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Statement of Chairman Anthony J. Principi 

2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Hearing of the Commission 

May lath, 2005 

1:30 PM 

106 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington D.C. 
** 

Good AAernoon, 

I'm Anthony J. Principi, Chairman of the 2005 Base Closure and Realignment Commission, or 
BRAC. I'm pleased to welcome several individuals who are representing the Joint Cross-Service 
Groups whose recommendations make up an extremely important part of the total Defense 
Department base closure and realignment package. 

Our witnesses are: the Honorable Michael W. Wynne, Undersecretary of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, who will be addressing Joint Industrial functions; Vice 
Admiral Keith W. Lippert, Director of the Defense Logistics Agency, who will discuss Joint 
Supply and Storage issues; the Honorable Charles S. Abell, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Personnel & Readiness, who will present testimony about Joint Education and 
Training missions; and finally, Ms. Carol A. Haave, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, 
Counterintelligence and Security, who will cover the Joint Intelligence elements in the DoD 
BRAC report. 

Today's hearing will help shed more light on the Joint Cross-Service Group recommendations 
for restructuring our nation's defense installations, and how this process was harnessed to 
advance long-term transformation goals. Clearly, the work of the Joint Cross Service Groups 
was much different - and much more extensive - than any prior round of BRAC analysis 
conducted by the Department of Defense. 

I am aware that the Joint Cross-Service Groups have exerted an enormous amount of time, 
energy, and brainpower into the final product that is the subject of our hearing. It is only logical 
and proper that our witnesses be afforded this opportunity to explain to the American public, and 
to our independent Commission, what they've proposed to do to the various types of 
infrastructure that supports Joint military operations. 

I now request our witnesses to stand for the administration of the oath required by the Base 
Closure and Realignment statute. The oath will be administered by Mr. Dan Cowhig. 

Mr. Cowhig. [witnesses to swear required oath] 
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The Honorable Charles S. Abell 
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Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, 
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SWEARING IN OATH 

Do you swear or affirm that the 

testimony you are about to give, 

and any other evidence that you 

may provide, are accurate and 

complete to the best of your 

knowledge and belief, so help 

you God? 



MICHAEL W. WYNNE 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
w Technology and Logistics 

-- 
Michael W. Wynne is the Under Secretary Of Defense for 
Acquisition, Technoloav and Logistics. He was named to this 
position May 23,2003. 

In this role, Mr. Wynne is the Principal Staff Assistant and advisor 
to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense for all matters 
relating to the DoD Acquisition System, research and 
development, advanced technology, developmental test and 
evaluation, production, logistics, installation management, military 
construction, procurement, environmental security, and nuclear, 
chemical, and biological matters. 

Mr. Wynne came to the Department of Defense as Principal 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for AT&L. He continues to 
hold this position to which the Senate confirmed him on July 12,2001, along with his Under 

Before joining the Bush Administration, Mr. Wynne was involved in venture capital. He nurtured 
small technology companies through their startup phase as a member of the NextGenFund 

w Executive Committee, and served in executive positions of two of those companies. 

In 1999, Mr. Wynne retired as Senior Vice President from General Dynamics (GD), where his 
role was in International Development and Strategy. He spent 23 years with General Dynamics in 
various senior positions with the Aircraft (F-16's), Main Battle Tanks (MlA2), and Space Launch 
Vehicles (Atlas and Centaur) Divisions. 

In between his assignments at GD, Mr. Wynne spent three years with Lockheed Martin (LMT), 
selling the Space Systems division to then-Martin Marietta. He successfully integrated the 
division into the Astronautics Company and became the General Manager of the Space Launch 
Systems segment, combining the Titan with the Atlas Launch vehicles. 

Prior to joining industry, Mr. Wynne served in the Air Force for seven years, ending as a Captain 
and Assistant Professor of Astronautics at the US Air Force Academy, where he taught Control 
Theory and Fire Control Techniques. Mr. Wynne graduated from the United States Military 
Academy, holds a Masters in Electrical Engineering from the Air Force Institute of Technology, 
and a Masters in Business from the University of Colorado. He has attended short courses at 
Northwestern University (Business) and Harvard Business School (PMD-42). He is a Fellow in 
the National Contracts Management Association, and has been a Past President of the Association 
of the United States Army, Detroit Chapter and the Michigan Chapter of the American Defense 
Preparedness Association. He has published numerous professional journal articles relating to 
engineering, cost estimating and contracting. 



KEITH W. LIPPERT 

'rill Director, Defense Logistics Agency 

".*'" ---- - -- . -- 
The Defense Logistics Agency, headquartered at Fort Belvoir, Va., 
is responsible for providing the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine 
Corps and other federal agencies with a variety of logistics, 
acquisition and technical services in peace and war. These services 
include logistics information, materiel management, procurement, 
warehousing and distribution of spare parts, food, clothing, medical 
supplies and fuel, reutilization of surplus military materiel and 
document automation and production. This worldwide mission is 
performed by approximately 23,300 civilian and military personnel. 

Prior to coming to DLA, Vice Admiral Lippert was the Commander. 
Naval Supply Systems Command and 41st Chief of Supply Corps 
since August 1999. From 1997 to 1999, he served as Vice 
Commander, Naval Supply Systems Command. 

Vice Admiral Lippert is a native of Chicago, Ill., and graduated from Scotch Plains-Fanwood High 
School in Fanwood, N.J. in 1965. He earned his commission through the regular Navy ROTC Program, 
graduating from Miami University, Oxford, Ohio, with a Bachelor of Arts degree in Mathematics in 
1968. Additionally, he holds Master's Degrees from the Naval Postgraduate School in Management and 

~ly in Operations Research (with distinction). In 1994, he attended the Senior Executive Program in National 
and International Security at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. 

Vice Admiral Lippert's sea duty tours include Supply Officer, USS Queenfish (SSN 651), Assistant 
Supply Officer, USS Simon Lake (AS 33), and Supply Officer, USS Canopus (AS 34). Shore duty tours 
include assignments as Assistant Comptroller, Commander Submarine Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet; 
Operations Research Officer at the Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pa.; Inventory 
Analysis Staff, Naval Supply Systems Command, Washington, D.C.; Executive Officer, Naval Supply 
Center, Jacksonville, Florida.; and Director, Spares Programs and Policy Branch in the Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Logistics. 

In 1990 he rejoined the Naval Supply Systems Command as the Deputy Commander for Financial 
ManagemenVComptroller, with budget responsibility for a worldwide, multibillion-dollar supply system. 
While serving as Comptroller he was also responsible for Navy's successful Inventory Reduction 
Program. 

From July 1993 to July 1995, Vice Admiral Lippert served as the Commander, Defense General Supply 
Center, Richmond, Va. In August 1995, he became the first Commander, Naval Inventory Control Point, 
with offices in Philadelphia, Pa., and Mechanicsburg, Pa. 

His personal awards include the Defense Superior Service Medal, three Legion of Merits, four 
Meritorious Service Medals, two Navy Commendation Medals, Navy Achievement Medal, and 
Submarine Supply Dolphins. He is the recipient of the Society of Logistics Engineers 1992 International 
Award for outstanding performance in financial managemenVinventory control. 



CHARLES S. ABELL 

Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 
IIV Personnel & Readiness 

-- p- - 
Charles S. Abell was appointed by the President as the Principal 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness on 
November 15,2002. A Presidential appointee confirmed by the Senate. 
he is the primary Assistant of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness providing staff advice to the Secretary of 
Defense and Deputy Secretary of the Defense for total force 
management as it relates to manpower; force structure; program 
integration; readiness; reserve component affairs; health affairs; 
training; and personnel requirements and management, including equal 
opportunity, morale, welfare, recreation, and quality of life matters. 

Prior to his appointment as the Principal Deputy, Mr. Abell served as 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management Policy 
beginning on May 8,2001. In this capacity he was responsible for 
policies, plans and programs for military and civilian personnel management, including recruitment, 
education, career development, equal opportunity, compensation, recognition, quality of life and 
separation of all Department of Defense personnel. 

Before joining the Department of Defense, Mr. Abell served as a professional staff member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. Mr. Abell joined the Armed Services Committee staff in 1993, after a 26- 
year career in the Army. He was the lead staffer for the Subcommittee on Personnel, responsible for 
issues concerning military readiness and quality of life. His responsibilities also encompassed manpower; 
pay and compensation; and personnel management issues affecting active duty, reserve and civilian 
personnel; and organization and functions within the Department of Defense. 

In recent years, Mr. Abell has had the primary Committee responsibility for a broad array of important 
initiatives aimed at restoring cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) equity for military retirees and survivors; 
improving the military health care program; upgrading Survivor Benefit Plan coverage; and enhancing 
pay, allowances and retirement programs for active duty and reserve members and TRICARE for Life, 
guaranteeing all retirees coverage within TRICARE and the military health care system. He also worked 
on codification of the homosexual conduct policy and legislation concerning the assignment of women 
within the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Abell entered active duty service as an enlisted soldier and concluded his Army career by retiring as 
a Lieutenant Colonel. He served two tours in Vietnam in various positions; Infantry Platoon Leader, 
Company Commander and Cobra Attack helicopter pilot. His career progressed through increasingly 
responsible positions at every level of Army operations. His decorations include the Legion of Merit, (2) 
Bronze Stars (Valor), Purple Heart, the Meritorious Service Medal (with four Oak Leaf Clusters), 14 Air 
Medals (two for Valor), the Army Commendation Medal (for Valor), and the Combat Infantryman's 
Badge. 

Mr. Abell holds a Master of Science from Columbus University in Human Resource Management and a 
Bachelor of Science in Political Science from the University of Tampa. 
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Introduction 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished committee members. I am Carol Haave, 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Counterintelligence and Security). I am 

honored to appear before you today in my role as the Chairperson of the 

Intelligence Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) that was chartered as part of the 

2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) by the Under Secretary of Defense 

(Acquisition, Technology and Logistics). 

Organization and Charter 

The Intelligence JCSG was one of the seven hnctional groups established 

by the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) as part of the BRAC 2005 process. The 

Intelligence JCSG was responsible for a comprehensive review of the intelligence 

function, less those intelligence activities that were evaluated by the Military 

w Departments and other JCSGs. The Intelligence JCSG was comprised of senior 

members from the Defense Intelligence Agency, National Geospatial-Intelligence 

Agency, National Reconnaissance Office, National Security Agency, each Military 

Department, the Joint Staff, 52, and included representation from the Director, 

Central Intelligence Community Management Staff. The Counterintelligence Field 

Activity and the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence elements were 

represented by me in my role as the Chair of the Intelligence Joint Cross-Service 

Group. 

Analytical Process 

This was the frrst time that the Department of Defense intelligence function 

was reviewed within a BRAC JCSG process. As a result, we had to develop a 

methodology for analysis. The Intelligence JCSG only had one function - - intelligence. Within this function, there were four Analytical Frameworks utilized 



w 
by the Intelligence JCSG to provide the construct for evaluating the intelligence 

function: 

Locate and upgrade facilities on protected installations as appropriate; 

Reduce vulnerable commercial leased space; 

Realign selected intelligence functions/activities and establish facilities to 

support Continuity of Operations and Mission Assurance requirements; 

Provide infrastructure to facilitate robust information flow between 

analysts, collectors and operators at all echelons and achieve mission 

SYnergY. 

Capacity Analysis 

In developing our analytical process, the Intelligence JCSG established 
.I procedures to facilitate its review of the intelligence function. The Group 

identified 267 buildingdfacilities performing the intelligence function and 

developed attributes, metrics and questions for analysis. Data calls were issued to 

the defense intelligence agencies and military departments to gather certified data 

on intelligence buildings/facilities. The Intelligence JCSG capacity analysis 

identified a shortage of 277,3 15 square feet as of 30 September 2003. 

Military Value Analysis 

The Intelligence JCSG approach to military value led to the development of 

a scoring plan for the intelligence function consistent with the final BRAC 2005 

Military Value Selection Criteria (1 - 4). Military value scores were computed for 

each of the 267 buildings/facilities as of 30 September 2003. The Group then 

identified strategy-based, data supported, realignment or closure scenarios 

w consistent with the Analytical Frameworks and with the 20-year Force Structure 



'W 
Plan. Once scenarios were registered, the remaining BRAC selection criteria (5 - 

8) were assessed using Department of Defense standard procedures and models. 

Scenario Development 

The Intelligence JCSG developed a total of eighteen scenario proposals. 

From these initial proposals, thirteen scenarios were selected for further evaluation. 

After considerable analysis and deliberation, the number of scenarios was further 

reduced, and six fully-developed candidate recommendations were subsequently 

presented to the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG). Three Intelligence JCSG 

candidate recommendations were cleared by the Infrastructure Executive Council 

(IEC) and approved by the Secretary of Defense. During the integration process, 

one of these recommendations was incorporated into a recommendation authored 

by the Headquarters and Support Activities JCSG. Our recommendations are 

summarized as follows: 

Defense Intelligence Agency 

(A classified version of this recommendation 

identifies specific functions to be moved.) 

Recommendation 

Realign Defense Intelligence Analysis Center, Bolling Air Force Base, DC, 

by relocating select Defense Intelligence Agency intelligence analysis functions to 

a new facility at Rivanna Station, VA. Realign Crystal Park 5, a leased facility in 

Arlington, VA, by relocating the Defense Intelligence Agency analysis function to 

the Defense Intelligence Analysis Center, Bolling Air Force Base, DC. 

Justification 

w This recommendation is a realignment of select personnel, equipment and 

intelligence analysis functions of the Defense Intelligence Agency. It co-locates 
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select intelligence analysis functions and personnel with the National Ground 

Intelligence Center into a new facility at Rivanna Station. This recommendation 

improves information flow/mission synergy; addresses capacity shortage at the 

Defense Intelligence Analysis Center; meets the spirit of the Secretary of 

Defense's guidelines for relocation outside the National Capital Region, and 

improves Continuity of Operations (COOP)/Mission Assurance by locating 

functions on a secure Department of Defense-owned location. The realignment of 

personnel from Crystal Park 5 to the Defense Intelligence Analysis Center, Bolling 

Air Force Base, DC, reduces vulnerable leased space while addressing 

AntiterrorisdForce Protection deficiencies by locating functions onto a secure 

Department of Defense-owned location. This recommendation accommodates 

current and surge requirements and is consistent with the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff 20-year Force Structure Plan. 

w 
National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency Activities 

Recommendation 

Close National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) Dalecarlia and 

Sumner sites, Bethesda, MD; Reston 1 ,2  and 3, leased installations in Reston, VA; 

Newington buildings 8510, 8520, and 8530, Newington, VA; and Building 213 a 

leased installation at the South East Federal Center, Washington, DC. Relocate all 

functions to a new facility at Fort Belvoir, VA. Realign the National 

Reconnaissance Office facility, Westfields, VA, by relocating all NGA functions to 

a new facility at the Fort Belvoir, VA. Consolidate all NGA National Geospatial- 

Intelligence College functions on Fort Belvoir into the new facility at Fort Belvoir, 

VA. 



' w 
Justification 

This recommendation is a strategic consolidation of the personnel, 

equipment and functions of NGA's 22 legacy organizations into a new geospatial 

intelligence consolidated campus. It consolidates multiple NGA National Capital 

Region-based intelligence community activities now occupying small, government 

facilities and privately-owned leased space, to a secure Department of Defense- 

owned location, reducing excess capacity and increasing overall military value. It 

optimizes mission efficiencies, improves readiness, and enhances mission partner 

coordination, while addressing Antiterrorism/Force Protection deficiencies. This 

recommendation accommodates current and surge requirements and is consistent 

with the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 20-year Force Structure Plan. 

Conclusion 

W The Department of Defense Inspector General has reviewed our processes 

and data integrity. Their draft report indicates that they are satisfied that we 

established and have maintained sufficient controls to ensure compliance with the 

BRAC statutes. We expect their final report to show a similar level of satisfaction 

with our deliberative process. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this brief overview provides you and your fellow 

Commissioners an overview of the Intelligence JCSG over the past two years. I 

am hopeful that you will find our recommendations sound and concur with them as 

presented. The Intelligence JCSG stands ready to assist you, the other 

Commissioners and your staff as you review these recommendations. Thank you 

for allowing me this opportunity and I would be happy to answer any questions 

that you or the distinguished Commission members may have at this time. 



Suggested Commissioner Questions 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Hearing on Joint Cross-Service Recommendations and Methodoloq 

Witnesses: 
Industrial: The Honorable Michael W. Wynne, 

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics; 
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Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, Counterintelligence and Security 
May 18,2005 

Industrial 

1. The 2005 BRAC recommendations do not appear to address Cross- 
Service Aviation Depot Maintenance. 

a. Did you consider excess capacity at the Air Force and Navy 
Aviation Depots in your deliberations? 

b. Did you consider establishing any Joint Centers of Excellence in 
Aviation Depots or movement in the direction of a Joint use 
Aviation Depot? 

2. How was the 50 percent rule for contracting out depot maintenance 
work taken into account in the depot recommendations? Is this 
lawlpolicy still viable or does it need to be modified due to increased 
workloads and contractor support? 

3. How were surge requirements considered in decisions to realign 
depots? Are you concerned about capacity vs. requirements in the 
new aligned structure? 



4. How will jointness be supported in the depot maintenance arena by 
implementing these recommendations? Please provide specific 
examples of your future vision in this area. Are you satisfied that out 
year capacity in depot maintenance will be adequate to support normal 
and surge operations? 

5. Please explain the rationale, cost categories, and methodology for 
computing savings utilized to measure the reported cost savings in 
creating the Navy fleet readiness centers. 

6. Industrial/maintenance support is increasingly being required in the 
battlefield. What flexibility have you incorporated in your evaluations 
to support fighting requirements? 

Supply and Storage 

7. In any complex organization, efficiencies in one part may reduce 
overall mission effectiveness. We recognize that DoD strives to 
reconcile efficiency in its support fhctions with battlefield 
effectiveness. 

a. What feedback did you get from operational commanders of 
cases where what made sense in CONUS was not optimal in the 
battle area? 

b. How was that information incorporated into the department's 
closure and realignment decisions? 

c. How is this feedback reflected in your recommendations? 



8. In 1990, the GAO identified DoD's inventory management as a high- 
risk area. Over a decade later, during Operation Iraqi Freedom, the 
supply system encountered problems, such as backlogs at distribution 
points, a billion-dollar plus discrepancy in material shipped to - and 
received by - Army units, and millions of dollars in penalties to lease 
or replace storage containers. 

Recent analyses, such as one by Business Executives for National 
Security in 2002, disclosed the Defense Department trails the private 
sector by 10 years - or more - in its supply chain practices. 

Currently, the GAO, the Office of Management and Budget, and the 
Department of Defense are developing an action plan to improve 
DoD's supply chain management. 

In your recommended closures and realignments, how have you 
reconciled DoD's need to both urgently modernize its supply chain 
system and support ongoing wartime operations with your mandate to 
rationalize infrastructure with defense strategy? 

9. What supply and storage facilities were removed by the Secretary of 
Defense from your recommendations? Were any of the removed 
facilities in your opinion important to the support of units deployed to 
Iraq or Afghanistan? If so, please elaborate. 

10. Your recommendations focus on CONUS-based management of 
commodity items, such as tires and lubricants, selected Depot Level 
Repairables, and the reconfiguration of selected supply storage and 
distribution facilities. Your submission indicates your closure and 
realignment recommendations will provide improved support when 
troops are deploying and operating in theatre. Keeping in mind that 
an improved CONUS metric may not always translate into logistics 
effectiveness at the operational and tactical level, what specific 
quantitative improvements in supply performance to deployed forces 
do you project from your recommended closures and realignments? 



11. What challenges has the department identified that will be 
encountered while implementing the recommended BRAC actions 
which can be attributed to the fact that the budgeting process is 
service oriented and controlled. Do we have the requisite financial 
strategies and requirements identified to ensure successful 
implementation, and if so, what are they? 

12. The Logistical support of many of our systems is increasingly 
becoming an important issue as we continue to use our platform and 
system assets in a long term sustained conflict. Some of the Services 
have now started to include Performance Based Logistics as part of 
their acquisition strategy. How did the Department assess these 
shifting trends and requirements during its assessments, and have we 
ensured that base? 

Education and Training 

13. In March the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff released the 
revised Force Structure Plan to be used in finalizing 2005 base 
realignment and closure decisions. The plan emphasizes 
transformation to a capabilities-based approach for meeting our 
defense needs. 

a. Have DoD's proposed closure/realignment recommendations 
identified the training changes needed for this transformation as 
well? 

b. Which specific 2005 closure/realignment recommendations are 
designed to improve training between the services to enhance 
our joint capability to counter the current and future range of 
threat challenges? 



14. The revised Force Structure Plan emphasizes the need to maintain our 
capability to address traditional threat challenges and identifies the 
need to also define our military capabilities to flexibly counter less 
traditional threat challenges posed by our war on terrorism. 

How are your 2005 closure/realignment recommendations going to 
improve training so that traditional and new capabilities can be 
developed and maintained? 

15. It has been commonly reported that about 70,000 troops are coming 
home. The return to the US .  of forces that have been stationed 
overseas for years is going to create a significant increase in training 
requirements at many bases. Staffing and space for maneuver room, 
ranges, schools, and training in new strategies to deal with the ever 
changing threat environment represent examples of training needs. To 
what extent, and how, were these increased training requirements 
considered in developing the 2005 closure/realignment 
recommendations? 

16. Given the increased mobilization of the Guard and Reserves and the 
training integration challenges experienced, what efforts have been 
made to co-locate more Guard and Reserves with their active 
counterparts especially for training purposes? 

17. DoD has made strides in consolidation of duplicative functions. 
What are the main challenges remaining to accomplish joint training 
and mission effectiveness? Have they been prioritized? 

18. The Department has stated that in its evaluation of education and 
training, one of its objectives was to "enhance jointness while 
preserving Service unique training and culture." Since the passage of 
Goldwater-Nichols in 1986, this has been a stated objective but results 
have been difficult to identify. What measures will DoD use to ensure 
that the objectives are met? 



W Intelligence 

19. Is there an overlap of intelligence functions within the different 
services and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)? If so, has DoD 
considered how this overlap could be reduced? 

20. How does moving the intelligence analysis functions & personnel 
with the National Ground Intelligence Center to a new facility in 
Rivanna Station, VA enhance the need for collaborative intelligence 
within U.S. and international agencies? 

What thought has been given to additional co-location of intelligence 
functions to improve coordination and improve efficiencies? 

2 1. During a recent study, one of the Combatant Commander's priorities 
was to have intelligence more integrated in training and 
mission/operational readiness. What changes in your BRAC 
recommendations are in support of this priority? 
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I Industrial I 
1. The 2005 BRAC recommendations do not appear to address Cross- 

Service Aviation Depot Maintenance. 
'W 

a. Did you consider excess capacity at the Air Force and Navy 
Aviation Depots in your deliberations? 

b. Did you consider establishing any Joint Centers of Excellence in 
Aviation Depots or movement in the direction of a Joint use 
Aviation Depot? 

2. How was the 50 percent rule for contracting out depot maintenance 
work taken into account in the depot recommendations? Is this 
lawlpolicy still viable or does it need to be modified due to increased 
workloads and contractor support? 

3. How were surge requirements considered in decisions to realign 
depots? Are you concerned about capacity vs. requirements in the 
new aligned structure? 



w 4. How will jointness be supported in the depot maintenance arena by 
implementing these recommendations? Please provide specific 
examples of your future vision in this area. Are you satisfied that out 
year capacity in depot maintenance will be adequate to support normal 
and surge operations? 

5. Please explain the rationale, cost categories, and methodology for 
computing savings utilized to measure the reported cost savings in 
creating the Navy fleet readiness centers. 

6. Industrial/maintenance support is increasingly being required in the 
battlefield. What flexibility have you incorporated in your evaluations 
to support fighting requirements? 

Supply and Storage 

7. In any complex organization, efficiencies in one part may reduce 
overall mission effectiveness. We recognize that DoD strives to 
reconcile efficiency in its support hnctions with battlefield 
effectiveness. 

a. What feedback did you get from operational commanders of 
cases where what made sense in CONUS was not optimal in the 
battle area? 

b. How was that information incorporated into the department's 
closure and realignment decisions? 

c. How is this feedback reflected in your recommendations? 



W 8. In 1990, the GAO identified DoD's inventory management as a high- 
risk area. Over a decade later, during Operation Iraqi Freedom, the 
supply system encountered problems, such as backlogs at distribution 
points, a billion-dollar plus discrepancy in material shipped to - and 
received by - Army units, and millions of dollars in penalties to lease 
or replace storage containers. 

Recent analyses, such as one by Business Executives for National 
Security in 2002, disclosed the Defense Department trails the private 
sector by 10 years - or more - in its supply chain practices. 

Currently, the GAO, the Office of Management and Budget, and the 
Department of Defense are developing an action plan to improve 
DoD's supply chain management. 

In your recommended closures and realignments, how have you 
reconciled DoD's need to both urgently modernize its supply chain 
system and support ongoing wartime operations with your mandate to 
rationalize infrastructure with defense strategy? 

'W 
9. What supply and storage facilities were removed by the Secretary of 

Defense from your recommendations? Were any of the removed 
facilities in your opinion important to the support of units deployed to 
Iraq or Afghanistan? If so, please elaborate. 

10. Your recommendations focus on CONUS-based management of 
commodity items, such as tires and lubricants, selected Depot Level 
Repairables, and the reconfiguration of selected supply storage and 
distribution facilities. Your submission indicates your closure and 
realignment recommendations will provide improved support when 
troops are deploying and operating in theatre. Keeping in mind that 
an improved C O W S  metric may not always translate into logistics 
effectiveness at the operational and tactical level, what specific 
quantitative improvements in supply performance to deployed forces 
do you project from your recommended closures and realignments? 



'1111 1 1. What challenges has the department identified that will be 
encountered while implementing the recommended BRAC actions 
which can be attributed to the fact that the budgeting process is 
service oriented and controlled. Do we have the requisite financial 
strategies and requirements identified to ensure successful 
implementation, and if so, what are they? 

12. The Logistical support of many of our systems is increasingly 
becoming an important issue as we continue to use our platform and 
system assets in a long term sustained conflict. Some of the Services 
have now started to include Performance Based Logistics as part of 
their acquisition strategy. How did the Department assess these 
shifting trends and requirements during its assessments, and have we 
ensured that base? 

Education and Training 

13. In March the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff released the 
revised Force Structure Plan to be used in finalizing 2005 base 
realignment and closure decisions. The plan emphasizes 
transformation to a capabilities-based approach for meeting our 
defense needs. 

a. Have DoD's proposed closure/realignment recommendations 
identified the training changes needed for this transformation as 
well? 

b. Which specific 2005 closure/realignment recommendations are 
designed to improve training between the services to enhance 
our joint capability to counter the current and future range of 
threat challenges? 



'(II 14. The revised Force Structure Plan emphasizes the need to maintain our 
capability to address traditional threat challenges and identifies the 
need to also define our military capabilities to flexibly counter less 
traditional threat challenges posed by our war on terrorism. 

How are your 2005 closure/realignment recommendations going to 
improve training so that traditional and new capabilities can be 
developed and maintained? 

15. It has been commonly reported that about 70,000 troops are coming 
home. The return to the U.S. of forces that have been stationed 
overseas for years is going to create a significant increase in training 
requirements at many bases. Staffing and space for maneuver room, 
ranges, schools, and training in new strategies to deal with the ever 
changing threat environment represent examples of training needs. To 
what extent, and how, were these increased training requirements 
considered in developing the 2005 closure/realignment 
recommendations? 

rw 16. Given the increased mobilization of the Guard and Reserves and the 
training integration challenges experienced, what efforts have been 
made to co-locate more Guard and Reserves with their active 
counterparts especially for training purposes? 

17. DoD has made strides in consolidation of duplicative functions. 
What are the main challenges remaining to accomplish joint training 
and mission effectiveness? Have they been prioritized? 

18. The Department has stated that in its evaluation of education and 
training, one of its objectives was to "enhance jointness while 
preserving Service unique training and culture." Since the passage of 
Goldwater-Nichols in 1986, this has been a stated objective but results 
have been difficult to identify. What measures will DoD use to ensure 
that the objectives are met? 



W Intelligence 

19. Is there an overlap of intelligence functions within the different 
services and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA)? If so, has DoD 
considered how this overlap could be reduced? 

20. How does moving the intelligence analysis functions & personnel 
with the National Ground Intelligence Center to a new facility in 
Rivanna Station, VA enhance the need for collaborative intelligence 
within U.S. and international agencies? 

What thought has been given to additional co-location of intelligence 
functions to improve coordination and improve efficiencies? 

21. During a recent study, one of the Combatant Commander's priorities 
was to have intelligence more integrated in training and 
mission/operational readiness. What changes in your BRAC 
recommendations are in support of this priority? 
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