
63 percent of the $5.4 billion estimate is for installations that 
would not have been given a high priority for cleanup funding if 
they were not closing or realigning. Also, most of the property 
will remain as federal lands and may not have to be cleaned up 
before reuse. In addition, in 1994 DOD received authority to use 
long-term leases so property can be placed into nonfederal reuse 
before cleanup is completed. To date, only a few leases have been 
signed. 

Finally, our report shows that DOD's cleanup progress has been 
limited. Most sites at closing and realigning installations are in 
the earliest stages of investigation and study and may be 10 years 
or more away from cleanup. 
for several reasons. 

DOD has made limited cleanup progress 
First, the study and evaluation process is 

lengthy. Second, some of the contaminated sites are just too 
or prohibitively expensive to clean up and some of the cleanup 

large 

methods are unsure. 
difficult, 

Decontaminating groundwater is costly, 
and sometimes impossible. Third, new technology is 

frequently not a ready option because it may involve unacceptable 
risks or contractors may prefer other technology based on their 
past experiences. 

5Militarv Bases: Environmental Impact at Closing Installations 
(GAO/NSIAD-95-70, Feb. 23, 1995). 

6The 123 activities/installations are those that are identified in 
DOD'S fiscal year 1995 base realignment and closure budget 
justification documents. This number differs from other summary 
figures for base closures because of the way DOD aggregated these 
numbers for budget purposes. 
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To accelerate the environmental cleanup at closing installations, 
DOD established the Fast Track Cleanup program in July 1993. 
While certain elements in the program have achieved desired 
results, others have not, and opportunities for improvement remain. 

For example, one initiative focused on quickly identifying and 
transferring uncontaminated property. However, although the 
services identified about 121,000 of about 250,000 acres at 1988 
and 1991 closing installations as uncontaminated, the regulators 
only concurred on about 34,000 acres. Moreover, most of the 
uncontaminated property that has been identified is usually 
undeveloped, remotely located, and often not desirable for reuse. 

CONSIDF&ATIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

BRAC 1995 represents the last round of base closing reviews 
authorized under the 1990 legislation. Questions exist about 
whether sufficient infrastructure reductions will be made in the 
current round or whether additional rounds will be needed. 
Further, the BFLAC round in 1993 was used to obtain BRAC Commission 
approval for changes to BRAC decisions made in 1991; the same is 
expected to occur in BRAC 1995 relating to prior BRAC decisions. 
Since DOD cannot unilaterally change a BRAC Commission decision, 
questions exist as to how any adjustments to 1995 BRAC decisions 
will be made in the future once the 1995 BRAC Commission has 
completed its work. 

The question of whether the 1995 and earlier BRAC rounds will have 
eliminated sufficient excess infrastructure cannot be fully 
answered yet. However, recent statements by the Secretary suggest 
that excess infrastructure may remain after the 1995 BRAC round. 
DOD's goal for the 1995 round was to reduce the overall DOD 
domestic base structure by at least 15 percent of DOD-wide plant 
replacement value--an amount at least equal to the three prior BRAC 
rounds. Recently, the Secretary said that he expects that the 1995 
round reduction will be smaller than the 1993 round. This suggests 
that the current round may not meet DOD's stated goal. Our review 
of the 1995 round will address DOD's reasoning for the degree to 
which excess infrastructure was retained. 

If further BRAC rounds are needed, the recent history of base 
closures suggests that some form of authorizing legislation may be 
needed to overcome problems which inhibited base closures in the 
past. However, I am not suggesting such legislation at this point, 
because we have not completed our review of the current BRAC round. 
In addition, we plan to complete a more detailed assessment of 
lessons learned from these rounds to determine what worked, what 
did not work as well, and what might be done differently to 
facilitate any additional reductions. 

Regarding changes to prior BRAC decisions, the history of recent 
BRAC rounds suggests that some mechanism will be needed to 
authorize changes to 1995 BRAC decisions. I am not recommending a 
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specific approach at this time. However, we would be glad to 
provide some alternatives for your consideration at a later date. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. I would be happy 
to respond to any questions from you or Members of the 
Subcommittee. 

t 
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Enclosure 1 Enclosure 1 

OVERVIEW OF BRAC 1995 1 

The following is an overview of BRAC 1995 outlining DOD's selection 
criteria, key steps in DOD components' decision-making, and key 
dates pertaining to the BRAC process. 

DOD SELECTION CRITERIA 

Militarv Value (receives priority consideration) 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of DOD's Total Force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and 
associated air space at both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return On 'Investment 

5. The extent and timing of potential cost and savings, including 
the number of years, beginning with the date of completion of 
the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the 
costs - 

Comnunitv Imnacts 

6. 

7. 

The economic impact on communities. 

The ability of both the existing and potential receiving 
communities' infrastructure to support forces, 
personnel. 

missions, and 

8. The environmental impact. 

KEY STEPS TAKEN BY DOD COMPONENTS IN IDENTIFYING BRAC CANDIDATES 

-- 

-- 
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Enclosure 1 Enclosure 1 

-- Identifying realignment and closure candidates and 
analyzing alternatives/scenarios. 

-- Performing analyses to gauge potential costs and savings from 
realignment and closure alternatives/scenarios. 

-- Determining economic, community, and environmental impacts. 

-- Recommending candidates for realignment and closure. 

KEY DATES 

The 1995 BRAC process is governed by certain key dates. No later 
than: 

-- March 1, 1995: The Secretary of Defense reports his 
recommendations for realignments and closures to the Defense Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. This point marks the first 
public release of proposed realignments and closures and public 
availability of DOD BRAC documents. 

-- April 15, 1995: GAO provides Congress and the Base Closure 
Commission with "a report containing a detailed analysis of the 
Secretary's recommendations and selection process." 

-- July 1, 1995: The Base Closure Commission reports to the 
President on its recommendations for realignments and closures. 

-- July 15, 1995: The President transmits to the Commission and 
Congress a report containing his approval or disapproval of the 
Commission's recommendations. 

-- August 15, 1995: Should the President disapprove any of the 
Commission's recommendations, the Commission must transmit a 
revised list to the President. 

-- September, 1995: Congress has 45 days in which to enact a joint 
resolution should it desire to disapprove the entire package of 
realignment and closure recommendations. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DEFINITIONS 

The following definitions were provided by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) to the Department of Defense (DOD) 
components for use in the 1995 base closure and realignment 
process. The definitions remain unchanged from the 1993 process. 

CLOSE 

All missions of the base will cease or be relocated. All personnel 
(military, civilian, and contractor) will either be eliminated or 

relocated. 
disposed. 

The entire base will be excessed and the property 
Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to bridge 

between closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and property 
disposal which are separate actions under Public Law 101-510. 

CLOSE, EXCEPT 

The vast majority of the missions will cease or be relocated. Over 
95 percent of the military, civilian, and contractor personnel will 
either be eliminated or relocated. All but a small portion of the 
base will be excessed and the property disposed. The small portion 
retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by the 
reserve component. Generally, active component management of the 
base will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or training areas 
retained for reserve component use do not count against the “small 
portion retained." 

REALIGN 

Some missions of the base will cease or be relocated, but others 
will remain. The active component will still be host of the 
remaining portion of the base. Only a portion of the base will be 
excessed and the property disposed, with realignment (missions 
ceasing or relocating) and property disposal being separate actions 
under Public Law 101-510. 
and losing missions, 

In cases where the base is both gaining 
the base is being realianed if it will 

experience a net reduction of DOD civilian personnel. In such 
situations, it is possible that no property will be excessed. 

RELOCATE 

3 

The term used to describe the movement of missions, units, or 
activities from a closing or realigning base to another base. 
Units do not realign from a closing or a realigning base to another 
base, they relocate. 

RECEIVING BASE 
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A base that receives missions, units or activities relocating from 
a closing or realigning base. In cases where the base is both 
gaining and losing missions, the base is a receivincr base if it 
will experience a net increase of DOD civilian personnel. 

MOTHBALL, LAYAWAY 

Terms used when retention of facilities and real estate at a 
closing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
or contingency needs of DOD. Bases or portions of bases 
"mothballed" will not be excessed and disposed. It is possible 
they could be leased for interim economic uses. 

INACTIVATE, DISESTABLISH 

Terms used to describe planned actions that directly affect 
missions, units, or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated, 
bases are closed. 
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