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INTRODUCTION

"Congress authorized a base realignnment and cl osure (BRAC)
round in 2005. At a mninmum BRAC 2005 nust elimnmnate
excess physical capacity; the operation, sustainnment, and
recapitalization of which diverts scarce resources from
def ense capability. However, BRAC 2005 can nake an even
nore profound contribution to transform ng the Depart nent
by rationalizing our infrastructure with defense strategy.
BRAC 2005 shoul d be the neans by which we reconfigure our
current infrastructure into one in which operational
capacity maxi m zes both warfighting capability and
efficiency.”
Donald H Runsfeld, Secretary of Defense
Novenber 15, 2002

The above quote fromthe Secretary of Defense
succinctly puts into perspective the need for BRAC. This
paper will attenpt to anplify on the need for the BRAC
process, but also offer reconmendations to inprove the
process. The Base Real i gnnent and C osure (BRAC) Act is the
busi ness process that the Departnment of Defense (DoD) uses
to either elimnate or better utilize excess mlitary
facilities.’ It is estimated that the DoD has between 20-25%
in excess installation infrastructure, the maintenance of
whi ch costs billions of dollars each year and it is
estimated that prior base closings under the BRAC have
resulted in an annual savings for the Departnment of Defense

of nearly seven billion dollars.? Therefore, closing or

better utilizing the existing base infrastructure wl|



result in significant savings to the DoD that coul d be used
for the procurenent of new weapons systens or to upgrade
the remai ni ng base infrastructure. While it is agreed that
DoD shoul d use the best business practices with respect to
all of its assets, if the BRAC process were to be changed
to allow for rapid inplenmentation with the respective
service chiefs to decide what is best for their service.
This woul d any savings could be utilized by the mlitary
sooner and costs associated with the closing or realignnent

of bases woul d be reduced.

Base Realignment and Closure History
The BRAC concept originated in the 1960s. Wen the DoD
realized that WNI and the Korean War had |eft the DoD wth
excess bases. At the guidance of Secretary of Defense
Robert MNanmara, the DoD cl osed nearly sixty bases.
However, Secretary McNamara failed to consult w th Congress
or the mlitary prior to closing the bases and, as a
result, once the econonic inpact of the closures was felt
by the respective conmunities, politicians insisted that
the political representatives for a comunity that would be
i mpact ed be consulted prior to additional closures.® In
1965, Congress passed a law requiring that they, Congress,
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be informed of any potential base closing.” However, this



| aw was vetoed by President Lyndon B. Johnson and the DoD
continued cl osing and rearrangi ng bases w t hout any input
fromcongress.® It was not until 1977, when President
Carter signed Public Law 95-82, that the DoD was required
to notify congress of any base that was a potential target
for realignment or closure.® The law required that reports
on the environnental, strategic, and econom c inpact of
potential base closures be submtted to Congress for
scrutiny.
Cost of closing bases.

There are significant upfront costs involved in
cl osing a base. The npbst notable costs are those associ ated
with the environnental clean-up of the bases. As of FY
2001, the DoD had spent nearly $7 billion on environmental
cl eanup and is expecting to spend another $3.5 billion.’
This requires the DoD to nmaintain a caretaker at each base
to ensure the environnmental clean up and also to nake sure
t he general upkeep of the base is maintained until transfer
of the property is conplete. The environnmental clean up
del ays the DoD fromtransferring the property to another
federal agency or non-federal entity.

There is also a significant cost associated with the
pl acenent of DoD civilian enpl oyees affected by the

cl osure. Enpl oyees are generally offered a buy out or



of fered another position at another installation. If an
enpl oyee accepts another position at a different
installation, the DoD pays the cost of noving the enpl oyee
to the newinstallation, basically a civilian pernmanent
change of station nove. Not only the cost of noving
househol d goods, but also the cost of any tenporary | odging
expenses, or the reinbursenment of mleage incurred
comut i ng bet ween bases.

An exanpl e of the Marine Corps BRAC was the cl osing of
the Air Stations at El Toro and Tustin. The DoD was not
only able to generate savings by closing two bases and
consolidating themat MCAS Mramar, but al so by partnering
wi th Navy Regi on Sout hwest in San Diego. This all owed
Mramar to reduce its’ civilian population by using the
Navy Public works departnent. A significant savings was
realized by partnering with the Navy for utilities.

Savings Generated by BRAC

In April 2002, a report conpleted by the General
Accounting Ofice (GAO stated that “the Departnent of
Def ense has accunul ated an estimated $16.7 billion in
savings through fiscal year 2001.”% The $16.7 billion figure
is an estimate of the net savings to the DoD as a result of
four rounds of base closures and takes into account the

cost of conducting base cl osures, the environnental clean-



up, the placenment services for displaced civilian
personnel, and caretaker funds until the base is turned
over to another entity.® Sixteen billion seven hundred
mllion dollars represents a significant anount of noney
that could be used for procuring new weapons systens,
constructing new facilities, or inproving existing base
infrastructure. The GAO Report does mention that the $16.7
billion figure is not a precise figure due to sone
installations over estimating their savings from base

cl osures and other installations underestimating savings. °
It is also stated that the installations do not update the
savi ngs generated in tinely manner, which al so causes
difficulty in capturing the exact anmopunt saved.! The GAO
Report states the net savings from BRAC shoul d be
considered as a “rough approximation of the likely

savi ngs.”*? BRAC saves noney by elimnating both the cost of

mai nt ai ni ng base facilities as well as the associ ated

| abor .

Conclusion/Recommendations
VWhile there is little doubt the BRAC process is a
solid way for the DoD to do business, it could be greatly
i mproved by enabling the Service Chiefs to decide what

bases shoul d be closed or realigned. Currently a
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congressional conmittee is formed and they develop a |i st
of potential installations as candidates for closure. This
list is then forwarded up the political chain until it
finally gets to the President and he either approves or
sends the list back. This is where the process could be
greatly inproved by taking Congress out of the decision
maki ng process, thereby decreasing the tinme consuned and
noney spent on econoni c and/or environnental inpact studies
and allowing the DoD to realize tangi bl e savings sooner.
The Service Chiefs are in a position to know what
installation assets their individual services require or
what assets could be co-located on anot her services’
installation. There could possibly be joint basing of

avi ation assets for exanple.

! Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. (Public Law 101-510; as amended through National
2Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2003).

® www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/brac

* www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/brac

* www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/brac
¢ www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/brac
" GAO Report, April 2002, Pg 21.

8 Report to the Honorable Vic Snyder, House of Representatives. GAO-02-433, April 2002, page 2.
°® GAO Report, April 2002, GAO-02-433, page 25

19 GAO Report, April 2002, GAO-02-433, page 2.

1 GAO Reprt, April 2002, pg.2
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