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CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI:  Good norning. On behalf of ny
fell ow comm ssioners, |I'mpleased to wel cone the Honorabl e
Francis J. Harvey, Secretary of the Arny, General Peter J.
Schoonaker, Chief of Staff of the Arny. They are joined by
Dr. Craig College, who is prepared to coment on the
met hodol ogy enpl oyed by the Arnmy in arriving at the
recommended lists. Today's hearing will help shed nore |ight
on the Arnmy's recommendations for restructuring our Arny's
defense installations and harnessing this process to advance
| ong-term transformtion goals.

In support of that objective, we will hear
testinmony today fromthe Departnent of Arny's |eaders and key
deci sion nmakers. | know that the Arny has poured an enornous
anount of tinme, energy and brain power into the final product
that is the subject of this norning's hearing. It is only
| ogi cal and proper that we afford you this opportunity to
explain to the comm ssion, to the Anmerican public, why -- what
you have proposed to do to the Arny's infrastructure that
supports joint mlitary operations.

|'ve said this several tinmes now, but | believe it
bears repeating. This conm ssion takes its responsibility
very, very seriously to provide an objective, an independent
anal ysis of these recommendations. W intend to study very

carefully each Arny and Departnent of Defense recomrendation
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in a transparent manner, steadily seeking input from affected
comunities to make sure they fully neet the congressionally
mandated criteria.

| now request our witnesses to stand for the
adm ni stration of the oath required by the Base O osure and
Real i gnnent statute. The oath will be adm nistered by M. Dan
Cowhig. M. Cowhig?

(Wher eupon, the witnesses were sworn in.)

CHAI RVAN PRINCIPI: M. Secretary, you may begin

MR. HARVEY: Chairman Principi, nmenbers of the
Presidential Base Realignment and C osure Conmi ssion, Ceneral
Schoonmaker and | appreciate the opportunity to be here this
norning to offer testinony on the Arny's portion of the
Secretary of Defense's BRAC recomrendati ons.

The Arny is very satisfied with what has been
proposed in these recommendations, especially in ternms of how
they facilitate transformation of the total force, active,
GQuard and Reserve.

Because of the dramatic changes that have occurred
in the nation's security environnment over the past 15 years,
the Secretary of Defense has directed the entire departnent to
transformthe way it fights and the way it does business.

Transform ng our infrastructure is a key el enent
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of this overall defense transformation. In response to this
direction, the Arny has aggressively undertaken a
conprehensive effort to develop a force that is nore
expeditionary, joint, rapidly deployable, flexible, and
adaptive. W cannot afford to continue to operate as a static
overseas base force designed to counter the Cold War era
threat. As such, the Arny nust be organi zed, trained,

equi pped and based to nost effectively neet the threats that
we have and wll face in this century.

It isinthis strategic context that the Army has
taken a very thoughtful, deliberate and thorough approach to
t he BRAC process, and we have carefully wei ghed the inpact of
our recomendations. In all deliberations, our actions have
been gui ded by the highest of ethical standards. CQur
conpr ehensi ve BRAC 2005 strategy and resulting recommendati ons
establish a streamined portfolio of installations that first
creates an infrastructure with a significant enhancenent in
mlitary value that enables the operational Arny to better
meet the chal |l enges of the 21st century security environnent.

Second, reduces infrastructure that is no | onger
relevant. Third, provides basing for the forces we are
bri ngi ng back fromoverseas. Fourth, significantly reduces
the cost of ownership of our installation. And finally,

facilitates Army transformation.
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The Arny began its BRAC 2005 sel ection process
wi th a conprehensive evaluation of its installations,
including collection of all required data. This resulted in a
study list of 97 installations, including 10 | eased sites.

The Arny then determned the mlitary value, the primary
consi deration for BRAC 2005 recommendati ons for each
installation.

The Arny assessed these installations using a
common set of 40 attributes which were |inked to the four
mlitary value selection criteria. On this basis, the
mlitary value of each installation was established in rank
order fromone to 97.

The Arny then devel oped strategy-based scenari os
that sought to facilitate transformation, rebasing of overseas
units, joint operations and joint business functions.

Potential stationing actions sought to nove units and
activities frominstallations with lower mlitary value to
installations with higher mlitary value, to take advantage of
excess capacity and divest of less relevant or |ess effective
installations. Once a scenario had been devel oped, the Arny
considered the remaining four selection criteria to determ ne
t he i npact of these scenari os.

The Arny devel oped and anal yzed nunerous scenari os and

sel ected candi date recomendati ons for subm ssion to the



Secretary of Defense. 1In addition to the 97 mgjor
installations, there are nore than 4,000 Arny Reserves and
GQuard facilities.

Full transformation of the Arny necessitates
transformati on of the Reserve conponent facilities as well.
Due to the sheer nunber facilities and the difficulty of
conpari ng Reserve conponent capabilities to active conponent
capabilities, the Arnmy invited the adjutant generals from each
state and the commanders fromthe Arny Reserve regional
readi ness comands to provide further information for the
conduct of analysis of Reserve conponents, facilities against
mlitary criteria and Reserve operational requirenents.

The mlitary value criteria were used to identify
existing or new installations in the sane denographi c area
t hat provi de enhanced honel and defense, training and nobilized
capabilities. The Arny sought to create nulticonponent
facilities, Guard, Reserve and active and nultiservice joint
facilities to further enhance m ssion acconplishnment.

The Arny then submitted its recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense in six broad categories. First,
realignnent of the operational forces of the active Arny,
including units returning fromoverseas. Second,
transfornmati on of the Reserve conponent to realign or close

facilities in order to reshape command and control functions

7



and force structure and create nulticonponent armnmed forces
Reserve centers.

Third, realignment or closure of installations to
consol i date headquarters and other activities into joint or
mul tifunctional installations. Fourth, realignnment of
installations to create joint and Arny training centers of
excellence. Fifth, transformation of material and | ogistics
to include realigning or closing installations to in-grade
critical munitions production, storage, distribution, and
dem litarization, depot |evel maintenance and materi al
managenent capabilities.

And finally, realignnment of DOD research
devel opnent, acquisition, test and eval uati on organizations to
create joint centers of excellence that enhance m ssion
acconpl i shnment at reduced cost.

These reconmendati ons of BRAC 2000 will holistically
transformthe current infrastructure into a streanlined
portfolio of installations with an 11 percent increase in
mlitary val ue, which thereby enables the operational Arny to
better neet the challenges of the 21st century security
envi ronnent .

BRAC 2000 reconmends cl osure of 15 installations,
seven |l eased sites, 176 Arny Reserve installations, and 211

Arnmy National Guard facilities with the agreenment of the
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respective state governors and the creation of seven training
centers of excellence, seven joint technical and research
facilities and four joint material and |logistics facilities.

In terns of cost savings, the BRAC 2000
recommendati ons create 20-year gross savings of nearly 20.4
billion dollars for a one-tine cost of $12.8 billion, and
t heref ore generate 20-year net savings of $7.6 billion. This
is 1.2 tines the savings fromthe | ast four BRAC rounds
conbi ned. Recurring savings after conpletion of BRAC
i npl enentation are expected to be 1.5 billion dollars
annually, which is 1.7 tines the savings fromthe |ast four
BRAC r ounds conbi ned.

The return of forces from overseas under BRAC | aw
generates significant BRAC costs, but the substantial savings
generated by these overseas actions are not reflected in BRAC
savi ngs. These related but non-BRAC cost and savi ngs woul d
add $800 million to cost, but another 20.4 billion dollars to
t he 20-year net savings for a total of $28 billion, which is
4.3 times the total of the last four BRAC rounds conbined. It
woul d al so increase recurring savings to 2.5 billion dollars
annually, which is 2.6 tines the total of the last four BRAC
rounds conbi ned.

In conclusion, the Arny's BRAC 2005 strategy and

processes optimzes the mlitary value of our infrastructure,
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enhances joint operations and busi ness functions, reduces the
cost of facilities, ownership, and advances Arny
transformation. Wth regard to Arny transformation, it is
inmportant to note that these BRAC reconmendati ons, including
t he rebasi ng of overseas units, are inextricably linked to the
Arnmy Modul ar Force Initiative because they provide the optinmm
infrastructure to stand up, train, support, and rapidly depl oy
our brigade conbat teans.

Overal |, BRAC 2005 postures the Arny in the best
possi bl e manner to neet the strategic and operational
requi renents of the dangerous and conpl ex 21st century
security environnent, and it clearly maintains our surge
capabilities in both the operational force and the industrial
base. General Schoonaker and | appreciate this opportunity to
appear before you this norning and we | ook forward to
answering your questions. Before your questions, Ceneral
Schoomaker would like to nake a few brief remarks. Thank you.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER. Chairman Principi and nenbers
of the Presidential Base Realignnent and C osure Comm ssion,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. And
I"d like to recogni ze sitting behind us Lieutenant Ceneral
Roger Schultz of the Arny National Guard, Brigadier Ceneral
Gary Profit of the U S. Arny Reserve.

As Secretary Harvey has outlined, we are very
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satisfied with what has been proposed in the Secretary of
Def ense' s base realignnent and cl osure recomendati ons, and
believe they will help posture our Arny to best neet the
strategi c and operational requirenents of this century.

We have worked closely with our sister services
and with the Departnent of Defense to prepare these
recommendati ons. These proposed changes to our mlitary
installations are required by changing tinmes and changi ng
t hreat s.

In addition, the convergence of overseas basing
deci sions, transformation and force structure changes affords
us a once in a generation opportunity to truly transformthe
Arny' s conbat capability in an enduring way.

We are confident that the recommendati ons before
you will help our Arny nmaintain the infrastructure. And that
will contribute to the highest mlitary value and rel evance
for the future while increasing efficiency, saving tax
dollars, and inproving joint capabilities.

W | ook forward to answering your questions.
appreci ate again the opportunity to be able to appear before
you today. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN PRI NCI PI:  Thank you, M. Secretary.
Thank you, General. |Is there any further testinony before we

proceed to questions? Ckay.
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Well, let me begin. | very, very nmuch appreciate
your testinony this norning. 1'd like to focus ny first
question with regard to the rebasing of the overseas troops,
the reported 70, 000.

As | look at the inpacts at the various forts
around the country, they don't add up to 70,000, plus you have
the 13,000 Korea, Germany and undistributed. Can you give ne
sonme sense of where all these troops are going to go, other
than to Fort Bliss, Fort Sam Fort Bragg, Fort Sill that are
showi ng sone increases? Do they approach the 70,0007

MR. HARVEY: Yes, let ne respond to that, M.

Chai rman. The Arny conponent of the 70,000 is 47,000, of
which 15,000 is attributed -- have been reported in BRAC from
the 1st Arnored Division and the 1st Infantry Division noved
over to continental United States.

Now, you know that | think your -- we've announced
that the 1st ADis noving to Fort Bliss and the 1st ID to Fort
Riley. So that's 15,000. Then there are 5,000 troops that
will be noving to Fort Carson, part of the 2nd I D com ng back
fromlraqg this fall before inplenentation of BRAC. So that's
20, 000.

Then we have 5,000 troops comng to a conbi nation
of Fort Lewis and Fort Shafter, which are not affected by BRAC

at all. There's no realignnment or closure associated with
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them And then we have 22,000 troops that are going to be
st and- down and reassi gned across the conplex as we stand up
the Arny nodular force in terns of our brigade conbat team
unit of actions and our support unit of actions.

So we're going to stand down 22,000 and then
reassign themto the new Arny nodul ar force structure. Ve
will be nore than happy to provide, and | have in front of ne
a list of every unit that is going to be stand down, and then
we can then give you a flavor for where they're going to go in
terns of the continental United States.

So this is all part of the force transformation,
the Arny nodul ar force structure, which will eventually
i nvol ve 43 active brigade conbat teamunit of actions, and
90-sone support unit of actions, and a nunber of -- and about

26 headquarters |level two and three, we call themthe UEX and

UEY, but we will name them sonething in the future.
So that gives you an overview. | don't know if
you want some nore detail in terns of actual bases. | think

Craig can answer that, but we can provide that for the record.
So we have accounted for 47 and the renaining, of course, 23
are in other services and we don't have those details.
CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: Can you give us the tinmefranes
for all of those for the record with regard to the return of

t hose troops?
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DR. COLLEGE: Sir, those decisions have yet to be
made as part of the inplenentation plan that will begin
nmonentarily. W woul d expect the novenent of the brigades to
Fort Bliss to take several years, frankly, to ensure the
comunity has the assets, and the installation there itself
has done all the kinds of MLCON and other preparation that's
necessary to nmake that happen.

The novenent to places like Fort Riley, also while
the nunbers are smaller, will also take a little bit of tine
up front to get the infrastructure in place. So exact timnes
are not yet known but certainly it's not going to be very
imrediate. It will take several years to put all of these
into place.

CHAIRVAN PRINCIPI: In that regard, one of the key
mlitary value criteria we need to weigh is the availability
and condition of land, facilities, associated air space at the
receiving station that can accommodate 11,000 at Fort Bliss.
Qobvi ously for training purposes, secondary criteria is nore on
the economc inpact, the ability of the receiving |ocation,
whether it be the installation or the community to support
11, 000, you know, schools, roads, the infrastructure
necessary.

| assune that those will be wei ghed very, very

carefully. | nean, you know, talking to sone of the experts
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who will soon ask sone questions, you know, Fort Bliss has --
that area has water problens. There may be sone training
probl ens. Were those wei ghed very, very carefully in making
that determ nation that you'll put 11,000 troops at Fort
Bliss?

DR. COLLEGE: Absolutely. And let the Chief tell
you about training, and Craig can coment about water. The
Corps of Engineers, unrelated to BRAC, has done a nunber of
studies on the water problens and the water situation out
there. So Chief can tell about training areas. He knows a
| ot about Bliss.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER:  Wel |, first of all, if |
coul d back up to the broader context. Al of this that we're
tal king about here is informed by the national mlitary
strategy, the defense strategy, and our transformation of the
Arnmy to neet that strategy.

So within our footprint, we are transform ng our
Arny, as you know, by addi ng about 10 nodul ar brigades to the
active force structure, and up to 34 brigades in the Arny
National Guard. And all of the associated conbat support and
conbat service support structure that goes with that.

So we're really tal king about increasing through
transformational efforts up to about 30 percent additional

operational force structure with an availability increase of
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over 60 percent for what we're doing.

So as we take a | ook at a place like Fort Bliss,
whi ch was nunber one in mlitary val ue because of the
avai |l abl e space, because of the -- you know, the potenti al
there, the infrastructure-wi se, et cetera, which Dr. Coll ege
can tal k about, training space, proximty to other joint
training areas in the southwest part of the United States,
access to things our sister services bring together because of
the joint nature of the way our brigades wll operate, al
those were factored in.

And Fort Bliss, as an exanple, cane in
extraordinarily high in terns of its value. | mght remnd
you it's not just maneuver space, but it's also such things as
unrestricted air space, it's such things as unrestricted radio
frequency spectrum because of the way we'l|l be operating
UAV' s, nuch broader bandw dth, nuch w der range of frequencies
internms of the electronic nature of our training, in our
joint training. So it's quite a conplex issue.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: The Air Force has sufficient
airlift capability to support that increase in the event it's
necessary?

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: Well, of course, that's al
part of our transformational things across all of the joint

services, and that's being weighed in the QDR and ot her
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things. But if you take a look at Fort Bliss, it has now one
of the very finest deploynent facilities there in the nation.
One of the very finest rail heads. |In fact, off the top of

ny head, I'll tell you init's excess, | believe, of 300 rai
cars a day that we can nove through there in proximty to
ports in Texas and the Wst coast.

A deploynment facility there to both process
soldiers out and in that is world class. So when you take a
| ook at what our footprint will be through this conbination of
events, base realignment and closure, the global force
reposturing, it now gives us the ability instead of being --
have to nobilize and depl oy forces through single choke
points, let's say |like a Fort Hood or Fort Bragg, we now can
depl oy nodul ar brigades sinultaneously froma multitude of
installations, take account of the capacity both rail head
capacity, air head capacity, port capacity sinultaneously and
concurrently. And increase our speed and our deployability
and our availability by a huge margin. So again, that's a
| ong answer to your question. But it has to be placed inside
of a context that is inportant.

MR. HARVEY: Cearly, we've given a |ot of thought
tothat, M. Chairman. |If you'd like, Craig can address the
wat er issue at Bliss.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI:  You can provide that for the
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record, so we can get on with the questions. And ny only
request is, you know, we're a little bit at a disadvantage in
not having all of the data to support the recomrendati ons and
it's certainly our hope that the information will be provided
to us this week so we can get on with our work in a very
limted tinmefrane. W very nmuch appreciate your taking that

nmessage back. Thank you very much, M. Secretary, Ceneral

M. Craig.

General Turner.

GENERAL TURNER: Good norni ng, gentlenen. And
thank you for being wwth us. | have two questions for you

this norning. One is a nedical services question, which |
will also address with the joint group that we talk to |ater.
The other deals with the closure of the Red River Arny depot.
And I'll start with that one first.

| guess it's not surprising to see it on the list,
gi ven di scussi ons on prior BRAC grounds. But the nedia has
certainly done a good job of highlighting issues related to
the -- to problens with sone depl oyed units having adequate
protective gear and vehicl es.

So the general public at this point intinmis
acutely interested in topics like this. And with the
Hunmvee being a critical Arny vehicle that's been in short

supply, you know, you've really |everaged the Red River folks
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greatly to achi eve sone of your goals. So | guess ny question
is, why would you choose now to close Red River?

MR. HARVEY: Let nme address that, CGeneral Turner.

We | ooked at our industrial base, which includes five depots
and three arsenals. And determ ned that we had greatly excess
capacity in that conplex. And we |ooked at that analysis from
both in ternms of what we could surge to in the nunber of
direct | abor hours we need to generate across that conplex in
any given year.

In the last 50 years, the highest number of direct
| abor hours that have to be generated in these eight -- these
eight sites is 25 mllion direct |abor hours. By closing Red
River and then reconfiguring it into centers of excellence,
and I'Il get into that in a second, we have the ability to --
still to surge to 50 mllion direct |abor hours. So we can
doubl e the capacity with one | ess depot.

In our centers of excellence, Tobyhannah for
el ectronics, Letterkenny for mssiles, Anniston for ground
vehi cl es, including the Hunvee. And part of our restructuring
plan there will ensure that that has adequate capacity, and
our plans to increase the capacity of that site, and Corpus
Christi for aviation.

So we have these centers of excellence along with

Pine Bluff, Rock Island and Watervliet, we have the ability to
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generate these 50 mllion direct |abor hours. W also used
those -- besides Red River in ternms of Hunvees, we al so used
Anni ston, we al so used Rock Island, we also used Watervliet.
So we used the whol e conpl ex.

And so we're convinced that we do in fact have the
ability to surge, and we have the ability to focus and have
centers of excellence and the expertise to be able to repair
or produce all the ground/air vehicles that are all part of
the Arny. So we did a lot -- believe ne. W did a |ot of
t hi nki ng about that. That is a very good question.

GENERAL TURNER: My next question deals with
medi cal realignnments. And I'm you know, that's ny
background. It really junps out at me. And while | appl aud
t he concept of bringing the DOD nedical services, you know,
into the 21st century, it does bring up sone questions.

" mgenerally supportive of the alignnents that
create the new Walter Reed National Medical Center and the San
Ant oni o Regi onal Medical Center. However, |'ve been, as you
m ght suspect, the recipient of many inquiries fromactive
duty, retired, their dependents and other interested parties,
but nostly fromthe people who are presently receiving care in
the facilities that are to be realigned, and not just in those
two areas.

They' ve expressed great concern about their
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ability to continue their good access to care in those areas.

Now, in the San Antonio area, we have a very uni que position
in that the realignnment renoves one of the |evel one trauma
centers in the city. And granted, we're very fortunate we
have three. W' Il |ose one.

But that puts the people in the greater south
portion of the city and the county at a loss. And they're
wondering, you know, even with the expansion at -- at the
BAMVSI facility, they still feel that |oss very nuch, and they
want assurances that, in fact, their access to reasonably
i medi ate trauma care will not be conprom sed.

And so |'m asking you, as the Arny | eadership,
what reassurances can you of fer anyone anywhere who's going to
be affected by the realignnment of their current access to
heal t hcare, that their healthcare will not be downgraded or
degraded or | ost?

MR. HARVEY: Let me just address that at a high

| evel, and ask Craig to take that. And I think if I'mcorrect

here, the -- one of the joint cross services group, the
medi cal group will be here to address the details of obviously
-- we don't -- | don't know the details of everything, but

Craig will address that.
But et me say our intention as part of the

strategy of these centers of excellence was to overal
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increase the quality of nedicine available to both the soldier
internms of casualties and to the retirees and to all the
constituents that we served.

For exanple, with Fort Belvoir, there will be nuch
nore availability because that will be a comunity hospital.
The availability will -- of Belvoir will serve Northern
Virginia nmuch better than Walter Reed does today because of
its accessibility.

And al so, the National Center at Bethesda is nuch
nore accessible in terns of transportation. So the intention
is to make it as nore accessi ble as possible, but overal
increase the quality of medicine, the quality of care both for
our soldiers and for our retirees. So that's our objective.
Craig, why don't you chime in with some of the details in
terms of the San Antonio realignnent.

DR. COLLEGE: | believe General Taylor will have a
much better answer for you when the joint cross service group
is here. But as | understand the work that he and his group
put together, they focused very closely on in-patient care and
conpared actual usage of the in-patient facilities that were
avai lable to the capacity that was avail abl e, and asked the
guestion, would not patients in the area be better served if
we rearrange the in-patient care, made it nore efficient, and

in so doing, provided additional outpatient care, which is the
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kind of care that's nore in demand in these | ocal areas.

And so | believe what you'll see is you'll see
shifts of in-patient care responsibilities from one hospital
to the next. | believe you'll be told, and | believe it's
true, that there's still nore than sufficient capacity to
handl e the in-patient care, but in doing this, we're also
going to free up assets to do nore of the outpatient care
whi ch perhaps we coul d use sone additional capacity in.

And particularly here in the D.C. area, as we work
the transition with Walter Reed fromits current |ocation on
Ceorgi a Avenue to Bethesda, | believe you'll see a very
careful set of planning to ensure that at no point during that

transition that soldiers and other patients are unable to

receive the care that they need, you'll see a trenendous
anount of overlaps so that -- when we pass the baton, if you
will, to Bethesda and to Belvoir, we won't have di sadvant aged

anybody in the nmeanti ne.

And when we finish that transition, you will have
a nore nodern and a nore capable specialty care capability at
places |ike the Walter Reed National MIlitary Medical Center
at Bethesda, and you'll also have far nore primary and
secondary care in a far nore accessible place for fol ks down
at the DeWtt Arny Hospital at Fort Belvoir. And it's the

sane kind of principle that's being followed in other
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| ocations around the country.

GENERAL TURNER: Thank you very nmuch. | think in
general | would say that, you know, | have the feeling that
the Arny is supportive of the plan. But | would say that
people I know woul d say that it | ooks good on paper. And
we'll see where it goes fromhere. But | will be asking a
little nore in-depth questions of the --

MR HARVEY: O the nedical services and
capabilities, yes.

GENERAL TURNER: Thank you very nuch for being
her e.

CHAI RVAN PRI NCI PI:  Thank you. M. Skinner?

MR. SKINNER: Thank you, M. Chairman. |1'd |ike
to spend a little tinme, gentlenen, on the plan for the
Reserves and the Guard. Ceneral Schoomaker, you and | tal ked
briefly about it before the session began.

I't's nmy understanding that this transformation
i nvol ves the transformation of the role of the Guard and the
role of the Reserve units based upon the threats that we' ve
experienced and the demands that have been put on you.

| notice in your recomendations, nost of themin
many of our states, you're really consolidating the Reserve
units into new Reserve centers. You're closing and

consol idating, which, of course, you have the latitude to do.
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And then in many of your recommendati ons, you put
in there that we'd also -- | think you' re inferring that we
can accomodate the National Guard if they decide to join. 1In
a couple of cases, it looks |like the states have agreed
already to close sone Guard centers.

And | would wonder, if you could, spend a couple
m nutes just describing the concept in general and how you
expect the Guard and the Reserve, |ooks like to me to work
nore closely together, to train nore closely together, and
where the various states are because we're going to be
building facilities that will be alnost |ike the field of
dreans. We're going to build a first-class, world-class
training center and then we're going to hope that the Guard
will come. And | wondered if you would share your thoughts on
t hat .

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: |'d be glad to. The Guard
and Reserve conponents are going to play an increasingly
inmportant role in our total force. And | think you already
see it with the way that they're stepping up in OF, OEF, and
t he ot her demands we have around the globe. So we truly are
| ooki ng at a one-Arny concept. As has been -- as we've
testified nunmerous tines before the congressional conmttees,
we are realigning across active Guard and Reserve ranks over

100, 000 spaces.
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We are taking the overstructure out of both the
Guard and Reserve and nmeking nore whole units. And we are
building theminto a force generation nodel for the total Arny
that gives us better use of the over 1.2 mllion nmen and wonen
that we have in uniform

So the Guard and Reserve and assured access to the
GQuard and Reserve are fundanental to the way ahead for the
21st century. Now, the Guard and Reserve -- the Guard in
particul ar plays an extraordinary inportant role here at hone
as well. As you know for the states, the governors in their
state status. And so that has to be balanced. So you're --

you've said it correctly. W are commtted to building |

bel i eve 125.

MR SKI NNER:  125.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: New Reserve facilities. And
in the hopes -- nore than in the hopes, but in the know edge

that we're | ooking at about 211 National Guard centers with
t he concurrence of the states that they would align into these
new facilities that would give us better readi ness out of our
Guard and Reserve, and inprove our access to them and
nobi lization and all of the rest of the things that we would
have.

This is -- and | wll defer if Roger wants to add

anything or Gary, | believe that we have had extraordi nary
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support out of the governors and the TAGs in this regard, in
the Arny. Wuld you --

GENERAL SCHULTZ: W' ve been working for two
years. Arny National Guard. GCh, okay --

MR. SKINNER: You're going to regret you stood up
NOw.

(Wher eupon, the witness was sworn in.)

GENERAL SCHULTZ: Sir, if | could just to give you
a brief background on the Arny National Guard and the process
to date. W have for two years been very engaged in the
reviews, in the subm ssions of the proposal before this
comm ssion. And in every case, we've had states vol unteer
their project |ocations.

MR. SKINNER: \Where were you | ast night? You' ve
got a chair.

GENERAL SCHULTZ: In ternms of the |ocations of
arnories across the country, none of our sites qualify for
mandatory BRAC review. So for the period now that |'mjust
mentioning, we said with the Arny Reserve and the Guard and
active Guard conponent interest here, we said why don't we
consolidate where it takes sense. Wy don't we take aged
facilities and close them why don't we realign where the
denographi c potential seens to allow for better readi ness than

our overall unit capabilities.
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And so inside of the mlitary value we started
really fromthe field subm ssions, the reviews of the state's
subm ssions. So when we talk with you about the Army Nati onal
Guard contribution to our recommendati ons, they have been |ine
itemdetail reviewed by the state's | eadership. No surprises.
Been working with themfor sone tinme. So the whole idea is,
in the end, we'll have nore ready units and they'l|l satisfy
the basic reviews through the mlitary val ue process.

MR, SKINNER: Okay. And you -- so basically not
only there are no surprises, but it |ooks |like you re at
various stages of negotiations with various states, as | read
t he docunentation, on their willingness to close facilities
and nove forward.

GENERAL SCHULTZ: If a general said, |I've changed
ny mnd, | want a project to be reconsidered before those
lists ever went to the OSD | eadership, we took them of f our
list.

MR. SKINNER: It obviously nmakes all the sense in
the world, and | notice in sonme of themyou' re even conbi ning
with the other services that are really going to be joint
facility training centers. It just takes it to the next |evel,
which is incredibly sound | ogic.

And |'m just wondering, you know, during this

process, we have heard from several governors who have been
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you know, waving their swords, so to speak, on sone

| egi sl ati on and everything el se, and obviously that doesn't --
it didn't get down to the | evel of whether we close an arnory
or not, but I would assune that this plan woul d incl ude
probably relocating fromal nost as many arnories as Reserve
centers. Do you have a nunber of how many Guard --

GENERAL SCHULTZ: Cose 211 arnories. And we'll
then join with 125 new | ocati ons where we'll join with other
Reserve conponents in the Arny Reserve in this process. As we
talk about the law, Title 32 U S. code does require that we
have governor's concurrence before we renove units froma
state. So we're very in tune with the process and the
requi renents.

MR SKINNER. And it's mainly, as | understand it,
why you are going the be restructuring these units, you're
really relocating them in nost cases, within the state. It
| ooks to ne like the Reserve centers you are building are al
collocated in the state and there nay be travel issues, but
there al so may be sone efficiencies. So we're not going to
require Guard units to --

GENERAL SCHULTZ: That's correct. W were very
sensitive to the travel distance soldiers currently drive.

MR. HARVEY: Let nme add here that the intention --

and the ones that have been planned, the |ocation been
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selected in the sane denographic area. So within a 50-mle
radius. W are sensitive to that. Not within the state, but
within the sanme denographic area as the original Guard arnory
was.

MR. SKINNER: Al right. 1t's an exciting
concept, having been both a nenber of the Guard and the
Reserves, | can tell you it can nmake all the sense in the
world to share facilities, share equi pnment, share training,
maybe even share overall personnel. So it should be appl auded
for it and obviously anything the conm ssion can do to
facilitate it, I"msure we would be nore than receptive to
consi der.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER:  Sir, I'd like to just add two
ot her points here. One of themis the obvious opportunity
here to inprove both recruiting and retenti on because of these
improved facilities and because of the inprovenment in the way
that we will maintain our readiness, training and access to
t he nost nodern aspects of the force.

The second is, as we take a |l ook at this novenent,
as you said, the field of dreans concept of attracting this
novenent out of 211 divested facilities which the states own
and can do with what they want, in those conmunities, to these
125 nore nodern ones, we woul d expect to see divestiture from

the Arny's perspective. And the funding would then be
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directed away fromthe 211 as the states did with what they
wanted with these old facilities. And we would direct our
funding into the mai ntenance and readi ness of these 125.

MR SKINNER. It's true transformation, and you
shoul d be conplinented for it. The second question | have is
there's been a | ot of debate, as you know, about the size of
the Arny. And the needed size, as we go through the next 20
years or next 10 years anyway. And we have quadrenni al
assessment comng up. We've got a force structure.

I'd be interested in your thoughts, if in fact, a
decision is made by the Congress, the adm nistration that
we're going to increase -- let's take a nunber that's been
floated by sone -- of 30,000 people, where -- active duty
personnel. Wlere would you put those people? And does your
pl an that you presented here accommpdate, have roomto
accommpdate a force increase of 30,0007?

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: The answer is yes. As you
know, we are already growing the Arny by 30,000, that the Arny
nodul ar force that we're tal ki ng about accommodates that. And
so a short answer is yes to your question. W don't have a
problem And | think we should --

MR. HARVEY: Let nme al so add that when you talk
about increasing the size of the Arny, you nust divide the

Arnmy into two parts. The operational Arny and the
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institutional Arny, as you may well know.

W are growing the size of the operational Arny.
And by the presidential tenporary directive to grow that
30,000. At the sane tinme, we have a nunber of business
transformation initiatives which the Chief and | started that
is intended to make the institutional part of the Arny nore
efficient and effective, which would then tend to decrease the
si ze.

It's the operational Arny that counts here. So you
could actually be standing up the operational side, decreasing
the institutional side and the overall Arny nunber doesn't
change. That's a very inportant elenent in this discussion.

And so we are -- we are increasing the size of the
operational Arny 30,000, but we are decreasing the
institutional Arny by sonmewhere between 10 to 30,000. The
results of that transfornmation are in the initial stages of
pl anni ng and i npl enentation. So we can't really tell you a
speci fic nunmber, but we intend to nake a nore efficient and
effective institutional Arny.

MR. SKINNER. | understand. And | guess the only
guestion isn't -- that you're redeploying and reformatting.

But if in fact, the requirenent is to grow and the denands
especially on active duty as well as Reserve personnel, and

restrictions on depl oynent over a period of tine, you becone
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nore permanent than tenporary in this 30,000, you know,
wi ndow, we'd want to make sure that you had the facilities to
house themand to train them

So that was ny question because right now 30, 000
we've got a huge base in Iraq and Afghanistan, but if we had a
force structure that was at that size and they weren't all
t here --

MR. HARVEY: Yes, that's part of our surge
anal ysi s, which, you know, Chief, you may want to conmment
al so, but we took that into account. And the real key el enent
there i s maneuver space and training space. And if you | ook
at the details, the maneuver and training space, given all the
realignnents and all the closures, is just about the sane as
it was prior to this, and has plenty of surge capability to
accomodat e that 30,000. So we |ooked into that in great
detail.

MR, SKINNER: |I'msure there will be questions
fromsonme of the other comm ssioners about your maneuver
space. But thank you very nuch.

CHAI RVMAN PRI NCI PI . Ceneral Newt on.

GENERAL NEWION: Thank you, M. Chairnman, and
gentl emen, thank you very nmuch for your testinony this
norning. W certainly appreciate the great service which

you're providing for our nation.
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There's been lots of conversation w th other
testinmony as well as anong the comm ssioners here about
jointness. And I'msure that was a | arge part of your
considerations as well. Can you share with us, please, the
activities that you expect out of this that wll take us
forward? And the inpact that will have on tonorrow s Arny
with reference to making it better?

MR. HARVEY: Chief, why don't you take the force
side, and |I'Il take the business side of it.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: Take t he which side?

MR. HARVEY: The force side. 1'll take the
busi ness side or 1'Il --

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: 1'd be glad to. Actually, the
jointness is built in across this entire piece. Fromthe
institutional side of the Arny, when you go to Fort Sam
Houst on, you take a |ook at the joint training for our conbat
medi cs. You know, currently we're putting 40,000 conbat
medi cs through Fort Sam Houston a year. And now we're going
to pull in and bring Air Force and Navy conbat medi cs through
that kind of facility, as an exanple.

Two, the fact that we are building an Arny now
that is designed to be part of a joint force. So it has to
train that way, which neans that we have to be able to link on

our training sites, let's say the National Training Center,
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with our Air Force brethren and Navy and Marine Corps brethren
fromthe air, UAV' s, et cetera

W al so have to be able to do that from hone
station training to build it. So the proximty of the
installations to other joint service, sister service
capability, our proximty to our joint National Training
Center capabilities that we have, and the -- as | nentioned
before, the air space radio frequency spectrum ground
maneuver space, proximty to water space when we want to do
that all was taken into consideration. And | think it's
fundanental to the whol e concept that we have here, and | feel
very, very confortable about the direction we're going.

MR. HARVEY: Yes, just to add on to the force
side. As you know, we're noving the 3rd Arny to Shaw Air
Force Base to be with its Air Force conponent in CENTCOM
W' re al so noving the southern special forces group to Eglin
Air Force Base as great exanples.

On the business side, let nme start out with the
training side. W are formng sone joint centers of
excel l ence for training. The culinary school at Fort Lee and
the transportation school, joint transportation school at Fort
Lee. The nedical services training center at joint training
center at Fort Sam Houston. And then as you | ook --

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: Can | just interject? Don't
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forget 3rd Arny is going to Shaw Air Force Base to |locate with
Air Force, and conponent of Central Command as an exanpl e.

MR. HARVEY: Then as we | ook across the business
side of the house, as | nention, we are going to have these
centers of industrial and technical excellence at Tobyhannah
for conmunication electronics. And we do that for nore than
the Arny, for sure. For conbat vehicles in Anniston, which
woul d include the Marines and ready aircraft at Corpus Christi
and tactical mssiles at Letterkenny.

And then we're going to have five joint nunition
centers. W're going to have three joint manufacturing and
technol ogy centers, the line Arny tank plant at Rock Island
and Watervliet.

So we're -- we are having these centers of
excel |l ence, many of which have a joint aspect to them besides
the rebasing on the operational side. So those things wll
certainly -- wll certainly enhance and spark jointness, and
again in the R& side, sonewhat related to that, we're going
to have our ground vehicle center of technical excellence at
Detroit, aviation at Redstone, guns and ammunition at
Pickatinny. And at Aberdeen, we're going to have our command
control communications and information system center of
excel l ence and a sol dier center of excellence.

So as we | ook across our responsibilities in the
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Departnent of Arny, we're going to formthese centers of
excel l ence, many of which are joint in nature.

GENERAL NEWION:  Very good. Thank you. The
nunbers which | think I heard this norning fromyour testinony
of what this may cost for this huge anount of novenent, of
bot h peopl e and equi pnment and so on. | think -- | thought I
heard sonething along the Iine of 860 mllion.

Two questions. Does that include the cost of
novi ng that nunber, 47,000 that you nentioned that's com ng
back from overseas, is that included in those nunbers? Nunber
one, do | have the nunbers right? Nunber two, is that
i ncl uded? Nunber three is there are many tines -- obviously
we' ve done sone planning in the past and then as we've got
down the road and | ooked back, we found that we needed sone
nore. Either we closed the base that we needed to have sone
time later and so on. Do we have enough conservatismin this
such that you can handle everything in the future that will --

MR. HARVEY: Well, certainly in theory we do,
Ceneral. Let nme just tell you the nunbers, and then |I'l| ask
Craig to fill in the details.

The nunber that | nentioned in nmy opening
statement is $12.8 billion, which includes -- which would
i nclude the noneys required at Bliss and at Riley. And then

what | said was to close the bases in Gernmany woul d t ake
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another $800 million. So that's the total there.

Now, as far as what that includes, there are --
there is approximately 3.5 to 4 billion dollars to those
nunbers that are devoted to bringing back the troops from
overseas. Craig, you nmay want to chine in here on nore
detail.

DR COLLEGE: Yes, sir. \Wen we did the anal yses,
al t hough several of these overseas costs don't count under
BRAC | aw, and so you won't see themin the actual nunbers, we
had to take those into account to ensure that the
recommendation itself nmade sense and that we had fully
captured not just the cost but al so the operational
consi derati ons.

And we've put that all together and we believe
that wthin the six-year period that's permtted under BRAC,
that all of this will be able to work so that we can conpl ete
all of the closures and realignnents that are being proposed
to the conmm ssion.

The costs are inclusive. W do not just M LCON
We do personnel relocation costs, we capture things |ike
di fferences in base all owance for housing and that sort of
thing. W' ve picked up all the standard cost el enents that
you' ve seen in previous BRACs and frankly have refined sone of

those algorithnms that we' ve done an even better job with
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i ncludi ng those costs than had been the case in the past.

The ot her benefit of working with our Guard and
Reserve col |l eagues so closely was we are al so able to | ook
very carefully about the need -- the potential need for
training enclaves. |If you renenber in the '90s, the Arny was
criticized by GAO and others for claimng that we were goi ng
to cl ose a post and then reopening up an enclave to support
Guard and Reserve training. By integrating that with the
Guard and Reserve fromthe very beginning, we've been able to
avoid that. W would not expect us to have to cone back to a
pl ace that was closed and then try to reopen sone sort of a
trai ni ng conpl ex.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: If | could just add, | just
wanted to re-enphasize, the nunmbers, you know, we go through
them awful quickly here, but | think what's really inpressive

to me, as we think about the nunbers, is the | everage we're

getting for the additional $800 million. Less than a billion
dollars, we are getting another $20 billion in net savings.
So we take our net savings from7. -- | think 6

billion to 28 billion for that additional $800 million that is

i nvol ved in our global force reposturing. It's really big.
And so | think, you know, that $800 nmillion you

caught that a mnute ago, but there is a significant up front

cost here in the deal, but by the tine it's over, really good
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news for us.
GENERAL NEWION:  Real fine. Thank you very much
| stopped listening before you stopped talking there, M.
Secretary. So |I'msorry about that. Chief, | think we may
have got Bragg and Pope correct this time. W finally got
those two together. So we appreciate that.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: There will be plenty of 130s
to be junping out of.

GENERAL NEWION:  Absolutely. Thank you gentl enen
very much, and thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI Pl :  Ceneral HII.

GENERAL HILL: M. Secretary, Chief, delighted to
have you, and thanks for com ng and sharing this data with us.

| want to say to you, and | pick up on what GCeneral
Schoonmeker said earlier.

As | waited for this to cone, because of ny
background, there were things |I was | ooking for because |
agree with General Schoomaker that this is really a once in a
generation -- cones along if we can get this right. And we've
been trying to do so many of the things that are in your
proposal for so many years. For a variety of reasons, we
didn't doit. And so | applaud you on that.

|'"d also like to point out in a public forumfor

the conm ssion and for everybody el se, we have worked for many
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years in the Arny to be a total Arny, to really look at this
as a whole with the active, the Guard and the Reserve. And |
was delighted to hear General Schultz talk about the
cooperation that they've had with the TAGs and with the
governors in all of these issues because | think it's vital
for the force. And it hasn't been easy.

And 1'd like to publicly recognize General Schultz
for leading the way in that for so many years. In that regard,
let me -- there's a couple of questions. One is you' ve got
Pope and Bragg right. Wiy didn't we get McChord and Lew s
right in the sanme way?

You are -- you transferred the property fromthe
Air Force to the Arny at Pope and Bragg, but we're having this
joint basing. And | had this discussion yesterday with
General Junper. |'mhaving a hard tine understanding the
semantics between the two. Wiy isn't Pope and Bragg a joint
base? And what's the difference between what you did at Pope
and Bragg and Lewi s and M:Chord?

DR. COLLEGE: Let ne try to answer that for you.
The key difference is the Air Force's intended use of Pope Air
Force Base. They, as | understand it, wll be vacating Pope
in a very large way and | eaving behind only a very small unit.

Because of that, it didn't make sense to have sone

sort of a joint basing arrangenent, particularly if when the
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Arny was able to use Pope Air Force Base to nove sone of our
headquarters units down to Pope. So it nakes a trenendous
anount of sense, as you pointed out, to nmake Pope and Bragg
into a individually single post, if you will, under Arny
control

McChord and Lewis was a little different -- a
little different situation. The Air Force mssion at Lewms --
|"msorry. The Air Force mssion at McChord will continue.
Very | arge mssion, very large Air Force presence. 1|n sone
ways, a very different kind of a m ssion and world than what
the Arny executes at Fort Lew s.

So what the departnent thought was the smart thing
to do there was to maintain the two separate identities, but
ask about how we provide the base operating support and the
sust ai nment and the repair and the nmai ntenance support to the
facilities in both areas.

And you' Il hear fromone of the joint groups
| ater, but the concept here was that it makes a | ot of sense
in these places that sit side by side or very close to each
other to have a single provider. To have a single person who
i's purchasing supplies and services, who's then providi ng SRM
and base operating support on post to reduce the costs in this
case for both the Arnmy and the Air Force.

So we did look very carefully at whether or not
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t hese posts shoul d becone single posts or not. There were
other issues with regard to UCMJI and then m ssion issues that
had to be addressed. So the initial step, which in itself was
a fairly large step said |l et us keep many of these places as
separate places, but let's think about having a single
provi der to have nore effective and nore efficient services.
GENERAL HI LL: Okay. Makes sense. Thanks. The
issue of Bliss. And | understand that there is a finite
nunber of installations that you can nove people to. And I
have appreciated and |'ve | ooked at the nunbers as you nove
peopl e around.

Infrastructure-wise intuitively I don't see any
issue with Bliss mnus the water, and | would |ike to hear
fromCraig on the water issue at Bliss.

Maneuver space, though, while there is a great
deal of maneuver space at Bliss, we had trouble in the past
because of environnental issues. And I'd |ike to have a
di scussion of that. As you nove in a |arge maneuver force,
did you take -- I'"'msure you did take into account but 1'd
like to hear a rationale of that a little bit.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: | can let Craig talk
specifically about the detail of the environnental issues, but
one of the things | nentioned earlier on this, Tom is the

proximty to other maneuver space.
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And one of the things that for years we've | ooked
at White Sands for instance as a test facility and have not
really considered it as a training facility. And you know t he
proximty of the two. And so we took that into consideration
along with the fact that Holloman's up -- not Holloman. Up in
Al buquerque, the Air Force Base in Al buquerque.

GENERAL HI LL: Kirkl and.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: Kirkland. [I"msorry. And so,
you know, that whole enclave there. And then of course, Yuna
the proximty to the National Training Center at 29 Palns. So
this is, you know, adds to the National Training Center,
anot her one. Adds to the value of Bliss, quite frankly, and |
think Craig may be able to talk nore specifically to the exact
environnmental issues, but they were mininmal in ny exploration
of it.

MR. HARVEY: Craig, you can talk water also.

DR. COLLEGE: Sir, we |ooked at two things. W
| ooked very carefully at the infrastructure and the
environnental issues at Fort Bliss, and frankly, all of the
other |ocations that we |ooked at. That was criterion 8 under
the selection criteria.

In our view, when we | ooked at the issues at Fort
Bliss, we understand that there will be sone conformty

determ nati ons, sone other kinds of reviews and what not that
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wi |l have to be taken into account. We believe that will be
part of the standard inplenmentation process that will go on,
not just at Bliss but at all the other |ocations as well.

According to our analysis, when you nove the air
defense artillery school out, nove the four brigades in, which
will be at Bliss, take into account the use of the training
| ands at White Sands mi ssile range and other |ocations, we
believe there will be some issues to resolve, but this is nore
in the lines of sitting dowm and understandi ng the nature of
the actual resolution as opposed to any sort of an issue we
woul d see as a show st opper.

We believe this will be issues that have to be
wor ked as part of the normal business that one would do with
t he environmental and the other kinds of fol ks who | ook out
for cultural issues, environnental issues and so on.

The water issue is another good one that will have
to be | ooked at again. As you nmay be aware, the installation
and the | ocal conmunity have recently signed a deal and have
begun to put into place a desalination plant which will have a
fairly large effect, a fairly large increase on the anmount of
water that's available out there. M understanding is that
provides a little bit of a hedge. Certainly enough to handle
some of the initial increases that wll occur as these units

begin to show up. But as they work through the

45



i npl enentation, they'll have several years here during the
BRAC period to work any additional issues that mght arise
fromthe water perspective.

GENERAL HI LL: Okay. | have one other question,
and | apologize up front, M. Secretary, |'mgoing to put you
on the spot on this. As we have with gone through this
process, and we got this data just on Friday |like everybody
el se, and as we' ve done our hearings, we've all gotten better
at aski ng questions, and we shoul d have asked this question in
the first hearing --

MR. HARVEY: | wish | would have been first then.

GENERAL HILL: Wth the Secretary, but we didn't.

But you're here so I'mgoing to ask it. You don't have to

cone to the BRAC commission with the | ease issues. You could
have term nated these | eases and noved around people and units
as you wanted to. Wiy did -- why have you conme with all the
| eases to the comm ssion?

MR. HARVEY: The 10 leases, | think Craig can
answer that the best.

DR. COLLEGE: This was a deliberate strategy on
the part of the departnent. The issue here is you have a
series of authorities and analytical opportunities under BRAC
that are very difficult to put in one place w thout that BRAC

-- without those BRAC authorities.
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And so it wasn't just |eases that were brought
into this. W also -- here within the Arny deci ded that we
woul d once again revisit the tenporary stationing of the 10
bri gade conbat teans that you' ve heard about. W did that as
a part of BRAC. W didn't want to do that separate fromthe
anal ysis that said where should we put the brigades coni ng
back fromoverseas? It nmade sense to work those issues at the
same time.

Wil e you' re working those issues, it nmade a
tremendous anmount of sense to also work the joint issues, both
on the operational side and on the business side. And if
you're going to take on all of those issues, the high costs of
| ease space and the way that | ease space that -- had grown up
over time indicated here was another very inportant topic to
be | ooked at not just on its own, not just in a serial
fashi on, but as part of a conprehensive | ook at how the
Department of Defense's infrastructure, and not just the Arny,
but the entire departnment, how that infrastructure worked
together to support the transformation of the joint team

And how that works is not just the operational
side but it's also | ease space, it's materiel logistics, it's
research and devel opnent, it's the whol e panoply of support
things that have to work well to ensure that the Arny, Navy,

Air Force and Marine Corps of the 21st century will continue
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to have the kinds of capabilities that it needs to do the work
t hat needs to be done.

So what we saw here was not so nuch a question of
wel |, gee, why did you have to do it under BRAC? W thought
it was, BRAC is appropriate. BRAC is precisely the tool that
ought to be used to ook at all these issues in a
conprehensive way and try to nake a great |leap forward i nstead
of small steps over a much |onger period of tinme than what
BRAC will permt us to use.

GENERAL HI LL: Thank you. That's a great answer,
and at this point I'mglad | asked it. Because it does in fact
give us a better -- a nore conpl ete understandi ng of what the
Secretary said in the very beginning, that this is an al
i nterwoven piece and a total |ook at the force structure. So
t hank you very nuch.

MR. HARVEY: General. I'mglad | answered that.

GENERAL HILL: | thought did you a great job.

MR. HARVEY: W have a great transformational
joint mndset and that's all part of it.

CHAI RVAN PRI NCI Pl :  Conmi ssi oner Hansen.

MR. HANSEN: Thank you, M. Chairman. You know,
you fol ks have got a | ot of problens, and one of those that I
see that the Arny has is getting rid of things. And as you

| ook at the chem cal problens that you have, the obsol ete
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chem cal warfare that is always staring you in the face, and
as you put the dollar signto it, you' re |ooking at a huge
anount of noney.

In Tooel e you have the one deml'ing facility,
probably the first one in the 48 after Johnson Island is gone.

And now you' ve got what, Tooele, Yuma, and Anni ston about
finishing up. The governor of Al abama said Anniston's about
ready to go right now.

MR. HARVEY: Anniston is, | believe, certainly
it's been constructed, it's been conm ssioned, and | think
it's about 25 percent into the mission, but it's doing quite
wel | .

MR. HANSEN: So you | ook at Lexington, Aberdeen,
Pine Bluff, Tooele, Pueblo, Indiana, all of those areas and
you start adding that up, that's a chunk of noney. That's an
awful lot of noney to get rid of those things.

As | | ook at Deseret Chem cal which is on your
list to close, everyone just shrugs and says so what,
everybody knows it was going to close any way because the
thing was in the | aw

Once it was done, you would tear down the
bui l di ng. Congress giveth, and Congress taketh away. And
changi ng that probably wouldn't be the nost difficult thing in

the world to do. It kind of anazes nme in a way, and | haven't
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heard any conmments from anyone on it, fromthe governor of the
state or anybody fromthe Arny, but it amazes ne because |
still remenber sitting through a | ot of testinony where people
fromthe Marines and the Arny were both sayi ng we have ot her
things to get rid of just besides chem cal stuff. There's
anmuni tion and there's equipnent to get rid it of.

And it didn't seemto us it was very logical to go
in and build these huge things, and the one out in Tooele, as
| recall, was over $1 billion to build and then getting rid of
what's sitting out there which was 43 percent of all of the
obsol ete chem cal stuff, and to then tear it down.

And |'m kind of anmazed that you're closing it. |
guess I'mthe only one in Anerica that cares, but it kind of
amazes nme because still | could go back and nmy 22 years
listening to these kinds of things in the Arned Services

Commttee, it seened |like we were always getting the idea,

well, we have to get rid of stuff. And that kind of amazes
me. | would |ike sonebody to respond to that.

|'d al so be curious to know as | | ook at how you
di spose of excess property. | went back and | ooked at the

"91, "93, '95 rounds of BRAC and there were just a | ot of
things that came al ong and said when this becones decl ared
excess by the Arny, it will go to the XYZ college or the city

or sonething such as that. It seens to nme there's quite a |ot
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of sweetheart deals that are going on. And | personally feel
a lot of these things should go to the highest bidder, so the
noney coul d conme back to the treasury and the taxpayers should
get sonme benefit out of the thing, rather than to just give it
away to sonebody just to give it over to pacify sonebody who's
bent out of a shape a little built.

MR. HARVEY: Let me start off with your |ast
observation. | can't agree with you nore. Craig can follow
in fromhistory. | think we have exanpl es of where we
di sposed of sonething and we've nade sone noney for the
treasury, just like you say, and then exanpl es of kind of
getting coerced into, you know, give it to us for free type of
thing, which I'ma businessman by heart and | hate to give
anyt hing away for free.

But | think Craig can chinme in in a second to give
you sone exanpl es where we have nade noney and where we still
have property | think we're pretty far into the first four

BRAC rounds in terns of disposing of it. Sone profitably.

Some not.

Now, in terns of the nmunitions, our strategy there
is to have joint -- these centers of excellence for nunitions,
which will have the production, the storage, the distribution,

and the demlitarization all at one site. So that we can get

t he econom es of scales of doing that. W have five centers
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to do that.

In terns of Tooele -- and Craig, again you may
want to chine in. M understanding is the -- for all the nine
sites and you nentioned all of them the atoll, Johnson Island

of course is done. Tooele is done.

But ny understandi ng was that these were contracts
intended to -- to get rid of the chem cal weapons and di spose
of the buildings. You have to dispose of the building. So
you build a building, you operate a building, you dismantle
and destroy the building. And you know, it's kind of green
land and it's over. |I'mnot famliar with the fact that
there's reuse of these. So | nmay be behind the eight bal
here on that.

DR. COLLEGE: Sir, there are two halves to the
di scussi on about the chem cal demlitarization sites.
According to the treaty, the facilities thensel ves when their
m ssion is conplete nust be destroyed. That's w thout regard
to BRAC. That's with regard to the treaty itself.

What we' ve done in BRAC is we've asked the
guestion when these m ssions are conplete, are there further
m ssions that the Arnmy, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps should
wi sh to conplete at those installations?

And so at places |ike Anniston and Tooele, there

are additional mssions that the Arny will wish to continue to
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do at those installations. So those installations have not
been proposed for closure.

But at places |like Deseret, Newport and Yuma
Tooel e, the decision was when that dem | mssion is conplete
and the facility is closed down, there isn't any other m ssion
for the department to conplete there, and so what we are doing
under BRAC is requesting the authority to close down the
installation when the mssion is conplete. So that's the BRAC
pi ece of what's going on with the dem| sites.

The ot her question you asked about had to do with
generating fair market value in the transfer of these
installations. In the '90s the Arny did have sonme good
experiences with that. Particularly in Canmeron Station. W
did get sone revenue out of that transfer. The Arny in the
'90s predicted it would get about $1.5 billion in revenue.

The actual nunbers were closer to $150 million.

Part of that was due purely and specifically to a
policy fromthe adm nistration in which they deci ded on
purpose not to pursue fair market value with thought that
sinply a transferring these facilities as an econom c
conveyance to the local comunity would do a nuch better job
of helping themwth their econom c recovery fromthe
activities at the installation being closed down.

The current | aw as passed by the Congress is quite
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specific that when it's appropriate, we should be trying to
pursue fair market value. And ny understanding fromtal king
to the folks who will be doing the inplenentation is that they
are seeking very, very carefully the right tools and

met hodol ogi es for maki ng that happen.

| believe you'll see far nore of that here in the
21st century than you did back in the '90s. There w ||l
continue to be sone issues. There will continue to be
di scussions with the local community and their political
| eaders about who could afford to pay fair nmarket value, if
they should be forced to pay that fair market value. How that
wor ks out remains to be seen, but ny understanding is the
departnent will be followng the letter of the law and will be
| ooki ng for ways to pursue fair nmarket value in the transfer
of these properties.

MR, HANSEN: If | may just comment on that for
just a second. Right now the House is marking up the defense
aut hori zation bill today. And in that |egislation, I
understand the chairman of that commttee would very nuch |ike
to put |anguage in that says all excess properties will be
sold for fair market value, fully knowing as we all do that
that in effect says, all right, Senators and Congressnen, now,
if you want to haggle over it, then you get sonmething in

somewhere along the line that says this is a good deal for
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this city or this university or whatever it m ght be.

And it would seemto ne if you laid that out and
you had that in there, everybody was of know edge of that, it
woul d be a | ot easier than just having all of these guys
fighting, scrapping and westling over who gets what and
trying to nake sone political points of it.

You know, one of the things you fol ks have got in
there is environment. One of the biggest parts about
environnent is the 1973 Endangered Species Act. That, to ne,
has caused nore grief to the mlitary than anything |I've seen.

| could give you instances where peopl e have picked up a
desert tortoise and carried it and put it on sone property.

No matter how careful you are, sone extrem st
cones along. The Spanish OM that they had, we cl osed up
hundreds of acres of val uable property, not because anyone
found it, because sonebody heard it. And they recorded it on
sone tape and played it at one tine.

And | couldn't believe that Fish and Wldlife did
that and we had a hearing over it. So as | |ook at all of the
great stinks and all of these talented people |I've been
sitting with, there's sone obstacles there that are totally
unbel i evabl e.

If | was the United States mlitary, and who am |

to counsel you, |'m nobody, but | would push to do away -- to
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repeal in the 1973 act, the property owned by the United
States mlitary of the Endangered Species Act. It would sure
make your life a |lot easier. Thank you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RVAN PRI NCI PI:  Admiral Gehman

ADM RAL GEHVAN: Thank you, M. Chairman. M.
Secretary and Chief, like my fellow conm ssioners, | want to
t hank you for com ng over today. |It's enornously hel pful to
this comm ssion to hear personally your views at this | evel on
how we got to where we are in this BRAC, because we're going
to analyze a lot of data and we're going to listen to a | ot of
W t nesses, but to hear fromyou is enornously hel pful. So
t hank you very much

| have a nunber of questions here which may be
characterized as ny anticipation of the kind of questions
we'll get as we go out and hold regional hearings. And a |ot
of themmy be -- the answer may be in the data you provide,
so | apol ogi ze.

So the first one is, | notice just by going
t hrough this book very roughly that there are a fairly
significant nunber of what | call in the Arny doubl e noves.
By that | nmean, Fort Knox you're noving 3,000 people in and
11, 000 people out, at Fort Sill you' re nmoving 5,000 people in
and a thousand out, in Fort Bliss you're noving 15,000 in and

5,000 out. At Fort Hood you're noving 9,000 in and 9, 000 out.
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Are you -- are you ready to -- and can you justify
all of those noves? And would it be unfair -- or can you
defend the proposition that in sonme of these cases, the Arny
i s taki ng advantage of BRAC to fix some Arny structural
pr obl ens?

MR. HARVEY: Let nme start out, and then I"l| pass
it over to the Chief. And specifically, let nme address the
noves at Fort Knox and the noves at Fort Sill. Again,
underlying our strategy here is to facilitate transformation.

And | can't think of a better way that we're going to do that
conbi ne the arnor school with the infantry school. And it's
appropriate we do that at Fort Benning because it has -- it
has the facilities and the maneuver space to do that.

At the sane time, in conjunction with that, as you
-- as sonebody noted previously, we have nmajor recruiting
chal | enges today. And we have our accessions comand ki nd of
all over the place. W have sone in Fort Monroe, we have sone
in St. Louis. W have sonme here, there and everywhere.

And we wanted to get our accessions command, which
i ncl udes recruiting and basic training all in one place under
General Van Antwerpen in this case. Wen you | ook at -- when
you | ook at where these things ought to be |ocated, you I|ike
to -- because it's a continental United States thing, we |ike

to | ocate sonewhere, you know, between the east and west
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coast, and Fort Knox is an excellent place to do that.

So that's kind of our thought process there. In
Sill we wanted to get, you know, the air defense artillery and
field artillery together to forma net fires school, and that
was our thought behind formng this again this center of
conpel | ens.

So it looks a little bit like we're doing this and
we' re doing that, but behind that, we've given it a |ot of
thought. And | think -- let's let the Chief comment because
the force restructuring and what we're trying to do in terns
of having a spectrum of brigade conbat teamunit of actions
and appropriate headquarters structure to manage that, that
was ki nd of behind our thoughts at Hood, Bliss and Riley. So
let the Chief take it.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: | think the Secretary
accurately hit on the main point. And that is that what we're
doing is structuring our footprint to facilitate the future
organi zation. The organi zation we're transform ng to.

And so instead of having separate arnor and
infantry maneuver centers that are differentiated only in the
fact that it's Bradley-centric at Fort Benning and
tank-centric at Fort Knox, that by putting themtogether and
creating a maneuver center because that's the way we fight or

| i kewi se at Fort Sill bringing together a net fires centers,
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with air defense and field artillery and the other things that
are nmuch nore representative of what we're doing with the Arny
transformation, it just makes sense.

And so that really is -- we're really -- what
we're doing is organizing the function. Not functioning to
organi zation. And taking advantage of it.

ADM RAL GEHVAN: Thank you. Thank you very much.

| personally have been to Bliss and Hood many tines and have
been very inpressed with the facilities there to facilitate
getting out of town rapidly. | amnot famliar with Knox and
Sill. Again, you're putting sone very inportant forces far,
far away fromtheir strategic transportation hubs. Are they
-- are the facilities there? O if not do you include in the
price tag of the nove the getting what | call getting out of
towmn facilities?

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: Wel |, first of all, Fort Knox
is not amjor -- I'msorry, Fort Sill is a school center.

Qur maj or deploynent hubs are really Fort Lewis and the fact
that you have got McChord Air Force Base up there, Fort Bliss
whi ch has got trenendous airfield. Very large MOG you know,
max on the ground capacity there in rail head and proximty to
both west coast and Qulf ports.

Fort Hood, which has got a great Arny airfield,

which is a fornmer SAC base, trenendous capacity there. And a
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huge rail center and access to all of the Gulf ports. Fort
Campbel | , Kentucky, with a very large airfield, a huge dea
there. Fort Bragg --

ADM RAL GEHVAN: Excuse ne. Excuse ne, Chief. |
may have m sunderstood, but aren't you noving a significant
air defense artillery fromBliss to Sill?

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER:  We're noving the school

ADM RAL GEHVAN: Ah, that's where | was m staken

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: But there will be a brigade,
a support brigade at Bliss.

MR. HARVEY: Knox al so has a nearby -- Louisville
isn't too far in terns of that platform W are going to have
one brigade, the 25th, at Knox but that has good rail head and
al so has good -- has fairly nearby high projection platform
for deployability.

ADM RAL GEHVAN: Thank you. In the depot issue,
anticipate and | just fromreadi ng newspapers and things that
the Arny probably has a backl og of vehicle rework after
Af ghani stan, Irag and you're very, very high tenpo
depl oynents. | assune that this nmountain that's out there in
the future has been taken into account in your depot |oading.

MR. HARVEY: Yeah. Absolutely. As | nentioned in

answer to the chairman's question, we've done a very carefu
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anal ysis of that conplex. And have concluded that we can
surge to 50 mllion direct |abor hours with one | ess depot
organi zed al ong our product |ines.

And as | nentioned, next year it will be 25
mllion which will be unprecedented in the history of that
conplex. This year it's 19. The year before it was 12. So
we're going 12, 19, 25. And we think that's kind of the --
between 25 and 30 is kind of the max in ternms of this.

And as you nentioned, when -- if and when the
i nsurgency tones down and the troops cone back dependi ng on
condi tions and decisions by the president and the Secretary,
then we'll have a couple of years of reset. But we're fully
capable -- two years of reset, but we're fully capable in that
conpl ex of doing that. That in conjunction with private
i ndustry al so.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: If | could add just one
thing. Just to put it in perspective, next year will be the
hi ghest in record, right, 25 mllion --

MR. HARVEY: 25 mllion.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: 25 million direct |abor cost.

This year we're at 19 direct labor cost. In the |ast 18

nont hs, actually in the last 16 or 17 nonths, we have produced
42,000 arnored wheel ed vehicles. 42,000. W went from 237
arnored wheel vehicles in our inventory in CENTCOMto 42, 000.

61



So it gives you an idea, when you start tal king about what 50
mllion direct |abor hours in terns of capacity is when we did
t hat down around 19.

MR HARVEY: We used about five other outside
conpanies to do that. So between our own interna
capabilities and that of the private sector, we feel very good
about our ability to keep our force ready from an equi pnment
standpoint and also to surge in case of any unforeseen
i nci dents.

ADM RAL GEHVAN:.  Thank you. |'m sure when we hold
our regional hearings, we'll hear nore about that. 1've been
a long admrer of the Department of Defense's ability to
phrase things. | think sonebody has a really good witer.

And | noticed that the Pope Air Force Base
justification in here says that they' re going to robust up the
airlift by going from30 to 16 C-130s. Are you -- are you
content that the airlift necessary for the 18th Airborne Corps
on a habitual daily night -- nore often nightly -- that it
will be there, and that they're not building a hurdle that we
need to junp over here?

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: The answer for nme is yes.

And as you mght renenber, it's not just the C 130s that are
stationed there, but the C5s and C-17s and 141s that cone --

that have a transient sense, from TRANSCOMthat really al so
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adds to the --

ADM RAL GEHVAN: Good. A couple of very quick
questions for both the Secretary, but nostly for the Chief.
|"ve always been an admrer of the Guard/active association
systemthat you have with Guard units and Reserve units and
active duty units. Does all this nmoving around do any damage
to that or are you looking at that? |Is that an old -- is that
an old phil osophy or --

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: W used to have round up and
round out relationships. W transitioned to what we call 15
enhanced separate brigades. W are now taking that enhanced
separate brigade concept and actually robusting the National
GQuard for instance in the brigade conbat teans into as nuch as
34.

So this is a huge nove because it puts your active
Guard and Reserve into a force generation cycle that gives us
predictability of ready forces, a predictable pool of ready
forces on a cyclical -- on a cycle.

That allows us then to -- if we have to accelerate
the generation of forces not go through sonme of the
machi nati ons we've had to go through getting the forces out of
there. This is a result of what we've | earned from our
experi ences.

ADM RAL GEHVAN: | al ways thought there was an
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enor nous professional gain by Guard senior officers having
habi t ual personal first-nane relationship with a counterpart
in the active division brigade or corps. |Is there sone way to

keep that alive?

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: | think the answer is yes,
but it will be kept alive in a different way because what
you'll now have is a habitual association of your National

GQuard and Reserve forces with the forces that are on the same
cycle in the force generation.

ADM RAL GEHVAN:. Thank you. M last question. In
nost of the other service briefings that we received, one

person or anot her bragged about the payback and how nmuch noney

you were saving, but this thing costs us noney. There's -- is
this a bill for the institutional Army for years and years and
years? And if so, are you going to pay for it? O is -- is

there an OSD wedge which is big enough to pay for this?
mean, | heard $12 billion.

MR. HARVEY: 12.8 billion. Yes, that's right.

Craig --

ADM RAL GEHVAN. Who's going to pay for that?

DR. COLLEGE: The one-tine costs to the Arny
during the first six years are $12.8 billion. The savings that

we Wil begin to generate by the end of the six years wll cut

that net cost alnost in half. So we will begin to pay that
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off with the savings that are comng fromall the BRAC actions
that will be occurring in the United States.

We are | ooking to coordinate with OSD on this
so-cal |l ed BRAC wedge. Like everyone el se we have nore good
things to do than noney available. So it would be hel pful if
we had a piece of that to help with the one-tine costs. And
we woul d expect to get sone piece of that in ways yet to be
di scussed within the departnent.

But the bottomline is by the tinme you get to the
end of the BRAC execution period, the Arny will be generating
about a billion and a half dollars in net savings that it
woul d not be able to generate on an annual basis w thout BRAC

And if you include the overseas savings that the Chief and
the Secretary referred to, it's nore like two and a half
billion dollars a year.

What that does for us is it permts us to do
another two and a half billion dollars worth of inportant
prograns w thout having to find nore noney to be appropriated
for us in sone other fashion. So there are real savings here,
whet her you count theminside BRAC or you add the overseas
savings or not, there is a period up front where we have to
nove sone noney around to nake the investnents.

ADM RAL GEHVAN:  And as a nenber of this

comm ssion, |I'mnot exactly sure in ny owmn mind howto -- how
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to understand a portion of this very conplex plan, which

beconmes unfunded. | nean, | don't know t he whol e thing
unravels. | don't know that.
MR. HARVEY: | think you viewit -- ny view of it,

and there's been a |lot of analysis done in terns of the tine
phasi ng of all the various and sundry projects, and as Craig
nmentioned, there's a BRAC wedge, there's an availability of
that noney on a time-phased basis over the period of
performance we're tal king about.

And fromny own experience in industry, this is
very simlar to a cap ex program In a capital expenditure
program in any given year, there's so nuch noney to spend,
and that's the end of it. So if you don't get it, you know,
come back next year. And that's the way -- so it's a
manageabl e from fi nanci al managenent point of view, this thing
can be managed.

But bet ween t he BRAC wedge, the noney that we have
set aside ourselves, and the savings that will be generated
during the tinme period, we've done a |lot of thinking, and, in
fact, | put Craig through a little torture on that one, and
|'"'mconvinced that it is very manageable, and we'll|l be able to
do within that time period the projects that we've laid out
her e.

But it's -- inportantly, you know, you can't go to
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t he bank so you' ve got to control this thing, and you have to
manage it properly. And believe ne, | will be heavily
i nvol ved i n managenent of that.

CHAI RMAN PRINCI PI:  Yes, M. Coyle.

MR. COYLE: Thank you, M. Chairman. Secretary
Harvey, General Schoomaker, Dr. College. Thank you very much
for your testinony today. W' ve noted earlier in these
hearings that this BRAC round is different in a nunber of ways
fromthe past four BRAC rounds. Not the |east of which is --
this is a BRAC round which is being conducted at a tinme of war
where the past BRAC rounds were at a tine when we were talking
about the peace divi dend.

Anot her inportant factor is this is a BRAC round
bei ng conducted at a tine when the defense budgets
consi stently going up, whereas the past BRAC rounds were the
def ense budgets were goi ng down. This round is being
conducted in a post-9/11 environnent whereas we could hardly
i mgi ne 9/11 at those earlier tines.

And fromthe point of view of the Arny, this BRAC
round i s being conducted at a tinme when the Arny is being
expected to grow, which it was certainly not in those earlier
years, 10 or 15 years ago.

So first | wanted to ask you, what did you do

differently because of these factors? How were your
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recommendations different because of these factors than they
woul d have been if we were enjoying peace and great security?

MR, HARVEY: Well, let nme start out by saying, as
| outlined in my opening statenent, we followed the
fundanment al process of establishing mlitary val ue, which
takes into account the capability of the infrastructure to
train, ready, deploy, its condition, its quality, its
gquantity, its ability to surge, nobilize, the cost of this
oper ati on.

So underneath the whole analysis, we use mlitary
value. And that was done in the strategic context which we
outlined what our strategy was and what our inagined end state
was. | think one of the key differences here is that we are
in the mddle of transform ng the Arny to be better able to
neet the challenges that you tal ked about of the 21st century.

And | think as you can tell from-- | hope you can
tell fromsome of our answers that we | ooked at deployability,
we | ooked at readi ness, we |ooked at training, we |ooked at
our ability to surge, we | ooked at our ability to nobilize,
and we | ooked at the cost of ownership.

So we took all of those factors into account, and
| think to establish a portfolio of installations that wll
facilitate this transformation that will be able to

accomodat e t he overseas rebasing, and nost inportantly,
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i nprove our capability to neet the chall enges of the 21st
century.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: M. Coyle, | think this is
hugely inmportant to our transformation that we take advantage
of this. And | agree with everything the Secretary just said.

There is nonmentum there's novenent, there's velocity to the
pace of our Arny today at war.

And there is a need for this transformati on now.
Because we nust get nore out of the 1.2 mllion plus soldiers
inuniformto contribute to the long war that we find
ourselves in. In answering Admral Gehman's question, | said
in the past we had 15 enhanced brigades for instance in the
Nati onal Guard. What | didn't say there were 38 brigades in
the National Guard in those days. That neant 23 of themwere
paying the price for the 15 that were ready.

And when we called up elenents of this Guard
organi zation for the current fight, we found oursel ves having
to aggregate four and five truck conpanies to nake one. W
had as many as 20, 21 states involved in form ng one unit
because of the hollowness of that Cold War force that we were
going to -- we were going to fill out, you know wth the great
-- strategic warning scenarios that we had and all the rest of
it.

So this is a huge difference in our Arny. This is
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an Arny that has real canpaign qualities but nust also have a
| ot of expeditionary capability in there to be able to nove
globally in a different way, in a different kind of world than
we faced.

And therefore, we nust posture ourselves and have
the facilities because these facilities are, in fact -- |
mean, they're like aircraft carriers to the Navy. These are
our launch platfornms. This is our force generation bases.
You know, for this force.

So | amvery, very optimstic that, first of all
we can do this. Secondly, | amhighly encouraged that we --
you know, we're having this opportunity to do it because |
think it's absolutely essential. And if we don't take

advantage of this opportunity and the advantage of the

novenent that -- the notion that the Arny is going right now,
this will be very difficult to acconplish once it cones at
rest.

And the last thing I tell you, | think we mnust
anticipate that in the years we're tal king about, there wll
be great pressure on the top |ine of defense. W have sone
opportunity today to set the force the way we want it to be
for the future. Not resetting it to the way it was, and then
go through the inertia problemthat we' ve experienced in the

past, in past rounds.
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MR. HARVEY: Let me just add because this is so
inmportant to us and the Arnmy that -- and the Chief referred to
it, but we are going to have the capability to address this
gl obal war on terrorismlike you' ve never seen in your life in
ternms of rapid deployability and flexibility.

The brigade conbat teamunit of action, and we
tal ked about that several tinmes today, is an ingenious design
that brings functionality fromthe division down to the
brigade. And then it has a structure that is appropriate for
all the stability and reconstructi on operations that we can
plug and play functionality to fit the scene, whether it's an
i nsurgency or whether it's sonething nore peaceful |ike
Af ghani stan or sonething |ike Kosovo and all the things we
find.

So we have an organi zational elenment we call the
bri gade conbat teamunit of action. And then the baseline
plan is to stand up 77 of these and the Chief tal ks about a
rotational nodel. One of the questions that we often get is,
what are you doing to reduce the stress on the force? Wat
we're doing is this Arny force generation nodel which will --
whi ch we can predictively say in the baseline says we w |
have 20 depl oyable units of action or potentially units of
action, |like we have today, between the Guard and the active

and the Reserves will be able to generate 14 or so active.
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One, so we can say to a soldier, you're going to be depl oyed
one year, and two years at hone station. And guardsman, one
year depl oyed, five years at hone station. And the Reserves
that provide the conbat service and conmbat service support
functions, one year and five.

So we're going to get to predictability. W' re
going to get rapid deployability, expeditionary. Al the
things, all these adjectives we use are going to becone a
reality in this Arny force transformation. And it's inportant
that we have the infrastructure to do that.

So we're very -- the Chief and | are very excited
about this. That we'll get an Arny that we believe is
responsi ve across the strategic and tactical spectrumthat we
see coming up in this 21st century.

MR. COYLE: Thank you. Another way in which this
BRAC round is different is the huge nunber of affected
| ocati ons, 845 or whatever the nunber is. And the way the
books -- the first volunes that we' ve received are organi zed,
the Arny lists sone of its actions, the joint cross service
groups |ist others.

The Arny does not nention in sonme of its materials
of action of the joint cross service groups. | had expected
that the Arny woul d address all of its facilities, all of the

facilities for which it had responsibility regardl ess of who
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made recomendati ons about it.

MR. HARVEY: | think we have. Craig can provide
that detail, | think.

MR. COYLE: And there are sone that are not
mentioned at all in the state-by-state summaries, even though
if you dig deep enough, you can find themin the narratives.

DR. COLLEGE: VWhen OSD gives us the clearance to
be able to share our Arny BRAC report with you, | think you'l
see that it's a very carefully integrated story that talks
about all the different actions, whether they started in the
Arny or in a joint group to tell the sanme story we've been
describing this norning about how we transformthe Arny.

Wthin the Arny we treated the joint groups as
just an extension of the effort within my own study group.

All of the business functions, all of the nonoperational
stuff, we worked through the joint cross service groups. Qur
report, the other materials that we'll nmake available to you
when we're able to do so, frankly don't distinguish between
what was a joint group idea and what was an Arny idea because,
frankly, we built themtogether

MR. HARVEY: So the nunbers that | provided this
norning, we're providing for all reconmendati ons whet her they
be Arny, generic or joint cross service. For exanple, Red

Ri ver is an exanple of the joint service.
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DR, COLLEGE: Wien we tal k depots, when we talk
Red River that froman OSD perspective that originated within
a joint cross service group, you'll find it in the Arny
section of the OSD report because it involved the cl osure of
an Arny installation.

In other places you'll find realignnents that
touch RDA kinds of activities, that touch other materiel
| ogi stics activities. Al of our realignnments within the
trai ning and doctrine command, the establishnment of the net
fires center, the maneuver center, the conbat service support
center.

Those you' Il find in the joint cross service group
portion, because of the rules OSD used to try to keep sone
organi zation in how the material was being provided. But when
we provide you the Arnmy report, we will tell what you we
believe the Arny's transformation story within BRAC. And that
woul d include not just the stuff that's within the Arny
section of the OSD report, but all the other stuff that we
found val uabl e and i nportant in our transformational effort.

MR. COYLE: | guess | still don't understand why
sone didn't appear in the state-by-state listing. It alnost
| ooks like they fell through the crack.

DR. COLLEGE: The state -- there's a peculiarity

in the blue top. Wat | believe ny colleagues in OSD tried to
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do was to capture all of the |ocations that experienced
real i gnnents or closures or gai ned personnel.

When you | ook at the changes that are occurring at
pl aces |i ke Watervliet, for exanple, when you | ook at sone of
the materiel and | ogistics workload that's noving to pl aces
| i ke Pickatinny and other |ocations, what you see is you'l
see that workload is noving but there are no personnel shifts.

And since there are no personnel noving, as |
understand it, they didn't show up in the blue top, because
t hey woul d have been just a series of zeros. And so in sone
cases, you're noving workl oad because it's the right thing to
do to support the mlitary in the future. But if there are no
personnel noving, which is sort of under BRAC, then it
appeared not to be necessary to put it in those state-by-state
| istings.

MR. COYLE: Thank you. A Question about Fort
Monnout h.  Fort Monnmouth is an acquisition and research
center. Do you agree that Fort Mnnouth possesses
hi ghl y-skill ed specialists? And are you concerned that highly
trai ned technol ogy expertise will be lost in the nove of these
i nportant Arny functions?

MR. HARVEY: Let me respond to that. Certainly
there is a concern, and | won't sit here and tell you that we

expect all the people fromFort Mnnouth to nove to Aberdeen

75



Provi ng Grounds. However, it does go w thout saying that they
are reasonably close to each ot her

| think there's been sone exanples in the past
that Craig can address where we noved -- in one of the BRAC
rounds, we noved sone facilities in regards -- | think from
St. Louis to Redstone Arsenal in the aviation area. And there
was sone people that decided to nove, sone peopl e deci ded not
to nove.

But at the end of the day, we were able to repl ace
that capability and get the m xture in the workforce and the
techno skills we needed.

Now, you know, that's the negative side of it.

The positive side of it is, again, we're going to have a
techni cal center of excellence in this comrmand control

comuni cation information systens, which is extrenely
inmportant to the future Army. And our plan is to take that
type of technol ogy, the networking technol ogies and spiral
that into our Arnmy nodul ar force design, and then enhance that
capability further.

In order to do that, we need to have
conmmuni cations on the nove, and we need to have nonline of
si ght communi cati ons between units. So if we have a conpany
or platoon out on patrol, the command and control vehicle has

to have communi cati ons on the nove, it has to have nonline of
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si ght .

We have to test and evaluate that. And we need
maneuver space to do that. And Aberdeen Provi ng Grounds gives
us that maneuver space, gives us that testing capability, so
that we can sinultaneously eval uate the networking technol ogy
and its efficiency and effectiveness. And start to devel op
and start to help the TRADOCs of the world to devel op doctrine
and techni ques, tactics and procedures that take npst
advant age of that.

The only way you can do that is naneuver space,
Aberdeen has that, and that was a big thought. So we have R&D,
test, evaluation, acquisition, all in one spot. But there is
-- there is a concern and a risk, and again, it's a conprom se
bet ween those two things.

DR. COLLEGE: In 1997 when we noved the aviation
research and engi neeri ng devel opnment center to Redstone we
al so noved PEO avi ation and the avi ati on managenent group.
Somet hing |i ke 26, 27 percent of the enpl oyees made that nove
fromSt. Louis down to Redstone Arsenal

What the Arny did back in the '90s was they did
surveys, they worked with the enpl oyees, they began to figure
out very quickly who woul d be novi ng, who woul d not, who m ght
be willing to nove on a tenporary basis. They figured out

what their hiring plan needed to be. They designed that very
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qui ckly. They worked with the civilian workers there to ensure
that they understood both the costs and the benefits and the
progranms that were available to help to ease their transition
Frankly they got out ahead of the issue. They
figured out what they needed to do, they planned for it, and
t hey executed as quickly as they could. And now just a few
years later, you' ve got a very nice, very effective life cycle
managenent center for aviation and RDA, T&E down at Redstone.
W woul d expect the commands t hat woul d nove to
Aber deen Proving Grounds to |earn that | esson and do the sane
thing here. W would not expect all of these very capable
i ndividuals to nove. W would expect a nunber of themto do
so.
W would tap into the very strong | abor market in
the D.C./Baltinore/ Aberdeen area very early to begin to fil
out the positions that m ght become enpty as we nove the unit
from Monnouth down to Aberdeen Proving G ounds.
But the bottomline is as the Secretary of the
Arnmy has addressed, if you wish to build a beginning to end
RDA T&E kind of a facility, you need the people at Fort
Monnmouth to be a critical part of that activity. But the
facilities at Monnouth were insufficient to the task, and from
a mlitary val ue perspective, it appeared to the departnent

that it nade far better sense to nove those very capabl e and
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very inportant activities to Aberdeen Proving G ounds rather
than to | eave them at Mnnout h.

MR. COYLE: | have a simlar sort of question
about the novenent of the night vision lab from Fort Bel voir
up to Aberdeen. |'ve seen the work that's done at the night
vision lab, and | don't think anybody woul d question that the
ni ght vision capabilities that the U S. Arny has are the
wonder of the world, and the work that's done at that
| aborat ory has had trenendous | everage.

And again, | think we should be concerned about
the technical capabilities that exist at that |aboratory and
take a hard | ook at whether or not you m ght | ose those
capabilities in the process of trying to nove themto
Aber deen.

MR. HARVEY: We'll certainly be very sensitive to
that, but again, the nove of the night vision lab is all part
of this -- having this end-to-end RDA T&E capability. And |et
me just add frommy own personal experience, because | spent a
good deal of my own corporate career in running
t echnol ogy- based -- |arge technol ogy-based organi zations. |
was al so the Chief technical officer at Wstinghouse, and so
I"'ma life-long techie.

And | found fromny own experience if you want to

devel op, transfer, productize technologies in the nost
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efficient and effective way, you' ve got to have people
together. | spent so many years fighting the transfer of
technol ogy fromone facility to the other. And at the end of
t hose experiences, as you say, if | had all those people

t oget her communi cating, talking, interacting, getting to know
each other, getting to see the big picture, this would cost a
|l ot less and take a lot |ess tine.

And that's the thought -- one of the major
t houghts that's behind our centers of excellence, not only at
Aber deen, but at Detroit, at Redstone and so forth, and
Pi ckati nny. That we have that end-to-end capability that we
can devel op, transfer and productize technol ogi es which, you
know, again all play together for the benefit of the big Arny
and the benefit of our soldiers.

So that's why we noved the night vision |ab,
because it's all part of that whole ensenble of C41 SR, as we
like to call it.

MR. COYLE: Thank you. | have no further
guestions right now

CHAI RVAN PRINCIPI: M. Bil bray.

MR. BILBRAY: Thank you. Last again. W have a
j oke going. Woever is last can't think of anything to ask.
First you get shot down real quick

| al so was concerned about Fort Mnnouth. Wen |
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| ooked at the nunbers, nost of the novenent of troops, you
know, you have | arge anount of mlitary personnel. You just
tell themyou' re noving fromhere to here, and they're good
sol diers and they nove.

But in the case of Fort Monnouth, you have 620
mlitary personnel, but you have 4,652 civilian personnel.

And you were nentioning at 26 percent the last tinme noving
down to Redstone. W' ve heard nunmbers of 10-15 percent of
these highly technical people that wll nove.

And you nmay be right, M. Secretary, that over a
| ong period you can redevelop this -- this kind of personnel
that have this kind of background. But it seens to ne that to
have this many people that you have to nove, 4,652, and if you
only get 500 or 600 of those, you're going to |ose trenendous
R&D capability.

And you know, | understand conmpani es want to nove
everybody together, but if you | ose that kind of technol ogy,
how many years is it going to take to redevel op that kind of
tech -- that kind of background from personnel ?

MR. HARVEY: Well, again, that is a concern. |
won't sit here and tell you that that's not a concern. |
t hi nk maybe we'll owe you a nunber here. Qur nunbers say, and
we'll have to reconcile this. W have a total of 2,569

skill ed enpl oyee positions fromFort Monnmouth. That's the

81



nunber we have in our database. Not 4, 600.

And as you note, the mlitary are nore -- they're

used to that. And the civilians have a choice to nake there.
So we should reconcile our nunbers, but having said that,

that is always a concern, and it's -- it's a judgnent cal
here in terns of the gain versus the potential risks here.

And we'll only know how many people wll decide to
nove or decide to do -- conme down on Monday norning or go back
on Friday night. And that depends on how close they are to
either retiring or changi ng or whatever.

So that, as Craig indicated, one positive in that
negative scenario is that we've had experience doing this, and
the geography here is a little bit different than St. Louis
versus Redstone. And so we'll certainly try to nanage that
carefully and trying to encourage our key technical people to
nove and be part of this, and try to convince them of the
benefits that | just outlined of having this -- this focus and
this technical center of excellence for a technology that is
extrenely inportant to the future for us.

MR. BI LBRAY: Anybody el se have a coment on that?

That woul d be nmy concern, M. Secretary, is the fact that
even private industry, if you were to take -- you'd |ike
everybody together. And in an ideal world, that works fine.

If you started there and you have rebuilt. But |I can see that
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it's going to take years to re-establish the capabilities that
you have at Monnouth at Aberdeen. And in the long run, fine.

But you know, at a tine when we're in crisis,
mean this country's in crisis over what's going on in Iraq,
the war on terror, we're not in a peace tinme kind of nbde
where we can shape these things slowy and hey, five years
we'll be back to where we are right now. And that's ny
concern.

MR. HARVEY: Well, renmenber this is now R&D so
that's the nore strategic activity. [It's not operational in
that sense. And | agree with you this is a concern. W're
going to manage it carefully. W have six years to do this,
and to ensure that we don't damage for sure the people, and as
| say, |'ve managed technology all ny life, that people are
critical and we're not going to do this -- we didn't do this,
you know, just arbitrarily.

We did it because we believe that this is going to
give us that benefit of end-to-end capability at one spot to
-- in the end, what we will be able to devel op and transfer
and comrerci alize technol ogies a | ot quicker than we used to,
which is, by the way, one of the biggest criticisnms that we
have is that we do good work, but we, you know, a dollar a day
| ate and we have to do everything we can structurally and

process-wi se to reduce the cycle tinme of idea to capability.
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And so that's what we're trying to do across the
conplex. And there are clearly, as you articulated, there are
clearly risks involved in that, and it's our job to try to
manage that risk. 1It's to get that capability, and | guess
personally |1've been invol ved where |I've had peopl e | ook
around for M. Right for two or three years rather than hiring
a bright guy out of a great technical school and giving him
si x nmont hs and sayi ng, wow, he really knows what he's doing.

And so there are people, there are young peopl e
out there that surprise you, and quickly get up to speed. So
it's a balance between those two things. It's |life | guess --
| guess what I'msaying, life's a conpromse. And this is a
bal anci ng act to take advantage of that center of excellence.

MR, BILBRAY: Well, | disagree with that deci sion,
but let's go on to question twd. Let's talk about Hawt horne
Arnmy Depot. You're closing down certain Arny depots. And of
course, it's not in ny old district, but it's in Northern
Nevada. |'mjust curious what the rationale -- | know you go
out there and you see pillboxes after pillboxes -- not
pill box, but storage facility after storage facility. Do we
have the capability to store nmunitions |ike we do at Hawt hor ne
and ot her areas?

MR. HARVEY: W have significant excess in

munition storage in the conplex. And again, what we're trying
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to do is to get production and storage distribution and

dem litarization all in a couple of places. And we have these
five joint nmunition centers that we are going to do that in
Crane, MC eeser, and Pine Bluff.

So we have significant excess capacity and
Hawt horne was sinply a storage facility. It had no active
production, no active dem |, no active distribution.

MR. BILBRAY: Let's talk a little about the Forts
McPherson, G llemand Monroe. Wat was the | ogic behind the
cl osing of those?

MR. HARVEY: That, again, is to -- that's a nove
to get -- to get nultiuse sites and to get out of bases that
are confined and have -- that are in urban centers that really
don't have a lot of mlitary value in that sense.

So what we wanted to do was to go from basically
installations of lowmlitary value to ones at higher. And if
you |l ook at the list of mlitary value of those, Fort
McPherson, G llem and Monroe, they were on the |ow side. And
then as we mgrate, we get -- we get the synergies and the
cost of ownership that is associated, for exanple, taking
FORSCOM to the Bragg -- to the Bragg/ Pope conpl ex. That was
t he thought there.

DR. COLLEGE: The smaller single function

installations froma mlitary val ue perspective, one of the
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things that we | ooked at was not just what was the
instal lation doi ng today, but what was its capabilities for
new or increased mssions in the future?

And at places |ike Monroe and McPherson and
Gllem there's not very nuch ability to expand and perform
new m ssions in the future, and yet you have relatively |large
over head accounts to be able to run those posts to the
standard that the Arnmy needs to achieve.

So it made a |l ot of sense to us to put them on
mul ti function, larger posts with other organizations that they
woul d work with, and to have buil dabl e acres and ot her
capabilities potentially to pick up new m ssions as their part
of the Arny's m ssion that evolves over tine.

So it's really a conbination of how do you
transformthe installation side of the house so that the Arny
is nore effective in the future than it is today? And at the
sane tinme you generate efficiencies by getting out of sone of
the overhead of the running the smaller installations that
frankly could close and we could still get the m ssion
acconpl i shed sonmewhere el se.

MR. BILBRAY: |In discussions anongst ourselves, on
this comm ssion, in |ooking at the anmobunt of troops con ng
home, many of us felt |ike naybe the Arny rushed in the | ast

BRAC to cl ose too nmany bases. And that when the mlitary
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cones hone from Europe, the 70,000 or 42,000 --

MR, HARVEY: 47.

MR. BILBRAY: You may need anot her Fort Order or
sonething like that to be able to handl e these kind of troops.

So have you thought about the future? Again, you were
tal ki ng about how you were going to split these all up. But
the fact is, if you're increasing your Arny by 30,000, you're
bri ngi ng 42,000 peopl e hone.

It seens like to ne that we shouldn't rush into
closing down facilities that we nay need in the future, even
if it's 5, 10, 15 years, because it's going to be very
difficult in the future to obtain mlitary bases. As you well
said, the ranges, the training facilities that you cannot get,
and you go back today and try to open a mlitary base and it's
going to be damm hard on the Arny to ever open a base that has
the adequate facilities.

DR. COLLEGE: And | believe that's why you'll see
in our list that we've not closed any facilities that are
| ar ge enough or have sufficient training ranges or maneuver
space to be able to give us that kind of support if we need it
for additional brigades and ot her maneuver units in the
future

The places that we are closing tend to be snmall

adm nistrative in nature or they intend -- or they expect to
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be ammop plants or chemdem | sites. Frankly, these are not
pl aces that woul d be good receiving sites for the kinds of
conbat forces that we worry about perhaps being in |arger
nunbers in the future.

On the other hand, we still have retai ned pl aces
li ke White Sands M ssil e Range, Dugway Provi ng G ounds, other
pl aces that frankly performa surge capacity for us if we need
to bed down additional units in the future in pernmanent
| ocations. Those |ocations provide for us that additional
capability that we m ght need in the future.

MR. HARVEY: Yeah, | think -- and we can provide
that detail. Craig and his group have went through very
detail ed surge analysis, capability analysis. And if you | ook
at what we're closing down, these are nuch smaller, |ike Fort
McPherson, hundreds | think it's about four, five hundred
acres and it's surrounded by urban setting. It can't be
expanded.

You couldn't -- you couldn't put a brigade there.

You couldn't put a brigade at Fort Gllem You couldn't put a
bri gade at Fort Monroe. You couldn't put a brigade at Fort
Monmouth.  So we feel confident that we have sufficient
capabilities to take into account and to provide the
infrastructure for what you indicated that's com ng back and

expansi on of the force.
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MR BILBRAY: | did ny basic training at Fort

Order. | have a nostalgia and I w sh you hadn't closed that
down.

MR. HARVEY: | had nothing to do with that. That
wasn't ny recommendation. | live near there, sir, and | pass
it all the time. The golf courses are still there and they're
still as tough as ever.

MR. BILBRAY: | was just a young recruit, and
believe ne, | didn't get to the golf course. But | have a

guestion, just for nmy own know edge. Wen | was on the Arned
Services Commttee and on the MLCON, we tal ked about cl osing
bases in Germany, and the kind of formula that we used.

You cane up with the $800 million cost of shutting
down. | renenber a fornula which they -- we had to clean it
up. We had to do the things, but the Germans woul d t hen pay
us for the buildings and other materials that they woul d take
over. And we kind of thought there would be an offset that
woul d nean it woul dn't cost us nmuch of anything to be able to
cl ose down a base in Germany. Is that fornmula not used
anynore?

DR COLLECGE: That fornula is still used. W do
have, however, contractual arrangenents with the |oca
nationals. And so the exit costs of getting out of sone of

those can be quite prohibitive. |1've forgotten all of the
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specific details, but depending on when you go to the unions
and try to pull out of a contract, you owe these people
sonething like -- these workers sonething |ike 400 days of pay
even though you' ve cl osed the |ocation and noved on to
somewher e el se.

So the extraction costs are relatively |large, even
t hough we don't have to pick up the environnental and sonme of
t hose ot her kinds of costs that we would have in the United
St at es.

MR. BILBRAY: | renenber we took -- when the
Spani ards said we had to close down Torreon, | renenber that
we were very nmad on the conmttee because all of that cane
into effect. But even though they told us to | eave, we had to
pay for their enployees for years, and all the costs. And the
mlitary told us -- the Departnent of Defense, it wasn't our
fault. State nmade those agreenents. Not us. Thank you.

MR. HARVEY: Thank you.

CHAI RVAN PRINCIPI: M. Secretary, | would like to
follow up with a question about the transformation of the
Guard and Reserve conponents. You made a very strong case for
t he enhancenents to mlitary value by better realigning --
al i gning our Reserve and Guard components of the total force
together, and the positive inpact on training, operational

readi ness and military capability.
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And I'mcertainly echoed by General Hill and M.
Skinner. And | certainly would agree with it. But | want to
ask you about what |'m concerned about, and that is the
potential short-termcost of this realignment. AmI| correct
that you propose to construct 125 new Reserve and Cuard
centers?

MR. HARVEY: That is correct.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: And you plan to cl ose 387.
176 Reserve centers and 211 --

MR. HARVEY: Correct.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: So about a third, you're going
to replace the 387 with about a third. Now, take a state |ike
Al abama, the first state that's obviously on the BRAC i npact
by state list, and in Al abana you're proposing to close 10
Reserve and Guard centers across the state from Mbile to
Mont gonmery to Tuskegee. And replacing them if the
percentages hold true, with about a third.

Now, that inpacts a small nunber of full-tine
peopl e, about 227, but certainly there are thousands, maybe
tens of thousands of Guard and Reserve personnel who drill at
those 10 bases that are going to be replaced with a third.

The Guard and Reserve in nmy mind are performng so
extraordinarily well. | nean, certainly in ny lifetime, |'ve

never seen a greater contribution to our arned forces,
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especially those | nmet in Iraq and Afghani stan over the years.
I ncredi bl e, incredible job.

But the strain, the strain on them | understand
we're having recruiting problens in the Guard and Reserve
because of that strain. And now we're going to cl ose seven of
10 or six of 10, which is going to require those who want to
stay in the Guard and Reserve to travel |onger distances. |
don't know how el se you can describe it.

And | renmenber | was one reservist after nmy active
duty days, where maybe I'mnot typical, but I couldn't trave
by virtue of nmy schooling and ny work. What inpact is that
going to have in ternms of how many people do you expect to
lose if you're closing 2/3 of those bases, or Reserve centers,
arnories, Cuard stations?

MR. HARVEY: Let me start out, M. Chairnman, and
just respond to that in a high level way. This is -- there's
no question this is a concern, but here's ny understandi ng of
where we are, and Craig, you can chinme in on if you want to on
Al abana.

But if you | ook at the 125 centers, 77 -- 77 of
those sites have already been identified and sel ected. And
they are within the denographic area of where the origina
siteis. So ny understanding is that, let's say, we have --

we have an arnory at site A and we're noving that -- an arnory
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at site B, 15 mles away.

So there's going to be half -- a certain fraction
of the people are going to say, wow, that's terrific. | have
15 less mles to travel. And sonebody at the opposite extrene

will say, hey, nowthat's not 49 mles away. That's 64 mles
away. That's a hardship for nme. |If that then with all those
novenent s that individual ends up in another denographic area,
he has the ability to choose to go to the other center if he
woul d so desire to do that.

So that's kind of in a mcroscopic way, the way
understand this works. And the intent is for the renmaining 48
-- 77 were chosen, the renmaining 48 sites, the intent is to
keep those sites within the so-called denographic area, which
was this 15-mle radius. So there will be plus, mnus, gains,
| osers, and hopefully statistically it will all work out, and
that we won't inconvenience a whole bunch of people, by trying
to take into account if they nove out of that area, that we'll
be abl e to accommopdat e t hem sonewhere el se.

GENERAL SCHOOMAKER: M. Secretary, let ne --
think an inportant point here is the total population is over
4,000. W're only tal king about a very small --

MR, HARVEY: 10 percent.

CHAI RMVAN PRI NCI PI: 4,000 Reserve centers?

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: Reserve centers and Cuard
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arnory. So you're tal king about --

CHAI RVAN PRINCIPI: So you really are talking
about what 10 percent.

MR. HARVEY: And again, these were, if you | ook at
it, these were at the request of the adjutant generals and the
Reserve center commanders in order to try to increase the
mlitary value fromwhat you said, M. Chairman, readiness and
all these -- deployability, nobilization and all those
benefits that we like to see in the Reserves.

So we've given this a fair anmount of thought and
again, there are -- your concerns and hopefully by not noving
| arge di stances, but by intentionally maintaining these new
centers within the denographic area that we won't
i nconveni ence a | ot of people.

DR COLLEGE: | think it's also inportant to
remenber that the character of the facilities that we're
creating will be far different fromthe ones that wll be
repl aced.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: I n what sense?

DR. COLLEGE: Well, the ones that are being
replaced are often 40 and 50 years old. They do not have the
appropriate information technol ogy capabilities that we need
to provide hone station nobilization and various ki nds of

di stance | earning and ot her kinds of training.
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They tend to be too small for the units. W have
seen exanpl es where what's supposed to be the assenbly hal
nost of the tinme is the place where we store all the equi pnent
because there isn't anyplace to store the equipnent. In other
cases, we go out to the maintenance bays, and again, before
you can do any mai ntenance, you have enpty the bays to be able
to get the unit in, to get the vehicle in to do to the
mai nt enance.

So we have -- and then al so, we have pl aces that
are now | argely encroached. They were built out in the
suburbs, if you wll, 30, 40, 50 years ago and now they are
conpl etely surrounded by the local town. That's a good thing
for convenience. It's a bad thing for force protection.

W have one particular arnmory whose front door is
right on the street. And just a few nonths ago they had a
privately owned vehicle conme barreling through their front
door and knock down the front door of their arnory.

What we would like to do is we would like to
replace these substandard not up to the m ssion kinds of
facilities and put one in the very sane area that, one, is
| ar ge enough, two, is nodern enough, and three, permts units
not just fromthe Guard or not just fromthe Reserves but from
both. Maybe even the Navy and the Air Force, the Coast Cuard

even, to work together in a joint facility so that we end up
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building a larger facility that's sufficient to the task, but
still a facility that would be smaller than if | had to build
five or six separate facilities, all of which would have the
sane, let's say, back office capability that this larger place
wi || have.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: But you'll only be doing that
inathird of the places. | nean, if you' re closing 387 and
bui l ding 125, you're not going to be replacing every facility
obviously. And that's -- I'msaying, fine, so if you have one
at Tuskegee, and you're closing it down, you nmay not build
anot her one in Tuskegee. It may be in Mbile. | nean --

DR COLLECE: | do not believe that that's a fair
characterization. Wat the adjutant generals gave was they
| ooked area to ask and asked, what are the 5 or 6 Guard and
Reserve sites that are in the area, what's there with the Navy
or the Air Force, where would it make sense to build a single
organi zation -- a single facility that would permt those
organi zations to share that facility and work better together.

And do so in a way that I'mstill in the same denographic
area and frankly giving themthe asset they need, which wll
permt themto recruit and retain to a far higher standard
than they are able to --

MR, HARVEY: M. Chairman, if you'd |ike, General

Profit can cone up and nake a few coments, if you' d like, in
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answer to your question.

(Wher eupon, the witness was sworn in.)

GENERAL PROFIT: Sir, if I could just give you
sone perspective. Let's take Al abama for exanpl e because you
raise that issue. 1In the case of Birm ngham for exanple,
we're closing three Guard arnories and one Reserve center, and
buil ding a new center in Birmngham |In the case of Mdbile,
we're closing three Guard -- two Guard centers and one Reserve
center and building a new center in Mbile. So | think that --

CHAI RVAN PRI NCI PI:  \What about the ot her
| ocations?

GENERAL PROFIT: Sir, in the case of | think you
menti oned Tuscal oosa, we're closing a Guard arnory, a Reserve
center and a Reserve center in Vicksburg, realigning one in
Tuscal oosa and buil di ng one in Tuscal oosa.

CHAI RVMAN PRI NCI PI:  Di stances woul d not be far for
soneone to travel to get to -- the nearest Reserve center?

GENERAL PROCFIT: No, sir. Local commanders were
very cogni zant of the denographics of these proposals.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: Thank you. Can | just ask you
a quick question. Is MLCON a concern of yours? |If you can
build 125 of these super Reserve/ Guard centers, 125 tines |
don't know 25, 50 mllion at the |ow end, you know, you're now

inthe billions of dollars. |Is that -- is that going to be of
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concern to you?

DR. COLLEGE: It's not a concern in the sense that
we don't know where the noney's comng from W're scared of
that sized figure. That's about a sixth of the noney that the
Arny, as we briefed earlier, the 12.8 billion in one-tine
costs. We think that's a part of the program W think given
all the discussions we've had about the contributions of the
Guard and Reserve, they have to be as nuch a part of this
transformation as the active force.

CHAI RVAN PRINCIPI: Well, | couldn't agree nore.

" mjust asking the questions about the short-terminpact at a
time of war on our Guard and Reserve people. And obviously,
dollars are limted. That's why we're going through this BRAC
process is to ensure that every dollar that's allocated to
Defense is used in the best manner to save a soldier's life
and i nprove our nodernization. Thank you. Any of ny fellow
conmmi ssioners wish to follow up on questions? Yes, General

Tur ner.

GENERAL TURNER. One brief question. |I'mgoing to
throw you a yes or no question. You can do with it as you
wi sh. It regards new construction costs. Specifically
dormitories at the new centers of excellence and the
construction of state-of-the-art anbulatory care facilities

where they're going to occur.
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Qobviously, this is going to require a very | arge
bucket of real noney. And I'd like to knowif it's your sense
that the dollar figures that we've been provided to this point
i ncl ude those particular construction costs. Thank you.

DR. COLLEGE: Yes, ma'am The cost estimates that
you're receiving fromthe services and fromthe joint cross
service groups are inclusive of all the MLCON, the other
one-tinme costs, personnel costs and so on that we were able to
gat her and estimate through the costing nodel.

Simlarly, when we tal k about standi ng up new
hospital s or noving education centers as a part of training
command, we've | ooked at the barracks, we've |ooked at the
adm ni strative headquarters, we've |ooked at the relatively
hi gher cost of producing a nedical mlitary construction. So
| believe we've done a pretty good job of estimating the cost
that we will expect to face as we execute these actions.

MR. SKINNER: | have one question on training.
W' Il probably get into this this afternoon. [It's joint
training. You' ve recomended training all your dril
instructors at one place, at Fort Jackson. Wat about any
t houghts you gave for conbining your training facilities, we
train at three facilities now for basic and financed infantry,
and have you given any thought about cross service training at

the very entry | evel ?
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GENERAL SCHOOMAKER:  Well, the nobst striking
exanple that | can think of is Fort Sam Houston in the nedical
training for the conbat nedics, which was exactly what we're
doi ng.

MR. SKI NNER: What about consolidation of just
recruit training?

MR. HARVEY: Well, we're noving the basic training
out of Knox. And we're putting that into Benning. So we are
-- we are consolidating basic training. And we have, of
course, at Benning today we have one unit training there, and
then basic training is -- but is also at Fort Leonard Wod.

We have four sites, | think

DR, COLLEGE: W did look at the possibility of
putting all the basic training in one place. There were sone
operational issues with that, but | think the nost inportant
concern was within the Arny we have basic training and one
station unit training at nost of these |ocations.

GENERAL SCHOOVAKER: Craig, just a second. W also
have advanced individual training that follows basic training.

And in many cases at the same |ocation. O nearby.

MR, SKINNER: |'mgetting the inpression that you
have basic training -- did have it at four and you're going to
three. Is that what | got fromyour --

MR. HARVEY: Yes.
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MR. SKINNER: |Is that right? Jackson, Wod,
Benni ng and Knox?

MR. HARVEY: Jackson, Wod, Benning, that's
correct. That's the basic and then --

MR. SKINNER: So you'll be doing three at Jackson,
Wod and Benning. And you'll do AIT at those three facilities
as wel | ?

MR. HARVEY: And other facilities as well. For
exanpl e, Rucker in ternms of aviation.

MR. SKINNER: Thank you.

CHAI RVAN PRINCI PI: Well, thank you very, very
much, gentlenen. W very, very nuch appreciate your
testinony, your time, M. Secretary, Ceneral Schoonaker,
Secretary College, and we'll stand in recess until 1:30.

Thank you very much.

(Wher eupon, the hearing was recessed.)

101



