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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, VETERANS AF-
FAIRS, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR 2011

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2010.

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION
WITNESS
SECRETARY MAX CLELAND

STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. I would like to call the committee to
order and to welcome everyone to today’s hearing, which is our first
on the fiscal year 2011 budget cycle. Let me also begin with a few
administrative things I would like to discuss briefly.

First of all, I want to thank everyone, starting with our ranking
member, Mr. Wamp, and every member of the committee on both
sides of the aisle for your work last year. In a Congress that seems
to have difficulty getting beyond partisanship I am so very proud
that this subcommittee has continued a longstanding tradition—of
bipartisanship on behalf of our servicemen and women and their
families, our veterans, and the related agencies such as the Amer-
ican Battle Monuments Commission, and I think that is the way
the American people would want it do be.

We do have some changes in subcommittee staff I would like to
mention briefly so that everyone knows. Carol Murphy, who had
led the staff as staff director since the creation of the subcommittee
in 2005 has retired. She will be sorely missed, and I want to say
for the record, in my book she is one of the finest public servants
I have ever known, worked on a cleanly bipartisan basis for the
good of the people that we have the privilege of serving in this sub-
committee. And again, we will miss her greatly but we wish her
all the very best.

In addition, Donna Shabez, who worked for the subcommittee
since 2007, is an Army veteran who worked on veterans’ issues has
been reassigned to the Labor, HHS Subcommittee, and we wish her
very well.

Tim Peterson, I am very happy to announce, will be leading this
subcommittee as the staft director. Tim is no newcomer to the ap-
propriations process or this subcommittee and we are very fortu-
nate to have someone with his experience leading our sub-
committee. He has been with the Appropriations Subcommittee for
21 years and is a professional from day one to the last hour of the
long hours he puts in.

o))
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Tim, thank you. We are grateful that you have taken on this po-
sition.

We also welcome Sue Quantius.

Sue, where are you?

Ms. QuanTIUS. I am right here.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Far in the back but not new to the appro-
priations process.

She has been with the Labor, HHS Subcommittee for many,
many years.

How many years, Sue?

Ms. QuaNTIUS. About 19—

Mr. EDWARDS. About 19 years. Okay. Well thank you. Thank you
for that. And we are thrilled to have you.

And with her background in health care she will be a great addi-
tion to the work on V.A. health care and other issues as well.

I am also very happy to say that Mary Arnold and Walter
Hearne are continuing their respective roles on the subcommittee
staff. On the minority side we are very fortunate that once again
Mr. Wamp has Martin Delgado, Liz Dawson, and Kelly Shea, all
outstanding professional staffers who have made a real contribu-
tion to this committee’s work effort.

In terms of last year, Mr. Wamp, I mentioned very briefly how
proud I was that in a seemingly nonstop partisan Congress how
proud I am that this subcommittee and each and every member
and staff member continued the long tradition that you have been
such a part of to see that we do our work on a bipartisan basis for
the good of the servicemen and women and their families. And we
again thank you for choosing to be back on this subcommittee and
in this Congress as well.

We had a lot of successes. I won’t go into all those, but a historic
success—the number one priority for most veterans organizations
last year was a multiyear funding for the V.A., as you all know,
and I think that is a win-win for veterans and for taxpayers, allow-
ing the V.A. to spend the tax dollars more wisely and knowing how
they are invested ahead of time.

So that was a great achievement and we took some major initia-
tives in terms of new funding for barracks for a lot of young troops,
particularly in training facilities, that were living in barracks their
parents were embarrassed to see when they came to proudly see
their sons and daughters graduate from boot camp. We took real
initiatives, additional MILCON funding for the Guard and the Re-
serve and to help military families in a time of dropping housing
prices, when the country asked them to move from one base to an-
other and they are stuck with a house. We have worked with the
Senate and provided some additional funding.

Mr. Secretary, we try not to give the Senate much credit very
often around here, in all due respect, but it was a pleasure working
with them on that initiative that they took up in the last year in
our work.

Before we proceed with the introduction of our distinguished first
witness for this year I would like to recognize our outstanding
ranking member, Mr. Wamp.
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STATEMENT OF THE RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Mr. Wamp. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I do truly appre-
ciate you. In a time when there is so much rancor and division, we
really continue to do this in a bipartisan, cooperative way and put
our troops and our—families ahead of all of the divisions, and you
have just done an extraordinary job. We have done a lot of good
work.

It is an honor to begin our third year together. I want to say, be-
cause this is my first day back—I was at Fort Campbell yesterday
and I am moving around a lot these days—but it is my first day
back since the break, and I am saddened that all of our friend,
Jack Murtha, is not with us. I know there will be many, many trib-
utes forever, but some of my early memories of the Appropriations
Committee—this is my 14th year—were with him, traveling with
him and getting to know he and his wife and becoming his friend.
So many of us share this journey that, in many ways, the Appro-
priations Committee to me was Bill Young and Jack Murtha.
[Laughter.]

Everything else was sort of secondary——

Mr. EDWARDS. Still is, isn’t it? [Laughter.]

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. After the two of them. But it is good to
start another year, and this will be my last year, and there will be
times where I won’t be here, but I will always be working and dili-
gent.

I want to say, because Martin and Kelly are behind me from the
minority staff, that also Erin Fogleman continues on my personal
staff to be the lead on this subcommittee, and she is now engaged
and I want to make that announcement. I want to say that my
military liaison is Major Gilbert D'meza, from the United States
Marine Corps. Ironically he joined me the first day of the year and
his family is all from Haiti, and it is a real difficult time for him.
He is over my shoulder.

Raise your hand, Major, if you will please.

He coordinated tremendous logistics and efforts for Haiti ever
since the earthquake out of my office and it gave him a way of
being engaged. He tried to go there but military had him on assign-
ment so he had to stay with me, but we put him to work. He is
a trooper. His wife is now pregnant with their third child so he has
got a lot of balls in the air as well, but we are grateful for this
team. [Laughter.]

And then all T would say, Mr. Crenshaw is ably willing, and we
already have the schedule coordinated. When I am not able to be
here at hearings, he will be here so we will be well-represented.
But as I said to Secretary Cleland a few minutes ago when I had
the privilege of greeting him in the hall, he is one of the great pa-
triots. I was born at Fort Benning in the state of Georgia and lived
in Tennessee all my life

[Laughter.]

So I have got Georgia roots, but he is one of the great patriots
of all time around here and every one of us ought to be honored
to be in his presence.

I am grateful that you continue to serve your country in an im-
portant way, and having been to Normandy and many places
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around the world and seeing the importance of the service that you
now give, I am grateful for it. Most of all I am grateful for your
commitment to our country and freedom and the unbelievable sac-
rifice that you have made on our behalf, Max. You are a great—
welcome to our subcommittee.

Mr. EDWARDS. Zach, ditto on your comments about the work of
your staff and your comments about Secretary Cleland, and also
thank you for mentioning Mr. Murtha. And I would like to say for
the record, while he was not a member of this subcommittee, this
is an example where Mr. Young and Mr. Murtha and this sub-
committee worked together—one of many—of doing more in the
last several years than the Pentagon had done in 20 years in terms
of modernizing our DOD hospitals.

And there are about seven or eight military hospitals that now,
because of the work Mr. Murtha and Mr. Young did in reaching out
to hospitals, finding out about some of the needs. We had just
kicked that can down the road for decades—these hospitals were
undersized, outdated, and therefore inefficient. It is not even a
good deal for the taxpayers. And the funding for the hospital ren-
ovations and new construction came from this subcommittee, but
many of the ideas came from Mr. Murtha and Mr. Young. And we
know Mr. Young how close you and Jack worked together—in light
of Mr. Wamp’s comments I would like to recognize you if you care
to make any comments.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. And I will tell
you that Jack Murtha and I worked together for more than 20
years in leadership roles on the Defense Subcommittee. We were
friends; we had a very strong mutual trust.

But it is good to be on your subcommittee and I really want to
say I appreciate your leadership and Zach Wamp’s. This is a good
subcommittee and the two of you handle the business that you are
responsible for very well.

Now, I wanted to welcome my friend, Max Cleland. He and I,
over the years, have worked together on a number of different
projects, but you know when you—and you know this—when you
travel and visit some of our cemeteries overseas, which are kept so
well, so beautiful, it gives you a special feeling for America and a
special feeling for those who are buried there, those who fought
those battles.

And just one thought: General Colin Powell said something
sometime ago that has stayed with me for years when he was get-
ting beat up in Europe about, “You bad Americans. You selfish
Americans. You arrogant Americans.” He stopped in, very pen-
sive—he said, “You know,” he said, “after all this the only thing
that America has ever asked for was enough ground to bury our
dead.” And that is what this commission takes care of, and it is
really an inspiration to see what our country has done over the
years of sacrifices that our soldiers made, and I am really proud
to have a chance to work with Mr. Cleland and this committee as
we make sure that those battle monuments and those American
cemeteries are kept up as they should be kept up.

And Max, you do a really good job, I have got to tell you. They
are beautiful.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Chairman Young.

Mr. Bishop.

Mr. BisHOP. My I speak out of turn?

I simply want to welcome my friend of long standing, Max
Cleland, from Georgia. We were together under the capitol dome
there in Georgia for many, many years. We served together and he
is just a friend of long standing, and I have got to leave the sub-
committee. I have got two conflicting subcommittees—

Mr. EDWARDS. We understand.

Mr. BiSHOP [continuing]. Meeting at the very same time. But I
did not want to pass and not at least acknowledge and greet my
friend Max. He has done such a tremendous job in representing
Georgia and representing the men and women of our country as a
veteran, and of course he was our secretary of state prior to becom-
ing a United States senator. So he has given awesome service; he
is a great author, inspirational individual.

And we welcome you, and I am sure that the Battle Monuments
Commission will be better for your service.

Secretary CLELAND. Thank you very much.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Bishop.

Well, having kissed the ring of Chairman Obey and with those
introductions, Mr. Secretary, there is not much more to say other
than I want to add my two cents’ worth. It is an honor to have you
here today, and all of this talk about patriotism, you have lived it
and your service to our country in Vietnam and your incredible
service as the secretary of the Department of Veterans’ Affairs—I
believe the youngest V.A. secretary in the history of that agency—
and now continuing in your public service by overseeing the most
hallowed grounds across the world, and I can think of no better
way to put it than Colin Powell put it.

We are thrilled to have you here. Your full testimony will be sub-
mitted for the record, but I would like to recognize you now for any
opening comments you——

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MAX CLELAND

Secretary CLELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is hard to be-
lieve that I am back before this subcommittee. I never thought I
would ever come back to this wonderful subcommittee dealing with
the question of appropriations for America’s veterans.

I first came before this subcommittee when Bill Young and I
were a lot younger. I was 34 and now I am 67. He is still here.
I am still here. [Laughter.]

But we worked together on construction when I was head of the
V.A. and he was helpful in the money to put together the new $200
million Bay Pines V.A. hospital there in the Tampa, St. Pete area.
So it is hard to believe that I am back before this very sub-
committee and we are glad to see you, my friend.

Zach Wamp, of course, is my neighbor from Tennessee and we
concluded in our brief discussion in the hallway that when someone
got drunk in Tennessee and fell across the line in Georgia it im-
proved the intelligence level of both states, so——

[Laughter.]

And my friend, Mr. Salazar, from Colorado, when I was out there
I said that—he has a brother who was in the United States Senate
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and now secretary of the Department of Interior with whom we
might do a little computer business. We can get into that if you
would like.

But I said that—that is two brothers Salazar in Colorado—to
those people out there that if you just see the name on the ballot,
Salazar, vote for it.

And Sanford Bishop, my dear friend, I am enamored with him
but I am much more enamored with his wife, Vivian. We have
known them for a long, long time. It is great to see him. And any-
body born at Fort Benning has my undenied admiration.

Thank you for surviving Fort Benning. There are those of us who
have in many ways.

And Steve Israel, my good friend, we look forward to being with
him in May, and particularly in terms of the East Coast Memorial
there in Lower Manhattan.

Mr. Chairman, I am accompanied today by some wonderful peo-
ple: Mr. Steve Hawkins, who is an expert and a general from the
Army—Army Ranger—two tours in Iraq, and he now heads up our
operational headquarters in Garches, France, which is a suburb of
Paris, and he heads up our worldwide operation. And we have Mat-
thew Beck, our acting chief financial officer; and Mike Conley, who
is helping us with our communications and particularly with our
interpretive program.

I was thinking while you were talking about the bipartisan na-
ture of the committee and, in effect, the bipartisan nature of our
mission. What is all this about? It really is about the 131,000 bur-
ied overseas and the 95,000 who are listed on our Walls of the
Missing around the world.

That is a staggering number of people—almost a quarter of a
million Americans primarily lost in World War I and World War
II who never made it back. And as someone who almost didn’t
make it back alive I have a special interest in their welfare.

In so many ways they are still on duty for the United States be-
cause the cemeteries and the monuments and memorials of the
American Battle Monuments Commission carry as great a weight
as anything can be to the citizens of these nations in which we are
located. We are located in 14 different nations.

So, if they want to look at the commitment of the United States
to their people all they have to do is visit one of our cemeteries.
Every American ambassador usually takes distinguished visitors
like all of you to the cemetery as part of their routine visit.

I have been personally invited—I haven’t been able to take ad-
vantage of it but I have personally been invited by the American
ambassador to the Philippines, American ambassador to Luxem-
bourg, the American ambassador to Tunisia. And it is not because
I am warm and wonderful, it is because of the incredible sacrifice
of the people who are buried there who demonstrate day in and day
out their love of this country and their love of that country.

And Mr. Bill Young—Chairman Young—was correct that the
only thing we have really ever asked for pretty much as a country
is a place to bury our dead. We are asking, therefore, the com-
mittee to approve our request of some $20 million in the foreign
currency fluctuation account. We have a relatively unique position
in the federal government in which all of you have entrusted to us
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the ability to call upon the Treasury Department whenever we
need to adjust the currency fluctuation vis-a-vis the dollar. When
the dollar goes up or down we have the funds to adjust to that cur-
rency fluctuation that you all have given us, and that $20 million
fund, I think, is adequate as we go into fiscal year 2011.

We are asking for $64.2 million for the current operations of the
agency. What does that include? You were so kind to give us some
$2 million extra over what the president requested last time
around and we are using that $2 million or so for increasing the
interpretation program and to start and kick off a financial man-
agement system which we may be going into partnership with the
Department of Interior to put together.

We have asked for $1.5 million more than fiscal year 2010 basi-
cally because the Office of Management of Budget has estimated
that the Congress will pass something around 1.4 percent pay in-
crease in terms of federal employees. When I got to ABMC I found
that it was very, shall we say, contract-heavy and consultant-
heavy, so I removed from the Washington office some eight contrac-
tors and some five consultants and we saved about $1.2 million.

So within our budget, then, that gives us, using your add-on of
$2 million last time around as our base, that gives—and the cuts
we have made—that gives us enough money, then, to do some
extra things. One of the extra things is to finalize the Honolulu
Memorial. It is located in the National Memorial Cemetery of the
Pacific—the cemetery known as the Punchbowl. It is run by the
V.A. T used to run it.

When I was head of the V.A. in 1980 I noticed that you had in
the Court of the Missing—the 18,000 missing from World War II
and 8,200 missing from Korea. But you did not have the names of
the missing from the Vietnam War. So when I was head of the V.A.
I made sure that the Court of the Missing in Honolulu, run by the
American Battle Monuments Commission, added the names of the
over 2,500 missing from the Vietnam War.

Now it is interesting that I am in the position now of saying to
you, “Please approve our budget request,” which includes the final-
ization of that memorial, which means we are going to add, with
your help, what we call the Vietnam battle maps. It is about $3.5
million in terms of a project but we want to, in effect, tell the story
as best we can of the Vietnam War.

The story of World War II in the Pacific is told by the World War
II battle maps. The story of the Korean War is told by the Korean
battle maps. But we do not have the story of the Vietnam War told
by the Vietnam battle maps. That is in our budget; we request your
approval.

Finally, what we are able to do, due to the generosity of this
committee and your leadership, Mr. Chairman, is upgrade substan-
tially our second most visited spot in the world in terms of our
cemeteries, and that is at Pointe du Hoc. The most visited site is
Normandy—over a million visitors a year—and you were kind
enough and Mr. Murtha was kind enough with Mr. Obey and this
Appropriations Committee was kind enough to give us enough
money—$30 million to $40 million—to put together the Normandy
Visitor Center, which is awesome.
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I saw it first in June of last year when I welcomed the dig-
nitaries, including the president of the United States, and Prince
Charles, and the prime minister of Canada, and the prime minister
of Great Britain, and the president of France, and everyone wanted
to know where the holding room was for his wife, so, I mean, we
had our priorities right. But there were the dignitaries rep-
resenting the nations that were instrumental in the Normandy in-
vasion 65 years ago. We had them at the Normandy Visitor Center.
And there is a little plaque there to Congressman Murtha and to
Dave Obey in honor of them, long before Mr. Murtha passed away,
so that plaque will stay there.

But we want to move to Pointe du Hoc because if you go about
nine miles down Omaha Beach to Pointe du Hoc, which General
Bradley said was the most dangerous mission of D-Day—it was un-
dertaken by the Army Rangers, and Mr. Len Lomell, who the
chairman has introduced me to, I had the pleasure of visiting, and
he is 90 years old now, and he is the guy that landed at Pointe du
Hoc, climbed the cliffs, found that the five 155-millimeter German
guns were not there and went looking for them with a buddy and
found them a mile away and destroyed their capability with
thermite grenades.

He won the Distinguished Service Cross for that and the histo-
rian Stephen Ambrose says that other than Eisenhower Len Lomell
had the most significant impact on D-Day being a success. So
Pointe du Hoc becomes an incredible icon in American military his-
tory and an incredible memorial to those who took on what Bradley
said was the most dangerous mission of D-Day.

So we are doing three things at Pointe du Hoc with your money
and your support—taxpayers’ money, but with your support and
the leadership from the chairman especially, and Texas A&M has
been very wonderful in helping us gauge what we need to do there.
First of all, we want to upgrade the visitor center. It is run by the
French, owned by the French, it is a French building, but we want
to upgrade that.

Secondly, we want to upgrade the interpretation and under-
standing and the story of Pointe du Hoc. And third, we are going
to save the Pointe. You gave us $6 million to deal with the complex
problem of saving that Pointe instead of seeing it washed out into
the sea. The Pointe has been closed to visitation for 10 years be-
cause it was caving in.

And there is an observation bunker there—a German observation
bunker—still preserved after 65 years. If you saw the movie “The
Longest Day,” the German sentry looks out through this slit in this
observation bunker and sees this incredible armada, and that is
how “The Longest Day” begins. That observation post is still there.
It was that observation post that failed to communicate to the Ger-
mans that were manning the 155-millimeter guns that the Ameri-
cans had landed.

So Len Lomell and his comrade were able to go to the five 155-
millimeter guns and destroy them before the Germans got the
word. Had the 155-millimeter guns not been destroyed, with a
range of 10 to 14 miles they could have pivoted. They were tar-
geted on Utah Beach, but they could have been pivoted to focus on
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Omaha Beach and the landing craft. That would have been disas-
trous.

So that is what the mission at Pointe du Hoc was all about, was
about those guns. And so Earl Rudder, the lieutenant colonel, and
his team climbed Pointe du Hoc with 80 percent casualties, took
the Pointe, and destroyed the guns. They accomplished their mis-
sion. Unbelievable.

But that monument needs help. So we are upgrading the French
visitor center, we are improving the interpretation of the whole
battle, and we are saving the Pointe thanks to all of you.

I might say I have come across, in conclusion, a line from an Ar-
chibald MacLeish poem, the poem being “The Young Dead Soldiers
Do Not Speak.” Archibald MacLeish was a veteran of World War
I, and he lost his younger brother in World War I, who is buried
at Flanders Field Cemetery. And MacLeish wrote the poem, and at
the end MacLeish concluded, “We leave you our deaths. Give them
their meaning.”

So we take that as our charge, those of us who are alive, those
of us who are able to work on these issues. We take that as our
sacred charge.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Prepared statement of the Honorable Max Cleland follows:]
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Max Cleland — Opening Statement
February 24, 2010

Introduction
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee. ..

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the
American Battle Monuments Commission’s Fiscal Year 2011 Appropriation
Request.

Honoring our Nation’s fallen has been the focus of our Commission
since its creation by Congress in 1923. Our purpose was eloquently stated
in 1934 by the words of our first chairman, General of the Armies John J.
Pershing, who wrote:

“...to relatives of soldier dead, and to every American citizen, | can
give assurance that the United States Government has kept and will
continue to maintain its trust in perpetuating the memory of the
bravery and sacrifices of our World War heroes. Time will not dim the
glory of their deeds.”

The mission of the American Battle Monuments Commission—our
purpose—is to honor the fallen by commemorating the service,
achievements and sacrifice of America's armed forces.

This mission is as old as antiquity. In his history of the
Peloponnesian War, Thucydides quotes the Funeral Oration delivered by
Pericles after the first battles of the war:

“For heroes have the whole earth as their tomb; and in lands far from
their own, where the column with its epitaph declares it, there is
enshrined in every breast a record unwritten with no tablet to
preserve it, except that of the heart.”

It is our responsibility to preserve for future generations the
twenty-four cemeteries and twenty-five memorials, monuments, and
markers we maintain around the world to honor America’s war dead,
missing in action, and those that fought at their side.
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February 24, 2010

Appropriation Request

To execute this mission, our Fiscal Year 2011 request seeks $64.2
million for our Salaries and Expenses Account and $20.2 million for our
Foreign Currency Fluctuation Account.

The funding we request for Salaries and Expenses supports
Commission requirements for compensation and benefits; rent and utilities;
maintenance, infrastructure, and capital improvements; contracting for
services; procurement of supplies and materials; and replacement of
equipment.

To support this level of effort our staffing requirement remains at 409
Full-Time Equivalent positions.

We estimate that we will need $20.2 million to replenish our Foreign
Currency Fluctuation Account.

The funds in this account defray losses resulting from changes in the
value of foreign currencies against the U.S. Dollar, allowing us to maintain
purchasing power in an uncertain financial environment—a critical factor
when 70 percent of our annual appropriation is spent overseas using
foreign currencies.

Two years ago, Congress wrote language into our appropriation for
this account that reads "such sums as may be necessary."

We continue to be grateful for your leadership in providing this critical
flexibility in how this account is managed. Be assured we also understand
that “such sums” language does not lessen our stewardship responsibilities
for the resources provided to us by the Administration and the Congress.

One of the public service ads produced for our World War Il Memorial
fund-raising campaign depicted a World War Il helmet with a bullet hole
through its side. The headline read, “Dying for freedom isn't the worst thing
that can happen. Being forgotten is.”
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February 24, 2010

Future generations must never forget, nor fail to understand, the
significance of what our fellow Americans have done for us and for others
around the world.

We have a responsibility to continue the historical narrative for those
who created it—to tell their stories at each of our overseas cemeteries. |
would like to take a few minutes to highlight some of our current projects
that will do just that.

Honolulu Memoaorial

On either side of the grand stairs leading to the top of the Honolulu
Memorial are eight courts of the missing on which are inscribed the names
of 18,096 American World War Il missing from the Pacific, and 8,200
Americans missing from the Korean War.

At the top of the stairs is a chapel flanked by galleries containing
mosaic maps and descriptions of the achievements of American armed
forces in the Central and South Pacific regions of World War 1l and in
Korea.

In the late 1970s, two half courts were constructed at the foot of the
staircase that contain the names of 2,504 Americans missing from the
Vietnam War. No battle maps for that war were added at the time, an
oversight that must be corrected to properly balance our commemoration of
the three wars.

Included in our appropriation request is $3.5 million to construct two
pavilions on the memorial plaza that will provide space for five Vietnam
War battle maps and visitor orientation to the entire site. This is a one-time
project cost.

Pointe du Hoc

At Pointe du Hoc, in France, we are well into exhibit design to
complete the D-Day story begun at Normandy.
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The emphasis will be on low-profile outdoor panels placed along a
self-guided walking tour of the battleground, which appears much as it did
when the Rangers captured the Pointe on June 6, 1944.

Concurrently, work to stop further erosion of the cliff and to preserve
the observation bunker began this month.

We expect the site to open to the public in September 2010. This will
be the first time since the year 2000 that the public will have access to the
Ranger Monument and Observation Bunker.

The French government has been supportive of our efforts.

We hope you will mark your calendar to participate in a ribbon cutting
ceremony on June 6, 2011, to commemorate these achievements. We
would not be this close to preserving this iconic site, dedicated to American
sacrifice and achievement, without your foresight and leadership.

Interpretive Program

The Commission reported to you in the past its intent to use the
lessons learned in planning the Normandy Visitor Center to do a better job
of telling the story of service and sacrifice at all of our overseas cemeteries.
We are making progress on several fronts.

Architectural design work to renovate the visitor building at
Cambridge American Cemetery in England has begun. And we soon will
begin exhibit design at Cambridge, Sicily-Rome American Cemetery in
Italy, and Qise-Aisne American Cemetery in France.

Within the next month, we also will begin development of several
Web interactive programs based on military campaigns associated with
those honored in our cemeteries.

Interactive programs on “The Normandy Campaign” and “The Battle
of Pointe du Hoc” are available on our Web site today. We will add many
more over the next several years.
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The Commission does not aspire to become a national center of
military history through these efforts—that is not our mission.

Our goal is to maintain the world’s finest commemorative sites; and to
provide our visitors, in person and online, the historical context for
understanding why our overseas cemeteries were established, how and
why those honored within them died, and the values and principles for
which they died.

Streamlining

Finally, | wish to report on a new initiative to simplify, streamline and
support our mission operations.

In July, | asked our senior staff in Washington, Paris and Rome to
prepare a draft reorganization blueprint, which they did following an
exhaustive bottom-up review of numerous proposals.

In October, | met with the senior staff and nine cemetery
superintendents to review their recommendation, which | approved
enthusiastically.

The organization is now streamiined into a Washington-based policy
and support office and a Paris-based field operations center responsible for
all overseas cemeteries and memorials.

This new structure will standardize operational responsibilities,
improve supervision of our cemeteries, provide career growth opportunities
for our superintendent staff worldwide, and move us meaningfully into the
21% century.

Conclusion

As always, we welcome and encourage your visits to our
commemorative sites, to experience firsthand their inspirational nature.

When he dedicated the East Coast Memorial on the tip of Manhattan,
President Kennedy said,
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“...every generation of Americans must be expected in their time to
do their part to maintain freedom for their country and freedom for
those associated with it....there is no final victory, but rather all
Americans must be always prepared to play their proper partin a
difficult and dangerous world.”

We must promise that all of our warriors who fall in battie will not do
so0 in anonymity, and that regardless of the outcome, their country will
remember and honor their effort.

The poet Archibald MacLeish challenged us to do no less with these
words,

“... We leave you our deaths: give them their meaning ..."

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This concludes my prepared statement. |
will be pleased to respond to your questions.
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The Honorable Max Cleland
Secretary
American Battle Monuments Commission

Biography

A former United States Senator and youngest-ever Administrator of the
U.S. Veterans Administration, Max Cleland has been a distinguished public
servant for over 40 years.

Born and raised in Lithonia, Georgia, Cleland received the Atlanta Journal
Cup as the most outstanding graduate in the class of 1960 at Lithonia High
School. He later attended the Washington Semester Program at American
University where he was inspired to enter public service. In 1964, he earned his
B.A. degree from Stetson University and received a Second Lieutenant’s
Commission in the U.S. Army through its ROTC program. Cleland holds a
Masters Degree in American history from Emory University. Both Stetson and
Emory have awarded him honorary doctorate degrees.

In 1967, Cleland volunteered for service in the Vietham War and was
promoted to Army Captain. Seriously wounded in combat in 1968, he was
awarded both the Bronze Star for meritorious service and the Silver Star for
gallantry in action.

In 1970, Cleland was elected to the Georgia Senate where he was the
youngest member of that body and the only Vietnam veteran. He was re-elected
to the State Senate in 1972. There he authored and helped to enact into law
legislation which for the first time made public facilities in Georgia accessible to
the elderly and handicapped.

In 1974, Cleland lost his race for Lieutenant Governor of Georgia. The
following year he was appointed to the staff of the U.S. Senate Veterans Affairs
Committee, where he investigated hospitals in the Veterans Administration health
care system and their treatment of wounded U.S. troops returning from Vietnam.

Appointed in 1977 by President Jimmy Carter to head the Veterans
Administration, Cleland managed the largest health care system in the country.
As the nation's youngest VA Administrator ever and the first Vietham veteran to
head the department, Cleland created the Vet Center counseling program.
Today over 200 Vet Centers across America help veterans and their families deal
with post-traumatic stress disorders and associated problems.

The Institute for Public Service, in 1977, awarded Cleland the Thomas
Jefferson Award, which is given to an American under the age of 35 who makes
the greatest contribution to public service. The following year Cleland received
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the Neal Pike Prize from Boston University for his outstanding contributions to
the rehabilitation of disabled veterans.

In 1982, Cleland won election as Georgia’s youngest Secretary of State
and served in that office for 12 years. In 1996, he was elected to succeed Sam
Nunn in the United States Senate. Cleland held the seat on the Senate Armed
Services Committee which was previously occupied by Nunn and Senator
Richard Russell.

As a member of the Armed Services Committee, Cleland was a forceful
advocate for veterans and for a strong national defense. He successfully fought
to improve some of the Department of Defense’s most pressing personnel needs,
including recruiting and retention, pay and compensation, reform of the military
retirement system and health care. Because of Max Cleland’s efforts,
servicemen and women who choose not to use their Gl bill educational benefits
can now pass those benefits on to their children. In 2000, Cleland was selected
by the Reserve Officers Association to receive the group’s Minute Man of the
Year Award, which is presented annually to “the citizen who has contributed most
to National Security during these times.”

After his defeat for re-election in 2002, Cleland was appointed to the 9-11
Commission to study the circumstances surrounding the September 11, 2001
terrorist attacks and to recommend safeguards against future attacks. While a
member of the Commission, Cleland served as an adjunct professor in Political
Science on the Washington Semester Program at American University. In late
2003, he was appointed to be a member of the Board of Directors for the Export-
Import Bank of the United States, where he served for three and a half years. On
June 3, 2009, President Obama appointed Cleland as Secretary of the American
Battle Monuments Commission, managing 24 cemeteries overseas where fallen
American troops from World War | and World War |l are memorialized.

Cleland is the author of three books: Strong at the Broken Places; Going for the
Max: 12 Principles for Living Life to the Fullest; and Heart of a Patriot.
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Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, before you——

Mr. EDWARDS. Chairman Young?

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Secretary, count me in

Secretary CLELAND. Thank you, sir.

Mr. YOUNG. I need to be excused. The Defense Committee is just
starting up a hearing on combat aircraft.

Mr. EDWARDS. I understand. Chairman Young, thank you for

Mr. YOUNG. I am glad I was able to hear you——

Secretary CLELAND. Yes, sir.

Mr. YOUNG [continuing]. Not only see you again, Max, but hear
what you have to say this morning.

Secretary CLELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is good to see
you again.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, thank you for your eloquent and passionate state-
ment. And I am so grateful for your commitment to this commis-
sion and couldn’t say it better than Archibald MacLeish. But that
Pointe du Hoc project—is something that every member of this sub-
committee ought to be proud of. I consider that one of the greatest
symbols or statements of American service to the world of any
place on the globe.

And I thank this subcommittee for the work that you and your
commission played a role in saving that when it could have just
fallen into the ocean unceremoniously. That is something that I
think that will be a great ambassador for the United States for
long after we are all gone, so I thank you.

And I know Mr. Israel, who is a student of military history, has
to be squirming in his seat to get his turn here

Mr. ISRAEL. I want to go.

Mr. EDWARDS. We are going to have to do that soon.

Secretary CLELAND. Can I say, Mr. Chairman——

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes, please actual time.

Secretary CLELAND. You have gotten a written invitation and a
verbal invitation, but the entire subcommittee is invited to cere-
monies D-Day, June 6, 2011, when we will, in effect, honor and rec-
ognize all those projects—those three projects that we are doing.
We are going to complete the saving of the Pointe by September
this year, but June 6, D-Day of 2011, the entire subcommittee is
invited to come and we will commemorate the upgrading of the vis-
itor center, the interpretation upgrade, and the saving of the
Pointe.

Mr. EDWARDS. That is tremendous, and I will personally take it
on if I am here to ask the governor of Tennessee to come——

Secretary CLELAND. Right.

INTERPRETIVE CENTERS

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Secretary, let me ask, in terms of interpretive
centers, with the 2011 budget and the 2010 budget how many cen-
ters—interpretive centers—do we have funded at this point and
then how many more need to be funded? I think it is such a great
way to bring meaning and allow those who died on foreign soil to
continue to make a statement to the world. How many more cen-
ters do we need to fund?



20

Secretary CLELAND. We have three underway, Mr. Chairman,
starting with Cambridge, which is very much underway at this
point, and why Cambridge in England—the two cemeteries, Cam-
bridge and Brookwood—but Cambridge is only about 90 miles from
London and in 2012 we have the London Olympics. And on the
walls of the missing at Cambridge are the names of Joe Kennedy,
Jr. and Glenn Miller.

So it is a powerful symbol of America’s commitment to particu-
larly Western Europe and to freedom in the world. And so when
the Olympics happen we expect increased visitation at Cambridge
and we want to be ready for that with our interpretive center.

There are other interpretive centers on the books, like Manila
and others. When we got extra money for the interpretive program
we were able to increase the number that we have underway. If
you take the remaining items, that is—we have three underway
but we have 24 cemeteries, so it is painfully obvious that if you
went at this current rate you would take 15-plus years to bring all
those interpretive projects up to speed. We wouldn’t like to wait
that long. We would like to get underway with many of them in
the next several years.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Wamp.

Mr. WamP. You know, I don’t have any questions.

I just want to say, Max, that I don’t think the president or our
country could be possibly better-served by having someone run the
American Battle Monuments Commission than you. Your passion,
your knowledge, the depth, normally I would have asked you to
prioritize everything, but you did it. I mean, your opening state-
ment basically says it all so I am kind of in Chairman Young’s cat-
egory. Let us just fund it and move on.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Shall take relatively small amount,
relative to the $100 billion-plus budget of this committee, an awful
lot could be done at the ABMC, as they have done with some of
the extra funding we have done over the last few years.

Secretary CLELAND. Thank you, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Zach.

Mr. Salazar.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PARTNERING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

And Mr. Secretary, it is truly an honor to be here with you. I
look up to you as a mentor and just a wonderful human being.

You mentioned something about doing something with the sec-
retary of interior?

Secretary CLELAND. That is correct. You would like for me to ex-
pound on that?

With $1 million—you gave us a little bit more than $2 million
last time around, beyond the president’s budget, for which we are
grateful. And we are taking $1 million of that to crank up what we
need desperately—a new financial management system so we can
account worldwide for every dollar and every cent in a more mean-
ingful way. But that is the world of computers.

All T know about a computer is you need to make sure it is
turned on. So we have a wonderful team at our agency that is de-
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fining the requirements, but to get it done, as they say, we are in-
terested in partnering with a larger agency, and the Department
of Interior has stepped forward in very meaningful ways. So it may
be that later this spring we may partner with the Department of
Interior to, in effect, run our system the way we would like to have
it run and handle, with us, our financial management of the agen-
cy.
So it is computer-speak, but the Department of Interior has
stepped forward in very meaningful ways and it would be a pleas-
ure to work with Secretary Salazar and his team, knowing that
they have the computer power and we have the requirement. And
that partnership will save us money and this committee money and
get our job done as well.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you.

And I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.

Mr. Israel.

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am struck by an irony.
In one of the other subcommittees on which I serve, State Foreign
Operations, Secretary Clinton is going to come in today and ask for
tens of billions of dollars to fund the State Department for the pro-
jection of American diplomacy and you are doing it for less than
$100 million, and very effectively. This is one of the smartest and
most profound diplomatic tools that we have in our arsenal and I
am so grateful that you are leading it.

I just have one question: I think if Pointe du Hoc could have an
ambassador to the United States it would be the chairman. [Laugh-
ter.]

MANILA, PHILIPPINES

When I got on this subcommittee the first thing he told me to
do is to read the Douglas Brinkley book, “The Boys of Pointe du
Hoc,” which I enjoyed immensely. Pointe du Hoc, we recognized,
needed some help and this subcommittee with the leadership of the
chairman and your leadership, Mr. Secretary, is doing that. Do you
have a sense of, what are the other Pointe du Hocs? What else
should we be concerned about over the long term? Manila?

Secretary CLELAND. Manila is the largest cemetery in our sys-
tem. My father was stationed at Pearl Harbor after the attack in
World War II. He is going on 96. And he told me that the American
cemetery we know as the Punchbowl, run by the V.A. in Honolulu,
was, when he was there, was called Nimitz Bowl. Why would that
be called Nimitz Bowl?

Well, only recently have I come to understand that the Pacific in
World War II was in two theaters—cut into two theaters. One was
Nimitz’s area of operation, the five-star Nimitz, which my father
saluted one day. And then the other area was MacArthur’s area of
operation, the so-called “Island Hopping Campaign” all the way to
the Philippines. So in effect, one could say that Nimitz’s dead are
buried at the Punchbowl and MacArthur’s dead are buried at Ma-
nila.

So Manila has over 17,000 dead. Keep in mind that after World
War I and after World War II the family—the next of kin—was
given a decision to make—an irrevocable one that could not be re-
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voked, and that was, “Bring the body home or leave it where,” as
Teddy Roosevelt said, “it fell.”

So basically, 60 percent of Americans decided to bring the bodies
home but 40 percent of Americans decided to leave the son, daugh-
ter, uncle, husband, whatever, with their comrades. So the biggest
cemetery we have is Manila. It is a complex—somewhat complex
political situation with the Philippines, given the fact that we
pulled out militarily, and there is no longer such thing as Clark Air
Base, and also we maintain—I think I can say it right—Caba-
natuan. About 60 miles away from Manila is a memorial in honor
of those who died on the Bataan Death March and at the Caba-
natuan POW Camp. Our staff in Manila are supposed to maintain
that, and we try our best.

But this is the Pacific. We have been focused, as we all know,
on Western Europe, and rightfully so. But when you come to an-
other part of World War II, the Pacific often gets overlooked.
Therefore, we have sent Steve Hawkins out there and Nick Glakas
is going to go out there, and the director of that cemetery is one
of our 14 World War II superintendents worldwide. So we are up-
grading that cemetery. We are doing a top-to-bottom review and we
are looking at upgrading the Cabanatuan Memorial.

So I would say that as we take care of all of these interpretive
centers, Pointe du Hoc, and other things, probably we need to look
at Manila and the Cabanatuan Memorial. Because they are so far
away they tend to be overlooked, even by us. So that may be an
area of focus that we want to focus in on.

Otherwise, we are in pretty good shape. We are doing wheelchair
accessibility in Honolulu; we are doing a wheelchair accessibility
down in Mexico City. But in terms of a glaring, massive cemetery
we are talking about Manila as the essence of what went on in the
Pacific.

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. I am glad you asked that question. Thank you.

I have no additional questions.

Mr. Secretary, it is great to have you here. I know I speak for
the entire committee, and you have heard it from them, but to
those that aren’t here, we are deeply grateful you have taken on
this responsibility and really look forward to working with you to
move these projects forward.

Secretary CLELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I might say that coming into the American Battle Monuments
Commission and being there less than a year, it is painfully obvi-
ous that we would not be able to make the progress that we have
been able to make at Pointe du Hoc without this committee. This
committee literally has saved Pointe du Hoc, and with your leader-
ship, Mr. Chairman. I thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you. It is our honor to work with you.
Thank you very much.

Stand recessed for just a couple minutes for the next witnesses
to come in.

[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Farr fol-
low:]
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AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION
HONORING OUR PACIFIC HERITAGE

You mentioned in your testimony that the American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion has overlooked the significance of the Pacific region. You specifically mentioned
sites in the Philippines and in Honolulu that should be improved to better honor
the sacrifices and battles of our armed forces.

Question. What other sites in the Pacific region would you recommend for im-
provement or creation?

Answer. Our plans for the Honolulu Memorial in Hawaii—handicapped access
and the addition of Vietnam Battle Maps—are outlined in our fiscal year 2011 budg-
et request.

During his testimony, Secretary Cleland also mentioned the Manila American
Cemetery, and the Cabanatuan Memorial in the Philippines. As outlined below,
plans for these sites are part of the Commission’s overall responsibility for overseas
commemorative cemeteries and memorials. The funding for these future projects are
budgeted within the President’s out-year allowances for the Commission’s mainte-
nance and infrastructure programs.

At Manila, we completed a Top to Bottom review that revealed the need to de-
velop a Master Plan for the site. It will take several years to develop and execute
such a plan, but we expect it to focus around a new Interpretive Center, which
would be most effective if built near the cemetery’s main entrance, in the area
where the superintendent’s and assistant superintendent’s quarters are now located.
The quarters would be moved to the opposite side of the cemetery. We also would
move the service area to that side of the cemetery and install a headstone engraving
machine—a critical element in our plan to re-engrave the cemetery’s 17,000
headstones.

The Cabanatuan Memorial in the Philippines was erected by the World War II
survivors of the Bataan Death March and the Cabanatuan Prisoner of War camp.
It is located at the site of the camp and honors those Americans and Filipinos who
died during their internment. ABMC accepted responsibility for its operation and
maintenance in 1989. The memorial, however, has never measured up to ABMC
standards. Restoration is required to raise its standard to a level commensurate to
the sacrifice it represents.

The Commission also operates and maintains the following sites in the Pacific re-
gion: the Guadalcanal Memorial in the Solomon Islands, the Saipan Monument in
the Northern Mariana Islands, and the Papua Marker in New Guinea. Although not
to the extent of Cabanatuan, the Guadalcanal Memorial and Saipan Monument also
are in need of restoration work.

The Commission has no plans at this time to create new memorials or monu-
ments.
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U.S. COURT OF APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS

WITNESS
JUDGE BRUCE E. KASOLD

STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. I call the committee back to order. Our
next panel is the United States Court of Appeals for Veterans’
Claims. The budget request for fiscal year 2011 is $90.1 million, of
which $2.5 million is for the pro bono program. The request is an
increase of $63 million, awfully large increase, but the reason for
that is we have funding in the budget request for a one-time appro-
priation associated with GSA expenses for building their veterans’
courthouse, which right now we do not have.

I want to say for the record that I want to express our thanks
as a committee to Judge Greene, who has been a chief judge of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for Veterans’ Claims for many, many years.
I thought Judge Greene might be here. Since he is not, though, we
want to thank him in his absence.

VOICE. He is here. We are going to go find him.

Mr. EDWARDS. Let him know we are thankful to him for his serv-
ice.

And also, Judge Kasold, is that the

Judge KASoOLD. Yes, sir. That is correct.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great. By way of background, Judge Kasold is a
retired U.S. Army lieutenant colonel, and thank you for that serv-
ice—the service in the air defense, artillery, and Judge Advocate’s
General Corps. He earned a B.S. degree from the U.S. Military
Academy.

And Judge Greene, in your absence we were just singing your
praises.

Mr. GREENE. Just wanted you to go right along——

[Laughter.]

Mr. EDWARDS. I will stop at this moment and thank you again
for your many years of service to our nation’s veterans. And when
is your final day?

So this will be our last budget cycle working with you. On behalf
of all of us and the veterans all across this country, thank you for
your distinguished and dedicated service to our veterans.

Well, it has been our privilege and you will have left a legacy of
moving forward—Veterans’ Courthouse, so wherever you are when
that courthouse is finished——

Mr. GREENE. I will be around.

Mr. EDWARDS. I know you will be there.

Judge Kasold also holds a LLM from Georgetown University and
an LLM equivalent from the Judge Advocate General Legal Center
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and School. He has served as chief counsel for the secretary of the
Senate and the Senate sergeant in arms.

Judge, everybody has a speed bump in the

[Laughter.]

We forgave Secretary Cleland for his service in the Senate, and
yoursl?s well. But thank you. Seriously, thank you for that service
as well.

He has served as the chief counsel of the Senate Committee on
Rules and Administration and has been in private practice.

We welcome you both back to the committee and we will cer-
tainly submit for the record any written testimony you have.

But I would like to recognize you, Judge. Are you

Judge KAsoLD. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Going to make the presentation
today? I would like to recognize you for any opening

Judge KasoLD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Mr.
Wamp——

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, let me say before you——

Judge KasoLp. Okay.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Make the comments let me recognize
Zach to see if:

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE BRUCE E. KASOLD

Judge KAsoLD. First I would also like to thank yourself for in-
dulging me to speak on behalf of the chief, who is still our chief,
and thank the chief for letting me speak and get to know you as
members of the committee since it is the fiscal year 2011 budget
and I will be responsible for implementing it, and I have been very
involved in putting it together.

I see seven key points and I will drive off of the first one pri-
marily, which is that the court has been in existence now for 20
years—celebrated its 20th year of operating this past fall. During
that time period we have seen an increase in the number of cases
to where the past 3 years we have averaged over 4,000 cases a
year—appeals coming to the court. And the chief and the board of
judges have focused on that with the assistance from the committee
and funding and personnel, and that drives the follow-on comments
that I have. So, six key points stemming from this are:

First, the chief has implemented an aggressive mediation pro-
gram through our central legal service staff and that program han-
dles all the cases that come through, but about 70 percent of our
cases have attorneys by the time they get through the briefing
process, and those go to mediation with the central legal staff. Fifty
percent of those cases are being remanded with the agreement of
the parties. They are being resolved, and most of those are re-
mands to the board with the agreement of the parties.

That is a tremendous number of cases being resolved at a faster
pace than going through the entire process. We would like to add
one attorney, and that is in our budget request, to keep that pro-
gram going.

Second, for the past several years the chief has recalled all of our
senior judges with the exception of one who is—Judge Steinberg
has had some medical issues. And with Chief Judge Greene soon
moving into senior status and recall status we will have six judges
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that will be available for recall. We anticipate that that process
will be continued for the foreseeable future and anticipate that we
will have one or two judges onboard throughout the year. We are
asking for one additional secretary to handle the recall judges
when they are in that status.

And then third, continuing to look at how all of our actions get
processed and examining the other federal circuits, we noticed that
one of the largest—the largest circuit has appointed a commis-
sioner to assist in the processing of all the myriad of actions that
take place with regard to the appeals. We have requested funding
to appoint a commissioner to see how that works within our court,
and we think it will be very beneficial to, the processing of these
appeals.

Fourth, we have the courthouse, which has been mentioned. And
as you know, the call for a courthouse has really risen from vet-
erans groups and from Congress. We totally support having a per-
manent symbol of justice for our veterans, and a building that re-
flects the respect that is due to the veterans for the sacrifices that
they have given to our nation. A courthouse is associated with, as
we understand it, all the other federal courts. We obviously totally
support that and we have moved that forward with the $7 million
that Congress gave us. The plans are being reviewed right now for
a piece of property over by the ball field, actually, to determine
whether or not the courthouse can fit. Our funding is associated
with making that happen, assuming the plans come back and sup-
port it.

Fifth, the pro bono consortium that you already mentioned, sir,
is $2.5 million, and this really just is passed through.

And then last, if you take a look at our overall operating budget
it is fairly flat. I know we have a big number here but the oper-
ating number is fairly flat. The three additional people add some
but we have had some expenses that we won’t be incurring again,
and the real increase is associated with the courthouse that we put
funding in for.

And so, those are my comments, supplemented by my statement,
and any questions that you might have.

[Prepared statement of the Honorable Bruce E. Kasold follows:]
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE:

Good Morning. Iam Judge Bruce E. Kasold, and I am here pursuant to your kind invitation
to Chief Judge William P. Greene, Jr., to present testimony on the fiscal year (FY) 2011 budget request
for the United States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims. Chief Judge Greene asked me to testify
today because he steps down as Chief this August and will not be managing the FY 2011 operations.
1 understand that you have our budget request, so my remarks today will briefly (1) summarize our
budget request, (2) provide an update on the caseload and measures undertaken to handle the large

number of appeals being filed, and (3) provide an overview of recent developments on our Courthouse

Project.

I. Budget Request
The Court's FY 2011 budget should be viewed in two parts. Our general budget request is
$28,146,729, an increase of $1,031,729 over the Court's 'Y 2010 request. This includes $2,515,229
sought by the Veterans Consortium Pro Bono Program (Pro Bono Program). The increase in our
general budget is attributable to an increase of $695,229 sought by the Pro Bono Program and in

increase of $336,500 for the Court's general operating expenses. In addition, our FY 2011 budgct
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request includes a one-time request of $62,000,000 for construction of a courthouse for the U.S. Court
of Appeals for Veterans Claims, bringing our total FY2 2011 budget request to $90,146,729.

Since FY 1997, the Pro Bono Program's budget request has been provided to Congress as an
appendix to the Court's budget request. Accordingly, [ offer no comment on that portion of our budget
request, although 1 do commend the Pro Bono Program for its success in providing legal assistance
to many appellants seeking judicial review from the Court.

Regarding the Court's general operating budget, the increase of $336,500 over the FY 2010
request is atiributed to an increase in Personnel Compensation and Benefits of roughly $1,167,000
(including the addition of 3 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions to bring our total FTEs to 127), offset
by a decrease of roughly $830,000 in "Other Objects." "Other Objects” include such costs as rent
payments; modifications to existing space; necessary equipment; charges for financial accounting and
reporting; costs of paying the Federal Protective Service for security personnel to provide security
monitoring at the street entrances of the Court's present location; cross-servicing charges of
payroll/personnel services; the cost of the U.S. Marshals Service contract for Court Security Officers;
communications, printing and supplies expenses; contributions to the Judges Retirement Fund; and
travel expenses.

The 3 additional FTE positions will provide a secretary to our recalled-retired judges, an
additional Staff Attorney for our Central Legal Staff, and an Appellate Commissioner. The budget
request for Personnel Costs also includes funding for the cost of living allowances for the Court's
current FTEs. The net decrease of roughly $830,000 in the Court's "Other Objects" budget request is
attributed to several factors: General Services Administration (GSA) has estimated a decrease in the

cost of the Court's current and future rental space; the Court does not anticipate new chambers build-
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out costs in FY 2011 as it did in FY 2010; and FY 2011 is not a year in which we have a judicial

conference, so we do not anticipate expenses coincident with that event.

I1. The Court's Caseload and Recent Innovations

As Chief Judge Greene has testified to repeatedly in recent years, the caseload at the Court has
risen sharply over the past several years, cssentially doubling. Case filings from FY 2007 through
2009 averaged almost 4,500, (FY 2007 (4,644), FY 2008 (4,128), and FY 2009 (4,725)), compared
to an average of about 2,300 from just 5 ycars earlier (FY 2002 (2,150), FY 2003 (2,532), and FY 2004
(2,234)). We also have had a correspondingly significant increase in the number of motions filed with
the Court. In terms only of requests for extensions of time, the average number of motions received
by the Court each month has jumped fron roughly 200 to 400 per month during FY 2002 through FY
2005, to between 1,000 and 1,200 per month since FY 2006. In addition, the Court currently reccives
approximately 400 various other types of motions each month, ranging from procedural to dispositive
questions.

Thanks in large part to your support, the Court partnered with the Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts to acquire, adapt, and implement an electronic case management/electronic case filing
system (CM/ECT). CM/LECT has now been fully functioning for over one year and we are seeing the
benefits of receiving documents clectronically as well as issuing orders and decisions electronically.
CM/ECT has produced significant administrative efficiencies, including remote 24-hour filing access,
reduced mailing/courier costs for the parties and the Court, reduced storage space needed for record
retention, the opportunity for multiple users to access records, and efficicnt and cost-effective

electronic notification procedures.
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The Court also continues to benefit from the enhanced pre-briefing dispute-resolution program
that was initiated and developed over the past few ycars. We provided extensive formal mediation
training to the staff attorneys in our Central Legal Staff (CLS), and have substantially increased the
number of pre-briefing conferences that they hold with the parties. CLS staff attorneys now conduct
mediation conferences in essentially all matters where the appellant is represented by counsel —-
equating to roughly 65-70% of the total number of cases. Of the cases where mediation is scheduled,
approximately 50% are resolved prior to the parties submitting an appellate brief. Further, even in
those cases where the appeal is not resolved at mediation, the dispute-resolution process generally is
successful in narrowing and focusing the issues on appeal. The feedback from members ofthe Court's
Bar, as well as from our CLS attorneys, is that this mediation program is efficient and effective in
bringing the parties together and resol ving issues consistent with the law, due process, and the interests
of justice, while conserving judicial resources. The Court currently has 10 CLS staff attorneys and the
FY 2011 budget estimate includes a request for one additional CLS staff attorncy to assist in
continuing their success.

We continue to benefit from the service of the recalled retired judges. We currently have two
judges serving in recall status, and anticipate the service of a third beginning in May. With Chiel
Judge Greene's retirement this coming fall there will be 6 senior judges available for recall, and we
anticipate onc or two judges performing duties at any given time throughout the year, warranting full-
time secretarial support, which is the basis for our request for one of the new FTE positions.

Looking ahead, we continue to pursue ways to handle cases fairly and efficiently. Although
most motions filed with the Court can be handled by the Clerk of the Court, with the increased number

of motions comes an increase in the number warranting closer review, which currently is undertaken
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by the judges. At least one other federal appellate court has appointed an Appellate Commissioner to
review and decide non-merits motions filed by the parties, thus freeing up judges to work on merit case
dispositions, We believe it is time to appointment an Appellate Commissioner to handle our growing
motions practice, which we believe will permit judges to focus additional time and effort on merit case

dispositions. Accordingly, we seek an additional FTE for this purpose.

IIL A Veterans Courthouse

To our knowledge, the United States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims is the only Federal
Court of record without a permanent courthouse, and we are pleased that plans to make this initiative
a reality are progressing.

As background, in 2004 Congress requested a study to review the feasibility of acquiring a
dedicated Veterans Courthouse and Justice Center. That original feasibility study, called for in
H.R. 3936, was completed by GS A in February 2006. It identified four primary options for obtaining
a Veterans Courthouse and Justice Center: (1) Building a Courthouse to suit on federal property, or
renovating an existing unique federal facility; (2) co-locating the Court with associated entities in a
leased, privately constructed build-to-suit facility, an existing unique private facility, or an existing
commercial office space; (3) relocating the Court in an existing commercial office building; and/or
(4) no change.

[n 2007, per S. 1315, a follow-on study was requested to focus on the feasibility and desirability
of lcasing significant additional space for the Court in the commercial office building at the Court's
current location, and, in essence, turning that office building into a Vetcrans Courthouse and Justice

Center. That study, completed in April 2008, concluded that to accomplish that goal two federal tenants
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would need to be displaced. The relocation and build-out costs for those tenants would result in the
highest cost option to the public for establishing a dedicated Veterans Courthouse. The follow-on study
also concluded that although converting the commercial space at the Court's current location on Indiana
Avenue to a Veterans Courthouse meets some of the project goals and could potentially be the least
disruptive to Court staff during the transition, the complexities of relocating displaced tenants and the
limitations of occupying commercial space pose significant drawbacks to this option. GSA's
conclusion, bascd on both the original and the follow on studies, was that the option that best fulfills
the programmatic purposes behind establishing a Veterans Courthouse is a build-to-suit courthouse on
federal property within close proximity to the other federal courts in Washington.

Plans have progressed, and as you know, as part of the FY 2009 appropriation, the Court
received $7,000,000 for advanced planning and architectural design of a Veterans Courthouse. Those
funds have been transferred to GSA and the process has begun to determine whether it is feasible and
prudent to build a Veterans Courthouse on GSA-owned property at 49 L Street, S.E., in Washington.
Currently at this location is a 32,000 square foot warehouse situated on a .66 acre site, one block from
the Navy Yard Metro stop.

A project manager within GSA has been identified, and GSA has hired an architectural firm,
MGA Partners, to complcte a Pre-Development Planning Study (Planning Study). The goal of the
Planning Study will be to determine the feasibility of the selected site, ascertain the need and potential
for purchase of an adjacent lot, provide a vision for the massing and character of the building, and
confirm the projected cost and schedule for completion. Representatives from MGA Partners have met,
and will continue to regularly meet, with representatives from GSA and the Court to develop a plan that

conforms with the project goals. The goals identified in the 2008 feasibility study are to: (1) provide
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an appropriate setting that conveys the Nation's commitment to independent judicial review of veterans'
benefits awards and its gratitude and respect for those who have served; (2) to create a Veterans
Courthousc that is adequate in size, reachable through public transportation, fully ADA-accessible, and
adjacent to public amenities; (3) to follow appropriate security guidclines to protectjudges, employees,
and the public; and (4) to develop an implementation strategy that is fiscally responsible and will appeal
to all entities involved. MGA's Planning Study is scheduled to be completed by the end of FY 2010.

The Court did not proffer a specific funding request for the Veterans Courthouse project in our
FY 2010 budget request because we concluded that plans were too uncertain at that time to make such
arequest prudent. We are pleased now, however, to be on the verge of making the Veterans Courthouse
a reality, and the $62,000,000 request as part of the I'Y 2011 budget is needed to ensure that the
Veterans Courthouse project is completed in a timely manner.

We appreciate Congress's support in providing the necessary appropriations for undertaking this

eflort to create a tangible symbol of the Nation's commitment to justice for veterans.

IV. Conclusion
On behalf of the judges and staff of the Court, I express my appreciation for your consideration
of the Court's needs, and I thank you for your past and continued support, and for the opportunity to

provide this testimony in support of the Court's FY 2011 budget request.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Let us begin questions.
Mr. Wamp.

COURTHOUSE COSTS

Mr. WaMmp. Well, just on the topic of the courthouse, what is the
estimated total cost of the courthouse?

Judge KasoLD. Well, there are two aspects to it, sir. One is the
construction, which, we understand is about $50 million to com-
plete. And the other $12 million is an additional piece of property.
If T can show you the piece of property that we are looking at—
this is for the piece of property; this much of it is what GSA cur-
rently owns; this is a parking lot and the Metro station is right
here.

So, for security reasons, because that is a private lot, and for ac-
cess by veterans crossing the street, there is funding in there to get
that lot. We don’t know if that can even be done: obviously, it is
privately-owned, but that is the additional request. Those figures
are supported, which I believe the Appropriations Committee has,
or we can get to you if you want.

Mr. WaMmp. The only thing I would say, because I haven’t served
in ranking position on multiple subcommittees, and actually Debbie
Wasserman Schultz and I were in charge of finishing the Capitol
Visitor Center—construction in this city is like no other, and I
would just encourage you to have everything tightened down on the
front end. The 5,000 change orders between two prime contractors
that we had to go through in this city, the problems that you find
when you get underground, a $50 million budget grow to a $100
million budget simply by not addressing issues on the front end
and the delays—even, the ability to have workers available to you
in this city.

Everything is difficult and I really—I encourage—you to try to go
through a private process. You can’t do that in a courthouse be-
cause you don’t want the private sector owning the courthouse, but
wherever the federal government can use private contracting and
have a build-to-suit, which in real estate we used to call a “fatal-
lease-back,” we need to do that, even in this city. It is just too dif-
ficult for the government to procure construction in this city at any
competitive costs. And we saw it. The Capitol Visitor Center—they
malign it as a project that got completely out of control, but inher-
ently there are these problems if you build in this city.

The site is next to the Metro stop, it is close to the National Sta-
dium

Judge KAsoLD. Yes, sir. It is right across the street from the
Metro stop.

Mr. WAMP. Which is a great location proximity-wise, et cetera, et
cetera. I am for you, I am just warning you. I have been doing this
a while around here and it is not like it was 50 years ago, where
you could actually build in this city. It is hard to do or you better
have it all tied down on the front end.

And with that I will yield back.

Judge KASOLD. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. That is a good point, sir.




37

I am wondering who GSA ought to work with or the court ought
to work with, in terms of lessons learned. There is no use making
the—going through the same problems that, you know

Mr. Wamp. Even if they spent 2 hours and went and picked the
brain of the Architect of the Capitol from start to finish, because
both Hampman and Steven Ayres could give you some quick point-
ers on how to begin the process of staging construction, because
there were a lot of lessons learned. We had the problem once you
got underground here, because this is a site around the Capitol
that was kind of riddled with infrastructure problems and had a
lot of history. That was a part of it, and then after September the
11th there were a lot of changes made.

Again, all the change orders became the huge burden of trying
to close the project out and it cost us a ton of money. And then you
have litigation. I was on the subcommittee when we did the botan-
ical gardens and it was hard to close the project out in this city
because everybody wants to litigate. So just know all of that going
in—eyes wide open. You may have a budget and if you don’t have
everything addressed on the front end, that budget can explode on
you and the city is watching.

Judge KAsoLD. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. What is your present timetable?

Mr. GREENE. That timetable, if everything went according to—
from this day forward you are looking at——

Mr. EDWARDS. We will ask that same question, Judge, next year.

Judge KAsoLD. I will bring the documents with us. We have the
current group of architects on board who are just putting together
the preliminary timing for their report, determining whether this
piece of property can support the building that is necessary for the
court.

Mr. EDWARDS. Please emphasize to them—and I am glad Zach
mentioned this—please emphasize to them, we want them to be
honest and straightforward. We know there are unpredictables.
When you are digging underground under the U.S. Capitol and the
history of this area, you know, things I guess you could never imag-
ine you will come across, but, you know, we don’t want them to,
you know, oversimplify this or be too optimistic. We want realistic
numbers and realistic timetables and not see this project double or
triple in its cost.

Mr. GREENE. The one beauty is that there are buildings on either
side that have been erected recently——

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Mr. GREENE. GSA warehouse that has a basement already, so
that is a signal that maybe you can go a little deeper

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Mr. GREENE [continuing]. And so hopefully——

Mr. ISRAEL. No questions.

CASELOAD INCREASE

Mr. EDWARDS. I just have one question in terms of caseload. You
said you are averaging about 4,000 cases a year? Over the last 5
years or so how much has that caseload increased?

Judge KAsoLD. Sir, it has been generally—and I will have to
refer to the chief further after focusing on them—it has been gen-
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erally straightlined from about 2,500 on up to the 4,000, and then
it seems to, the last 3 years, been a little bit over 4,000. So we are
not really sure what the impact is going to be down the road and
beyond. And as you know, we have two additional judges already
authorized——

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Judge KASOLD [continuing]. And hopefully the President will re-
place—appoint somebody when Chief Judge Greene retires.

One of the things that we are trying to figure out is how the
Court is going to be impacted by the claims processed and decided
by V.A. We are an appellate court. As veterans become more aware
of their rights—and any stigma that might have been associated in
the past seems to have been gone—they will apply for benefits very
soon after they leave service. When you apply very soon after you
leave service the service connection issue 1s fairly straightforward.
I mean, it either is or it isn’t, as opposed to cases that come in 10
or 15 or 20 years later and now you have an issue and a dispute
and a review of the facts, et cetera.

So while they are having an 800,000 explosion of cases down at
V.A. the board is still somewhere in the 40,000 arena and we have,
the last 3 years—4,200. So how that is going to impact—what is
going to happen when they get more administrative judges down
below—we really don’t know. Our hope is that claims will be re-
maszd back to the regional office and taken care of and decided
at V.A.

But we are certainly taking the effort to handle the caseload as
it exists, and with the two additional judges, if they are appointed,
any additional increase should be handled by that, and then we
will have to see because their two positions are temporary. They
can replace Judge Greene, but myself and Judge Hagel would not
be replaced if the two recently authorized judges are appointed be-
cause the increase in judges is a temporary appointment. And that
might be appropriate. We might find out that this is the level we
can live with, but we are certainly trying to prepare.

AVERAGE LENGTH OF CASES

Mr. EDWARDS. What is the approximate average time wait be-
tween the time a case is filed for the court and the time it is adju-
dicated?

Judge KasoLD. We keep cases on our books through our adju-
dication and the federal circuit’s adjudication. If a person appealed
to the federal circuit, which they have a right to do (although their
review at the federal circuit is only on legal issues), that is all kept
on our books, and the full time on that is fairly long—400-some odd
days—I have it here—344 days. But as we examined this over the
past year in particular we kind of broke it down. For example, our
central legal staff processing has a 60 to 90 day window on the me-
diation process.

We did find some delay time between that and getting cases to
the judges, and the chief judge has focused on that and the addi-
tional attorney will assist on that to get that down to roughly a 30-
to 40-day process. It was at around 90.

We are also noticing that cases that go to judges generally are
being decided within 60 days, so once it gets to the judge it is gen-
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erally decided within 60 days. The exceptions will be those that go
to panel, which require—generally speaking, oral argument and
then discussion between judges, as you know, trying to get——

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Judge KASOLD [continuing]. Get it resolved. So those two areas
taking care of some of the CLS time are the ones that we can con-
trol. We also have significant delays by both parties, but the heavi-
est delays coming from the secretary, with regards to motions for
extension of time. And we have talked internally about what we
might do on that.

One of the things that we are looking at and probably getting
ready to implement is having the attorney identify, not only in a
particular case but in the last 3 to 6 months, how many requests
for extension have you asked for, and getting each supervisor of
every attorney on the case to identify the number of extensions re-
quested. So you might have 100 from the first attorney, 200 from
the supervising, and 500 from the overall supervising attorney, and
that is information that, when they look at it just personally is
going to have an impact, and then impact the Secretary himself.

In fairness, we understand that the Secretary is hiring more peo-
ple to work on that and they are aware of it. The chief has spoken
with the head of Group 7 down at V.A. who are the attorneys that
represent the Secretary before us, and, there is only human practi-
cality of how much you can handle, but that is what we are work-
ing on there. In the federal circuit we have no control over that
time but it is one of the time periods that I think we are going to
identify out so that people understand that this court is working
with the cases that we have as best we can.

Mr. EDWARDS. Over the last 5 years have the trend lines been
for longer waiting times, stable, or shorter—

Judge KasoLD. They have gone longer the last 3 years also. They
were in the 300-350 range from 2001 to 2006 and in the 400
range—went back down in 2009 to 344. The 2007 and 2008 ranges
jumped up——

Mr. EDWARDS. With your——

Judge KASOLD. Actually, this past year we are back down to the
average. [Note: Later clarified that because the Court is now sepa-
rately reporting the time a case is on appeal to the Federal Cir-
cuit.]

Mr. EDWARDS. If Congress approves the budget as requested by
the administration for 2011 do you expect those numbers to stay
where they are or go down or continue to go up, in terms of waiting
time?

Judge KAsoLD. I would expect we could certainly maintain and
we would hope that it would go down. If you have a commissioner
you can take on certain responsibilities currently that judges are
taking on, and that the clerk can’t, and when that happens you
usually have a better processing time, although we are moving to
take that down too—with continued effort at the CLS level after
mediation is done—to try and get things moved out there.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great.

I have no additional questions.

Judge, thank you very much.
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And Judge Greene, thank you. Thank you again, since this will
be your last time before our committee.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions for the Record submitted by Con-
gressman Farr follow:]

Question 1: Legal Assistance for Vets.—For FY 11 you ask for $2.5 million for the
Veterans’ Consortium Pro Bono Program, which is an increase of $700,000 over the
FY 10 request. You also stated that the caseload at the Court has essentially dou-
bled in the last few years. As the number of cases at the Court continues to climb,
how can we make sure that adequate Pro Bono services are being fulfilled? If you
were to get the full amount you are requesting, how many Veterans would be
served? Please describe the kinds of Pro Bono cases your office handles and the
length of disposition?

Answer. Since 1992 the Court’s appropriation has included funding for the Legal
Services Corporation (LCS) to develop and administer the Veterans Consortium Pro
Bono Program (Pro Bono Program). The LCS develops the budget for the Pro Bono
Program and submits it for inclusion as part of the Court’s budget request. Funds
appropriated for the Pro Bono Program immediately are transferred to LCS for ad-
ministration of the Pro Bono Program. Because this question pertains to the budget
and operations of the Pro Bono Program, we have forwarded this inquiry to the Ex-
ecutive Board of the program and their response is attached. See Attachment.

Question 2: Recalled Retired Judges.—Your budget calls for an additional full time
employee to staff the “Recalled Retired Judges.” This suggests that there are not
enough judges to adequately handle the existing—and rising—caseload. Why aren’t
you asking for positions for more full time judges?

Answer. On retirement, our judges may elect to continue to serve for a minimum
of 90 days each year, on an as needed basis, at the call of the Chief Judge. To date,
all of our “retiring” judges have elected to be subject to recall. All but one of these
judges have been recalled for service over the past several years (the exception
being for medical reasons), such that the Court has had the equivalent of from 1
to 1.5 full-time judges to assist in adjudication of appeals and related matters.

We currently are authorized two additional judges. If those positions are filled,
that may reduce the need to recall our senior judges, but that will depend on the
ebb and flow of our caseload, and on how many matters require decision by a judge.
Currently, non-judicial mediation efforts are resulting in about 1,500 appeals per
year being resolved without a judge’s review, and if funding for the requested Appel-
late Commissioner position is provided, many EAJA cases and most petitions likely
can be decided by the Commissioner, perhaps relieving the need for additional
judges even as our caseload might increase (although a significant increase will re-
quire additional judges).

Until such time as new judges are appointed, and for the first year or so after
their appointment (as they acclimate to the new position), we anticipate the contin-
ued need for service by our senior judges. It should be noted that currently we pro-
vide administrative support to our senior judges from our existing staff. Our request
for an additional full-time employee is premised on our projected need and intent
to have senior judges serving essentially throughout the year, at least until a year
or so after new judges are appointed.

Should the appointment of two new judges (and the appointment of a judge to fill
Chief Judge Greene’s position when he retires in November of this year) ultimately
reduce the need for recalling our senior judges, we certainly would reassign the new
position being created to provide administrative assistance to our senior judges, or
eliminate the position entirely, as the circumstances warrant.

As for additional judges beyond the nine authorized, at this time, we are not sure
to what degree our caseload will be impacted by the growth in claims at VA. Many
of the appeals involve claims filed years after a veteran leaves service. Anecdotally,
it appears that more veterans now are becoming aware of their potential right to
benefits and are applying for them upon leaving service or soon thereafter. In these
cases, it is likely that the key issue of service connection of a disability will be more
easily and clearly resolved, such that the growth of cases at VA will be of a mag-
nitude greater than the growth in appeals to the Court. After approximately a dec-
ade during which the number of appeals to the Court hovered consistently around
2,500 per year, in 2005 the Court experienced a jump and received over 3,400 ap-
peals. Since then the Court has received between 3,700 and 4,700 appeals per year,
with 2009 being our biggest year ever with 4,725 appeals filed.

We are continuously assessing our needs and developing ways to more efficiently
process the appeals and other matters before the Court, while ensuring that judicial
matters are resolved by a judge. We have not requested additional judges at this
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time because we have two additional positions authorized, and it seemed appro-
priate to first see if their appointment will reduce the need for consistent recall of
our senior judges to provide timely, judicial review of appeals and related matters.

Response to Question #1, provided by the Veterans Consortium Pro Bono Pro-
gram.

Question.—Legal Assistance for Vets—For FY 11 you ask for $2.5 million for the
Veterans Consortium Pro Bono Program, which is an increase of $700,000 over the
FY 10 request. You also stated that the caseload at the Court has essentially dou-
bled in the last few years. As the number of cases at the Court continues to climb,
how can we make sure that adequate Pro Bono services are being fulfilled?

Answer: The Veterans Consortium Pro Bono Program (“Program”) transmits its
annual budget request to the President and Congress through the Court, but other-
wise operates independently to accomplish its mission of recruiting, training and
providing qualified counsel to Appellants at the U.S. Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims (“Court”. We routinely monitor the work output of the Board of Veterans’
Appeals (“BVA”) and the number of cases filed annually at the Court. We agree that
the number of cases at the Court will continue to climb for the foreseeable future.

In FY09, the board of directors of the Program made several decisions (concurred
in by the Legal Services Corporation (LSC)) that will be implemented in FY10 and
FY11 that are designed to ensure that the Program is in the best position to meet
the anticipated demand for pro bono legal services at the Court and that those serv-
ices will continue to be of the same high quality provided by the Program to our
Nation’s veterans over the past 17 years. These decisions include: (1) amending the
Program’s bylaws to add up to four additional independent directors and to take ac-
tion to fill two of these new positions as soon as practicable; (2) hiring an Executive
Director who shall be vested with the necessary authority to manage the day-to-day
operations of the Program; (3) moving from the current atypical arrangement where-
by two of the four founding constituent organizations (NVLSP and PVA) serve as
the employers, rather than the Program, for all full-time employees performing work
for the Program to a more typical organizational structure that will have the Pro-
gram become the employer for all full-time employees resulting in much needed con-
sistency in the areas of personnel policy, management and performance evaluation;
and, (4) obtaining all other services needed through arms-length contracts with
service providers.

We believe these decisions will enable the Program to build upon past accomplish-
ments, result in improved organizational capacity and performance, and justify the
request for the funding increase in FY11 over FY10.

As for the quality of the services provided by the Program, the Legal Services Cor-
poration (LSC) periodically conducts a review of program operations. They did so in
the summer of 2009, and their report (LSC Office of Program Performance, Program
Quality Report of June 23—-25, 2009) states: “It should be emphasized that the Con-
sortium has consistently achieved its core mission of ensuring that pro se appellants
receive effective representation before the Court.” [LSC Report, at 5.] To ensure that
we can continue to assist veterans before the Court, we request that the Congress
continue to provide adequate funding to make that expectation a continuing reality
for America’s veterans.

Question. If you were able to get the full amount you are requesting, how many
Veterans would be served?

Answer: The Program has seen a steady increase in recent years in the number
of cases being evaluated, as well as those being referred to Program counsel. In CY
2009 we evaluated almost 850 cases. However, the impact systemically is signifi-
cantly greater, even if it cannot be precisely quantified. While we evaluated cases
before the Veterans Court, we also had Program counsel, in a number of cases, con-
tinue to assist those veterans, upon Court remand, at the BVA or at the various
VA Regional Offices. Counsel also took appeals in Program cases to the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. Several of the cases accepted by the program re-
sulted in precedential decisions from the Court, which can have a systemic effect
and can impact many other veterans claims or appeals as well. Currently, we have
a case involving equitable tolling, where counsel has filed a petition for certiorari
before the Supreme Court. A favorable decision could impact hundreds of other vet-
erans’ appeals. In addition, we provided training to hundreds of volunteer lawyers,
and these lawyers in turn are able to provide assistance or advice to veterans in
their communities, in addition to the volunteer work being done on a Program case.
Finally, our Case Evaluation component receives hundreds of email or telephone in-
quiries from veterans annually, and while most of them do not have cases pending
before the Court, we nevertheless attempt to provide useful suggestions or general
information to those veterans on the issues posited in their inquiries. So a simple
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“# of cases evaluated” does not begin to address the ever-widening scope of the Pro-
gram’s impact upon veterans’ legal issues.

Question. Please describe the kinds of Pro Bono cases your office handles and the
length of disposition?

Answer. The BVA Chairman’s Report lists the various kinds of appeals decided
by the BVA [Chairman’s Report, at 20]. They include the following kinds of appeals,
virtually all of which are issues which have been appealed to the Court and which
the program has been asked to review: Disability Compensation, Pension, Survivors’
Benefits, Burial Benefits, Education, Insurance, Loan Guaranty, Medical, Vocational
Rehabilitation, and various jurisdictional issues (timeliness of action by the veterans
at the agency level, timeliness of filing of a Notice of Appeal, etc.). The Program
has also been involved in issues impacting attorney fee litigation under the Equal
Access to Justice Act, and subject-specific litigation involving complicated legal
issues such as radiation and asbestos exposure, exposure to toxic chemicals (includ-
ing Agent Orange from the Vietnam era), PT'SD and Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI),
and unexplained illnesses from the Persian Gulf War.

There can be many delays in the progress of a case through the Court. The length
of disposition can vary according to the complexity of the issue(s) and whether the
case can be quickly remanded to the BVA for an obvious error, or whether the case
must be fully briefed and presented to one or more judges of the Court for a deci-
sion. A remand case can be disposed of in a matter of several months (and most
of the Court’s favorable actions on behalf of veterans are remands to the agency),
whereas a fully briefed case, even without oral argument, can easily take a year or
more to resolve. Many delays are simply a function of the number of pending cases
and the availability of VA General Counsel staff and Court staff to process the ap-
peals.

The Pro Bono Program appreciates the opportunity to provide this information to
the Committee, and we stand ready to provide such additional information as the
Committee may need or desire.
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ARLINGTON NATIONAL CEMETERY
WITNESS

JO-ELLEN DARCY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR CIVIL
WORKS

STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. Continuing with this morning’s hear-
ing, we will now take testimony on the fiscal year 2011 budget re-
quest of $38.1 million for the Department of the Army, specifically
for Arlington National Cemetery and the U.S. Soldier’s and Air-
men’s Home National Cemetery.

We want to welcome you, Secretary Darcy, to our subcommittee.
It is great to have you here.

Ms. Darcy is the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works
and will testify on behalf of the cemeteries. And she is accompanied
by someone who this committee knows well, has been before our
committee on a number of occasions, the son of a former super-
intendent of Arlington National Cemetery, Mr. Jack Metzler.

Mr. Metzler, we are glad to have you here. Welcome back.

By way of background, Ms. Darcy assumed her duties as the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works on August 11, 2009,
and thank you for taking on that responsibility. Prior to this as-
signment she was the senior environmental advisor to the Senate
Finance Committee.

Members, this is three in a row—three for three on Senate staff-
ers and members.

Thank you for that service. Even though we like to kid about the
other side of the Capitol we know that they, too, are important.

She was the senior environmental advisor to the Senate Finance
Committee responsible for environment, conservation, and energy
issues. She is a graduate of Boston College and earned a Master
of Science degree in resource development from Michigan State
University.

Secretary Darcy, your full written statement will be submitted
for the record. We welcome you once again to the committee today
and nguld like to recognize you for any opening comments you care
to make.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JO-ELLEN DARCY

Ms. Darcy. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee. 1
really appreciate the opportunity—this is my first opportunity to
testify before this subcommittee and I am happy to be here to tes-
tify in support of the President’s Fiscal Year 2011 budget for the
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Army’s cemeterial expenses program, which includes Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery and the Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National
Cemetery.

With me today, you already introduced Jack who is our long-
serving superintendent of the cemetery. Also I am accompanied by
Ms. Claudia Thornbloom, who is my deputy assistant for manage-
ment and budget, and Mr. Alan Gregory, who is the chief financial
officer for the Arlington National Cemetery.

You said you will take my full statement for the record, and I
just want to start out by saying the budget for 2011 is $38.1 mil-
lion, which is $1.75 million less than the 2010 appropriation of
$39.85 million. The 2011 budget will enable us to maintain the
standards expected of these two national shrines.

There are two items in the budget of particular significance that
I would like to highlight for the subcommittee. The first is, within
the budget we include $7 million. That $7 million is either to con-
tinue construction of the Millennium Project or to construct Phase
V of the Columbarium Project. Our preference would be to use the
funds for the Millennium Project, which will enable us to distribute
the 25 to 30 daily funerals across a broader area of the cemetery,
thus providing each funeral the dignity and the privacy that it de-
serves.

Construction of the Millennium Project has been on hold since
August while alternative designs were considered. A new design
has been developed that significantly reduces the environmental
impact on previously undeveloped areas of the cemetery. The new
design accepts a very modest reduction in the number of in-ground
burial sites but increases the number of niches for cremated re-
mains.

Mr. Chairman, in January you asked that the new design be
viewed by the Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capitol
Planning Commission. Those reviews are being pursued. As soon as
the reviews are completed, we will share the results with you. De-
pending upon the outcome of those reviews and the final decision
on the project design, the budget amount of $7 million will be ap-
plied either, again, to continuation of the Millennium Project or to
the construction of Phase V of the Columbarium Project.

The Millennium Project, as I said, remains the most important
project for the cemetery because it will extend the useful life of the
cemetery for in-ground burials and it will relieve the overcrowding
for the funerals, and it will provide additional niche capacity. All
three of those things could be accomplished with the Millennium
Project.

The second project I would like to highlight is the new master
plan for the cemetery that is needed to evaluate a full array of op-
tions related to the management of the cemetery in the future, in-
cluding but not limited to capital development, land management,
burial eligibility, and the consideration of another possible burial
site. We appreciate the subcommittee’s support in providing $1 mil-
lion included in the 2010 budget to initiate the new master plan.
The 2011 budget includes an additional $1 million to continue the
development of this master plan.

In the initial step in developing the master plan, we are going
to schedule what we are calling a facilitated visioning session with
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a%l the interested stakeholders to seek their input on the master
plan.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the 2011 budget is adequate to
maintain the existing infrastructure, to provide services to the vis-
iting public, to continue capital improvements needed to accommo-
date future burials, and preserve the dignity, the serenity, and the
traditions of these great cemeteries. With that I am happy to an-
swer any of your questions.

[Prepared statement of Jo-Ellen Darcy follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to present the President’s Budget for the Department of the Army Cemeterial
Expenses program for Fiscal Year (FY) 2010.

INTRODUCTION

With me today are Mr. John C. Metzler, Jr., Superintendent of Arlington National
Cemetery, Ms. Claudia L. Tornblom, Deputy Assistant Secretary (Management and
Budget), and Mr. Alan Gregory, Chief Financial Officer at Arlington National Cemetery .
We are testifying on behalf of the Secretary of the Army, who is responsible for the overall
supervision of Arlington and Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National Cemeteries.

As the agency responsible for these two cemeteries, the Army is committed to rendering
public honor and recognition through dignified burial services for members of the Armed
Services and other eligible persons in a setting of peace, reverence and natural beauty.

On behalf of the cemeteries and the Department of the Army, | would like to express our
appreciation for the support that Congress has provided over the years.

FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The FY 2011 budget is $38,100,000, which is $1,750,000 less than the FY 2010
appropriation of $39,850,000. The FY 2011 budget will support Arlington National
Cemetery’s efforts to improve its infrastructure and continue working toward
implementation of its Ten-year Capital Investment Plan. The funds requested are
adequate to support the work force, maintain buildings and grounds, acquire necessary
supplies and equipment, and provide the standards of service expected at Arlington and
Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National Cemeteries.

GRAVESITE DEVELOPMENT

The following table displays how long gravesites will remain available in both developed
and undeveloped areas of Arlington National Cemetery (ANC).

Arlington National Cemetery

Gravesite Capacity as of September 30, 2009

Gravesite Total Gravesites Year Gravesite Total Year
Capacity - | Gravesites | Currently | Available Capacity - | Gravesite Total
Developed Used Available | Capacity | Undeveloped | Capacity | Capacity
Areas Exhausted Area Exhausted
247 471 221,741 25,730 2021 46,496 293,967 2044

The gravesite capacity shown in the table for the undeveloped area (46,496 gravesites)
consists of (a) a portion of Project 90 that is currently being used as a construction staging
area (23,000 gravesites), (b) utility relocations (10,000 gravesites), and (c) the Millennium
Project (13,496 gravesites). With the addition of these gravesites, capacity will be
extended to 2044, The table does not include the Navy Annex, which would yield
approximately 25,200 additional gravesites, thereby allowing ANC to remain open to in-
ground burials until 2056.

1
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In order to minimize cost and disruption in ANC, relocation of the Federally-owned water
main is included in a construction contract that was awarded by Arlington County, Virginia,
to replace a sanitary sewer line with a new one called the Potomac Interceptor. In
September 2008, ANC transferred $2,046,000 to Ariington County, to pay for ANC’s share
of the contract. Work began at ANC in November 2009 and will take approximately 18-24
months to complete. An additional $2,650,000 was included in the FY 2010 appropriations
act, which will be used to relocate telephone cables and fiber optic lines into a new duct
bank that will run parallel to the sewer line and water line under the roadway. Relocation
of the Federally owned water main and the other utilities will allow for the development of
approximately eight to ten acres of land that will yield an estimated 10,000 additional
gravesites.

COLUMBARIUM DEVELOPMENT

The following table displays niche capacity and when it would be exhausted, based on
current usage.

Ariington National Cemetery

Niche Capacity as of September 30, 2009

Year Year
Niche Total Niches Available Niche Total Total
Capacity - Niches Currently | Capacity Capacity - Niche Capacity
Developed Used Available | Exhausted | Undeveloped | Capacity | Exhausted
50,673 37,166 13,507 2016 22,999 73,672 2027

The undeveloped niche capacity (22,999 niches) shown in the table is for the Millennium
Project. The table does not include Phase V (Court 9) of the Columbarium complex
(20,000 niches) or the Navy Annex (30,241 niches). Construction of Phase V of the
Columbarium complex would extend niche capacity to the year 2037. Development of the
Navy Annex would further extend niche capacity to the year 2052.

BUDGET DETAILS

The budget is made up of three programs -- Operation and Maintenance, Administration,
and Construction. The principal items contained in each program are described below.

Operation and Maintenance Program

The budget for the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) program is $25,547,000. It
provides for the cost of operations necessary to support an average of 27 funeral services
per day, accommodate approximately four million visitors each year, and maintain 624
acres of land and associated infrastructure at ANC, as well as Soldiers’ and Airmen's
Home National Cemetery. At the end of FY 2009, the remains of 345,618 persons occupy
existing graves and niches at these two cemeteries.
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More than half of the funds in the O&M program are for contractual services, including:

Maintaining trees, shrubs and cemetery grounds;

Providing security guard services;

Installing, cleaning, aligning, and replacing headstones;
Developing and maintaining automated systems and equipment;
Providing custodial services;

Supplying grave liners and related services; and

Providing information and reception services.

VVVVVYVYY

The remainder of the O&M program is performed by Federal workers, who prepare
gravesites, conduct approximately 6,970 interment and inurnment services each year, care
for the visiting public’s welfare, and perform recurring maintenance on equipment,
buildings, and other facilities.

Administration Program

The budget includes $2,086,000 for the Administration program, which provides for
essential management and administrative functions. Work includes staff supervision of
both cemeteries, long-term planning and programming, budget formulation, resource
management, and processing exceptions to eligibility. Funds will provide for compensation
and benefits, and the reimbursable support services provided by other entities for finance
and accounting, personnel, police, procurement, property accountability, funds
certification, and funds reconciliation.

Construction Program

The budget for the Construction program is $10,467,000, consisting of the following
projects:

> $6,991,000 to continue construction of the Millennium Project or to fund Phase V of
the Columbarium complex.

$1,000,000 to continue development of a new master plan for ANC.

$100,000 to repair storm and sanitary sewer lines.

$200,000 to repair and restore Columbarium Court 4.

$300,000 to repair masonry stone walls around the cemetery, flagstone walkways at
the Tomb of the Unknowns and roof repairs as needed.

$100,000 to repair the Amphitheater roof.

$160,000 to repair leaks in the Visitor Center roof.

$91,000 to repair the driveway at SAHNC.

$150,000 for real property reporting.

$1,375,000 for road repairs.

YVVVY

VVVYYVY

Further information about the two largest items in the Construction program is provided
below.

Further construction of the Millennium Project has been postponed until completion of
review of the current site plan. Depending upon the final outcome of the review, the

3
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budget amount of $6,991,000 would be applied to either continuation of the Millennium
Project or to construction of the next phase of the Columbarium complex. The Millennium
Project remains as the single most important project for ANC because it will extend the
useful life of the cemetery for in-ground burials, relieve overcrowding of funerals and
provide additional niche capacity.

The budget includes $1 million to continue development of a new Master Plan for ANC to
replace the current Master Pian published in 1998. Due to post 9/11/01 force protection
issues regarding Fort Myer, ANC, and other considerations, a new master plan is needed
to evaluate a full array of options regarding management of the Cemetery in the future,
including, but not limited to, capital development, land management, burial eligibility and
consideration of another possible burial site. Work on the master plan is just getting
underway.

FUNERALS

In FY 2009, there were 4,117 interments and 2,842 inurnments, of which 58 were related
to the war on terror. In FY 2010 and FY 2011, we estimate there will be 4,170 interments
and 2,800 inurnments.

CEREMONIES AND VISITATION

Millions of visitors, both foreign and American, come to ANC each year, making it one of
the most visited historic sites in the National Capital Region. These visitors come to ANC
to view the Cemetery and participate in ceremonial events. During FY 2009, there were
about 3,000 non-funeral ceremonies conducted to honor those who rest in the Cemetery.
The President of the United States participated in both the Memorial Day and Veterans
Day events, laying a wreath at the Tomb of the Unknowns on both occasions. It is
projected that the number of non-funeral ceremonies will be at a similar level in FY 2010
and FY 2011.

PARKING RECEIPTS

A visitor parking facility was constructed at a cost of $9.8 million and opened to the public
in 1989. It is operated by lease with a private vendor. The lease proceeds that are in
excess of operating costs are deposited into an account in the United States Treasury and
may be used by ANC to make repairs to the facility. In October 2009, ANC initiated a $2.0
million project to repair the area of the garage that is used by tour buses. The asphalt
surface has been replaced with reinforced concrete to better support the weight of the
busses. Appropriations language allows ANC to use such sums as may be necessary for
parking maintenance, repairs and replacement to be derived from the Lease of
Department of Defense Real Property for Defense Agencies account.

TOMB OF THE UNKNOWNS MONUMENT

As previously reported, ANC has taken steps to address cracks that have been developing
at the Tomb of the Unknowns monument. A contract has been awarded to repair the
cracks and work is scheduled to begin in April 2010 when the average ambient

4
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temperature is warm enough to apply grout to the cracks. ANC is in the final stages of
completing the consultation process required by Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act prior to starting the work. The Army also is evaluating a proposal made
by a private citizen to donate a block of marble to replace the current monument, should
replacement ever be undertaken. A preliminary report on the suitability of a replacement
block of marble and the structural integrity of the existing monument is currently under
review. No decision has been made to replace the monument. Any decision on long-term
options will be done in accordance with the requirements of the National Historic
Preservation Act and the National Environmental Policy Act.

TOTAL CEMETERY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

As previously reported to the Subcommittee, ANC has been developing a Total Cemetery
Management System (TCMS) to automate access to burial records and provide gravesite
locations; support project and financial management; and aid in the management of
supplies, equipment, and other administrative services. The system will maximize the use
of electronic means to deliver services and benefits to the public in a manner that
promotes security and privacy. A plan for developing TCMS was provided to the
Subcommittee on February 5, 2007. Since then, ANC has been working to further define
the requirements of this complex project.

Within its FYY 2010 allocation, ANC has identified $1,925,000 to continue the TCMS
project. Atotal of $1,500,000 is included in the FY 2011 budget for TCMS. Prior to
conducting any further work, ANC, the Army and the Office of Management and Budget
will collaborate in developing a course of action for using these funds. Future work also
will take into account the findings and recommendations of several reviews being
conducted by the Army’s Inspector General. After these actions are complete, the Army
will provide a progress report to the Subcommittee. In the interim, the information provided
in this statement constitutes the Army’s report in response to the Conference Report
accompanying the FY 2010 appropriations act that directed the Army to provide a report by
February 26, 2010.

CONCLUSION

1 would like to thank the Subcommittee for the support that it has provided to maintain
Arlington National Cemetery and the U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National
Cemetery, provide services for the many visitors, make capital investments needed to
accommodate burials, and preserve the dignity, serenity and traditions of these national
shrines.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. We will be pleased to respond to questions
from the Subcommittee.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Secretary Darcy, thank you very much.

Zach, would you like to start?

Mr. WAMP. Well, ironically all three of us will get you this after-
noon at the——

Ms. DARcY. You know what? I knew that.

LONG-TERM PROJECTIONS FOR ARLINGTON NATIONAL CEMETERY

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. Energy and Water Appropriations Sub-
committee, where you have got your hands full with the Corps of
Engineers. So we all share both these subcommittees and see that
this is a very important piece of your work but he is probably the
one that actually, hands-on, has these responsibilities.

I am just interested because, like many of us, we have been to
funerals at Arlington for our fallen from our home states during
this era of persistent conflict in Iraq and Afghanistan, and I am
just interested about the long-term prognosis of Arlington and how
we, as members of this subcommittee, can best support you.

Like, what are you—she laid it out, but in terms of your prior-
ities for just kind of bread and butter preservation, long-term via-
bility, land—what is your prognosis right now for Arlington as we
go forward based on this persistent conflict and, frankly, more men
and women in uniform falling, still by the day?

Mr. METZLER. With the master plan of 1998 we have identified
the expansion capabilities of the cemetery—and we still think some
of those are viable options.

So with those items in mind that will give us grave space to the
year 2060 for new burials. Now, along with grave space we are also
building additional Columbarium space. So with each one of these
projects we are assessing the need for Columbarium as they are
just as important for the public as in ground burial.

TRENDS IN BURIAL AND CREMATION

Mr. WamP. All right. Are there any trends in terms of veterans
on how the families choose for them to be interned versus 20 or 30
years ago? Are more and more people using—is it still traditional
burial with a casket or are there any changes that we can expect?
I know in the national cemeteries in my hometown right now,
which they have extended the life to probably 2040 right now, that
the Columbarium has had a big impact. That is kind of the new
direction.

Mr. METZLER. Cremation has really been on the rise. We are
watching that very closely. At present, about 65 percent of our total
burials are for cremated remains. Now, that doesn’t mean all 65
percent of those go into the Columbarium; we are still putting quite
a few in the ground.

But what the trend seems to be right now, if mom or dad passed
away 15 or 20 years ago and the surviving spouse passes away
today, more and more of those individuals are being cremated. The
family is waiting for a convenient time for the burial and then com-
ing to Arlington with mom or dad, the second parent, being buried
as cremated remains.

At the same time, our eligibility is such that any veteran with
active duty service ending with a discharge is entitled to have their
cremated remains placed into our columbariums at Arlington. So
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we are seeing that popularity continue to be taken advantage of by
the veterans. But certainly traditional ground burial is what we do
every day at Arlington.

Mr. WAMP. And the spouses’ rights on their internment, like in
other national cemeteries, is that also true at Arlington? Is it treat-
ed the same in terms of the spouse and the stacked burial?

Mr. METZLER. Arlington treats it the same, so whoever passes
away first in a traditional burial would go at seven feet and the
surviving spouse would go on top at five feet. It does not matter
who predeceases whom. As long as the servicemember is eligible
for ground burial the spouse is automatically entitled, as well.

Mr. WAMP. And you are following your father in this life commit-
ment to service?

Mr. METZLER. Well, my father was there from 1951 to 1972 and
I came to Arlington in 1991. I worked in the Veterans’ Administra-
tion prior to that for 17 years in their National Cemetery Adminis-
tration.

Mr. WAMP. Yes, but isn’t that really special for family to be able
to continue

Mr. METZLER. It is a real honor for me to be there, and it is a
very special commitment I have.

Mr. Wamp. Well, I want to thank you for that, and not taking
anything away from you, Madam Secretary, because I understand
it is a part of your portfolio, but this is a special situation, and I
want to honor your service.

Mr. METZLER. Thank you, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Steve.

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

A question about historic interpretation: Arlington is not just
hallowed ground, it is also historic ground. It has historic signifi-
cance, and my question is whether your funding enables you to do
everything that you want to do with respect to historic interpreta-
tion so that when people arrive there they have a full perspective
on the significance of the facility?

Mr. METZLER. Well, one of the things that we are doing right
now, sir, is we have enhanced our visitor services at our dedicated
visitor center at the entrance to the cemetery. Within that visitor
center we are bringing more and more interpretive items in there.
As an example, right now we have the Fallen Heroes display of
servicemembers who were killed in Afghanistan and Iraq; their
photos are being displayed inside—that were provided to us from
an artist.

At the same time, as historical events come along they are fea-
tured in our visitor center. We have the ability to give anyone, 7
days a week, the location of the gravesite inside the cemetery. We
have developed a Web site and Facebook Page. Those types of
items are appearing more and more on our Web site and our
Facebook pages. It has become very popular with the public to ask
questions and to make inquiries on different historical issues of the
cemetery.

Mr. ISRAEL. Is there, at the visitor center—and forgive me, I
haven’t been there in several years, actually—is there a historic
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narrative at the visitor center? Is there something that tells the
story of the cemetery?

Mr. METZLER. We have a tape from HBO that was done on the
cemetery a number of years ago, and it runs continuously. On the
top of the hour it stops. And, if you don’t want to walk up to see
the changing of the guard, you can view it from inside the visitor
center on a closed circuit TV.

TOMB OF THE UNKNOWN SOLDIER CRACKS

Mr. ISRAEL. And can you go into more detail on the cracks that
have appeared at the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier?

Mr. METZLER. Yes, sir. The block of marble that covers the Tomb
of the Unknown Soldier came to Arlington around the 1930s.
Around the 1960s, cracks were starting to be discovered there.
They have continued to grow; they have continued to expand as the
weather freezes and thaws, and they were re-grouted, or fixed, if
you will, the first time in the late 1980s.

Since that time we have studied them a little bit longer. We are
ready to re-grout them again in the spring of this year. We will re-
move all the old grout, put in new grout. So we are monitoring
that. We have also had a geologist do a study. We are looking for
some additional diagnostic type of work on the marble that is avail-
able in the private sector to see what we can see inside the marble
to see how these cracks are progressing as best as technology will
allow us to do.

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Israel.

Mr. Crenshaw.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize. I had an-
other subcommittee——

hMr.kEDWARDS. We know there are multiple meetings right now.
Thank——
Mr. CRENSHAW. The Commissioner of the IRS. [Laughter.]

AMPHITHEATER

Thank you, sir. I just had one question, and I am a little late,
I missed your testimony. But I remember your predecessor there,
they talked about the amphitheater there at Arlington, it was in
need of some repair. That was kind of one of his priorities and I
just wondered, did you touch on that? Or is that something that
you are concerned about? Is that—trying to upgrade and modernize
that? Anything regarding the amphitheater?

Mr. METZLER. We did not talk about it in today’s testimony, but
the amphitheater is a constant maintenance item. It is a building
that was built between 1915 and 1920. It is an outdoor building.
It is marble. The marble continues to show wear on it.

We have had two major projects in the last 20 years at the am-
phitheater to address specific issues—leaking roofs—and we have
identified some additional work as funds become available to con-
tinually replace marble that is worn. But the amphitheater itself
right now: structurally it is in great shape and we can still conduct
services there every year.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Are there any funds this year for any kind of
renovations or fix-ups or whatever?
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Mr. METZLER. We have not in this year, no.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Is there any particular reason?

Mr. METZLER. The priorities right now are pushing us toward the
Millennium Project to expand the cemetery and the gravesite capa-
bility.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I got you. Okay.

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Crenshaw.

Mr. Farr.

WEST COAST AS EXPANSION OPTION

Mr. FARR. Yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I
apologize for being late. I also had another appropriations com-
mittee at the same time. But I am very interested in this subject
matter, and I appreciate having our first hearing on it.

I visited our monument in the Philippines, which, you know, I
wasn’t here for Secretary Cleland’s testimony but suggesting that
Honolulu be a place to honor our armed service forces I might
just—the Philippines is really incredible because it does have the
whole depiction of all the war battles and essentially all the peo-
ple—all the MIAs, all the people in each battle that was lost. It is
an incredible—it is an incredible place but it is not on U.S. soil
and

But I think the West—I mean, I represent the largest military
base ever closed, Fort Ord, California. And Fort Ord was a training
base for all the Pacific theater battles—World War II, Korea, and
Vietnam—and I am just throwing out that as you look at this feasi-
bility for the Arlington National Cemetery. I mean, the growth—
you are going to end up to a point of no return where you can’t buy
any more land. And I guess that the columbarium capacity will be
filled in 2052, that there are—you know, you grow it out.

So one of the things I have suggested along the lines of Secretary
Cleland is why not look at California, because we have land out
there that is in federal ownership that is about 20,000 acres still,
and BLM has a lot of it, but we also have a place set aside for our
veteran cemetery. So we are hoping this year we get some—get fur-
ther along.

It had to be a state cemetery because we drew these crazy lines,
and saying if you are within a 70-mile circle you can’t—and there
is existing stations and existing cemeteries then you can’t build an-
other one.

And so what they did in California—if you think of the state it
is a long state—the department went around and built these ceme-
teries through the San Joaquin Valley, and so that way you cover
all the way from Nevada to the Pacific Ocean. But all the people
live on the coastline, so I was trying to get the secretary to look
at elliptical circles rather than round circles. And you could justify
a national cemetery—I mean a veterans’ cemetery at Fort Ord.

But nonetheless, my question is in your feasibility study would
it be possible to look at other places other than surrounding Arling-
ton—look to other geographical regions of—the majority of the vet-
erans, I think, still, who fought in those campaigns live in the
West.
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Ms. DARcY. I am not sure if we are looking outside of the imme-
diate Arlington footprint for additional capacity in the master plan.

Mr. METZLER. I think our focus would be on the National Capitol
Region for any expansion of Arlington Cemetery, if that is possible,
and this is one of the items that the new master plan would ad-
dress: What is the future of Arlington Cemetery beyond the year
2060 when we build out?

I think more in line with what you are saying, sir, would be the
Department of Veterans Affairs mission to expand, and I know that
they are actively doing that. They are looking for spaces, and I re-
alize that they have the——

Mr. FARR. No. They are stuck in their mold, and they are not
changing it, and Congress doesn’t seem to want to help them
change it. But you at the Army have the responsibility for Arling-
ton, right?

Ms. DARcy. Correct.

Mr. FARR. That is why you are here today. And you are looking
at what do you do when you run out of capacity—I am just sug-
gesting that, you know, perhaps there ought to be a West Coast Ar-
lington, a West Coast Army big Arlington-type cemetery.

Mr. METZLER. Well, I think when we do our master plan that
will be part of the discussion in our master plan is, what is the fu-
ture after 20607 And I think at this point there is nothing off the
table. I think everything is on the table for discussion purposes.

Mr. FARR. Well I would like to get it in the record, so I will do
that whatever way I can through this committee or through—just
that you have looked at the feasibility of that where you have fed-
erally-owned land as you will have to buy a lot of it, you know? So
pass that on.

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

TOTAL CEMETERY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Sam.

Let me first thank you both for your work. You are overseeing
what most of us would probably consider the most hallowed ground
in the continental United States, and thank you for your respon-
sibilities in that area.

Let me ask you about the Total Cemetery Management System.
This has been ongoing for a long time to try to automate the sys-
tems. Where are we in that process? How much longer before it is
completed?

Mr. METZLER. We have two pots of money, if you will, right now
that we are working with. We have an amount of money from last
year, 2010, and an amount of money that we are asking for in this
year in fiscal year 2011 to continue the process. Now, at the same
time several allegations have been made. The Army’s Inspector
General Office has taken these on at the direction of the Secretary
of the Army. They are looking into how we have done, what we are
going to do, where we are going to be in the future, and I think
until this investigation has concluded and we get the recommenda-
tions out of the I.G.’s office we are kind of on hold right now.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do we have any idea of the timing of the 1.G. re-
port?
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Mr. METZLER. They are wrapping it up right now and I would
hope that in the next 60 to 90 days they would be making their
presentation to the Secretary of the Army, and then from there we
would get some additional guidelines about the cemetery, which
would give us a direction to go at that point.

MILLENNIUM PROJECT

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Okay. Let me ask you about the Millen-
nium Project. There is a temporary hold on building a new wall
surrounding Arlington Cemetery. Secretary Geren shared with us
a concern that, you know, there is a balance here and no one has
the magic answer what that proper balance is between protecting
the privacy of those families who go there to pay respects to their
loved ones versus the fact that this is a national monument that
all Americans are moved by, and just the concern that we not build
a—basically a fortress wall, and that is an exaggeration, around
Arlington Cemetery.

I have met with Mr. Metzler and said, you know, it is not our
subcommittee’s interest to put this project on hold forever. I think
they are moving ahead and some of the changes that have been
proposed—you are talking to the commission, I believe, or you are
presenting that to the commission.

But I, you know, I just urge you, if you get time, go out there
and take a look at it. It is not our desire or role to be the architect
of Arlington Cemetery; we don’t have those capabilities. But be-
cause this hallowed ground belongs to all Americans I would like
our subcommittee to do some due diligence and be sure we are
comfortable with where we are going with this. So if you get a
chance to look at that, I would welcome that.

So how long do you think the commission will review the plans
before they would——

Mr. METZLER. I would hope that they would review them this
next month, and then we would get a read-out within a couple
weeks after their meeting.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Mr. METZLER. And then we would have something, again, within
I think about a 60-day period.

Mr. EDWARDS. What is the status of the executive order that the
Secretary of the Army put in—Mr. Geren put in before he retired?
Was that a 1-year hold on building additional walls around the
cemetery, or what—do you recall what the time period was of his
order?

Mr. METZLER. I do not recall a specific time period with it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Okay. Well, we will follow up, and I appre-
ciate the time you have spent with us on that and look forward to
working together to move that forward.

Mr. METZLER. I mean, let me

Mr. EDWARDS. Sure.

Mr. METZLER [continuing]. Clarify one point. We will not do any
construction without the Secretary of the Army’s concurrence, and
of course, without your blessing here in the committee. So we are
waiting for both those items to happen and we would certainly in-
vite the members at any time if they want to come out to do a tour
of the cemetery so we can show you what we are trying to do there.
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Mr. EDWARDS. And I spoke to Mr. Israel before he left. He has
a great interest in Arlington and our overseas cemeteries, so he
may want to do the same as well.

ROBERT L. HOWARD AND MEDAL OF HONOR RECIPIENTS

I have no additional questions. The only thing I might add for
the record is on Monday at Arlington Cemetery, just as a reminder
of how hallowed that ground is, a colonel—most Americans don’t
know his name—Robert L. Howard—was an Army special ops ser-
geant; he retired as a colonel. But he did five tours of duty in Viet-
nam, was wounded 15 times, was nominated for three separate ac-
tions for the Medal of Honor, and because we do not anymore allow
an individual to receive more than one Medal of Honor he received
the Medal of Honor, the Distinguished Service Cross, and the Sil-
ver Star, eight Purple Hearts. He died in my hometown where his
%aughter lived; he just spent the last month or 2 of his life there,

ut

Mr. WAMP. What is his name?

Mr. EDWARDS. Robert L. Howard. And we tried to let—I know
some military newspapers have written stories recently about him,
but America needs to hear this story. It is such an inspirational
story. I think he was the most decorated living American, and some
of the Army special ops soldiers that I know—the retirees that take
such pride in Colonel Howard’s record—compared his U.S. medals
with Audie Murphy’s, and said he actually earned more medals
than Audie Murphy. But most Americans never heard of him.

But you have—it is over 400 Medal of Honor recipients buried
there. And one of the things I have talked to Mr. Metzler about,
Madam Secretary—and again, it is not our role to micromanage,
perhaps plant seeds of ideas, and then it is up to you to decide
what works or not. But it just seems that one of the things that
I think many people would be fascinated to get access to is infor-
mation on the Medal of Honor recipients that are buried there. And
just as our cemeteries overseas, as Secretary Cleland mentioned,
are great statements of American service to the world, and it is an
education process to have people go visit those overseas cemeteries,
I thinl‘; it would be interesting—how many people visit Arlington
a year?

Mr. METZLER. About 4 million a year.

Mr. EDWARDS. Four million a year. And I would like to follow up
on that and see if there is a way we can work together to provide
some information on Medal of Honor recipients. And I want to re-
spect the culture of Arlington Cemetery, maybe a sense of—and I
would respect it since it has been that culture that you don’t dif-
ferentiate between one person and another, they are all heroes out
there, but I think most Americans would pay special tribute to
those who have earned the Medal of Honor. So we will follow up
with you on that.

I have no additional questions.

Members, if you all don’t

Thank you both.

Madam Secretary, thank you.

Ms. DArcy. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Jack.
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Ranking Member Wamp
follow:]

Question. Once the crack on the Tomb is patched in April, how long do you antici-
pate before the crack may need to be fixed again?

Answer. According to subject matter experts on marble repair, a successful repair
may be expected to last 7 to 10 years, or as many as 12 years with proper mainte-
nance. The last repair to the Tomb Monument was completed in October 1989 and
lasted until approximately 2002 (i.e., 13 years) when signs of failure of the bond be-
tween the stone and mortar first began to appear.

Question. What do you anticipate to be the lifespan of the Tomb once the crack
is fixed?

Answer. Re-grouting the cracks will not prevent them from continuing to lengthen
and extend further into the stone over time, although it is not known how long, if
ever, before the cracking might take to eventually affect the structural integrity and
lifespan of the monument. A preliminary report on the structural integrity of the
monument is currently under review. Also, as part of the upcoming repair, photo-
grammetry and remote sensing will be conducted to aid in monitoring the condition
of the monument.

[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Farr fol-
low:]

CREATING AN ARLINGTON NATIONAL CEMETERY AT FORMER FORT ORD

Arlington National Cemetery (ANC) is a national treasure with historic military
significance, and is considered by many to be the premier national veterans’ ceme-
tery. More than four million people visit ANC each year, making it one of the most
visited national cemeteries.

You testified that ANC’s capacity for both interments and inurnments would be
exhausted by 2060.

Secretary Cleland’s testified that much of the focus of our military monuments
and historic battle sites has been located in Western Europe. While this is under-
standable in some ways, Secretary Cleland also said that in the future, more em-
phasis should be placed on honoring the sacrifices our armed forces made in the Pa-
cific region.

Many deceased veterans of these wars in the Pacific are already buried in Arling-
ton National Cemetery. Many living veterans of these wars currently live on the
West Coast, and would appreciate a final resting place equal in prestige to Arlington
National Cemetery but closer to home.

An ideal site for this kind of cemetery on the West Coast would be at former Fort
Ord, in my district in California. Putting a prestigious national cemetery at former
Fort Ord not only honors the history of Fort Ord as a major staging ground for wars
in the Pacific region, but also honors the sacrifices of the many veterans who called
Fort Ord “home”.

For FY11, you are requesting $1 million create a new Master Plan to evaluate
the long term plans for ANC. As the Army drafts this new master plan, I request
that you include a West Coast Arlington National Cemetery at the former Fort Ord.

Answer. This proposal appears to be a matter that falls under the purview of the
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). Arlington National Cemetery is a unique Fed-
eral institution within the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area that is overseen by
the Department of the Army. I am advised by OMB that the VA authorizing statute
(38 U.S.C.§ 2400) provides authority to create national cemeteries elsewhere with-
in the United States.

VA currently maintains eight national cemeteries for veterans in California, in-
cluding the new Bakersfield National Cemetery, which opened in 2009. In addition,
VA is scheduled to open a national cemetery (annex) at Miramar, California, in fall
of 2010 to continue service provided by the existing national cemetery at Ft.
Rosencrans. VA continues to consider establishment of new national cemeteries in
the areas of greatest unmet burial need, under current VA authorities and policies.
The Army has coordinated with VA on this matter and has agreed that, in the light
of VA’s authority and ongoing program, it does not seem appropriate or desirable
for the Army to become involved.
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STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. Members, we have several votes that
could be called any time now, so that is good news for the two of
you, and we might have to cut this a bit short. But members, we
don’t need a long introduction to Mr. Cox because he has testified
very ably before our subcommittee on a number of occasions since
he has been the Chief Operating Officer of the Armed Forces Re-
tirement Home since September of 2002. He is accompanied by Mr.
Steven McManus, who is the Chief Financial Officer of the home.

And Mr. Wamp, would you care to make any——

Mr. WamP. No, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Comments?

If not, why don’t we go directly into your opening comments, in
case we do have votes called in the next few minutes.

STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY COX

Mr. Cox. Great. Well, as we have done in the past, Mr. Chair-
man, I will summarize for you since you have the testimony fully
before you and give you highlights, then if you have time for ques-
tions, I would be happy to answer them at the end.

First of all, thank you for having me again. I really am proud
of presenting our 2011 budget to you all. And I also want to thank
you for your support over the past years, especially in Gulfport,
where you gave us generously funds to go back. I would like to re-
port that facility will open in October 2010, and we are going to
have opening ceremonies November 9th. I will certainly get to all
your offices a formal invitation, but consider this an informal invi-
tation to invite you down for our opening ceremonies.

In D.C. we are modernizing one of our buildings, the Scott Dor-
mitory, last year you approved and funded $5.6 million and $70
million, respectively, in 2009 and 2010, and our total request for
2011 is $71,200,000.

Some highlights about our finances: We received our fifth annual
unqualified audit opinion, and the trust fund balance has reached
an all-time high of $177 million, an increase of $83 million since
2003 when I came. Our commitment to exceptional service focuses
on providing personalized service by implementing aging in place
concepts and enlivening our military heritage—aging in place, I
will talk at the end.

(61)
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We had a very successful Freedom Day, September 22nd, that
brought together all the new generations of military linking the
Solders’ Home founder, General Scott, with President Lincoln on
the 147th anniversary of the signing of the Emancipation Procla-
mation. It is really a great opportunity out there.

With the advent of this administration’s charge to name high pri-
ority performance goals we have identified our prime concerns:
health care, resident wellbeing, housing—Gulfport and Wash-
ington—and stewardship, our continued corporate effectiveness.

Although we reflect a decrease in funding overall in our 2011
budget because of reduced capital costs, the agency’s annual oper-
ating costs will increase by $7.2 million. That growth is associated
with the 660,000 square foot facility in Gulfport, Mississippi and
a continuation of growth, which started in 2010 with approximately
$9 million to stand up a workforce and initiate base year contracts
for full operations beginning 2010.

2011 most likely will be the last year facility begins—last year
of growth in our budget as the new facility begins full operations
in Gulfport on 2010. The Director for Gulfport was hired and starts
at the end of March. He is from Gainesville, Florida and has 30
years in retirement housing experience and has served in the Air
National Guard.

As we stand up Gulfport we are transferring 52 full-time equiva-
lents from the Washington campus. The Gulfport campus will grow
by 81 FTEs, producing a net growth of 29 FTEs in 2011. Cost driv-
ers for us are facilities, ground maintenance, custodians, dining
services, subsistence, utilities, our Wellness Center, dental and op-
tometry, nursing and transportation.

Question?

Mr. WamPp. No, I am remembering——

Mr. Cox. Okay, good. Thank you.

We expect our budget authority to stabilize in 2011 as resources,
funding, and FTEs continue to shift from Washington to Gulfport.
We are working on multiple efforts to reduce costs and stay within
funding in the out years. We are talking about insurance coverage,
looking at how Tricare benefits can be used for all of our residents,
not just the retirees, and some 76 percent of our residents are retir-
ees.

Walter Reed will be closing, a lot of our military veterans use
Walter Reed, so they will look at how we can coordinate that
through using private hospitals, like Washington Hospital Center.
We are talking with the Deputy Director at Tricare, Admiral
Hunter, about those costs, which really would just be shifting costs
from a trust fund to TMA and looking at that should be really a
no-cost benefit to TMA to provide those services.

We have also introduced Independent Living Plus to assist our
residents with aging in place. So for instance, say a resident needs
medication. In the past medication would be an activity of their
daily living that may require you to go to Assisted Living, and now
we are saying, “Why move them? It is just medication one, two, or
three times a day. Much better to keep them as independent as
possible and bring that service to them.” So really our Independent
Plus program is like having a home care agency on our campus for
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the residents. It reduces our cost but also gives a better service to
the residents and keeps them as independent as possible.

Infrastructure: New facility changes occurring will have a posi-
tive impact on the solvency of the trust fund, and we are looking
at how we control those costs. One of the biggest costs are mainte-
nance expenses in our Scott Building, and the Scott Project, which
we are tearing down a building and constructing a building right-
sized—you know, we have over 1,000 residents there now. When
Gulfport residents leave that building will come down, we will
build something that is about half the the square footage in the
same footprint, lower visibility from the campus so it really creates
a nice vista to see the Capitol and D.C. like it was at the time of
Lincoln. So the Lincoln Cottage really likes that as a national
monument, and our size will be then about 600 here as well as
close to 600 in Gulfport.

So cost drivers, for us, what we are monitoring: dining. Agency
will be able to provide dining to all residents in one facility or a
home-like environment in our higher levels of care—that would be
assisted living and long-term care. Residents will no longer be re-
quired to use on-campus transportation services to visit their
friends in long-term care. As you may recall, we spent about
$200,000 just on a bus that goes an eighth of a mile down to our
long-term care center, and it runs every hour from 8 a.m. until 5

.m.

Operational space: We will not need as much utility and custo-
dial support because we are reducing square footage by 386,000
square feet, so this is building down to about half the size.

Newer facilities will minimize maintenance requirements and the
associated impact on the residents. Last year, you may remember,
50 percent of all of our maintenance requests were in this building,
Scott, alone, on our campus of 272 acres.

When we are ready to open Gulfport in 2010—October 2010—we
will begin to reduce the population—actually, the population will
be reduced in Washington to 568. Natural cost savings: Residents
age in place. So right away there will be no long-term care costs
for a few years in Gulfport because assisted living and long-term
care residents will be moved just on a case-by-case basis.

The new facility down there obviously will have a warranty for
a year and should be minimal cost. It is built to LEED certified sil-
ver, so we have some cost savings in that as well.

Risks during the transition year, which are identified and we will
continue to look at: facility maintenance in D.C., ground mainte-
nance there, dining service, custodial, transportation, pharmacy,
medical supplies, and their staffing.

To let you know, we have included the residents in our Gulfport
transition. The residents have a monthly Focus Group meeting
where we present to them what we are doing, how we are doing
it, and get their feedback. It has been very positive, and the plan
we have to move back there has included all the residents’ input;
they will be part of the process until we move as well.

You know, we are not moving all at once. Last year I testified
on the categories—I won’t go through them again—but we are try-
ing to move about 20 a week so they have a good, positive experi-
ence down there. But the residents who live in D.C. and who are
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Gulfport residents that want to go back, we are responsible for
moving them back, financially.

Scott Building I have talked to you about, too. We also started
monthly Focus Group meetings with them, so again, resident-focus
on the Scott building, let them know where temporary services will
be for dining, because it will be about an 18-month to 2-year proc-
ess to tear down the facility and rebuild, so a lot of our services
will have to be temporarily relocated, so they are part of that proc-
ess, as well. I told you about the aging in place process.

From 2003 to 2007 we aggressively developed a disciplined stra-
tegic plan that netted many gains—trust fund balance grew, as we
talked about before; Scott Project is on the horizon; our operating
costs and capital improvements taken out of the trust fund that is
projected to diminish in 2010 to $149 million and in 2011 to $139
million. However, we see in those out years that we will put that
money back, so the $70 million that you all approved last year for
us is coming out of the Trust Fund, didn’t come from appropria-
tions. Part of the reason why we have been able to save all that
money under our fiscal responsibility is to do just this, to be able
to fund ourselves.

In conclusion, our justification presents complete, reliable infor-
mation that demonstrates our effort to hold both programs and fi-
nancial systems to the highest standards of accountability. On be-
half of AFRH we thank you, Congress, for your continued support
of our master plan, our funding support as a result of Hurricane
Katrina, and our rebuilding on the Scott campus.

We hope the Congress agrees that the progress AFRH has made
since 2002 has been remarkable and understands that continued
funding is necessary for AFRH to continue serving those who so
bravely served us. Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Timothy Cox follows:]
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ARMED FORCES RETIREMENT HOME
Statement by

Mr. Timothy Cox
Chief Operating Officer

on
Fiscal Year 2011 Congressional Budget Justification
Introduction

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, as the Chief Operating Officer of
the Armed Forces Retirement Home, I thank you for the opportunity to appear before
you today. I am proud to present the Armed Forces Retirement Home (AFRH)
budget request for Fiscal Year 2011.

On behalf of AFRH, I would like to express our appreciation for the support
that Congress has provided over the years.

Congressional Justification

The replacement of the hurricane damaged Gulfport facility, closed since
2005, is on schedule and on budget, and is scheduled for opening in October 2010.
Opening ceremonies will be held on November 9, 2010. We would like to extend an
open invitation to all members of the Committee to tour the new facility.

The modernization at the DC campus is on-going through a design-build of
the Scott Dormitory (called the “Scott Project”) approved and funded by Congress for
$5.6 million and $70 million in FY 2009 and FY 2010 respectively from our Trust
Fund. Our total request for FY 2011 is $71,200,000.

AFRH is not only preserving the rich heritage of the military caring for its own,
but expanding concepts in senior living. As we continuously look ahead, we are
guiding our staff to maintain resident vitality and make AFRH a special place to call

home. These efforts will build a dynamic, mutually satisfying bond between the
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residents and staff. Further, it will hone our focus forward, to make AFRH even more
healthy and vibrant.

AFRH's actions highlight our efforts to exercise effective stewardship,
maintain financial integrity and validate the successful delivery of our Mission. The
transformation from an historic “Soldiers’ Home” in DC to a modern Continuing Care
Retirement Community (CCRC) advanced in FY 2009. We conceived a variety of
plans under the Aging in Place philosophy and those plans are reflected in recent
advances to staffing, programming, and construction. These concepts are also
embedded in the operational plans and construction of the new Gulfport facility,
which will open this year.

In FY 2009, AFRH demonstrated its commitment to progress with solid
achievements in ongoing strategies. Similarly, the Home is striving to ensure our
actions meet the new targets by drawing links to this Administration’s efforts in
healthcare and caring for veterans. In the financial realm, AFRH received its fifth
annual *unqualified” audit opinion and the Trust Fund balance has reached an all-
time high of $177 million - an increase of $83 million since 2003. Our commitment
to “Exceptional Service” focuses on providing “personalized” service by implementing
Aging in Place concepts, and enlivening our military heritage. The successful
Freedom Day event held on September 22 brought together old and new generations
of military, linking the Soldiers’ Home founder General Scott with President Lincoln
on the 147th anniversary of the signing of the Emancipation Proclamation.

With the advent of this Administration’s charge to name high priority
performance goals, we quickly identified our prime concerns:

Goal 1: Healthcare (Resident Wellbeing)
Goal 2: Housing (Gulfport & Washington)

Goal 3: Stewardship (Corporate Effectiveness)
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Discussion

We have set the groundwork to reduce operational costs in Washington as
former Gulfport residents move back to Gulfport and we “rightsize” the campus.

Although the agency is reflecting a decrease in funding overall for FY 2011 as
a result of reduced capital projects, the agency's annual operating costs will increase
by $7.2 million. The growth is associated with our new 660 thousand square foot
facility in Gulfport, MS and a continuation of the growth, which started in 2010 with
approximately $9 million to stand up a workforce and initiate base year contracts for
full operations beginning October 2010. FY 2011 may be the last year of growth as
the new facility begins full operations at Gulfport, MS on October 1, 2010.

Although the last quarter of 2010 is targeted for the initial standup of the
Gulfport facility, residents will not occupy the facility until first quarter of 2011. The
Director for the AFRH-Gulifport was selected the middle of January and will report in
late March 2010. As we standup the Guifport Campus, we are transferring 52 Full-
Time Equivalents (FTEs) from the Washington Campus. The Gulfport Campus will
grow by 81 FTEs, producing a net growth of 29 FTEs in FY 2011. Key cost drivers
are: Facility and Grounds Maintenance; Custodial; Dining Services; Subsistence;
Utilities; Wellness Center; Dental and Optometry; Nursing; and Transportation.

We expect our Budget Authority to stabilize in 2011 as resources (funding and
FTE) continue to shift from Washington to Gulfport. Although we are standing up
Gulfport in 2011, the Assisted Living, Memory Support, and Long-Term Care (LTC)
population will grow as resident's age in place. Initiaily in Gulfport we are planning
for few beds in these levels of care, which will drawdown our costs across the
agency.

We are working on multiple efforts to reduce costs and stay within funding in
the out years. Our primary efforts are insurance coverage for all AFRH residents and

an "Independent Living Plus" program to assist our residents with aging in place. We
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believe both of these efforts will reduce costs per year to the Trust Fund while
enhancing the care and well being of our residents.

The greatest risk to the Trust Fund will occur over the next four transition
years (e.g. 2010 - 2013) as we standup operations in Gulfport and transition to a
reduced footprint in Washington. Many of the infrastructure and new facility changes
occurring at AFRH will have a positive, direct impact on the solvency of the Trust
Fund. Although we recognize negative growth will occur between the transition
years as we expense the Scott Project, we expect positive growth to continue after
2013. Along with our insurance effort, we are also reviewing our sources of revenue
and enhancing staffing at the agency level to meet growing demands of the
transifion years. As we move forward to our vision of a vibrant, economical
operation at both AFRH campuses, we continue to work to use our funding wisely
and in the best interest of our stakeholders.
Scott Project

The expenditures for the Scott Project of $5.6 million in FY 2009 and $70
million in FY 2010 from the Trust Fund provide a strong Return on Investment (ROI)
of 29 percent, which will have a positive impact on all major cost drivers at the
Washington Campus:

+ Dining Services -the Agency will be able to provide dining to all residents in
one facility or a home like environment for our higher levels of care (e.g.
Assisted Living; Memory Support; and Long-term Care);

« Residents will no longer be required to use on campus transportation services
to visit their friends in Long-term Care;

» Operational space will not need as many utilities and custodial requirements
by reducing square footage (386,000 square feet) while shortening the

distance traveled by residents to various programs or activities;
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« Newer facilities will minimize maintenance requirements and their associated
impacts on residents;
Transition Years FY 2010-2011
Starting with the compietion of construction in Gulfport in third quarter FY
2010, AFRH will be ready to open Gulfport for occupancy in October 2010 (FY 2011).
Soon thereafter, the population of Washington will begin to reduce going from
approximately 1,000 in FY 2010 to a target of 568. There will be a shift of FTEs from
all working in Washington to a mix between Gulfport and Washington.
There will be natural cost savings associated with the Gulfport Stand-up:
s Asresidents age in place there will be no Long-term Care (LTC) costs for a
few years;
+ Dining services and subsistence will primarily focus on an Independent Living
population;
¢« The new facility will have minimal maintenance costs (Preventive Maintenance
Focus)
There are some risks, however, during the transition years, which we have
identified and are working:
1-being able to attain the target reduced population in Washington
2-successfully rescoping contracts in Washington
« Facility Maintenance
+« Grounds Maintenance
¢ Dining Services
¢ Custodial
« Transportation
¢ Pharmacy and Medical Supplies

e Nurse Staffing
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3-Contract strategy
» New contracts for transition years vice modifications for reduced scope
+ Future contracts
» Balance costs at Guifport and Washington for Dining Services and Custodial
contracts
4-Insurance for all Residents
+ Integrated primary and specialty care
e Medicare primary payer and augmented with Insurance
+» Enhanced Pharmacy coverage
Management Challenges
1-Initiate Gulfport Stand-up

A major effort was involving residents in their return to Gulfport. So, focus
groups meet monthly to discuss topics like the new building layout, rooms,
communications, move transport and more. Plus Q&As were gathered, then compiled
in the Communications Plan and posted on www.afrh.gov.

Residents were also involved in the Gulfport Standup Committee, which was
formed and holds meetings to share news with residents and staff. They have chosen
names for the resident towers and activity spaces.

Agency staff members are monitoring construction progress, which is on
schedule. Planning for contracts, campus operations and hiring has begun.

2- Deploy and manage Scott Project

The Scott Project officially began in 2009. Funds for the design were
expended, Bridging Architects/Construction Managers contracts were awarded, and
development of the Program of Requirements (POR) began.

A resident focus group commenced, with Q&As compiled in the
Communications Plan. Residents now meet monthly to hear about conceptual

designs, transition plans and new amenities (like IT, communications and security).
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3-Advance wellbeing to residents and staff

Resident wellbeing was singled out as a key High-Priority Performance Goal.
Currently the Home is spearheading construction at both communities to fulfill
resident wellbeing and Aging in Place -~ and promote fitness and Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance.

Aging in Place endeavors ramped up this year. We had ongoing management
deliberations, and staff discussions. And using special presentations in Town Halls
and Focus Groups, we actively sought resident input to refine preferences and
amenities.

Aging in Place is also listed as a key action in our Business Plans. Yet it was
identified as a “high risk” in our Risk Management Plan with mitigating actions.
Trust Fund Balance

The Trust Fund balance declined from $156 million in 1995 to $94 million in
2003. It became a critical mandate to retain the Home's solvency. So, we concluded
that our operating mode! had to change. We followed the Federal Government’s lead
for an integrated strategy - linking planning with budget and performance. From
2003 - 2007, we aggressively developed a disciplined strategic plan that netted
many gains. The result: the Trust Fund balance grew to $167 million at the end of FY
2008 and reached $177 million in FY 2009. However, with the Scott Project on the
horizon, operating costs and capital improvements, taken out of the Trust Fund as

projected, diminish it in 2010 to $149 miflion and in 2011 to $134 million.

Page 7 of 8



72

Testimony

The Trust Fund Balance has been steadily increasing since 2003,
but will decrease with withdrawals for Gulfport and the Scott Project in 2010:

AFRH TRUST FUND BALANGE
{in millions of dollars)

200 —

180 —

Millions of Dollars

1995
Year

“Frojected

[NOTE: The drop from $171 million to $149 million is a reflection of $76 million approved and funded by
Congress in 2009 and 2010 for the Scott Project.]

nclusion

This Justification presents complete, reliable information that demonstrates
our efforts to hold both programs and financial systems to the highest standards of
accountability. We have an impressive record in reducing costs and fiscal
management as seen over the past few years.

We thank Congress for its continued support of the AFRH Master Plan and
funding support as a result of Hurricane Katrina. We hope that the Congress agrees
that the progress the AFRH has made since 2002 has been remarkable and
understands that continued funding is necessary for AFRH to continue serving those

who so bravely serve us. Thank you.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Cox, thank you very much.
Mr. Cox. You are welcome.

Mr. EDWARDS. Any additional comments?

Mr. Cox. No, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Mr. Wamp.

GULFPORT FACILITY

Mr. WAMP. I was there at your facility in Gulfport, and it is com-
pletely finished and will open when?

Mr. Cox. October 2010.

Mr. WAMP. And it is unbelievable. Have you been there?

Mr. EDWARDS. I visited after the hurricane, but not since the con-
struction——

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. Now that it is finished I want to go. So
it is going to end up being about half and half, half here, half
there.

Mr. Cox. That is correct.

WAITING LIST

Mr. WaMP. And how long is the waiting list to become one of
these 1,200 people that either live here or there?

Mr. Cox. Well right now, because they can only be admitted to
Washington, it is close to a year because we are only admitting
through June because we are tearing down that building and our
other building is 100 percent occupied, so we don’t see the oppor-
tunity of anybody moving in. It might be one or two a month so
it made our waiting list go past 9 months, closer to a year.

CRITERIA FOR ADMISSION

Mr. EDWARDS. Piggybacking to—could you refresh us on the cri-
teria?

Mr. CoX. Yes. The criteria are four, and each criterion stands on
its own so a veteran only has to meet one. The first category is a
retiree, 20 years of service, and that has an age limit attached to
it, minimum 60, okay? All the others don’t have age category. Our
average age is 80.

Second category is you served in a theater of war and have a
service-connected disability. Third category is you are 100 percent
disabled and unable to earn a livelihood, and that is most likely be-
cause of a service-connected disability necessarily not a theater of
war disability. The fourth category is a woman who served prior to
1948. Obviously women can come in the other three categories too,
and obviously that one prediminish the—most women come in as
a retiree.

Mr. WAMP. Your facility here is the one that has the nine-hole
golf course attached to it?

Mr. Cox. That is correct.

Mr. WampP. Is it still operational?

Mr. Cox. It is.

Mr. WaMP. What kind of shape is it in?

Mr. CoXx. It is in pretty good shape.

Mr. Wamp. Really?
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Mr. Cox. Yes. We——

Mr. Wamp. How many acres did you say, 272?

Mr. Cox. Two-hundred seventy-two.

Mr. WaMP. Two-hundred seventy-two acres. So that has got to be
80 of it, is that it?

Mr. Cox. I think that actually occupies about 60 to 65.

Mr. WamPp. Have you been there, Chet?

Mr. EDWARDS. It has been probably 3 or 4 or 5 years, but it is
pretty thrilling to go out there and see 80-year-old retirees either
carrying their bags or pulling their bags going around that golf
course.

Mr. WamMmp. I was kind of amazed. So none of that is going to be
used in any of these campus reconfigurations?

Mr. Cox. No, not in the campus reconfiguration. But our master
plan that was approved to develop revenue, which, as I testified
last year, was just put on ice even though we have a plan that is
approved, we haven’t put that forth. We didn’t go into final negotia-
tions with the developer, and they went bankrupt and the market,
obviously, right now i1s only conducive to a developer getting a good
return for us, because that is the most important. So two holes are
going to be relocated——

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. Nine-hole

Mr. Cox. That is correct. That is correct.

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. You are not going to do away with

Mr. Cox. And we are going to go do that this next fall, after the
season, right? It is after the season so we will do that next fall but
they will have nine holes open all the time.

Mr. WAMP. So you go back and forth between these two places?

Mr. Cox. I do. Two times a month I go down to Gulfport.

GULFPORT BARRIER ISLANDS

Mr. Wamp. Not that it directly impacts this, but I am inter-
ested—real close to your Gulfport facility was where everything
was going to be rebuilt, all masonry with new rules coming off of
the coast for the future in Gulfport. And there was a lot of talk
about the barrier out in the ocean, because the barrier was all
washed away. They were really concerned because of the surge, not
necessarily building requirements like all masonry, et cetera, but
all the casinos were floating. And then I think they changed the
law where they are going to move them——

Mr. Cox. They did.

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. Inside so that they don’t just get blown
away with boats that are floating out there. Storm surge was the
issue coming a mile inland because there was no barrier out there,
and the old barrier reef was gone.

And what did they do in Gulfport? Did they reconfigure or recon-
struct part of the barrier, or is that a long-term plan, or did every-
body just build with masonry and off the coast more?

Mr. Cox. We are at the same site, and the building is located
pretty much where the old building was. We have built to hurri-
cane 5 standards, and we have built up 15 feet as well, so the first
floor is parking so it would just wash through. And many of the
new buildings—I should say all the new buildings, really—that
were built right before Katrina are like that and they survived fine.
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You know, glass didn’t break. Again, our glass is all hurricane
standard—hurricane 5 standard.

My understanding is Gulfport would like to redo some of the bar-
rier islands but funding——

Mr. WaMP. I am just interested

Mr. McMANUS. Katrina came in at 25 feet. We are at 31 feet now
with the new facilities.

Mr. WaMP. Thirty-one feet before you get above the parking lot?

Mr. McManNus. We will have our first floor of activities at 31
feet.

Mr. EDWARDS. At 31 feet, right. So it is above the parking lot,
correct.

Mr. Crenshaw.

LESSONS LEARNED AT GULFPORT

Mr. CRENSHAW. Just a couple of quick things: One, since you
built Gulfport and now you are kind of doing the renovations, are
there any big lessons you learned, you know, from kind of ground-
up at Gulfport that will impact the way you kind of redo the facil-
ity up here?

Mr. Cox. Absolutely. You know, fortunately for us a lot of the
same staff has participated in it and some of the same residents
too, and one of the things is, for instance, bathroom configuration.
You know, because we have 90 percent men, if they have trouble
a lot of times the bathroom—the commode is in the corner, you
know, at the end of the room, and we have realized now it has to
be toward the center and we use lanito bars, which are bars that
you can use left or right of the commode. They stand back up and
go against the back wall so they are out of the way if you don’t
need that.

But we have had quite a few lessons learned like that, which
have been very helpful. They are very practical.

GREENHOUSE RETIREMENT LIVING

Mr. CRENSHAW. How about, you know, up here you have the—
is it called the greenhouse—the small houses where——

Mr. Cox. Yes.

1}/{‘1; CRENSHAW. Are you doing some of that down at Gulfport as
well?

Mr. Cox. We are. What we are doing is we are looking at really
neighborhoods, so they have 12 rooms—all private rooms—that
then have a living area, a dining area, and I think that is very im-
portant for them to be able to have.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Great. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Mr. Cox. You are welcome.

CRITERIA FOR ADMISSION

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.

You just asked about the criteria for admission—are they
prioritized within those four categories or considered equally?

Mr. Cox. Right now, as you apply you get on the waiting list, so
it is just first come, first serve to wait, so we don’t have a priority
on those.
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Mr. EDWARDS. So someone that is 100 percent disabled, for ex-
ample, wouldn’t be bumped up?

Mr. Cox. At this point, no.

Mr. EDWARDS. Has there ever been any discussion about putting
weights to those priorities?

Mr. Cox. We have had discussion about that but because we
would have to come back and legislate those changes we haven’t
gone forward with that.

Mr. EDWARDS. Take a look at that. I don’t want to force you to
set priorities within those four if you think it is inappropriate, but
if you thought it was appropriate, you know, folks at the Congress,
whether it is this committee or others, you know, we might take
a look at that.

Mr. Cox. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. And in terms of Gulfport—I will tell you what, in
terms of Gulfport you really answered the questions I had.

I will just conclude by saying I want to thank you for your lead-
ership. It seems year after year you have been very, very innova-
tive in your management and looking for efficiencies. And I think
we all believe in this day and age it is especially important to let
taxpayers know, even when it is for such a good cause as the men
and women you serve, that we are trying to spend their dollars
wisely. So we thank you for that effort.

Mr. Cox. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Maybe one final question, and I really appreciate
and I salute you for your innovative management. A couple of
years ago there was the issue about the homeless vets that had
temporary space there, and there were some issues that came up.
Remind me of the final resolution of that.

Mr. Cox. Final resolution was we worked with Community Part-
nership, which is a D.C. nonprofit that does coordinating efforts be-
tween housing vouchers and permanent placement for homeless
vets, for veterans in transition, and we worked with them to place
all of those persons in housing. D.C. council, first of all, passed
through Marion Barry, giving all of those residents immediate
housing vouchers

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Mr. Cox [continuing]. And then Community Partnership worked
with us to be able to place all those people. They are all placed in
the community.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great. Thank you for that update.

Mr. Cox. You are welcome.

Mr. EDWARDS. I have no other additional questions.

If not, thank you, Mr. Cox.

Mr. Cox. You are welcome. Thank you very much.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. And we will stand adjourned.

[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Farr fol-
low:]

Question. What is the deciding factor for what the “right size” is at the Wash-
ington campus?

Answer. There were many factors that determined the Armed Forces Retirement
Home (AFRH) “right size” model. The Gulfport facility served as a proven model and
was rebuilt for the same population, approximately 600 residents. For many years

the Washington facility had a much larger population which required greater infra-
structure and staffing costs; tended to produce a much larger, more costly popu-
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lation for higher levels of care; and limited the AFRH’s overall ability for financial
growth.

Question. How are you planning on handling the increase in demand you will ex-
perience as eligible “Baby Boomers” retire?

Answer. The Home has set a course for financial solvency with new, right-sized
facilities at both locations. However, with the new facilities not yet operational
(AFRH-Gulfport reopens this year and AFRH-Washington will not be completed
until 2013 with occupancy in 2014) and the Master Plan development at Wash-
ington still on hold, it is premature to speculate on future growth. We are mindful
of the future challenges and will continue to review all possible options.

Question. As your current residents “Age In Place,” do you anticipate this will im-
pact your ability to accept new residents?

Answer. No. Although we may see some change in the mortality rate, we do not
expect a negative impact in our ability to accept new residents. However, we do be-
lieve the program will significantly enhance the resident’s quality of life through the
aging process.

Question. How long is the waiting list for space in the DC facility?

Answer. Washington has a waiting list of 348 and Gulfport has a waiting list of
910. As we open Gulfport in October 2010, these numbers will change significantly.

[Question for the Record submitted by Congressman Wamp fol-
lows:]

Question. Last year when you testified before this committee you stated that you
had proposals that the AFRH was working on through DoD regarding homeless vet-
erans. As this subject is one of Secretary Shinseki’s core initiatives, are there any
proposals you are working on now with either DoD or VA in helping address this
issue?

Answer. The AFRH won approval of a 77 acre mixed use development on its
Washington, D.C. campus from the National Capital Planning Commission in July
2008 after a multi-year planning process that included consultation with hundreds
of stakeholders including District of Columbia officials, environmentalists, preserva-
tionists, and neighbors. The project was placed on hold after complications related
to the changing economy arose with the selected developer. The AFRH Master Plan
brings a commitment to socially responsible development on the Home grounds. We
have carefully crafted a socially responsible development plan that will allow the
developer to deliver the following socioeconomic benefits to neighboring commu-
nities, and the District Columbia through a selected developer(s).

* Over 300 units of affordable private market income housing units dispersed
throughout the residential units for residents with low and moderate income;

e A goal of significant participation by small and disadvantaged business en-
terprises with a target of $112 million in projects;

* Innovative apprenticeship programs to promote local job creation—well over
25 percent of all construction related jobs going to apprentice and pre-appren-
tices (approximately 100 apprentices annually);

e An estimated 5000 construction and permanent jobs created;

e Over 60 percent of construction related subcontracts awarded to entities
using registered apprenticeship programs;

We are continuing to work with organizations like Help USA and Wounded War-
rior Project to see how the Home can best promote these worthwhile programs
through the AFRH Master Plan.
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STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. Good morning, everyone. I would like
to welcome everyone to this hearing, the purpose of which is to re-
view the administration’s budget request for the V.A. for fiscal
years 2011 and 2012.

Secretary Shinseki, I want to once again thank you and welcome
you back before our subcommittee, as well as thanking all of the
V.A. management leadership that is working with you, and that
are here today.

We are honored, Mr. Secretary, that you are here, because we
are all grateful for your distinguished public service to our nation
as an Army soldier, as chief of staff of the Army, and now as sec-
retary of the Department of Veterans Affairs.

Members, I am going to forgo any lengthy opening statement, but
I do want to make just one or two points.

First, Mr. Secretary, I salute the administration’s budget request
last year. It did not get a lot of attention in the press, but my un-
derstanding is that the president’s budget request for the V.A. was
the largest single budget request by any president over the last
three decades. And that money, obviously, is needed and deserved
by our veterans, and I salute the president for making that re-
quest. And I know you are a major part of putting that budget re-
quest together, and I salute you for that.

I also want to thank you and the administration for your leader-
ship on the advanced funding for appropriations, something that
was a singularly top priority for virtually all of our major veterans
service organizations. That is now the law of the land, and it would
not have happened without the administration, without Chairman
Obey, who played a key role, and without our ranking member, Mr.
Wamp, and the bipartisan support we had for that effort.

I think that is a great step forward in allowing us to spend tax-
payers’ dollars more efficiently and effectively for our veterans.

My final point before recognizing Mr. Wamp for any opening
comments he would care to make is that, as we look at this year’s
budget, I think it is important to look at it in the context of what
we have done over the past three years for veterans. The increase
in funding for medical care and benefits has been unprecedented,
to my knowledge, in the history of the V.A. And I think this sub-
committee and the full committee can be very proud of its work,
because the end result will be more veterans will receive better

(79)
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care and benefits that they have earned through their distin-
guished service to our country.

With that, I would like to recognize Mr. Wamp for any opening
comments he would care to make.

STATEMENT OF THE RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Mr. Wamp. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to open by
thanking you for your excellent leadership of this subcommittee.
This is one of those rare cases where, in a full bipartisan and coop-
erative way, we do the work of our nation, and especially the im-
portant responsibilities that we carry out to our nation’s veterans
and investing in our military construction needs around the world.

I want to thank the secretary. I think the President of the
United States showed great judgment in asking you to serve. And
then you showed once again your great dedication to our country
by agreeing to serve at this critical time. I think you bring a
unique set of experiences, life experience and patriotism at the
highest level to come and do this. I am just grateful for your serv-
ice.

I also want to say thanks to Undersecretary Muro for the work
that he is doing and the responsiveness that he has demonstrated
already to me and my office on important cemetery issues across
the country, and say that Joan represents you very well in terms
of the interface with our offices.

I want to thank you for the time that you give the chairman and
I individually, so that we can address these needs outside of the
hearing context, so we can dig a little deeper and talk about the
challenges that you face. We all have the public view, and then we
have some questions that may dig a little deeper into that we need
to ask. So I want to thank you for your courtesy and for Secretary
Grams, as well.

I want to thank the chairman, Mr. Obey, for pushing so hard on
our committee to make sure we have the resources that we need
to meet these responsibilities. I want to say that the ranking mem-
ber, Mr. Lewis, is expected to join us. And, of course, Bill Young,
who is somewhat iconic here in the military and veterans arena
will join us, as well.

But there are many members that are at other hearings who
wanted to stop by, get on the record, and then come here. So, I
think we will see everyone come and go.

But I just want to thank you and just say this in closing, as I
said to you as we stood at your desk a moment ago. I was reminded
of this year, Mr. Chairman, of why it is important for this sub-
committee to exist separately from the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee. The military quality of life, which is our piece on
the MILCON side, and V.A. health care—specifically mental
health—is so intertwined, that it is important that we maintain
thi?l specific subcommittee’s focus and keep these two pieces to-
gether.

Whether it is PTSD, the suicide rate, the overall mental health
of our troops and our veterans, the interface is inseparable. And it
is so important, I think—this is my last year here—for the com-
mittee to keep these together, because it has to be a seamless, co-
operative effort going forward, especially on this mental health
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piece, because we are looking at the strain on the troops today with
these ratios of deployment, which, in my view, are unsustainable.
Then we look at the veterans coming home and the challenges that
they face, and we have got to look at this.

The military looks at the fight as one force. We have to look at
these problems together, as well—not active versus veterans, but
all as one continuum of care, I think. And it starts as soon as they
serve, and it does not end until they die. It is important that we
keep all that together.

Again, I just want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the work, the
courtesy, the respect. It is a privilege.

And I yield back.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Wamp, for your kind words, and
even more importantly for your leadership. And your comments
about the quality of life work of this committee are so well taken.
I think it is one of the personally gratifying things about being on
this subcommittee.

There are not a lot of business lobbyists running around on Cap-
itol Hill fighting for a military construction site, better day care
centers for military troops whose loved ones are on their fourth
tour of duty in Iraq or Afghanistan, or better housing, and a whole
continuum of care from the time they are on active duty, Guard or
Reserves, to the V.A.

And supporting that quality of life is the primary responsibility
of this subcommittee. And I thank you for your leadership and all
the members for their work on that.

Chairman Dave Obey does not need an introduction as the full
chair of the committee that meets in this room, but he deserves
one. And I just want to very briefly say that the unprecedented
progress we have made in the last three years in supporting finan-
cially and with new programs, health care and benefits and other-
wise for our veterans, none of that progress would have occurred
had it not been for the leadership of Chairman Obey.

In many ways, top veterans leaders know what he has done. In
many ways, he is the unsung hero of America’s veterans for what
he has done.

I can tell you first-hand, whether it was at the Budget Com-
mittee process, or meeting with Speaker Pelosi and following
through on her commitment to make veterans a top priority, or
whether it was his singularly important leadership role in making
allocations for this subcommittee, Dave Obey was there every step
of the way for America’s veterans.

Chairman Obey, thank you for that leadership. And I now recog-
nize you for any opening comments you care to make.

Mr. OBEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Clearly, a case of mistaken
identity on your part. [Laughter.]

Mr. EDWARDS. Not at all.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Secretary, I have got something that is bothering
me. It concerns a constituent in my district and something that
happened to him. And let me put it in context. Mr. Edwards has
started to do that.

I cannot think of a portion of the budget which has received more
favorable treatment over the last three years than has veterans
health care. We have had a $23 billion, 60 percent increase to the
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V.A'’s discretionary budget since the beginning of the 110th Con-
gress, advance appropriations for three medical accounts to give
the V.A. more funding assurance for prudent management, and a
55 percent increase to the Veterans Health Administration. My un-
derstanding is that that has resulted in an additional 3,384 doc-
tors, over 14,000 nurses, 145 community-based outpatient clinics
and 92 veterans centers.

An increase in the patient travel reimbursement to 41.5 cents
per mile—a reimbursement that had been frozen at 11 cents since
1979—8,300 more disability claims processors, resulting in a 31
percent increase in claims processed from 774,000 claims in 2006,
to 1,015,475 in 2010; the re-opening of Priority 8 disability enroll-
ments for veterans with modest incomes; the historic establishment
of a new G.I. Bill that will provide—again, as I understand it—$63
billion in additional benefits over the next 10 years for tuition as-
sistance, and educational material; housing assistance for the new-
est generation of veterans; a 28 percent increase in V.A. research
since the beginning of the 110th Congress; an additional $250 mil-
lion per year starting in fiscal 2009 for rural health initiative; more
than doubling of the amount provided for homeless grants and per
diellln program from $63 million in 2006 to a current level of $150
million.

This subcommittee has led the way in providing all of that. And
yet, if you are an individual veteran, if you do not get the benefit
of those increases, all of that can be pretty meaningless at the
ground level.

I received, a short time ago, a letter from a woman in my dis-
trict, which she sent to the president of the United States last
week. It involved her husband, Philip Wettstein, who died on Sep-
tember 30, 2009. He was a Vietnam veteran. And if you will read
this six-page letter which she has sent to the president and copied
to me, you will see that this man went through hell before he died.

I do not want to point an accusatory finger at anybody. We need
to know what happened. And so, I would like to give your staff a
copy of that letter.

And T would ask you to review this situation with all of the dili-
gence that your people can muster, because, while I do not know
the specific facts, based on the chronology of events that she put
in her letter, it would appear to me that her husband confronted
a great deal of casualness, and certainly less than the minimum at-
tention to what was happening to him. It just seems to me that
there was a lack of attention to detail which caused this fellow
some very serious and eventually fatal problems.

So, end of speech.

I have a great deal of regard for the V.A. I understand people
can make mistakes. But this woman needs to have an opportunity
to have her story listened to and responded to by the agency.

Thank you. And I thank you for your service.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Obey, I assure that I will look into that
personally with great diligence and get back to you, and provide
you an answer to what happened.

Mr. OBEY. Thank you.

I will have to be leaving. I have to attend to a matter on the
floor, and I have to go to a funeral. So, I do not want you to think
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that it is something you said that caused me to leave. But I wel-
come you here anyway.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, thank you for being here and for
all you have done for our veterans.

Mr. Secretary, once again, it is good to have you back before our
subcommittee, and your full testimony will be submitted for the
record. I would like to recognize you now for any opening comments
you would care to make, and then we will get into the questions
and answers.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ERIC K. SHINSEKI

Secretary SHINSEKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To you and to
Ranking Member Wamp and Chairman Obey as he departs, and to
other distinguished members of the committee as well, thank you
for this opportunity to present the President’s 2011 budget and
2012 advanced appropriations request, which you remarked earlier
what a hallmark this is in funding for the Veterans Affairs Depart-
ment.

I am able to report to you that we had a good start in 2009. We
have tremendous opportunity with a 2010 budget that represents
the largest increase in 30 years, as proposed by President Obama,
and the President’s continued strong support of veterans and vet-
erans’ needs into 2011 and 2012.

I appreciate the generosity of time shared with me by members
of this subcommittee prior to the hearing and regret that I was not
able weather-wise to get around to all of the members. But I al-
ways find those opportunities so helpful for providing insights that
are invaluable to me.

Let me also acknowledge the representatives from some of our
veterans service organizations who are in attendance today. Again,
their insights have been helpful to me as secretary in under-
standing and helping to meet obligations to all of our veterans
throughout the generations.

By way of introduction, let me just introduce some of the leader-
ship who are here with me today.

To my left is Todd Grams, our new Principal Deputy and Acting
Secretary for Management. Also, here to my right, we have Mr.
Mike Walcoff, the Acting Undersecretary for Benefits; Dr. Robert
Petzel, our recently confirmed Undersecretary for Health; Steve
Muro, who was mentioned earlier by Mr. Wamp, our Acting Under-
secretary for Memorial Affairs; and Roger Baker, our long ball-hit-
ting I.T.—Assistant Secretary for Information and Technology.

And for those specific questions that need some detail, with the
chairman’s permission, I would like to invite them to come up indi-
vidually, and provide the additional detail the members of the sub-
committee want.

Mr& Chairman, thanks for accepting my written testimony for the
record.

Let me just note that this subcommittee’s longstanding commit-
ment to our nation’s veterans has always been unequivocal and un-
wavering. Such commitment, and the President’s own steadfast
support of veterans, resulted in a 2010 budget that provides this
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department the resources to begin renewing itself in fundamental
and comprehensive ways.

We are well launched on that effort and determined to continue
transforming well into 2011 and into 2012.

For over a year now, we have promoted a new strategic frame-
work organized around three governing principles. It is about
transforming V.A. into being more people-centric—and you have
heard me use these terms before—people-centric, results-oriented—
a lot of promises are made; we get graded on the results—and fi-
nally, to be forward-looking.

We know where we have come from. We have an idea where we
have to go.

This new strategic plan delivers on President Obama’s vision for
V.A., and is in the final stages of review. Its strategic goals will im-
prove the quality and increase access to care and benefits while op-
timizing value to veterans. It will also heighten readiness to pro-
tect our people—both our clients, our veterans, as well as our work
force and our resources, every day and in times of crisis. That is
a fundamental responsibility of any federal department, the protec-
tion of its space.

It will enhance veteran satisfaction with our health, education,
training, counseling, financial and burial benefits and services. And
finally, a little bit to Mr. Obey’s comments—the plan invests in our
human capital, both in their well-being, but more importantly, in
their development as leaders to drive excellence in everything we
do, from management, to I.T. systems, to support services.

This goal is vital to mission performance if we are to attain what
transformation intends for V.A., and that is to be a model for gov-
ernance over the next four years.

These goals will guide our people daily and focus them on pro-
ducing the outcomes veterans expect and have earned through
their service to the nation.

To support our pursuit of these goals, the president’s budget pro-
vides $125 billion in 2011—$60.3 billion in discretionary resources
and $64.7 billion in mandatory funding. Our discretionary budget
request represents an increase of $4.2 billion, 7.6 percent, over the
president’s 2010 enacted budget.

V.A’s 2011 budget focuses primarily on three critical concerns
that are of importance to veterans—at least, these are the things
I hear about as I travel: better access to benefits and services, not
just faster, but higher quality outcomes; reducing the disability
claims backlog and wait times for receipt of earned benefits; and
finally, ending the downward spiral that often enough results in
veterans’ homelessness.

Access. This budget provides the resources required to enhance
access to our health care system and our national cemeteries. We
will expand access to health care through the activation of new and
improved facilities, by honoring the President’s commitment to vet-
erans who were exposed to the toxic effects of Agent Orange 40
years ago, by delivering on President Obama’s promise to provide
health care eligibility to more Priority Group 8 veterans, and by
making greater investments in tele-health to extend our delivery of
care into the most remote communities, and where warranted, even
into veterans’ homes.
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And then finally, we will increase access to our national shrines
by establishing five new cemeteries.

The backlog. We are requesting an unprecedented 27 percent in-
crease in funding for our Veterans Benefits Administration, pri-
marily for staffing to address the growing increase in disability
claims receipts, even as we continue to reengineer our processes
and develop a paperless system, integrated with VLER, the Virtual
Lifetime Electronic Record.

Ending homelessness. We are also requesting a substantial in-
vestment in our homeless program as part of our plan to eliminate
veterans’ homelessness over the next five years through an aggres-
sive approach that is not just about beds, not just about providing
beds, but includes housing, education, jobs and health care. It is
about prevention as well as taking veterans that are homeless off
the streets.

In this effort, we partner with other departments—the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development probably our closest col-
laborator, but others, as well—with Labor, Education, HHS and
the Small Business Administration, to put a full-court press on this
problem.

Taken together, these initiatives are intended to meet veterans’
expectations in each of these three mission-focused areas: increase
access, reduce the backlog, end homelessness.

We will achieve these objectives by developing innovative busi-
ness processes and delivery systems that not only better serve vet-
erans’ and families’ needs for the years to come, but which will also
dramatically improve our own efficiency and help us control the
cost of operations.

While our budget and advanced appropriations requests provide
the resources to continue our pursuit of the President’s two over-
arching goals for the department—one is to transform, and the sec-
ond is to ensure veteran access to benefits and services—we still
have much work to do. Our efforts are well begun, but there is still
much more to be accomplished to meet our obligations to those who
have defended the nation.

So, again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to ap-
pear before the subcommittee and for the unwavering support of all
members of this committee. And I know there are going to be some
committee changes here because of some announced departures.
And I would just like to recognize the three that I am aware of.

Mr. Wamp, as he departs, his leadership in expanding the
CBOCs we have, and also yeoman work in the advance appropria-
tions opportunity. I think this is a hallmark piece of legislation,
certainly for this department. And thank you for your leadership.

Mr. Berry, who has led the way in rural health and pharmacy
benefits, again, my thanks and the thanks of veterans and the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for your leadership and support in
that area.

And for Mr. Kennedy, who is not here at the moment, but his
work in mental health, which has been a tremendous support for
many of the programs we have been able to create.

So, with that, Mr. Chairman, we look forward to your questions.

Thank you very much.

[Prepared statement of the Honorable Eric K. Shinseki follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
THE HONORABLE ERIC K. SHINSEKI
SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
BEFORE THE
HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, VETERANS AFFAIRS,
AND RELATED AGENCIES
FY2011 BUDGET FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

MARCH 4, 2010

Chairman Edwards, Ranking Member Wamp, Distinguished Members of the
House Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans
Affairs, and Related Agencies:

Thank you for this opportunity to present the President’s Fiscal Year 2011
Budget and Fiscal Year 2012 Advance Appropriations request for the Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA). Our budget provides the resources necessary to continue our
aggressive pursuit of the President’s two overarching goals for the Depariment—to
transform VA into a 21%' Century organization and to ensure that we provide timely
access to benefits and high quality care to our Veterans over their lifetimes, from the
day they first take their oaths of allegiance until the day they are laid to rest.

We recently completed development of a new strategic framework that is people-
centric, results-driven, and forward-looking. The path we will follow to achieve the
President’s vision for VA will be presented in our new strategic plan, which is currently
in the final stages of review. The strategic goals we have established in our plan are
designed to produce better outcomes for all generations of Veterans:

+ Improve the quality and accessibility of health care, benefits, and memorial
services while optimizing value;

¢ Increase Veteran client satisfaction with health, education, training,
counseling, financial, and burial benefits and services;

» Protect people and assets continuously and in time of crisis; and,

« |Improve internal customer satisfaction with management systems and
support services to achieve mission performance and make VA an employer
of choice by investing in human capital.

The strategies in our plan will guide our workforce to ensure we remain focused
on producing the outcomes Veterans expect and have earned through their service to
our country.

To support VA’s efforts, the President’s budget provides $125 billion in 2011—
almost $60.3 billion in discretionary resources and nearly $64.7 billion in mandatory
funding. Our discretionary budget request represents an increase of $4.3 billion, or 7.6
percent, over the 2010 enacted level.
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VA’s 2011 budget also focuses on three concerns that are of critical importance
to our Veterans—easier access to benefits and services; reducing the disability claims
backlog and the time Veterans wait before receiving earned benefits; and ending the
downward spiral that results in Veterans’ homelessness.

This budget provides the resources required to enhance access in our health
care system and our national cemeteries. We will expand access to health care through
the activations of new or improved facilities, by expanding health care eligibility to more
Veterans, and by making greater investments in telehealth. Access to our national
cemeteries will be increased through the implementation of new policy for the
establishment of additional facilities.

We are requesting an unprecedented increase for staffing in the Veterans
Benefits Administration (VBA) to address the dramatic increase in disability claim
receipts while continuing our process-reengineering efforts, our development of a
paperless claims processing system, and the creation of a Virtual Lifetime Electronic
Record.

We are also requesting a substantial investment for our homelessness programs
as part of our plan to ultimately eliminate Veterans’ homelessness through an
aggressive approach that includes housing, education, jobs, and health care.

VA will be successful in resolving these three concerns by maintaining a clear
focus on developing innovative business processes and delivery systems that will not
only serve Veterans and their families for many years to come, but will also dramatically
improve the efficiency of our operations by better controlling long-term costs. By
making appropriate investments today, we can ensure higher value and better
outcomes for our Veterans. The 2011 budget also supports many key investments in
VA's six high priority performance goals (HPPGs).

HPPG I: Reducing the Claims Backlog

The volume of compensation and pension rating-related claims has been steadily
increasing. In 2009, for the first time, we received over one million claims during the
course of a single year. The volume of claims received has increased from 578,773 in
2000 to 1,013,712 in 2009 (a 75% increase). Original disability compensation claims
with eight or more claimed issues have increased from 22,776 in 2001 to 67,175 in
2009 (nearly a 200% increase). Not only is VA receiving substantially more claims, but
the claims have also increased in complexity. We expect this level of growth in the
number of claims received to continue in 2010 and 2011 (increases of 13 percent and
11 percent were projected respectively even without claims expected under new
presumptions related to Agent Orange exposure), which is driven by improved access
to benefits through initiatives such as the Benefits Delivery at Discharge Program,
increased demand as a result of nearly ten years of war, and the impact of a difficult
economy prompting America's Veterans to pursue access to the benefits they earned
during their military service.
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While the volume and complexity of claims has increased, so too has the
productivity of our claims processing workforce. In 2009, the number of claims
processed was 977,219, an increase of 8.6 percent over the 2008 level of 899,863. The
average time to process a rating-related claim fell from 179 to 161 days in 2009, an
improvement of 11 percent.

The progress made in 2009 is a step in the right direction, but it is not nearly
enough. My goal for VA is an average time to process a claim of no more than 125
days. Reaching this goal will become even more challenging because of additional
claims we expect to receive related to Veterans' exposure to Agent Orange. Adding
Parkinson's disease, ischemic heart disease, and B-cell leukemias to the list of
presumptive disabilities is projected to significantly increase claims inventories in the
near term, even while we make fundamental improvements to the way we process
disability compensation claims.

We expect the number of compensation and pension claims received to increase
from 1,013,712 in 2009 to 1,318,753 in 2011 (a 30 percent increase). Without the
significant investment requested for staffing in this budget, the inventory of claims
pending would grow from 416,335 to 1,018,343 and the average time to process a claim
would increase from 161 to 250 days. If Congress provides the funding requested in
our budget, these increases are projected to be 804,460 claims pending with an
average processing time of 190 days. Through 2011, we expect over 228,000 claims
related to the new presumptions and are dedicated to processing this near-term surge
in claims as efficiently as possible.

This budget is based on our plan to improve claims processing by using a three-
pronged approach involving improved business processes, expanded technology, and
hiring staff to bridge the gap until we fully implement our long-range plan. We will
explore process and policy simplification and contracted service support in addition to
the traditional approach of hiring new employees to address this spike in demand. We
expect these transformational approaches to begin yielding significant performance
improvements in fiscal year 2012 and beyond; however, it is important to mitigate the
impact of the increased workload until that time.

The largest increase in our 2011 budget request, in percentage terms, is directed
to the Veterans Benefits Administration as part of our mitigation of the increased
workload. The President's 2011 budget request for VBA is $2.149 billion, an increase of
$460 million, or 27 percent, over the 2010 enacted level of $1.689 billion. The 2011
budget supports an increase of 4,048 FTEs, including maintaining temporary FTE
funded through ARRA. In addition, the budget also includes $145.3 million in
information technology (IT) funds in 2011 to support the ongoing development of a
paperless claims processing system.
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HPPG li: Eliminating Veteran Homel ness

Our nation’s Veterans experience higher than average rates of homelessness,
depression, substance abuse, and suicides; many also suffer from joblessness. On any
given night, there are about 131,000 Veterans who live on the streets, representing
every war and generation, including those who served in Iraq and Afghanistan. VA's
major homeless-specific programs constitute the largest integrated network of homeless
treatment and assistance services in the country. These programs provide a continuum
of care for homeless Veterans, providing treatment, rehabilitation, and supportive
services that assist homeless Veterans in addressing health, mental health and
psychosocial issues. VA also offers a full range of support necessary to end the cycle
of homelessness by providing education, jobs, and health care, in addition to safe
housing. We will increase the number and variety of housing options available to
homeless Veterans and those at risk of homelessness with permanent, transitional,
contracted, community-operated, HUD-VASH provided, and VA-operated housing.

Homelessness is primarily a health care issue, heavily burdened with depression
and substance abuse. VA's budget includes $4.2 billion in 2011 to prevent and reduce
homelessness among Veterans—over $3.4 billion for core medical services and $799
million for specific homeless programs and expanded medical programs. Our budget
includes an additional investment of $294 million in programs and new initiatives to
reduce the cycle of homelessness, which is almost 55 percent higher than the
resources provided for homelessness programs in 2010.

VA'’s health care costs for homeless Veterans can drop in the future as the
Department emphasizes education, jobs, and prevention and treatment programs that
can result in greater residential stability, gainful employment, and improved health
status.

HPPG lll: Automating the Gl Bill Benefits System

The Post 9/11 Gl Bill creates a robust enhancement of VA’s education benefits,
evoking the World War Il Era Gl Bill. Because of the significant opportunities the Act
provides to Veterans in recognition of their service, and the value of the program in the
current economic environment, we must deliver the benefits in this Act effectively and
efficiently, and with a client-centered approach. In August 2009, the new Post-9/11 Gl
Bill program was launched. We received more than 397,000 original and 219,000
supplemental applications since the inception of this program.

The 2011 budget provides $44.1 million to complete the automated solution for
processing Post-8/11 Gl Bill claims and to begin the development and implementation
of electronic systems to process claims associated with other education programs. The
automated solution for the Post 3/11 Gl Bill education program will be implemented by
December 2010.

In 2011, we expect the total number of all types of education claims to grow by
32.3 percent over 2009, from 1.70 million to 2.25 million. To meet this increasing
workload and complete education claims in a timely manner, VA has established a
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comprehensive strategy to develop an end-to-end solution that utilizes rules-based,
industry-standard technologies to modernize the delivery of education benefits.

HPPG IV: Establishing a Virtual Lifetime Electronic Record

Each year, more than 150,000 active and reserve component service members
leave the military. Currently, this transition is heavily reliant on the transfer of paper-
based administrative and medical records from the Department of Defense (DoD) to the
Veteran, the VA or other non-VA health care providers. A paper-based transfer carries
risks of errors or oversights and delays the claim process.

In April 2009, the President charged me and Defense Secretary Gates with
building a fully interoperable electronic records system that will provide each member of
our armed forces a Virtual Lifetime Electronic Record (VLER). This virtual record will
enhance the timely delivery of high-quality benefits and services by capturing key
information from the day they put on the uniform, through their time as Veterans, until
the day they are laid to rest. The VLER is the centerpiece of our strategy to better
coordinate the user-friendly transition of service members from their service component
into VA, and to produce better, more timely outcomes for Veterans in providing their
benefits and services.

In December 2009, VA successfully exchanged electronic health record (EHR)
information in a pilot program between the VA Medical Center in San Diego and a local
Kaiser Permanente hospital. We exchanged EHR information using the Nationwide
Health Information Network (NHIN) created by the Department of Health and Human
Services. Interoperability is key to sharing critical health information. Utilizing the NHIN
standards allows VA to partner with private sector health care providers and other
Federal agencies to promote better, faster, and safer care for Veterans. During the
second quarter of 2010, the DoD will join this pilot and we will announce additional
VLER health community sites.

VA has $52 million in IT funds in 2011 to continue the development and
implementation of this Presidential priority.

HPPG V: Improving Mental Health Care

The 2011 budget continues the Department’s keen focus on improving the
quality, access, and value of mental health care provided to Veterans. VA’s budget
provides over $5.2 billion for mental health, an increase of $410 million, or 8.5 percent,
over the 2010 enacted level. We will expand inpatient, residential, and outpatient
mental health programs with an emphasis on integrating mental health services with
primary and specialty care.

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) is the mental health condition most
commonly associated with combat, and treating Veterans who suffer from this
debilitating disorder is central to VA’s mission. Screening for PTSD is the first and most
essential step. It is crucial that VA be proactive in identifying PTSD and intervening
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early in order to prevent chronic problems that could lead to more complex disorders
and functional problems.

VA will also expand its screening program for other mental health conditions,
most notably traumatic brain injury (TBI), depression, and substance use disorders. We
will enhance our suicide prevention advertising campaign to raise awareness among
Veterans and their families of the services available to them.

More than one-fifth of the Veterans seen last year had a mental health diagnosis.
In order to address this challenge, VA has significantly invested in our mental health
workforce, hiring more than 6,000 new workers since 2005.

In October 2009, VA and DoD held a mental health summit with mental health
experts from both departments, and representatives from Congress and more than 57
non-government organizations. We convened the summit to discuss an innovative,
wide-ranging public health model for enhancing mental health for returning service
members, Veterans, and their families. VA will use the results to devise new innovative
strategies for improving the health and quality of life for Veterans suffering from mental
health problems.

HPPG VI: Deploying a Veterans Relationship Management System

A key component of VA’s transformation is to employ technology to dramatically
improve service and outreach to Veterans by adopting a comprehensive Veterans’
Relationship Management System to serve as the primary interface between Veterans
and the Department. This system will include a framework that provides Veterans with
the ability to:

s Access VA through multiple methods;

« Uniformly find information about VA’s benefits and services;

¢ Complete multiple business processes within VA without having to re-enter
identifying information; and,

e Seamlessly access VA across multiple lines of business.

This system will allow Veterans to access comprehensive online information
anytime and anywhere via a single consistent entry point. Our goal is to deploy the
Veterans Relationship Management System in 2011. Our budget provides $51.6 million
for this project.

In addition to resources supporting these high-priority performance goals, the
President’s budget enhances and improves services across the full spectrum of the
Department. The following highlights funding requirements for selected programs along
with the outcomes we will achieve for Veterans and their families.
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Delivering World-Class Medical Care

The Budget provides $51.5 billion for medical care in 2011, an increase of $4
billion, or 8.5 percent, over the 2010 level. This level will allow us to continue providing
timely, high-quality care to all enrolled veterans. Our total medical care level is
comprised of funding for medical services ($37.1 billion), medical support and
compliance ($5.3 billion), medical facilities ($5.7 billion), and resources from medical
care collections ($3.4 billion). In addition to reducing the number of homeless Veterans
and expanding access to mental health care, our 2011 budget will also achieve
numerous other outcomes that improve Veterans' quality of life, including:

» Providing extended care and rural health services in clinically appropriate
settings;

* Expanding the use of home telehealth;

s Enhancing access to health care services by offering enroliment to more Priority
Group 8 Veterans and activating new facilities; and,

s Meeting the medical needs of women Veterans.

During 2011, we expect to treat nearly 6.1 million unique patients, a 2.9 percent
increase over 2010. Among this total are over 439,000 Veterans who served in
Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation iragi Freedom, an increase of almost
57,000 (or 14.8 percent) above the number of Veterans from these two campaigns that
we anticipate will come to VA for health care in 2010.

In 2011, the budget provides $2.6 billion to meet the heaith care needs of
Veterans who served in Iraq and Afghanistan. This is an increase of $597 million (or
30.2 percent) over our medical resource requirements to care for these Veterans in
2010. This increase also reflects the impact of the recent decision to increase troop
size in Afghanistan. The treatment of this newest generation of Veterans has allowed
us to focus on, and improve treatment for, PTSD as well as TBI, including new
programs to reach Veterans at the earliest stages of these conditions.

The FY 2011 Budget also includes funding for new patients resulting from the
recent decision to add Parkinson's disease, ischemic heart disease, and B-cell
leukemias to the list of presumptive conditions for Veterans with service in Vietnam.

Extended Care and Rural Health

VA'’s budget for 2011 contains $6.8 billion for long-term care, an increase of
858.8 million (or 14.4 percent) over the 2010 level. In addition, $1.5 billion is included
for non-institutional long-term care, an increase of $276 million (or 22.9 percent) over
2010. By enhancing Veterans’ access to non-institutional long-term care, VA can
provide extended care services to Veterans in a more clinically appropriate setting,
closer to where they live, and in the comfort and familiar settings of their homes.

VA’s 2011 budget also includes $250 million to continue strengthening access to
health care for 3.2 million enrolled Veterans living in rural and highly rural areas through
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a variety of avenues. These include new rural health outreach and delivery initiatives
and expanded use of home-based primary care, mental health, and telehealth services.
VA intends to expand use of cutting edge telehealth technology to broaden access to
care while at the same time improve the quality of our health care services.

Home Telehealth

Our increasing reliance on non-institutional long-term care includes an
investment in 2011 of $163 million in home telehealth. Taking greater advantage of the
latest technological advancements in health care delivery will allow us to more closely
monitor the health status of Veterans and will greatly improve access to care for
Veterans in rural and highly rural areas. Telehealth will place specialized health care
professionals in direct contact with patients using modern IT tools. VA's home
telehealth program cares for 35,000 patients and is the largest of its kind in the world. A
recent study found patients enrolled in home telehealth programs experienced a 25
percent reduction in the average number of days hospitalized and a 19 percent
reduction in hospitalizations. Telehealth and telemedicine improve health care by
increasing access, eliminating travel, reducing costs, and producing better patient
outcomes.

Expanding Access to Health Care

in 2009 VA opened enroliment to Priority 8 Veterans whose incomes exceed last
year's geographic and VA means-test thresholds by no more than 10 percent. Our
most recent estimate is that 193,000 more Veterans will enroli for care by the end of
2010 due to this policy change.

In 2011 VA will further expand health care eligibility for Priority 8 Veterans to
those whose incomes exceed the geographic and VA means-test thresholds by no more
than 15 percent compared to the levels in effect prior to expanding enroliment in 2009.
This additional expansion of eligibility for care will result in an estimated 99,000 more
enrollees in 2011 alone, bringing the total number of new enrollees from 2009 to the
end of 2011 to 292,000.

Meeting the Medical Needs of Women Veterans

The 2011 budget provides $217.6 million to meet the gender-specific health care
needs of women Veterans, an increase of $18.6 million {or 9.4 percent) over the 2010
level. The delivery of enhanced primary care for women Veterans remains one of the
Department's top priorities. The number of women Veterans is growing rapidly and
women are increasingly reliant upon VA for their health care.

Our investment in health care for women Veterans will lead to higher quality of
care, increased coordination of care, enhanced privacy and dignity, and a greater sense
of security among our women patients. We will accomplish this through expanding
health care services provided in our Vet Centers, increasing training for our health care
providers to advance their knowledge and understanding of women'’s health issues, and
implementing a peer call center and social networking site for women combat Veterans.
This call center will be open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.
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Advance Appropriations for Medical Care in 2012

VA is requesting advance appropriations in 2012 of $50.6 billion for the three
medical care appropriations to support the health care needs of 6.2 million patients.
The total is comprised of $39.6 billion for Medical Services, $5.5 billion for Medical
Support and Compliance, and $5.4 billion for Medical Facilities. In addition, $3.7 billion
is estimated in medical care collections, resulting in a total resource level of $54.3
billion. It does not include additional resources for any new initiatives that would begin
in 2012,

Our 2012 advance appropriations request is based largely on our actuarial modei
using 2008 data as the base year. The request continues funding for programs that we
will continue in 2012 but which are not accounted for in the actuarial model. These
initiatives address homelessness and expanded access to non-institutional long-term
care and rural health care services through telehealth. In addition, the 2012 advance
appropriations request includes resources for several programs not captured by the
actuarial model, including tong-term care, the Civilian Health and Medical Program of
the Department of Veterans Affairs, Vet Centers, and the state home per diem program.
Overall, the 2012 requested level, based on the information available at this point in
time, is sufficient to enable us to provide timely and high-quality care for the estimated
patient population. We will continue to monitor cost and workload data throughout the
year and, if needed, we will revise our request during the normal 2012 budget cycle.

After a cumulative increase of 26.4 percent in the medical care budget since
2009, we will be working to reduce the rate of increase in the cost of the provision of
health care by focusing on areas such as better leveraging acquisitions and contracting,
enhancing use of referral agreements, strengthening DoD/VA joint ventures, and
expanding applications of medical technology (e.g. telehome health).

Investments in Medical Research

VA's budget request for 2011 includes $590 million for medical and prosthetic
research, an increase of $9 million over the 2010 level. These research funds will help
VA sustain its long track record of success in conducting research projects that lead to
clinically useful interventions that improve the health and quality of life for Veterans as
well as the general population.

This budget contains funds to continue our aggressive research program aimed
at improving the lives of Veterans returning from service in Iraq and Afghanistan. This
focuses on prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation research, including TB! and
polytrauma, bum injury research, pain research, and post-deployment mental health
research.

Sustaining High Quality Burial and Memorial Programs

VA remains steadfastly committed to providing access to a dignified and
respectful burial for Veterans choosing to be buried in a VA national cemetery. This
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promise to Veterans and their families also requires that we maintain national
cemeteries as shrines dedicated to the memory of those who honorably served this
Nation in uniform. This budget implements new policy to expand access by lowering
the Veteran population threshold for establishing new national cemeteries and
developing additional columbaria to better serve large urban areas.

VA expects to perform 114,300 interments in 2011 or 3.8 percent more than in
2010. The number of developed acres (8,441) that must be maintained in 2011 is 4.6
percent greater than the 2010 estimate, while the number of gravesites (3,147,000) that
will be maintained is 2.6 percent higher. VA will also process more than 617,000
Presidential Memorial Certificates in recognition of Veterans’ honorable military service.

QOur 2011 budget request includes $251 million in operations and maintenance
funding for the National Cemetery Administration. The 2011 budget request provides
$36.9 million for national shrine projects to raise, realign, and clean an estimated
668,000 headstones and markers, and repair 100,000 sunken graves. This is critical to
maintaining our extremely high client satisfaction scores that set the national standard
of excellence in government and private sector services as measured by the American
Customer Satisfaction Index. The share of our clients who rate the quality of the
memorial services we provide as excellent will rise to 98 percent in 2011. The
proportion of clients who rate the appearance of our national cemeteries as excellent
will grow to 99 percent. And we will mark 95 percent of graves within 60 days of
interment.

The 2011 budget includes $3 million for solar and wind power projects at three
cemeteries to make greater use of renewable energy and to improve the efficiency of
our program operations. [t also provides $1.25 million to conduct independent Facility
Condition Assessments at national cemeteries and $2 million for projects to correct
safety and other deficiencies identified in those assessments.

Leveraging Information Technology

We cannot achieve the transformation of VA into a 21% Century organization
capable of meeting Veterans’ needs today and in the years to come without leveraging
the power of IT. The Department’s IT program is absolutely integral to everything we
do, and it is vital we continue the development of IT systems that will meet new service
delivery demands and modernize or replace increasingly fragile systems that are no
longer adequate in today’s health care and benefits delivery environment. Simply put,
IT is indispensable to achieving VA’s mission.

The Department’s IT operations and maintenance program supports 334,000
users, including VA employees, contractors, volunteers, and researchers situated in
1,400 health care facilities, 57 regional offices, and 158 national cemeteries around the
country. QOur IT program protects and maintains 8.5 million vital health and benefits
records for Veterans with the level of privacy and security mandated by both statutes
and directives.

10
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VA's 2011 budget provides $3.3 billion for IT, the same level of funding provided
in 2010. We have prioritized potential IT projects to ensure that the most mission-
critical projects for improving service to Veterans are funded. For example, the
resources we are requesting will fund the development and implementation of an
automated solution for processing education claims ($44.1 million), the Financial and
Logistics Integrated Technology Enterprise project to replace our outdated, non-
compliant core accounting system ($120.2 million), development and deployment of the
paperless claims processing system ($145.3 million), and continued development of
HealtheVet, VA's electronic health record system ($346.2 million}. In addition, the 2011
budget request includes $52 million for the advancement of the Virtual Lifetime
Electronic Record, a Presidential priority that involves our close collaboration with DoD.

Enhancing our Management Infrastructure

A critical component of our transformation is to create a reliable management
infrastructure that expands or enhances corporate transparency at VA, centralizes
leadership and decentralizes execution, and invests in leadership training. This
includes increasing investment in training and career development for our career civil
service and employing a suitable financial management system to track expenditures.
The Department’s 2011 budget provides $463 million in General Administration to
support these vital corporate management activities. This includes $23.6 million in
support of the President’s initiative to strengthen the acquisition workforce.

We will place particular emphasis on increasing our investment in training and
career development—helping to ensure that VA’s workforce remain leaders and
standard-setters in their fields, skilled, motivated, and client-oriented. Training and
development (including a leadership development program), communications and team
building, and continuous learning will all be components of reaching this objective.

Capital Infrastructure

VA must provide timely, high-quality health care in medical infrastructure which
is, on average, over 60 years old. In the 2011 budget, we are requesting $1.6 billion to
invest in our major and minor construction programs to accomplish projects that are
crucial to right sizing and modernizing VA'’s health care infrastructure, providing greater
access to benefits and services for more Veterans, closer to where they live, and
adequately addressing patient safety and other critical facility deficiencies.

Major Construction
The 2011 budget request for VA major construction is $1.151 billion. This

includes funding for five medical facility projects in New Orleans, Louisiana; Denver,
Colorado; Palo Alto and Alameda, California; and Omaha, Nebraska.

This request provides $106.9 million to support the Department's burial program,
including gravesite expansion and cemetery improvement projects at three national
cemeteries—Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania; Los Angeles, California; and Tahoma,
Washington.

11
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Our major construction request includes $51.4 million to begin implementation of
a new policy to expand and improve access to burial in a national cemetery. Most
significantly, this new policy lowers the Veteran population threshold to build a new
national cemetery from 170,000 to 80,000 Veterans living within 75 miles of a cemetery.
This will provide access to about 500,000 additional Veterans. Moreover, it will increase
our strategic target for the percent of Veterans served by a burial option in a national or
state Veterans cemetery within 75 miles of their residence from 90 percent to 94
percent.

VA's major construction request also includes $24 million for resident engineers
that support medical facility and national cemetery projects. This represents a new
source of funding for the resident engineer program, which was previously funded under
General Operating Expenses.

Minor Construction

The $467.7 million request for 2011 for minor construction is an integral
component of our overall capital program. In support of the medical care and medical
research programs, minor construction funds permit VA to realign critical services; make
seismic corrections; improve patient safety; enhance access to health care; increase
capacity for dental care; enhance patient privacy; improve treatment of special
emphasis programs; and expand our research capability. Minor construction funds are
also used to improve the appearance of our national cemeteries. Further, minor
construction resources will be used to comply with energy efficiency and sustainability
design requirements.

Summary

Our job at the VA is to serve Veterans by increasing their access to VA benefits
and services, to provide them the highest quality of health care available, and to control
costs to the best of our ability. Doing so will make VA a model of good governance.
The resources provided in the 2011 President’s budget will permit us to fulfill our
obligation to those who have bravely served our country.

The 298,000 employees of the VA are committed to providing the quality of
service needed to serve our Veterans and their families. They are our most valuable
resource. | am especially proud of several VA employees that have been singled out for
special recognition this year.

First, let me recognize Dr. Janet Kemp, who received the “2009 Federal
Employee of the Year” award from the Partnership for Public Service. Under Dr.
Kemp’s leadership, VA created the Veterans National Suicide Prevention Hotline to help
Veterans in crisis. To date, the Hotline has received almost 225,000 calls and rescued
about 6,800 people judged to be at imminent risk of suicide since its inception.

Second, we are also very proud of Nancy Fichtner, an employee at the Grand

Junction Colorado Medicat Center, for being the winner of the President's first-ever
SAVE (Securing Americans Value and Efficiency) award. Ms. Fichtner's winning idea is

12
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for Veterans leaving VA hospitals to be able to take medication they have been using
home with them instead of it being discarded upon discharge.

And third, we are proud of the VA employees at our Albuquerque, New Mexico
Clinical Research Pharmacy Coordinating Center, including the Center Director, Mike R.
Sather, for excellence in supporting clinical trials targeting current Veteran health
issues. Their exceptional and important work garnered the center's recognition as the
2009 Malcolm Baidrige National Quality Award Recipient in the nonprofit category.

The VA is fortunate to have public servants that are not only creative thinkers,
but also able to put good ideas into practice. With such a workforce, and the continuing
support of Congress, | am confident we can achieve our shared goal of accessible,
high-quality and timely care and benefits for Veterans.

13
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Secretary, thank you again for your com-
ments, and even more importantly for your leadership for the V.A.
We know it is a labor of love, not just a job for you.

Members, we are going to follow the 5-minute rule.

And Mr. Secretary, I would just begin with one question after
making a brief request.

And my request is this. After 3 years of significantly increasing
funding for the V.A., we know there are still unmet needs out
there. Each of you deals with those unmet needs every day.

I think it is vital to earn the trust of the American people, that
we have not only done the right thing to increase funding for vet-
erans, but that we are working hard every single day to see that
every dollar that is being spent efficiently and effectively, and for
the highest priorities. And I think that trust will be vital for us to
have any opportunity to continue the kind of forward push we have
been making for funding for the V.A.

And so, I would urge each of the leaders here to work, as I know
you must be trying to do. But I would want to emphasize the im-
portance of it, to see that we use these dollars effectively and for
direct care—not overhead, not just extra administrative costs, but
for direct care and benefits for our veterans.

CLAIMS BACKLOG

Mr. Secretary, my one question would be on the claims backlog
issue. You referenced this briefly in your comments. We know it is
an enormous challenge.

It is frustrating that we started three years ago increasing fund-
ing for claims processors dramatically above budget request, and I
think actually funded an increase potentially of 8,300 new claims
processors.

Could you summarize again just how we got here, and how do
we get out? What have been the numbers in terms of increased
claims coming in each year? What have been the numbers in terms
of claims processed? And what is the endgame here? Is it going to
get worse before it gets better?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, this is the one area that I
spend a good bit of time on. And 2010 for me is dedicated to look-
ing at this backlog issue.

I spent time on it last year, but the 9/11 G.I. Bill came along and
required a little bit of my attention. So, I am fully onto the claims
process this year.

Let me just say that last year we processed a record number of
claims—977,000 claims were processed last year. And then, we re-
ceived in return a million new claims.

Now, this is a numbers game we have to get out ahead of and
that is why our efforts this year are important in several areas.

First of all, we have increased VBA’s budget by a record 27 per-
cent to give them the wherewithal to deal with the number of
claims that are coming in. With that they will be able to hire about
4,000 additional claims processors.

Right now, because the Veterans Benefits Administration is es-
sentially a paper-bound organization, we are in desperate need of
information technology tools, and we are developing them. So, for
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the time being, the 4,000 allows us to accelerate, to keep up with
this increased surge.

Now, some would say there is something wrong with a million
new claims coming in. My response is, I am not so sure, because
we are making a big effort to outreach to veterans who have never
used us, who do not know about us and there are sufficient exam-
ples of that when I travel. I see this as a response to a successful
outreach program, that folks who have never applied for their ben-
efits are suddenly beginning to do that.

But it is still a numbers game. We have to get out ahead of it.
For the time being, we have no information technology tools that
will absorb that surge, so we have to do it the old-fashioned way,
sort of brute force. We hire people and we train them, and there
is a period during the training where they are not fully up to the
level of performance that they will be. We have to invest in that
train-up period.

In time, we are able to address the numbers but at the same
time, I.T. is a solution for us.

We are doing four pilots. These pilots have been underway for a
bit. The first pilot in Pittsburgh is intended to develop high-quality
claims that have the potential for passing through the system one
time with a good outcome for the veteran, that the veteran will be
pleased with and then, if the veteran feels there is a re-addressal
need, it is still appealed. The appellate process is still there.

But this is a change for us. This is not handing the veteran a
checklist of things to do and gather, and come back when your
claim is complete. This is V.A. sitting down with the veteran, treat-
ing him as our client, much as you would preparing a legal brief,
putting together the strongest argument to win that case. That is
our claim at that point.

The VSOs are invited to be involved.

This is a change in the relationship. In time, I think this will
have huge dividends in terms of advocacy being the culture that is
accepted as V.A.’s way of doing business, as opposed to some of the
adversarial circumstances we sometimes hear about.

A second pilot in Little Rock, Arkansas, is about business process
reengineering. When this high-quality claim arrives, who touches it
first? How many people have to touch it before we get to a deci-
sion? What is the efficient arrangement of the work force and their
tools to get to a high-quality decision quickly?

Providence, Rhode Island, is a pilot on automated tools. What are
the tools that are needed to automate these processes that I have
just described?

We made the automation piece separate. We did not want to nec-
essarily just automate processes that have been troublesome for
some time and just get lousy decisions faster. We wanted to get ef-
ficiency here, and then automate it, so we have this thrust and im-
provement.

And finally the fourth pilot, which we think is next most impor-
tant to the one in Pittsburgh, is to create the Virtual Regional Of-
fice of the future with new tools, a new working relationship with
veterans and a reengineered business process. And then, how do
we very quickly distribute those capabilities across the nation?
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Today, of 57 R.O.s, I would venture to say there is a number one
R.O. and a number 57 in terms of how they make their decisions.
We do not necessarily want 57, but neither do we want one.

What we want is some massing around 29 and 30, so that we
have achieved a standard across the nation, so that veterans whose
claims are adjudicated in San Diego have a sense that there is fair-
ness in the system, and that the same kinds of adjudications are
being done on the East Coast. This is important for us, because
without the electronic capability, it is difficult to manage that. This
way, we can see what our performance is, where our variances are,
and we can begin to home in on a standard.

So, we think there is good effort going to go into the backlog
issue this year. But this is part of that larger discussion of trans-
forming the Veterans Benefits Administration—good folks who
come to work every day, who are paperbound, where, in the Health
Administration we have probably the world’s best electronic health
record. We have just got to bring our capabilities to get there.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your focus on that.
Let us know how we can work together.

Mr. Wamp.

Mr. Wamp. Mr. Chairman, as we consider the votes for the day,
I just want you to know, I probably have three rounds as we go,
with two questions each time.

Following up on the backlog claims issue, obviously, 27 percent
increase gets your attention. I appreciate your commitment to this.

Short answer, please. With this increase, when this is funded,
will we see a dramatic reduction in the backlog?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Wamp, you would have seen a dramatic
decrease in backlog, if the Secretary of Veterans Affairs had not
made, at the same time, a decision on Agent Orange last October
that added three new diseases to the list of presumptions for Viet-
nam veterans.

We added Parkinson’s, we added ischemic heart disease, and we
added hairy cell B leukemia. That will add several hundred thou-
sand cases. So, my sense is, there will be an increase in the inven-
tory, total number of cases.

With the pilots and with the 27 percent additional resources for
VBA, there will still be some increase in backlog and some increase
in processing time but we intend to shape and control that, such
that by 2013, we are back to where we are today. And where we
are today is, with the investments we have already made, we have
taken processing time from 190 days to 161, headed to 125.

We will be about back there in 2013, and headed to eliminating
the backlog at that point.

Mr. WAMP. And that is what the subcommittee needs to be aware
of as we go forward. Plus, if you are successful eliminating, but cer-
tainly reducing the number of homeless veterans, that is 135,000
potential new cases right there.

So, you are going to have an increase even though the funding
is ramped way up, because of the new benefits and the outreach
to make sure that all the veterans that have access to the V.A. are
coming.

Now, you said 161 days, and that is what I have heard, as well.
When will we have the 125-day assurance for a wait?
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Secretary SHINSEKI. I will give you a target. It is 2015, Mr.
Wamp. I will not put an assurance on that. Lots of things will hap-
pen between now and 2015.

Mr. Wamp. All right. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Others are watching today, not just those that are participating,
because of our C—SPAN cameras. I was thinking heading into
today, because of your life experience, what are the significant, big
challenges for the Secretary of Veterans Affairs in 2010 that we did
not experience 30 years ago?

What are the biggest differences between now and then?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Well, I can tell you what I am focused on
this year, Mr. Wamp. It is taking this backlog and doing something
about it. Even though I am not able to end it this year, I intend
to put in place the systems and procedures that will give us that
I%Ok at the end of the tunnel where we can see where we are head-
ed.

The second focus of mine is to remind—and it goes back to your
opening comments—very little that we do in V.A. originates here.
And so, it is, for me, important to build good, strong working rela-
tionships—but beyond relationships, good procedures with DOD, so
that we are linked in the important ways—not operationally, but
certainly in the way veterans are transitioned from active service,
whether they are active Guard or Reserve members, transitioned
from their active service into veteran status.

We need to do that better. And the fact that we do not do that
as well as we might contributes to the backlog problem, as well.

But there are other issues here. There are ongoing, everyday ex-
posures that occur with military service. I think we have to be bet-
ter in synchronizing with DOD our relationship to recognize it
early, do the right thing in terms of establishing a profile, a base
line on health care, whether that takes blood or tissue samples, or
some kind of physical that will allow us to understand where that
individual’s health care exists at a given point. We will be treating
that veteran well into the 70s and 80s years of age and that is a
much longer span of time in which health care, continuity of care,
prevention, all those things get to play, if we have a good base line.

I would just offer that currently on our list of beneficiaries, the
V.A. still has two children of Civil War veterans today that we care
for. There are 151 beneficiaries from the Spanish-American War.
That was two centuries ago.

So, the decisions that are made operationally on behalf of the
country have a long-term effect for these individuals. And V.A. is
the organization that has to deal with it.

VETERANS HISTORY PROJECT

Mr. WamP. And I do not want to lead you, but having been in-
volved in the Veterans History Project at the Library of Congress,
and having World War II, Korean veterans participate that never
shared anything—I think all the way through the Vietnam era, our
veterans were not encouraged enough to share their experiences
and their mental challenges beyond their physical challenges.
There was so much buried.

We ask today’s veterans to come back and share what is going
through their mind and their life, the challenges, and then meet
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those needs so that they can return to productivity and normalcy
as much as possible. This is a new era to me.

I see this every day, where this era is very different than the
eras of our fighters in the past. I have been to funerals where they
showed the World War II veterans visual testimony at the Library
of Congress and the Veterans History Project, because their family
had never heard it.

They had never, ever heard it, and they did not show it until
they had died, while today’s veterans are encouraged to come back
and share this. This is the whole PTSD story. And I will get to that
in the next round.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Wamp.

Mr. Salazar.

NEW CEMETERIES

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And it is an honor to have you here today, Mr. Secretary. I just
wanted to thank you for your consistent work on helping rural vet-
erans, not only across Colorado, but across this country. And I also
wanted to commend you on the change of policy where you can help
rural veterans’ access to cemeteries.

You mentioned about creating five new cemeteries this year.
What are they? Which ones are they?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Let me get to my notes here, Mr. Salazar.

The five new cemeteries, national cemeteries—east central Flor-
ida, Omaha, western NY, southern Colorado and Tallahassee. I was
sure about one of them. I had to check on the other four.

PHARMACEUTICALS

Mr. SALAZAR. Well, we appreciate your work for the southern
Colorado veterans.

Let me just ask you briefly, as we continue this debate on health
care, yesterday, Mr. Berry and I and others actually introduced leg-
islation that would allow the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to negotiate prescription drug prices, maybe even using the
V.A. as a model. We understand that the V.A.’s pharmaceutical
drug prices are about half of what Medicare pays. And this is a
good way to save the American taxpayer money.

Do you and the Secretary of Health and Human Services work
together? Maybe, do you give her any ideas, or can you give her
any ideas as to how we can maybe make something like this work?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Congressman, I have not personally had the
discussion with the Secretary of HHS, but I have had my people
reach out to not just HHS, but to DOD as well, to demonstrate
what we do, what we have been able to negotiate in terms of phar-
maceutical prices, and offered where appropriate to put people on
our system, but also to share what we have been able to achieve
with other departments.

So, my guess is it is in the department. I have not personally dis-
cussed it with Secretary Sebelius.

Mr. SALAZAR. I would encourage you to offer advice to the sec-
retary. You have a great model.
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Let me just also ask you, in my district in Pueblo, Colorado,
there are concerns about removal of a VSO from Pueblo. I guess
he serves over 22,000 veterans.

And do you have any information, or does anyone in your organi-
zation know of the Pueblo VSO being removed for—I do not know
for what reason—or the office closed, I guess?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I am not aware of that issue, but I will be
happy to provide you a response for the record. I will follow up. I
am not aware of a VSO being closed.

Mr. SALAZAR. Right. Thank you very much.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Salazar.

Mr. Crenshaw.

NATIONAL CEMETERIES—CHANGE IN POLICY

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And Mr. Secretary,
welcome back to the committee. I know you have got a long and
distinguished career of taking care of the men and women in uni-
form. And I want to thank you just for your dedication and time
to all the problems that are being faced by your department, not
just the big problems, but the little problems. And thank you for
that.

A couple of questions. First I want to ask you about, I saw in this
year’s budget, you have got kind of some money for a change in pol-
icy that relates to national cemeteries. As I understand it now, I
guess the old policy was, if there were 170,000 veterans within a
75-mile radius, then they would be eligible for a national cemetery.
You are going to change that to 80,000, which, as I understand it,
is going to entitle an extra half-a-million veterans to be close to a
national cemetery.

And I can tell you first hand, in my community in Jacksonville,
Florida, the closest cemetery when I was first elected was about
200 miles away. A new cemetery was just opened last year. And
I do not think many things in Congress that I have worked on have
had as big an impact on me or the community that I represent as
has this national cemetery. It is just magnificent.

And the way they have done it, as you know, they can fast-track.
And while it 1s going to be a 500-acre facility, right now there are
about 20 acres. There are 15 ceremonies taking place every week.
There were 1,000 headstones.

So, I think an effort to make more national cemeteries available
around the country is very, very laudable. I would love to help in
any way I can. I know that the subcommittee would as well.

I would like to ask you just how you came to this conclusion that
you were going to lower that requirement to just 80,000 versus
170,000. Is that going to require additional funds from time to
time? And will that change the timeline as these are developed?

Can you touch on those three issues?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Crenshaw, we arrived at a point with
the old standard, we were above 90 percent satisfaction for that old
standard. We also looked around and realized that most states had
a standard, as well. And they came up to, in varying locations, up
to that 80,000 mark.
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There was a gap between our number and theirs and so, we de-
cided to serve states and also serve veterans by moving our stand-
ard in the direction of providing additional burial capability.

You are correct in the statement of the new standard, 75 miles
of an 80,000 population. We intend to have a cemetery located in
that population.

It will take us a while to get to all of those, but five cemeteries
next year is the first installment. And then we will see what the
requirements are, because, as you know, veteran populations tend
to move as well. And we need to sort of stay abreast of that.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Let me just real quick. Are the five that are
being built—or funded—this year, were they under the old
170,000? Or are they part of that, the new guidelines of 80,000?

Secretary SHINSEKI. They are under the new guideline.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Crenshaw.

Mr. Israel.

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CLAIMS BACKLOG

Mr. Secretary, I am so pleased that the V.A. is under your lead-
ership. And thank you for your service.

I have a quick question. I need a quick clarification on the claims
backlog, and then I want to talk about veterans’ homelessness in
the time that I have.

I keep hearing different figures as to the total volume of claims
dating back to the oldest claim. Can you tell us, what is the total
number of claims in the system right now?

Secretary SHINSEKI. That varies from day to day, congressman,
but I would say it runs around 400,000 to 450,000 claims in the
whole inventory.

Mr. ISRAEL. In the entire system.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Yes.

Mr. ISRAEL. So, dating back to World War II, you know, World
War II veterans who have put in claims.

Secretary SHINSEKI. I do not know how far back that estimate
goes. Generally, the inventory for the last several years, at least,
has been four—let me just broaden the aperture a little bit—some-
place from 400,000 to 500,000.

Mr. ISRAEL. That is fair enough.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Of that number, usually 150,000 to 170,000
of them are backlogged. In other words, they are older than 125
days.

Mr. ISRAEL. Got it. Okay.

Secretary SHINSEKI. As I said last year, we pushed out 977,000
claims. So, with rare exception, the backlog usually is not the same
set of claims. There may be some that are long-term issues where
development of the claim is not complete. And so, usually there is
turnover in the backlog.

HOMELESS VETERANS
Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you for that.
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Let us turn to homeless veterans. Tonight, 131,000 veterans are
going to go to sleep without a bed, without a roof, without a home.
I consider this to be America’s national shame. And I know you do,
as well, and I thank you for the focus that you have brought to this
issue.

You talked about the need for kind of a synergistic, holistic, inte-
grated approach. It is not just the funding, it is the coordination
and the collaboration that is vital.

Can you give us some specifics, however, as to what kind of in-
vestments? You talked about new investments for homeless vet-
erans in order to achieve the goal of eliminating homelessness
among veterans within five years.

Tell us specifically what you are proposing for this year and how
you intend to use those funds.

Secretary SHINSEKI. This is a complex problem, congressman,
and I am sort of learning as I go. I think if this was simple good
people would have solved it.

I do think how our approach is different is, as you have indicated
here, we do not look at this as finding 131,000 beds into which we
can put people overnight. We have a prevention initiative, so that
we are not adding to the 131,000, or backfilling the 131,000 as we
are doing good work up front.

So, in developing this plan, it has been a comprehensive effort.
We held two summits this year, V.A.-initiated or co-sponsored. The
first one was on homelessness, and the second one was on mental
health, which we co-sponsored with DOD. We participated in a
third conference with DOD on suicides, because all of these things
sort of roll together.

This year we put $3.5 billion into homelessness in 2010. I would
offer that 85 percent of that money is medical services. It is dealing
with substance abuse, depression, PTSD, TBI, suicide ideation and
a whole raft of requirements that go along with that.

And then out of this year’s money, about $500 million goes to the
partners that we have out there on the ground, 400 to 500 of them,
who are really the creative geniuses in dealing with homelessness.
They know the veterans. They have dialogue with them. They can
help us get them off the streets and then into safe shelter, which
is what we work with them on.

And then we have to invest in other ways. Education, I would
offer that the G.I. Bill is a huge part of being able to address the
needs of returning veterans today, and allowing them to have a
constructive program rather than finding themselves looking for
work or fighting to survive.

So, a huge effort; 229,000 veterans have enrolled, and we are
probably above 191,000 who are currently already on our payment
plan where tuition, books and a living stipend is being provided to
them. That is 229,000 veterans out of 565,000 veterans that are
being educated by us in broad measure.

Second to the Department of Education, we provide education
benefits to the tune of $9 billion. So, that is a huge part of this.

If there is an opportunity to improve on the G.I. Bill, it would
be to provide for veterans a chance to have vocational training. Not
every youngster wants to spend four years, necessarily, sitting in
a college seat, and they are tremendously talented and tremen-
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dously dedicated to the work they do. Having an option to go voca-
tional training would be a good adjustment here.

And then jobs. I mean, it is the ultimate requirement for us to
provide good jobs. In V.A. we have a Veterans First program,
where we seek to hire veterans, and contract with small busi-
nesses, and veteran-owned small businesses as part of our con-
tracting mechanism.

We received about $1 billion last year in the Recovery Act. We
competed it, 99 percent of that, 98 percent of that and we got a 20
percent increase in our buying power, because we got competitive
rates. Better than 80 percent of those contracts went to veteran-
owned small businesses—important for us, because veteran-owned
small businesses tend to hire other veterans, so that is the churn
on jobs.

And then, finally, it is ensuring that there is a piece of this that
figures for us, when 40,000 veterans come out of prison every year.
And in order not to find them ending up on the streets, we need
programs that reach into those facilities and ensure we have a good
transition for them as well.

Many of them, the violent ones, are where they need to be but
many of them ended up there, because of misdemeanors that led
to a series of events that found them behind bars. And we are
working to address those issues, as well.

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Israel.

Members, let me just give you a quick floor update. We have
three votes scheduled on the floor right now. We have seven min-
utes left in the first vote, but there have only been 16, now 17
members out of 435 who have voted. So, if you will trust me, I will
watch this. And when we get to the point we need to leave, we will
be sure we recess in time to get to the floor, so we do not miss that
vote.

But it is certainly an honor to have Mr. Lewis, the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee, former chairman of the full committee,
who, as we all know, and as you know, Mr. Secretary, has spent
a distinguished lifetime of service and support of our service men
and women and our veterans.

Mr. Lewis, I would like to recognize you for any opening com-
ments or questions you would like to offer.

Mr. LEwis. Well, thank you very much, Chairman Edwards, for
recognizing me. I must say, I was pleased to walk in just as my
colleague, Mr. Israel, was beginning to ask questions about home-
less veterans and what we may or may not be doing in connection
with all of that.

If this subcommittee could commit itself to the direction that our
secretary would take us relative to homeless veterans, I believe we
can strike a major chord towards turning around a horrendous
problem.

The homelessness problem began, I believe, many years ago in
California, where we passed legislation that was designed to say
too many of our citizens, because of illness and otherwise, are find-
ing themselves in mental hospitals. And we had a tendency back
then to just want to throw the key away. We put them in a mental
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hospital, and that is taken care of. Society does not have to worry
anymore.

We then passed legislation to make it harder to put people in in-
stitutions. And hand-in-hand with that was supposed to be a clin-
ical process whereby those people—a very significant percentage
being veterans—those people were supposed to go to clinics, get
meds, et cetera. There was never the follow up that would allow
us to make sure the meds were taken, and the like.

We would have a potential model here to deal with veterans who
make up such a high percentage of this population. Patrick Ken-
nedy and I have begun to talk about this issue, as well. And I
would hope that the subcommittee would try to come together and
focus, help the secretary focus on getting a handle on this.

It is a great opportunity for us, and we could make a real dif-
ference. So, other than that commentary, Mr. Secretary, I am
proud to have you be my friend, and I am very anxious to work
with you.

Thank you.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Lewis, let me just say thank you for empha-
sizing the importance of our responsibility in addressing the home-
lessness issue. I think it saddens all of us that there is even one
homeless veteran anywhere in any community in this country. And
what you saw in California, I think we saw to some degree in
Texas, as well.

And I really look forward to working with you and the members
of this committee to see if we can make a major push in solving
that problem. Thank you for your emphasis on that.

Mr. LEwis. Well, Mr. Chairman, if I could add. I think you know
that, while our colleague Patrick Kennedy has suggested he is not
going to run for re-election, there is no doubt he has a commitment
to this arena. And there is a great contribution that can be made
over these next several months with his assistance.

Mr. EDWARDS. And you just made one by emphasizing this ought
to be a high priority. And I will follow up on that, and we will work
on that.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, if I could—

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes, Mr. Secretary?

Secretary SHINSEKI [continuing]. Just take just a moment here
and just thank Congressman Lewis for the observation.

I just want to offer, here is what I wrestle with every day. That
is, I have two images of young people who serve, men and women
who serve or have served in uniform. The one we are all familiar
with, and that is, every year 60 percent—I think around 60 per-
cent—of our high school graduates go on to college, junior college,
university, some higher form of education.

Of the remaining 40 percent, a good many of them go into voca-
tional training, some directly into the work force. A very small per-
cent join the less than 1 percent of men and women wearing this
country’s uniforms.

And of that 1 percent, I am intimately familiar—I spent 38 years
with them. They go through all the preparations, whether you call
it basic training or boot camp. They prepare for joining high per-
forming organizations that are well led, that are missioned.
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And from the moment they join, they are trusted members of
that organization. There is no apprentice period for them. If the
unit deploys, they go, whether it is 2 months or 2 weeks. And they
go off and they are given the toughest, most difficult, most de-
manding, sometimes impossible missions. And they do that without
fail—better than we can expect.

A second image I will offer to you is the one that I am troubled
with, and it is the one that Congressman Lewis raises. And it is
a very much smaller population. But veterans are disproportion-
ately amongst our homeless, amongst our depressed, amongst our
substance abusers, amongst our jobless. And I offer, these are the
same kids in both of those two images. There is no difference be-
tween them.

And we have to figure out—and that is what V.A. intends to do,
how to keep the youngsters in image one continuing to be the high
performers that they are, and to reach into image two and begin
to solve some of those problems, so that over time we are not deal-
ing with this.

The same youngsters. It is not about them. It is about us.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and we look forward to
working with you on that important challenge.

Mr. Wamp, let me ask you. We show 1 minute and 30 seconds
left. Seventy-eight people have voted. Should we recognize Mr.
Berry? Or do you want to recess and go vote and come back?

Mr. WAMP. You should ask Mr. Berry that question, not me.

Mr. EDWARDS. All right.

Mr. Berry.

If members feel they need to go to cast a vote, I would be happy
to stay here with you, Mr. Berry, for you to ask your question. Or
we can wait till after the vote. It is your call.

All right. Well, then, let me just say, I would like to underscore
what Secretary Shinseki said. Thank you for your tremendous lead-
ership, particularly in health care, on this subcommittee. We will
miss you in the years ahead. But our veterans will be the bene-
ficiaries of your work on this subcommittee.

SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mr. BERRY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I share the entire committee’s and the country’s
appreciation of your distinguished service. And we thank you for
what you do.

My question is—and you and I have talked about this before. But
you mentioned earlier in your testimony that I believe you had ad-
ministratively broadened the presumptions where veterans would
be covered for certain things that had not been presumed earlier.

Is it possible to deal with the issue of the veterans that served
in Southeast Asia, but cannot document that they were in Vietnam
or Cambodia, or wherever it happened to be—is it possible to deal
with that administratively?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Congressman, I am not sure that it is able
to be dealt with administratively. I am researching that issue.

The majority of folks that operated in Cambodia I am aware had
presence in Vietnam at some point. And to qualify, it does not re-
quire any stipulated number of days or location, or where. So, what
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I need to do is narrow down the folks who may have only served
in Cambodia, inserted by air, extracted by air, and find what that
population is and get you a better answer. And if I might, I will
provide that for the record.

Mr. BERRY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Berry, thank you.

Judge Carter, I want to give you the same opportunity we gave
Mr. Berry. We have no time remaining, but there have only been
125 members who have voted, so I would be happy to recognize you
now.

CLAIMS BACKLOG

Mr. CARTER. I will try to make it brief. And I have had a good
visit with the secretary.

Mr. Secretary, I enjoyed the visit very much. We talked about a
lot of these questions. And the first question I talked about is back-
log, and you and I discussed that. That is what I have here.

But as a follow-up question to the backlog question, I am told
that word is out among our veterans that if you are experiencing
delay, with Post-9/11 G.I. Bill benefits, call your congressman, and
you will be paid within three to five days.

While we appreciate the prompt response to our inquiries, I can
only assume that this practice pushes everyone else further behind.
Unfortunately at this point, we have cases of veterans being told
their claims take up to eight weeks, which leaves the veteran little
alternative but to involve their congressman.

I understand that this budget intends to help the problem. But
in the near term, is there something the department can do to help
veterans access their benefits in a timely manner and reduce Con-
gress’ role in the process?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Carter, let me just say, 9/11 G.I. Bill, we
started without any automated tools. We still do not have any auto-
mated tools. The first tools arrive 1 April, 1 July, November. And
I will think there will be a fourth set of tools. We will be fully auto-
mated this year.

Last year we began in August with zero veterans enrolled. We
finished in December with 173,000 veterans in school being paid by
us. A rocky start, we learned as we went.

By comparison, this spring semester, 1 February, 131,000 checks
were flowing to veterans—zero versus 131,000. At that point there
were 153,000 veterans enrolled. We were paying 131,000 of them.

We are knocking these claims down at about 7,000 a day. So, my
sense is, the eight-week wait is an aberration, if it exists, or it may
be old data.

Today, there are 229,000 veterans enrolled, and we are paying
190,000 plus of them—again, knocking down those claims at 7,000
a day. So, within a matter of days we are able to address this.

But for the 8-week wait, if they will get hold of me, I am happy
to give it personal attention.

HOMELESSNESS

Mr. CARTER. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I appreciate
it.
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And we discussed this a little bit, in addition to the issue of men-
tal health. Having sat on the bench for 20 years and dealt with all
these issues, the courts and the states—the courts forced the states
to turn loose people—back in the 1960s and 1970s. And the whole
country failed the mental health community by putting people on
thg streets that needed additional help, and we continue to do that
today.

It is a concept that was a freedom concept, but they did not have
the backup to support these people once they are out on the street.
And that is why we have so many confused, depressed and schizo-
phrenic homeless people on the streets today, because we just
failed as a country to take care of that problem.

And each state has to bear some responsibility, and Texas bears
quite a bit of their own.

So, it is an issue. And if we started with veterans, it would be
a big step to change a lot of criminality in this country. It really
would, because then the states, we could possibly take and shame
into taking care of their business, because they do not take care of
it to this day.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Judge Carter. With your background
as a judge dealing with mental health cases, you know, we would
welcome your leadership. Maybe we will put together an ad hoc
group of our subcommittee members to really focus like a laser on
the homelessness issue.

Mr. CARTER. Love to do it. Love to do it.

Mr. EDWARDS. That would be great.

We will stand—we do have additional questions, Mr. Secretary,
so we will stand recessed until the end of the third vote.

Thank you.

[Recess.]

g/Ir. EpwARDS. I would like to call the subcommittee back to
order.

Mr. Secretary, thank you for bearing with us during those votes.
And we would like to begin the second round with questions.

Why don’t we begin by my recognizing Mr. Wamp?

Mr. WAMP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was enjoying a bite of
Snickers from your district, I understand, with almonds in it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Good product.

MENTAL HEALTH

Mr. WamMP. We do no want to encourage that—not too much, but
just enough.

Mr. Secretary, I want to thank you for your willingness to con-
sider a program—and I know programs are always hard to even
sort through when you have got a big agency like yours.

But I had the privilege to get to know retired Marine Captain
Carl David Hogsett, Jr., whose pen name is Silouan, because he
wrote a book about his PTSD experience. It is compelling.

In Tennessee, Kentucky and Indiana, he is very well known now
among the veteran community, because of the extraordinary depths
of hell, so to speak, in his experience with PTSD and his recovery,
and what he went through. He developed this entire program
called The Ladder, and he speaks extensively now, because he is
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an author. Many veterans have read his travails, his story and his
recovery.

I think that is important, that as we add money and address this
issue, as comprehensive as it is, that we get real, live veterans in-
volved that have been through it, especially those that have dealt
with it in the amazing way that he has dealt with it, in terms of
restoring his life to a very productive level even though, as he told
me, he was in a place where he did not want to be in a lit room.
He wanted to be in a totally dark room where he could just com-
pletely withdraw from the world for days at a time. It was that bad
with PTSD.

So, this is compelling. And I have provided the materials, and
understand that your staff is really looking at it. I think the more
we can engage people like him, and not assume that staffers, as
competent as they are, or people that have not been there can even
fathom what these veterans are going through.

And so, I raise that issue with gratitude that you are considering
his work and others like him that could make mighty contributions
to addressing this problem, because this problem, as you and I
talked earlier today, is not just combat-related incidents, but it is
non-combat. He actually was involved in a training crash where he
was successfully ejected, but the co-pilot was ejected into a pole,
which completely dismembered his body as he watched.

These challenges are enormous, and even today, I read stories of
females and sexual abuse and all the different contributions to
PTSD. I just want you to address what we are doing to make sure,
first, with this fresh story, that females have full access to PTSD
benefit like males, and that we also give attention to non-combat
incidents as well as combat incidents with PTSD, because this is
a very broad issue now.

And again, thank you for your commitment to this. But this is
one on the mental health side that we really have to get to the bot-
tom of, because a lot of our veterans are in a really bad way when
they come home with PTSD.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Well, Congressman Wamp, I think you have
put your finger on one of these issues that are generational. I can
go back and pull an article out of the 1940s, and read about Gen-
eral Omar Bradley sitting at a testimony table like this as the sec-
retary of then what is today Veterans Affairs, talking about the
same issue here without using PTSD. It was a different name, dif-
ferent issues, but the similarities are striking.

I think this is a generational issue. I was down in University of
Southern Florida and spoke to some of the young veterans, asked
how many of them are combat veterans. Most of the hands went

up.

In the dialogue I suggested to them that they are all carrying
baggage, just like we all did. And there is a transition period that
you have to go through coming from that hyper-vigilant, high preci-
sion, high risk, a lot of threat environment and work your way
back down into what is the college campuses we all know.

One of the things we are doing is, at the University of South
Florida and Cleveland State and San Diego State we have pilot
VetSuccess offices there with a V.A. employee with voc rehab skills.
This office becomes sort of the organization around which the vet-
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erans come in, and they get all kinds of assistance and linking in
with the administration of the school.

But on those tough days where they need more help, this is the
conduit to get them into our V.A. hospital system where mental
health professionals wait to provide them the help—just the help
they need to get them through those tough days or two, so they can
get back on their feet and do what we expect, and that is, graduate
out of that institution.

I would just offer that, in 2011 we have put in the mental health
budget $5.2 billion. It is an 8.5 percent increase over the substan-
tial monies we put in this big 2010 year. So, we continue to see
mental health, which includes the PTSD and TBI, and depression
and other things that result when treatment is not provided prop-
erly, early on, to deal with some of these issues.

In research, we have increased mental health research, specifi-
cally, 15 percent from 2009 to 2011, over this 2-year period. We are
continuing to increase our investments in mental health research.

We have also initiated a comprehensive study of Vietnam era
women veterans to explore the long-term effects of military service
on mental as well as physical health.

So, this whole aspect of mental health is important to us, and we
are reaching out in a number of ways.

Your comment about PTSD not necessarily being dependent on
combat activity is an appropriate one. I have a similar experience
of a youngster coming out of Bosnia, which was not a combat situa-
tion, but exposed to some of the horrible circumstances that had to
do with the mass executions there. And he was part of the security
force once those mass graves were discovered, securing a crime
scene, and lived with that image and in that environment, from
smell to the physical aspects of it for weeks. And there was impact.

So, very clearly, stress is the key word here, not combat, post-
traumatic stress syndrome. And the stress comes in many different
experiences.

Mr. WAMP. Just want to underscore in closing, the value, I think,
as we try to reach out to these veterans of having someone who has
actually been there is invaluable, versus the people who work for
the V.A. who have not been in this condition.

And that is why I hope you can continue to identify people like
Captain Hogsett who have actually experienced PTSD in a way
that becomes so real. I think veterans are much more inclined to
share and open up and participate with people who have been
there than they are with just the public at large, or even the pro-
fessional staff at the V.A.

So, thank you very much for your willingness to use people like
Captain Hogsett——

Secretary SHINSEKI. We will reach out to

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. To achieve this objective.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Secretary, let me follow up on the mental
health care issue, if I could follow Mr. Wamp’s comments and ques-
tions.

Where are we in terms of research of and implementation of best
practices on how to deal with sections that have PTSD and mental
health care issues? Is their mental health system and our proce-
dures pretty consistent from hospital to hospital? Or are we trying
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radically different approaches from one hospital or one VISN to an-
other? Where are we in that process?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, I am going to call Dr. Petzel
up and ask him for that level of comparison. I would just tell you
that, in the last several years we have hired something on the
order of 6,000——

Dr. PETZEL. Additional mental health professionals.

Secretary SHINSEKI [continuing]. Additional mental health pro-
fessionals we have added to the work force.

So, we now have their presence in all of our hospitals. And at
all of our CBOCs we also have the capability to deal in this arena.

Because of the stigma associated with mental health, we have
moved mental health into the primary care area, for the average,
patient where they are seeing a primary care physician and having
mental health—initial mental health discussions, as well. For the
more serious cases, obviously, we have the formal program, mental
health.

Let me ask Dr. Petzel to talk about the hospital-to-hospital com-
parisons. Thank you.

Dr. Petzel.

Dr. PETZEL. Chairman Edwards, the V.A. has embarked on an
attempt to standardize and systemize the treatment of PTSD.
There are two therapies that have a good evidence base published
in the last several years. And we have embarked on a program to
train our mental health professionals who treat patients with
PTSD in these two cognitive-related therapies.

So, I think there is great progress being made in standardizing
treatment and in making treatment available to veterans that is
truly evidence-based.

And the other part of that is we are doing a very effective job
of consistently screening all of those people that are returning from
Iraq and Afghanistan for PTSD. In 2009, we screened over 26,000
veterans in the primary care setting, and that is growing every
day. Right now, we have 397,000 veterans who are receiving care
for PTSD within the V.A., and 69,000 of these are OEF-OIF vet-
erans.

So, I believe we are making great progress in standardizing both
evaluation and therapy of patients with PTSD.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great. Do you think, Dr. Petzel, that we need to
do a lot of research in this area? Or are you using money within
the V.A. medical accounts to test out different approaches?

Dr. PETZEL. We certainly do, Mr. Chairman, need to do a lot of
research in this area.

As the secretary mentioned, our budget in 2011 for mental
health research is going to be $82 million. This represents 14 per-
cent of the total research budget. And a large part of that is de-
voted to mental health research, PTSD research, some of the most
important parts of which are these pre- and post-deployment stud-
ies.

We now have several pre-deployment evaluations of cadres of sol-
diers about to go and are in the process of now evaluating these
groups as they have come back. We are learning a lot about the
incidents of mental illness that occur in combat veterans and about
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the things that are responsible during that combat experience for
some of those issues.

So, yes, we need to devote a lot of money, we are devoting a lot
of money to both PTSD research and mental health research in
general.

Mr. EDWARDS. Are you working with the National Institutes of
Health or the National Institutes of Mental Health? Are they doing
any research that has direct application to the V.A. and how we
can help our veterans?

Dr. PETZEL. Yes, Mr. Chairman. There are grants coming from
the National Institutes of Health that do look directly at these
issues. It is not a large amount of money, but there is money from
both the National Institutes of Health and the National Institutes
of Mental Health that is devoted to these types of problems.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Thank you for that.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, I would just add, we are also
reaching beyond just V.A. I mentioned earlier, we have conducted
a mental health summit with DOD this year to synchronize our ac-
tivities, as well. And then, as an extension of that, we have also
had a co-conference on suicides, as well you know, a more serious
issue that we have to deal with.

I would offer that V.A. has also stood up a suicide hotline that
is nationally known. And it gets something on the order of 10,000
calls a month. And a good many of those calls are people in crisis.
And we intervene and interrupt what could be a very serious out-
come. So, it is the whole spectrum of mental health that runs to
the very serious cases.

G.I. BILL

Mr. EDWARDS. Great. Thank you for that.

Secretary Shinseki, let me ask about the scholarship program
that I have the privilege of being involved in. Frankly, probably the
most humbling and gratifying privilege I have had in my time here
in Congress was the work to pass the John David Fry scholarship
program to provide a full G.I. scholarship, as you know, to all mili-
tary children who have lost a mother or father in military service
since September 11th of 2001.

Because we did not get that bill passed until the middle of last
year, we agreed to work with the V.A. and not have that imple-
mented at the very time you were trying to kick off the 21st Cen-
tury G.I. Bill. It just would have slowed down the entire G.I. bill
process. And we all know now how complicated that implementa-
tion has been.

But since these children, who may have started school or been
in college last year, they qualified for the benefits last year. But
the policy was they would not get their first checks until August
or September of this year.

Can you give me some sense that the V.A. is really focusing on
this? I can think of few people in this country that are more de-
serving of our nation’s support than children who have lost moth-
ers or fathers in military service. And I know no one would agree
with that more than you.

But since they will have gone 1 year without receiving that col-
lege scholarship money, I just want to be comfortable that there is
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no additional delay beyond the implementation date of this fall.
Any sense of confirmation there that we are going to get this start-
ed on time and get those checks out rapidly when the program
kicks in?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I will call on Mr. Walcoff here in a second.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, this is an issue I know you
have given a lot of personal attention to and, in fact, carried this
issue. We agree with you, and we are looking at the retroactive as-
pects of this. Let me get Mr. Walcoff here to provide a more de-
tailed answer.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Walcoff, for the record, will you please iden-
tify yourself, and then proceed?

Mr. WALCOFF. I am Mike Walcoff. I am the Acting Undersecre-
tary for Benefits.

Mr. Chairman, I am able to tell you that we are on schedule for
this. It is something we are very much aware of. We are working
with the I.T. people and with all the supporting areas that have
to be there for us to be able to process those claims. But we are
on schedule to be able to implement as you said.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have any estimate as to how many chil-
dren of military families actually were in college last year that
would have qualified last year for this funding?

Mr. WALCOFF. I do not know off the top of my head. I believe we
have that information. I will have to get back to you on that.

FUTURE VETERAN POPULATION

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Okay, good. Thank you very much.

And Mr. Secretary, one last question, then I will return back to
Mr. Wamp.

In the big picture of looking at V.A. health care budgets in the
years forward, do I understand correctly that 2010 will mark the
first year of an actual decline in the aggregate veterans population?
Is that correct or not?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I missed the question. Decline

Mr. EDWARDS. In 2010—we have been seeing an increase year
after year in the total number of veterans in the United States.
Someone had indicated that perhaps 2010 is the first year that
number has leveled out. And because of the passing of our World
War II veterans, many of our Korean War veterans and other vet-
erans, the total veterans population is actually decreasing now.

I do not know what—certainly, the Iraq and Afghanistan wars
have had an impact on pushing those numbers up. But where are
we demographically in terms of this year? Maybe more importantly
than this year, where are we going over the next 5 to 10 years in
the expectation of total number of American veterans?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I have seen the estimates that look out 20
years. And the veteran population over 20 years, one estimate says
that they will decrease by 47 percent.

Mr. EDWARDS. Over 20 years.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Over 20 years.

Mr. EDWARDS. Can you shorten that timeframe, say, over the
next 5 years? What do the numbers look like?
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Secretary SHINSEKI. I do not know when we hit that knee in the
curve where it starts down. It may very well be 2010. But I would
like to provide you a better answer for the record.

What I would offer though is, even though the overall veteran
population, 23 million today towards this 20-year decline, we are
very aggressively outreaching to the veteran populations. And the
fact that, as I indicated earlier, we process 977,000 claims and get
a million new ones in return, suggests that whatever that larger
population number is, we are still reaching out to veterans.

And the 8.1 million veterans who are enrolled today, I do not
think those numbers are going to go down. We will continue to see
the success of our outreach programs, and our numbers, I think,
are going to grow over the next several years.

There is a knee in the curve. I just owe you a better answer
when that happens.

Mr. EDWARDS. So, while the overall numbers may be starting to
trend down, then the number of veterans enrolled in the V.A.
health care system you do not expect to be reduced. And I think
you said in your opening comment the fact that veterans are living
longer, as most Americans are, adds more expense per veteran
than we might have had a decade or two decades ago.

So, you do not see anything happening demographically in terms
of the number of veterans that would dramatically reduce the need
for funding for V.A. health care. Is that correct?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I would just point out the note I have been
handed here, that the overall veteran population has actually been
dropping for a couple of years now, and is expected to drop from
roughly 23 million in 2010 to 21 million in 2015. But that is the
larger population of veterans.

My focus is the 8.1 million who are enrolled with us. Our out-
reach efforts are demonstrating we are being successful. And I am
very happy with that. And so, I see that our enrollment numbers,
there is going to be a different dynamic here.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Good. Thank you.

Mr. Wamp.

CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Secretary, looking across the concerns of the dis-
abled American veterans, we have touched on many of their con-
cerns that they shared with me today, but two that I wanted to
raise in closing.

I am hopeful, Mr. Chairman, to finish here in five minutes and
maybe even stick my head in the Energy and Water nuclear hear-
ing across the hall, since I represent Oak Ridge.

But one thing they raise that I want you to be sensitive to is
that, when we increase dramatically funding, the feeling from cer-
tain veteran groups is that the money does not trickle down low
enough to actually benefit them directly. And that is the bureauc-
racy that you inherited, which is a necessary part of delivering a
big government program like V.A. benefits.

But just be as sensitive as you can, and your staff, in making
sure that there is an accountability function of the money getting
to the veterans, particularly the disabled American veterans.
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They also are concerned about CBOCs. You and I have talked in
my office about how certain things, even with increased funding,
are not happening, or cannot happen, or will not happen as fast as
you would like to see.

I come from one of those areas in Chattanooga, Tennessee, of
somewhat degraded service because we are two hours by car from
any inpatient facility. We have made great progress at our out-
patient clinic in the past, and we are in line in 2012 for funding
for a super CBOC, which is really needed.

We are one of the highest service areas without a hospital imme-
diately available, and the transport is difficult, dangerous, and
mostly done by volunteer veterans in old vans. There was a wreck
a few years ago, and people died.

These super CBOCs are real important. And I just want you to
speak to what you are doing to hurry the money into these pro-
grams to build these super CBOCs as quick as possible. I did not
want to mess up your timeline or try to accelerate or expedite this.
But I am very interested in these larger CBOCs and these invest-
ments in the outpatient clinic, so that you get as many functions
of care to the veterans as possible, especially to avoid long travel
to inpatient or overnight accommodations.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Well, Mr. Wamp, this is part of our effort of
several decades now, to provide delivered health care to where vet-
erans live. And you are familiar with our 153 hospitals and our 783
CBOCs, and our Vet Centers and our outreach clinics and mobile
clinics, even to find veterans who are living in very remote areas.

Regarding the CBOC in Chattanooga, I believe is what you are
talking about, we have the project being submitted in the FY 2012
major construction cycle. It is part of our plan to do this, and I will
look to ensure that this stays on track.

Regarding the distribution of funds, we use something called the
VERA model, which I think most are familiar with. It is the way
we distribute, based on essentially veteran population. The model
distributes 97 percent of the resources I receive in the health care
budget. So, 97 percent is distributed out there.

Now, there is always unevenness between the various VISNs,
and that requires them to come back in. And we go through an ad-
justment process of up and down. The 3 percent that is held in re-
serve is intended to take care of the headquarters sort of oper-
ations. But the majority of that is to adjust what the VERA model
has put out there.

So, there is a process by which adjustments are underway. We
have provided the monies out there. We are in the negotiation, if
you will, with various VISNs who feel that they are a little bit
short, and this may be the issue in this case. But there is some op-
portunity here to make right with them.

Mr. WAMP. I just want to thank again the undersecretary for his
willingness to work with the City of Chattanooga, that is already
identifying properties that may be made available, and their efforts
to hold that property until which time the V.A. could potentially
expand the Chattanooga National Cemetery. It is a cooperative ef-
fort, and your undersecretary is really responsive, and I am grate-
ful for that.
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Mr. Chairman, if I might slip out and try to catch that Energy
and Water meeting. Nothing against Mr. Farr, but he came in. And
if that is okay, I will just leave you with it.

And Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your service to our
country and your presence today.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Thank you, congressman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Wamp, you have my proxy on the Energy
Committee, if you will go. Thank you for your time this morning.
And I will commit to you that Mr. Farr and I will not do anything
by unanimous consent that would undermine veterans care in Ten-
nessee in your absence.

Mr. Farr, the vice chairman of our committee is here, and I know
you, as all members, have had multiple hearings this morning and
this afternoon. But thank you for your leadership on this sub-
committee. We have already had two or three rounds, so I would
like to recognize you for whatever time you would like to have to
talk to the secretary and ask any questions you might want to ask.

CHILDREN’S HEALTH

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is an
honor to serve with you as vice-chair. I am so proud of your leader-
ship in this and for veterans in this country. And it is indeed a
pleasure always to have my general, my secretary, Mr. Shinseki,
here for this hearing.

It is interesting. One of the issues I am involved in is child nutri-
tion. And the whole issue we are doing on child nutrition, the
school feeding program, was started by Harry Truman in order to
grow healthy kids, so they could qualify to get into the military.
And we are back to that today, that an incredible percentage of
American youth cannot qualify to be in the military because of obe-
sity.

I think that we are going to try to raise healthier children for
healthier soldiers and healthier veterans. And I appreciate your
leadership in it.

You have discussed a lot of the questions about backlogs and how
do we get people off the streets. We are doing a wonderful job of
building in our communities locally—you know, paid for locally—
homeless shelters. And we really have full services in those shel-
ters, which are really helping people get back into recovery.

EXTENDING CALL CENTER HOURS

But one of the things we have found is the veterans coming in
to enroll in the universities and everything have had difficulty in
communicating with the call center, because the call center is in
different time zones. And I know I mentioned this to you when you
were in my office. Have you considered extending the call center
hours to accommodate the West Coast veterans?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Farr, this is something that we are
working, and I will have you a better answer when we have imple-
mented it. But it is a good point, that our call center services need
to address the time differences in this large country of ours. We
will do better at it.

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you, because I do appreciate what you
have done to clean up the administrative backlogs. And I think you
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are being very management wise in that, and I appreciate that
leadership.

CALIFORNIA STATE CEMETERIES

The other area which is really—it is one that the chairman is
sick and tired of hearing about. I think the whole committee is.
That is why they all left, because they know I would bring it up.

But when Fort Ord closed, which was the largest military train-
ing base in the United States—in fact, to this day, it is the largest
military base to ever close in the history of this country—28,000
acres, there were about 33,000 people. And what we have tried to
do is, with some of that land that the DOD owned and has trans-
ferred back to the community, is build a national cemetery.

But we can’t on the Monterey Peninsula. That is where Cali-
fornia government began, it is where the oldest presidio in the
United States still operational exists. And so, you have this exten-
sive history of military. And to this day, with the Naval Post-
graduate School and the Defense Language Institute and a bunch
of other service programs going on we still have a large military
footprint, and we have been trying to convert this former base into
a national cemetery.

But because there is one over in the San Joaquin Valley, which
is within 70 miles as the crow flies, we are not eligible, because it
is a geographical restriction.

You have the authority to look at this 70-mile radius and suggest
that we squeeze it and make it, instead of a round circle, an ellip-
tical circle, which would take in the entire coast of California, and
from San Francisco. And certainly, that is where the people are.
They want to come, because the cemetery in the San Joaquin Val-
ley has no support services.

I did a town hall meeting last night. And one of the questions
come from a woman, who says, “My husband died 12 years ago. I
have his ashes in my closet. And I am just wondering, can I bury
him in Monterey? Because I don’t want to go over to Santa Nella.”

And that is the thing that I hear over and over again.

They tell us that we cannot build a national cemetery there until
you have fully filled the one in existence. That is going to take a
long, long time.

This site is ready to go. We applied to have the plan B, the state
option. But California, as you know, is not building cemeteries. I
wish they were. I wish they were doing what your home state has
nine, I think, state cemeteries. But California has chosen not to go
that route, regardless of who the governor is.

It is not a partisan issue. It is just they have decided that their
priority is in the housing of soldiers in the retirement homes and
the rest homes. And they will put their money—and a lot of that
money is federal money—into that initiative, and not into main-
taining state cemeteries.

So, we have done a plan C, which was to try to raise the money
locally for the state. It is having a lot of problems, because the
economy is so flat.

But I would really appreciate it if you could look at this. A lot
of talk in Washington is about bending the curve. Could we bend
that circle? That is what I want to know.
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If we bend that circle, we qualify. And I would really appreciate
your help on that.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Farr, I assure you, I will go and look at
this, personally, very closely. I think we have briefed you on where
we are. And I think you are aware that the encouragement was to
have V.A. work with California to create a state cemetery, as you
have indicated. That is probably not going to happen.

So, let me go back, take a look at this, and see whether there
is a solution we can come to that does not have a circle on it, and
looks more like the elliptical that you suggest.

Mr. FARR. We have got the property. We have got title to it. We
have a master plan for the cemetery built to federal standards, the
national standards. And we are shovel-ready. So, if we can just get
authorization and some money, we can go.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Okay. Well, I will be on the ground there in
Monterey next month, and I will—or this month—and I will make
it a point to look at this.

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Sam.

And let me just correct the record on one point. I will never get
tired of hearing you fight for the veterans of your district and state.

And my mentor in this public service business was a great World
War II veteran named Olin E. Teague. And while he is not buried
in a V.A. cemetery, he is buried at Arlington National Cemetery.
And he was the most decorated World War II veteran to serve in
the House during his era. And I know, before he died, how proud
he was that he was going to be buried in Arlington Cemetery. And
I know those same deep emotions exist among so many veterans
when it comes to being buried in the sacred land of a V.A. ceme-
tery.

So, please keep up that fight.

HOSPITALS

Mr. Secretary, I just want to finalize one last question.

We have, as we talked about, given unprecedented increases over
the last three years out of this subcommittee to the V.A. health
care system. Anecdotally, I sometimes hear from individual hos-
pitals, that while we were passing 10, 11, 12 percent per year VHA
increases nationally, that the individual hospital’s allocations were
only going up 1, 2, 3 or 4 percent.

I know some of that answer, if that anecdotal information is cor-
rect, it may lie in the fact that we have V.A. programming money.
But I would like to ask you or the VHA leadership if you have any
information right now, either very specific or general, to tell me
over the last two or three years, maybe compared to the total VHA
increase, if it has been 10 or 12 percent?

What have the individual hospitals on average been getting in
their increased allocations? And if they are not getting 10 or 12
percent to reflect the national increase, then where is that extra
money going?

And if you would like to follow up with greater detail in writing
after this hearing is over, that would be certainly appreciated.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, thank you. This is an impor-
tant question.
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I think, for all of our leadership out there in the health care fa-
cilities, certainly at the VISN level, they are far more familiar with
the VERA model than I am. But I would like to assure them that
t}ﬁe VERA model is the start point, and then we negotiate after
that.

Ninety-seven percent of our resources are distributed. Three per-
cent are retained at VHA level.

The average VISN funding growth is 10 percent. The average
growth across the VISNs is 10 percent.

Mr. EDWARDS. Over what period of time?

Secretary SHINSEKI. This was for the year 2010—2009 to 2010,
for this year’s budget.

And so, out of that 10 percent average, you know, there is a por-
tion of them that are above, and a portion of them who are below.
And the lowest VISN comes in at a 5.3 percent increase, 2009 to
2010. And I will be happy to give more detailed information.

And some of the VISNs, or the VISNs that received a greater
plus-up received it because of special things that were underway.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have that information, Mr. Secretary, on
a hospital-by-hospital basis?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I am sure we can probably get it for 2010.
I say we have distributed the monies for the VISNs. The VISNs are
now doing the same thing we have done, and that is, array their
cash to their hospitals. And they will go through the process of ne-
gotiating some VISN hold or reserve, as well. And at some point
here, maybe about mid-year, we will have a lock on what those ac-
tual numbers are. And I would be happy to provide you then.

We are still in the process of cash being adjusted across the sys-
tem. The average VISN funding growth on VERA only was 5.7 per-
cent. And so, that is sort of the break-out.

Let me just—I may have answered—I may have provided more
information than Dr. Petzel wanted me to provide. But let me see
if he has anything to add here.

Dr. PETZEL. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, as the secretary has pointed out, while the budget
increase on average, or the average VERA distribution, say, in
2010, was 10 percent that is an average. VERA distributes the
money where the work has been.

And so, if a network has been growing in terms of its work, it
is going to be receiving probably more than that average. And if
a network has been growing less than the average, then they are
going to receive less than that 10 percent.

The same thing would apply to a medical center. There are med-
ical centers in our system whose work is not growing, whose work
is actually declining. And they would be the medical centers that
you might hear saying that we only got 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 percent, when
the national distribution, on average, was 10 percent. So, I think
that the general answer to your question is that it is related to the
work load of those individual medical centers.

Now, the networks do not hold on to any money. They have a
modest reserve. But all of the money that they get as part of the
VERA distribution is distributed out to the medical centers.

And it is also true, as you pointed out, that there is, besides
VERA, program-specific money that comes to each medical center.
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So, as an example, in 2010, 5.7 percent was the increase in VERA,
but there was another almost 4 percent that was related to other
program monies that got out to the medical centers.

I think the general point is that the money goes to the medical
centers, that it is not kept in Washington. It 1s not kept in the net-
works, because they have nothing to spend it on particularly, ex-
cept to take care of veterans. And that the disparities that one sees
in distribution at the medical centers is mostly related to the work.

VERA DISTRIBUTIONS

Mr. EDWARDS. Right. And I think it makes sense that the V.A.
has flexibility to send the money where the work is going on, and
where the growth is.

In fact, let me ask about that. If you have a VISN that is grow-
ing in the number of veterans receiving health care, do I under-
stand there is a 2-year delay, or a 3-year delay in the funding
model reflecting the increase in veterans population?

Dr. PETZEL. The VERA distribution is based on historic data.
And I would have to turn to Todd and Paul, but I think it is about
18 months. Is that correct?

And VERA is based on a rolling average of the work load prior
to that. So, yes, there is a delay. And that requires a network to
give some cognizance to that when they are distributing the money.
: Mr. EDWARDS. Right. But I would imagine that also creates chal-
enges.

If you are in an area of the country and you have a significant
increase in veterans you are caring for, those are real costs being
incurred. If you had a 5 percent increase in the number of veterans
you were providing health care for, and yet, you do not get that
funding for 18 months to 2 years, I guess, are they having to cut
corners? Do they have reserve funds? Do they just have to stretch
in whatever way they can to maintain their services?

Dr. PETZEL. Mr. Chairman, there are several ways they would
cope with that.

In the network that I came from in my prior life, Network 23 in
Minneapolis, we had a fund that we called “new work load.” We set
aside money each year and would fund incrementally throughout
the year each one of the medical centers for their new work load.
And I know that there are a number of other networks that func-
tion in that fashion. There is a reserve in every network, and the
opportunity for medical centers to come back and look at their re-
serve.

I know that each network reviews monthly their work load and
their funding, so that there are opportunities throughout the year
to see that the funding is not adequate for the new work and for
the opportunity to provide additional resources.

I am not aware of, at this point in time, any network or facility
that is having difficulties meeting their work load demands right
now. We have enough money. It is a matter of getting it into the
right places.

PROGRAM FUNDING

Mr. EDWARDS. On the program money, you said that represented
a pretty significant part of a VISN’s increase in funding.
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Does that money, on average, come in the first quarter, second
quarter? I have heard—again, this is anecdotal. So anecdotal feed-
back can be dangerous. I do not want to draw too many conclusions
from that without looking at all the data.

But does that money generally—and it is Congress that des-
ignates this, I think, more than the V.A. But does that program
money come sometimes later in the year? And can you use that
money as effectively as the formula money?

For example, I wonder, if you get new program money for wom-
en’s health care, can you hire physicians? Can a hospital hire phy-
sicians on a long-term basis, not knowing if that program money
will continue? Or is program money—how does that work? What
are the pluses, minuses or challenges there?

Secretary SHINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, this year we received our ap-
propriation in December and distributed it in early February. And
a little bit of weather got in the way, but settling things out. That
is the reason we are now a little bit late in our negotiation, but it
is underway.

And I think rightfully, VISN directors are a little concerned in
getting their hands on their funds. It is out there now. The negotia-
tion is underway. We are a little bit late in our usual cycle.

For the new starts, it could be up to two years for a new start.
But as Dr. Petzel indicates, there are internal procedures for damp-
ening some of the impact until the VERA model, which is looking
backwards can anticipate what those costs might mean in the fu-
ture, 18 months to two years for that model to catch up with that
new set of costs.

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Secretary SHINSEKI. And so, there are internal work-arounds
that dampen that. It is something that VISN directors are con-
cerned about. And Dr. Petzel, coming from being a VISN director,
has great familiarity with that. And we need to be sensitive to
making sure that VISN directors are heard.

In April, probably the first time in this department, VISN direc-
tors are coming up to give a mid-year execution brief on the funds
we have provided them, so that I can hear some of the same feed-
back that you are getting.

Mr. EDWARDS. And certainly, the V.A. cannot be held responsible
when Congress does not pass its appropriation bills on time. That
is one reason I am glad we have the advanced appropriations now.

On the program funding, it is always well-intentioned for high-
priority causes. But is that more difficult to use efficiently versus
formula money, because you are not sure, either VISN or an indi-
vidual hospital is not sure whether it will receive that program-
ming money beyond 1 year?

How do you hire new doctors and nurses and make commitments
with 1 year of program money, if you do not know—or is some of
that program money basically, while it is not guaranteed for the fu-
ture, it is predictable, and so, you can go on and make some long-
term commitments?

Is that, Dr. Petzel, in your experience as a VISN director, is that
a challenge?

Dr. PETZEL. Well, Mr. Chairman, generally speaking, program
money comes in 2-year bundles—not always, but very often it does.
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And 2 years gives you an opportunity to have VERA kick in, if you
will, to help to fund that new initiative.

So, I think sitting in this position now, one of the things that 1
want to do as much as I can do is ensure that there is 2-years’
worth of funding with most of these new initiatives.

The rural health money, which Congress so generously gave us,
is an excellent example. That is 2-year money. And we have rolled
some of that into 2011 from—into 2010, rather, from 2009, because
it was difficult to get it spent.

But there will be enough money to ensure that work load is
taken care of until VERA will kick in.

Mr. EDWARDS. Good.

Mr. Secretary, did you want to add to that, or not?

Secretary SHINSEKI. I think Dr. Petzel answered the question. I
was looking at some statistics here.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Very good.

Well, let me conclude by thanking you all for your time today,
and especially for your leadership for the V.A. And while we
anecdotally as members of Congress hear about individual cases
where someone did not receive the care he or she deserved, my ex-
perience overwhelmingly is that our V.A. employees, whether it is
in VHA, VBA or other divisions of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, are dedicated, hardworking employees that get up every day,
trying to figure out how they can support our veterans. And that
is why they are in the V.A. system.

So, I want to not just thank you, I want to thank the 200,000
plus V.A. employees that you represent for the hard work they do
every day and the difference they are making in the lives of our
veterans.

And Mr. Secretary, if you would like to have the final word, we
will adjourn.

Secretary SHINSEKI. Just very simply to thank you once again,
Mr. Chairman, for your leadership and your longstanding—and I
know personally—longstanding support of our men and women in
uniform, and in this new role, your commitment and dedication to
those who have served, our veterans, and your insights into feed-
back that you receive. But it is not just that you receive as a mem-
ber of Congress from Texas, but as the chairman of this committee
feedback from all across the nation. And I appreciate that.

And thanks for the very kind comments to the 300,000 employees
of this great institution called the Department of Veterans Affairs.

And when I look at the year that I have spent here, a little bit
of what I have learned about this organization, it is described as
the second-largest in federal government. That has some impor-
tance.

But I think more importantly, it is the work force that comes to
work every day, trying to do the right thing. They are responsible
for, as I mentioned earlier, $9 billion of education benefits to
565,000 veterans who are pursuing a dream, which I think is im-
portant for the country—for the veterans, to be sure—but impor-
tant for the country.

The work force in V.A. is the eighth-largest insurance entity in
this country, $1.3 trillion of coverage for over seven million clients.
It guarantees home loans to 1.3 million veterans to the tune of
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$175 billion. And it has 96 percent success rate amongst those in-
sured, a high response from them, but the lowest mortgage fore-
closure rates of any financial institution in this country.

And so, what this organization does in health care—153 hospitals
and great research programs that are going to serve veterans for
years to come. It is a terrific organization. But its ability to be ef-
fective is very much a product of what Congress permits. And we
thank you for your partnership and your leadership in helping us
meet those obligations to our veterans.

Mr. EDWARDS. It is a privilege every day, Mr. Secretary. And,
you know, we live in an age where the good stories do not often
get told on the national level, so thank you for sharing some of the
tremendous things that the V.A. is doing, even as we work together
to face the challenges that are still out there.

Thank you all for being here, and the subcommittee will stand
adjourned.

. [Q]uestions submitted for the Record by Chairman Edwards fol-
owW:

Question 1. In the fiscal year 2010 bill we provided $48.2 billion as an advance
appropriation for fiscal year 2011 for VA health programs. We were clear at the
time that we expected you to provide an update in the February budget of changes
that would be needed to that number because of increasing caseload, medical price
inflation, etc. Yet your budget does not identify any changes to the advance. I can’t
believe we were that accurate in our estimates. Can you please walk us through
why you're not proposing any changes to the 2011 advance appropriation?

Answer. While the overall funding level of $48.183 billion for VA medical care did
not change between the Advance Appropriations request and the FY 2011 Budget,
there were numerous funding adjustments made at the activity level due to more
rece(rllt administrative actions, or the availability of more current workload and fund-
ing data.

For example, the FY 2011 Budget includes funding for new initiatives, not as-
sumed in the Advance Appropriations request. The cost for these initiatives are cov-
ered under the overall medical care funding level through changes identified in: (1)
Long Term Care (due to changes in 2009 actual workload and costs from the origi-
nal estimates); (2) Ambulatory health care (savings which will be achieved due to
a recently published regulation to lower VA’s contract payments to Dialysis pro-
viders); and (3) deferring lower-priority infrastructure improvements. The Depart-
ment will be able to increase funding for infrastructure improvements as additional
resources, which are anticipated but not reflected in the budget, become available
(e.g.: carryover funding from FY 2010; a Government-wide initiative to reduce con-
tract spending).

Question 2. Your budget submission last year included funding for several pro-
grams that you identified as part of the Department’s transformation process. Your
transformation review has been completed and its implementation is reflected in
your readjustment of fiscal year 2010 funding and your request for fiscal year 2011
programs. What major ideas came of your transformation review and how are those
ideas reflected in the budget we are looking at this year?

Answer. The Department has established six high priority performance goals that
support transformation and are an integral part of the 2011 budget. A summary of
each is provided below.

The first high priority performance goal is Reducing the Claims Backlog. A major
initiative to accomplish this goal is the development of the Veterans Benefits Man-
agement System (VBMS). This initiative will result in a paperless environment for
Veteran claims processing and benefits delivery of compensation and pension, edu-
cation, vocational rehabilitation and employment, insurance, and loan guaranty.
VBMS will combine business process transformation and commercial-off-the-shelf in-
formation technology to process a Veteran’s claim electronically from submission to
payment. VBMS goal is to improve service to Veterans by providing the capability
to apply for, monitor and manage benefits online and substantially contribute to the
overall efforts to reduce average days to complete compensation and pension rating
claims. The 2011 budget includes $145.3 million in information and technology
funds to support the ongoing development of a paperless claims processing system
as well as $43.4 million in Veterans Benefits Administration (VBA) funding to sup-
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port the business transformation strategy that must accompany effective techno-
logical change.

The second high priority performance goal is to Eliminate Veteran Homelessness.
VA’s plan to end homelessness among Veterans includes helping Veterans acquire
safe housing, needed treatment services, opportunities to return to employment, and
benefits assistance. These efforts are intended to end the cycle of homelessness by
preventing Veterans and their families from entering homelessness. This coupled
with VA’s philosophy of “no wrong door” means that all Veterans seeking to prevent
or get out of homelessness are provided easy access to programs and services. VA
has identified six strategies to achieve the goal of eliminating Veteran homeless-
ness: outreach/education, treatment, prevention, housing/supportive services, in-
come/employment/benefits and community partnerships. These six strategies encom-
pass a wide continuum of interventions and services to end homelessness among
Veterans. Homeless Veterans will benefit from the expansion of existing programs
and treatment services, as well as the implementation of new programs focused on
homelessness prevention and increased access to permanent housing with sup-
portive services. VA’s budget includes $4.2 billion in 2011, including $3.4 billion of
treatment costs, to prevent and reduce homelessness among Veterans.

The third high priority performance goal is Automating the GI Bill Benefit Sys-
tem. The GI Bill initiative implements the business processes and automation to
provide a client-centered approach to delivering the education benefits provided
under the Post-9/11 GI Bill. This will allow VA to deliver educational benefits to
all eligible service members, Veterans, and family members by (1) modernizing GI
Bill processing and systems; (2) using GI Bill modernization as a model to migrate
all educational programs onto an integrated, sustainable platform; and (3)
proactively reaching out to ensure clients understand GI Bill benefits and are sup-

orted throughout the education enrollment process. The 2011 budget provides
§44.1 million to complete the automated solution for processing Post-9/11 GI Bill
claims and to begin the development of electronic systems to process claims associ-
ated with the other educational programs.

The fourth high priority performance goal is Establishing a Virtual Lifetime Elec-
tronic Record. VLER is an interagency federal initiative, in collaboration with the
private sector, to create a secure exchange for electronically sharing and proactively
identifying the entire spectrum of health and benefits entitlements for our service
members and Veterans, and their dependents. This virtual record will enhance the
timely delivery of benefits and services to Veterans. VA has $52 million in IT funds
in 2011 to continue VLER development and implementation.

The fifth high priority performance goal is Improving Mental Health Care. This
initiative encompasses five sub-goals; (a) consolidate VA’s mental health programs
into a sustainable, patient-centered, national subsystem; (b) sustain processes to en-
sure ongoing recruitment and retention of mental health staff; (c¢) enhance VA’s ca-
pacity to deliver evidence-based psychosocial interventions; (d) use findings from the
October 2009 VA-DoD Summit to inform planning, implementation, and operations
using a public health model to enhance mental health services; (e) collaborate with
the compensation and pension program to revise the disability rating schedule for
mental health conditions, and to develop communications to minimize misunder-
standings and tensions regarding the interactions between treatment for mental
health conditions and ratings of disability. VA’s 2011 budget provides $5.2 billion
for mental health.

The sixth high priority performance goal is Deploying a Veterans Relationship
Management System. This is designed to improve the speed, accuracy, and efficiency
in which information is exchanged between Veterans and VA, regardless of the com-
munications method (phone, web, email, and social media). The focus will include
modernization of voice telephone systems, unification of public contact representa-
tive desktops, implementation of identity and access management, development of
cross VA knowledge management systems, implementation of customer relationship
management systems, and integrating self-service capabilities with multiple commu-
nication channels. The 2011 budget provides $51.6 million in IT funding for this ini-
tiative and $3.8 million in VBA funding to support integration and implementation
of the VRM components.

In addition to the high priority performance goals the Department has identified
the following key focus areas for transforming the VA into a 21st century organiza-
tion.

Expand health care eligibility and access for Veterans, including women and rural
populations by eliminating disparities in access to care. VA will focus on the gaps
for underserved populations, and on expanding their access so that every Veteran
can get the care they need—at the right place and the right time. This includes out-
reach efforts to proactively identifying and communicate with Veterans who may be
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eliﬁgible for services, but may be unaware of the benefits or do not know how to en-
roll.

Expand access to burial in VA national cemeteries by implementing a new policy
that lowers the Veteran population threshold for establishing new national ceme-
teries from 170,000 to 80,000 Veterans living within 75 miles of a cemetery. This
new policy will provide additional access to about 500,000 Veterans.

Question 3. The budget request for Departmental Administration has an increase
of over 16% compared to the fiscal year 2010 appropriation, and an increase of about
8.5% in the number of full-time equivalent personnel. Since fiscal year 2009, the in-
creases are 38% in funding and 27% in personnel for all of the offices in the General
Administration account. What would justify such significant funding and personnel
increases in administrative offices?

Answer. The increases in the General Administration account are part of the De-
partment’s overall effort to transform VA into a 21st Century organization. Many
of the initiatives in this account will allow VA to improve services and transform
the corporate management infrastructure through:

¢ Increased investment in training and career development through a corporate
level human capital initiative;

* A significant realignment of the acquisition process through an enterprise-
wide facilities management system;

¢ An effective financial management system to ensure accountability and trans-
parency;

¢ Increased level of oversight and audits to ensure efficiencies and savings;

¢ Improved corporate analysis and evaluation to ensure programs are serving
veterans as intended, providing maximum value;

¢ Increased emphasis and investment on in VA’s “Green” programs;

¢ Improved safety and enhanced infrastructure security nationwide by imple-
menting the President’s HSPD-12 directive.

In addition, $23.6 million in this account will be used for the President’s acquisi-
tion reform initiative that will increase the capacity and capability of VA’s acquisi-
tion workforce. This accounts for about 37 percent of the requested increase in 2011.
Through this initiative VA will also develop an annual acquisition human capital
plan that will be used in building VA’s budgets in 2012 and beyond.

Question 4. Although it is not mentioned in your written testimony, the Presi-
dent’s budget requests a supplemental of more than $13 billion for compensation for
Agent Orange exposures that are now considered presumptively eligible because of
your October decision. Your budget office estimates that these claims will increase
VA costs by $38.8 billion over the next ten years for compensation and pensions.
What do you project to be the additional cost of health care associated with the pre-
sumption decision? How many other conditions could you decide to make presump-
tively eligible, and what cost implications would they have?

The FY 2011 Budget estimates $165 million in FY 2011 and $171 million in FY
2012 for health care related to the new presumptions regarding Agent Orange.

VA is also taking steps to make it easier for Veterans to obtain disability com-
pensation for certain diseases associated with service in the Persian Gulf War or
Afghanistan. Additional details are discussed in the response to question 5.

Question 5. Aside from Vietnam War exposure to Agent Orange, do you have simi-
lar authority to make conditions presumptively eligible for disability compensation
from exposures during other conflicts, such as the Gulf War? What exposures might
justify such a designation? For example, we have heard that the VA and DoD are
observing illnesses that may be linked to exposure to burn pits in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. We understand the Gulf War Veterans’ Illnesses Task Force Report deals with
this issue. What changes do you foresee as a result of that report?

Answer. Similar to 38 U.S.C. §1116, which provides authority to establish pre-
sumptive service connection as a result of Agent Orange exposure, 38 U.S.C. §1118
provides authority for VA to establish presumptions as a result of service in the
Southwest Asia theater of operations during the Persian Gulf War.

Regarding current environmental hazards, such as burn pits in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, there are studies and reviews ongoing for these issues (e.g., Institute of Medi-
cine). VA will review these studies when completed and make recommendations to
the Secretary on any policy changes that may be warranted by these studies. As
a result of Task Force efforts, VBA has issued a comprehensive training package
to regional offices to promote awareness, consistency, and fairness in handling dis-
ability claims from Veterans with service in the Gulf War and Southwest Asia. This
training package includes a training letter issued to all Regional Offices, followed
by a national training broadcast.

In the near future, an additional training letter will be issued to regional offices.
This training letter will cover other military environmental hazards, (e.g., burn pits,
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sulfur fire, etc.) and how claims for disability compensation due to these hazards
should be handled. The cumulative result of the VBA initiatives listed in the Task
Force Report should be that VA will decide all disability claims generally resulting
from service in Southwest Asia and from specific environmental hazard exposures
in Iraq and Afghanistan more accurately and uniformly.

Question 6. Your budget documents indicate that the Department intends to hire
1,283 additional medical and medical support employees in fiscal year 2011, but
then turn right around and decrease that staffing by 1,200 in fiscal year 2012. Is
this really the way to go when you're predicting that you will have more than
150,000 additional unique patients, or a 2.5% increase, in 2012?

Answer. The decrease of 1,200 full-time employees is the result of a gradual, nat-
ural reduction such as through retirement. The 2012 budget provides a balanced
program of staffing and other non-payroll needs, which will allow VA to continue
to provide Veterans with high quality of healthcare.

Question 7. In a recent report from the Department’s Inspector General concern
is voiced about finding space for new claims processing staff. The report states: “Of-
ficials from each of the three VAROs we visited reported that space constraints were
either already an issue or will be after filling ARRA-funded positions. Because of
space issues, VARO Milwaukee started a second shift to fully utilize ARRA-funded
employees and also rented additional office space for new employees.” What provi-
sions have you made to handle the space needs of the additional staffing requested
in the FY 2011 budget? Do you foresee more Regional Offices using second shifts
to address space issues, or will you be renting additional office space? Which offices
are experiencing space problems?

Answer. The majority of regional offices are either at or near capacity for addi-
tional hiring during core operating hours. VBA is assessing the availability of space
to accommodate the additional employees. A short-term solution will involve shift
work in existing facilities until additional space accommodations can be arranged.
Hiring for second-shift operations will be considered at several regional offices to
meet hiring needs. A detailed plan to accommodate the additional employees, in-
cluding reconfiguring existing space and/or expanding into new space, is expected
to be completed by the end of May 2010.

Question 8. On February 18, 2010, the Department launched the “Veterans
Health IT Innovation Initiative,” and employee-based competition to spur the De-
partment’s transformation. The idea is that people on the ground closest to problems
may have the best ideas to help solve those problems. Likewise, people working on
similar problems in the private sector might have solutions that could work for VA.
One of my concerns is that many times people from the private sector come to me
with ideas that sound good, but I may not be qualified to judge them, so I need
someplace to send them. Have you thought about expanding this competition to in-
clude ideas from the private sector as well as the employees of the Department?

Answer. VA agrees the private sector can provide valuable ideas and solutions to
support VA’s transformation efforts. Although the primary target for VHA and VBA
innovation initiatives were the internal VA workforce, VA’s Chief Information Offi-
cer (CIO) has also engaged industry to solicit their ideas for innovation on the De-
partment’s Strategic Priorities.

As part of VA’s transformation, the Office of Acquisition, Logistics, and Construc-
tion (OALC) implemented a supplier relationship transformation initiative (SRTI) in
August 2009. The SRTI recognizes VA’s supplier community is a critical partner to
VA’s success in addressing the changing dynamic of providing services for Veterans
in the 21st century. VA’s current business environment does not facilitate an easy
or open exchange of information and ideas with the supplier community and key VA
decisionmakers. In an effort it improve and establish transparency in the processes,
as well as increase VA access to the industry best practices and innovation, VA em-
barked upon a transformation of the acquisition process under the staff cognizance
of Veterans, VA suppliers, and management at all levels. As part of this effort,
OALC has and will continue to host meetings and Webinars with its industry part-
ners. A web portal is now operational whereby suppliers may provide input and sug-
gestions for VA’s SRTI, as well as innovative ideas for implementing VA’s strategic
initiatives. Through March 19, 2010, industry partners, suppliers, Veterans, and
citizens have forwarded 70 recommendations to the web portal for consideration. In
addition, 71 concept papers were submitted with specific proposals and rec-
ommendations toward initiative achievement. VA is reviewing and carefully consid-
ering each submission.

Question 9. You recently announced that the VA will expand its evaluation tool,
the Program Management and Accountability System (PMAS), to ALL information
technology systems, beyond the 45 initially halted and reviewed last year. I must
say the PMAS system seems like a badly needed, proactive approach to assure the
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public that the VA is spending its IT dollars wisely. The IT Dashboard, which was
developed by OMB as a sort of scorecard on agency IT efforts, indicates that the
PMAS review may be overdue. The Dashboard scores 59 percent of the VA’s major
IT projects as “red”—of “significant concern.” Do you anticipate halting more of
these projects for review and termination or redevelopment?

Answer. PMAS gives project managers the tools to effectively manage their
projects and avoid future project pauses or stops, but the continual, rigorous over-
sight of projects may uncover risks that result in a project being paused. VA will
temporarily pause or completely stop, as appropriate, any IT project that is under-
performing and does not meet VA’s business needs.

Question 10. In the fiscal year 2010 budget submission for information technology,
there was included $144 million for development of the paperless claims processing
system for benefits. That budget request was approved by the Congress. However,
your current estimate for the program indicates that you will spend only $63 million
in fiscal year 2010. Can you explain what is happening with this program that
woulg account for the 56% reduction in program execution expenditure in fiscal year
20107

Answer. The VA FY2010 budget submission for the Paperless Initiative (now
called the Veterans Benefits Management System (VBMS)) was based on an acquisi-
tion strategy that has since changed. Veterans Benefits Administration is now un-
dergoing a business process transformation with respect to claims processing. Be-
cause the exact nature of the new business processes is not yet fully determined,
and because the potential for new business processes is intertwined with innovative
uses of information technology, VA has elected to (1) defer some of the proposed
funding into FY2011, at which time additional business requirements will become
sufficiently clear to move forward with the requisite software development, and (2)
use an agile software development approach for VBMS. This agile approach allows
VA to make progress in software development now for those business requirements
that are clear, while allowing for evolution in additional business processes that will
be incorporated rapidly into subsequent software development, using industry best
practices. This agile approach to software development allows better resource align-
ment with emerging program requirements, better management of product delivery
schedules, and better involvement of the technical, business, and customer commu-
nity throughout the system development lifecycle. VA has not reduced its overall
planned resource support for the re-engineering of claims processing nor for VBMS.

Question 11. We're pleased that youre making a personal effort to meet with
groups of Veterans to learn their needs and their impressions of VA services. I
imagine you have heard often from Vietnam and Gulf War Veterans on one topic
in particular—their contention that VA needs to support more research that is geo-
graphically specific to learn the source and medical impact of the environmental ex-
posures that they face in wartime. How are you modifying the VA research portfolio
to respond to these urgent requests?

Answer. VA Research continues to enhance its responsiveness to Veterans and
their health needs. More than 70 percent of VA researchers are active clinicians,
making them the most keenly aware health care professionals of the unique health
care issues our Veterans face. Since the start of Operation Enduring Freedom/Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom (OEF/OIF), VA’s research portfolio has adjusted to respond to
the specific needs of those Veterans while still addressing the specific needs of the
Veterans of past conflicts such as the Vietnam War and Gulf War.

The cohorts of Vietnam War and Gulf War Veterans are by definition broadly as-
sociated with locations of military service for recent conflicts (Vietnam, Gulf War or
Iraq, Afghanistan Theaters of Operation). VA has not historically had data to spe-
cifically identify exact locations of a military service member beyond where a unit
was stationed within the Vietnam War, Gulf War, etc., nor is geographic data al-
ways available from Department of Defense (DoD) on specific exposures within-The-
ater. Improved collaboration between VA and DoD regarding precise geographic lo-
cations of military service and geographic air quality monitoring for potential expo-
sures may help to more precisely define the cohorts if it is deemed beneficial to do
so. The type of research that could potentially receive the greatest benefit from a
more precise cohort would be long-term longitudinal studies to determine the com-
mon health outcomes of a specific group of Veterans.

Epidemiologic studies can define cohorts in several ways. While distinctions based
on being in a particular geographic location is one option, the nature of the research
question being addressed plays a more critical role in how a cohort is defined. Re-
search Studies that look at Veteran cohort groups do not preclude the possibility of
also collecting data on geographic location. Defining a cohort strictly on geographic
location may result in limitations to conclusions. For example, it may be difficult
to verify whether an individual was in a particular location except by the individ-
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ual’s self-report alone. Further, since individuals can move in and out of a given lo-
cation, the timeframe for being in the location and an ability to verify it also need
to be given specific consideration.

Epidemiologic studies should place a strong emphasis on defining the cohort being
studied in order to provide meaningful results. The methodology for defining the co-
hort is usually driven by the research question being posed.

Question 12. In the FY2008 budget submission detailed information was provided
regarding the replacement hospital planned for New Orleans. That detailed informa-
tion indicated a 200-bed hospital was planned, consisting of 775,000 square feet at
a cost per square foot of $231.70. The FY2011 budget submission also includes de-
tailed information on the planned hospital, in support of a higher cost. The current
information is also for a 200-bed hospital, but the square footage is now listed as
1,250,000, an increase of almost 62%. And the cost per square foot is now estimated
at $380.03, an increase of 64%. In addition, the information included in the budget
this year indicated that over 107,000 square feet of space will undergo renovation
at a cost of about $21.5 million.

Question a. Why has the size of the facility increased by 62%, when the number
of beds will remain the same, at 200?

Answer. The FY08 authorization request identified 775,000 square feet to be con-
structed. The FY11 budget submission listing of 1,250,000 square feet reflects the
projected requirement for space to meet future needs. This increase in space is pri-
marily contributable to two factors. First is a significant rise in the workload projec-
tion. The space program generated in 2007 was based on a projection of 409,000 an-
nual outpatient visits. The current projection is 637,000 annual outpatient visits, a
56% increase. Second, there have been changes to the space criteria for several de-
partments, including a complete revision of the nursing home (community living
center) design guide. There are 60 nursing home unit beds in this project.

Question b. What is the reason for the very significant growth (64%) in the cost
per square foot for new construction?

Answer. The project cost is impacted by cost escalation due to schedule slippage—
to date, the city of New Orleans still has not completed the land acquisition, origi-
nally scheduled to be complete in November 2009. The city proposed, and VA agreed
to, an amended schedule to acquire the property by July 2010. Also, the massive
size of this project, accompanied with the similar hospital project being constructed
by the State of Louisiana on adjacent property, will require the import of skilled
labor, requiring the construction firms to provide housing for a significant portion
of the workforce. An additional design requirement impacting the project’s overall
cost is providing a facility that can continue operations for seven days in the event
of hurricane or flooding. In an effort to mitigate the cost impacts, VA is using a new
delivery method for this project, bringing the constructor onboard while design is
being completed. The constructor is providing input to the design process to help
determine ways to reduce construction costs.

Gleluesf)ion c. Since this is a new facility, what is being renovated at a cost of $21.5
million?

Answer. The property being acquired for the project includes two historic struc-
tures. As part of the NHPA compliance process, in negotiating historic preservation
mitigation actions, VA agreed to renovate these structures and incorporate them
into the campus.

Question 13. Please list the authorized political positions within the VA and iden-
tify 1?f they are currently occupied. How does this number compare to fiscal year
20097

Answer. The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) is authorized to fill 15 positions
by presidential appointment with Senate confirmation. The number of authorized
positions was the same for FY2009, at which time 10 of these positions were occu-
pied. The political positions are:

Position title Fill status

Secretary Occupied.
Deputy Secretary Occupied.
Under Secretary for Health Occupied.
Under Secretary for Benefits Vacant.
Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs Vacant.
General Counsel Occupied.
Inspector General Occupied.
Assistant Secretary for Public and Governmental Affairs Occupied.
Assistant Secretary for Management Vacant.

Assistant Secretary for Information and Technology Occupied.
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Position title Fill status
Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Administration Occupied.
Assistant Secretary for Operations, Security and Preparedness Occupied.
Assistant Secretary for Policy and Planning Occupied.
Assistant Secretary for Congressional and Legislative Affairs Occupied.
Chairman, Board of Veterans Appeals Occupied.

Question 14. Identify the distribution of GS grade level staff in the VBA, VHA,
and NCA?



GS grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total
VHA 116 477 1566 7686 29758 31259 16302 6723 13129 2355 20128 14007 8958 2213 605 155282
VBA 0 0 88 893 1099 818 3686 72 2653 2317 2447 3245 1499 327 138 19282
NCA 0 0 0 4 99 104 129 8 11 0 64 46 100 60 18 643
GRADE TOTAL .ooovrrveeeerrvessressessenneens 116 477 1654 8583 30956 32181 20117 6803 15793 4672 22639 17298 10557 2600 761 175207

a. Data Source COIN PAI 115 TBL B1/B2 12/31/2009.

b. Full-time/part-time/intermittent employees.

€eT
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Question 15. For the most recent fiscal year for which data are available, identify
the percentage increase each VISN received compared to the overall appropriation.
Then identify the percentage increase each hospital received within those VISNs.
Describe briefly the guidelines each VISN followed to allocate the VA funding by
hospital?

Answer. The requested data by Veterans Integrated Service Network (VISN) and
hospital for FY 2008 and FY 2009 are reflected in the below attached spreadsheet.

Guidelines that VISNs must follow when allocating funds to VA Medical Centers
are included in the annual Veterans Equitable Resource Allocation (VERA) hand-
book provided annually to all members of Congress and are reproduced here for con-
venience.

Network allocation systems must:

¢ Be readily understandable and result in predictable allocations.

e Support high quality health care delivery in the most appropriate setting.

¢ Support integrated patient-centered operations.

¢ Provide incentives to ensure continued delivery of appropriate Complex Care.

¢ Support the goal of improving equitable access to care and ensure appropriate
allocation of resources to facilities to meet that goal.

* Provide adequate support for the VA’s research and education missions.

* Be consistent with eligibility requirements and priorities.

* Be consistent with the network’s strategic plans and initiatives.

¢ Promote managerial flexibility, (e.g., minimize “earmarking” funds) and innova-
tion.

* Encourage increases in alternative revenue collections.

Question 16. The FY11 budget submission for the Denver Medical Center project
indicates that the size of the facility is being reduced 33% when compared to the
material provided with the FY2009 budget submission, yet the pre-design develop-
ment costs have increased by 200% and the “total other costs, utilities, etc.” cost
category has a 50% increase. Likewise, the total cost of the project remains essen-
tially unchanged despite the 33% decrease in size as measured by square footage.
Please explain in detail the reason for the size decrease as well as the increases in
pre-design development and “total other costs, utilities, etc.” categories.

Answer. The reduction in space planned for the new facility is attributable to two
reasons. First, as part of the planning process, it was recognized that some services
were being provided to veterans who were traveling significant distances to Denver.
The plan was revised to increase services in selected outlying areas through ex-
panded outpatient clinic services, e.g. billings and Colorado Springs and in some
cases the purchase of inpatient care in the communities. The second reason for the
reduction was to lessen the total increase in cost that was occurring since the
project was originally conceived.

The increase in the “total other costs, utilities, etc.” cost category has increased
because of the new requirement for renewable energy in the amount of $30 million
that was included in the FY11 cost estimate. It was determined as the project de-
sign progressed that the site does not accommodate as many surface parking spaces
as originally anticipated and therefore a greater percentage of the parking needs to
be provided in a garage, which is more costly. In addition, we did not anticipate the
extent of the off-site utility and infrastructure improvements needed to support a
medical center at the new site.

[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Wamp fol-
low:]

NEW STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

Your testimony reports that the VA recently completed development of a new
strategic framework, and that the new strategic plan that will be presented is cur-
rently in the final stages of review.

Questions

1. How many stages of review are there?

2. Where is it in that review process?

3. When will this new framework be presented?

4. When will this Committee see this new strategic framework?

5. Specifically, what is new about this framework that the VA is not currently
doing?

6. How is this framework different from the transformation that was so prevalent
in your testimony last year?
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Answer

The Department’s new strategic framework is people-centric, results-driven, and
forward-looking. The 5 year strategic plan for a large Department with three major
service components is complex and requires careful and deliberate review. The re-
view process includes collaboration with other federal agencies as well as careful in-
ternal and external review. The time it has taken to complete the review is testi-
mony to its change. The plan is currently in the final review phase. As the plan
is1 approved, the Department would be pleased to brief you and your staff on this
plan.

The strategies included in our plan will guide the VA workforce to ensure that
the Department focuses on producing the outcomes Veterans expect and have
earned through their service to our country. The framework of our Strategic Plan
supports the Secretary’s vision to transform VA into a 21st century organization.

VETERANS’ PERCEPTION OF THE VA

Question 1. What is your perception of what Veterans expect from the VA?

Answer. When the Secretary travels around the country the concerns he hears are
important to Veterans are associated with these three themes:

* better access to benefits and services;

* reducing the disability claims backlog and wait times for receipt of earned
benefits; and
| ¢ ending the downward spiral that, often enough, results in Veteran home-
essness.

Question 2. Do you believe that Veterans expectations are in sync with the way
the VA is delivering its programs?

Answer. Taken together, VA initiatives are intended to meet Veterans’ expecta-
tions.

This budget provides the resources required to enhance access to our health care
system and our national cemeteries. VA will expand access to health care through
the activation of new and improved facilities, by expanding care to Veterans who
were exposed to the toxic effects of Agent Orange 40 years ago, by expanding eligi-
bility to more Priority Group 8 Veterans, and by making greater investments in
telehealth to extend our delivery of care into the most remote communities. Finally,
VA will increase access to our national shrines by establishing five new cemeteries.

VA is requesting an unprecedented 27 percent increase in funding for our Vet-
erans Benefits Administration, primarily for staffing to address the growing in-
creases in disability claims receipts, even as we continue to reengineer our processes
and develop a paperless system that will be integrated with the development of the
Virtual Lifetime Electronic Record.

The budget also requests a substantial investment in the homeless program over
the next five years through an aggressive approach that is not just about beds but
includes housing, education, jobs and health care.

VA’s job is to serve Veterans by increasing their access to VA benefits and serv-
ices, to provide them the highest quality of health care available, and to control
costs to the best of our ability. Doing so will make VA a model of good governance.

Question 3. Given the expectations that Veterans have, when will Veterans have
easier access to benefits?

Answer. The Veterans Relationship Management (VRM) Program is a business
philosophy centered on client relationship management that leverages the latest in
technology. VRM will provide internet and telephone capabilities with self-service
options, increase VA’s awareness of our clients’ needs, and allow VA to react to
them effectively.

Through these enhanced channels of communication, our clients will be able to
find and obtain consistent information about VA’s benefits and services, regardless
of which access channel they choose. They will be able to conduct secured internet
transactions seamlessly across multiple VA service lines, without repeating informa-
tion. Our clients will be able to perform basic administrative services such as chang-
ing an address, reviewing the status of a claim, reporting changes in dependency,
notices of death, and certification for educational and home loan purposes.

As of April 4, 2010, Veterans are able to review their benefit payments and check
the status of their claims using VA’s secure portal. VRM and e-Benefits will enhance
VA’s communication and services to Veterans and their families during 2010 and
in the coming years.

VA partnered with SPAWAR to develop an end-to-end Post-9/11 GI Bill claims
processing solution that utilizes rules-based, industry-standard technologies, for the
delivery of education benefits. This is our long-term strategy for implementing the
Post-9/11 GI Bill. The goal of the long-term solution is to automatically process as
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many claims as possible with minimal human intervention. Replacing the interim
solution, which is supplemented by job aids, the long-term solution will automate
many of the manual processes currently required to process a claim. For example,
claims processors will no longer manually enter payments in a separate system after
processing claims. Payments will be automatically sent to a payment system when
users enter claims. By December 2010, users will process all Post-9/11 GI Bill claims
within the long-term solution.

VA’s plan is to improve claims processing by using a three-pronged approach in-
volving improved business processes, expanded technology, and hiring staff to bridge
the gap until we fully implement our long-range plan. We will explore process and
policy simplification and contracted service support in addition to the traditional ap-
proach of hiring new employees to address this spike in demand. We expect these
transformational approaches to begin yielding significant performance improve-
ments in fiscal year 2012 and beyond; however, it 1s important to mitigate the im-
pact of the increased workload until that time.

REDUCING THE CLAIMS BACKLOG

Question. When a Veteran files a claim, are they told that it could take up to 161
days to process their claim?

Answer. VBA makes every effort to process each Veteran’s claim in the most expe-
ditious manner. Some claims are more complex than others and require additional
development to meet our legal obligations to assist Veterans in obtaining all avail-
able evidence. As a result, processing time varies by individual case. We therefore
gcl) not {)r.ovide projected timeframes for completion of processing when a Veteran
iles a claim.

DEPLOYING A VETERANS RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT SYSTEM/VETERANS BENEFIT
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (VBMS)

Question 1. Will the system allow the VA to focus more on processing claims?

Answer. The Veterans Relationship Management (VRM) Program will provide cli-
ents with self-service options for obtaining and submitting information related to
their claims. As our clients migrate from telephone contact to web-based self-service,
resources may shift from contact centers to the processing of claims.

The capability to receive claims for benefit and services electronically will allow
VA to leverage data and invoke rules-based technologies to automate the processing
of these requests. VRM will serve as the client interface to populate the Veterans
Benefits Management System (VBMS) and allow rules-based processing to occur.

hQ%egrt)ion 2. What are the multiple methods that Veterans will be able to access
the !

Answer. Clients will be provided access and self-service options through telephone
(interactive voice response) and the web (portal access, chat, and messaging serv-
ices). Traditional means of access, such as in-person contact, will greatly be en-
hanced by a robust customer relationship management (CRM) system that will
maintain data on clients and enable more personalized customer service.

Question 3. Give us a sense of how this is going to benefit our Veterans?

Answer. VRM will leverage technological advances to learn more about the needs
and preferences of our clients and allow VA to become more proactive in serving
them in an integrated fashion. VRM will provide on-demand access to comprehen-
sive VA services and benefits through a multi-channel (web-based, interactive voice
response, etc.) CRM approach. The initiative will provide:

¢ Consistent information, anytime, anywhere: VA will increase access and effi-
ciency by facilitating anytime, anywhere access to accurate and consistent informa-
tion on benefits and services through one knowledge base. This knowledge base will
facilitate the ability to capture, store, share, and search for information on general
benefits and services across all VA organizations.

¢ Unified approach to managing Veteran-specific knowledge: VA will maintain a
shared record of all contacts between all VA organizations and our clients through
state-of-the-art CRM to achieve better understanding of our clients’ needs to im-
prove our ability to measure service quality, and provide personalized experiences
and superior customer service. This data will be subject to rigorous client privacy
and security protections.

¢ Completely integrated service processes and systems: VA will provide a unified
desktop approach with access to integrated information management between all
VA organizations to ensure continuity of service and to better resolve issues. VA will
integrate major VA organizations’ contact centers, allowing for a call received at one
to be seamlessly resolved at another without losing the context of the issue. Vet-
erans will receive care quicker and easier in VA medical centers, community-based
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outpatient clinics (CBOC), and other authorized fee-based care centers through the
implementation of a standard beneficiary identification card.

* Seamless client service access across channels: VA will ensure that all channels
through which Veterans choose to access VA services are convenient, easy to use,
and provide the same high level of quality service. VA will modernize our telephone
services to enhance the experience of Veterans who together make 30 million phone
calls to VA annually. VA will introduce identity and access management processes
and systems to enhance our internet interactions and provide additional client serv-
ice functionality.

Question 4. What will be different with this system from what a Veteran can do
now via a telephone call with the VA?

Answer. VRM is business philosophy centered on client relationship management
that leverages the latest in technology. VRM will provide internet and telephone ca-
pabilities with self-service options, increase VA’s awareness of our clients’ needs,
and allow VA to react to them effectively.

Through these enhanced channels of communication, our clients will be able to
find and obtain consistent information about VA’s benefits and services, regardless
of which access channel they choose. They will be able to conduct secured internet
transactions seamlessly across multiple VA service lines, without repeating informa-
tion. Our clients will be able to perform basic administrative services such as chang-
ing an address, reviewing the status of a claim, reporting changes in dependency,
notices of death, and certification for educational and home loan purposes.

Question 5. How confident are you that the Veterans Benefit Management System
(VBMS) will be rolled out nationally by 2012?

Answer. VA is developing VBMS to migrate from its paper-intensive claims proc-
ess to an electronic process. Our strategy includes transformation of our business
and operational processes as well as integration of commercial-off-the-shelf tech-
nology. Pilot sites are testing refined business strategies and new paperless proc-
essing processes. Additional pilots will be implemented in 2010 and 2011 as en-
hanced assimilations of both processes and technologies continue. We are confident
nationwide roll-outs of expanded VBMS functionalities will occur during 2012.

Question 6. What services will be available to veterans through the Virtual Re-
gional Office?

Answer. While the VRO is a simulation of paperless processing as a VBMS pilot,
it does not directly serve Veterans. Veterans Relationship Management (VRM) is
our external-facing, Veteran-centric program with numerous initiatives to include
self-service capabilities through the e-Benefits web portal. As of April 4, 2010, Vet-
erans are able to review their benefit payments and check the status of their claims
using VA’s secure portal. VRM and e-Benefits will enhance VA’s communication and
services to Veterans and their families during 2010 and in the coming years.

The Virtual Regional Office (VRO) was a short-term demonstration environment
which began in January 2010 and ended in April 2010. The purpose was to solicit
user/employee feedback while reviewing simulations of electronic claims file proc-
essing.

The goals of the VRO were to:

* Provide a living specification to drive VBMS development;

e Capture architecture, business rules, and infrastructure requirements; and

e Identify barriers to transitioning to a paperless claims processing environ-
ment.

At the conclusion of the VRO, a system specification document and the captured
business requirements document were accomplished. VBA is currently in the acqui-
sition process for the Pilot I software vendor, and updates to VETSNET are under-
way to support the Pilot 1 portion of the phased-development to deliver a produc-
tion-ready system. Once a software vendor is selected and the VETSNET updates
are complete, VBA will begin the pilot.

VA TRANSFORMATION

Last year your testimony highlighted with some significance how the VA was
transforming itself.

Questions

1. Why does it take so much time to yield transformational results?

2. When the testimony says that these approaches will yield significant perform-
ance improvements, tell the Committee specifically what those performance im-
provements are and how will they be measured?

Answer. Transformation of a Department as large and complex as VA is a lengthy
process and while that is occurring, the Department still must continue to perform
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its mission and respond to changes in the environment, such as increases in claims,
new presumptive disorders, and a new Post-9/11 GI Bill.

These are some of the performance outcomes the Department intends to achieve
through transformation that Veterans will see:

* Reducing the claims backlog.

* Eliminating Veteran homelessness.

* Automating the GI Bill benefit system.

» Establishing a Virtual Lifetime Electronic Record.

* Improving mental health care.

* Deploying a Veteran Relationship Management System.

» Expand health care eligibility and access for Veterans, including women and
rural populations.

» Expanding access to burial in VA national cemeteries.

The measurement and tracking of the major initiatives designed to accomplish
these goals is done through a structured Operations Management Review (OMR)
process. The OMR process tracks the progress of the major initiatives, and identifies
interdependencies, and key issues that need to be resolved. Performance measures
and project milestones are a key component of the OMR process. The OMR meetings
are chaired by the Deputy Secretary and attendees include the principals associated
with each major initiative under discussion. Progress on these initiatives will also
be reported publicly in future Performance and Accountability Reports.

ELIMINATING VETERAN HOMELESSNESS

Question 1. How does VA come up with the number of 131,000 homeless Veterans
on any given night?

Answer. VA’s 2009 Annual Community Homeless Assessment Local Education
and Networking Groups (CHALENG) report provided the estimated number of Vet-
erans who are homeless on any given night. The CHALENG estimate is derived
from a Point-in-Time (PIT) count that occurs during the last week in January and
includes HUD Continuum of Care estimates.

Question 2. How much does the FY 2011 Federal Budget request include plans
to increase the number and variety of housing options available to homeless Vet-
erans?

Answer. VA has requested a total of $799 million in targeted homeless assistance
for a variety of programs that will help to prevent homelessness. Of the $799 mil-
lion, $707 million of the FY 2011 budget request is targeted to programs that offer
housing with services, including Housing and Urban Development—Veterans Affairs
Supported Housing (HUD-VASH) where VA provides case management. This
amount also includes prevention initiatives such as supported service grants for low-
income Veterans and families. VA will offer a variety of housing with services to
address the needs of Veterans. The other $92 million goes to targeted homeless pro-
grams that may not have a specific residential component to them.

Question 3. What specifically are those housing options and why are they not part
of your portfolio to address homelessness now?

Answer. Supportive service grants were authorized by Congress and expected to
be provided in FY 2011. HUD-VASH case management is expanding as Congress
adds 10,000 new vouchers. HUD is expected to announce sites for the at-risk of
homelessness pilot this year and VA will provide support. All of these are new or
expanded efforts that expand VA’s portfolio of services.

Question 4. Does the VA have any data that shows any one of these housing pro-
grams working more effectively than others?

Answer. VA Northeast Program Evaluation Center (NEPEC) conducted a study
on residential treatment for Homeless Veterans to assess 12-month post-discharge
outcomes of VA funded residential services in programs including Domiciliary Care
for the Homeless, Health Care for the Homeless, and Grant and Per Diem. The find-
ings were that 80% of Veterans were appropriately housed one year after their dis-
charge from each of these programs.

Question 5. What is the correct estimate VA is using for the number of homeless
Veterans in FY 2009?

Answer. VA is using the recently updated estimate of 107,000 Veterans who were
homeless on any given night in 2009.

Question 6. Comparing the same two charts, one reflects 95,000 homeless Vet-
erans in FY 2010; the second chart reflects 110,000 homeless Veterans in FY 2010.
Which is correct?

Answer. The chart that showed 110,000 homeless Veterans in FY 2010 was what
VA estimated would be the one night point in time estimate for 2009. When VA
completed its review the correct number was 107,000.
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Question 7. The first chart shows the number of homeless Veterans falls to 65,000
in the budget year and the second chart shows the number falling to 95,000 in the
budget year. Which one is correct?

Answer. The 65,000 was the estimate for FY 2011. That number will be verified
and reported in FY 2012.

Question 8. The chart on 51-7 shows the number of homeless Veterans fell from
154,000 in 2007 to 131,000 in 2008 and then that number stayed steady into 2009.
Please tell the Committee what accounted for that drop from 2007 to 2008?

Answer. When the chart was created the estimate for the information needed to
report the number of homeless Veterans in 2009 was not complete; that is the rea-
son why the lower number was not available.

From 2007 till 2009 VA significantly increased service for homeless Veterans. The
single largest contribution to lower the number the awarding of more than 20,000
housing choice vouchers by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. This action to fund these vouchers helped to end homelessness for more than
10,000 Veterans by placing them into a permanent housing unit with a dedicated
VA case manager. This housing option is attracting many chronically homeless Vet-
erans including women Veterans with children. Our plan to end homelessness in-
cludes significant enhancements focused on improving the treatment services VA
provides to homeless Veterans and specifically homeless Veterans with serious men-
tal illness (SMI).

Beyond our plan to end homelessness, VA has significantly expanded mental
health services in recent years to promote greater access to services and to ensure
that Veterans receive evidence-based treatments that promote recovery. These ef-
forts have enhanced VA’s ability to meet the needs of Veterans with SMI, many of
whom are homeless and/or at risk for becoming homeless. VA has funded Mental
Health Intensive Case Management—Rural Access Network Growth Enhancement
(MHICM RANGE) teams and expanded existing Mental Health Intensive Case Man-
agement (MHICM) teams. VA has also implemented Psychosocial Rehabilitation and
Recovery Centers (PRRC) to provide a therapeutic and supportive learning environ-
ment for Veterans with SMI. In its residential and mainstream mental health serv-
ices, VA has sought to codify and implement best practices at mental health pro-
grams throughout the country, thereby strengthening efforts to successfully treat
the chronically homeless who are more likely to struggle with SMI. National VA
policies on suicide prevention and medication management have improved safety,
while the new VA Uniform Mental Health Services Handbook has expanded access
by mandating that all Veterans, wherever they obtain care in the Veterans Health
Administration, have access to needed mental health services.

HoMELESS INITIATIVE—IT ISSUES

Question 1. When will the National Homeless Registry be rolled out, either pilot-
wise or nationally?

Answer. The target roll out date for the first phase of the Homeless registry is
summer 2010. Within this first phase VA will have, for the most part, automated
and integrated program information that addresses Veteran centric and program
specific information and outcomes.

Question 2. What are the next steps for VA once this information is collected?

Answer. Once the first phase is fully operational VA plans to partner with other
Federal agencies to develop the system to collect information regarding Veteran cen-
tric information and service utilization outside of VA. VA plans to utilize the infor-
mation to produce reports that can be used by program staff and leadership for
quality management purposes. Information obtained will also be utilized to identify
and track long term efficiency and effectiveness outcomes of Veterans both inside
and outside of VA so more efficient service models can be developed and tailored
to meet the needs of special populations like OEF/OIF Veterans, Veterans with seri-
ous mental illness, dually diagnosed (psychiatric disorders and substance depend-
ence) Veterans and women Veterans.

AUTOMATING THE GI BILL BENEFITS SYSTEM

Question 1. How much is VA spending in FY ’10 on this automated solution?

Answer. VA’s FY2010 IT appropriation includes $32.5M to support development
of the automated solution. An additional $2.9M in prior year ARRA unobligated bal-
ances is also being applied this year. In addition, another $28.6M in a prior year
obligation for a multi-year SPAWAR support contract has not been expended and
is committed to supporting development efforts in FY2010.

Question 2. Explain for the Committee exactly where the VA is in implementing
this automated solution.
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Answer. The first of four Chapter 33 releases was successfully deployed on March
31, 2010. This release provided significant functionality although reduced from what
was originally planned because, as VA subject matter experts worked with the
SPAWAR team, it became clear that the amount of software remaining to be devel-
oped exceeded what could be done by the March 31, 2010, milestone requirement.
By only releasing to a pilot group of claims processors, Release 1 also serves to dis-
cover any unknown defects so they can be corrected before the deployment to the
entire VCE population in Release 2.

Feedback from our end-users indicates that Release 1 of the Long-Term Solution
offers ease of use and increased efficiency. Release 2, currently scheduled for June
30, 2010, will serve as the foundation from which the VA will retire the Interim so-
lution and move toward automating the Education benefits business process. The
scope of Releases 3 and 4 currently scheduled for September 30, 2010 and December
31, 2010 respectively, will contain interfaces to Education legacy systems in order
to pre-populate data and automate payment. The final scope for these releases has
not been set.

There are a number of challenges to fully implementing the Long Term Solution.
It is important to recognize the methodology we are using to deliver this system to
our Benefits Administration partners is based on agile approach. It is based on mak-
ing tradeoffs between schedule and functionality. We have fixed the schedule such
that there is a release every 3 months. To accomplish this we adjust the delivered
functionally to what can be done in three months. This is a significant change to
how the VA has run IT development projects in the past. As a result, today, we can
report that the system works, it is in limited production, and we are getting positive
feedback from our customers. The Chapter 33 automated solution is being imple-
mented at the Terremark Data Center in Culpepper, VA.

Question 3. Your testimony says that the Post-9/11 automated solution will be im-
plemented by December 2010. Given the rough start that this new program has en-
dured, what level of confidence do you have Mr. Secretary that a solution will be
in place by December?

Answer. Based on the project schedule, VA has full confidence we will deliver the
system functionality expected by December 2010.

GI BENEFITS—IT ISSUES

Question 1. With the full system deployment of the automated GI benefits system
expected in December 2010, does this mean all Post-9/11 GI Bill claims and pay-
ments will go through an automated system?

Answer. The goal of the long-term solution is to automatically process as many
claims as possible without human intervention. Replacing the interim solution,
which is supplemented by job aids, the long-term solution will automate many of
the manual processes currently required to process a claim. For example, users will
no longer manually enter payments in a separate system after processing claims.
Payments will be automatically sent to a payment system when users enter claims.
By December 2010, users will process all Post-9/11 GI Bill claims within the long-
term solution.

IMPROVING MENTAL HEALTH CARE

Question 1. What is VA doing to decrease stigma to those who may want to seek
mental health care but refuse to seek care because of the perceived stigma attached
to it.

Answer. VA is working with the Department of Defense to develop a DoD-VA In-
tegrated Strategy for Mental Health to increase collaboration and joint program-
ming with a focus on the care of Service members and Veterans returning from OEF
and O1F. The goal is, as much as possible, to coordinate mental health services be-
tween the two Departments to develop a continuum of care that extends from the
time of each Service members oath of service until the end of his or her life. Viewing
VA services as part of an integrated system should reduce the stigma associated
with help-seeking.

Finally, it is important to recognize that VA has two interacting strategies for ad-
dressing mental health concerns for returning Veterans. Mental health services in
VA Medical Centers and Clinics offer evidence-based mental health care as part of
overall health care. In these settings, VA offers the Nation’s most comprehensive
system of mental health services. However, it complements this system with another
strategy, the delivery of problem-focused counseling for combat Veterans for prob-
lems with readjustment in Vet Centers. Together, these two strategies offer mean-
ingful choices to Veterans about how to access care, and, together, they offer access
to more individuals that either strategy alone. The Vet Center program, with its
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focus on problems, not diagnoses, and its emphasis on peer support, is attractive to
many individuals who are concerned about the stigma of mental health services.
However, once Veterans seek care, there are extensive collaborations to ensure that
all of their needs are met. Following a “no wrong door” policy, there are extensive
cross referrals between the two programs. The goal is to provide care to all Veterans
who need it.

Question 2. Are you seeing an increase in the number of Veterans seeking treat-
ment for PT'SD and other mental health issues?

Answer. Yes, the numbers of Veterans seeking mental health services is increas-
ing. Between FY 2006 to 2009, the number of Veterans who were treated for mental
disorders increased from 1,183,839 to 1,737,566 unique Veterans. The number of
Ve{:erans treated for PTSD in this period increased from 271,976 to 397,252 individ-
uals.

Question 3. Is the increase in Veterans seeking mental health care commensurate
with the increase in budget for these programs?

Answer. Yes, the number of Veterans who are seeking VA mental health care is
increasing and VA’s budget for mental health services also has increased. The in-
creased budget primarily has been used to support increased staff so that mental
health care can be provided at an appropriate level for the increased population of
Veterans we serve. VHA’s total number of mental health staff has increased by
5,075 over the last three years (2006—-2009). This is an increase of over 1/3 in men-
tal health staff. In the same time period, the number of Veterans seen for mental
health concerns increased from 1,183,819 to 1,428,858, a 21% increase. The higher
proportion of increase in staff reflects that staff not only is needed to see more Vet-
erans, but to provide more intensive care. In addition, skills of VA staff are also in-
creasing. For example, VA has more than 3,000 mental health providers in VA fa-
cilities and clinics trained in evidence-based psychotherapy for PTSD.

VA/DOD ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD INTEROPERABILITY

While progress has been made in the development of interoperability between VA/
DOD medical records, GAO has stated that the IPO still lacks the capacity to be
the single point of authority on electronic health records between the two depart-
ments.

Question 1. When will the interagency Clinical Informatics Board be done identi-
fying the IPO’s next set of objectives? It is my understanding that VA/DOD is shar-
ing one-way data on separated service members and seriously ill and wounded pa-
tients, and sharing data bi-directionally in viewable and computable format on
shared patients.

Answer. The Interagency Clinical Informatics Board or “ICIB” does not identify
IPO objectives. The ICIB identifies VA and DoD objectives to support joint electronic
health data sharing needs. The objectives identified by the ICIB are subject to ap-
proval by the DoD/VA Health Executive Council (HEC). The ICIB has identified a
set of FY 2010 health data sharing objectives known as “target capabilities” that
were approved by the HEC in January 2010.

The role of the IPO is to provide management oversight of the Departments’ ac-
tiarities to ensure the Departments meet the data sharing objectives identified by the
ICIB.

Question 2. How do these different levels of operability affect the general popu-
lation of veterans using VA medical facilities/services?

Answer. The Interagency Clinical Informatics Board (ICIB) has determined that
a level of interoperability that permits VA and DoD providers to view each other’s
data is sufficient to provide quality care at VA medical facilities and for VA services.
For some types of data, such as allergy, pharmacy and laboratory data, the ICIB
has determined that computable data would provide an enhanced level of care for
Veterans by supporting automatic alerts and reminders in these domains.

Question 3. When do you expect to have bi-directionally computable data for all
veterans?

Answer. VA and DoD share electronic health information based on the business
requirements of those who use the information (i.e., clinicians, claims staff, etc.) to
deliver care to Veterans (and Service members and their dependants) at VA and
DoD facilities. VA and DoD clinicians, including the ICIB, have validated that not
all information needs to be shared in computable format to support direct clinical
care and claims adjudication. For example, VA and DoD are currently sharing al-
lergy and pharmacy data in computable format because it enables automatic deci-
sion support for drug interactions and drug allergies when VA and DoD clinicians
order medications for shared patients. Next, the ICIB has identified computable lab-
oratory data as a target capability to better improve efficiency with which laboratory
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results support clinical decisions. Beyond these clinical domains, VA and DoD clini-
cians have expressed that viewable text data that is made available to them is suffi-
cient for clinical care and activities related to disability claims. Based on currently
identified business requirements, there are no plans to make all bidirectional data
computable.

DoD and VA currently have the ability to share computable pharmacy and allergy
data on all veterans who are active dual consumers of both health care systems cur-
rently exist. To date, VA and DoD have activated this capability on over 57,000 pa-
tients. VA and DoD anticipate that computable laboratory data will be available for
all Veterans who are active dual consumers in July 2011.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

The FY 2011 Budget Request for Departmental Administration (DA) is $463 Mil-
lion, excluding the Office of Inspector General. This represents a $65.7 Million in-
crease [+17%] above the FY 2010 funding level of $397.5 Million. Since FY 2009,
DA has increased $127.4 Million or 38%. Total FTEs have increased by 260 [+9%]
compared to FY 2010 and by 706 [+27%] compared to FY 2009. Some examples from
FY 2009 v. FY 2011:

Office of Secretary—51%

Office of Management—29%

Office of General Counsel—22%

Office of Human Resources—23%

Office of Policy and Planning—97%

Office of Operations—84%

Office of Public and Intergovernmental Affairs—137%
Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs—70%

Question 1. For the record, please provide the FY 2011 pay cost increase amounts
for each of these offices:

Answer. The below amounts are the personnel compensation increases for each of-
fice between FY 2009 and FY 2011. These increases include pay raises, normal per-
sonnel benefits increases as well as payroll funding for increased FTE.

Office of Secretary—35%

Office of Management—21%

Office of General Counsel—17%

Office of Human Resources and Administration—19%
Office of Office of Policy and Planning—89%

Office of Operations, Security & Preparedness—46%
Office of Public and Intergovernmental Affairs—26%
Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs—56%

RURAL HEALTH INITIATIVE

Question 1. The Committee was told in May 2009, that the VA would be spending
about $60 million of the $250 million for the Rural Health Initiative. How much did
the VA spend in fiscal year 2009 on this initiative? Provide a list of projects that
were funded in fiscal year 2009 to include funding amount awarded, by VISN and
by location.

Answer. In Fiscal Year 2009 VA allocated $213,170,766 of rural health initiative
funding towards programs and initiatives for Veterans in rural and highly rural
areas (see attachment 1). Additionally, $27 million of those allocated funds were ob-
ligated in FY09. Attachment 1 includes a list of projects funded in FY 2009.

Question 2. How much of the fiscal year 2009 fund was allocated to the program
office and what is the justification of the use of these funds? How much of the fiscal
year 2010 funds were allocated to the program office, and what is the justification
for the use of these funds?

Answer. In FY09, Public Law 110-329 provided $250 million to support the imple-
mentation of programs and initiatives for Veterans residing in rural and highly
rural areas. Additional funding of $24 million was allocated by the Department to
support program office operations. In total the Office of Rural Health (ORH) man-
ages $274 million. ORH utilized the additional $24 million for the support of: (8)
full-time Veterans Integrated Service Network (VISN) Rural Consultants, (3) re-
gional Veterans Rural Resource Centers, the Veterans’ Rural Health Advisory Com-
mittee, funding of rural Outreach Clinics, (4) Rural Health Mobile Clinics and (2)
management support contracts. In FY10 ORH will utilize the same approach to-
wards program office funding as in FY09.

Question 3. How much of the $250,000,000 that was appropriated in fiscal year
2009 carry into fiscal year 2010? How much is available for this initiative in fiscal
year 20107 What is the projected end-of-year balance for this initiative?
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Answer. In FY2009, ORH received $250 million in two-year funding. At the end
of FY09 VISN and Program Offices obligated $26,784,617 with $223,215,383 carried
over into FY2010. $440,000,000 will be utilized as sustainment dollars for previously
funded projects as well as available for new FY10 initiatives. ORH intends to obli-
gate all funds by the end of FY10.

Question 4. Does the VA have a spend plan for the fiscal year 2010 for the Rural
Health Initiative?

Answer. The FY10 ORH spend plan focuses on funding initiatives in: Purchased
Care, New FY10 proposals, and Community Based Outpatient Clinics. The ORH
spend plan is currently in the final review and approval process.

Question 5. Provide a list of projects for which funds have been requested, but not
awarded to, including amount requested by VISN.

Answer. See attachment 2 for the list of projects for which funds were not award-
ed in FY09.

The Office of Rural Health (ORH) received 161 individual proposals totaling
$500,000,000 in requests. A rigorous review process was established, which included
three single blind independent reviews of each proposal. Selection factors included:

* Reviewer scores (mean of 3 reviews),
% rurality within VISN enrollees,
% VISN within national rural enrollees,
VISN action on initial fund distribution,
Allocation balance across 21 VISNs,
Diversity of project types,
Consistency with intent of P.L. 110-329, and
» Consistency with ORH areas of focus/priorities.

From this review process, initiatives totaling $215 million were identified for two-
year funding for both VISN and Program Office initiatives. VA was able to fund
projects that had merit, met the appropriate criteria, and scored the highest.

The VISNs and Program Offices whose projects were not funded were informed
that they may receive additional consideration in the future, providing them with
the opportunity to strengthen their proposals.
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Attachment 1 — Rural Health Initiative - List of Projects Funded in FY09

0 ate otal Allocated al Obligated

1 TOGUS ME $3,353,152 $541,249

1 WHITE RIVER JCT VT $3,566,084 $1,027,660

1 BEDFORD MA $1,202,438 $12,692

1 VA BOSTON HCS MA $1,063 30

1 PROVIDENCE RI $541,368 $8,190
Total $8,664,105 $1,589,791
2 UPSTATE NY HCS NY $6,420,168 $661,313
Total $6,420,168 $661,313
3 BRONX NY $123,260 $12,692

3 VA NEW JERSEY HCS NJ $139,770 $0

3 VA HUDSON VALLEY NY $692,770 50

HCS

3 VA NY HARBOR HCS NY $83,179 $720

3 NORTHPORT NY $114,770 $0
Total $1,163,749 $13,412
4 WILMINGTON DE $341,958 $0
4 ALTOONA PA $511,234 $0

4 BUTLER PA $135,254 $0
4 CLARKSBURG Wv $369,590 $59,590
4 COATESVILLE PA $335,776 $1,206

4 ERIE PA $806,031 $0
4 LEBANON PA $1,456,283 $0
4 VA PITTSBURGH HCS PA $1,620,259 $0
4 WILKES BARRE PA $608,596 $0
Total $6,184,981 $60,796
5 VA MARYLAND HCS MD $7,910,475 $4,923,671

5 MARTINSBURG WV $5,892,5644 $23,813

5 WASHINGTON MD $223,600 $0
Total $14,026,619 $4,947,483
6 V06 NETWORK NC $8,769,866 $0
6 BECKLEY Wy $998,078 $0
6 DURHAM NC $716 $716
6 FAYETTEVILLE, NC NC $681,000 30
6 HAMPTON VA $613,000 $0
6 ASHEVILLE NC $698,000 $156,404
6 RICHMOND VA $731,000 $257,700
Total $12,491,660 $414,820
7 AUGUSTA GA $3,145,512 $0

7 BIRMINGHAM AL $905,078 30

7 CHARLESTON §C 34,698,660 $0
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7 COLUMBIA, SC sC $24,430 $24,430
7 DUBLIN GA $776,000 30
7 TUSCALOOSA AL $3,462,664 $0
Total $13,012,344 $24,430
8 BAY PINES FL $672,473 $0
8 PALM BCH GRDNS FL $476,758 $0
8 N FL/S GA HCS FL $4,466,451 $445 128
8 SAN JUAN PR $2,3690,257 $3,216
Total $7,984,939 $448,344
9 HUNTINGTON wv $63,336 $0
9 LEXINGTON KY $317,078 $0
9 MEMPHIS TN $89,493 $0
9 MOUNTAIN HOME TN $1,371,200 $509,457
9 MID TENN HCS TN $2,788,325 $3,755
Total $4,629,432 $613,212
10 CHILLICOTHE OH $2,962,689 $942,100
10 CINCINNATI OH $1,437,516 $159,985
10 DAYTON OH $496,314 $349,692
Total $4,896,519 $1,451,776
11 VA ANN ARBOR HCS Mt $1,109,138 $15,412
11 DANVILLE L $1,229,662 $224,250
11 INDIANAPOLIS IN $153,250 $0
11 VA N INDIANA HCS IN $261,250 $261,250
11 SAGINAW MI $1,327,155 $361,250
Total $4,080,455 $862,162
12 HINES IL $664,883 $883
12 IRON MOUNTAIN MI $929,328 $588,000
12 MADISON Wi $3,397,189 $58,178
12 TOMAH Wi $23,250 $0
Total $5,014,650 $648,061
15 VA HEARTLAND WEST KS, MO $3,301,561 $242,167
15 VA HEARTLAND EAST KS, MO $3,722,576 $481,217
Total $7,024,137 $733,384
16 ALEXANDRIA LA $1,984 $1,984
16 VA GULF COAST VHCS MS $620,185 $25,426
16 FAYETTEVILLE, AR AR $698,268 $0
16 HOUSTON TX $6,230 $0
16 JACKSON MS $613,000 $25,750
16 LITTLE ROCK AR $5,481,070 $165,455
16 MUSKOGEE OK $4,260,078 $0
16 OKLAHOMA CITY OK $1,252 $1,252
16 SHREVEPORT LA $934,776 $4,631
Total $12,616,843 $224,498
17 VA N TEXAS TX $7,503,603 $333,334
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17 VA CENT TEXAS HCS T $1,093,078 $0
Total $8,596,681 $333,334
18 NEW MEXICO VAHCS NM $4,376,720 $0
18 AMARILLO VAHCS > $317,078 $0
18 BIG SPRING > $1,094,150 $278,452
18 PHOENIX AZ $639,721 $40,000
18 PRESCOTT AZ $5,023,337 $174,522
18 TUCSON AZ $8,371,585 $1,091,100
18 EL PASO VAHCS LS $44,300 $44,300
Total $19,866,891 $1,628,374
19 VA MONTANA HCS MT $232,310 $0
19 CHEYENNE WY $560,691 $245,280
19 E COLORADO HCS CcO $15,449,122 $2,867,326
19 GRAND JUNCTION co $399,160 $98,275
19 SALT LAKE CITY uT $949,106 $88,971
19 SHERIDAN WY $358,034 $0
Total $17,938,423 $3,299,852
20 ANCHORAGE AK $511,031 $76,000
20 BOISE ID $317,263 $311,251
20 PORTLAND OR $16,282,169 $842,596
20 ROSEBURG OR $198,784 $198,784
20 PUGET SOUND HCS WA $699,026 $313,932
20 SPOKANE WA 39,146 $9,146
20 WALLA WALLA WA $755,566 $23,453
20 WHITE CITY OR $810,400 $426,050
Total $19,583,385 $2,201,211
21 SIERRA NEVADA HCS NV $1,724 $0
21 SAN FRANCISCO CA $591,000 $0
21 VA PALO ALTO HCS CA $1,437,601 $2,805
21 HONOLULU HI $1,843,533 $8,028
21 FRESNO CA $325,468 $271,627
21 N CAL HLTH CARE CA $1,239,719 $47,938
Total $56,439,045 $330,398
22 LAS VEGAS NV $1,119,932 $0
22 LONG BEACH CA $39,804 $3,046
22 LOMA LINDA CA $20,348 $20,348
22 SAN DIEGO CA $14,678 $14,678
22 LAHCS CA $729,296 $88,821
Total $1,924,058 $127,793
23 FARGO ND $622,537 $622,537
23 SIOUX FALLS SD $1,711,982 $481,271
23 VA BLACK HILLS HCS SD $2,347,704 $1,013,651
23 MINNEAPOLIS MN $16,682,076 $110,836
23 NEB-W IODWA HCS NE $4,690,909 $3,383,295
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23 ST CLOUD MN $872,081 $177.081
Total $26,927,289 $5,788,670
99 101 | Office of Public Health and $2,500,000 30
Environmental Hazards
99 776 | Office of Health Information, $2,194,383 $481,502
Chief Health Informatics
Office
Total $4,694,393 $481,502
Grand $213,170,766 $26,784,617

Total
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Attachment 2 — Rural Health Initiative - List of Projects Not Funded in FY09

Total
PQO/VISN Project Name Not Funded

Health information exchange in rurat southwest Virginia in
support of safe medication orders and continuity of care for rural

CHIO Veterans $ 852,496
Use of open source software to improve the quality of health

CHIO care for rural veterans 3 804,241
VA: Caring for those Who Care: Across the Nation — Powerful

CMSW Toals for Caregivers $ 1,115,415
Communicating Effectively with Healthcare Professionals:

CMSW Evaluation of a Curriculum for Rural Family Caregivers $ 1,049,383
GEC Providing Rural Veterans Access to Proactive Memory Care 3 2,200,000
GEC CLC Virtual Social Interaction $ 340,000
GEC Expanding Functional A nent of Older Adults $ 786,000
GEC Advancing Geriatric Education through QI $ 503,000
PCS Rural Surgery Initiative $ 1,958,000
PCS eMOVE|- Web-Based Weight Management Intervention $ 990,925
PCS My HealtheVet Health Appraisal Project $ 4,020,000
PCS Education Initiative for Primary Care Rural Health Providers $ 781,942
PCS Respiratory Therapy Outreach $ 3,149,720

A Continuum Of Care In Blind and Vision Rehabilitation For

PCS Veterans Residing in_Rural and Highly Rural Areas $ 1,086,443

Substance Abuse & Co-Occurring Services Expansion:
1 Aroostook & Washington Counties $ 1,373,516
2 North Country Rural Health Specialty Care 3 2,225,242
4 Expansion of specialty care $ 11,734,751
4 Rural behavioral health care management program $ 1,909,380
4 Qutreach clinics $ 15165613
4 WV community and rural health care program $ 1,938,338
4 Nurse case managers $ 851,672
4 Expansion of home based primary care $ 981,981
5 Expand the Cambridge Community Based Outpatient Clinic $ 4,998,746

Create a MHICM-RANGE for Eastern Shore MH and Outreach
5 Clinics $ 3,216,256
5 Expand Home Based Primary Care in Charlotte Hall Area $ 963,864
5 Teleradiclogy Initiative $ 961,400
6 VRC and Care Coordination $ 5,283,641
6 VISN 6 Rural Health Call Center $ 7,096,712
6 Access to Specialty Care $ 4,140,880
6 Telemanagement of Chronic Conditions 3 798,129
6 Telemental Health $ 738,730
7 Rural MOVE! Initiative $ 372,000
8 Rural Expansion of CCHT Partnering with HBPC $ 1,289,617
9 Mountain Home VAMC Qutreach Clinic Program $ 1,381,600
9 VISN 9Telehealth $ 2,588,750
9 VISN 9 Mobile Clinic Project $ 3,980,000
9 Rural Metabolic Syndrome Program $ 871,000
9 Rural Transportation Specialist Program $ 70,000
10 VISN 10 HBPC Home Based Primary Care $ 9,414,832
10 VISN 10 Tele-Retinal Imaging TRI Expansion $ 2,106,920
10 VISN 10 CCHT Expansion $ 2,145,886
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10 VISN 10 Wilmington -Washington CH Qutreach Clinic $ 1,260,300
10 VISN 10 Williamstown KY Qutreach Clinic $ 1,705,894
10 VISN 10 Mobite Qutreach Clinic 762,397
10 VISN 10 MHICM Expansion 876,000
11 Telemedicine Expansion 2,746,365
11 VISN 11 HBPC Expansion $ 5,802,601
11 Northern Michigan CBOC Expansion 3 5,179,063
11 Expand Home Health Purchased Care $ 450,000
11 Improve Physical Activity of Rural Patients $ 549,000
12 Southwest WI Qutreach Clinic $ 1,679,338
12 North Central IL (Streator) Qutreach Clinic $ 1,619,694
12 Northern W1 Qutreach Clinic 3 1,446,464
12 Expand telehealth retinal cameras to CBOCs $ 195,540
Wisconsin Rapids CBOC — Enhanced Services (Eye, Audiology,
12 PT, OT, Podiatry) $ 968,493
12 Mental Health Service Expansion ~ Northern Wisconsin $ 794,383
12 Iron Mountain MHICM RANGE $ 629,657
15 Marion VA HBPC Expansion $ 2,499
15 HSTMVH HBPC Team #2 $ 1,742,000
16 Rural Health Access — Collaboration with IHS/Choctaw Nation $ 4,540,394
16 Muskogee Mobile Clinics $ 4,303,396
17 Rural Mobile Medical Unit $ 2,181,544
17 MHICM Range for VCBHCS $ 1,044,523
17 CCHT for the Vailey Coastal Bend Health Care System $ 1,417,238
17 Contract CBOC Proposal $ 985,208
Rural Health Qutreach, Care Coordination, & Education Centers
18 and Enhanced Care Proposal $ 5,801,997
18 Contracted or Fee Basis Services For Medical Care $ 23,730,010
18 Pharmacy and Di Management Services $ 500,000
18 Southwest Data Center for Rural Programs $ 1,733,284
VISN 19 Home Telehealth for Rural Veterans: CCHT Expansion
19 Initiative 3,658,927
19 Electronic ICU to Improve Veteran Outcomes in Rural Areas 2,845,260
19 Rural Outreach for Prevention and Treatment of PTSD 1,693,182
18 VISN 19 Rural Peer Support Program $ 1,206,065
19 Primary Care to Native American Veterans in Rural Montana $ 1,785,763
Coordination of Patient Registries, Roseburg; VISN wide
20 approach $ 1,897,616
20 Expansion of Suicide Prevention Program $ 999,441
20 Patient Transportation System; VISN wide approach 3 745,210
20 Coordination of Patient Registries’, Walla Walla $ 979,255
21 Bringing Care Closer to Home in Kern County, CA $ 13,145,338
SFVAMC (San Fran) Comprehensive Rural Specialty Health
21 Care Initiative $ 2,225,522
CCHCS (Central Cal.} Deployable (Mobile) Medical Clinic w/
21 pharmacy and advance telehealth and EMR technoiogy 3 1,163,676
VANCHCS (N. California) CCHT Expansion to Feather River
21 Tribal Health (FRTH) Clinic in Rural Northern California $ 573,724
VAPIHCS (Pacific Islands) Expansion of CCHT through the use
21 of POTS $ 567,000
22 Expansion of El Centro Clinic Services in imperial Valley, CA 3 715,000
23 Rural Health Community Collaboration $ 15,000,000
Nebraska-Western lowa Health Care System Polytrauma
23 Suppert Clinic $ 1,385,500
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CBOC - Community Based Outpatient Clinic

CCGT - Care Coordination General Telehealth
CCHT - Care Coordination Home Telehealth

CCSF - Care Coordination Store-and-Forward Telehealth
CHIO - Chief Health Information Office

CLC - Community Living Center

GEC - Geriatrics and Extended Care Service

HBPC - Home Based Primary Care

HCS — Health Care System

ICU - Intensive Care Unit

IHS - Indian Health Service

MFH- Medical Foster Home

MHICM - Mental Health Intensive Care Management
OCCS - Office of Care Coordination

OMHS - Office of Mental Health Services

OPHEH - Office of Public Health and Environmental Hazards
OTS - Office of Telehealth Services

PCS - Office of Primary Care Services

POTS - Plain 'ole Telephone System

Ol — Quality Improvement

VISN - Veterans Integrated Service Network

VRC - Veterans Recovery Center
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U.S. NAVY, U.S. MARINE CORPS BUDGET

WITNESSES

ADMIRAL GARY ROUGHEAD, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
GENERAL JAMES T. CONWAY, COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. I would like to call the subcommittee
to order.

And I want to welcome once again to the subcommittee Admiral
Roughead and General Conway. Thank you. Thank you both for
your distinguished service to our country, and we are deeply grate-
ful for your continued leadership in a very, very important time in
our nation’s history.

Our purpose of the hearing today is to review the 2011 budget
request for the Marine Corps and Navy for military construction
appropriations, as well as any related questions that we might
have. As you both know—you have gone through this process many
times—we have got multiple hearings going on, so there may be
members coming in and coming out. We like an informal process
for this subcommittee and look forward to hearing your testimony.

Before we get into that, I would like to recognize Mr. Crenshaw
for any opening comments that he would care to make.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CRENSHAW

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will just add a cou-
ple of things.

You know, today I am here instead of Zach Wamp, our ranking
member. He is attempting to serve the people of Tennessee in a dif-
ferent capacity, so he misses meetings from time to time, and I sit
in his place as the ranking member. And he said that is fine, just
do not get too used to it. [Laughter.]

But it is a particular pleasure today because of who is testifying
before us. Some of you all may know, from my home district in
northeast Florida, in Jacksonville, is kind of known as a Navy
town. We have got three military bases. We have got Naval Station
Mayport. We have got NAS Jacksonville. We have got a big Marine
facility called Blount Island that is becoming more and more im-
portant.

So I want to welcome you all back. You are obviously not strang-
ers to this committee. I thank you for your leadership. I do not
think, frankly, that we would be meeting the challenges that the
Navy and the Marines face were it not for you all’s leadership. And
whether it is in Afghanistan, in Iraq, or whether it is fighting the
pirates off the Somali coast or chasing down the drug guys and
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catching them in the Caribbean or just offering the humanitarian
aid that we are doing down in Haiti, I do not think it would be
happening without your leadership.

And one thing I would like to say, because I think a lot of people
do not understand, when you think of Afghanistan or Iraq, you do
not typically think about the Navy. You think about the Marines.
You think about the Soldiers. And I think a lot of people would be
surprised to learn that we have got over 7,000 Navy men and
women that are on the ground in combat, which, again, the Ma-
rines and the Army do a great job, but thank the Navy for their
involvement that, again, a lot of people would not realize.

I just came back from Afghanistan and Pakistan this weekend.
Congressman Dicks, who sits on our subcommittee, who is going to
be the new chairman of the Defense Subcommittee, was leading a
Congressional Delegation. And after we spent an hour with Gen-
eral McChrystal talking about Afghanistan, we went onto Pakistan
and, lo and behold, the head of that operation is a Navy admiral,
Vice Admiral Mike LeFever.

N So, again, it is really a joint effort. So thank you all for being
ere.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the work you do to kind of get our
work done on a timely basis and a bipartisan basis. And we want
to help you all, as we listen to your testimony, just make sure that
we can put you in a position to do the job that you need to do,
number one, to take care of the men and women of the Marines,
the Navy, and then, number two, help you be in a position to de-
fend our country.

So thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Crenshaw, well said, and thank you for that.

Before we begin the testimony, let me just apologize in advance.
At 11 o’clock, there is a presentation in the rotunda where the
Women Air Force Service Pilots, the WASPs of World War II, who
gave this country such distinguished unselfish service, with vir-
tually no military benefits in that war. They are being honored,
and I have a constituent of mine—two, actually—that are members
of the WASPs.

So I may be slipping out, and Mr. Farr will continue if we still
have any additional questions. I just want you to know the reason
for my slipping out, if we are still continuing in the hearing.

But let me just begin by saying that your full testimony will be
submitted for the record, as you know, but I would like to recognize
each of you now for any opening comments that you care to make,

and we will get into the discussion. Thank you.
Admiral.

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL GARY ROUGHEAD

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Chairman Edwards, Representative Cren-
shaw, and distinguished members of the committee, it is my honor
to appear before you again representing our dedicated Sailors,
Navy civilians, and families. I appreciate the opportunity to testify
on our Navy shore infrastructure and its essential role in carrying
out our Navy’s mission.

Although we are a deployed force, our families thrive, our Sailors
deploy, and our ships sail from our infrastructure ashore. This
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year’s military construction budget prioritizes Navy and joint mis-
sion readiness, ensuring nuclear weapons security, improving our
bachelors quarters, and improving energy efficiency, while funding
only our most critical needs for mission-essential facilities that are
in the poorest conditions.

As I described last year, high operational demands, rising man-
power costs, and an aging fleet have come at the cost of shore read-
iness, putting future shore readiness, particularly the recapitaliza-
tion of our facilities infrastructure, at high risk.

We have refined our capital investment plan and aligned govern-
ance to target our ashore investments where they have greatest im-
pact to our strategic and operational objectives, warfighting effec-
tiveness, and family support. With your unwavering support, we
have made essential progress and improvements in increased
childcare spaces by 900, improvements to the Homeport Ashore
program, and further ensured nuclear weapons security.

In this Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP), we have programmed
funding for six bachelor housing projects that would eliminate our
Homeport Ashore deficit by 2016. We also continue to experience
positive results to public-private venture housing in which over a
fifth of our families reside. Additionally, your tremendous support
through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 al-
lowed us to fund 127 projects, including investment in hospitals,
child development centers, and energy improvements that are stim-
ulating employment and the economy in regions all over the coun-
try.

As part of our guiding principles, we continue to eliminate and
consolidate excess in underutilized infrastructure. While previous
Base Realignment and Closures (BRACs) have reduced a large por-
tion of our excess infrastructure, BRAC alone cannot achieve the
infrastructure reductions and the strategic positions that address
our needs and our resources.

Our 2011 budget requests funds to reduce approximately 2 mil-
lion square feet of the 40 million square feet our Navy has targeted
for elimination. As the Navy continues to develop and acquire its
future force and prepare for future challenges, we must ensure that
our shore infrastructure is ready to support new ships, aircraft and
systems, and resilient enough for a changing security environment.

To this end, our budget includes funding for 30 projects. We
thank you for your support to upgrade the carrier port of Mayport
to be nuclear-capable and thereby strategically positioning our East
Coast carrier fleet as we have done with our West Coast carrier
fleet.

With the 2011 budget, we will have the necessary resources to
maintain the readiness of the Fleet, provide for the quality of life
of our Sailors and their families, and prepare for the future.

I thank you again for your time and for your continued support
of our 600,000 Sailors, Navy civilians, and our families. Thank you,
sir.

[Prepared statement of Admiral Gary Roughead follows:]
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Chairman Edwards, Representative Wamp, and esteemed members of the committee, I am
honored to appear before you for my third year representing the dedicated men and women,
Sailors and civilians, of our great Navy. 1 appreciate the opportunity to testify about our Navy’s
shore infrastructure program and the essential support it provides to our warfighting readiness
and the quality of life of our men and women who serve.

As I described last year, high operational demands, rising manpower costs, and an aging
Fleet of ships and aircraft have led our Navy to take risk in shore readiness and, instead, invest in
our people, afloat readiness, and future force structure. Our military construction budget request
for this year continues that trend, but prioritizes our most critical needs.

Our FY 2011 budget request places a priority on supporting Navy and Joint mission
readiness, ensuring nuclear weapons security, and improving our bachelor’s quarters, including
sustained funding for our Homeport Ashore initiative. We are taking risk in other areas. This
risk results in additional maintenance, sustainment, restoration, and modernization requirements
and continued reliance on old and less efficient energy systems. These factors increase the cost
of ownership of our shore infrastructure and outpace our efforts to reduce costs through facilities
improvements and energy upgrades. Our future shore readiness, particularly the recapitalization
of our facilities infrastructure, remains at high risk.

We continue to pursue a Shore Investment Strategy underpinned by a top-down, data-driven,
capabilities-based process that aligns shore investments with required Navy warfighting
capabilities, improved quality of life, and Joint requirements. Now in the last year of the
strategy’s three-year spiral development, we have refined our capital investment plan and aligned
governance to target our shore investments where they will have greatest impact to our strategic
and operational objectives, warfighting effectiveness, and family support.

With your unwavering support, we have made essential progress and improvements in
increasing child care spaces, adding bachelors quarters through the Homeport Ashore program,
and ensuring nuclear weapons security. These projects will greatly facilitate our ability to meet
Initial Operational Capability of new systems and platforms, support Global Posture and
Combatant Commander initiatives in Djibouti and Bahrain, gain shipyard efficiencies, and
enhance training, force protection, and quality of life and quality of service for our Sailors and
their families.

Additionally, 1 want to thank you for your tremendous support and assistance through the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). We have worked very hard
to ensure these funds are immediately applied and that they achieve maximum effect in creating
jobs and stimulating the economy in multiple regions of the country where we have Navy
infrastructure. Through the Recovery Act, you provided the Navy $207 million in Military
Construction funding (including $74 million in Energy projects), $29 million in Energy
Conservation Investment Program (ECIP) funding, and $712 million in Operations and
Maintenance, Navy (OM,N) and Operations and Maintenance, Navy Reserve (OM,NR) funding.
We identified Military Construction projects for Child Development Centers and barracks and
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prioritized them according to operational need and the ability to obligate funds quickly. We
selected OMN/OMNR and energy projects based on mission requirements, quality of life impact,
environmental planning status, and our ability to execute quickly. Our aggressive execution
schedule is on track and construction outlays are ramping up swiftly. Our Recovery Act
investments fully meet your intended economic impact and our Navy’s commitment to serve as a
steward of our Fleet communities and the environment.

As we address the needs of our shore infrastructure in FY 2011, our guiding principles will
be to:

= Aggressively identify and create opportunities to eliminate excess and underutilized
infrastructure to reduce the cost of the Navy’s shore infrastructure

= Stabilize Base Operating Support to provide improved Family Readiness through
consistent Quality of Service standards across all of our installations, maximize
efficiency and effectiveness, and reduce costs through acquisition initiatives

= Continue transitioning to a condition-based maintenance program that adequately invests
and sustains facilities to achieve their designed service life at the lowest life-cycle cost.

= Continue to refine, strengthen, align, and integrate our shore planning capabilities and
processes to ensure optimum investments, mission accomplishment, and Quality of
Service for our Sailors, civilians, and their families.

Our FY 2011 budget requests $470 million for sustainment, restoration, and modernization
special projects. This investment is directed towards our mission-essential facilities that are in
the poorest condition, including repairs to and restoration of critical airfields or hangars, piers,
dry docks, and shoreline. It also funds energy-related projects tied to Navy energy goals.

Our budget includes a moderate level of risk in our Base Operating Support output levels.
We are taking additional risk in critical maintenance on transportation equipment and in bachelor
housing operations by deferring necessary equipment replacement, such as room furnishings.
We have minimized risk in Fleet and family support and in child development and youth
programs.

MILCON Program

Our FY 2011 budget requests $1.1 billion in Military Construction funding, including $55.8
million for planning and design and $20.9 million for unspecified minor construction. It also
requests $41.3 million in Military Construction Navy Reserve funding, including $1.4 million foi
planning and design and $2.2 million for unspecified minor construction. This is a slight
increase over the amount we requested in FY 2010.

Overall, our FY 2011 Military Construction budget focuses on:

= Targeting investments to provide maximum readiness in support of current and future
mission requirements

» Quality housing for our Sailors and reducing homeport ashore deficits

= Supporting new mission and system requirements
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= Enhancing Combatant Commander’s capabilities

= Eliminating Nuclear Weapons Security deviations

= Increasing energy security through reduced consumption and improved sustainable
design

» Recapitalization of critical shore infrastructure

Appendix I provides a brief overview of Navy projects funded by the FY 2011 Military
Construction Program, but some highlights follow.

As the Navy continues to develop and acquire its future force, we must ensure that our shore
infrastructure is ready and capable to support new ships, aircraft, and systems as they enter the
Fleet. To this end, our FY 2011 MILCON budget includes funding for 30 projects that will
include new and/or improved piers, wharves, hangars, and training and RDT&E facilities.

Thank you for providing funding in FY 2010 to dredge the channel at Mayport to allow
aircraft carrier access to this port. Hampton Roads is the only nuclear carrier capable port on the
East Coast and a catastrophic event in the Hampton Roads Area affecting port facilities, shipping
channels, supporting maintenance or training infrastructure, or the surrounding community has
the potential to severely limit East Coast Carrier operations, even if the ships themselves are not
affected. Consistent with today's dispersal of West Coast aircraft carriers between California anc
Washington State, the QDR direction to make Naval Station Mayport a nuclear carrier-capable
homeport addresses the Navy's requirement for a capable facility to maintain aircraft carriers in
the event that a natural or manmade disaster makes the Hampton Roads area inaccessible. While
there is an upfront cost to upgrade Naval Station Mayport to support our nuclear aircraft carriers,
Mayport has been a carrier homeport since 1952 and is the most cost-effective means to achieve
strategic dispersal on the East Coast. The national security benefits of this additional homeport
far outweigh those costs.

We remain on track in our Homeport Ashore initiative to provide sufficient bachelors
Quarters accommodations to our Fleet Sailors by 2016. Your support through the Recovery Act
allowed us to make significant progress in the elimination of our Homeport Ashore deficit. In
FY 2011, we will construct a Bachelor Quarters at Naval Base San Diego to add additional
spaces toward our goal.

We have placed a priority on the security of our nuclear weapons, and we are aggressively
pursuing projects to optimize security at our Strategic Weapons Facilities in the Pacific and
Atlantic. Our FY 2011 budget requests funding for four projects: three to improve emergency
power capability and one to enhance physical security at our strategic weapons facilities.

Per the President’s Executive Order on greenhouse gas reduction, and in concert with the
Department of Defense and Secretary of the Navy Energy Strategies, our FY 2011 Military
Construction projects will pursue opportunities during project design and execution to improve
our energy security, efficiency, and stewardship. Specifically, we will direct investments to
critical infrastructure improvements and decreasing our energy consumption and greenhouse gas
emissions. We will emphasize energy-related factors in our acquisition processes to encourage
innovative approaches from our construction partners. This strategy will maximize use of
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cutting edge technologies in sustainable design, advanced metering, smart building systems, and
renewable energy systems, improving the quality and value of our construction projects.

This budget request is in compliance with the Office of Management and Budget’s explicit
direction to fully fund all capital projects. 1request your support and assistance to sustain full
funding for our Navy projects as you review and approve this and future budgets.

BRAC and Infrastructure Reduction Program

The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) legislation helps us align our infrastructure with
our defense strategy, take advantage of joint opportunities, and reduce excess and underutilized
infrastructure. In FY 2011 our Navy will begin to realize $883 million in annual recurring
savings.

To date, 253 of 488 realignment and closure actions have been completed and 105 of 117
planned BRAC construction projects have been awarded, totaling about $1.8 billion; this
represents an increase of 15 projects and about $400 million since my FY 2010 testimony. All
remaining BRAC construction projects will be awarded in FY 2010, and we are on schedule to
achieve all statutory BRAC 2005 milestones by September 2011. Our FY 2011 budget requests
$342 million for operational movements at key closure and realignment locations, outfitting of
newly constructed buildings, environmental restoration, and military permanent change of
stations related to BRAC 2005 implementation.

Additionally, per BRAC law and since my last appearance before you, our Navy completed
the alignment of Phase 1 Joint bases at Joint Expeditionary Base Little Creek/Fort Story and
Joint Region Marianas (on October 1, 2009). The remaining Navy-led Joint bases at Anacostia-
Bolling and Pear! Harbor-Hickam will be fully aligned on October 1, 2010.

Previous BRACS have reduced a large portion of our excess infrastructure and our sale of
excess BRAC property resulted in more than $1.1 billion in Land Sales Revenues, which we
have reinvested in environmental clean up, caretaker, and early property transfers that benefit
both our Navy and local communities. Beginning in FY 2010, our major land conveyances will
be complete, limiting our Land Sales Revenue opportunitiecs and we will require $162 million in
appropriated funding in FY 2011.

As you know, BRAC alone cannot achieve the infrastructure reductions required to
optimize our limited resources. We continue to evaluate our shore inventory for opportunities to:

= Optimize all Navy’s shore infrastructure requirements

= Identify and eliminate excess and underutilized infrastructure at the lowest life-cycle cost

= Identify and implement innovative changes to our operational and business practices to
reduce our facility costs

We continue to eliminate and consolidate excess and underutilized infrastructure. Our FY
2011 budget requests funds to reduce approximately two million square feet of the 40 million
square feet our Navy has identified for elimination. We will lay-up infrastructure for future
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demolition and will continue to seek opportunities to reduce footprint in conjunction with our
Military Construction and restoration and modernization recapitalization and consolidation
efforts.

Housing Program

With your support, our Navy continues to make progress in our housing program. Our FY
2011 budget request addresses our continued commitment to improve living conditions and to
provide safe, affordable, and comfortable housing for our Sailors and their families. High-
quality and affordable housing is essential for Sailors and their families during shore duty and
long-term deployments or separations. It has a significant impact on retention, productivity, and
individual and mission readiness. We continue to pursue a three-part housing strategy:

1. Reliance on the Private Sector: We make every effort to house our Sailors in the local
community first. Proper resourcing of our Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) ensures our
Sailors have the opportunity to buy or rent homes of their choosing in the communities in which
we operate and live. In FY 2009, local communities housed approximately 75 percent of our
family population and 65 percent of our single Navy Sailors.

2. Public/Private Ventures (PPV): With your support, we privatized over 95 percent of our units
in the U.S. This initiative has greatly improved the quality of housing for our Sailors and their
families. It also allows us to sustain these units at the lowest life-cycle cost. With the Bachelor
Housing PPV pilot authority provided by Congress, we executed projects in San Diego, CA and
Hampton Roads, VA, providing high-quality market-style quarters for 6,600 Sailors. We are
pleased with these projects, which have contributed to our single Sailors’ quality of life.

3. MILCON: We continue to rely on Military Construction funding for bachelor and overseas
family housing. We are committed to ensuring our Fleet Sailors are afforded the opportunity to
have housing ashore when they are in homeport through our Homeport Ashore initiative.
Additionally, in keeping with our overseas quality family housing needs, we have recently
awarded seven overseas family housing projects in FY 2009 and are on track to award six in FY
2010.

Family Housing

Our FY 2011 family housing budget request includes $68.2 million for family housing
construction, improvements, planning, and design. This amount includes $37.2 million for
replacement construction of 71 homes for naval base personnel at Naval Base Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba and $28.3 million for 116 Navy-owned housing units in Japan. In addition, our FY 2011
budget request includes $340.3 million for the operation and maintenance of 10,000 Navy-owned
homes and 3,800 leased homes.

Utilizing a combination of increased recapitalization funding and PPV authorities, the Navy
met the Secretary of Defense’s goal to fund by FY 2007 the elimination of all inadequate
military family housing units, which Navy defined as Q4-rated units. To introduce
standardization across all four Services, the Secretary of Defense redefined family housing
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condition ratings in 2009 so 1hat any unit in a Q3 or Q4 condition would be considered
inadequate. We have identified in our inventory approximately 3,000 govemment-owned Q3/Q4
units, most of which are overseas. While this number represents six perceni of the 1otal Navy
family housing inventory, it represents 32 percent of the Navy-owned housing inventory. The
Navy will program to the Secretary of Defense’s 2012 goal for 90 percent of family housing to
be in adequate (Q1/Q2) condition during 2015.

Summary of Family Housing Conditions

FY11 | FYi2 | FYI13 | FY14 | FYI5

Adequate (Q1/Q2) 68% 72% 75% 82% 92%

Inadequate (Q3 / Q4) 32% 28% 25% 18% 8%

Our portfolio management program collects and analyzes financial, occupancy, construction,
and resident satisfaction data to ensure our PPV projects are optimized and performing as
required and the services provided meet expectations. We regularly host PPV focus groups to
assess the quality of privatized housing and housing services delivered to Navy families and
make changes in Navy policies and procedures as required. We continue to receive very positive
feedback from our Navy families. This enhanced oversight of our PPV partners meets required
Congressional reporting and ensures Navy Sailors and their families continue to benefit from
quality housing and services.

Bachelor Housing

Our bachelor housing program is currently focused on two goals: providing Homeport
Ashore housing for our junior sea-duty Sailors by 2016 and eliminating our Q4 barracks by
2020.

| remain committed to our Homeport Ashore initiative, which provides improved quality of
life for our junior Sailors on sea duty (E1 through E4 with less than four years of service). We
continue to make progress toward our goal of providing housing ashore for all our junior sea
duty Sailors by 2016 at the Interim Assignment Policy standard (55 square feet of space per
person). Our long term goal is to achieve the OSD private sleeping room standard (90 square
feet per person). We currently have one Military Construction bachelor housing project, in
Coronado, scheduled to complete in FY 2011 that will provide an additional 1,056 spaces to our
inventory. Additionally, we are requesting $75 million in FY 2011 for a new construction
project on Naval Base San Diego and five other Military Construction projects in the 2011
President’s budget FYDP that will provide the 4,300 spaces required to complete the Homeport
Ashore initiative by 2016.

1 am also committed to eliminating our Q4 bachelor housing. Similar to family housing, the
Secretary of Defense charged the Services with achieving 90 percent Q1/Q2 bachelor housing by
2017. While we do not have sufficient resources to meet the Secretary of Defense’s objective by
2017, we are committed to eliminating the worst barracks conditions in the most expeditious
manner possible. Qur FY 2011 bachelor housing budget requests $127 million in sustainment
and modernization funding to begin the elimination of our Q4 bachelor housing and I am
committed to investing about $125 million annually to remedy conditions at our remaining Q4
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units by 2020. We will also continue to follow our policy of not assigning Sailors to rooms with
serious environmental, health, or safety concerns. Our FY 2011 budget requests funding for
projects in the following areas:

= San Diego = Lemoore

= Pearl Harbor = Norfolk

» Great Lakes » Ventura County
= Pensacola = Diego Garcia

= Kitsap = Atsugi

*  Whidbey Island

Finally, our Navy continues to develop innovative methods to improve living conditions for
our single Sailors. Thanks to your legislative support we have been able to leverage family
housing privatization legislation and private development funds to build first class living quarters
for our single Sailors. We opened Pacific Beacon, our new unaccompanied housing privatizatior
project in San Diego. We are on track to open the final sites of our other unaccompanied
housing privatization project in Hampton Roads, VA by the end of FY 2010. Both of these
projects feature private bedrooms with walk-in closets, bathrooms, a shared common living
room, and a kitchen with full-size refrigerators, ranges, dishwashers, and washer/dryers. As I
reported to you last year, these are the finest enlisted bachelor’s quarters I have seen in my
career.

Family Readiness & Quality of Life

Family readiness and quality of life are critical components of our warfighting readiness.
Navy family readiness is a network of services, programs, commands, agencies, and individuals
designed to support and advocate for our Navy families and their quality of life. Family
readiness encompasses preparing our Navy families for deployment, relocation, and emergencies
while building self-sufficiency and resiliency in all aspects of their lives.

Through our Fleet and Family Support Centers, our Sailors and their families have access to
deployment support, relocation and transition assistance, personal financial management, life
skills education, new parent support, family employment, clinical counseling, sexual assault
prevention and response services, and child and domestic abuse prevention and response
services. Our Navy also has active ombudsmen that liaison between the Sailor’s command and
his or her family and we continue to utilize new communication technology and off-base sites to
reach out to active duty and Reserve Navy families in remote or isolated locations.

For our active duty and reserve Sailors returning from combat deployments and their
families, we have implemented Returning Warrior Workshops, which assist with reintegration
into life at home, raise awareness about the symptoms associated with combat stress, and provide
increased resources for mental and physical health assessment and referrals. These workshops
fall under the umbrella of our Safe Harbor program, the Navy's lead organization for
coordinating non-medical care of wounded, ill, and injured Sailors, Coast Guardsmen, and their
families.
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Our Navy Child and Youth Programs provide high-quality educational and recreational
programs for our Navy children. We are leveraging Military Construction funding, Recovery Act
funding, commercial contracts, and military-certified in-home care to continue to execute the FY
2010 funding you approved to increase child care spaces by about 7,000 and meet our goal of
placing children under care within three months of their request. I am pleased to report that by
the end of 2011, we will meet this goal and we will be in compliance with the Office of Secretary
of Defense’s direction to provide child care to at least 80 percent of our military population. In
addition to increasing child care spaces, we are also sustaining the 25,000 additional hours of
respite child care and youth services for families of deployed Sailors you approved in our FY
2010 budget. Our child care and youth programs are a highly valued resource by our Sailors and
their families.

CONCLUSION

Our Navy remains the world’s finest Navy through your strong and continued support. Qur
naval stations, bases, and forward operating locations are the logistic hubs, gateways,
workplaces, and homes for our Sailors, Navy civilians, and their families. Our Military
Construction and Quality of Life programs enable these installations to remain ready to deliver
scalable, agile, and adaptive capabilities in support of our Navy’s warfighting mission and the
quality of life of our people. Through the disciplined use of our Shore Investment Strategy, we
are targeting our investments on the most critical shore needs to provide this Nation with the
world-class maritime force it demands and requires.

Again, I am most grateful for your continued support and I look forward to working with you
to ensure our Navy’s warfighting readiness and the quality of life of our dedicated Navy men and
women and their families.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you very much.
General Conway.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL JAMES T. CONWAY

General CONWAY. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of
the committee, thank you for the opportunity to report to you on
the posture of your Marine Corps. Our pledge as it has been over
the years is to provide you a candid and honest assessment.

Having recently returned from a trip to theater, I am pleased to
report to you on the magnificent performance of our Marines and
Sailors in combat. If you count the 4-year enlistment as a genera-
tion of Marines, we are now experiencing our third generation of
great young patriots since our nation was provoked on 9/11.

Our first generation broke trail, leading the strikes into Afghani-
stan and Iraq. The second generation quelled the once volatile
province of Anbar. Today, while there are less than 130 Marines
in Iraq, our third generation has more than 15,000 serving in Af-
ghanistan.

Your Marines are fighting a skilled and determined enemy, but
with the Afghan security forces, they are once again proving that
they are the strongest tribe in the Taliban stronghold of Helmand.

Let me assure you from what the Sergeant Major and I wit-
nessed firsthand, the highest morale in our corps resides in those
units that are posted to Afghanistan.

Our military construction accounts in the fiscal year 2011 budget
and the FYDP are sufficient to help maintain the recent promise
we have made to our young Marines and the great Sailors who sup-
port us, that they will have quality housing, living spaces while
they are at home in between their deployments.

One need only visit some of our major bases and stations to real-
ize that we waited too long to begin that effort. Similarly, we be-
lieve that in wartime we must continue the heavy emphasis placed
on education of our officers and our staff Non-Commissioned Offi-
cers. A strong reservoir of strategic and operational thinkers is a
must on a sophisticated and joint battlefield.

Therefore, a quality Marine Corps University with facilities to
match our already world-class student body, faculty, and cur-
riculum is a major priority. We trust we will receive your full sup-
port on our MILCON investments that will repay huge dividends
in those years to come.

Distinguished members of the committee, I must admit my own
surprise that our corps of Marines and their families have re-
mained so resilient over the years of conflict. They have been in-
credibly determined, loyal, and courageous in an effort to see those
two wars to a successful close.

Much of the credit goes to you in the Congress for providing
them with the finest in terms of quarters, warrior care, quality of
life for families, and compensation. The number-one question in the
minds of our troops is always, “Is the country behind us?” The
members of Congress have answered that question in spades, both
by your apportionment of the nation’s precious resources and also
through personal efforts on the part of many of you to visit troops
in theater and our wounded at Bethesda and Walter Reed.
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As a result of those things mentioned and the natural tendency
of Marines to stick around for a fight, our recruitment and reten-
tion are both at all-time highs. I predict, for the second year in a
row, we will close our re-enlistment opportunities for both the first
term and the career force halfway through the fiscal year. Clearly,
such a phenomenon would not be possible if Marines and their
families were not happy in the service of their country.

One day, this long war with terrorism and Islamic extremists
will be over. Your Marine Corps will cease being a second land
army and will gladly rejoin our Navy brothers aboard amphibious
ships in order to protect America’s global presence and dem-
onstrate American goodwill and, if need be, protect America’s vital
interests.

Until that day comes, however, your Corps will continue, as we
say, to do windows. That is, we will continue to take aboard the
indomitable youth of America and make them Marines, with the
absolute conviction that as a result they will one day be better citi-
zens.

We will be trained and equally as prepared to route Taliban
fighters in Marjah as we are to feed beleaguered Haitians outside
Port-au-Prince. With your continued support and that of our loyal
countrymen, we will do whatever the nation asks us to do and do
it exceedingly well.

Thank you. And I look forward to your questions.

[Prepared statement of James T. Conway follows:]
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Chairman Edwards, Congressman Wamp, Members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to provide a written report for the record. My pledge, as always, is to provide you
with a candid and honest assessment. On behalf of all Marines, their families, and our civilian
employees, I want to thank you for your concern and continued support.

INTRODUCTION

Characteristics. Your Marine Corps is a young force that provides great value to the Nation.

o The average age of a Marine is 25 years old. Almost 70 percent of your Marines are on their
first enlistment, and some 30,000 have been in uniform for less than a year.

o Almost half of the enlisted force is between the ranks of private and lance corporal (pay
grades El - E3), and the ratio of officers to enlisted Marines is 1:9 — the lowest of all the
services.

o For 6.5 percent® of the baseline 2010 Defense budget, the Marine Corps provides:
e /7 percent of the Nation’s active ground combat maneuver units
o /2 percent of the Nation’s fixed wing tactical aircraft

o 19 percent of the Nation’s attack helicopters

Near-Term Focus. The near-term focus of the Marine Corps is as follows:
e The current fight in Afghanistan and the responsible drawdown in Iraq
o Readiness and reset of equipment

¢ Modernization of the Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF)

e Preparing for the next contingency and the uncertainties of the future

Enduring Priorities. Through the future years defense plan and beyond, we are focused on:

e Providing the Nation a naval expeditionary force fully prepared for employment as a
MAGTF across the spectrum of operations

* Remaining the most ready when our Nation is least ready

e Providing for our Marines and their families

PERSONNEL

Our people — the brave men and women who wear our uniform and the spouses, children, and
the parents who support them — are our most valuable resource. In 2009, your Corps lost 65

1. FY 2010 authorized endstrength 202,100 = 21,230 officers + 180,870 enlisted Marines = 1:9.
2. 6.5 percent of DoD budget represents FY 10 USMC Green dollars and Direct Blue (Navy) dollars.
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Marines to enemy action in combat. We also lost 52 Marines who died by suicide — this serious
issue, which will be discussed later in this report, has my personal attention.

e Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. Since testimony before your committee last year, the
Marine Corps has transferred authority for Anbar Province to the U.S. Army and is near
completion of a responsible drawdown from lIraq.

¢ From 2003-2009, our force levels in Iraq averaged 25,000 Marines.

e As of February 19, 2010, there were 159 Marines in Iraq. By spring of this year, our
mission in [raq will be complete and your Marines will redeploy.

¢ Operation ENDURING FREEDOM. In Afghanistan, the mission has expanded.
® As of September 23, 2009, there were more Marines in Afghanistan than in Iraq.

e By March 2010, there will be more than 18,500 Marines in Afghanistan, and by mid-
April, that number will grow to a robust MAGTF of 19,400 personne! with equipment,
and will be commanded by a Marine two-star general.

e Endstrength. Current authorized endstrength is 202,100 Marines in the active component
and 39,600 Marines in the Selected Reserve.

e During fiscal year 2007, the Marine Corps requested and received authorization to grow
27,000 additional personnel by the end of fiscal year 2011. We completed our growth
during fiscal year 2009 — two years ahead of schedule.

o With this personnel increase, we will improve training, upgrade readiness, and enhance
the quality of life for all personnel and their families. The goal is to build the equivalent
capacity of three Marine Expeditionary Forces — the largest MAGTF and principal
Marine Corps warfighting organization.

» We are continuing to shape the Marine Corps with the right mix of units, grades, and
occupational specialties.

® Recruiting. In fiscal year 2009, we exceeded goals in numbers and standards for the active
component and the Selected Reserve. The active component accessed 31,413 personnel, and
the Selected Reserve accessed 9,627 personnel. Including the active and reserve
components, the high school graduation rate of our recruits exceeded 98 percent.

® Reenlistments. In fiscal year 2009:
e 8,011 first-term Marines reenlisted — 109.2 percent of the goal.
e 7,985 subsequent-term Marines reenlisted — 107 percent of the goal.

o Reservists. As of January 2010, there were 39,164 Marines in the Selected Reserve and
another 55,233 in the Inactive Ready Reserve. Marine Forces Reserve includes 183 training
centers in 48 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The contributions of our
Reserve have been invaluable.

e Officers. The quality of officers accessed and retained remains high. In one example, the
share of Marine-option United States Naval Academy candidates in the top third of their
graduating class greatly exceeded representative levels in 2008. The number of Naval
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Academy graduates who chose to become Marine Corps officers last year was 270 — the
highest number in history for the second year in a row.

o In fiscal year 2009, our officer retention rate was 93 percent and during fiscal year 2010,
we expect officer retention to remain stable.

®  Reservists. The Marine Corps Reserve is a full partner in the total force. As of January
2010, there were 39,164 Marines in the Selected Reserve and another 55,233 in the Inactive
Ready Reserve. Marine Forces Reserve includes 183 training centers in 48 states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

s The extensive contributions of the Reserve have reduced deployment requirements for
the active component, thereby improving the health of the total force. More than 54,000
Marines from the Selected Reserve and the Inactive Ready Reserve have mobilized and
deployed in support of Operations IRAQI FREEDOM, ENDURING FREEDOM, or
other operational commitments around the globe.>

e “Every Marine into the Fight.” The majority of your Marines joined the Corps after our
Nation was already at war. They expect to train, deploy, and fight because that is what they
believe Marines are supposed to do. At the same time, we monitor carefully the frequency
and duration that units and individual personnel spend deployed.

*  As of January 2010, 100,760 Marines had deployed for at least 120 consecutive days in
the last two years, and 73 percent of the available Marines have deployed in support of
Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and ENDURING FREEDOM, or other operational
commitments around the globe.

e “Deployment to Dwell.” The metric we use to measure unit operational tempo is the ratio of
“deployment to dwell” — months deployed to months at home station. We limit the duration
of deployments for units and individual Marines to no more than seven months for battalions
and squadrons. Higher headquarters units deploy for one year.

e Our goal is to achieve a 1:2 deployment to dwell ratio in the active component and a 1:5
ratio in the reserve component. Our reserve units are currently operating at a ratio that
more closely approximates a ratio of 1:4, while many of our active component units, on
average, are nearing the goal of 1:2

® In summary, Jraq and Afghanistan have not adversely affected personnel readiness or the
resiliency of the force. The Marine Corps continues to recruit and retain the highest quality
people. Your Marines want to make a difference; they understand being a Marine means
deploying and fighting our Nation’s battles. Indeed, the highest morale in the Corps resides
in those units posted in in Afghanistan.

o Suicide Prevention. The number of Marines who have died by suicide in recent years is
shocking and unacceptable. This issue has my personal attention, and we have muitiple
programs at work to reverse this trend.

o Causes. Our studies have shown that regardless of duty station, deployment, or duty
status, the primary stressors associated with Marine suicides are problems in romantic

relationships, physical health, work-related issues, such as poor performance and job

3. As of 3 January 2010.



169

dissatisfaction, and_pending legal or administrative action. Multiple stressors are
typically present in a suicide. This is consistent with the findings of the other services
and civilian agencies.

o Deployments. We analyze suicides monthly and annually for combat-related trends such
as the number of deployments and dwell time. Although it is reasonable to assume that
one or more deployments may cause an increase in suicides, to date, we have been unable

to establish a direct correlation between deployments and suicides.

o Sexual Assault Prevention and Response. Sexual assault is a crime, and it tears at the very
fabric of our ethos. We continue to train and educate all Marines on the warning signs and
the situations that lead to sexual assault. To our commanders, we have reinforced their
responsibility to investigate all allegations of sexual assault and take the appropriate actions
consistent with their findings. Finally, we continue to take aggressive strides toward
improving our Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Program.

Families. While we recruit Marines, we retain families. More than 45 percent of your Marines
are married, and we believe that investing in military families is critical to the long-term health
of the institution. When Marines know that their loved ones at home station have access to
quality housing, healthcare, child development services, and education, they are better prepared
to face the rigors of deployment and more inclined to stay in uniform when they return home.
Toward this end, we are grateful for the new hospital forthcoming at Camp Pendleton.*

o Family Readiness Programs. Our baseline budget in fiscal years 2010 and 2011 for family
programs is $399 million per year. We have reformed our family readiness programs at
every level of command at all of our installations. As an example, we have created more
than 400 full-time positions for family readiness officers down to the battalion and squadron
level.

e Child Care. Today, we are currently meeting 64 percent of potential need for child care
spaces. To meet the DoD standard of 80 percent of potential need based on the current
population, we would require approximately 3,000 additional spaces. With your support, we
have programmed an additional 2,615 spaces that will open over the next 18-24 months.

e Families with Special Needs. With an increase of $11 million for the Exceptional Family
Member Program in this year’'s baseline budget, we have made great strides improving the
programs that support special needs family members. More than 8,900 exceptional family
members are in the program. The Marine Corps assigns a caseworker to each family.
Moreover, the Marine Corps now underwrites the cost of up to 40 hours of respite care per
month for families in the program.’

Wounded Warriors. About 9,000 Marines have been injured or fallen seriously ill while
serving in support of Operations IRAQI FREEDOM or ENDURING FREEDOM. We are

4. This is a $563 million U.S. Navy facilities project funded by the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Aet
for a new 511,000 square foot hospital at Camp Pendleton, California. The construction contract is expected to be
awarded during September 2010,

5. To date, the Marinc Corps has provided more than 250,000 hours of respitc care for families enrolled in the
Exceptional Family Member Program.
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deeply committed to their care as well as the welfare of their families. Since activation in April
2007, the Wounded Warrior Regiment has provided a wide range of non-medical care for the
injured and ill. The Marine Corps now also has wounded warrior battalions at Camp Pendleton
and Camp Lejeune.

o Infrastructure. The Marine Corps is investing $50 million from the 2009 Overseas
Contingency Operations supplemental for the construction of resource and recovery centers
at Camp Pendleton and Camp Lejeune. These recovery centers will provide spaces for
counseling, physical therapy, employment support, financial management, and other training
and outreach programs in support of our wounded.

e Quireach. With a 24-hour call center for wounded Marines and their families, the Wounded
Warrior Regiment has contacted 99.4 percent of all Marines (7,654 out of 7,703) who were
wounded since the beginning of Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and ENDURING
FREEDOM, in order to determine their health status. We also maintain a toll-free number to
the medical center in Landstuhl, Germany for families to contact their loved ones who have
been wounded.

® Recovery Care. The Marine Corps has 42 recovery care coordinators, who coordinate non-
medical services for Marines and their families during recovery, rehabilitation, and transition.

o  Mental Health

s Traumatic Brain Injury. Naval medicine remains at the forefront of researching and
implementing pioneering techniques to treat traumatic brain injury. One technique,
Hyperbaric Oxygen Treatment, is showing great promise. We anticipate a study to begin
this spring that tests the efficacy of this revolutionary treatment. The Marine Corps has a
formal screening protocol for Marines who suffer concussions or who are exposed to
blast events in theater.

o  Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). We are attentive to the mental heaith of our
warriors and we are dedicated to ensuring that all Marines and family members who bear
the invisible wounds caused by stress receive the best help possible. We developed the
Combat Operational Stress Control (COSC) program to prevent, identify, and holistically
treat mental injuries caused by combat or other operations.

¢ With the increased workload, we do have concerns about the capacity of mental health

care in military medicine. Operational support and current treatment facility demands
continue to stretch our mental health professional communities, even though DoD has
taken many steps to increase mental health services. Our shortages of mental health
professionals are a reflection of Nation-wide shortages of this specialty. We are actively
engaged in discussions about possible solutions.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Bachelor Housing. Our number one priority in military construction is barracks. In years past,
due to fiscal constraints, we had focused on operational concerns. We now have a program
under way that will provide adequate bachelor housing for our entire force by 2014. Table 1
depicts Marine Corps fiscal year 2011 investment in new barracks.



171

Table 1. USMC Fiscal Year 2011 Barracks Construction

Location FY 1] Investment New Barracks Spaces
Twentynine Palms, CA $53.2 million 384
Camp Lejeune, NC $326.6 million 2,794
Cherry Point, NC $42.5 million 464
Camp Pendleton, CA $79.9 million 860
MCB Hawaii, HI $90.5 million 214
MCB Quantico, VA $37.8 million _ 300
Total $630.5 million 5016

The Marine Corps is committed to funding the replacement of basracks furnishings on a
seven-year cycle and to funding the repair and maintenance of existing barracks to improve
the quality of life of Marines.

Our personnel growth has outpaced our growth in infrastructure, and your continued support
is needed to provide the additional barracks, messing, and office spaces required.

Family Housing. Under our current plan, we will eliminate all inadequate family housing by
2014. Moreover, we support the privatization of family housing.

We have found that private sector projects result in better quality homes, community support
facilities, and maintenance services than the Marine Corps can provide through the
traditional Military Construction and Operations and Maintenance processes. Thus, we have
privatized the majority of family housing.

Less than 6 percent of Marine Corps families still live in government-owned housing.

Over 94 percent of families now live in private sector housing, including housing privatized
under the Military Housing Privatization Initiative, long-term leases, and rental guarantee

housing.

Future Realignment of Marine Forces in the Pacific. The governments of the United States
and Japan have agreed to invest in a realignment of forces that will result in Marine Corps forces
postured in the Pacific for a long-term presence on Japan, Guam, and Hawaii. Critical requisites
to the implementation of this realignment are:

Japanese construction of a replacement for Marine Corps Air Station Futenma that meets
both operational and safety requirements.
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An appropriate force laydown that supports the operational requirements of the Commander,
U.S. Pacific Command.

Adequate available airlift and sealift within theater to transport Marines to training areas and
partner countries.

Adequate training areas and ranges in Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands that can
maintain readiness as well as support security cooperation with our regional partners.

An enduring, sustainable “live where you work,” base on Guam that maximizes operational
effectiveness, minimizes encroachment, accommodates future development, and provides a
quality of life on Guam commensurate with any other U.S. base.

Continued political and financial support by the governments of the United States and Japan.

Refined planning and staff interaction processes within the Department of Defense have made
significant contributions to our efforts to align these requirements. Planned and executed
properly, this realignment effort will result in an enduring solution that provides forward
deployed combat ready Marine forces to uphold our Nation’s commitment to the security and
stability of the Pacific region.

Energy and Water Initiatives. We believe energy and water are two of our Nation’s most
valuable resources. We are focused on improving our stewardship at our installations and on the
battlefield. Since 2003, the Marine Corps has used over $625 million to implement new
technologies to (a) reduce energy consumption, and (b) increase our use of alternative and
renewable energy.

Our Installations. We have already gained efficiencies and achieved savings at all our major
installations. We have three major goals:

1. From 2003-2015, reduce energy consumption by 30 percent
2. Through 2020, reduce water consumption by 2 percent per year

3. By 2020, increase the use of alternative energy at our installations to 50 percent of the
total energy consumed

On the Battlefield. Operations in Afghanistan have forced us to reevaluate energy and water
distribution and usage in expeditionary environments. We believe the future security
environment will again require the Marine Corps to operate over long distances in austere
environments, and we are actively pursuing a wide range of solutions to:

¢ Lighten the combat load of our Marines and Sailors
* Reduce our overall footprint in current and future expeditionary operations
o Lessen energy consumption and dependence on fossil fuels

» Achieve resource self-sufficiency in expeditionary environments
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PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION

e “Two-Fisted Fighters.” The report from the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review calls for
increased capacity for irregular warfare in the general purpose forces of the United States.®

e The Marine Corps has long recognized the special skills required to operate with host
nation forces and among local populations.”

e Today, we are institutionalizing the lessons learned in Iraq and Afghanistan in training,
education, organization, doctrine, and capability development. One of the ways we are
doing this is through the Marine Corps Center for Lessons Learned. Moreover, through
standing Marine Corps organizations such as the Center for Advanced Operational
Culture Learning and the Center for Irregular Warfare, and programs such as the
International Affairs Officers Program, we continue to build capacity in foreign
language, and regional and cultural skills.®

* Leadership Development. We recognize the need for a diversity of skills and specialties, and
our standing guidance to promotion, command, and special selection boards is to give due
consideration to personnel with special skills and non-traditional career patterns.

e Marine Corps University. Annually, a percentage of Marine Corps officers from the rank of
captain through colonel attend year-long resident courses in professional military education
at Marine Corps University in Quantico. The Marine Corps University is regionally
accredited to award postgraduate degrees and, in 2009 alone, University schools awarded 200
master’s degrees.”

¢ Facilities are an integral part of supporting professional military education. To that end,
the Marine Corps fiscal year 2011 military construction budget request includes funding
for additions in Quantico to the General Alfred M. Gray Research Center and the Staff
NCO Academy. These projects will support our plan to upgrade the infrastructure of the
Marine Corps University.

6. Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR Report) (Washington, DC: Feb 2010), pp. 20-26.
7. Evidence of this dates back to the Marine Corps publications of Small Wars Operations (1935) and the Small
Wars Manual (1940), both comprehensive texts on counterinsurgency operations and irregular warfare.

8. Each year, the Marine Corps selects officers for the International Affairs Officer Program, which consists of
two professional tracks: Foreign Area Officer (FAQ), and Regional Area Officer (RAQ). The International Affairs
Officer Program provides graduate-level study and language training for nine geographic areas. There are 329
international affairs officers on active duty (262 FAOs, 67 RAOs). The officers in this program possess advanced
knowledge and expertise in the language, culture, and political-military affairs ol a given region. Since 2008, the
Marine Corps has doubled the number of aceessions in the FAQ program, and accessions will continue to increase
through 2015. Moreover, the Marine Corps provides mid-grade officers {major — lieutenant colonel) for the
Afghanistan-Pakistan (AFPAK) Hands Program. Our current requirement is to provide 63 officers — three
cohorts of 21 officers each.

9. The Marine Corps also has a separate, voluntary graduate education program, through which officers attend
Naval Postgraduate School and other secondary institutions to obtain advanced degrees. There are 300 officer
billets in the Marine Corps that require master’s degrees. The Marine Corps also maintains an active fellowship
program.
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o Acquisition Professionals. The Marine Corps has an active acquisition professional program
in place to meet the need identified in the QDR “for technically trained personnel — cost

- . Lo : : 10
estimators, systems engineers, and acquisition managers — to conduct effective oversight.”

e There are about 520 acquisition billets in the Marine Corps — 400 are entry and mid-
level positions filled by enlisted Marines and officers, and 120 are senior-level
acquisition professional positions filled by field grade officers who oversee our major
ground and aviation programs.

e Our acquisition professional officers are members of the Defense Aequisition
Community; they possess Level II certification, four years of acquisition experience, at
least 24 undergraduate credit hours in business.

CONCLUSION

As a naval expeditionary force in the form of an elite air-ground team, the Marine Corps is ready
and willing to go into harm’s way on short notice and do what is necessary to make our country
safe. America expects this of her Marines. In the complex and dangerous security environment
of the future, the Marine Corps stands ready for the challenges ahead. We appreciate the
continued support of Congress. Thank you again for this opportunity to report on the posture of
your Marine Corps.

10. DoD, GDR, p. 76.
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MARINE GUNNERY SERGEANT JOHN DAVID FRY

Mr. EDWARDS. General Conway, thank you. And as I listen to
your testimony and think about the servicemen and women and
their families that this committee is committed to supporting in a
meaningful way, I cannot help but think about Marine Gunnery
Sergeant John David Fry, who grew up in my district, and you
know his story well.

That is a father, three children under the age of 10, had virtually
finished his service in Iraq, had his bags packed, 7 days from com-
ing home, and a call came in from Anbar province that there were
three IEDs in the road. And he went out and volunteered when he
did not have to, to defuse those bombs. And the third one had a
fourth one, unfortunately, hidden by the terrorists beneath it. And
that went off and killed him.

And this great Marine, who had saved so many lives, gave his
life that day. And as you know, the scholarship for all military chil-
dren who have lost parents now is named in his honor, rightfully
so. But it is a reminder of what your leadership is about and the
magnificent men and women that you have the privilege to lead.
And, again, we thank you both for that.

OKINAWA TO GUAM MOVE

Let me begin questions, if I could, regarding Guam and Okinawa.
Obviously, there is a great deal of interest in where we are here,
as there is across the Pacific. I believe we have Japanese media
represented here today as a reflection of that interest.

Could I ask you, where are we in terms of our negotiations in
Okinawa? And where are we in terms of our plans to move forward
in Guam?

General CONWAY. Sir, I will be happy to start, sir. And, essen-
tially, the new Japanese government has indicated to the highest
levels of our government that they want to review the agreement
that both governments previously had in place for the removal of
10,000 Marines off of Okinawa onto Guam by 2014.

And now we await word coming from that Japanese government.
Their promise to us has been that they would give us a response
by May of this year.

In the meantime, I think the answer to your question, sir, is that
we are on hold with a number of projects that were perhaps under-
way. I will say that both the monies the U.S. government and the
Japanese government have put towards the efforts on Guam, $452
million on our part and $498 million on the part of the Japanese
government, are being applied to the infrastructure—to enhance-
n}llents on island to allow 10,000 additional Marines to come into
there.

But in other areas, we are at a stop halt. And our understanding
is—goes back to the original agreement, and that is a quote from
the treaty says that significant developments with regard to the
team of replacement facilities must be underway for us to begin our
portion of the execution of the move. So that is

Mr. EDWARDS. Did the FY 2010 military construction budget take
into account the status of the negotiations and discussions with the
Japanese? Or will we perhaps need to adjust the military construc-
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tion numbers as the year goes on before we get to final passage
of-

General CONWAY [continuing]. I think certainly the monies that
are being spent are being put against enhancements on the island
to facilitate the move. Some on Guam would probably argue that
those enhancements are needed whether or not we conduct a move,
enhancement of the infrastructure, the wharf is made more capa-
ble, and those types of things.

But I think the answer to your question is that there may be ad-
justments between governments after we begin negotiations again,
after the Japanese government gives us a response in May, and
that we would be wise to see what those final determinations are.

Mr. EDWARDS. All right. It is very good. Thank you.

Mr. Crenshaw.

MAYPORT NAVAL SHIPYARD

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I have got some questions that kind of relate to my own dis-
trict, as well as some broader questions, so I will—and I imagine
Admiral Roughead probably would anticipate I might ask if you
would mention the Mayport issue. And I would say this: I would
thank him for his leadership, because it is a question that some-
times gets portrayed as a political question, but I think the bottom
line is, it is what is in the best interest of America. What is the
best interest of our national security?

And I think that decision probably was one of the most well-
thought-out, well-researched, well-reviewed decisions in terms of
all of the assessments that were made, all the announcements that
were made. Mr. Chairman, you may know that they spent 2.5
years doing an Environmental Impact Study, and the Admiral,
rather than making a recommendation right after that, had a stra-
tegic laydown of all the ships that we have before he made the
final decision.

And then the Record of Decision, which was 218 pages long,
again, well-researched, well-thought-out, well-justified, that made
that final decision. And it is really not anything new. We have al-
ways had two deepwater ports on the East Coast for our carriers.
But when they were conventional, that made it easy. When they
all became nuclear, then—Mayport to just be consistent.

And as the Record of Decision pointed out, in addition there to
having a backup maintenance facility on the East Coast, because
on the West Coast we have three, but we would only have one now
that we are all nuclear.

So I think it was in the best interest of the country. And I appre-
ciate your leadership there. I did not think it needed to be reviewed
again, but, Mr. Chairman, you may know that, after the Record of
Decision came down, it was not really a Record of Decision. It was
a recommendation that the Department of Defense looked at again
for a year.

So I do not think anybody can say this has not been well-
thought-out, well-reviewed, well-vetted, and so we are there.

And so the question is, just as we implement that, it is going to
be expensive. And the question becomes, when I saw the 5-year
plan, I think in 2012 and 2013 and 2015, there are some projects
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listed. And I wondered a couple of things, kind of a two-part ques-
tion.

One, are those projects, are those the main ones that are going
to be needed to be implemented that are in that 5-year plan? And
if there are others, are they going to be added?

And the second part of that is, the reason they are kind of
phased in, is that primarily because of budget restraints? I know
when they did San Diego, it was all in one lump sum, but I think
in these difficult economic times, I imagine to a certain extent that
they are phasing over 2012, 2013 and 2015 just based on budget
restraints.

So if you could comment on two—if those are the major items
that need to be kind of taken place, and then, two, the question of
whether it is an operational or more a budgetary restraint.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Sure. Thank you very much, Mr. Crenshaw.

And before I begin on that, I would like to thank you for recog-
nizing the thousands of Sailors we have on the ground in Iraq and
Afghanistan who have been there for years doing absolutely terrific
work, and I appreciate your recognizing them. Thank you for that.

As you pointed out, Mayport is something that—a decision that
I did not take lightly. I think our process that we put ourselves
through validated the importance of that strategic dispersal of en-
hancing the carrier port at Mayport to be nuclear-capable so that
we have the dispersion, that we have the flexibility that we enjoy
on the West Coast.

Aircraft carriers are the only ships on the East Coast of the
United States that I do not have an alternate port for to provide
maintenance and support. Every other class in the United States
Navy I can move to multiple ports on the East Coast to do repair
and to have a place for them to go, should they be shut out of a
particular port. So I believe it is in the strategic interest of the
country that we have that.

The plan that we put together, oftentimes the figures that we are
using for military construction tend to grow in the discussion, but
we are very confident in the cost of this plan. When I came forward
with the plan, I knew that the numbers would be closely scruti-
nized. I am very comfortable with what we have laid out.

But as you pointed out, in the Navy, we have a lot of competing
demands in our budgets for ships, for airplanes, for supporting our
people, for investing in new technologies. And so as we laid this in,
even though it is a priority, we had to space it out over time.

We have the money in the budget this year to do the planning
so that we can have a good, efficient and effective investment strat-
egy, so that we get the most out of the money that we are investing
in, in this enhancement to Mayport. But we did spread the money
out, because we had to.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Got you. Just one quick follow up, Mr. Chair-
man. I know that you mentioned the %‘92 million—or I think it is
$2 million—that is in the 2011.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And that is for planning the design that is al-
ready—we already appropriated, I guess, about $76 million to start
the dredging, which is just about ready to begin, and to upgrade
one of the wharfs. That money is in the bank, and so, again, I
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thank the subcommittee for recognizing that, even short of the
final decision.

But there is money to be spent. But that—I would imagine that
$2 million for planning and design is probably more critical than
most planning and design, because when you have got a major
project like this, that you want to be sure that you can do it, you
know, as efficiently as possible and as safely as possible. So that
money is in the budget now.

And tell me how that—you know, how will that be used? What
kind of process goes into that planning and design?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Well, what we will do is we know what the
facilities are going to be required in order to enhance the capabili-
ties of the port. But the planning money will be on the design of
some of those projects, but also on how we phase the entire effort
to make sure we get the most efficient expenditures.

There is not—in my mind, there is not a lot of risk in the
projects that we are calling for, and that is why I have such great
confidence in the numbers, because, for example, in the case of the
maintenance facility and the control facility, it basically replicates
what we did in San Diego.

The parking garage is nothing exotic or out of the ordinary. So
this allows us to put in place the proper planning for the design
and the phasing of the projects. And so we believe we have a good
plan. We believe the numbers are good. And I appreciate your sup-
port in letting us go forward with this.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. And then just as a comment, I went
out to San Diego and saw what they did there and, as you pointed
out, I think, learned a great deal that the controlled industrial fa-
cility, which is one of the major projects, I think they learned a lot
when they built that, that maybe you may not need to be that big.

I mean, you know, once you do something, you kind of learn a
lot from it. So I think that is why, when you look at those numbers,
I think it is a lot less than people thought it might be.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Great. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Crenshaw, thank you.

Mr. Bishop.

IMPACT OF DEPLOYMENT ON FAMILIES

Mr. BisHOP. Good morning, gentlemen. Welcome. I have got a
couple of questions—a couple of categories. The first one has to do
with families and personnel.

As you both know, deployments can cause children to become de-
pressed, angry, and some studies are documenting that the Depart-
ment of Defense has had—children have undergone significant out-
patient counseling since 9/11. And of course, with the recent de-
ployments over the past few years, dealing with the parents’ ab-
sence is pretty difficult, particularly for teenagers that are going
through adolescence anyway, and those growing pains are pretty
severe.

What installations do you have available to provide initiatives for
programs for teens and for children that are impacted by their fam-
ily’s deployments or their family’s service? That is the first.
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The other one has to do with installations and probably would
fall on the commandant. And that is whether or not the budget re-
quest in your opinion is sufficient to provide for the maintenance,
the reset, and the prepositioning function needs vis-a-vis the ware-
houses, the maintenance facilities, the buildings that will house
those functions.

General CONWAY. Sir, with regard to the children, first of all, our
research shows exactly the same thing that you cite, that, you
know, we were initially concerned about counseling for our Ma-
rines, those that may have seen some of the horrors of war and the
effect that it could have on them as they return home. Post-Trau-
matic Stress Disorder (PTSD) is the common phraseology.

And so we have gotten tremendous support from the Navy with
regard to mental health specialists, psychologists, psychiatrists to
help us identify and treat what—with the duration of what we
have seen—and this is the first time we have seen an all-volunteer
force of the size of what we have experienced in war over such a
prolonged period.

We are starting to see the impact on families. And I would say
it is spouses, as well as children in some cases, but what we are
seeing is where Marines are assigned to the operating forces for an
extended period of time. Those children are growing up without one
of their parents, normally only the father.

It is showing in their grades. It is showing in their conduct at
school. It is showing in just their general attitudes as they grow
up.

So we have acknowledged the need. As you know, of course, we
get those health services from the United States Navy. And, again,
I would not change a thing about the priority. We want that kind
of capacity forward, first of all, to support Marines in conflict, but
we also bear a responsibility to our families.

And I think the Navy has responded adroitly to the need. They
are attempting to, I think, recruit more into the Navy uniform.
They are attempting to contract where that is not possible. We
work through TRICARE, where, you know, immediate capacity at
a hospital or a clinic is not available.

It 1s a little bit disproportionate. It is easier, I think, for the
Navy to contract someone to live in San Diego than it is in Have-
lock, North Carolina, where we have major bases and stations and
Marines deployed.

But we are working our way through it. And I think the first
step in the problem-solving process is identifying the problem. We
certainly have that. And at this point, we are working with the
Navy and with, again, our natural TRICARE kinds of support
mechanisms to

Mr. BisHOP. Sir, I really was—I understand that, and I appre-
ciate what you are doing there and the initiative is great. But I
was really concerned about initiatives that would require our com-
mittee to fund, for example, buildings on the installation, whether
it is a gymnasium, a family center, or where you could have struc-
tured programs, whether you needed facilities constructed for that
purpose. And that was really the nature of my question.

General CoNwAY. I appreciate that. And I was leaving that por-
tion of it to my Navy brother, who, again, gives us those kinds of
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capabilities. We do have a lot of things. I would simply add, from
a family services perspective, that we think are helping to make
that better, all kinds of family readiness initiatives that try to en-
hance the quality of life for our families at bases and stations while
our Marines are deployed so that we are able to keep the children
building, keep them in athletic programs, all those manner of
things, absolutely.

But, again, I will defer——

Mr. BisHOP. So your funding is sufficient for that?

General CONWAY. I think so, sir. We have identified what we
think we need in the budget. We have not seen, based on previous
years’ experiences—and this has been with us now for a couple of
years—where the enhanced family readiness kinds of bills do not
provide for that.

We have got $442 million against it in FY 2011 alone. So I think
we have acknowledged the need, but I would say that I actually
have more faith in the ability of the counselors to help us identify
that. And, again, that gets to the Navy.

With regard to—I will just answer quickly—warehousing for
those types of things—you know, last year, we at the Blount Island
facility tried to run that into the OCO (Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations) account. The rules were such that it did not fit quite cor-
rectly in the minds of the people that determine such things. So
this year, we put it in the baseline, $75 million, to enhance our
warehousing, our parking garaging, maintenance, and mechanical
facilities.

So we do think that that is going to be enough phased in over
time to keep us ahead of the triage that has to take place with our
equipment.

Mr. BisHOP. Is that both at Barstow and at Albany?

General CONWAY. Yes, sir.

Mr. BisHoP. And Blount Island?

General CONWAY. Yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. All three facilities?

General CoNwAY. What happens is we do the triage at Blount Is-
land, and then Barstow, and Albany are our maintenance facilities
Wheliie that gear is then shipped or various echelons are pre-
pared——

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Thank you, sir. And we obviously take this
very seriously, not just to support the Marine Corps, but also for
our own families, because we have been a deploying force for cen-
turies.

And so we have made improvements and we have increased our
capabilities at our family—Fleet Family Service Centers, adding
counselors and, more importantly, tailoring to the type of activities
that we are currently doing today.

Mr. Crenshaw remarked on the number of individual deployers
that we have, and those folks need a little bit of a different aware-
ness and touch. But we have also put in place some more youth
counselors. And since 2005, we have actually been able to increase
the number of counseling sessions, some groups, some individuals,
by 27,000 kids. So this is not an insignificant effort.

We have also taken a good look at what skills we require, and
we have increased the number of clinical psychologists and social
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workers that we are working to recruit, but, quite frankly, nation-
a}llly they are in great demand, but we really have a good focus on
them.

And then for our child development centers, we are pleased that
by 2012 we will meet the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
goals for that. So it is on our scope, and we pay a great deal of at-
tention to it.

Mr. BisHOP. With maintenance go out to—you have got a Kings
Bay facility down on the Atlantic—on the coast of Georgia. It is a
relatively new facility, but it is probably at the stage now where
they have got to do some reviews in terms of maintenance, renova-
tions, or replacements of buildings.

Is that in your plan in this budget? Are there any plans for re-
views of facilities there at Kings Bay?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Absolutely, sir. And you mentioned that
Kings Bay is relatively new, but the last visit I had there, I was
shocked at exactly how old Kings Bay is. I mean, time marches on,
and we are a little older than we all think, I guess, but we are
looking at that not simply by what may be required for renewal,
but as you know, we place the highest priority on our nuclear
weapons enterprise and making sure that we are making the right
investments there at Kings Bay is also very important, too.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

INADEQUATE HOUSING

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Bishop.

Let me ask you about housing and barracks. This is a standard
question I like to ask each year, and that is, how many of the serv-
icemen and women under your command are living in, according to
Department of Defense (DOD) standards, inadequate housing?

And let me say, in preface to your answer, that I salute the DoD
for finally—at long last—standardizing a definition across services
of inadequate housing. It was frustrating to me in years past that
one definition—I think, Admiral, in the Navy was that if the Navy
were to spend $50,000 fixing up a family home, then it is defined
as adequate, whether or not that $50,000 was ever spent. That
seemed to be a very inadequate definition of inadequate housing.

If I am not mistaken, we have a more standard process, as Q1,
2, 3, 4. Could I ask you to, first, just give us a brief overview for
the record of what the definition of Q1, 2, 3 and 4 are and if you
think this is a reasonable way to honestly figure out what the
unmet needs are out there?

And, secondly, could you then answer the question of how many,
according to that definition, are living in inadequate barracks and
how many are living in inadequate housing? And then we can go
from there.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. The definition essentially is a formula that
takes into account the value of the property, the repairs that are
required, and then put it through a formula, and then there are
also—particularly if we get into some of our single Sailor issues,
some square footage requirements, and it is all factored into that.

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. So I think the definition is a good one. I
think it is—as you pointed out, it is a standard definition that we
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can all work from. And it is my hope that we can kind of stay with
that one for a while

Mr. EDWARDS. Right. Right.

Admiral ROUGHEAD [continuing]. Because it is sometimes chal-
lenging. And in the case of our family housing, that is the situation
that we found ourselves in, where we were down to about 60 homes
that would have been in the inadequate category. Applying the new
definition, it is slightly over 3,000 that we have.

Many of those are overseas. Some will not be reused. Others will
be refurbished, and then some will be replaced. But it will be by
2017 before we can get to that. And so we are making the invest-
ments that require us to get there.

Mr. EDWARDS. Admiral, could I ask, is inadequate defined as Q3
or Q4?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Three and four.

Mr. EDWARDS. Either one?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Three and four—inadequate.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. The goal is to get us to Q1 and Q2——

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Admiral ROUGHEAD [continuing]. Which we will be at in 2017 for
our family housing.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. For our Homeport Ashore, regrettably, we
are not moving as quickly there. That will be 2016 before I get
there. And then in my overall bachelor housing program, I will not
clear Q4 until 2020, and that is even with investing $125 million
a year in that.

Mr. EDWARDS. How many are living in inadequate barracks, ac-
cording to the new standard?

[The information follows:]

NAvY BARRACKS

ngzstéq)n. How many are living in inadequate barracks, according to the new
standard?

Answer. Based on March 2010 data, approximately 30,000 Sailors are living in
Q3/Q4 buildings.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. What I would like to be able to do, sir, is
get that number back to you, because we are constantly deploying.
Sometimes they are back on the ship and then back in. So if I could
give you a better qualification of that.

Mr. EDWARDS. I agree with you. We need a standard; we need
to stick with it, so from year to year, we can honestly determine
whether we are making progress or falling behind. And I am not
here to criticize anyone. Tough decisions have to be made during
a time of war to support our warfighters in harm’s way.

But nevertheless, what we have seen is over the years—I think
initially all housing was going to be adequate by fiscal year 2007,
and that was moved to 2009, and now we are talking about 2020
for barracks?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. That is for bachelor housing overall in the
Navy, yes, sir, to get out of Q4.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do I understand in the Navy that, according to
your testimony, 40 percent of the Navy barracks are not only de-
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fined as inadequate according to the new standard, but 40 percent
are actually Q4, the very worst level?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. You know, I just hope, Admiral, we can work to-
gether to find some way to push that up. That is another 10 years
of inadequate housing. And Congress has to see you have the re-
sources to do it. You cannot make those improvements without the
appropriation.

But I do hope we can get together on that. And if you could give
us the numbers—because next year, I would like to ask the
same

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Same question and see what kind of
progress we are making. And while to some it may look as if we
have gone backwards, I think this is a more honest approach. To
have said there were 30 homes that were inadequate, it probably
would not have passed the common sense test. Would you as-
sume—would you stand behind the idea that the 3,000 homes
being inadequate probably is a more realistic, straightforward
statement?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Yes, sir. I think it is a good assessment, but
I think the fact that, relative to, for example, the bachelor housing,
that we are closing down on that much more quickly at less cost,
I think, shows that we are not that far out of the bend on the fam-
ily housing piece, because it is not going to require the significant
investment that we have to have for the bachelor housing.

So I think the number is good, but I think it is kind of pretty
close to the limit that we could get to for a lesser investment to
get them into Q1.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, that 3,000 homes for the families, what per-
cent would that be? How many homes does the Navy have for
its

Admiral ROUGHEAD. I would say that that is going to——

Mr. EDWARDS. Ballpark number? Just——

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Ballpark number, I would say that it—the
1}:lotal number of homes—I am trying to do some quick mental math

ere.

Mr. EDWARDS. Right. Right.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Probably about 30,000—maybe about
30,000——

Mr. EDWARDS. So maybe—in ballpark. And obviously, you can
fine-tune that. But 10 percent

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Ten percent.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Whereas, you know, in barracks, it is
40 percent at the—do you know what the number is, if you take
Q4? And since Q3 is also defined as inadequate, do you know what
that 40 percent would go to if you counted Q3 and Q4?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Not off the top of my head, sir. I will get
those numbers back to you.

[The information follows:]

NAvVY BARRACKS

Question. Since Q3 is also defined as inadequate, do you know what that 40%
would go to if you counted Q3 & Q4?
Answer. Approximately 70% of our barracks are rated Q3/Q4.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Okay. And, again, you know, our goal is not
to be critical of anyone but to say, during a time of war, we have
got to find a way to get the resources to support the quality of life
back home. Especially given what we are asking of our Sailors and
Marines and their families. I know none of us would want a single
one of those servicemen and women or their families living in inad-
equate housing.

And I at least think we have a foundation for addressing this
problem honestly now that we have a new definition. So I think
that is a very good step forward.

General Conway, do you have any

General CONWAY. Sir, I would echo support for the Q system. It
removes a lot of the subjectivity from the evaluations that we have
to place on the quarters. And so we support it.

In terms of our barracks, first of all, I would say to you, Mr.
Chairman, that we are in the middle of a building boom with re-
gard to our Bachelor Enlisted Quarters (BEQs). We put ourselves
in extremis because for decades we neglected those accounts in lieu
of other priorities, operations, and maintenance, and training, and
in those types of things.

But along about 2005, we realized that we were in extremis, and
so we budgeted for and have been receiving dependably over the
last few years money to build out our BEQs. This year, we have
13 projects and $631 million, for instance, put into—we still have
about 2,000 billeting spaces in the barracks that we would consider
inadequate and about 3,900 that we would call substandard, Q2,
for all intents and purposes. That said

Mr. EDWARDS. Q2 would include—the 3,900 would include Q2.

General CONWAY. Yes, sir. That is right.

Mr. EDWARDS. The 2,000 would be Q3 or Q4?

General CONWAY. Yes, sir. By that evaluation. But the good news
is, based upon our building rate—and, again, the monies that we
have budgeted against it through the rest of the FYDP—by 2014,
we are going to be where we want to be in our barracks.

Now, there has been a blip in that plan in that we were allowed
to grow some 27,000 additional Marines, and it has caused us to
go back and ask for more resources, but we have gotten those allo-
cated, and we feel pretty good about it.

In terms of family housing, I would simply say to you, sir, that
the Public-Private Venture (PPV) has been a true windfall for us.
It is a godsend, in that it has rapidly put our family housing into
much better shape than I think we could have ever done through
military construction accounts.

We have invested over the last, I guess, 3 years now—really,
since 2007—some $757 million, but that has brought forward over
$3.3 billion in terms of tangibles that we can provide to our—to our
families.

We still have about 3,400 sets that we would say are Q2 that we
have got to take off that quality standard. But, once again, 2014
is kind of a magic year for us, because based upon what we are
doing with those—with those PPV accounts, we are going to see
ourselves in pretty good shape by then.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Would you note the numbers 3,400 for Q2—tech-
{ﬁcallly, Q2 is not defined as inadequate, but not at the highest

evel—

General CONWAY. Substandard is what we—yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Any number—what the number is, if you just
count Q3 and Q4?

General CoNwAY. Well, sir, I am going to have to do some math,
too. I do not know that. I will have to get that back to you, in terms
of the actual breakdown of the Q4 system.

[The information follows:]

Question. How many barracks are inadequate? (Q3 & Q4) How many family hous-
ing units are inadequate? (Q3 & Q4)

Answer. The Marine Corps has 3,900 (7%) substandard bachelor housing spaces
(Q3)* and 2,000 (3%) inadequate bachelor housing spaces (Q4).** There is one sub-

standard family housing unit (Q3)* and one inadequate (Q4).**
*Units considered substandard (Q3)—condition such that they can be fixed with
&M.

**Iﬁadequate (Q4)—condition such that they can only be replaced with MILCON.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. That would be fine. Thank you.
Mr. Crenshaw.

LITTORAL COMBAT SHIPS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. I wanted to ask a question about the
Littoral Combat Ships. There was—the USS FREEDOM was in
Mayport for about 10 days before it deployed down to Southern
Command, and there was quite a buzz. You know, it seems to be
just the future of the Navy. It kind of revolutionized a lot of mis-
sions that you have.

And as I understand it, on the West Coast, they will be
homeported at San Diego. And so my question is about what is
going to happen on the East Coast, two or three questions.

One, when will they be expected to kind of arrive on the East
Coast? Are you considering any bases on the East Coast? Do you
have a preferred base? What are kind of the criteria that you use?

And then I know you were making the final decision about kind
of the final ship that will be made this year. How long will it be
before you decide about the homeport? And this is—I know it is
kind of in the future a little bit, but what kind of military construc-
tion projects might we be looking at? So kind of just overall about
the LCS and how and where and when they fit on the East Coast.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Sir, thank you. And the LCS 1 FREEDOM,
we deployed it 2 years early to begin to learn the lessons that I
think would allow us to answer some of these infrastructure ques-
tions even better than we could have estimated without that de-
ployment.

The plan that we have is initially to have LCSs in San Diego and
then, in 2016, we begin the movement to the East Coast. And
where we are right now is that Mayport is the primary site that
we are looking at because it really is the replacement for the FFG
7hclass, which Mayport enjoys a pretty significant population of
those.

And, also, I think that, as we are finding out with FREEDOM,
it is very optimized for the types of operations down in the south-
ern hemisphere littoral areas. In fact, in the first couple of weeks
of its deployment, it seized over half a ton of cocaine. There was
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a go-fast that tried to go faster than an LCS, and it did not kind
of work out that way, so we are quite pleased with that.

But I think the types of infrastructure that we will need, the pier
infrastructure is fine. Depending on what class we choose, there
may be some unique features with one over the other. And I have
to be very careful what I say about the two types right now, be-
cause we are in request for proposals on that.

But, clearly, there will be need for facilities that provide for the
simulators, because with a multiple crewed concept, the crews that
are not actually embarked in their ships are going to have to be
training on the types of systems that the ship has.

And so it would be things like that, some—the maintenance fa-
cilities that are in Mayport can be modified to deal with the types
of equipment that would be coming on and off. So not that much,
but probably in the simulator areas where there would have to be
some either new construction or renovations and modifications to
existing buildings that could take some of these simulation—or ca-
pabilities in, so mainly training facilities.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, thank you. Mr. Chairman, I just have one
more question. I know that with an 11 o’clock deadline, if I could
ask that question——

Mr. EDWARDS. Absolutely.

BLOUNT ISLAND

Mr. CRENSHAW. And it really—General Conway, just it is about
Blount Island. I think there is $55 million for some MILCON
projects. And as you know, Blount Island has—it was described by
one of your predecessors as a national treasure, and I think since
2003, with Operation Iraqi Freedom, with the prepositioning ships,
it is busting at the seams. It has been, you know, just a great,
great facility.

And I just—maybe you could just comment on—because I think
the materiel that is gone, you know, to Iraq initially was—most all
of it went through Blount Island. We were just in Ramstein this—
on the way to Afghanistan and because of the—kind of their
hurrying up, they were about 25 planes a day taking off, you know,
in Germany, it is a little quicker than a ship.

So they are doing a lot of that with the surge there. But I imag-
ine still there are an awful lot of things going through Blount Is-
land. And so comment on how you—these new projects are going
to kind of enhance the ability to do the things that are doing so
well at Blount Island.

General CONWAY. Sir, the biggest thing is throughput. And the
fact that, based upon what we have right now, in terms of storage
facilities, in terms of ramp space, in terms of just parking areas,
we can only put so much in there at one time.

You are right about the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF)
ships. It is where we come in for our maintenance rehab and stand-
down of our ships. We have recently put all 3 squadrons through
there and have brought that national capacity, that national re-
serve capacity, if you will, up to an average of about 94 percent
readiness in those squadrons.

That, at the same time, we are bringing back gear from Iraq and
to some lesser degree from Afghanistan for triage. So you can see
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there is a huge volume, as your comments indicated, that has to
go almost exclusively through Blount Island. And we look at it as
sort of the narrow neck of the hour glass, that we can expand that
and make it more complete is going to facilitate what then has to
be done at places like Albany and Barstow.

So it is really important to us. I understand, again, the rules to
say that it is not necessarily exclusively related to Iraq or Afghani-
stan, therefore, it cannot be counted in Overseas Contingency Op-
erations (OCO). But it was certainly important to us enough that
when that was rejected, we put it in the baseline this year to get
it accomplished.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.

I assume you would not be disappointed if, in order to honor the
World War II WASPs, we did not keep you until noon and finish
by 11:00. Other members come in. But I do want to just take a cou-
ple more minutes on the housing issue, if I could.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

First, it is the nature of this process to always focus on the
unmet challenges ahead, because we all want to solve problems
and help our servicemen and women and their families. I do think
it is worth taking just a moment to salute what has been a real
partnership accomplishment. This subcommittee worked with DOD
on the public-private family housing program that, General
Conway, you mentioned.

This was not easily done to get the bureaucracy to do something
differently. I know I worked for about 8 years on this, along with
others. There were all fronts of opposition who said you cannot do
it differently. And now I think 90 percent, 95 percent of our family
housing is coming through that public-private partnership pro-
gram.

Admiral, speaking for the Navy, is that program on the family
housing side working well? And we want to continue to monitor it,
that it was not just successful in the first couple of years when new
homes were built, but where you have seen maintenance and the
upkeep and reinvestment in the those homes.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. PPV has fundamentally changed the quality
of life of our people. They, our Sailors, live better today in Navy
housing, which is PPV, private predominantly, than they ever
have. And we continue to see the satisfaction on the part of our
families increasing. We are satisfied with the partners that we
have and how they are approaching the task.

We have also in the Navy been very pleased with the single Sail-
or PPVs that we have in place in San Diego and in Norfolk, ex-
traordinary facilities. And even though we did not exercise our
third option, because of the demands that it places on my man-
power account, I really do believe that for the services to have the
flexibility that should circumstances allow to have authorization, to
be able to engage in single PPVs, I think that would just put an-
other tool in our kitbag to better take care of our Sailors.

Mr. EDWARDS. Well, you foresaw my next question, because I was
going to ask if we could take this public-private partnership con-
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cept that the Navy—and I do not think the other services have—
that you have actually tested out. And I assume it would work in
some sites, not work in other sites.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Absolutely.

Mr. EDWARDS. But this realistic challenge you face of not having
adequate barracks for all of our Sailors until 2020 really bothers
me and concerns me. And, again, the Congress needs to be a part-
ner in solving this problem, if we want to be constructive about it.

And so maybe we need to look at alternative financing. I think
that is really what drove me to believe that we had to go to a new
form of funding, military family housing, in the last decade, be-
cause I was looking at the numbers, and the numbers projected out
for a decade or two were just going to get worse and worse on mili-
tary family housing. And we have had to try something new.

And maybe we use this 2020 problem, 40 percent Q4 number as
an impetus to try to be bold and look at some new ways of doing
it. You would need additional authorization?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. What happens with PPV is that the cost is
borne in my manpower account, because I have to pay the housing
allowances out of that. And as you know, in joining the retention
and the fiscal environment that we are in, that account, if this is
pressurized, our manpower accounts are the most pressurized, and
you have to make payroll.

But having the flexibility to use that option in places where it
makes sense at times when we can absorb that in a manpower ac-
count, I think would give us much more flexibility. I think it would
be good for the partnerships that really have benefited the quality
of life for our families.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay, good, thank you. And I hope we can con-
tinue to maybe focus on the issue of Navy barracks.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. That is right.

Mr. EDWARDS. Again, 2020 is the farthest out projection I have
heard in all my years on the subcommittee of trying to get this
number down to zero, and let’s find a way for us to work with you
and be supportive of your efforts on that.

Mr. Farr, I tantalized them with the possibility of maybe fin-
ishing up early, but I am going to go to the WASP ceremony. And
I would like to turn the gavel over to you, and certainly take what-
ever time you would like if you need to address questions. I have
had my questions addressed.

Mr. Crenshaw, I do not know if you have additional questions or
not, but so the gavel is yours, the questions are yours.

Mr. FaRr. Well, I will not ask for any unanimous consent—

Mr. EDWARDS. You could do a lot in this subcommittee by unani-
mous consent.

Mr. FARR. When I am the only one here.

Mr. EDWARDS. So thank you. As I leave, let me thank you again,
both of you, for your leadership for our country. We look forward
to working together with you.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Thank you for everything you do.

Mr. FARR [presiding]. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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STABILIZATION AND RECONSTRUCTION

And I want to thank both of you for incredible service to our
country and real leadership. The questions I want to get into are
essentially some things I have had discussions with Admiral
Mullen about.

Frankly, I think in your careers one of the most significant
things that has happened to DoD, is this whole concept of reconcili-
ation and stabilization as a part of your mission.

And so the questions that I have, you know that I represent the
Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, which both services obvi-
ously are heavily engaged in sending officers there. What that
school set up was a center for stability, security, transition and re-
construction.

But there has never really been a commitment to that, because
it is kind of segued into the Foreign Area Officer (FAO) training
that is there. At the Naval Postgraduate School, they have a joint
FAO skills sustainment program.

Essentially, Mr. Crenshaw, DoD is gearing up to answer that
question, “We can get in, but how do we get out?” By stabilizing
the situation through essentially a lot of community development
and things like that, but it is much deeper than that.

Since that programs has been established there, I am wondering
if you are going to formalize it, either getting FAOs to take some
courses in stabilization, reconstruction, or to create a sub-specialty
code designated for stabilization, reconstruction, for career posi-
tions. What the Army has done in developing FAOs, I think the
Navy and the other services need to do a better job using the Army
model.

But the problem is that, even with that, when you get a degree,
a master’s degree in stabilization security, which is different than
the FAO, you do not have any—there is no rank for it. There is no
position assignment, a job classification.

And I guess that is what I am asking is, are you interested in
creating a sub-specialty code or designation for stabilization in ca-
reer positions? And with that, certainly encourage Navy and Ma-
rine officers to earn a security studies master’s degree in stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction, and put the funding into it.

We have a lot of interest in it, but we have not followed through
on the details. And that is my question, what does it take to follow
through on those details?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Well, thank you, Mr. Farr. It has been my
pleasure in the time since I have been the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations (CNO) to make some fundamental changes that I think have
benefited—the Postgraduate School, creating the naval activity,
bringing its resourcing up to the level of the other educational in-
stitutions within the Navy, and then making sure that there are
some significant projects that we address every year to really bring
the Postgraduate School to the stature that I believe it deserves
globally, not just in the United States.

Mr. FARR. Thank you.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. I thank you for your support in making a
lot of this happen. I think on the issue of security and stabilization,
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it really does encompass all the services and how we fit into that,
it really is a joint endeavor, if you will.

But that said, with regard to the specialization of something in
security and stabilization, we as a Navy use our general purpose
force wherever it may be to go out and be part of security force as-
sistance, theater security cooperation.

So even our young men and women on our ships—for example,
we have the Africa Partnership Station off the coast of Africa,
which is—I can say it is engaged in that very type of activity, but
at the same time, those young men and women have to swing and
be able to support the Marine Corps in forcible entry operations.

So we use our forces very, very flexibly. It is oftentimes the men
and women of our amphibious ships that respond to the natural
disasters such as Haiti or Indonesia. And I even have a team down
in Chile right now working with our Chilean friends. So

Mr. FARR. Thank you for that. You are more capable first re-
sponder needs than the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). And I appreciate that.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Well, I am proud of what our Sailors do, sir.
But so what we seek are people who can respond and do this glob-
ally. And that really applies to the entire Navy, not unlike—I was
recently in Afghanistan, and one of our provincial reconstruction
team commanders, the Navy commands 6 of the 12 teams that are
in Afghanistan, met with them on a very cold mountain in Afghani-
stan, and he was a nuclear submarine commanding officer. He was
having the time of his life. So it is really the utility

Mr. FARR. But you have specialized with FAOs?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. We do. We have aggressively—and FAOs
are a very high priority for me, because of my background and
what I have done in my life and how I grew up. And we have a
program that we are growing the FAO force. We are, for the first
time, we have made it possible for a foreign area officer to rise to
flag rank, which I think will be significant for that community to
realize that there is a career path that can take them all the way
to the top.

And so our FAOs, I think, can benefit from participation in
courses and curricula that home in on those types of activities.

Mr. FARR. There is more. I think you understand that there is
more to this new concept of trying to work in the stability and re-
construction. How do you stabilize and how do you sustain sta-
bility?

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Exactly.

Mr. FARR. That is more than just the traditional FAO training.
This is a lot of other foreign aid-type work. The military command
is the only system that is in total command. You know, that is why
you are so good at being the capable responder.

And I really believe that the directive that Secretary Gates
issued, 3000.05, for the military be trained to be culturally aware
and linguistically capable of responding anywhere in the world,
that we are going to have officers, personnel that can do this, and
now that you have created these curriculums to do it, but yet we
have not put any emphasis into trying to get people trained in
those specialties.
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Here the program is set up at the Naval Postgraduate School,
good place to set it up. It could have been done anyplace, but that
was a good place to do it, because of all the language capabilities
in Monterey, with the DLI, Defense Language Institute.

I am just concerned that we have created the framework, but we
have not put any directives in or money to support that framework.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. But I also think that it really spans all of
the services. And I could even make a case that it goes beyond the
military and the benefits that would accrue to personnel in the
State Department, USAID

Mr. FARR. Yes, well, the State Department has created a new
program on stability and reconstruction, but it is a difficult cross-
over. We have people in Afghanistan now, and these are career
USAID or State Department personnel who say, “Yes, I would like
to go to Afghanistan, and here is my specialty. I am an AG spe-
cialist. I think I could help you there.”

So they go to a training program. And with other folks who have
indicated they would like to go. And how many, Debbie, in Afghani-
stan, 60 or 70?

But nonetheless, they are not carrying any weapons. You have
heard the NGOs a little bit concerned of how much of this school
building and community development is going to be done by mili-
tary officers, which is not their mission.

But I think there is always going to be unstable places and we
need to have dual capabilities. We ought to be able to train our offi-
cers to know the languages and the culture so that they can help
stabilize it.

General CONWAY. Sir, I certainly agree with your premise, and
the Marine Corps since 2001, 2003, have certainly realized that we
have got to do a better job understanding the culture, respecting
the pride, being able to speak the language, to a point where we
have integrated into our own school systems.

And although I am aware of the one at Monterey, we have got
something that is similar to it at Quantico, with virtually all of our
schools, because we see that what you are describing is a natural
part of counterinsurgency response. And those requirements for
stabilization and security are taking place at the same time. You
may have a kinetic conflict going just a few kilometers away. It
gets back to General Krulak’s sort of three-block-war kind of de-
sign.

And so we have incorporated it. We tried to take advantage, I
think, of schools everywhere that give us that capacity, language
in addition to some level of specialization.

But I would offer that, you know, we say as a Marine Corps we
do windows. We do whatever the nation asks us to do. We do not
consider stabilization, security into nation-building necessarily a
Marine Corps mission, and yet we have been asked to do that a
good bit of the time, both in Iraq and arguably in Afghanistan, re-
alizing that we have tried to broadly base our people in the con-
cepts and designs and the successful models that we have seen em-
ployed to the point that it becomes a part of the DNA of all of our
conventional forces.

Mr. FARR. But what I have learned from talking to the work-
shops that you have had at the Naval Postgraduate School, where
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you bring in all the actors, the international actors, from U.N. and
State Department, USAID, and NGOs, the Red Cross, so on, what
they tell us now is that the only two units that are in the street,
the only people that are on the street with the natives are the mili-
tary and the NGOs.

We have our traditional embassy folks and our USAID folks
locked up behind the walled city of the American embassy and not
out there on the streets. Of course, you know, they get shot at on
the streets.

B(lilt I think that is the crossover that we know we are going to
need.

General CoNwAY. We have what we call an Emerald Express ex-
ercise every year. It used to be in California, when General Zinni
was out there, and now we do it at Quantico just to make it more
accessible to NGOs, the interagency, governmental representatives,
volunteer organizations of any sort, in addition to a large military
involvement, both U.S. and our partners, that gets after exactly
what you are talking about.

And it is very successful. And there is a great deal of interchange
over a period of a full week. We have presenters come in and talk
to sort of the emergent issues. So I think, sir, we are—in agree-
ment. It is just a matter of methodology and how we go about mak-
ing it most effective.

Mr. FARR. Well, I would appreciate it if you could look back at
what you are doing to add some value to the training and to devel-
oping the knowledge career to make it sustainable. I think if you
do not reward people for getting that specialty, it is an unmet need,
yet the desire to go into S&R is strong. I have friends who served
in Iraq and Afghanistan. And what they have come back and said,
"Now that I have lived overseas, I really get this cross-culturally.
I wish I could go into a career that would allow me to continue
that.” And I said, "Well, there is. There is this.” And they say, "Oh,
that is real hard to get into the Naval Postgraduate School.”

But the other thing from the officers that are there, they say,
"Why should I get a master’s degree here? There is no assignment
for me afterwards.”

Admiral ROUGHEAD. I would say, sir, that there are opportunities
to employ the knowledge and those skills in, I could argue, in the
FAO community. I think it could be, as we have stood up our expe-
ditionary combat command, there are groups, units within that
combat command that can benefit from it, and would be valued for
it. But I would also say that it goes beyond the Navy——

Mr. FARR. Yes, I

Admiral ROUGHEAD [continuing]. Really becomes a joint oppor-
turﬁty for men and women of all services and the interagency, as
well.

Mr. FARR. But you are in charge of the school that does the
jointness, because the Naval Postgraduate is a joint, as the DLI is
a joint training. You know, although it is operated by the Army,
it is still joint training. And the Marines are the first ones that
come to the DLI with any kind of new language. They are the ones
that show up and say, "Teach us Dari or Pashtun.”

I know this is an emerging issue.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Absolutely.
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Mr. FARR. Stabilization and reconstruction is a new dialogue in
Washington, is relatively new. And I am just hoping we can profes-
sionalize it.

I am sorry to take up your time. Mr. Crenshaw, do you have
any

Mr. CRENSHAW. No.

Mr. FARR. Well, if there are no further questions, We will follow
up with some written material.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Yes, sir.

Mr. FARR. And I appreciate, again, your service and thank you
for coming.

Admiral ROUGHEAD. Thank you, sir.

General CoNWAY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. FARR. Committee is adjourned.

[Questions for the Record for Admiral Roughead, submitted by
Chairman Edwards follow:]

NAvVY BARRACKS

Question. Why is the Homeport Ashore program targeted to El-E4 with less than
four years experience? Is this a different target population than the original Home-
port Ashore Program?

Answer. The Homeport Ashore (HPA) initiative is targeted to single E1-E4 Sail-
ors with less than four years experience because these junior Sailors are currently
living aboard our ships and they are not authorized to receive Basic Allowance for
Housing (BAH), which would give them the means to live in the local community.
To improve quality of life for these Sailors, our goal is to provide them living quar-
ters ashore at the Interim Assignment Policy (55 square feet per person) by 2016.
El-E4 single Sailors are the same population we targeted in the original HPA pro-
gram established in 2002.

Question. How will the Homeport Ashore deficit be addressed through 2016, by
year, location, spaces, and cost?

Answer. Six MILCON projects are required to achieve our Homeport Ashore goal
of providing single EI-E4 Sailors with less than four years of experience with living
quarters ashore at the Interim Assignment Standard ([90] 55-square feet per per-
son) by 2016. Requested details on the six projects follows.

Estimated
Installation cost Beds Budgeted FY Completed FY

($K)
Naval Base San Diego, CA 75,342 172 2011 2013
Naval Station Norfolk, VA 84260 1,238 2012 2014
Naval Base Coronado, CA 58,438 1,272 2013 2015
Fleet Activity Sasebo, Japan 26,786 173 2013 2015
Fleet Activity Yokosuka, Japan 47,312 661 2014 2016
Naval Station Everett, WA 47,038 189 2014 2016

Question. When will the Navy develop a policy to go beyond the "interim" assign-
ment policy?

Answer. The Navy is developing a comprehensive plan to address all of our condi-
tion and capacity shortfalls and our barracks endstate. A senior Flag level review
of the plan is scheduled for mid CY2010 and will influence future budget submis-
sions.

Question. How will the Navy prioritize inadequate barracks for replacement—for
example, by "worst first"? Will the replacement program be centrally managed, or
will it be incumbent upon installation commanders to put their barracks priorities
forward?

Answer. We will prioritize our investment in inadequate barracks by eliminating
barracks in the lowest state of readiness first. We will centrally manage our mainte-
nance and modernization program.

Question. Does the figure of $125 million annually refer to MILCON only, or does
it include restoration and modernization funding as well? If it includes R&M, how
much MILCON is anticipated to be required on an annualized basis?
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Answer. The $125 million Navy annually programmed over the FYDP to reduce
our number of inadequate barracks will be funded predominately by restoration and
modernization funding. We will rely exclusively on restoration and modernization
funding to reduce inadequate barracks in FY 2011 and FY 2012; the mix of
MILCON and restoration and modernization funding required for FY 2013 and be-
yond is currently under development as part of POM-12.

Question. You note in your testimony that Navy is taking risk in shore infrastruc-
ture. How are you balancing this risk among facility categories? Are there any cat-
egories in which you are taking particular risk?

Answer. The Navy is balancing and prioritizing risk through a top-down, data-
driven, capabilities-based Shore Investment Process that links shore investments to
Navy and Joint warfighting requirements and Total Force Quality of Life and Qual-
ity of Service. In our FY 2011 budget request, we accepted particular risk in admin-
istration buildings, warehouse and logistics facilities, and common support infra-
structure, such as roads.

Question. The QDR makes numerous references to the need to increase the resil-
iency of U.S. bases overseas. For example, the Air Force FYDP includes $275 million
in unspecified "resilience” costs in Guam or any other overseas location. Does the
Navy FYDP account for "resiliency” costs in Guam or any other overseas location.
. Answer. No. The Navy FYDP does not include any resiliency costs for overseas
ocations.

[Questions for the Record for General Conway submitted by
Chairman Edwards follow:]

FUTENMA REPLACEMENT FACILTIY

Question. What, in your estimation, are the minimal operational requirements for
theFutenma Replacement Facility (FRF)?

Answer. For the FRF at Camp Schwab, the Marine Corps has determined that
within the configuration of the current design, the operational allocation of the 1800
meters (1190m runway with two 305m overruns) will allow for planned aircraft to
operate safely and acceptably for routine daily flight operations. Impact on contin-
gency operations would be mitigated by use of alternate airfields.

Question. What are the optimal requirements?

Answer. To realize the unconstrained operational capability of planned tilt-rotor
operations from the FRF, the Marine Corps requires a runway that is 2146m
(1536m with two 305m overruns) to safely land an MV-22 during a worst case sin-
gle-engine emergency scenario (wet runway at maximum gross take-off weight).

GROWING THE MARINE CORPS AND TEMPORARY FACILITIES

Question. The Marine Corps has relied on a significant amount of temporary fa-
cilities to bridge the gap between growing end strength and the establishment of
permanent facilities to accommodate that growth. What is the Marine Corps plan
for ending the use of these temporary facilities?

Answer. To meet the Commandant’s aggressive growth plan, Marines may need
to work and live in non-permanent facilities until construction of the new facilities
is complete. Construction of new facilities will continue through 2015. Marines can
expect to remain in temporary facilities for roughly 2—4 years from their 202K unit
stand up date or until new construction/existing space becomes available.

The Marine Corps has relied on a significant amount of temporary facilities to
bridge the gap between growing end strength and the establishment of permanent
facilities to accommodate that growth. What is the Marine Corps plan for ending
the use of these temporary facilities?

[Questions for the Record for Admiral Roughead submitted by
Ranking Member Wamp follow:]

TAKING RISK IN SHORE INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Please elaborate in more detailed terms to the Committee the signifi-
cance of the risk that the [MILCON] budget request places the Navy under, and
how is the Navy addressing these risks as it develops its budget request for FY12?

Answer. Our FY 2011 budget request accepts risk in shore infrastructure, particu-
larly in the recapitalization of our facilities, to fund high operational demands, ris-
ing manpower costs, and critical maintenance for our ships and aircraft to reach
their expected service life. As a result, we will experience additional maintenance,
sustainment, restoration, and modernization requirements and continued reliance
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on old and less efficient energy systems. To address these risks in our FY 2012
budget request, we continue to pursue a Shore Investment Strategy underpinned by
a top-down, data-driven, capabilities-based process that aligns shore investments
with required Navy warfighting capabilities, improved quality of life, and Joint re-
quirements. We have refined our capital investment plan and aligned governance
to target our shore investments where they will have greatest impact to our stra-
tegic and operational objectives, warfighting effectiveness, and family support.

AFRICOM (DJ1iBOUTI) PROJECTS

Question. The budget request is asking for funding for four projects in support of
AFRICOM at Camp Lemonier, Djibouti. The total cost of these projects is $51.6 mil-
lion. We have seen similar requests in the past, but for some reason these projects
have not enjoyed bicameral support. Please tell the Committee why these projects
are required in the FY 2011 budget cycle. What is the risk of not funding these
projects?

Answer. The projects requested in our FY 2011 budget improve operational, logis-
tic, and force protection functions at Camp Lemonier, Djibouti, and provide im-
proved Quality of Life for our forward-deployed Service members stationed on the
base. The specific enhancements provided by each project and the impact of not
funding the projects follows.

P230, HOA Joint Operations Center ($28.1M)—The Navy plans to construct a
Joint Operations Center, to include an operations center, Sensitive Compartmented
Information Facility, planning rooms, office spaces, storage, and a receiving and
shipping area. Construction of the center will bring together in one location func-
tions that are currently dispersed throughout the base. This consolidation will opti-
mize the ability of the Joint Task Force (JTF) Commander to execute JTF missions.
Without the project, the JTF Commander would continue to work from dispersed
locations with less efficiency and effectiveness than if the functions were co-located.

P232, Camp Lemonier Headquarters Facility ($12.4M)—The Navy plans to con-
struct an 18,880 square foot consolidated administrative headquarters facility for
supply, public works, administration, and contracting functions. The facility will in-
clude offices, conference rooms, a secure information technology system, briefing
rooms, and anti-terrorism/force-protection (AT/FP) infrastructure requirements.
Construction of the headquarters facility will bring together in one location func-
tions that are currently dispersed throughout the base. Without the project, the
functions would continue to be performed at dispersed locations with less efficiency
and effectiveness than if the functions were co-located.

P912, Pave External Roads ($3.8M)—The Navy plans to conduct road grading,
paving, and drainage improvements to provide access for military vehicles around
the camp’s fenced perimeter. The existing gravel road is costly and cumbersome to
maintain. Without the project, deteriorating gravel roads could impact security mis-
sion accomplishment by limiting speed of response and causing unnecessary damage
to vehicles.

P219, General Warehouse ($7.3M)—The Navy plans to-construct a storage ware-
house to accommodate supply materials, two offices, classified material staging, and
a refrigerated medical space. This warehouse will consolidate storage operations, de-
crease congestion in offload operations, and provide proper climate control for the
preservation of supplies. Without this project, these functions will continue to take
place at dispersed and congested locations that do not provide protection against ex-
posure to HOA’s extreme heat conditions, which can destroy supplies and signifi-
cantly impact mission readiness.

HOMEPORT ASHORE

Question. I read in testimony that the Navy remains on track to provide sufficient
bachelor quarters by 2016 through the Homeport Ashore initiative. Please tell the
committee what your current bed deficit is, and what would be the FY11 cost if the
Committee were to try to move that goal up to 2015? Does the Navy have the capa-
bility to execute bachelor housing projects beyond what is requested in the budget?

Answer. The Homeport Ashore bed deficit, considering currently funded projects,
is 4,300. The Navy is capable of accelerating the three remaining CONUS projects
(Norfolk, Coronado, and Everett) into FY11 at a cost of $198 million. The two re-
maining OCONUS projects (Sasebo and Yokosuka) are not executable in FY11.
However, earlier execution of the CONUS projects would facilitate acceleration of
the OCONUS projects and would enable the Navy to complete the Homeport Ashore
initiative by 2015. The Navy has the capability to execute bachelor housing projects
beyond what we requested in our budget.
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY

Question. The Navy is placing a priority on the security of nuclear weapons.
Please tell the Committee what the emphasis is of this priority, and what the cost
of this initiative is going to be to the Navy within the current FYDP. Are there
projects related to this initiative that go beyond the FYDP? If so, what is the cost?

Answer. Our Nuclear Weapons Security (NWS) program is a high priority for our
Navy. The program eliminates identified security deviations from national and DoD
security requirements at our Atlantic and Pacific Strategic Weapons Facilities. The
Navy FYDP includes nine MILCON projects in the amount of $288 million to elimi-
nate 21 NWS deviations. No additional MILCON is anticipated for deviation remedi-
ation beyond the FYDP.
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Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. I would like to call the subcommittee
to order.

And, Admiral, welcome back with a different hat on.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, right.

Mr. EDWARDS. Good to have you back before the committee.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. EDWARDS. And we appreciate both your leadership on behalf
of our country. We are thankful to you and all of those under your
command.

The purpose of this afternoon’s budget committee hearing and
our subcommittee hearing is to look at the budget implications of
military construction for fiscal year 2000 for all those projects
under your command.

And rather than offering a lengthy opening statement, I think I
will save time for you to make your comments in a moment, and
we will have more time for questions and answers.

And I do want to recognize Mr. Wamp.

a&nd then I believe, Mr. Crenshaw, you have a constituent here
today.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Actually, actually, Mr. Chairman, I not only
have a constituent, I have my most famous constituent, or at least
my constituent with the fanciest title, which is the gentleman sit-
ting in front of you.

So, Admiral, welcome.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, it is good to be here. And I want you to
know I am getting on an airplane tomorrow and flying to Atlantic
Beach, Florida, to give a couple of speeches and then take a couple
of days on the beach.

Mr. CRENSHAW. That is great.

Mr. EDWARDS. Even a supreme allied commander——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Gets 3 days off.

Mr. EDWARDS. A couple days—every decade he gets at least 3
days off.

Mr. Wamp, I would like to recognize you for any opening com-
ments.

STATEMENT OF THE RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Mr. Wamp. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(197)
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As T said to each of you, because tomorrow is a very light day
and I have responsibilities in Tennessee and here, I will not be able
to stay for the whole hearing. That actually makes Mr. Crenshaw
happy, because he gets to slide into this role of ranking member
on a very important day when you come back.

As I said to you in my office, and we had a lengthy discussion
about all the different issues that you face, to have the first admi-
ral in this position and to break the protocol of where you go from
your last command to this important position, to me speaks to Sec-
retary Gates’ wisdom and new dimension.

Again, as I said last year when you were at SOUTHCOM, the
intellect that you bring to this task is, I think, unprecedented. I do
not know all the history of the United States military, but I cannot
think of a person who brings more knowledge of the world, a deep
understanding of history, and an extraordinary education to the job
that you have. I just want to thank you for your public service,
which is just extraordinary.

You are a lot of fun to be around, even though you are incredibly
smart, and you have done awesome work around the world now.
I know this is a whole new frontier for you and one that you have
jumped into headfirst.

You and I talked a lot about the extraordinary progress that is
being made particularly in Eastern Europe and in the Balkans be-
cause of actions that our nation took, the incredible goodwill that
is there and this thirst for a new way forward for these countries
and how positive that is in the middle of a lot of other negative
things in the world.

This is something that we should really build on, not just for the
goodwill that our country can gain, but for global peace and the no-
tion that countries can engage in self-determination and open mar-
kets and free systems. That is how important the United States
military is in places like this, to come in and bring stability. Every-
thing that really comes under your command today is really impor-
tant to global security, and you are exactly the right person for the
job.

While there will be a host of questions today about different pri-
orities and things that you need, I just want to thank you from the
bottom of my heart on behalf of everyone, both in my district and
state and in the Congress, for your extraordinary service and the
skill set that you bring. I have not seen anything like this any-
where else in my 16 years in Congress, a person that is so well-
equipped in diverse ways to be in the place that you are at this
time.

And I mean that. I am not trying to butter you up. I do not need
anything from you. I just really respect you, sir.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you. Well said, Mr. Wamp.

Mr. Crenshaw, do you have further comments you care to make
about your distinguished constituent?

Mr. CRENSHAW. You know, he is also the smartest constituent.
[Laughter.]

Often reminded me of that—two Ph.Ds. But, no, I just want to
thank him as well. And I think the fact that he is from the 4th
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Congressional District kind of, you know, just speaks for itself. And
we do thank you for all that you do.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, thanks.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And welcome back. I know you have been here
before with a different hat on.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is great to be back.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Yes, it is great to have you back before the com-
mittee.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you both.

Admiral, again, it is great to have you back.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. And, obviously, your full remarks will be put in
the record, but we would like to recognize you now for any opening
comments you care to make.

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL JAMES G. STAVRIDIS

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
Ranking Member, Congressman Crenshaw, Congressman Farr. It
is great to see you. We had a nice chance to practicamos nuestro
espanol. Es muy bueno. Gracias, si.

It is a real privilege to be here with you. This is a committee that
is (a) bipartisan, (b) totally supportive of our men and women, and
(c) incredibly hard-working. And I mean every word of that.

And as I said to the chairman a few moments ago, a lot of times
these days in uniform people say to us, “Thank you for your serv-
ice. And we appreciate it.” I want to say to all of the members,
thank you for your service. It is hard work up here. You spend a
lot of time on the road. You are separated from your families, and
you are working hard for this country every single day. And your
soldiers and sailors and airmen and Marines know that, and they
would want me to say thank you to you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I have got a great new job, as you mentioned.
It is kind of a transatlantic job. I think a lot about bridges these
days, about how U.S. European Command can be a bridge between
Europe, our oldest and I think our most reliable pool of allies still,
and ourselves on this side of the Atlantic.

So we work very hard at making connections. Just as we tried
to do at U.S. Southern Command, we try and do that internation-
ally. We try and do that in the interagency and connect all of the
different interagency partners. And indeed, we try and reach out
into the private sector and look at private-public connections, be-
cause we think those are important as we do humanitarian oper-
ations, as we do anything involving technology, as we do anything
that is in this business of connection.

The big things on my plate that I would love to talk to you about
today are from a European perspective, what are the keys to secu-
rity? First, there is the relationship with Russia, which is com-
plicated. And I am a believer that we need to seek zones of coopera-
tion with Russia, but at the same time we need to be reassuring
to our allies, some of whom are very concerned about Russian be-
havior.
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They are concerned in Europe about Iran, about the potential for
Iran to obtain a nuclear device, for the growing ballistic missile
}hreat. So we can talk a little about the potential for missile de-
ense.

I am also concerned about cyber. There is a great deal of vulner-
ability to cyber attack in Europe and here in the United States,
and we can learn from each other in that regard.

Representative Wamp talked a little bit about the Balkans. In
Europe there is a sense that the Balkans are going well, and I
agree with that. It is in my view a successful application of inter-
national security efforts. If we look back at where we were in the
Balkans 10 years ago, the progress is just extraordinary. We need
to make sure we do not fall back in the Balkans.

And in Europe, of course, there is concern like there is here in
the United States about Afghanistan, how that is going.

From a U.S. European Command perspective, our forces in Eu-
rope are engaged in a variety of ways in all the things I just men-
tioned. So we do have in front of you just around $850 million in
a MILCON request. We can talk about pieces and parts of that, but
what I would like to focus on for you today is the broad picture of
why that is important, what we are doing to try and make some
o}fl these challenges that I mentioned, and how we approach doing
that.

So I will stop there as well so we can have plenty of time for
questions. And again, I want to conclude by saying thank you to
the Congress for what you do for our men and women. And thank
you for taking the time to spend this afternoon to talk about U.S.
European Command, Mr. Chairman.

[Prepared statement of Admiral James G. Stavridis follows:]
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Admiral James G. Stavridis

Commander, U.S. European Command and
NATO Supreme Allied Commander, Europe

Admiral James Scavridis assumed duries as Commander, United States European Command and as the

Supreme Allicd Commander, Europe in carly summer 2009.
Stavridis is 2 1976 distinguished graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy and a native of South Florida.

A Surface Warfare Officer, he commanded the Destroyer USS Barry (DDG-52) from 1993-1995,
completing UN/NATQ deployments to Haiti, Bosnia, and the Arabian Gulf. Barry won the Battenberg

Cup as the top ship in the Adantic Fleet under his command.

In 1998, he commanded Destroyer Squadron 21 and dcployed to the Arabian Gulf, winning the Navy

League’s John Paul Jones Award for Inspirational Leadership.

From 2002-2004, he commanded
Enterprise Carrier Strike Group,
conducting combat operations in the
Arabian Gulf in supporr of both Operation
Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring

Freedom.

From 2006-2009, he commanded U.S.

Southern Command in Miami, focused on

Latin America and the Caribbean.

Ashore, he served as a strategic and long-range planner on the staffs of the Chief of Naval Operations
and the Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff. He has also scrved as the Executive Assistant to the
Secretary of the Navy and the Senior Military Assistant to the Secretary of Defense.

Stavridis earned a PhD and MALD from The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts
University in International Relations in 1984, where he earned the Gullion Prize as outstanding student.
He is also a distinguished graduate of both the Naval and National War Colleges.

He holds various decorations and awards, including the Defense Distinguished Service Medal, the
Defense Superior Service Medal and five awards of che Legion of Merit. He is author or cozauthor of

several books on naval shiphandling and leadership, including Command ar Sea and Destroyer Captain.
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Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Wamp, and d istinguished Members of the Committee, [ thank
you for the opportunity to appear before you today to share wich you the challenges and successes achieved
by the men and women of both Furopean Command and Allied Command Operations. Although I
have only been at the helm of these Commands for less than a vear, [ am happy to report we are making
great progress and we are moving assertively toward stronger partnerships for our shared security. Truly,
the most important activities we have undertaken in the past year have been those in which we worked
togethcr with our allies and partners to build their capacity, as well as our own, to ensure security in the
European theater and defend our homeland forward. These kinds of activities demonstrate the three
essential pillars I believe are necessary for success.

First, we must understand the military is but onc link in the chain anchoring our national
security. Those of us in uniform are well trained and capable of performing a wide range of duties, but
many of the dangers posed to our national security ¢licit more than just a military response.  Instead,
they call for a “whole of government” approach that requires partnering wich other agencies such as
the Department of State (DoS) leading diplomacy, U.S. Agency for International Development leading
development, Department of Treasury, Department of Energy, Department of Homeland Security, and
other departments and agencies of our government to ensure we usc all the means available to ensure our
national security. Several U.S. Departments and Agencies either have representatives at our headquarters
in Sturrgart or will have them in place this fiscal year. More than a tool or a method, “Interagency
DPartnering” is an expanding paradigm at EUCOM and we are intent on serving as a model of interagency
cooperation.

Second, not only must we work with our interagency partners, we must also cooperate closely
with our international partners as. Our aim is to undertake international security cooperation in a way

thar recognizes and leverages the histories, cultures, and languages of our allies and partners, and enhances

our collective capability.
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Finally, it is important that we employ cffective strategic communication in everyching we do.
Our deeds and words should communicate clearly and credibly our values and prioritics to allics, partners,
friends, and even enemies.

Qur partnerships in Europe are strong. ' We share a great deal of history and culture based on
democratic values. Our own democracy was born of the great European thinkers from Placo to Voltaire,
and great works that shaped our own Constitution, like the Magna Carta. Waves of immigrants from
Europe have helped build our country, and many of the families of those immigrants still have strong ties
to societies on the European continent. These strong personal rransatlantic cies unite us in common goals

and enduring partnerships.

European Command

Mission

LS. Baropean Conmand conducts military vperitions,
international military parinering and i}ztngmgjf7)[1/7’/1{'/7’/(3 i)
enhaice transatlantic security and defend the bomeland forweard,
Vision
lu agile secuvify organization with a “whole of government”
approach seeking o support enduring stability and peace in Furope

Themes

* Ready forces provide regional securily.

o Mutual securify challenges requive cooperalive solutions.

» LEUCOM is commited to enduring partnerships.
Motto

Stronger Together”
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During the past year, European Command’s 80,000 Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, Marines, and

Civilians have executed many programs, side-by-side with our allies and partners, which have truly made
“S Together” i i

18 tronger oget CI. Let me summarize some key European Command accomplishments

and initiatives:

. Provided pre-deployment craining to thousands of Europe-based U.S. forces and over 100
North Aclantic Treaty Organization (NATQ) Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams slaced
for deployment in Afghanistan

. Provided forces and critical supporr for the movement of equipment and personnel between the
Continental United States and the Central Command Region in support of overseas
Contingfnl:y Opcrﬂtiﬂnﬁ

. Provided a world class medical center, Landstuhl Regional Medical Center, which serves as the
primary trauma facility supporting US. forces in Furope and the Middle Fast

. Executed 38 major exercises involving nearly 50,000 U.S., allied, and partner nation personnel

and 45 partner nations

. Conducted 151 security assistance projects in 19 countries
. Re-organized to better engage and collaborate with NATO, the interagency, academia, the

private seccor, think tanks, and international and non-governmental organizations

Ve must use what has been called smart power: the full range of 1o0ls at onr disposal —.
diplownatic, economic, military, political, legal, and cultural - pszmqtbe vight tool,.or
combination of tools, for cach situation. )

Secretary of Stare Hillary Rodham Clincon, January 2009
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PROGRESS

Think of U.S. European Command as part of a bridge; onc chat spans the broad North Aclantic.
Our fundamental purpose is to defend the United States of America. To do so, we must keep that trans-
Atlantic bridge strong.

In a dynamic region, Furopean Command continues achicving success by partnering with allies
to increase their capacity and ours to contributc to intcrnational security-enhancing solutions. Below are
some examples highlighting this approach:

Joint Multi-National Readiness Center. The Joint Multi-National Readiness Center supports

European Command and Central Command operations by providing pre-deployment training

to  Europe-based US. forces and
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
{(NATQ) Opcrational Menrtoring and
Liaison Teams slatcd for deployment
to  Afghanistan. Currently, the
Center provides enduring Observer/
Controller support to the United
States Security Coordinacor (USSC), Israel to ctrain the Palestinian National Sccurity Forécs. Joint
Multi-National Readiness Center observer/controllers were also instrumental in the successful pre-
deploymene training of the Jordanian 2nd Ranger Bartalion for operations in support of Afghanistan’s
national clections. To date we have trained almost 4,000 soldiers chus far. Through these training efforts,
EUCOM enabled partner nations to make contributions to the effort in Afghanistan. However, we

require expanded Jong-term auchorities and funding to enhance and continue these efforts.
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Georgia Deployment Program-International Security Assistance Force . Marine Forces Furope
directly supports the Republic of Georgia's two-year program to deploy Georgian forces alongside Marine
Forces to Afghanistan. The Georgia Deployment Program-International Security Assiscance Force will
deploy four rotations of a Georgian batralion with a Marine Corps Marine Expeditionary Brigade to
Afghanistan. As capabilities improve, Georgian forces are expected to be able to operare independently.
By using Georgian shadow instructors, Marine Forces Europe will create a Georgian training group that
will largely take over the Partnership Training Program by their fourth rotation.

The National Guard State Partnership Program. The Narional Guard State Partnership
Program links individual state National .
Guard organizations with a particular
European nation. The National Guard
of Illinois, for cxample, partners
with Poland. The Stare Partnership

Program makes large multi-faceted

contributions to security both within
and outside Europe. The twenty-one European State Partnerships undertake a broad range of projects,
including a capacity-building program generating four enduring European Command State Parenership
Program Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams conducting combat operations in Afghanistan. This
program has the addicional benefit of building ctitical long-term personal and professional relationships
between che states and European nations because many of the same personnel return vear after vear to
train with their counterparts.

Support to NATO Response Force. We are providing personnel to support multiple 2009 training

and certification events through US. Ewropean Command. This effort enhanced the training and
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certification of the Land Component Command and assisted the NATQ Response Force's Joint Logistics
Support Group in reaching advanced operational capability. This high level of operational acumen is key
to ensuring the Force maintains the deployment capability required to execute its core mission.

Support to OPERATION JOINT GUARDIAN, Kosove. The United States’ continuing support
to NATO’% Kosovo Force OPERATION JOINT GUARDIAN helps maintain stability in Kosovo and
advances security progress alongside our NATO and European Union partners. European Command
supports Kosovo Force through our land component, US Army Europe, and leverages National Guard
Burcau forces to source Task Force Falcon (Multi-national Task Force-East), Regional Mentoring and
Liaison Teams, NATO Training Teams, clements of the Kosovo Force Headquarters, as well as augmenting
the Kosovo Force Milicary-Civilian Advisory Division by providing mentors and advisors. In Junc of last
year, the North Adantic Council approved the plan 1o begin a drawdown from Focused Engagement
(current force structurc) to a Deterrent Presence. Accomplishment of Deterrent Presence, which will
reduce NATO force presence from approximately 14,000 to 2,500, began in January 2010 and, based
on a coordinated review of political and security conditions on the ground may occur in three phases.
Today Kosovo remains stable and secure - a real allied success, but NATO’S North Atlantic Council will
continue to evaluate further drawdown.

Reduction of U.S. presence in Bosnia-Hersegovina. European Command has played a significant
role in Bosnia’s progress since the 1995 implementation of the Dayton Accords. At the height of
OPERATION JOINT ENDEAVOR in 1996, more than 20,000 U.S. service members served in
Bosnia. The September 2009 deactivacion of Task Force Dayton, the last US. enticy operating in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, marked a significant milestone for US. European Command. Less than twenty US.
personnel now remain in Bosnia assigned to the NATO Headquarters-Sarajevo and the United States

Balkans National Support Element. European Command continues building partnership capacity with
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Bosnia through focused security cooperation initiatives to include International Military Education
and Training, Forcign Military Financing, Joint Contact Team Program familiarizations, and the State
Partnership Program with Maryland’s Army National Guard. In a show of its increasing capacity, Bosnia
assumed a key leadership role during European Command’s 2009 COMBINED ENDEAVOR exercise
involving 39 countries and 1200 personnel. European Command is also developing a bilateral exercise
program to further focus on defense reform, Euro-Atlantic integration, support to Overseas Contingency
Operations, and capacity building. Because of the progress in Bosnia, the nation contributed consistently
to the coalition effort in Iraq between 2005 and 2008 and will deploy personnel to Afghanistan in the
ncar fucure.

Multi-National Joint and Interagency Exercises. The most intensive form of peacetime interacdon
with our allies and partners occurs in the conduct of joint exercises. European Command maintained a
robust bilateral and multilateral exercise program last year, executing 38 major exercises involving nearly
50,000 US,, allicd, and partner nation personnel and 45 partner nations. The exercises focused on
preparing partner nations for ongoing coalition operations to include International Security Assistance
Force in Afghanistan, NATO interoperability, and improving our military capability and interoperability
with Isracl. In support of NATO, European Command provided forces for 12 NATO and NATO
Partnership for Peace events in the Baltics. US. Naval Forces Europe also executed Exercise BALTIC
QPERATIONS, a long-standing multinational maritime exercise including 14 nations focused on
maritime and amphibious interoperability. In the Balkans, two major exercises, MEDICAL CENTRAL
AND EASTERN EUROPE EXERCISE '09 and COMBINED ENDEAVOR, discussed above,
bolstered partner capabilities and eased regional rensions. MEDICAL CENTRAL AND EASTERN
EUROPE EXERCISE '09, US. European Command’s first large scale exercise in Serbia, included 14

nations and focused on medical readiness and disaster response. This exercise also supported the US.
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Agency for International Development’s Preparedness, Planning and Economic Security program that
has been making Serbian municipalities more resilient to crises and disasters.

Of particular note, European Command conducted a theater-wide Exercise, JACKAL STONE,
a Special Qperations Headquarters and Field Training Exercise executed in Croatia and distributed
locations throughout the theater involving more than 10 nations and 1500 partner nation Special
Operation Forces personnel. This event, along with other special operations exercises and foint Combined
Exchange Training events in over 30 countries, directly supported US. and partner Special Operations
Forces readiness and contributions to International Security Assistance Force and other endeavors.

European Command continues a high level of engagement with Isracl, conducting 500+
theater security cooperation events annually and chairing four bi-lateral, biennial conferences spanning
planning, logistics, exercises, and interoperability. The US-Israel exercise portfolio also includes eight
major recurring exercises. European Command leadership and staff maintain uniquely strong, recurring,
personal and direct interactions with counterparts on the Israel Defense Force. These regular and direct
relationships have paid dividends as the placement of the AN/TPY-2 radar in Israel resulted in a dramaric
uptick in both senior level and operator level interaction.  European Command Headquarters executed
AUSTERE CHALLENGE 09, the premier joint force headquarters exercise in the European Command
Theater, with a crisis action planning phase int January 2009 and an operations phase in May 2009,

Building on the success from Southern Command’s excrcise BLUE ADVANCE 08, European
Command benefitted from the participation of an Integration Planning Cell with representatives from
the US Department of Agriculture, the Department of Justice, and the US. Agency for International
Development. The Department of State’s Othice of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization
led the Integration Planning Cell, which also featured the first-time participation of the newly formed

Advance Civilian Team, which was co-located with EUCOM’s Joint Task Force headquarters. Together,
8
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the Integration Planning Cell and Advance Civilian Team comprised the largest interagency involvement
to date in any Combatant Command exercise. The benefits of this structure are clear: ‘most real-world
challenges require an inter-agency approach to solve and our robust exercise program reflects this
understanding,

AUSTERE CHALLENGE 2010 will feature multiple event-driven scenarios requiring muleiple
joint task forces and will involve a Combined Joint Air Coordination Center led for the first time by
the French Air Force. On a smaller scale, FLEXIBLE LEADER is a Command Post Exercise, focusing
on Foreign Consequence Management and Humanitarian Assistance / Disaster Relief planning and
operations, and strengthening our “whole of government” approach through engagement with various
US. agencies as well as parmer nations and non-governmental organizations.

None of these events would be possible withour Commander Exercisc Engagement and Training
Transformation Funding. The support from Joint Forces Command Joint Wharfighting Center is also a
keystone to this Command’s capability to plan, manage, and exceutc these challenging joint exercises.

In addition to the extensive engagement European Command has with partner nations, there are
additional major projects.

Logistical Support to Contingency Operations from Spain.  In support of ongoing overseas
contingency operations, European Command continues providing critical coordination and support for
the movement of key U.S. equipment and personnel between the Continental United States and the
Central Command region.

Exercising Nuclear Command and Control. 1n May 2009, the Joint Staff conducted a Staff
Assessment Visit on the European Command Joint Qperations Center and Joint Nuclear Operations
Centey, and the Joint Staff inspectors rated both centers’ performance as “excellent.” a repeat from last

year’s positive assessment.
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Assistance to Turkey.

Increased intelligence sharing with the

Turkish General Staff has increased
the effectiveness of - Turkish cross-
border counter-terrorism operations in

Northern Trag, leading to more precise

Turkish action that reduces porential
collateral damage and increases stability in the region.

Humanitarian Assistance Programs. European Command’s Humanitarian Assistance programs
directly benefit the nacions where they are executed and consist of the Humanitarian and Civic Assistance
Program, the Humanitarian Assistance-Other Program, and Humanitarian Assistance Program-Excess
Property.

Projects funded through these resources complement United States Agency for Internacional
Development efforts, enhance regional security cooperation, and advance U.S. interests throughout the
region. They also bolster a country’s own capability to respond to disasters, thereby diminishing the need
for future U.S, involvement, and provide an example of the value of a military during times of peace. While
the European Command Humanitarian Assistance budget is refatively small, it has a disproportionately
high and positive impact. Last year, the command executed over $9 million in Humanitarian Assistance
Project funding for 15 1sccurity assistance relared projects in 19 countries.

Whole of Government/Whole of Society Approach. Our nation’s success in developing
couventional combat power has driven our adversaries to other forms of warfare, necessitating a whole of
government/whole of society approach. Interagency and international milicary partnering is the “heart

of the enterprise” for this Command.
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Embassy Country Teams, a perfect example of interagency partnering, are our primary engagement
entities for the 51 countries in our region. At the theater or regional level, however, the Geographic
Combatant Commands can serve as a platform for hosting interagency partners wishing to coordinate
their activitics with the US. military. European Command presently hosts interagency representatives
from the Deparement of State, Department of Treasury, Agency for International Development, Federal
Bureau of Investigation, Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and the Global Center for Securiey
Cooperation. We will soon add representatives from Deparunent of Homeland Sccurity, Customs and
Border Protection, Department OFEnergy, and the Dreug Enforcement Administration. This cooperation
helps us interact with Allied and partner militaries who perform many non-traditional milicary activities:
patrolling borders; respanding to natural disasters; providing coastal security; and performing civilian air
traffic control.

We recently changed the organizational structure of European Command to better facilitate
integration of our intcragency partners. Starting at the top, we established a civilian deputy, an office
now filled by Ambassador Kate Canavan, who in addition serves as European Command’s Political
Advisor. Additionally, European Command’s newly formed J9 Interagency Directorate engages and
collaborates with international and Non-Governmencal Organizations, academia, the ‘private sector,
think tanks, and military organizations. We gain many advancages by leveraging the knowledge and fresh
thinking of academics and business professionals, and international organizations and non-governmental
organizations have capabilities, access, and credibility in areas where the military does not.

For example, we are in the very early stages of pursuing a whole of government/whole of society
approach in addressing regional narcotics and terrorism threats in Europe and Eurasia, similar to the
interagency effort led by Joint Interagency Task Force-South in Key West. This would synchronize
multiple combatant commands (European Command, Central Command, Africa Command} and the
multitude of agencies working border control, counter-narcotics, counter-terrorism and crafficking of

weapons of mass destruction, creating synergies that would add considerable capability and trust for our
international partners while defending our Homeland forward.
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EUROPEAN COMMAND SERVICE COMPONENTS
United States Army Europe, United States Marine Corps Forces Europe, United States Naval Forces
Europe, United States Air Forces in Furope, as well as European Command’s functional subordinate
unified command for special operations, Special Operations Command Europe, are responsible for
supporting our Theater Campaign Plan and implementing our Theater Sccurity Cooperation programs
across the region. The Scrvice Components provide the capabilities necessary to build military capacity
among our partners and allics, conduct military operations, and promore vital national security interests.

Reductions in their forces imposed by budget constraints necessarily diminish what they can accomplish.
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United States Army Europe

In 2009, Unites States A rury Europe supported Enrgpean
Command’ eisential security objectives through Building Partner
Capacity by promoting the transformation of T urapean ground forces
into effective expeditionary partuers through military to miilitary
engagement activities, excercises, and personnel exehanges.

It was a force provider to Operation Iragi Freedom and International
Security Assistance Force, and supported both through its onn
organizations as well.

With over 69,000 acti\r‘c—duty, reserve and civilian emplovees operating in ten main Army
communicies, United States Army Europe leads and supports eleven brigades postured in geographically-
separated locations chroughout Central Europe, from Mons, Belgium to Livorno, Ttaly. Uniced Staces
Army Europe provides key tactical and operational forces to include full spectrum combar unies and
strategic enablers for European Command, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM, and the International Security Assistance Force. The command currendy has 25% of its
Soldicrs operationally deployed bur still continues to lead daily to build partner capacity and execute
Theater Security Cooperation activities in suppore of USEUCOMs strategy of active security. US. Army
Europe dircctly participates in cooperative effores with over 80% of the countries that have forces activcli
serving in partnership with the US. in Overscas Contingency Operations.

Activities with Allies and Partners. United States Army Europe’s Joint Multinarional Training
Command in Germany is pivotal to the Building Parener Capacity mission. Joint Multinational Training
Command builds expeditionary competencies and increased intcroperabilicy between partner nations’
militaries through collective multinational training and through certifying U.S. and coalition forces for

deployments to International Sccurity Assistance Force, Operation Iragi Freedom, and Kosovo Force

missions. Additionally, Joint Multinational Training Command has qualified over 500 soldiers from 21
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nations in Counter-Improvised Explosive Device
craining and conducted mission rehearsal exercises
for International Security Assistance Force North,
South, and Central chiona[ Commands.

United States Army Europe leads Task
Force-East as a European Command vehicle for
fulfillment of the Theater Security Cooperarion
mission requirements set forth by the Defense

Department and co reaffirm the US. commitment

ro our Black Seaallies. The Command continuously
maintains Task Force-East facilities and support services, and can quickly transition the facilities to
support an increased posture for all Enropean Command components and pareners. Task Force-East
provides important training opportunities hot only for the US. military, but also to new allies close to
their forces” home station, US. Army Europe’s forward presence in Romania and Bulgaria continues to
facilitate NATO efforts to build and maintain an Alliance for the 21st Century.

This year, United States Army Europe parricipated in 26 major exercises in 22 different countries
with 34 participating nations, of which sixwere in dircet support to U.S. Africa Command. Thesc exercises
enabled United States Army Europe to meet European Command's priority of sustaining the relevance
of, and U.S. leadership within, NATO; assisting NATO countries with the capability to conduct out-
of-area operations and cnsuring a successful transition of US. Africa Command into a fully operational
combatant command. United States Army Europe also acted as the lead organization in AUSTERE
CHALLENGE 09, a comprehensive command post exercise involving over 3,400 Enropean Command

forces, which certified European Command’s Combined Joint Task Force.
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United States Army Europe continues supporting Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and
ENDURING FREEDOM. In 2009, over half of Uniced States Army Furope’s units trained and
deployed to or returned from these operations. Currently, the Ist Armored Division Headquarters,
173rd Airborne Brigade Combat Team, and 2nd Stryker Cavalry Regiment are deployed in support of
Overseas Contingency Operations. 'V Corps inactivation was delayed in order to deploy to Afghanistan,
- where it currently forms the core of
International ~ Security  Assistance
Forece’s 3-Star level command and
control  headquarters. United

States Army FEurope also continues

: contributing  significant  operational
£

support and sustainment forces in
support of Overseas Contingency Operations in the U.S. Central Command and U.S. Africa Command
region. Additionally, the 2nd Stryker Cavalry Regiment provided rotational focces for Task Force East in
Romania and Bulgaria while ac the same time supporting Denmark in cheir train-up for NATO Response
Force-14. The 172nd Brigade Combar Team and 2nd Brigade, Ist Armored Division, which recently
teflagged as the 170th Brigade Combac Team, redeployed from Irag and are preparing for possible future
rotations while completing their resec and dwell.

Activities Conducted Unilaterally. United States Army Europe continues executing its Title 10
responsibilities through transformation planning initiatives in support of modernization and efficient
basing. This past year, United States Army Europe transformed into a Theater Army functional staff
configuration. This restructuring will result in European Command losing one of its Full Spectrum Joint

Task Force/Joint Forces Land Component Command capable headquarters. This loss, combined with
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significant force requirements in support of Overseas Contingency Operations outside the European
Command region, makes retaining one Tactical Intermediate Headquarters and four Brigade Combart
Teams critical ro fulfilling United Scares Army Europe’s and European Command’s mission. Without the
four Brigade Combat Teams and onc tactical intermediate headquarters capability, European Command
assumes risk in its capability to conduct steady-state security cooperation, shaping, and contingency
missions. Deterrence and reassurance are at increased risk.

While United States Army Europe is transforming, it is also optimizing its footprint and gaining
basing cfhciencies by consolidating across six Main Operating Bases in Germany and Iraly by 2015. In
support of this initiative, this past year United States Army Europe returned cighe sites to host nation

control. United States Army Europe projects a decrease in 1,400 Soldiers this year as it continues to

consolidate forces.
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United States Marine Corps Forces Europe

1n 2009, Marine Lorces Europe focused on individual training
ies

progranis, building partner capacity through combined acti
utiliging expeditionary force to contribute to conventional
deterrence, and supporting operations in Afghanistan.

With only a small service component headquarters, Marine Forces Europe very effectively
leverages the capabilities of the Marine Corps in support of European Command objectives. Marine
Forces Europe’s engagement in the region follows three lines of operation: (1) building partner capacity,
particularly through combined cxercises; (2) urilizing expeditionary forces to coneribute to conventional
deterrence; and (3) supporting operations in Afghanistan. The primary focus of Matine Forces Furope
Theater Sccurity Cooperation actividies is defense scctor reform and professionalization of partner

nations’ militaries in the Caucasus.

Collective Training Programs:

Engagements in Task Force East, Bulgaria and Volos, Greece. Marine Forces Europe, in
coordination with US. Naval Forces Furope, employed over 2,000 Marines and Sailors of the:22d
Marine Expeditionary Unit between May and June 2009 on a scale not seen since OPERATION IRAQI
FREEDOM.

Maritime Prepositioning Force exercise, LOYAL MIDAS. LOYAL MIDAS improved
prepositioning equipment in support of expedicionary operations; a core competency. LOYAL MIDAS
cxperimenced with procedures for cracking offloaded cargo from a prepositioning ship using new wireless
technologies, and significantly improved European Command’s ability to rapidly deploy and assemble

expeditionary forces in the region.
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Marine Corps Prepositioning Program-Norway. Using this program, the Marine Corps worked
with the Norwegian Defense Staft and Headquarters U.S. Marine Corps, and the European Command
staff to develop a plan that enhances access to prepositioned equipment ashore. Participants analyzed
joint U.S.-Norwegian agreements, and initiated a long-range plan for instituting an operating concept for
the prepositioning facility.

Georgia Deployment Program — International Security Assistance Force, This program supports
the sustained deployment of a Georgian infantry battalion to Afghanistan to operate as part of the Marine
Expeditionary Brigade for two years. The initial deployment occurs this coming spring.

Coalition Embarkation Support. Personnel from the Marine Forces Europe Strategic Mobility
section used this Europcan Command-led International Sccuricy Assistance Force effore to familiarize
partner nations wich U.S. embarkation procedures. Partner nation self-deployment to Afghanistan or
other regional contingencics is the overall goal of the program.

Marine Forces Europe is planning for a company-sized rotational force to deploy to Task Force
East this summer, This force, which is a proof of concept for the Marine Corps’ Security Cooperation
Marine Air Ground Task Force, plans to accomplish in only 90 days what previously required a full year
of Theater Security Cooperation activity by forward-deploying and utilizing the forward operating site in
Romania.

Force Postyre. Despite these successes, the lack of a sustained Amphibious Ready Group/Marine
Expeditionary Unit in the European Command region curtails engagement opportunity with allies and
partners and detracts from active deterrence. Resuming a sustained presence in the European Command

region would deter adversaries and assure allies and partners of our commitment to stability in Europe.
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United States Naval Forces Europe

I 2009, Unites States Naval Forces Europe conducted numerous
activties to build partnership capacity, improve ballistic missle
defense, strengthest anti-submarine warfare capabiliry, respond to
piracy, and assist with explosive ordnance disposal on land.

With more than 8,000 active-dury, reserve, and civilian employees operating from five main
installations supporting rotational surface, air, submarine and expeditionary forces, United States Naval
Forces Europe conducts the full range of maritime operations and Theater Security Cooperation in concert
with coalition, joint, interagency and other partners to advance security and stability in Europe. NAVEUR
continues to strengrhen relationships with enduring allies and emerging partners while maintaining naval
leadership and combart readiness. United States Naval Forces Europe leverages its maritime expertise
to support and improve regional maritime safety and sccurity. Through ballistic missile defense, anti-
submarine warfare, expeditionary force engagement, a continuing surface presence, and other activities,
United States Naval Forces Europe enhanced maritime safety, security and cooperation throughout the
European Command region in 2009.

Theater Security Cooperation and other Activities with Allies and Partners. Through military-
to-military activities demonstrating our naval commitment, United States Naval Forces Europe promotes
maritime domain awarcness, maritime security operations, security assistance, NATO interopcrability,
and information sharing.

Taken rogether, United States
Naval Forces Europe’s anti-submarine
warfare  program, Ballistic  Missile
Defense initiatives, and partner capacity
building efforts are improving maritime
stability and ensuring US. and partner
access to the maritime domain. Theater
Security ~ Cooperation  highlighr

include:
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Afloat Ballistic Missile Defense. A survivable sea-based
ballistic missile defense system is an important component
of the phased adaptive approach to defend the Homeland,
as well as allies and partners in Europe and Eurasia. United
States Naval Forces Europe is developing the necessary
ballistic missilc defense command and control architecture
while mitigating vulnerabilities ro the sea-based ballistic
missile defense network with air and undersea capabilities. A

. United States Naval Forces Europe Flag Officer commanded

JUNIPER COBRA 2010, a joint missile defense exercise
with Israel, incorporating all aspects of both land and sea-
based missile defense and stands as a hallmark of the future of our ballistic missile defensc program.

Enbanced Theater Anti-Submarine H{z(ﬁzre Capabiliry, In partnership with our allies, United
States Naval Forces Europe continues upgrading procedures, training and qualifications to enhance
thearter anti-submarine warfare capability through Commander, Task Force 69.

Explosive Ordnance Disposal. Naval Forces Europe’s Explosive Ordnance Disposal Mobile Unic
Eight provides extensive military-to-military training programs wich the partner nations’ expeditionary
forces and provides explosive ordnance disposal support to International Security Assistance Force
contributors. In addition to supporting US. and NATO exercises throughour the region, the unit
provided real-world explosive ordnance disposal to several European nations.

Response to Pivacy. Maritime Expeditionary Security Detachment provides shipboard security
teams to US. military support vessels, participates in cxercises and contributes to theater security

COOpCriltiOl'l cngagcmcnts.
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Construction Support. Naval Construction Forces (Seabees) completed a diverse array of
construction projects emphasizing humanitarian civil assistance and military-to-military engagements
as well as construction support to exercises BALTIC OPERATIONS, MEDICAL TRAINING
EXERCISE IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE, SEABREEZE and JACKAL STONE. The
Seabees completed construction of operation centers, training infrastructurc, and quality of lifc projects,
including a Military Operation Urban Terrain facility used for Close Quarters Combat training in Zadar,
Croatia and renovation of the Padarevo Kindergarten facility in Padarevo, Bulgaria.

Maritime Domain Awareness.
US. NAVAL Forces Europe-Sixth
Fleet continues actively developing
and  validating advanced maritime 8
domain awareness procedures. Several .
maritime domain awareness exercises,

including AUTUMN BLITZ ]

2009, were conducted with NATO's &
Maritime Component Command-Naples to advance the intcroperability and information processing
necessary for cffective planningand conduct of maritime operarions, suchas NAT Qs Operation ACTIVE
ENDEAYOUR, berween NATO and U.S. commands.

Eurasia Partnership Capstone. In 2009, Unired States Naval Forces Europe’s primary Black Sca-
Eurasia region engagement vehicle took place at Souda Bay, Crete. Personnel from 11 nations participated.

DPort Visits:  Ship visits demonstrate United States Naval Forces Europe’s commitment to
improving maritime safety and security and strengthen partner relationships through training activities
with host nation militaries. For example, following JOINT WARRIOR 2009, the three participating
US. ships conducted Theater Security Cooperation port visits in six countries.

Exercises with Allies and Partners. United States Naval Forces Europe participared in 19 exercises

with 25 allies and partncrs covering the full range of maritime activity. Highlights include:
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Exercise BALTIC OPERATIONS 2009. United States Naval Forces Europe -Sixth Fleet
sponsored and executed the 37th annual BALTIC OPERATIONS with 43 ships from 12 participating
nations. This European Command-directed multinational exercise enhanced maritime safety and security
in the Baltic Sea by increasing interoperability and cooperation among regional allics.

PHOENIX EXPRESS 2009. Members of the United States Naval Forces Europe -Sixth Fleet
Seaff, USS MOUNT WHITNEY and USS ROBERT G. BRADLEY along with several European and
North African navies conducted the two-week Exercise PHOENIX EXPRESS 2009, leveraging the
capability of European and African partnerships in order to enhance stabiliry in the Mediterranean region
through increased interoperabilicy and cooperation.

Exercise FRUKUS 2009. United States Naval Forces Europe -Sixth Fleet staff and USS
KLAKRING parricipated in Exercise FRUKUS 2009 (France, Russia. United Kingdom, and United
States). This confidence-building exercise focused on resuming the maritime partnership berween
NATOs n'mjor navies and the Russian Federation Navy.

RELIANT MERMAID 2009. USS Stout and members of the United Statcs Naval Forces
Europe -Sixth Fleet staff participated in the tri-lateral maritime search and rescue exercise RELIANT
MERMAID 2009 with maritime forces from Turkey and Israel. "This annual exercise contribuced o
overall joint readiness in response to possible humanitarian assistance effores or maritime search and
tescute operations in the Eastern Mediterranean Sea and helped improve engagement berween Turkey
and Isrcal, key U.S. allies and partners in the region.

Way abead. Our efforts will remain focused on the Black Sea-Eurasia and eastern Mediterranean
regions and follow European Command Country Campaign Plans. United States Naval Forces Europe
is also embarking on an effort to establish a Mediterranean Sea Fleer Commanders Forum to enhance
interoperabilicy among capable allies and partners and increase efficiencies in the internarional military

partnership realm.
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United States Air Forces in Europe

L 2009, Unites States Air Forces in Furope worked with allies
and parters on a daily basis 1o increase their aerospace capability,
inclnding individnal and collective tratning, and provided full-
Spectrum air, space, and cyberipace capabilities to our vwn and
allied forces.

With more than 42,000 active-duty, guard, reserve, and civilian employees operating from seven
main installations supporting nine wings and 80 geographically separared locations, United States Air
Forces in Europe is a key force provider of ractical combat air forces, tanker, and airlift assets for European
Command, Operations IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF), and the
International Security Assistance Force.  Crucially, it also provides a large number of forces for building
partnership capacity on a daily basis, with approximatcly 740 annual events that promote enduring
relationships and increase sceurity within and beyond Europe.

Additionally, United States Air Forces in Europe provides full spectrum air, space, and cyberspace
capabiliies promoting regional stability through focused theater engagement and supporting combat
operations, humanitarian assistance, and Ballistic Missile Defense. United States Air Forces in Eﬁrdpc
is also European Command’s lead agent for personnel recovery, theater air mobilicy, and acromedical
evacuation. They exccute the Command’s mission with forward-based air power to provide forces for
global operations, ensure straregic access, assure allies, deter aggression, and, key to our approach overall,
build partnerships.

Provide Forces for Global Operations, United States Air Forces in Europe’s top priority is to
partner with the Joint and Combined team to win today’s fight. They do this by providing expeditionary
forces as well as a war-fighting headquarters that can plan, deploy, command, control and coordinate air,

space and cyberspace activities across the full range of military operations.
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Ensure Strategic Access, Forward basing of air assets and the establishment of mobility hubs
in the European theater ensure strategic access for operations in Europe as well as to the US Central
Command and US Africa Command
regions.  United States Air Forces in
Europe maintains robust support for US
Transportation Command’s en-route
locations, enabling global operations
by permitting the full spectrum of

passenger and cargo movement through

bases throughout Europe. In addition,
the command has enhanced serategic flexibility by opening new access points through engagement with
new NATO pareners.

The activation of the Strategic Airlift Consortium at Papa Air Base, Hungary exemplifies this, with
NATO members Bulgaria, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania,
Slovenia and the US., as well as Partnership for Peace nations Finland and Sweden. The resule was the
creation of a 12-member Heavy Airlift Wing consisting of three C-17 Globemaster I1ls. The Strategic
Airlift Consortium is a watershed event in international military cooperation.

Assure Allies and Deter Aggression. United States Air Forces in Europe continues building and
sustaining a credible capability to dissuade aggressors. Its interoperability with Alliance partners through
exercises and operations remiains crucial for ensuring primacy of the Alliance and the US leadership role.

United States Air Forces in Europe is EUCOM’s lead agent for Integrated Air and Missile
Defense. It operates a Command, Control, Battle Management, and Communication suite to provide
the commander with Ballistic Missile Defense situational awareness, carly warning, and possible defensive

counter-measures. The suite is designed to be interoperable with NATO systems in order to supporrt the
Presidential decision to employ a Phased Adaptive Approach to the Ballistic Missile Defense of Furope.
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NATO remains the primary security institution in Europe. Forward US presence and
interoperability wich Alliance partners is crucial for ensuring primacy of the Alliance and a US leadership
role. The planned basing of new systems such as Global Hawk, Sth generation fighter capabilities on
schedule with our allies, and the potential for a future Lighe Attack/Armed Reconnaissance aircraft
capability in theater will provide® opportunities for the US to display its commitment and resolve,
provide critical tools for engagement, and enhance allied and partner contributions to global operations.
In accordance with NATOs strategic concept, the United States Air Forces in Europe fulfills the US.
commitment to allied extended nuclear deterrence with Dual Capable Aircraft, and personnel who ensure
the custody, safery and reliability of ULS. nuclear weapons in Europe.

Build Partnerships. In a program with long-term benefit, United States Air Forces in Europe’s
effortsbuild parener capabilities increase theirability tocounter cerrorism, protecthomelandsand common
interests, and counter emerging threacs. Their “Building Partnerships” program contributes to the building

of key relationships, promoting U.S, strategic interests, providing for essential peacetime and contingency

access “:and  en-route  infrastructure,
and improving information exchange
and intelligence sharing. W’ithiﬁ the
past twelve months, the command
conducted approximacely 740 building
partncrship events with 51 partners
and allies, including theater security
cooperation events, exercises, aerial events, and military-to-military engagements. In addition to partner
engagement, they actively engage, in accordance with European Comimand direction, to advance regional

stability.
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Exercises with Allies and Partners, United States Air Forces in Europe developsincreased Alliance
capability to support Overseas Contingency Operations through participation and lea&ersl1ip in 20
combined exercises and operations, incduding UNIFIED ENGAGEMENT, MEDICAL TRAINING
EXERCISE IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE, COMBINED ENDEAVOR, AUSTERE
CHALLENGE, JUNIPER COBRA, and the BALTIC REGION TRAINING EXERCISES, as well
as the Tactical Leadership Program.  Key cross-border programs include:

Baltic States Air Capability Development. United States Air Forces in Europe led a series of
4-nation symposia with Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia to develop the basis for establishing fundamental
air combat capabilities [eading to ministerial-level buy-in of a concept of operations and a long-term
strategy for aviation excellence and eventual self-reliance.

Enbancing Nordic States interoperability with NATO. In 2009, United States Air Forces in
Europe led and fostered efforts to enable the Swedish and Finnish Air Forces to participate in NATO and
coalition air operations.

Developing capability of “near-4th generation fighter” nations. United States Air Forces in
Europe placed strong emphasis on helping these partner nations transition smoothly to 4th-generation
operations. To support Poland’s new force of 48 F-16s, a very successful sister-wing relationship between
the 52nd Fighter Wing, Spangdahlem Air Base, Germany and the Polish Air Force was established. It is
now instrumental in spreading lessons-learned and best practices, as the Polish Air Force strives roward
its goal of cxpeditionary F-16 operations. - Additionally, deployments to Bulgaria and Romania fostered
those countries’ efforts to adopt NATO-interoperable ractics, techniques, and procedures.

Build/Sustain Joint Terminal Attack Controllers capability.  Working ro increase the number
of Joint Terminal Attack Controllers available to deploy to International Security Assistance Force, US.

Air Forces in Europe trained 25 new partner nation controllers in 2009 and estimates training 30 more
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in 2010. Work with Poland will provide an organic regional Air Ground Operations School training
capabilicy. Continuing training relationships with French pilots enable them to train with nacive English
speakers prior to deploying into Afghanistan.

United States Air Forces in Europe’s forward-based forces provide the nation a three-for-one
efficiency by providing forces for global operations, promoting regional stability (with capabilities to
deter aggressors and assure allies), and building partnerships. Unfortunately, the reduction of ewenty-
four fighter aircraft will significantly imit the resources available for these activities. Aswe move forward,

we must ensure that our forward-based posture is adequate to support our nation’s strategic objectives.
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Special Operatjons Command, Europe

In 2009, S/)e:M ()’V/chfrz'zfz'w‘z,g Command Enrope
generated increased Special Operations Force capacity in support
of overscas contingency. operations; contributed to U.S., allied, and
partner nation efforts to defend against transnational threats; and
prepared for unforeseen contingency operations.

Special Operations Command, Europe, comprised of more than 1,600 active-duty, reserve, and
civilian employces operating from two main locations, remains the preeminent US. Special Operations
Force provider to the International Security Assistance Force; provides such forces for Operations
IRAQI FREEDOM {OTF) and ENDURING FREEDOM {OEF); contributes significantly to the
development of Allied and partner special operations forces; and stands, prepared and ready, to defend
against transnational threats and rapidly respond to unforeseen contingencies within the EUCOM Area
of Responsibility.

Special Operations Command, Europe’s capacity building cfforts relies on three elements:
the Partner Development Program, support to the NATO Special Operations Forces Coordination
Center—now evolving into the NATO Special Operations Headquarters—and deployments in suppo;t
of NATO International Securicy Assistance Force operations. Special Operations Command, Europe
remained heavily engaged throﬁghout 2009, conducting 29 Joint Combined Exchange Training evencs,
eight bilatcral training activitics, nine mﬂimry—to-milimry engagements, and six counter-narcoterrorism
missions in 18 countries. Along with these activities, the Command conducted numerous staff and key
leader engagements. These events focused on developing more capable and professional American and
allied Special Operations Forces, while building the relationships required to increase the support and

commitment of European political and military leadership.
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Activities and Exercises with Allies and Partners:

Partner Development Program. Partner Development Program allows Special Operations
Command, Europe to link disparate programs and training venues to build partner Special Operations
Forces capacity. It focuses on those allies and partners thar demonstrate willingness to deploy Special
Operations Forces in support of NATO operations in Afghanistan and the capability over time to sustain
their increased Special Operations Forces capacity. Poland, Romania, Hungary, and Lithuania are a few
of the countries that have participared in this program and have deployed Special Operations Forces for
the benefit of the Alliance.

The Command’s exercise program exemplifics Partner Development Progran’s arility. The annual
Special Operations Command, Europe capstone exercise, JACKAL STONE 2009, brought together
approximately 1,500 Special Operations Forces service members from 10 countries—nine out of ten
currently contribute Special Operations Forces to International Securiry Assistance Force operations, or
have indicated a willingness to do so in the future.

Special Operations Command, Eurepe Support to the NATO Special Operations Headgquarters.
The second critical clement of American Special Operations Forees capacity building objectives in Europe
is Special Operations Command, Earope support to the NATO Special Operations Headquarters, The
NATO Special Operations Headquarters, now being established from the NATO Special Operations
Forces Coordination Center, is already making significant contributions to Special Operations
Command, Europe and allied efforts by developing common NATO Special Operations Forces standards
and encouraging allied integration.

Special Operations Command, Europe Support to International Security Assistance Force. Since
2007, Special Operations Command, Europe has maintained a Special Operations Task Group (one

US. Special Operations Company and associated staff officers) under NATO command in Afghanistan,
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- separate  from  Operation  Enduring
Freedom. Special Operations Command,
Europe deployments to  International
- Sceurity Assistance Force also showcase
“best practices” to our Special Operations
Forces partners and encourage equally

capable Special Operations Forces allics

o mentor other developing partners.

As adirect result of Partner Development Program and NATO Special Operations Headquarters
initiatives, Furopean national Special Operations Forces contributions to International Security
Assistance Force have steadily increased providing strategic relief for already committed U.S. and allied
Special Operations Forces.  Special Operations Command, Europe, through European Command,
Special Operations Command, and the Department of Defense, continues to work with the Departinent
of State and Congress to develop the mechanisms necessary to advance to the next stage of partnership
cooperation.

Defense Against Transnational Threats, Special Qperations Command, Europe contributes
to American, allied, and partner nation efforts to defend against transnational threacs through sharing
information, building capaciry, reinforcing strategic communication messages, and, if required,
conducting or supporting kinetic special operations. For example, throughout 2009, Special Operations
Command, Europe sponsored a weekly video teleconference, allowing Department of Defense and other
government agencies from around the globe to share intelligence and evidentiary information that closed
intergovernmental and international seams and synergized law enforcement and military operations

against complex non-state global networks.
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Preparation for Contingency Operations. Though the European continent is relatively stable, it
has nunierous potcntial ﬂashpoints from the Balkans to the Caucasus, In 2010, the Command plans
to increase regional security through 36 differenc engagement events with 30 countries. The Partner
Development Program will begin to focus on filling collective rotary wing aviation gaps, combining efforts
with Department of State to take a lead role in the development of interoperable Special Operations

Forces aviation capacity.
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CHALLENGES

Afghanistan. Of the 43 nations contributing forces to the International Sécurity Assistance
Force besides the US., 80% of them (36 nations) come from the European Theater and those 36 nations
represent approximately 42% of the operation’s personnel. Many nations are making particularly large
contributions of forces and have suffered high casualty rates relative to their population. Our partners
understand the importance of this mission and they are willing to send their sons and daughters in harm’s
way alongside our own to bring peace, security, and prosperity to the people of Afghanistan. Many of
these nations wish to contribute more capability and other nations have the will to join the International
Security Assistance Force bur lack the capacity to do so. Within the European Theater icself, European
Command’s primary focus is to lend whatever support it can to these other nations as they seck to
contribute to security and stability efforts in Afghanistan. Within the framework of contributing to

international efforts in Afghanistan, and within the boundaries and authorities ser by law and regulation

and by international agreements, this support involves providing training, equipment, logistical assistance,
and personnel augmentation to nations that desire to contribute to the Incernational Security Assistance
Force.

Terrorism in Europe. Our role in the fight againse trans-national terrorism in the region is
primarily one of engagement and intelligence sharing. Terrorist nerworks usc Europe principally to
recruit fighters, garner financial and logistic support, and provide sanctuary. They cooperate closely with
criminal neeworks and engage in numerous illegal activities as fund raising mechanisms. Well-established
and commendable European civil liberties and the loosening of border controls provide opportunities for
terrorist support and logistic activities. Nonetheless, Europe is not immune to Al-Qaida affiliated terror

attacks or the threat of them. Al-Qaida has consistently and recently stated a desire to strike directly

The violent extremism that threatens the people and governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan also -
underniines the stability of the wider region and threatens the securivy of our friends, allies and interest
around the world. A of us whose shared furnre is at stake must take responsibility for securing it

Secretary of Seate Hillary Rodhiam Clinton, December 2009
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against our European allies. ‘The reverse
flow of foreign fighters out of Iraq and
Afghanistan coupled with the bona fides
and experience these fighters will have
gained there may increase the terror

threat in Europe in the future.

The possibility of a terrorist attack using
weapons of mass destruction adds another dimension. Al-Qaida has consistentlv striven to incorporate
weapons of mass destruction into their ateacks and the majority of the world’s nuclear weapons are wichin
the European Commiand's arca of responsibilicy. The security of these weapons and weapons marerial is a
significant aspect of European Command’s efforts to counter weapons of mass destruction,

The biggest impact we can have on terror networks in Europe is through enabling and partnering
with our friends and allies. A good example of this is our intelligence sharing with Turkey regarding
Kurdistan Workers™ Party (PKK) terrorist. In addition to partnering with other nations in Europe, we are
also closely partnering with other arms of the U.S. government, where appropriate, to ensure all the levers
of our national power are applied against these networks in a coordinated fashion.

Potential Regional Conflices. In spite of European integration, European Command continues
to face an environment in fluid transition, and we arc coping with the insecurity associated wich 21st
Century challenges and unsolved 20th Century security problems. The outbreak of conflict between
Georgia and Russia served as a reminder char war has not disappeared from the Evropean Command
Theater.

Secessionist pressures, unresolved or suspended conflicts, and ethnic and teligious tensions

make Furopean Command's Black Sca and Eurasia regions the most conflict-plagued area along che

33



236

Euro-Atlantic perimeter. Russia’s North Caucasus remains an area of persistent conflict. Armenia and
Azerbaijan are at a stalemate over Nagorno-Karabakh. The South Ossctia and Abkhazia regions of
Georgia are a continuing source of tension berween Georgia and Russia, the more so given the Russian
military presence in those regions and Russian recognition of their independence from Georgia. Lictle
progress has been made toward a settlement of the Transnistrian conflict, which divides Moldova and
hindcrs solcly needed economic dcvelopemenf. Conflict persists between Israel and Palestinian groups.
The sources, complexiries, and significant tertiary effects of these regional conflicts require an integrared
interagency approach in concert wich our European partners and security organizations,

Raussia. The complexities of managing a military-to-military refationship with Russia are many.
On onc hand, there are many areas of potential cooperation and partnership, including Afghanistan,
arms control, counter-terrorism, counter-piracy, counter-narcotics, and eventually missile defense. On
the other hand, many of our allies and friends in the region remain somewhar concerned about Russian
actions, including the conflict with Georgia in the summer of 2008, exetcises on their borders like the
Zapad series in 2009, and Russia’s concinuing suspension of implenientation of the Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty.

Working with Russia is abour balance and secking to find the potential for cooperation, while
maineaining an honest and open dialogue abourt all aspects of our relationship, including where we
disagree. While a great deal of engagement with Russia is handled cither by State Department in the
diplomatic realm or directly by the Joint Staff and Ofhice of the Secretary of Defense, we at European
Command are ready to pursue milirary-to-milicary conimunication, engagement, and even training and
operations with Russia where and when appropriate.

Energy Security. A massive amount of energy is produced in or transits through European
Command’s region. Russia, Azerbaijan, Norway, and other countries produce large amounts of

hydrocarbons. Approximately 3 million barrels of oil transit the Bosporus and the Dardanelles each day.
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European Command is and must be a major participant in the interagency efforts to ensure the
security of energy flows to, from, and through our region. The Command already has several interagency
representatives on staff to better synchronize our efforts. We are already working to promote integrated
planningand exerciscs and build up the capabilities of our European partners through technical assistance,
the Partnership for Peace program, and other crain and equip efforts. The Command is also collaboraring
with other U.S. government parters and like-minded NATO allics to develop a framework to develop
common solutions for major energy security issues. Finally, we view Russia as a key parener in these efforts
and will work with Moscow in areas of common interest. However, where our interests do not intersect,
we will work with other European parcners to develop solutions for all of Europe

The Arctic. Changes in the Arctic create both challenges and opportunities. Climate changes
may result in open shipping routes, which link Asia co Europe, cutting the distance on these routes by up
to 40 percent and transic time by 10 days.

The Arcticisemergingas acomplex but potentially productive region for oil, gasand new industrial
activity. Unresolved issues will become more pressing as economic activities expand. For example, there
are eight bilateral boundary issues involving all states in the region, and che northernmost extension of the
continental shelves in the Arctic is unresolved.

Startes, particularly the traditional great

: powers, will play a key role in dctcnnining

patterns of cooperation andtensionwithin
the Arctic. Russia’s activities in the Arctic
include producing and modernizing

icebreakers, resuming submarine and

long-range aviation patrols, stationin
5 P
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more researchers throughout the region,
and asserting extensive territorial claims.
Russia’s latest Arctic policy paper states
* that the Arctic must become Russia’s
top strategic resource base by 2020. It
further states that they must complete

geological studies to prove their claim to
8

Arctic resources and create a new group
of forces to ensure milicary sccuricy under various political-military circumstances.

As the Arctic emerges as a region of economic significance and we develop our relationship
with Russia, there may be opportunities for increased military aceivities with Russia to directly support
US. policy initiatives. We see the Arctic as not an area of confrontational challenges but one of shared
opportunities for cooperation and partnership thac will benefit all states of the region. Early investment
in an open and meaningful interagency dialog with Russia in the very near future, could avoid porential
conflict in the more distant future.

Force Posture. 'The interrclationship of US. forces, their footprint, and our rclationships‘with
other nations, is key to achieving national objectives in the European Command Theater. The presence
of U.S. forces — air, land, and sea — in Eutope fosters relationships and deepens partnerships in multiple
ways, including the shared use of training facilities and other building partner capacity and international
military partnering events.

The nations within the Furopean Command region are of significant importance to U.S. global
strategic interest as evidenced by the overwhelming number of ISAF troop contributing nations from the
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EUCOM AOR. Our ability to develop coalitions and the capabilities of European coalition partners
are central to advancing our national security prioritics. Building partnerships and building partnership

capacity is cherefore our highest priority at European Command.

The forces stationed in Europe today arc a key element of America’s strength and they promote
our values, protect our interests, and are tangible reminders to friends and foes alike of our dedicated
commitment to a strong trans-Atlantic relationship based on cooperation and adherence to fundamental

ideals. As the post-Cold War security environment changed, the size of our forces required to maintain

our leadership role also changed. The

Post-Cold War Posture Changes
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ongoing U.S. commitment to the NATO
Alliance,

European Command’s footprint is pivotal to U.S. global operations. Sites and inseallations
in Europe provide superb power projection facilitics for the support of coalition operations and overseas
contingency operations. Installations in the European Command region coupled with long-standing and
emerging relationships contribute to assured access and scrategic reach to and from Europe,

Force posture initiatives for European Command support building the capability and capacity
of partner mations in Europe, increased expeditionary capability from Europe, and achieve basing
cfhcicneies. Our posture initiatives support two major categories: operational capability development
and improvements for basing efficiencies in sustainment and Quality of Life. Operational capabilicy
development initiatives include assessments for stationing of forces anticipated to deploy to the European
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theater and a new prepositioning strategy that transtorms portions of European Command prepositioning
equipment to support soft power employment for missions such as Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster
Response.

Other force posture initiatives focus on achieving basing efficiencies through coordinared

review of infrastructure capacity as well
as supporting service component efforts
to optimize resources supporting of
European Command forces. Sustainment
initiatives include the continuous review
of Quality of Lifc requirements such

as education and housing scrvices for

European Command personnel and their
families.

European Command has aligned its posture planning processes to support the Dcpartrient’s
ctforts in addressing global force posture. The European Command staff coordinates strategic assessment,
implementation feasibility, and theater prioritization of force posture issues through a posture forum
that maximizes outreach and integration in posture development amonyg Combarant Commands, our
European Command Service Componenr Commands, and our interagency parcners.  Qur posture
planning necessarily involves coordination across the whole of government, as we integrate Defense

Department posture overseas with Stace Departmcnt representatives and ultimatcly our l'ClilL'iOI’lShiPS

with European hosts.
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OPPORTUNITIES

Many of our challenges ;1150 present opportunitics for:international military partnering thac
bring benefit to today’s issues such as our Gperations in Afghanistan but also for those thar we will face
tomorrow.

Afghanistan. ~ Supporting the International Sccuri{y Assistance’ Force has given. European
Command the opportunity to deepen ics relationship with our allies and partners using our expertise

and- experience to inculcate an expeditionary mindset and train deploving parenered-country forces in

ircegular warfare, The contributions and sacrifice of Eurasian and European nations in Afghanistan have

demonstrated the credibility, legitimacy,

and  effectiveness  of  international

- military cooperacion. The scale of allied

and ‘parener force contributions to the

International Security Assistance Force

has allowed the hand-aver of significant
# responsibility. for regional épcrnrions
to coalition partners. NATQ’S Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams program directly suppdfts
the development of the Afglﬁﬁistan National ‘Army and the Police Operational Mentoring and Liaison
Teams program supporsts thé expansion of the Afghan National Police. Under these programs, European
allies and partnersare currendy providing approximately 50% of the-aumber of teams required to train
Afghanistan’y sccurity forees. Right now, U.S. Forces assigned to European Command are deploved to
Afghanistan and make vital coutributions on a daily basis. However, wichin the European theater iesclf,
European Command’s primary focus is to support other nations as they seek to contribute to the scﬁurity

and stability efforts in Afghanistan.



242

Engagement with Russia. In 2009, European Command authored a framework document to
resume military-to-military cooperation with Russia in an equal, pragmatic, transparent, and mutually
beneficial manner. This framework not only addresses crisis response operations, but also seeks to promote
interaction and ensure mutual support in conducting counter-terrorism and counter-piracy operations;
peacckeéeping; missile, space, and ballistic missile-defense; as well as search and rescue. This framework
document was signed by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Russian Chief of Defense
during the July 2009 Presidential Summit in Moscow. This framework begins vo rebuild a structure for
our bilateral defense relationship with Russia that allows wide-ranging and candid engagement on all
issues of coneern.

In rebuilding the bilateral relationship with Russia, however, Enropean Command will work with
NATO and partners to develop an integrated and inclusive security cooperation architecture beneficial to
all participancs that does not come at the expense of allies and partners.

European Missile Defense. European Command looks forward to operationalizing the recently
announced Phased Adaptive Approach, a complete revision of how the US. manages ballistic missile
defense of Europe. The phased implementation of the proposed network of sensors, interceprors and
associated Command and Control structures will provide a regional capability that is flexible, scalable,
and responsive. The architecture aims to provide the right level of capability, ac the right time, in the right
location based on the emerging threat. The new approach provides increased opportuniry for interagency
and international military partnering, European Command is actively cooperating with the Department
of State, Department of Defense, Missile Defense Agency, and others as the United States builds the plan
for international engagement in the region. The capabilities delivered with the new phased, adaptive
approach will serve as a catalyst to develop a cooperative solution with our allies and partners in the

region,
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Balkans: Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. Today, almost 15 years after the Dayton Peace
Accords and 10 years after the NATO military campaign to end atrocities in Kosovo, Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Kosovo still evince the problems present throughout this volatile region: endemic corruption,
organized crime, deep-rooted ethnic divisions, decrepit infrastructures, and weak economies with lictle
foreign direct investment. Such an environment invites organized criminals and limits the capabilities of
governments to effectively provide essential services. Despite these challenges, the United States remains
committed to bringing lasting stability to the Balkans and, we have been making steady progress in the
region overall, as exemplified by the April 2009 admission of Croatiaand Albania into NATO and recent
democratic elections in Kosovo.

In this region, European Command focuses on enhancing transatlantic security through defense
modernization and reform efforts; defense institution bui]ding activities to improve the organic capacity
of countries to recruit, train, and sustain their own military forces; humanitarian assistance operations;
and demilitarization of unexploded ordnance to eliminate the threat to lives, property, and government
stability.

Significant political and cultural divisions remain in both Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo.
In Bosnia, uncompromising, cthnic-based rhetoric continues to stall reform efforts. While che “Butmir
Talks” last fall were a step in the right direction, Bosnia will need to progress politically toward seability.
Although many problems in Kosovo are simply growing pains of a new state, the institutions in Kosovo
face stark challenges to strengthen weak goverment institutions, combat corruption and illicit trafficking,
and improve provision of essential scrvices. Most of our military-to-military engagement is at a basic
level, such as training the Kosovo Security Force and che provision of personal equipment like boots and
uniforms. The programmed reduction of NATO and European Union Forces in the Balkans may induce
additional risk and requircs continued monitoring to guard against others in the region from exploiting

weaknesses.
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Despite these challenges, there are solid prospects for success given that we are prepared to devore
the necessary attention and resources to the region. Bosnia and Kosovo, like the vast majority of their
Balkan neighbors, genevally hold the United States in high regard. To be effective, we must continue to
coordinate our efforts with our European allies and partners. We must expand our efforts to persuade
NATO and European Union partners to perseverc in these efforts. Maintaining stability in the Balkans
remains an important transatlantic interest.

Cyberspace. Cyberspace enables and supports all of the efforts, challenges, and opportunities
above. The cyber domain and the ability to operate
treely in Cyberspace are of great imporrance to European
Command. The 2Ist Century and many events of
the 20th Century will be defined or re-defined by
the development, movement, and consumption of
information in a holistic and collaborative environment.
Our ability to freely operate and shape that environment

has significant implications on both our leadership and

partnerships in Europe.

Europcan Command is alrcady building that advantage and defining that suceess.  Access ro
reliable networks has become imperative to our national security, economics, and way of life, We must
gain greater visibility of disruptive activities, determine how and to what extent these actions increase
the risk to security and stabilicy, and build the ability to maintain freedom of maneuver in the cyber
domain for ourselves, our friends, and the voices of truth. We have established a Network Warfare Center
to provide a fused cyber operations, intelligence and defense capability. We have also reached out to

NATO and other partners to establish cyber information sharing agreements. These agreements provide
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great value by enhancing awareness, building common understanding, and developing operational trust.
Finally, European Command continucs to sce the need for continued investment and development ofboth
Joint and Multi-National cyber capabilitics. These capabilicics must be integrated, layered, responsive,
and assured. US. European Command sees grear promise in the continued development and use of
cyberspace in Europe both as a mission cnabler and as a common interest area with European allies and
partners.

Innovation Cell. Because innovation is so important to maintaining effectiveness, we have
established a small, dedicated innovation cell. In the first six months, this team closed a gap in US-forcign
partner security cooperation. As a result, it uncovered an interesting human detection tcchnology in
the Slovak Republic, accelerated a project with the French Armaments Agency to put a wireless internet
router in space, and connected over a dozen different organizations together to demonstrate innovarive
ways to build partner nation and public-private partnerships to counter piracy.

Building Partner Capacity Center. Building Partner Capacity is at the heart of EUCOM s mission
and the key to strengthening stability in our region and the regions to which we project military forces.
It requires, however, complex and astute interactions with our allies and partners, and the applitation of
lessons learned in many different regions. For those reasons, we are invesrigating the establishment of a
Building Partner Capacity Center that will bring together subject mattet experts in a way that makes their
knowledge accessible to all and facilitates an in-depth examination of the issues.

Counter Narcotics Task Force. In another very critical arca, EUCOM and its naval component
conducted a full mission analysis for a Counter Narcotics Task Force and have begun cstaBlishing one.
United Staces Naval Forces Europe is initially staffing the Task Force from its intelligence directorate. The
Task Force has initiated preliminary outreach to the Maritime Analysis and Operations Center-Narcotics
in Lisbon and with the Center for Combarting Smuggling in the Mediterrancan {(CeCLAD) in Toulon.
To accelerate establishment, Naval Forces Europe will resource the task force with its own personnel and

funding and has sct aside additional funding for FY10 as start-up money.
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Regional Approach to Stockpile Reduction. In the last decade, Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Serbia,
and Ukraine have experienced accidental explosions of their aging conventional munitions, destroying
infrastructure and causing milicary and civilian casualties. The amount of unexploded ordnance (UXO)
excess, and unscable munitions in our theater is grear and of serious concern. We are working wich the
Depattment of State, the federal lead for weapons removal and abatement, to enhance their recent
stockpile reduction initiative and address with a greater sense of urgency these stockpiles that are aging,
destabilizing, and exploding unintentionally. Together we want to preclude another incident chat would

threaten lives and decrease scability.
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TAKING CARE OF EUROPEAN COMMAND PERSONNEL

Quality of Life. Furopean Command is committed to supporting and maintaining a quality of
life for our assigned personnel commensurate to the nation we serve and defend. We also recognize that
forward deployed forces are better able to focus on the mission when their families are properly cared for
through quality living quarters, educational opportunities for their children, and medical care.

Deployment, Behavioval Health and Compasxian FatigueSupport. Protracted combat operations,
multiple deployments, insutficient dwell time and casnalries have critically inereased the immediate and
future demand for Behavioral Health Specialises for our service members and their families. Multiple
studies, for cxample the Department of Detense Mental Health Task Force, have identified the need for
increased behavioral health support to military and family members. Component commanders have
identified the need for additional behavioral health providers and technicians for European Command
military and family members.

As we continue to maintain mission readiness, our warriors and families require access to these
vital programs and services withour stovepipes in a stigma-free environment. A 360-degree review of
programs and the connecrion between at-risk indicators and catalysts is needed to eliminate gaps in
support. The goal is alignment of focused care-giver teams with corresponding indicator data systems to
ensure the health of our force and family.

Furopean Command community caregivers providing warfighter and family support continue to
show signs of stress, burnout and compassion fatigue. European Command, with funding from European
Regional Medical Command, contracted to develop and deliver a comprehensive compassion fatigue
program titled Providing Ourreach While Enhancing Readiness — Caring for the Caregiver, which focuses
on providing caregivers with rools and strategies to prevent the risk of burnou, scress and compassion

fatigue.



248

Dependent Education. The quality of the President’s school system, managed by the Department
of Defense Education Activity, is a major contriburor to the Quality of Life of European Command
members. European Command’s system is a benchmark for other school systems and we need your
continued support and funding to ensure we maintain high educational standards.

We continuc to work collaboratively with the Department of Defense Education Activity to
ensure funding for programs such as The Virtual School for our approximately 2,000 students in the
European Command region locaced in areas with no Department of Defence schools. Because funding
for educational sitpport in remote areas has not kept pace with new mission requircmcnts, we need your
support for this leading edge educational system for our youth. We arc now just beginning to see the
effect of nearly $100M to replace our schools, many of which are 1950s barracks. We must continue
funding this endeavor in future years.

We look forward to sustaining the recent accomplishments in Quality of Life and base
infrastructure. Taking care of people enhances readiness. In the short term, this includes ensuring the
capability of the community support basc to deploy Service members and support their families. In the

long term, it enables the military services to artract and retain the high quality force our mission demands.
} ghq Y

» As aconntry, I would hope ve keep our focus on our people, particilarly those who have been
wonnded, and theiy families, and the fansilies of the fallen. These aye people who have paid, in many
cases, the ultimate price. And I think we as a counsry mustvepay thar debr:

‘ADM Mike Mullen, Chairnian of the Joint Chiefs o(:Staﬁ',]uly 8,2009
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EUROPEAN COMMAND INFRASTRUCTURE AND LOGISTICS

As a large organization witch responsibilities spanning Europé, European Command has major
infrastructure and logistics responsibilities.

Theater Infrastructure. At enduring locations, we must continue to sustain and recapitalize our
infrastructure through responsible use of both the Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization program
and the Milicary Construction program. At non-enduring focations, we must optimize use of all available
tesources to ensure these installations remain fully mission effective until the installations are removed
from the inventory.

Thanks to strong Congressional support, previous annual Military Construction authorizations
and appropriations have enabled European Command to address a balanced mix of our most pressing
mission, mission support, quality of life, and housing rcquircmcnts. ‘The Kaiserslautern I\‘Iilitary
Community Housing project is nearing completion and is one of several showcase examples of the
impact that Military Construction program support has for our community. Continued support of these
investments will enable us to eliminate inadequate housing and this will pay dividends as we divest non-
enduring bases and consolidate our forees into more efficient communitics. European Command’s future
requirements will appear in our Theater Posture Plan and military construction requests.

Strategic Afability and Maneuver. Because facilitics and forces must be cEecrivcly linked,
dependable and available sealift, scrategic and tactical aidlifr, and ground wansportation systems are
essential elements of European Command’s straregy. The ficlding of the Joint High Speed Vessel and its
assignment to the region will significantly enhance our capability to deploy and transport forces along
sea lines of communication. The abilicy of the Joint High Speed Vessel rapidly to transport large volumes
of material will provide a critical engagement platform to support Military Partnership activities and

improve our ability to respond to potential contingencies such as non-combatant evacuation operations.
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European Command’s fleet of C-130s is currently undergoing an important upgrade from 17
older C-130F aircraft to 14 new, more capable C -130Js. The payload, capacicy, and range constraincs

of even thesc aircraft limic European Commands ability to rapidly deliver forces or matcricl across our

theater.

Strategic airlift is also an
important force enabler in the region.
Weapplaud the stand-up of the Stracegic
Airlift Consortium - Heavy Aidife
| Wing that commenced operations July
of 2009 at Papa Air Base, Hungary.

[ The wing operates three C-17 aircraft,

shared by a consortium of ten NATO
and two Partnership for Peace nations, and is the product of a groundbreaking building partner capacity
initiative that provides European Command with access to robust theater-based strategic lift capability.
European Command will continue to pursue increased organic lift capabilicy to enable the full range of
engagement and contingency activities.

European Command’ principal contribution to global logistics throughput in support of ongoing
operations is to the Central Commgnd region. For cxample, lines of communication and distribution
routing for logistics support through the European region should be able to supportall of the International
Security Assistance Force logistics requirements in the event other routes are unable to maintain the
required capacity. European Comm;u")d continually coordinates fogistics planning with Transportation
Command and the Defensc Logistics Agency as well as Central Command to ensure global air, sea and

land lines of communication are identified and maintained to support global operations.
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Pre-Positioned Equipment. Pre-positioncd cquipment reduces demands on the transporeation
system and appreciably shortens crisis response time by providing a scalable capability and enabling
the assembly of deploying forces with equipment already staged in the European Command’s region.
Continued support of the Services' Pre-positioncd War Reserve Mareriel programs also demonstrates
commitment through presenceand preservesa broad spectrum of response options, from that of traditional
crisis response through support of Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief. As we transition to
a more cxpeditionary posture, there is a heightened need for Pre-positioned War Reserve Materiel
equipment configured to support both kinetic and non-kinetic operations, positioned in strategically
flexible locations, and enablers such as the Joint High Speed Vessel. Exercising prepositioned stocks
also builds military partner capacity with allies and provides ready assets for units arriving in theater for
training/engagement and security cooperation missions.

All four Services maintain Pre-positioned War Reserve Materiel in the European Command’s
region, eicher on land or afloat. United States Air Forces, Europe maintains Pre-positioned War Reserve
Materiel at main operating bases within the cheater, wich centrally managed storage sites in Norway and
Luxembourg.  U.S. Marine Forces Europe maintains Marine Corps Pre-positioning Program-Norway
and assets afloat in the Mediterranean via Maritime Pre-positioned Force ships. United States Army
Europe maintains propositioned stocks via the Departmenr of the Army’s Heavy Brigade Combat Team
pre-positioned set at Camp Darby near Livorno, Iraly.

Pre-positioned War Reserve Materiel currently requires upgrade. Over two-thirds of the Marine
Corps’s Pre-positioning Program-Norway stocks were withdrawn in direce support of Operations IRAQI
FREEDOM and ENDURING FREEDOM. Army preposition stocks at Camp Darby have also been
reduced to support these operations as well as the International Security Assistance Force. We do not
expect this equipment to reset until at least 2015.

European Command is actively involved in Defense Department-led studies examining the
global disposition of Pre-positioned War Reserve Mareriel and is working to ensure that these studies

incorporate our strategic direction and operational requirements.
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NATO/SHATPE

“NATO continses to be the essential Trans-Atlantic forum for security consultations
among allies, Article 5 of the Washington-Treaty and collective defense, based on the
indivisibility of allied security, ave, andwill remain, the cornerstone of our Alliance”

- Declaracion on Alliance Security, the Heads of State and Government of
the North Atlantic Council in Strasbourg / Kehl on'4 April 2009

NATO has been the anchor of Trans-Atlantic security for more than 60 years ensuring che security
of its members, enhancing peace and stability throughour Earope, and countcring threats across the globe.
It is inescapable in any alliance thar differences will emerge, consensus becomes difficule, and perpetual
challenge makes members weary; thus making NATO's success that much more impressive, though not
surprising. The Alliance endurcs because the principles it defends arc timeless and the determination to
safeguard freedom is boundless.

In the relative comfort of this success, set against an extraordinary amount of post-Cold War
challenges, it would be tempting to address Enropean security as a less pressing macter. U.S. commicrment,
distinguished by force levels in Europe and leadership positions throughout the NATO command

structure, will remain a critical picce in Trans-Atlantic securiey in the 21st cencury.

< NATO' niost important days and most significant contributions
still lie ahead...”

s < GenJaimes Jones, 2006

The NATO Secretary General began a multi-faceted review of NATO's Strategic Concept with
an eye to the future—the results of which will ensure NATO continues being rclevane and responsive
to future security needs and clearly acknowledge thar its most significant contributions still lie ahead.
Thanks to the effores of former Scerctary of State Madeleine Albright and the 12-member Group of
Experts, who ac the request of the Secretary General are leading an exercise of reflection and consultation
among Allies, partner nations, NGO’ and others interested in the future of NATO, careful examination
of threat perceptions, future challenges to our security, and NATO role in meeting them is underway.
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Whatever the Alliance’s level of ambition, we need to align policy and resourcing simultaneously.
NATO does not maintain permanent forccs; as such, our ability to carry out operations is defined by the
armed forces the member nations develop and maintain. Regardless of the willingness of members to
contribute, the burden of deployed operations is, and will be, borne by those nations whose armed forces
are structured for expedicionary warfare.

NATO needs to be capable of making decisions that may defuse a erisis. There are an infinite
number of challenges we may face in the next decade and we must be ready to respond with appropriatc
capabiliry across the full spectrum. This does not mean we should be looking first for military solutions;
instead, we will require crearive work, unparalleled cooperation, and active parcnerships. Whatever the
solutions, there is no substitute for clear objectives and an honest commitment to achieve them,

“The Alliance is part of a broader system working on problems of peace, justice,
develgperent and humanitarian vesponse. Accordingly, we should draw a distinction

between what NATO must do and-what others can do - and between situations where
the Alliance must act-on its own and where a team approach is preferable.”

- Madeleine K. Albright at ;the 1st seminar on
NATO' Straregic Concept .-

Comprehensive Approach. Since the Riga Summit in 2006, NATO has become increasingly
committed to implementing a Comprehensive Approach towards crisis management. The miésion in
Afghanistan, in particular, has emphasised the necessicy to align security, governance, and development
activities to achieve holistic effect. Governance, development, and sccurity arc incxericably linked and
cannot succeed withour complementing each ‘other through the collaboration between military and
civilian agencies and organizarions. However, while the aspiration for a Comprehensive Approach is

noteworthy and the principle agreed universally, it is somewhar more difficult to realize.
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The principle of cooperation is

universally accepted, however, without
enlightened and firm  leadership,
will not be realized and optimal
: progress enjoyed. As the most widely
- accepted and legitimate incernational
organization, the United Nations
must be encouraged to take a greater
and more robust lead in a truly Comprehensive Approach. While there is cooperation on the ground
berween NATO, Security, Governance and Development organizations and agencies at national, regional
and global levels, senior United Nations leadership must act with determined resolve. 1 would encourage
our government to advocate for a High Commissioner who is willing to embrace the leadership necessary
to see this critical mission cthrough.

NATO-EU Relations. The European Union is another potential partner for NATO in its
Comprehensive Approach. However, political differences continue to hamper greater collaboration.
There is a genuine need to enhance NATOQ-EU cooperation, whether within or beyond the 2003 ‘Berlin
Plus’ framework. Currently, NATO and the Enropean Union may conduer parallel military and civilian
operations with no established or formalized mechanisms for coordination and cooperation. Field
commanders then resort to informal
but pragmatic ad hoc arrangements to
harmonize their missions. Although :
these arrangements are a means to an
end, they cannot fully harness the true
potential cffects of NATO-European

Union callaboration during all phases
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of crisis management. NATO and the European Union may offer capabilities thac are complementary
for addressing a given situation. The challenge is to find an appropriate mechanism for achjeving unity of
effort withour unnecessary duplication.

From a military perspective, we do our very best to collaborate both in terms of planning and
execution. However, we will not be able to deliver a complementary, holistic effect without high level
political agreement berween NATO and the European Union. While I am confident that NATO's
Secretary General and his European Union counterpare are doing their urmost to resolve the mater, it
will take time and patience before we reach a meaningful and efficient level of cooperation.

While paving the way to the future, NATO must balance the urgent with the importanc. Since its
first military intervention in 1995, NATO has been engaged in an increasingly diversc array of operations.
Today rough]y 100,000 military personnel arc engaged in NATO missions around the world, successfully
managing complex ground, air and naval operations in all types of environments.

Kosovo. Today, approximately 10,000 troops from NATO's Kosovo Force are deployed in Kosovo
to help maintain a safe and secure environment, preserving the peace that was enabled by NATO nearly
a decade carlier.  Following Kosovo's
declaration of independence on 17
February 2008, the Alliance reaffirmed
that KOSOVO FORCE shall remain
in Kosovo on the basis of UN Security
Council Resolution 1244, NATO

and KOSOVO FORCE will continue

to work with the authorities and will
cooperate with and assist the UN, the EU, in particular EULEX, the EU Rule of Law mission in Kosovo,
and other international actors, as appropriate, to supporte the further development of a stable, democratic,

multi-ethnic and peaceful Kosovo.
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NATO and Iraq. At the
'  Istanbul Summit in June 2004, the
allies rose above their differences and
s agreed to be part of the international
~cffort to help Iraq establish effective
and accountable security forces. The
outcome was the creation of the
NATO  Training Mission in lraq
(NTM-I), which to date has trained

over 14,000 Iragi security sector
personnel. NTM-Tis involved in police training, establishing and mentoving Iraq’s military academies,
and facilirating substantial equipment donations and regular out-of-country taining hosted by NATO
Allics. All NATO Allies contribute to the training cffort through deployment of trainers, provision of
equipmenc, or NATO's financial contributions. The Goverment of Iraq regularly praiscs NTM-I, and
continues to request its continuation and expansion.

ACTIVE ENDEAVOR. Under Operation ACTIVE ENDEAVOUR, NATO ships are
pacrolling the Mediccrrancan and monitoring shipping to help detect, deter, and protect against cerrorist
activity. The operation evolved out of NATO’s immediate response to the terrorist actacks against the
United States of 11 September 2001 and, in view of its success, is continuing. As the Alliance has refined
its counter-terrorism role in the intervening years, the experience that NATO has accrued in Active
Endeavour has given the Alliance unparalleled expertise in the deterrence of maritime terrorist activity in
the Mediterranean Sea. NATO forces have hailed over 100,000 merchant vessels and boarded 159 suspect

ships.

By conducting these maritime
operations against terrorist activity,
NATO’s presence in these waters has
benefited all shipping traveling through
the Straits. Moreaver, this operation
is also enabling NATO to strengthen
its relations with partner countries,
especially those participating in the :

Alliance’s Mediterranean Dialogue.
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Supporting the African Union. Well beyond the Euro-Atlantic region, the Alliance continues to
support the African Union (AU) in its peacckeeping missions on the African continent. Since Junc 2007,
NATO has assisted the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) by providing airlift suppore for
African Union peacekeepers. Following renewed African Union requests, the North Atlantic Council has
agreed to extend its support by periods of six months on several occasions. NATO also continues to work
with the African Union in identifying further areas where NATO could support the African Standby
Force. NATO's continuing support to the African Union is a testament to the Alliance’s commitment to
building partnerships and supporting peacekeeping and humanitarian efforts beyond the Euro-Atlantic
region.

Operation OCEAN SHIELD. Building on previous counter-piracy missions conducted by
NATO beginning in 2008 to protect World Food Program deliveries, Operation OCEAN SHIELD is
focusing on at-sca counter-piracy operations off the Horn of Africa. Approved on 17 August 2009 by the
North Atlantic Council, che current operation continucs to contribute to international efforts ro combac
piracy in the area. It is also offering, to regional states that request ir, assistance in developing their own
capacity to combat piracy activities.

NATO_Special Operations Forces. The US.led NATO Special Operations - Forces

Coordination Centre has continued to serve as a dynamic engine of transformation within the Alliance.
Asa resulc, in September 2009, the North Adantic Council approved its reorganization into the NATO
Special Operations Headquarters. The NATO Special Operations Headquarters, projected to be fully
operational in 2012, will continue to provide coordination, support, training, and cnabling functions
for NATO SOF, but will also fill a void in the Alliance’s crisis response options, establishing an assured,
rapidly deployable SOF command and control capability, by providing the core clements of a deployed
special operations headquarters. Evolving to a headquarters will better enable the synchronization of SOF
across the Alliance, enhance NATO SOF unity of effort, and provide Allied SOF with a multinational

out of area command and control capability.
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The NSHQ’s SOF Communications Network underpins allied and partner SOF collaboration
by providing an unprecedented vehicle for command, control, communications, and incelligence sharing
for networked operations. The NSHQ’s Special Operations Forces Fusion Cell (SOFFC) in Kabul,
Afghanistan is demonstrative of the operational impact among Allied and Partner SOF. This stakeholder
run enterprise, manned by some 40 personncl from 11 nations and several agencies, focuses on garnering
information from a multirude of allied and partner sources, fusing thar information with operational
requirements to produce and disseminate actionable intelligence to ISAF SOF Special Operations Task
Groups {SOTGs) and our Afghan partners.

The NSHQ is building enduring operational capabilities, collaborative policies and procedures,
and networked command, control, and communications mechanisms among NATO SOF. Collaborative
training and exercises reinforce this framework to ensure Allied and Pactner SOF are interoperable in
order to operate more effectively in designated combined operations well inco the future,

Afghanistan:

NATO’soperation in Afghanistan currently constitutes the Alliance’s most significant operational
commitment to date. America’s allies in NATQO have shared the risks, costs, and burdens of this mission.
They have contributed to International Security Assistance Force and the Afghan National Security
Forces, as well as significant non-military contributions.

The situation in Afghanistan today is complicated and challenging. As the President has stated,
Afghanistan is the epicenter of the violent extremism practiced by al Qaeda. For this reason, I strongly
support the President’s new strategy for Afghanistan and I will continue to work with our allies as we
all contribute to this challenge. Our allies have already contributed a great deal to this war, fighting,
bleeding, and dying side-by-side with our own troops. And many have commirced further contributions

following President Obama’s announcement, strengthening their resolve and parenership.

“This is not just America’s was, this is an Alliance mission...”

-~ NATO Sectetary General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen
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1 believe there are four areas in whiclh we must succeed in order to win in Afghanistan. First, we
must strike the right balance berween our civilian and military efforts. Success cannot be achieved solely
by the military. In addition to strong military and police forces to ensure security, Afghanistan needs a
credible government taking active, visible steps to show that it is stamping out corruption, improving
efhiciency and delivering necessary services to its people effectively. This is where concentrated civilian
efforts are needed the most, for it is they who have the expertise and credibility on topics such as rule
of law, economics, and agriculture — three areas that are critical to Afghanistan’s reconstruction and
development.

Second, if Afghanistan is to become a secure and stable narion, the Afghans themselves must be
at the center of this effort. Our allies must partner with Afghan security forces and civilian personnel o
mentot and develop their own capabilities to conduct these critical activities on their own. The Afghan
people must assume vesponsibilicy for the well-being of their country and they mast feel confident in their
own government's ability to provide basic security and services absent of corruption and eribal favoritism.

Third, strategic communication will be a key method of ensuring that the Afghans, as well as our
enemies, understand the Unired Stares and our allies are commiteed to a secure and stable Afghanistan.

Finally, the most important role that the military can play in this strategy is to increase the size
and capability of the Afghan National Security Forces {ANSF), through training and mentoring, to-be
able to rake the lead responsibilicy for securing their councry.

Again, the challenges facing Afghanistan today ate serious and complex. However, I am confident
thac the Afghan people will prevail. We have the right scrategy and resources in place to partner successtully
with the Afghans to develop their capacity to sclf-sccure,

A recent survey conducted in Afghanistan by the Afghan Center for Socio-Economic and
Opinion Research underscores how our strategy is indeed bringing us eloser to our goals in Afghanistan,
That survey revealed chat nearly three out of four Afghans interviewed expect things to be cither somewhat
betrer or much better in a year. That sentiment reflected a 51% improvement over the year prior and is

indicative of a spreading feeling of hope, not hopelessness.
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The survey also revealed that 85% of Afghans interviewed rate the work of Afghanistan present
government as either fair, good, or excellent, and nearly 90% also rated cheir provincial governments
as fair, good or cxccllent. Both the
Afghan National Police and the Afghan
National Army received an  §9%
approval raring, indicative that our
investments in training these sccurity

forces are paying off. 90% of Afghans

interviewed also said they would rather
have Afghanistan’s current government in place than the Taliban or another government and 69% said
they considered the Taliban the biggese danger to Afghanistan.

These are all good news indicators that validate our effort to pur the Afghan people at the center
of the cquarion in Afghanistan. We need to continue giving the Afghan people hope thar they are not
destined to live under the yoke of tyranny and offering them every opportunicy to live in an Afghanistan

with a fururc worthy of their sacrifices.

The menmbers of this command are of many nations working together in unity and harmony for
the cause that lics neavest our hearts today -- the preservation of peice

General Dwighe ID. Eisenhower, Ficst Supreme Allied Commiander Europe,
Statement tor Brirish Broadcasting Corporation Series “Atlauntic Alliance” February 1, 1952
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CONCLUSION

The Soldicrs, Sailors, Airmen, Marines, and civilians at European Command and Allied Command
Operations contribute to our national security cvcryday with their professiona] engagements with our
allies and partners. As we look forward to continued success, [ ask for vour continued support of these
men and women and their familics to ensure they receive the care and benefits they deserve.

Operationally, we must continuously strive to find Hexible authorities and funding mechanisms
to build the capacity of those partner nations willing co fight side-by-side wich us. This has become
increasingly important because of the recent surge in accivities in Afghanistan and che need to ger our
allies and partners more involved. Your continued support and expansion of authoritics like NDAA
Section 1206, particularly allowing their use for partner nation forces deploying to Iraq and Afghanismn,
has been absolutely pivotal in enabling our strategic efforts in the European theater. With these programs,
we are able to provide our allics and partners wich the training and equipment necessary to achieve
inceroperabilicy with our own forces engaged in on-going overseas contingency operations. They will
€ bc able to arrive in chearer better prepared to assume the
responsibilities they have committed cheir forces ro underrake,
= further reducing the risk of injury and loss of life.
Furthermore, our efforts to fulfill this short-term rask of
' buildingenduring capability are vital to ensuring the long-term
stability and securicy of Europe. In addition to increasing the
contributions of our allics and partncrs to operations outside
Europe, building partner capacicy allows us to make significant
progress toward achieving strategic objectives within the

I AOR. For example, we have been able to conducr securicy
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sector reform assessments in Albania, an inter-agency effore critical to integrating Balkan countries in
the European community. We also have numerous programs targeted at countering the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction throughour the theater such as the Proliferation Security Initiative and the
Global Initiacive to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. But we cannot stop there, With greater flexibilicy, these
authoritics can achieve greater strategic goals in support of our theater and national objectives.

European Command and Allied Command Operations serve as important links between
the United States and our friends in Europe, effectively “bridging” the Atlantic. We are building and
strengthening relations with our European pareners that will help us ensure the security of the United

States at home and abroad.

Our friends bave fought and bled and died alongside us in Afghanistan. And now,
we must come together to end this war successfully. For what'’s at stake is not simply
a test of NATO’s credibility -- what's at stake is the security of our allies, and the

common security of the world.

President Obama, 1 December 2009

STRONGER TOGETHER”

ila t.l e / :
uropean Command
i Dot TopediT
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Mr. EDWARDS. Admiral, thank you. Thank you for your leader-
ship, your kind comments. And I know we know on this sub-
committee who the real heroes are, and they are the men and
women you are representing, and we appreciate that.

I do not know what Mr. Wamp’s timetable is, so why don’t we
begin with Zach? Why don’t you start the questions?

Mr. WAMP. Yes, and thanks for your courtesy.

Mr. EDWARDS. And if you need to go a little bit longer, because
you might not have a second round, that is okay.

Mr. WAMP. You are a trouper, Mr. Chairman. I really appreciate
your courtesy. And I know we are in different parties, but you sure
are a fair person.

FRANCE

We talked a little bit, Admiral, in our office about France, be-
cause we went through this period in this country where even in
this very building they tried to change the name of our potatoes.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right. I remember that.

Mr. Wamp. We have been through this cycle, but you and I
talked about how that has improved as well. I want you to kind
of expound on that today:

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. WAMP [continuing]. Because that is an important long-term
relationship, which I think, listening to you, is improving.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, thank you.

You mentioned this building where freedom fries for a period of
time replaced french fries. It was also in this building that Presi-
dent Nicolas Sarkozy came and spoke in front of this Congress and
gave, I thought, a superb speech about the depth of the relation-
ship between the United States and France, our oldest ally, the na-
tion who came to our succor in the 1700s and really helped us find
our way to independence, the nation from which the intellectual
underpinnings of the Revolution came from Locke and Rousseau.

Sarkozy’s speech drew that forward to the present and did two
very fundamental things about security. And one was he pledged
a return to NATO by France, a full return. NATO has had a rela-
tionship with France where they sat outside of the military struc-
ture, of the command structure of NATO for many, many years
after Charles de Gaulle pulled them out.

President Sarkozy committed in his speech to Congress and then
followed up with bringing France fully back into this alliance, so
now France is politically, militarily and operationally engaged
across the board with us.

Secondly, President Sarkozy pledged France’s support in our ef-
forts, our collective alliance efforts, in Afghanistan. And the French
contribution in Afghanistan has been significant. They have over
2,000 troops there. They have taken significant casualties. They
stand shoulder to shoulder with us.

I believe that President Sarkozy has delivered on the promises
that he made here in front of the Congress, and I believe that as
we go forward, this relationship will continue to deepen with
France as they become more fully engaged in the NATO side of the
house.
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GEORGIA

Mr. WAMP. Your easternmost territory we discussed is Georgia.
And I was just there a year and a half ago with part of the Hel-
sinki Commission, our delegation in Astana, Kazakhstan. At that
time through that OSCE meeting, there was great concern in Geor-
gia about too much fatherlike involvement in Georgia by Russia,
much like the days of the USSR.

I want you to speak to the security issues in Georgia. I know the
underlying issue is oil still, but how much is Georgia threatened
in terms of security from your standpoint because of their constant
relationship with Russia?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think the Georgians and I have had high-
level conversations with my opposite numbers and other interlocu-
tors in Thilisi. The Georgians remain extremely concerned about
pressure from Russia. They are very concerned from their perspec-
tive. The Russian presence in two parts of what they perceive as
Georgian territory are a very real ongoing concern for them.

What we are doing to ameliorate that concern is working with
the Georgian military in very sensible, appropriate ways. And I
will give you a couple of examples, if I may.

First and foremost, the Georgians have recently committed to
sending 800 troops to Afghanistan, which is a terrific contribution,
and puts them near the very top of all nations in terms of troop
contributions on a per capita basis, because their population, as
you know, is quite small.

So we have U.S. Marines from U.S. European Command are over
training these 800 Georgians in counterinsurgency, counter IED,
preparing them for what they will face in Afghanistan. That gives
them a real sense of confidence and helps them as they look at
their security challenges going forward.

Secondly, we conduct through our state partnership program—
and I am smiling slightly, because the state partner for Georgia is
Georgia—and the Georgia National Guard is doing a terrific job in
the Republic of Georgia, doing the kind of normal military to mili-
tary training that we offer any of the republics in Europe.

So I think we are working very hard to show our friendship and
our balance. Vice President Biden went through Georgia recently.
I have visited Thilisi. We have an ongoing program to demonstrate
friendship and security with our friends in Georgia, who do feel
concerned by pressure from Russia.

Mr. WaMP. What is your schedule to get into all of the countries
under your command?

AREA OF FOCUS

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I have been in command for 9 months. I have
visited 37 countries. I have a total of 51 countries that are in the
area that we focus on in European Command. And I anticipate
having visited all of them by approximately 1 year into my tour,
which is a very, a very aggressive schedule.

But it is extremely worth doing, because as we all appreciate,
personal contact trumps everything. You can write messages. You
can send e-mails. You can cut videos. You can phone people. But
personal contact trumps everything.
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Mr. WAMP. Are the leaders of those countries aware that you are
the first admiral ever in charge of European Command?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. They are, and to some of them it is quite per-
plexing. They are almost literally taken aback to see an admiral
walk into the room. And I have had several kind of amusing con-
versations about it.

Probably the most amusing conversation I had about it was—this
may surprise you—it was President Karzai in Afghanistan, who
just could not quite understand why an admiral would be in charge
of NATO. Of course, Afghanistan’s a landlocked country, and so
when I met with him, we had to go several rounds and kind of
have that conversation, but I am happy to report they all seem sat-
isfied when I am done chatting with them.

Mr. Wamp. How did you speak?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Well, speaking is a relative term, but I have
a good working knowledge of Spanish, of French, studying Por-
tuguese. My Greek is passable, and English is reasonable.

BALKANS

Mr. WaMP. One last question. With the Balkans, what kind of
presence do we have in places like Macedonia and Albania that are
really doing well and show great promise in terms of these emerg-
ing democracies? And how much capital do we have, the United
States military there?

Admiral STAvVRIDIS. Well, this is really a good news story in my
opinion. If we look at the Balkans in the 1990s, the mid-1990s, we
can all recall those days. There is almost a classic book about it
called "Balkan Ghosts” by Robert Kaplan. The Balkans were
aflame in the mid-1990s. There were massacres, bitter hatreds. We
heard things on the news like they had been killing each other for
centuries, and they always will. It was difficult to see a path for-
ward in the Balkans.

Yet today, to your excellent point, we see vibrant democracies
emerging. We have no active war fighting in progress. We certainly
have political tension in Bosnia. We have tension between Serbia
and the breakaway republic of Kosovo.

But countries like Slovenia, Croatia, Montenegro, Macedonia, Al-
bania—these are all nations with strong, growing economies, very
capable small security forces that we are working with. And I point
in particular to Albania and Croatia, who just joined NATO.

I think we have every possibility of seeing Macedonia come into
NATO when it can resolve the main dispute that it currently faces
with dGreece, which is an administrative issue that must be cor-
rected.

And I think over time we will see what are called MAP pro-
grams, which are the start of membership action plans, for Bosnia,
eventually for Kosovo. I do not think Serbia is beyond the pale, so
overall I am very pleased with the progress.

How much U.S. capital is involved—and here is the other part
of the good news—in the mid-1990s we had between 20,000 and
30,000 troops in Bosnia and in Kosovo. Today we have only 1,500
troops in all of the Balkans. Our allies have stepped up, and we
see over 10,000 allied troops that are helping maintain the peace
here and there. But this is in a place where the allies have more
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than pulled the weight. We have been very much a part of the
equation, and we are seeing real success.

And I must say, sir, as I look at Afghanistan, you know, it gives
me hope that these kinds of problems can be met and faced and
i)vercome when coalitions come together to work on these chal-
enges.

Mr. Wamp. Thank you, Admiral.

Thank you, Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Zach.

Sam, in English or Spanish, Sam Lejos.

Mr. FARR. Samuelito, I hope.

Thank you, Admiral, for coming. I want to echo the thoughts of
Mr. Wamp, and add that it is a good thing you are not running for
governor of Tennessee

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I do not think I would have much chance on
that one.

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

Mr. FARR. I am really impressed with your ability to bring these
interagency partners.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Thank you.

Mr. FARR. I think the next growth is going to be in collaboration
and consolidation. I think the old stovepipes, just giving me what
you gave me last year, we cannot do that anymore. We do not have
enough money to do that.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, right. I agree.

Mr. FARR. We are going to have to have a better collaboration.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right.

Mr. FARR. What I think is remarkable about your collaboration
is not only collaborating with the services, which is not always
easy, but the collaboration with the rest of the federal overseas
agencies. And your statement points out all that, and particularly
in selecting as your deputy an ambassador, Ambassador Kate
Canavan

Admiral STAVRIDIS. She is terrific. Yes, she is terrific.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. And establishing this interagency direc-
torate.

My question is is this done in other commands, or is this just in
the EUCOM?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, it is going on in other commands. In fact,
at U.S. Southern Command there was in the 2006, 2007 timeframe
a very substantive reorganization along interagency lines. U.S. Af-
rica Command, which the Congress approved several years ago——

Mr. FARR. That was a great hearing.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, put General Ward—yes, yes, I bet you
did. And

Mr. FARR. We were excited. This committee was very——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I know that. And the support of this com-
mittee has been fundamental to Africa Command, and Africa Com-
mand is built from the ground up as an interagency command, and
that is exactly the right approach to take in that continent.

At U.S. European Command, as you mentioned, I am taking a
number of steps, including a civilian ambassador deputy, elevating
to a high level a directorate that focuses on interagency. And I am
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also—and I think this is important, too—it is the international, the
interagency, and it is also private-public. It is starting to under-
stand how the private-public mechanisms can work.

How can we coordinate the good work of, say, the Gates Founda-
tion in Africa handing out malarial nets with the work of USAID
building schools with the work of DOD training police forces and
doing security and building the clinic? I mean, all those things
need to be harmonized in some way. So at U.S. European Com-
mand, we are putting a small number of people to focus on this pri-
vate-public connection in addition to the interagency.

I know Pacific Command is looking at some of these things, and
I do not know for a fact, but my guess is the other combatant com-
mands are moving in this direction as well, based on conversations
I had with my peers.

Mr. FARR. Well, I know the committee is supposed to be focusing
on building, you know, capital outlay. But we are also very inter-
ested in mission. And one of the things that I picked up in your
testimony that really struck me is—and you have said it many
times—about international security.

What we only hear about here is homeland security. You would
think that we are the only country in the world when we try to go
and fortress America——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. So that if there are problems offshore, you
know, it does not happen to us. But if we are going to have a global
war on terrorism, then it has got to be global partners.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Mr. FARR. And in the long run, where it comes back to this com-
mittee as those partnerships are developed, it seems to me we will
have to have less and less personnel established overseas.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right.

Mr. FARR. We pointed out in Kosovo and in the Balkans we are
down to a thousand military personnel.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, right.

Mr. FARR. I think that is really exciting. It is something that we
in the long term did not think about. As we were positioning our-
selves around the world, how do we get that international sharing
policy

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, I agree.

Mr. FARR. We are not going to have to build everything. Maybe
we share them with them.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, right.

Mr. FARR. Maybe we integrate with them or something.

COST SHARING AND EFFICIENCIES

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right. Yes, sir. And I think, actually, NATO
is a pretty good example of this. We have shared joint facilities
that are built by using shared funds, and that is—that infrastruc-
ture side of it is—one path to finding efficiencies and sharing mech-
anisms.

Another one is actually sharing equipment. And I will give you,
I think, a good example, that we build these C—17 aircraft here in
the United States, very capable cargo airplane. A consortium of
NATO nations and a few non-NATO nations have come together
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and bought a group of these C-17s and created what we call the
Heavy Airlift Wing. It is based in Papa, Hungary. It is flown by
17 different nations, international crews. We used this Heavy Air-
lift Wing to fly supplies from Europe to Haiti after the earthquake.
It is a perfect example of what you are talking about.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Did not we right after 9/11 ask the NATO
airlift to come and——

Admiral StavriDIS. We did, and they did. And there was NATO
for the first time in its history activated what is called Article 5
based on the attack against the United States and responded.

So this kind of international sharing can be infrastructure, build-
ing kinds of things. It can be equipment, and it—certainly, we have
seen many examples of where we operate together. But I think it
is in the—as you imply, sir, it is the construction of real facilities
and the sharing of equipment that I think has true potential for
exploration as a shared enterprise.

Mr. FARR. Well, I am time limited, but I really hope we can talk
more about this.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. FARR. I think this is actually the nuts and bolts of global war
on terrorism.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, I do, too.

Mr. FARR. It is this shared responsibility.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I could not agree more.

Mr. FARR. Observing capacity——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. FARR. If we can get into a country with a civilian group
ahead of time, with this new stabilization reconstruction civilian
corps, as you and I talked about.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, I agree. And if I could, we talked earlier
about Colombia. I mean, I think the efforts of the United States in
Colombia serve as a very good example of this, of sharing responsi-
bility in that region in ways that have helped Colombia emerge in
a very positive direction. And I think we can apply those lessons
in other parts of the world.

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Sam.

Ander.

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just to follow up on some of the interagency discussion, I just
came back from Afghanistan this weekend, and it seems to me, I
mean, our new strategy there to clear and then hold and build is
just right up the alley of this interagency.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is, yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW. After spending a good bit of the morning with
General McChrystal hearing the military part, and then we spent
the afternoon with a lot of the agencies, USAID, State Department.
And, you know, I got the impression that integration, you know,
had not really happened, probably like it happened in the Southern
Command when you had the time to kind of put it together.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right.



269

Mr. CRENSHAW. But it seems to me it is awfully, awfully impor-
tant, particularly in a situation like that where that is a new strat-
egy. And I would love to hear just—I know in, I guess, Haiti was
a great example, because it was not just—you did not just until
there was a problem, but all the planning that went into that inter-
agency aspect, that you hear nothing but good reports about how
particularly the Navy was able to kind of move in with everybody
else.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH

Mr. CRENSHAW. What are some of the lessons you learned? You
know, the Southern Command, as you take it kind of into the Euro-
pean Command, do you—for instance, are there enough people in
Europe to—you know, these other agencies, are there enough folks
to kind of begin that integration?

What are your plans there based on what you learned about, be-
cause you really were a leader in the Southern Command, as you
point out, whether it is Haiti or whether it is Colombia. How do
you see it playing out in Europe?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Well, let me stay on the example of Afghani-
stan, because I think I can answer the questions asked in that re-
gard. In NATO what I am seeking to push is what we are calling
a comprehensive approach. And a comprehensive approach means
bringing together all the elements of capability, not only just the
military, because in the end in Afghanistan we are not going to de-
liver security from the barrel of a gun. We just are not going to do
that.

We have got to have the military piece, but the economic, the po-
litical, the anti-corruption, the cultural, all those pieces have to
come together. So the question becomes how do you do that? How
do you integrate all those things?

The first thing you do, it is just like if you want to build a wall,
the first thing you do is you collect up the bricks, right? So in Eu-
rope there are tremendous capabilities. Think of them as bricks.

There is the Guarda Civil in Spain, their quasi-military, quasi-
police force that is very capable of counter narcotics work. There
is the Gendarmerie in France, who are similar, the Italian
Carabinieris. Each of those nations have very real, slightly dif-
ferent capabilities in the governance and the counter narcotics
piece, so you kind of grab those bricks.

Then you would say to yourself, okay, what countries are particu-
larly good at agriculture? Who can provide the kind of farming
technology? Well, number one is the United States of America,
NATO partner. So we have gone out to our state partnership play-
ers, our Guard, like the Florida Guard, and we find the farmers
who have the type of capability who are in the Guard who can
come. So that is another stack of those kind of agriculture bricks,
et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.

So now the question becomes how do you create that wall? How
do you build that comprehensive approach? And I think the answer
is in Afghanistan what we are working through is creating—we al-
ready have a very strong military structure, obviously, so we are
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seeking to create a strong parallel civilian structure that can go
alongside it.

So when you were in Afghanistan, did you meet Ambassador
Mark Sedwill? He is brand new in his job. He was the British am-
bassador to Afghanistan, just a deeply experienced British dip-
lomat, speaks Farsi, speaks Dari, speaks Pashtun, speaks Arabic,
and was serving as the British ambassador in Afghanistan. The
NATO secretary-general asked him to become Stan McChrystal’s
opposite number at the civilian level.

So now we have got McChrystal and Ambassador Sedwill, and
we are populating down underneath Ambassador Sedwill to get
that civil-military balance right, because I think that is one of the
four crucial things we have to do in Afghanistan.

So in terms of how did I and others evolve those ideas, it came
very much from my experiences in Latin America and the Carib-
bean in trying to ruralize that. You can have all the military power
in the world, but at the end of the day you will not solve the prob-
lem in a reconstruction stabilization kind of world.

AFGHANISTAN

Just to close out on Afghanistan, if we look at that civil-military
balance as one of four really important things, the other three, I
think, are worth mentioning. One is putting the people of Afghani-
stan at the center of gravity, protecting them, convincing them that
we in the coalition are here to protect them. As Stan McChrystal
says, we cannot kill our way out of this insurgency. We have got
to protect our way out of it by protecting the Afghan people so they
join with us.

The third thing that is incredibly important is strategic commu-
nication. This is explaining what we are doing to the people of Af-
ghanistan as well as to the people in our own nations.

And the fourth thing, and this gets into MILCON in Europe, is
training the Afghan security forces. You know, we all know the ex-
pression all politics are local, but in the end all security is local.
And so we have to train the Afghans. And to do that, we can use
U.S. European Command as a kind of a training platform, and we
use our ranges in Germany to train these OMLeTs and POMLeTs,
which are operational mentoring and leadership teams that go into
Afghanistan, partner with the Afghans, train them, and bring them
capably into operations.

So that is a long answer, but I think it illustrates the complexity
and also your point, sir, bringing all of these things together is the
way forward in Afghanistan and really in all of these 21st century
security climates.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And it is probably it is complicated by the fact
that there is a military operation going on

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Oh, my gosh, yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW [continuing]. As opposed to kind of working with
a country, you know, apart from that, because I think as you point-
ed out, and I think General McChrystal was very clear that, you
know, it is the military part is never easy, but they just come back
from Marja and the first thing that happened is that some of the
Afghan the police came in and started looting all the stalls in
Marja. And the first thing you got to do is say
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Admiral STAVRIDIS. That is not how we do it. Exactly.

Mr. CRENSHAW [continuing].—That is not going to be, and I am
going to change that. And I think that is kind of the face of Af-
ghanistan is those local police, and right now they are very corrupt,
and that is all changing because we are training those folks.

And then you got the piece that you are talking about. It is kind
of a longer horizon.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Exactly.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And when you are in the middle of a military op-
eration, it is hard to get on the same wavelength, so this is we are
in Marja today. We are going to Kandahar.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. We are.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And the other folks that are building, they got
a little longer view.

Admiral STavRIDIS. Exactly.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And so they did not have the luxury of kind of
getting the kind of plan that—but I think what you did in the
Southern Command, I think, is very clear, that that is the future.
And I know that that is what they are working on as well.

Can I just ask one other question?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

MISSILE DEFENSE

Mr. CRENSHAW. Just about Europe. You know, the missile de-
fense that we talked a lot about here, because we were going to
provide the funds, and that went on for 2 or 3 years, land-based,
Czech Republic and Poland.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Poland.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And then the president kind of changed that due
to, you know, kind of be sea-based with the Navy.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And I just wondered a couple of things. I mean,
the bad side—let me ask you did you get a negative fallout, you
know, from, you know, as your position as supreme allied com-
mander, but on the other hand, were there some benefits that you
think will come out of that? So, you know, maybe you would talk
about both sides of that.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure. I would love to.

To be honest—and, of course, I will be always completely honest
and in any circumstance—I have not seen any negative fallout from
the change of the decision at my level, certainly at the military to
military chief of defense level.

I have read stories in the newspaper that said some of the polit-
ical leadership in Poland or the Czech Republic had some concern,
but I have found that since the phased adaptive approach, the new
approach that the president put forward, has been briefed, it has
been enthusiastically welcomed by all of the partners, both those
who were engaged and some new partners.

Example: Assistant Secretary of State Ellen Tauscher, who is
charged with negotiating these agreements, went to Romania about
a month and a half ago, had a detailed briefing to explain the sys-
tem there, and the prime minister immediately convened its na-
tional Security Council and then immediately convened the Con-
gress and voted and passed it and accepted it within 2 hours of the
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briefing. So I think there is a high degree of enthusiasm for the
new system.

On the sea-based side of it, I have been lucky enough to com-
mand several ships that carry that system, the Aegis system, and
many of which were based, of course, in Mayport, Florida, and it
is an extremely capable system technologically. And I am very con-
fident that it will be adaptive. We will be able to advance the tech-
nology, eventually move ashore even, and use it for a holistic mis-
sile defense in Europe.

So I must say I am a supporter of the phased adaptive approach,
and I think the Europeans are as well.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Do you think you will forward deploy some of the
ships, or are they a normal deployment?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think at this point I would say normal de-
ployment will be sufficient would be my guess. I would not preclude
at some point looking to create efficiencies by forward basing some
of the ships, but I have seen no detailed planning in that direction
at this point.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Admiral, before I ask a couple of direct MILCON
questions, please just put in perspective the troubles of some of our
major NATO allies.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

NATO ALLIES

Mr. EDWARDS. It seems like in times past I have been somewhat
surprised when I think about the size of the U.S. military relative
to that. Some of our European allies’ military forces are so much
smaller. Could you take the top five in terms of size NATO allies?
What size active duty military do they have?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Well, in very round numbers—and we will
provide for the record for you the exact numbers——

[The information follows:]

1. TULKEY oottt 500,000
2. Germany ... 253,000
3. France .......cccccvvvvvvvvvvnnnnns .... 240,000
4 TBALY oo 190,000
5. UK ettt 176,330
TOLAL i 1,359,330

Mr. EDWARDS. Sure.

Admiral STAVRIDIS [continuing].—But in very round numbers, if
the U.S. military runs sort of a million overall, I would say that
if you took the top five NATO partners, it would be just over one
million.

Mr. EDWARDS. The top five?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, top five.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great Britain, for example, just approximately,
because really——



273

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Great Britain, yes, approximately 176,000 or
so.

Mr. EDWARDS. How about France and—and Germany?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. France has 240,000 Germany has 253,000.

MILCON COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH MOVE OF BRIGADE COMBAT TEAMS
(BCTS)

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Okay. Good. Thank you for that.

I want to ask about the QDR and the impact of the decision on
military construction that we will have a corps headquarters and
two brigades that that previously had

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Planned to come, right.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing].—Our move back to CONUS. Do we
have some idea of what the cost of that is going to be in the near
future?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Well, first of all, in the near future there will
not be any cost. As I look out probably in 2015 and on, maybe 2016
and on, I could envision a world where in order to support the four
as opposed to the two that we thought we would be supporting at
that point, we might be in the world of less than $100 million per
year in additional military construction.

Would you say that is fair, Andy?

REAR ADMIRAL BROWN. Yes, sir, for family housing, things like
that. It might not include things like commissaries other agencies
might put in.

Mr. EDWARDS. $100 million a year for how many years?

REAR ADMIRAL BROWN. For five or so——

Mr. EDWARDS. So maybe half a billion dollars.

REAR ADMIRAL BROWN. For over the 2015, 2016 and 2020——

Mr. EDWARDS. Infrastructure.

REAR ADMIRAL BROWN. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is the fact that you would not start till 2015, is
that driven by just budget constraints?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. No, sir, not at all. It is the conditions of the
facility and the fact that as we were planning on withdrawing the
two BCTs, and if we do not withdraw those two BCTs, they are ob-
viously in housing and their families are in housing, and so the ad-
ditional bill would be the fact that we had not expected them to
be here in the out years. But in the near term I would not antici-
pate a great deal of cost.

Let me caveat that by saying we did not know until the QDR
came out a couple of months ago that that decision might be turned
around. And I would emphasize, as you did, Mr. Chairman, it says
pending the completion of the NATO strategic concept and the De-
partment of Defense global defense posture review focused on Eu-
rope. Pending the completion of those two, the two extra brigades
will stay in Europe.

The way I read that is we have a NATO strategic concept, and
we have a Department of Defense review that will take place, and
when those are completed, then presumably we will have a final
recommendation from the secretary of defense at that point. So we
are now——

Mr. EDWARDS. It could be fewer.




274

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I do not think it will be less than two, but
conceivably I suppose it could be, sir, but as I just kind of look in
my crystal ball, I would say it will be four, three or two.

And again, our planning, because we plan on sort of a worst-case
from a facilities perspective, worst-case being they stay in place, we
have to support the most number of people, I do not see near-term
bills, but I see bills in the range of what I mentioned. We are work-
ing to refine those, and we will get back to you with the best guess-
es we have, I would say within 30, 60 days.

Mr. EDWARDS. Good. Thank you.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

INADEQUATE HOUSING

Mr. EDWARDS. One standard question I like to ask every witness
before our subcommittee on military construction issues is how
many inadequate barracks and how many inadequate family
houses do you have under your command based on DOD stand-
ards?

And frankly, I am glad to see DOD finally—and I really salute
OSD for this—finally coming up with a standardized process for de-
termining each. You know, the Army had one definition of inad-
equate, the Navy another, and some of those definitions were, I
think, really suspect. I think previously the Navy had said if you
spent $50,000 improving a family home, then it is an adequate
home, regardless of whether you ever spent a dime.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. But so I like the fact that we have a new standard
across the board. Have you had time to review Q1,2,3 and 4 in
terms of house comparison?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, I will defer to Andy, if he has a number
on that. What is sort of in my head intuitively, based on traveling
around my region and looking at things, is 20 percent.

Mr. EDWARDS. About 20 percent.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. And I hasten to say that is an intuitive an-
swer, and I will be glad to——

Rear Admiral BROWN. We try not to put anybody in an inad-
equate house, so really it is maybe more of a question of the house
needs to be upgraded to bring it up to the higher standards that
other houses are at, because you come across housing where there
are haves and have not families. Although it is adequate, it is still
not to the standard of other houses, so those are the ones that we
are trying to get our arms around right now. It is okay to—it is
by their quality standards you could put a family there, but they
are still not at the standards of today.

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. You also see an——

Oh, go ahead, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have—I think one definition has been Q3
and Q4. Can you give me just a ballpark number? If you need to
sharpen the pencil and get back to the committee in writing, that
is okay, but just in broad numbers, let us just talk about family
housing. How many family houses do you have under your com-
mand?
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Rear Admiral BROWN. Over the fit-up plans that we have right
now, we will take care of the Q3 and 4.

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes, but how many today? I just—each year I
want to say as of this date, how many, so that 12 months from now
when I say of this date

Rear Admiral BROWN. How many inadequate homes we have.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Figure out if we——

Rear Admiral BROWN. I do not have a number.

Mr. EDWARDS. And that is okay. If you do not have it, if you
could provide it.

Rear Admiral BROWN. I could get that. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

Our components have made vast improvements to their family housing facilities
over the past several years. In fact, U.S. Naval Forces Europe currently has no in-
adequate housing in its inventory. While we have made progress, the command-wide
inventory still includes a number of inadequate units. U.S. Air Forces in Europe has
approximately 2,300 inadequate units in its inventory; however, more than a thou-
sand of these are slated for disposal over the next two years. U.S. Army Europe also
has a significant number of inadequate units in its inventory. While we are unable
to provide exact numbers at this time, U.S. Army Europe is conducting a theater-
wide review of its housing facilities. Accordingly, we will be in a better position to

provide a complete count of inadequate housing units in Europe no later than 15
May 2010.

Mr. EDWARDS. But would you think the 20 percent?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir, more or less.

1\{1{1".? EpwARDS. Does that apply to both family houses and to bar-
racks?

Rear Admiral BROWN. The barracks are coming along probably
a little bit faster.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, 10 percent on those.

Rear Admiral BROWN. We are trying to get to the one-plus-one
standard, and over the fit-up that will take care of the one-plus-
one for the most part, but then we—so that gets to our capacity
question for one-plus-one. But then we need to go back to the qual-
ity side of the equation, which is what I need to capture next.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Rear Admiral BROWN. The quality of those

Mr. EDWARDS. If you could, because I think it has been an inter-
est of the subcommittee for a long time to take a look at our over-
seas quality of life issue, because you are not in a member’s con-
gressional district.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, we really appreciate that.

Rear Admiral BROWN [continuing]. The one-plus-one I would say
we are about 80 percent there now. But some of it depends on how
many people. Usually before they deploy, they will have 115 per-
cent soldiers on station so that that would not be accommodated,
so sometimes you will have two people in a room.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Rear Admiral BROWN. But normally, they are about 80 percent
that can accommodate one-plus-one.

Mr. EpwARDS. Okay. Well, if you could get us those numbers,
and then we will just see, you know, next year——

Admiral StAvrIDIS. Track it.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. I would ask the same question—

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.
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Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. And see what kind of track we are
on.
Rear Admiral BROWN. Absolutely.

DOD SCHOOLS

Mr. EDWARDS. One other question in this round, and then we
will go back to Mr. Crenshaw. One of the things that I am very
proud of on this subcommittee on is 2 years ago we put in our re-
port a requirement for DOD to look at the DOD schools in Europe.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. And apparently it came back where the picture
was not a pretty one.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. And I salute the Secretary of Defense and all
those involved in saying this is a serious problem. Our families and
children deserve better than this.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. We need to deal with this. Can you take a few mo-
ments

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I can.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. And just tell me how bad is the situa-
tion right now in terms of percentage of schools that do not meet
whatever standards we set. And then I know you are committing
a lot of resources to it. What kind of timeline are we looking at re-
solving that?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sir, thank you. First of all, I want to preface
it, as I mentioned to you, whenever our soldiers, sailors, airmen or
Marines get a set of orders to go to in your area, in my experience
the first thing they ask is how are the schools. It is just I think
we all appreciate that as parents. Every time we move, the first
thing we want to know is what kind of a school is little Julia
Stavridis going to go into?

You are absolutely correct. The schools in Europe were not at the
standard that we should have maintained them in the Department
of Defense. And I think the numbers are that we had in the Q3
and 4, which is the bottom quadrants, if you will, almost 70 per-
cent of the schools. Yes, sir.

I think globally for DOD DE education, I think only 40 percent
or so, so Europe was not only bad, but compared to the rest of the
world, it had been simply allowed to atrophy for a variety of rea-
sons. I was not here, and I cast no aspersions on folks before me.
I know everyone has tried hard to do this.

The good news is I have in front of me here the proposed DOD
school plan. You were very generous with us in fiscal year 2010.
We are asking for three schools in 2011, three schools in 2012, and
we have a plan that gets us well moving forward, I think, in a well-
paced manner. And it selects the schools that need the help the
soonest and puts them in the front of the queue.

A lot of work has gone into this, and I would certainly solicit the
support of the committee on this, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Now, what kind of a timeframe do we have to
solve this problem?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think we would sort of solve as in move all
of the schools up into a higher quadrant by fiscal year 2013 under
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this program, so over the next 3 or 4 years. And the dollar amounts
are indicated here, and I can give you this for the record.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have some ballpark on the total dollar
amounts over that time period?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Two hundred, 150, 220, 300, 525 out through
fiscal year 2014. Now, that includes fiscal year 2010, which you are
not looking at anymore, but it—looking forward strictly—would be
250, 5, 50 billion, about a billion four.

Mr. EDWARDS. About a billion three.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. That is quite a commitment, but I am glad.
I mean, I just cannot imagine how I would feel if I have served my
country as people have under your command and then my kids are
going in a school that is dilapidated and—what is it? Are they old?
Are they undersized?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. All the above. And I mean old. There is a lot
of great difficulty. I just walked through one of the schools in Bel-
gium, and it just—I do not think anybody would be happy with
their child in that school. I do not want to name it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Let me ask about that. I am not here to cast as-
persions on anyone either. We have been at war since——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. In this last decade. And you have to
put those priorities to the war fighters——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. And that has to become the first pri-
ority above all others, but how did that kind of a serious problem
get that bad? Something had to have broken in the chain of com-
mand. Somebody should have that responsibility over that.

And, you know, we will take some responsibility for that as well,
but somebody should have raised a red flag and said this is a prob-
lem. We have to deal with it. Was it just a wartime footing?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. That would be my guess. I know that all of
my predecessors have focused very hard on quality of life, and in
the course of perhaps not putting dollars into schools, I suspect, I
do not know, but dollars were probably put into clinics or dollars
were put into housing, and there are only so many dollars. And
now we are at this point where the schools really need the help,
and now that is really a top priority for us.

But I think in the good news category, as I look around U.S. Eu-
ropean Command with a fresh set of eyes coming into it, I see as
we just talked about, very good housing. I see very good clinics and
medical facilities. I see some need for help in the schools.

So my guess is, looking back in an era of constrained resources
with two wars going on, tough decisions were made. And the good
news is the houses are pretty good, the medical clinics are pretty
good, and the schools could use some help. And so that is where
we will ask for some help.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is this done on an installation by installation
basis—let us not look backwards, let us look forward

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure, sure.

Mr. EDWARDS. Will there be someone under your command that
will have command responsibility——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. You bet.
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Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Seeing this problem is

Admiral STAVRIDIS. You bet. You bet. In fact, I have a special as-
sistant, a civilian who is extremely good, Paul Jerome, who is on
my immediate staff.

Mr. EDWARDS. Paul Jerome will have responsibility.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is looking very hard at balancing this
whole sheet along with Andy and his team.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Really, we are trying to tie our whole pos-
ture plan to—and for the theater from a COCOM perspective, tie
that together with every project. So we have got some planning to
do in that regard.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Thank you. Well, let us—

Admiral STAVRIDIS. And we want to work with you. Exactly.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. If we find opportunities to expedite
some funding, you know, we should. That is another 3 or 4 or 5
years of kids in inadequate schools while their moms and dads are
on their fourth, fifth, sixth tour of duty in Iraq or Afghanistan.

Ander.

LITTORAL COMBAT SHIPS

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

A couple of questions. One, Admiral Roughead was here yester-
day, and we talked about the Littoral Combat Ships—

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. CRENSHAW [continuing]. Which seem to be really the kind of
the future of the Navy and going to revolutionize a lot of the mis-
sions. There was one in Jacksonville at Mayport for a couple of
weeks. I did not get a chance to go see it, but it is quite a buzz.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir. Yes, they are neat ships.

Mr. CRENSHAW. They are going down into Southern Command
and, like, the first week

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, got a big drug bust, yes.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I wondered, you know, did you see some mis-
sions in your area that where they will fit in and probably are
there some benefits in some of the exercises you will be doing there
in Europe?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Absolutely. LCS would be extremely bene-
ficial in the Mediterranean, where we face many of the same chal-
lenges we see in the Caribbean. We see drug trafficking, human
trafficking, potential terrorist movements, potential movement of
weapons of mass destruction, illegal arms shipments.

That entire ability to surveille the maritime domain and then to
respond at very high speed and in very shallow water is what LCS
is all about. And as you know, sir, it also carries a helicopter, and
it is a very efficient ship. It has a crew of only 40 operating at sea,
so it is a cost saving as well.

Up north in the Baltics and the fjords, the use of these ships as
reassurance vessels participating in everything from navigation to
search and rescue to military exercises with the Baltic states in
those shallow waters and up in the Norwegian fjords and even up
to the north as we get into the high North and the Arctic, the LCS
has great capability across the board.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And if you had not heard, Admiral Roughead an-
nounced that the primary homeport was going to be Mayport.
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About 2020 there will be close to 20, and that kind of demonstrates
that, I mean, Mayport is pretty functional and strategic in terms
of Europe, in terms of, you know, Africa, in terms of South Amer-
ica, so

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, I think geographically, if you look at
Florida, which launches like a knife into the Caribbean and the At-
lantic, it is the closest point between Africa, Europe and the Carib-
bean, certainly.

NORWAY

Mr. CRENSHAW. Just one quick question. I was reading that
this—I do not know much about it, but we got, I guess, in Norway
there is a kind of the prepositioning ships.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right.

hMr. CRENSHAW. They have some Norway caves, I guess they call
them.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Mr. CRENSHAW. It must be pretty interesting, where we keep a
lot of materiel.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And a lot of that was used in Iraq.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CRENSHAW. It is kind of under the command of the command
that Blount Island, the Marines’ prepositioning ship. And that is
part of, I guess, your command. Are they going to replenish those
caves, going to keep on? Even though it is old, kind of Cold War
stuff, but it probably makes sense to have

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, interestingly, it is actually not under my
command. It is physically in my area of responsibility, but not
under my command per se. My understanding is that it will indeed
be replenished as part of a NATO-U.S. effort to build it back up.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you very much.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Sam.

LANDSTUHL REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER

Mr. FARR. Yes, does our request this year include the $8.2 billion
to replace the current Landstuhl Regional Medical Center?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Mr. FARR. A couple of questions on that.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. FARR. First, has the final site been selected? And what fac-
tors did you use to determine the best site? And can that site be
used to consolidate with other activities? How far along are you in
the planning process? You indicated it would be a world-class hos-
pital. What standards are we using for that? Is Walter Reed the
benchmark? Or do we have others? And how will the quadrennial
review decisions about force posture in Europe affect the size and
the capabilities of that?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Let me sort of give a general answer and try
to hit all those. And if I miss one, Andy will remind me.

Where we stand right now after a lot of discussion back and forth
is that we are proposing to use a so-called clean site, a green site,
a new site—in other words not the current existing location of ei-
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ther Landstuhl or the fairly large medical clinic which is at
Ramstein, which is contiguous essentially to Landstuhl.

So both those buildings need to be recapitalized. We believe the
most efficient solution is to go to a fresh site and build a new build-
ing—hence, the $1.2 billion. But it is a consolidation. It would in
every sense be a world-class hospital, and it is a crucial hospital.

What I mean by that is a Walter Reed, Bethesda, Balboa, Ports-
mouth level military hospital. As you well know, sir, it is the point
at which our wounded warriors come back, are fully stabilized. I
have visited many there, and the quality of care they receive is ex-
ceptional.

In fact, I would like to provide the committee a CNN report on
Landstuhl medical facility that I think really brings some of this
into focus, with some personal stories that are involved with it.

Where we are in the planning right now is we have in front of
you a request for the funding that will do the design phase of this,
and we anticipate next year’s request to you would begin the proc-
ess of providing the funding to ultimately capitalize a $1.2 billion
project.

We had a lot of discussion and debate about this, whether we
should try and effectively remodel Landstuhl, whether we should
keep Ramstein open as a separate clinic or not, use that while we
remodeled Landstuhl. There were a lot of options on the table. But
I am

Mr. FARR. What is the distance between the two?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. They are all within 5 miles of each other.

Rear Admiral BROWN. As to the flightline, the new facility would
be within a mile.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. A mile.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Right now it is up to the Landstuhl site.
It is about 13 miles, so it is a much

Admiral STAVRIDIS. The new site, yes, the new site is close to the
airfield. Yes, that is right.

Rear Admiral BROWN. So that is a strategic air hub, as you
know, and so this will be a strategic hospital right there right next
to flightline, so it will improve transit time for wounded warriors.
And you know about 30 percent of the wounded warriors are actu-
ally treated there and then go back to the fight.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Rear Admiral BROWN. So that is

Mr. FARR. They are not all coming here

Admiral STAVRIDIS. No, not at all, not at all.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Many are returned. About 30 percent are
returned to theater, so it is a very efficient way to handle that
rather than have them go all the way back.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think we had some staffers from this com-
mittee through recently to look at this, did we not, Andy?

Rear Admiral BROWN. Sir, yes, sir, we had

Admiral STAVRIDIS. You should come.

Rear Admiral BROWN. We have had great cooperation with the
many, many folks, and that helped us come to the consolidation de-
cision. This week, supposedly, we have gotten the release of the
planning and design, permission to go do the design. And that will
help size the hospital. So there is still the, you know, what size




281

does it need to be in terms of what capabilities, for what doctors
need to be present, et cetera, how many beds. So that design will
take place in the next—I think we need to have it done by July to
get it into the budget, so that is our goal. We have got a lot of de-
tailed work to complete between now and then.

ARCTIC

Mr. FARR. Another hat I wear is on ocean issues. And I have
been very interested in the sea lanes in the Arctic that——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Are being opened up and what the impact
to that with the competition for those sea lanes and the fact that
we—did we fully close the Naval Air Station at Keflavik?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir, that is closed.

Mr. FARR. That was strategically positioned. Have we or are we
going to try to reposition ourselves for what is going to be a very
important region, the Arctic?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. We are, as follows. And it really goes to the
points you made before about sharing facilities. There is an Arctic
Council, which is composed of the nations that share waterfront, if
you will, on the Arctic—the United States, Canada, Norway, Den-
mark, all NATO members, plus, of course, Russia.

This is an area where NATO cooperation and the sharing of fa-
cilities and research centers, research vessels, icebreakers, I think,
have great promise. And I would not exclude including Russia in
that proposition, I think, as the high North opens up as a result
of global warming.

And we need to—you need to make sure that we do not end up
with a zone of conflict up there. We need to make sure we end up
with a zone of cooperation, and so I think this idea that you sur-
faced earlier of finding ways to share everything from information
to ships to facilities is very promising, and I would——

Mr. FARR. Is it under your command?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is, but I share responsibility for the Arctic
with U.S. Northern Command because of the U.S. piece of it and
with U.S. Pacific Command kind of coming around the corner. So
there are three combatant commands that have contiguous respon-
sibilities in the North, and we are in dialogue about this. My com-
mand is hosting a conference on this this summer.

Mr. FARR. It would be ideal to get all those parties of interest
all having shares. Then they will not have—

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is exactly what we are trying to do. It just
makes enormous sense, and I think if you look back on the Law
of the Sea Treaty, which was an extremely long and controversial
process——

Mr. FARR. [Off mike.]

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Exactly, although we should be, in my opin-
ion. And I think I am hopeful that we will be.

But we need to think about how we can work together in the
Arctic so we do not end up in a kind of a pointless zone of conflict
up there.

Mr. FARR. Good. With your leadership, I have a lot of confidence
that will happen.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Thank you.
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Mr. FARR. I have no other questions.
Mr. EDWARDS. I just have a couple.
Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

PRIVATE HOUSING

Mr. EDWARDS. On housing, here in CONUS, obviously, we are
building probably over 90 percent of our new houses under public-
private partnerships model. Did we try that in Europe, or does the
model just not work as well?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think we have tried it in Europe, and Andy
can give you some details.

Rear Admiral BROWN. We have. We call it Build to Lease, be-
cause we do not own the land.

Mr. EDWARDS. Right.

Rear Admiral BROWN. And since we cannot own the land, the
public-private model does not work as clean. So what we tried to
do is get into partnerships with the local communities or——

Mr. FARR. May I interrupt you?

Rear Admiral BROWN. Yes, sir.

Mr. FARR. You mean we, the military owns the land here, and
so the private investment does not get the land. They get the lease
on it.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Right.

Mr. FARR. Why would not that same concept work?

Rear Admiral BROWN. There is a thought that we might be able
to sublease. So we are a guest in the country. We might be able
to take our lease, basically, from the host country and transfer that
to a private company. We are exploring that right now. But we
have not been able to execute on that yet, if I understand your
question.

Mr. FARR. Yes, I guess the issue is that because we own the land,
the cost of the development, you do not have to buy the land, which
is the expected component

Rear Admiral BROWN. Right, right, right.

Mr. FARR. Which the private sector leases it

Rear Admiral BROWN. Right.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. For 50, 60 years. Then they have to go
back and rehab the houses there.

Rear Admiral BROWN. But their lease—I am not sure what the
cost breakdown is in terms of what the agreement is with regard
to the land on our military bases. What we have agreed most of
the time was we turn over the facilities that are already built, and
then they operate using our housing allowance to——

Mr. FARR. In essence, the way it works here is the builders and
owners of the housing are private companies.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Yes, sir.

Mr. FARR. And that would be the same there. You would——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Right. One of the other issues——

Mr. FARR. Does not matter who owns the land.

Rear Admiral BROWN. One of the other issues, sir, is we do not
have permission beyond 10 years to guarantee the lease——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Occupancy.
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Rear Admiral BROWN [continuing]. The occupancy. So if we had
longer—50 years.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. If we had a 50-year deal.

Rear Admiral BROWN. Even if we had 20 years, it would help. So
in the past where we have been successful in the Build to Lease
partnerships with the host nation governments, it has been that
they were willing to accept some of the risk for the out years—the
government was.

Mr. FARR. Was that our rule, the limit of 10 years——

Rear Admiral BROWN. I think I am not sure what the—it is not
our policy. I believe it is a higher—based in law, I suspect.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. We will take that one for the record and get
back to you with some better detail than this.

[The information follows:]

10 U.S.C. Section 2828(d)(1) provides the authority to lease housing units in for-
eign countries for assignment as family housing for a period not in excess of ten
years. The intent is for this authority to be used as a gap-filling measure to enable
both public and private local markets to respond to demand. Extending this period
in conjunction with appropriate executive branch policy revisions may enable in-
creased OCONUS use of public-private housing partnerships to meet long term fam-
ily housing needs, while accelerating delivery of high quality housing and reducing
theater military construction requirements.

Mr. FARR. We are big fans of——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, I am, too. And I think Andy is as well.

Rear Admiral BROWN. We will provide what authority would
help, be beneficial to us.

Mr. FARR. Okay.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. And also what we are doing now, because we
are doing some of this within the 10-year window. I think the——

Rear Admiral BROWN. Yes, sir.

Admiral STAVRIDIS [continuing]. Ten-year piece is what has been
holding us back. And we will find out what the basis for that is
and get back to you in writing.

That is good, Andy.

CHILD CARE CENTERS

Mr. EDWARDS. Several years ago the top noncommissioned offi-
cers who testify before this subcommittee every year said, aside
from time away from family and pay, we asked them what was
their number one priority

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Good.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. In terms of quality of life for the sol-
dier, sailors, airmen and Marines. And they said child care centers.
So we put a tremendous amount of funding out of the sub-
committee into that in CONUS.

Tell me the situation on childcare needs in Europe. Is it more
readily accessible at a cheaper price here in the United States? Or
is it more expensive? Tell me, is it a serious challenge or something
we need to take a look at? Or do you think we are in good shape
on that front?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think we are in pretty good shape. As I
have gone around and spoken in town halls and engaged with my
senior enlisted as well as my junior officers, who are sort of the de-
mographic that have most of the small children, it has not surfaced
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to me as an issue with any frequency at all. In fact, I cannot recall
ever having a question about it.

And I have toured half a dozen childcare centers in Europe that
have been constructed by this committee, and they are in terrific
shape. Now, I may be missing something.

Rear Admiral BROWN. We are encouraged in the requirements to
come forward, and in the out years we have a few childcare cen-
ters, and if we keep the four BCTs, there are some plans that we
might need a couple more. But we encourage them to put the re-
quirement in, and I believe it is in there.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. How about health care? If you are farther
away from Landstuhl, what is the nature of health care?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. I think overall it is pretty good. You will see
some requests in front of you for, I think, three clinics that we are
working on, but overall health care is good.

To be completely candid, as I have traveled around and done
these town halls, what I have heard about most is schools. And I
have heard a little bit about housing, as we have talked about. And
I have heard virtually no complaints on the medical side and vir-
tually no complaints on the childcare site.

Mr. EDWARDS. Now, on the medical side is virtually all the
health care provided by DOD or——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is a mix.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Do you work in partnership with
local community hospitals?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. We work in partnership with the local. In
fact, my wife just had an appendectomy and had it done by the Bel-
gian physician, and it was terrific. I mean, these are 21st century
European nations, and the health care is exceptional.

What we do to make sure that everything goes smoothly is we
have a service that provides translation and escort so that, particu-
larly for some of our younger spouses, who might be intimidated
by the language barrier or the difficulties, we provide ombudsman-
like capability that will walk them through the system.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great.

Mr. FARR. [Off mike.]

Mr. EDWARDS. Sure.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. FARR. And the Belgian doctors accept TRICARE payment?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. They must have, since that is

Mr. FARR. It is handled through TRICARE.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, yes. Yes, I will tell you it was terrific.
Her care from start to finish was exceptional, and it was not a
function of my position. It was the standard care that any Belgian
would have gotten.

Mr. FARR. Normally after the families who would have those
kinds of operations that are quite serious, they would come state-
side or do they

Admiral STAVRIDIS. No, sir. They are done. It is a mix done by
our own physicians or done by local care. All our babies are——

Mr. FARR. That is mothers and children
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Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes. And again, in my experience in 7
months, it has been very good. Every time I talk to one of our sol-
diers or sailors, airmen, whoever, who says to me, “Oh, my wife is
doing this” or “My husband is doing this” in the local medical care,
I always questioned them very closely about it. And I have had
nothing but good reports.

You know, this is Belgium, Germany, Italy. These are extremely
advanced countries with exceptional health care. This is not like
other parts of the world where you could see this would be a more
serious problem.

Mr. FARR. Great.

ROMANIA AND BULGARIA

Mr. EDWARDS. I just have one other question on MILCON, and
that would be Romania and Bulgaria, and it is about $110 million.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, our bases out there.

Mr. EDWARDS. Construction there—where are we?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is pretty good. They are in good shape.
They are very usable. We are advertising them to NATO as poten-
tial training sites. I am in a very active dialogue with those two
nations about how we could rotate our troops in and out of there
to do training not just for the Romanians and the Bulgarians, but
also to bring in multinational forces to train there.

I am also very interested in using those two sites for Black Sea
operations, looking at counter narcotics, human trafficking and
other deleterious flows across the Black Sea, which is a complex re-
gion unto itself. So I think that investment has paid out very well.

Mr. EDWARDS. Great. I agree with you.

LANDSTUHL

Mr. CRENSHAW. And, Mr. Chairman, just for the benefit of the
subcommittee, I was in Landstuhl on Monday. We stopped on the
way back from Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Great.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And I have been there from time to time visiting
with the wounded warriors, but this is the first time they actually
kind of showed us—you know, you look at the hospital, and from
the outside it looks pretty nice.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes.

Mr. CRENSHAW. But if you go down—Ilike a lot of buildings, if you
go down and see where the action is and where the, you know, boil-
ers are and all that stuff, then it clearly——

Admiral STAVRIDIS. It is time. It is time.

Mr. CRENSHAW [continuing]. Needs to be—time to get upgraded.
And, obviously, it is a wonderful facility, but I think that is some-
thing that they do a great job, but they are, you know, in today’s
technology, it does not take long, you know, for a building or for
all the equipment to be outdated. So that is something that we
have got to

Mr. EDWARDS. How old is the hospital?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Gosh, I do not know.

Mr. FARR. It was in the 1950s, built in the 1950s.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Wow.

Mr. EDWARDS. 1950s?
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Mr. FARR. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. We put a lot of money into CONUS based hos-
pitals.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Sure.

Mr. EDWARDS. I think DOD was kind of hoping we would put
money in there. We thought, well, we have got some around this
CONUS and

Admiral STavRIDIS. Yes, thank you, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Over the 18 months

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, we really appreciate it. It is a unique fa-
cility, uniquely placed. And frankly, the opportunity to be in the
mix with these advanced European nations is also a place where
medical training and views can be explained and extended. And co-
operation in that sphere occurs there as well. It is very well lo-
cated.

Mr. EDWARDS. So schools, barracks, housing.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Those are things that we want to

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Right. And I think that is what you will—
and I think that is what you will see here. I think that is what you
will see.

Mr. EDWARDS. My final question is how is Sam’s accent?

Admiral STAVRIDIS. His is fabulous, much better than mine. His
accent is—it is because in Colombia they speak espanol muy puro,
very pure. And he has got the Castilian

Mr. FARR. The admiral is being very modest. He is studying Por-
tuguese, so he just has sort of a different accent, right? Mix it a
little with that Portuguese.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, it sounds like I am drinking too much.

Mr. EDWARDS. Congratulations to your deployment.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Yes, sir. Thank you, sir. Look forward to
working with the committee over the next 3 years.

Mr. EDWARDS. It has been an honor to work with you in the past,
and we look forward to working with you in the future.

Admiral STAVRIDIS. Same here.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you for being here.
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STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding.] Good morning. I would like to call the
subcommittee to order and thank all of you for being here today.

Obviously, the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
round was the largest BRAC round and I have heard sometimes
that the BRAC 2005 round was more involved than all the other
previous BRAC rounds combined.

So given that we are only 18 months away from the deadline for
the implementation of that, the purpose of today’s hearing is to
talk about where we are in that process. Are we going to meet the
goals? If there are some areas where we cannot, why? And what
is the best approach?

I will also have a question later on about whether we are artifi-
cially trying to stuff a size-10 foot into a size-8 shoe to meet the
deadline. I hope we can all feel pressure to try to meet the dead-
line, but I do not want to undermine services to the troops or the
taxpayers by artificially forcing that deadline.

If there are a couple of examples where taking a little more time
will save taxpayers money and better serve our servicemen and
women and their families, then perhaps that is something this
committee and the authorizing committee ought to consider. So we
might want to talk about that, as well.

At this time, I would like to recognize Mr. Wamp, my ranking
member, for any opening statement he would care to make.

STATEMENT OF THE RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Mr. WamP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think you said it ex-
tremely well. I am extremely grateful for the United States mili-
tary on every front. My office was heavily involved for 2 or 3 weeks,
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especially after the earthquake in Haiti, and I was reminded again,
as we are all reminded, that anywhere in the world, when there
is a need, the one organization in the world that can be counted
on for efficiency and command and control and leadership, is the
United States military.

The BRAC process is a very effective way for the government to
realign itself, reform itself, and make itself more efficient. And
frankly, while I know there are deadlines to meet and we might
not meet some for certain reasons, this model, in my view, should
be followed more, not less, and used across other sectors of our gov-
ernment.

I want to thank you for what you have done to bring us to this
point. I followed BRAC very closely. This is one of the issues in my
2V% years here with Chairman Edwards that I have raised consist-
ently. He has worked diligently in a bipartisan way, to try to help
you meet these goals and to help BRAC be successful and create
efficiency, because it is important for the government not to get
locked in to long-term investments if they are not fruitful and effi-
cient.

That is why this model is a good model. I wish, frankly, that we
had the leadership in this country to take a model like this across
other sectors of government inefficiency to create efficiencies. Some
institutions become near permanent, and they shouldn’t be.

I have also seen some sites that have benefited from BRAC and
become very productive and fruitful, not the least of which is about
100 miles from me in Huntsville, Alabama, in the Redstone Arse-
nal.

So thank you for what you have done. I look forward to your tes-
timony today and working with the chairman to make sure that we
help you meet every one of these targets that we possibly can.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Zach.

Let me formally introduce our first panel of witnesses. We will
have a second panel on environmental clean-up issues. But for a
number of you, since this is your first time before our sub-
committee, let me briefly introduce you without trying to read your
entire bio, which is impressive in each of your cases, and thank you
for your public service.

Dr. Dorothy Robyn is the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Installations and Environment. This is your first subcommittee
hearing, and we appreciate it and welcome you here.

She assumed her duties in July of 2009. Dr. Robyn served as spe-
cial assistant to the president for economic policy and was a senior
staff member of the National Economic Council from 1993 to 2001.
She worked in Congress on the staff at the Joint Economic Com-
mittee and the Office of Technology Assessment.

She has also been an assistant professor at the Kennedy School
of Government at Harvard and a guest scholar at the Brookings In-
i%’ci‘cu’ce and has a PhD from the University of California at Berke-
ey.

Again, Dr. Robyn, welcome to the subcommittee.

Jerry Hansen is a senior official performing the duties of the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Installations and Environment.
Mr. Hansen, welcome to our subcommittee today.
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In addition to his current duties, he has another hat. He serves
as a Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Strategic Infra-
structure. He is a West Point graduate, retired Army officer, with
service in Vietnam. And our committee and our country thank you
for that military service.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. He re-entered the senior executive service in 2003.
And before coming to the Army, he was the Deputy Inspector Gen-
eral for Policy and Oversight in the Department of Defense. And
prior to re-entering the federal government, he served in inspector
general roles for the state of California.

Mr. Roger Natsuhara is the Acting Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Installations and Environment. Welcome to the com-
mittee.

He was appointed as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of
the Navy for Installations and Environment in August of 2009. He
also has military service, having served in the Navy, including duty
as a service warfare officer on the USS HAROLD HOLT.

He also worked as a Director of Real Property Facilities and Lo-
gistics Office for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Associa-
tion. And the senior engineer for Boeing has a master’s degree from
the Naval Postgraduate School.

And, again, Mr. Natsuhara, welcome to our subcommittee.

Ms. Kathleen Ferguson is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force for Installations. She has served in her present capacity
since October of 2007. And thank you for that service.

Prior to that, she served more than 5 years as a deputy Air Force
civil engineer. She began her career as a civil engineer with the Air
Force in 1981 and served on the headquarters staff at the U.S. Air
Forces in Europe from 1997 to 1999.

Let me also take a personal note. I am privileged to welcome my
former legislative director, John Conger, who works with Dr. Robyn
in her office. Thank you, John, for being here.

We will submit for the record your full written testimony, but I
would like to recognize each of you for approximately 5 minutes.
And then, after that, we will get into questions and answers. Dr.
Robyn, I would like to begin with you.

STATEMENT OF DOROTHY ROBYN

Ms. RoBYN. Thank you, Chairman Edwards, Ranking Member
Wamp, other committee members. It is a real pleasure to be here
for my first time, as you say, before this subcommittee.

As you said, Mr. Edwards, BRAC 2005 is the largest round un-
dertaken by the department by any measure. Twenty-four major
closures, 24 major realignments, 765 lesser actions. These actions
affect 125,000 military personnel at more than 800 locations across
this country. The cost of implementation, $35 billion, far exceeds
that of any prior round, but so, too, do the projected savings of $4
billion annually.

And let me say that that $4 billion figure does not really capture
the benefits to the military, unlike previous rounds, which focused
on getting rid of excess capacity. The focus here has been on opti-
mizing military capability, and it is in some ways hard to measure
the real benefit of that.
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With the BRAC deadline coming up on us, 18 months almost to
the day, we are very focused on the end game. We are committed
to getting every single action done by the deadline. And I think we
are on—we are on track to do that.

There are 222 BRAC recommendations; 28 have been certified as
completed; 30 are in a category of having at least one construction
project that will be completed within 90 days of that deadline, Sep-
tember 15, so we are watching those; and then six in particular
that we view as having medium or high risk, and we are working
very closely with the services to make sure that implementation of
those is on track so that we finish by the deadline.

We briefed your staff and the HASC staff and also your counter-
parts on the Senate side yesterday on these six medium-and high-
risk recommendations. As you can imagine, they involve some of
the more complex ones, such as the closure of Walter Reed and the
significant growth at Fort Belvoir.

But, again, let me say that we are committed to getting those
done on time. In the past four rounds of BRAC, we have never
missed a deadline. We have not missed a single BRAC deadline.
And I do not want to have that record blemished on my watch.

Let me say a word about joint basing, one of the important com-
ponents of the 2005 BRAC round. When I worked with the Depart-
ment of Defense 10 years ago, there was a lot of opposition to joint
basing. I was delighted when I came back to the department and
found that it had been embraced because of the recommendations
that were made in the BRAC round.

My office has been deeply involved in the process of imple-
menting the recommendations, going from 26 installations down to
12 joint bases. It is really challenging, but it is really gratifying,
and we are no longer at the stage of implementing joint basing. We
are actually now operating joint bases at a half-dozen places, with
more to come online.

Let me say a word about environmental clean-up. Our fiscal year
2011 budget request, $445 million for BRAC environmental pro-
grams, $337 million for prior BRAC sites, and $108 million for
2005 sites. This will allow us to continue to meet the stakeholder
expectations and complete clean-up in an additional 154 sites.

Although we strive to complete the process faster, environmental
clean-up is not necessarily an impediment to reuse of the property,
and we often transfer the property early, even before we have com-
pleted the clean-up. And now at a growing number of bases, we ac-
tually hand off that clean-up. We pay the community to take on the
clean-up, including the cost of insurance and payment for the regu-
latory oversight. And we did that at Fort Ord last year and a num-
ber of other examples of this.

And speaking of Fort Ord, welcome, Congressman Farr.

And finally, let me say a word about the impact on communities.
We are very mindful of the adverse impact that a BRAC decision
can have on the host community. I have spent much of my time
in the Clinton White House working with the department on base
reuse.

Through the Office of Economic Adjustment, we provide planning
grants to communities impacted by the closure or increasingly im-
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pacted by the growth of the military. That was a new feature in
the 2005 round.

We are implementing the language in the 2010 authorization act,
which clarifies and revises our authority to transfer property
through an economic development conveyance. And Congressman
Farr had a great deal to do with that.

I have directed the military departments to consider local eco-
nomic conditions in the affected community and the amount of pub-
lic investment required as they determine what sort of conveyance
is appropriate and the terms of the conveyance.

I have also urged them to expedite the disposal process, which
has been a big, big problem. It has become very slow and cum-
bersome, recognizing that these military bases represent, as in
Huntsville, a potential engine of economic activity and job creation
for these former host communities.

And in this regard, I want to highlight the significant accom-
plishment represented by the recent agreement in principle to
transfer between the Navy and the city of San Francisco to transfer
Treasure Island. They are still negotiating the details, but the
mayor and the Secretary of the Navy met in December and agreed
in principle.

I was just reading the transcript from this hearing a year ago,
and the—it was painful for me to read that transcript, because it
felt like nothing was going to happen on Treasure Island. It is just
the two sides seemed so far apart. And with new leadership at the
Navy and Roger’s steadfast help, I think that deal is very close to
being done.

So let me thank you again for your attention to this issue, and
I look forward to taking questions.

[Prepared statement of Dorothy Robyn follows:]
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Chairman Edwards, Mr. Wamp, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee:
T am honored to appear before you today to address the Department’s implementation of
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC). In each of the prior BRAC rounds, my office
has led the process that culminated in the Secretary of Defense forwarding a set of
recommended actions to the BRAC Commission for its review. My office is also
responsible for overseeing the implementation of the Commission’s final decisions. In
my testimony today, [ will provide an overview of the latest round, BRAC 2005, and a
status report on its implementation, which by statute must be completed by September
15,2011. I will also summarize our efforts in two areas—environmental cleanup and
provision of economic adjustment assistance to affected communities—for BRAC 2005
and prior BRAC rounds (1988, 1991, 1993 and 1995).

BRAC 2005
Overview

BRAC 2005 is the largest round undertaken by the Department by any measure. It
includes 24 major closures, 24 major realignments and 765 lesser actions. Together,
these actions affect some 125,000 military personnel at more than 800 locations across
the United States. The cost of implementation, $35.1 billion, far exceeds that of any prior
round but so too do the projected savings of $4 billion annually. (See Table below for a
comparison of BRAC 2005 and prior rounds.)

Annual

Major Minor Recurring

Base MajorBase | Closures and | Closts? Savings 2
(TY $B) Closutes | Realignments | Realignments | ($B) ($B)
BRAC 88 16 4 23 2.7 1.0
BRAC 91 26 17 32 3.2 2.3
BRAC 93 28 12 123 735 2.7
BRAC 95 27 22 57 6.6 1.9
Total 97 55 233 22.0 8.03
BRAC 05 24 24 768 35.1 4.0

Note 1: As of the FY 201 {President s Budg,
2005,

FY i1 tor BRAC
Note2:- Al Fecursys
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savin
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are expreaswd mFY 08 dofiurs.
Note-3: Daes notndd due to rounding.
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This projected cost of implementation—which includes $24.7 billion in military
construction and another $10.4 billion to move personnel and equipment, outfit facilities,
and carry out environmental clean-up—is admittedly well above the estimate used in the
Department’s original analysis ($21.1 billion). The dominant reason for the cost increase
is the expansion in the scope of the construction and recapitalization beyond what was
originally envisioned: the Department has used realignments as opportunities to build
improved or new facilities either to enhance capabilities or to address deficiencies. Asa
result, BRAC 2005 has served as a significant engine of recapitalization of our enduring
military facilities, with almost 70 percent of the implementation cost going to support
MilCon requirements compared to 33 percent in the previous rounds. Other key reasons
for the increase in implementation costs are the Department’s explicit decision to delay
implementation because of competing budgetary priorities (delay adds to the cost of
inflation) and the extraordinary inflation in construction industry prices in 2007 and early
2008—a period during which many of the large BRAC-related MilCon contracts were
awarded.

In addition to its size, BRAC 2005 is the most complex round we have undertaken.
This reflects the original goal of BRAC 2005—namely, to reconfigure our operational
capacity to maximize war fighting capability and efficiency. Thus, our analysis of
alternative actions for recommendation to the Commission included an assessment of the
increased military capability that each action would achieve. By contrast, in previous
rounds, the goal was focused largely on eliminating excess capacity.

The Department has fully funded BRAC 2005 requirements throughout the 6-year
implementation period ($35.1 billion for FY 2006 — FY 2011), consistent with detailed
business plans developed by the assigned business plan managers. The FY 2011
President’s Budget includes the last traunch of that funding—$2.4 billion. Although this
is a decrease of $5.1 billion below the FY 2010 enacted amount, it reflects the natural
drop in spending on MilCon as we approach the statutory date for completion of BRAC
2005 (September 15, 2011). Most of the FY 2011 funding is designed to pay for the
movement of personnel and equipment.

Implementation Status

The DoD components have implemented BRAC 2005 conscientiously and
transparently, according to a well-defined process. The Department continues to monitor
the process closely to ensure that we are meeting our legal obligations. To date, twenty
eight BRAC 2005 recommendations have been certified as completed, and all others are
on track for completion by the statutory deadline. We are on a tight timeline, however:
30 actions have at least one construction project that is scheduled for completion fewer
than 90 days before the deadline (September 15, 2011). Of these 30 actions, 6 are of
particular concern. We will provide your staffs with additional information on these in
separate sessions.
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Enhanced Military Capability

In keeping with the Department’s overarching goal, BRAC 2005 will significantly
improve our war fighting capability and efficiency. As examples, consider the actions
being taken at two installations—Fort Bliss, Texas, and Naval Air Station (NAS)
Brunswick, Maine.

Fort Bliss is the largest operational Army BRAC movement. Approximately
15,000 Soldiers and their family members will move to Fort Bliss and the surrounding
communities, and construction of BRAC operational facilities is moving ahead as
planned in preparation for the arrival of the 1st Armor Division. Soldiers of the 1st
Brigade, 1st Armored Division and Soldiers of the 4th Brigade, 1st Armored Division
took occupancy of the first two Brigade Combat Team (BCT) Complexes, and the third
BCT is scheduled for the 2nd quarter of FY 2011. The Army has programmed the
construction of several quality of life facilities to support this growth including
dental/health clinics, a hospital, a child development center, a commissary, a physical
fitness center, and youth centers.

The closure of NAS Brunswick will reduce operating costs while allowing the
single-siting of the East Coast Maritime Patrol (VP) community at NAS Jacksonville,
Florida. NAS Jacksonville and NAS Brunswick collaborated to ensure seamless
relocation of five aircraft squadrons along with the realignment of the maintenance
functions and various mission support groups. The newly constructed hangar at NAS
Jacksonville, completed in May 2009, now provides maintenance spaces for all five
Brunswick squadrons and will be able to support the future transition to the P-8 Poseidon
multi-mission maritime aircraft.

Medical Infrastructure

A key component of BRAC 2005 has been the Department’s effort to rationalize
and upgrade our medical infrastructure—both to address the transformation in healthcare
that has occurred since many of our facilities were constructed and to adapt them to the
changing needs of our wounded warriors. At one end of the scale, BRAC enabled the
Department to close seven small and inefficient inpatient operations, converting them to
ambulatory surgery centers. BRAC also enabled the Department to realign medical
operations from McChord Air Force Base, Washington, to Fort Lewis, Washington, and
to transform the Medical Center at Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi, into a
community hospital.

At the other end of the scale, BRAC 2005 enabled the Department to realign two of
its major military medical markets: San Antonio, Texas, and the National Capital Region
(NCR). Irecently testified at a hearing on the NCR effort. This is an extraordinarily
complex undertaking that will deliver major benefits not possible without BRAC.
Moreover, its successful completion is dependent on the strict discipline that the BRAC
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process provides. The construction now underway represents a balanced and reasonable
approach to combining the functions of the old Walter Reed Army Medical Center into
the new National Military Medical Center at Bethesda, Maryland. The result will be a
medical delivery platform far superior to what we have now—and one on which we can
continue to build upon.

Joint Basing

Another BRAC 2005 action that my office has championed is the consolidation of
26 installations into 12 joint bases. At each joint base, a supporting Service Component
provides installation leadership for one or more supported Service Components. By
consolidating installation management and delivery of installation support, joint bases
will be able to provide more efficient and effective support for the overall military
mission.

Our joint bases represent realigned, reconfigured national military assets for the
joint teams they serve. The first five joint bases reached full operational capability on
October 1, 2009. The remaining seven joint bases reached initial operational capability
on January 31, 2010, and are on their way to full operational capability this coming
October. We are no longer implementing joint basing. We are now operating joint bases.

The challenge of merging diverse, service-specific financial systems, management
structures, operating procedures, and staffs has been daunting. To facilitate that process,
I have regularly convened a cross-Service working group and I meet periodically with
our joint base leadership. I am encouraged by their can-do spirit and dedication to
providing excellent installation support to their joint teams. I have also had the
opportunity recently to tour two of our joint bases: Joint Region Marianas on Guam and
the Joint Expeditionary Base Little Creek-Ft. Story in Virginia. Having seen firsthand
the extraordinary work they are doing, I am confident that our joint base commanders
will realize the full potential and benefit of these actions.

Environmental Cleanup of BRAC Sites

BRAC sites often require a significant amount of environmental cleanup, and the
Department has worked to speed up that process. Looking at installations affected by
prior BRAC rounds (i.e., BRAC rounds prior to 2005), we have completed cleanup at 80
percent of our hazardous waste sites under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and
66 percent of our munitions sites under the Military Munitions Response Program
(MMRP). This excludes long-term management (LTM) activities such as maintaining
land use controls and conducting periodic reviews of site conditions to ensure continued
protection of human health and the environment. The Department projects that (with the
exception of LTM) cleanup will be complete at 95 percent of these sites by the end of
2017 at IRP sites (hazardous waste) or 2019 at MMRP sites (munitions). The remaining
five percent of sites are technically complicated and some will take many years to

4
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complete. For example, on one site at McClellan Air Force Base, a BRAC 1995 closure,
cleanup of groundwater contamination will continue until FY 2066 although it will not
impede base reuse.

For BRAC 2005 installations, we have completed cleanup at 30 percent of
munitions sites under the MMRP and 37 percent of hazardous waste sites under the IRP.
The Department projects that cleanup other than LTM will be complete at 95 percent of
munitions sites by the end of FY 2016. For hazardous waste sites, the comparable date is
FY 2040. As with the prior- BRAC installations, the remaining five percent of the
BRAC 2005 sites have unusually complicated clean-up challenges, some of which will
take many years to resolve. For example, at Willow Grove Naval Air Station, in
Pennsylvania, cleanup of contaminated soil will continue until FY2041.

BRAC Environmental Inventory Summary

Sites w/Remedy-in- | Cost to Complete”
Sites Place or Response | FY2010-completion
Complete’ M

IRP —~ BRAC1990 4,975 4,354 2,601.4
IRP - BRAC2005 151 81 180.9
IRP Total 5,126 4,435 2,782.3
MMRP —
BRAC1990 284 192 619.7
MMRP -
BRAC2005 60 20 291.0
MMRP Total 344 212 910.7
BRAC Total 5470 4,647 3,692.9

T A site has achieved remedy-in-place or response complete when the selected remedy is installed,
functional, and operating as planned or when all cleanup goals have been met.
2 The cost to complete represents funding projected for cleanup activities, including LTM, from FY2010

through completion of cleanup.

Although we strive to complete the process faster, environmental cleanup is not
necessarily an impediment to reuse of BRAC property, and we often transfer the property
“early,” even before we have completed the cleanup. In some instances, the property
recipient agrees to assume responsibility for cleanup—typically in exchange for a
reduction in the price of the property or some other payment from the Department. This
allows the property recipient to accelerate the pace of cleanup.

For example, last year the Army completed the early transfer of property at Fort
Ord to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. Under an Environmental Services Cooperative
Agreement, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority agreed to remove munitions from more than
3,300 acres of land in exchange for payment from the Army sufficient to cover the
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estimated cost of cleanup, including the cost of environmental insurance and
reimbursement to regulators for their oversight of the program. As another 2009
example, the Air Force completed an early transfer of a 62-acre parcel at McClellan Air
Force Base to Sacramento County and the developer, McClellan Business Park. The
County agreed to take responsibility for the cleanup of nine sites suspected to contain
hazardous wastes. This will allow for speedier reuse of McClellan, one of the largest
economic development projects in Northern California.

The FY 2011 President’s Budget requests $445 million for BRAC Environmental
Programs ($337 million for prior-BRAC round sites and $108 million for BRAC 2005
sites). These funds will help us continue to meet stakeholder expectations and complete
cleanup at an additional 154 sites impacted by BRAC decisions. Although this request
represents a decrease of $109 million over the FY 2010 request, the reasons for the drop
are positive. Specifically, the decrease is due to a) contract efficiencies, such as those
achieved through performance-based acquisition and competitive bidding, and b) bid cost
savings—a silver lining in the economic downturn. In addition, as the Military
Departments have refined their characterization of munitions sites, they have found that
fewer acres will require cleanup, which has lowered projected costs.

Comparison of BRAC Environmental Funding

s FY 2010 FY 2011
(8 Millions) - Enacted Requested
BRAC1990 470.5 336.5
BRAC2005 203.0 108.3
TOTAL 673.5 444.8

Impact of BRAC on Local Communities

The Department is mindful of the adverse impact that a BRAC decision can have
on the host community. As in previous BRAC rounds, we are directing significant
resources to affected communities, largely through the Office of Economic Adjustment
(OEA). Traditionally, most of OEA’s resources have gone to communities harmed by
the closure of an installation. Although that process continues, OEA and the Department
are now devoting more resources to communities experiencing significant growth as a
result of the consolidation that occurred under BRAC 2005. In addition, my office is
implementing the language in the FY 2010 National Defense Authorization Act, which
clarified and revised our authority to transfer property through an Economic
Development Conveyance (EDC).
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Property Disposal

The Department has used the full range of its authorities to transfer and convey the
property made excess by BRAC. One of the most important authorities has been the
Economic Development Conveyance, which Congress created in 1994 to promote rapid
transfer of BRAC property for job-creating economic development. Congress
subsequently revised the statutory authority underlying EDCs several times; prior to the
recent change, the Military Departments were required to seek to obtain fair market
value. This and other requirements resulted in a process that was slow and cumbersome.

This new authority represents a marked change. The Department is no longer
required to seek to obtain fair market value for an EDC. The law also provides explicit
authority for the Department to use flexible tools for determination of “consideration”
(payment), such as so-called “back-end” funding.

Pending the issuance of revised regulations by my office, I have directed the
Military Departments to apply the factors set forth in statute to evaluate EDC applications
and design the terms and conditions of the proposed transfer. These factors include the
local economic conditions in the affected community and the amount of public investment
required. I have also directed them to expedite the EDC process, recognizing that closed
military bases represent a potential engine of economic activity and job creation for former
host communities. As Congress explicitly recognized, the slow pace of negotiations over
EDCs has been “detrimental to both local communities, which are denied an expansion of
their tax revenue base and the opportunity for jobs generation and economic development,
and to the Department of Defense, which must maintain the properties....”

In this regard, I want to highlight the significant accomplishment represented by
the recent agreement in principle to transfer the former Naval Station Treasure Island to
the City of San Francisco (the Navy and the City are still negotiating the details).
Treasure Island was a BRAC 1993 closure, which the Navy ceased using in 1997.
Despite years of negotiations, the Navy and the City of San Francisco had been unable to
reach an agreement on the value of the property or an arrangement for compensation.
The language in the FY 2010 NDAA, by clarifying the authority for “back-end” profit
participation, contributed to the two sides reaching an agreement. The agreement
guarantees $55 million to the Navy paid over 10 years with interest, and an additional
$50 million paid once the project meets a return of 18 percent. Then, after an additional
4.5 percent return to investors (22.5 percent total), the Navy will receive 35 percent of all
proceeds. This agreement represents a unique opportunity to spur community
development, and it allows the parties to share in the benefit of what both the City and the
Navy expect to be a successful, job-generating redevelopment project.
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Economic Adjustment Assistance

The Office of Economic Adjustment is DoD’s primary source for assisting states
and communities impacted by BRAC and other Department actions (e.g., the military
buildup in Guam). OEA'’s technical and financial assistance enables communities to
assess economic impacts caused by Defense actions, evaluate alternatives for local
response, identify resource requirements, and develop and implement adjustment plans.

The FY 2011 President’s budget requests $51 million for OEA-— up from the
enacted level of $44 million in FY 2010. This level of funding ensures that OEA can
provide a multi-year program of support for affected communities. Most installations
affected by BRAC 2005 will not be available for redevelopment until 2011 and beyond,
so the need for community economic adjustment will continue. OEA is also helping
more than 25 communities absorb an influx of personnel and their dependents, as a result
of the consolidation of activities brought about by BRAC 2005.

OEA coordinates the delivery of adjustment assistance across federal agencies
through the Defense Economic Adjustment Program. The ability to fully support state
and local defense adjustment activities, including road construction, infrastructure
development, demolition and site preparation, workforce development, and general
economic development is beyond the Department’s authorities. Accordingly, the
Executive Order 12788, as amended, calls for 22 federal departments and Executive
Agencies to give priority consideration to requests from Defense-affected communities
for federal assistance. Following the prior BRAC rounds, federal agencies outside of the
Department of Defense provided close to $2 billion in assistance to affected areas. The
relevant federal agencies have not budgeted specific resources to address the comparable
problems resulting from BRAC 2005, however. Moreover, these agencies are facing
major demands because of the national economic crisis, making it harder for them to find
the resources to help Defense-impacted communities.

Transportation Impacts

As noted above, a number of communities are absorbing significant military
growth, as a result of the consolidation called for under BRAC 2005. One area where
growth can have an adverse impact is on local transportation. Transportation impacts
have been and will continue to be mitigated through the application of our authority and
funding under the Defense Access Road (DAR) program. The criteria used to determine
whether a project qualifies under DAR are limited, however. In particular, they may not
adequately address the scenario in which a defense action causes a significant increase in
traffic congestion, as may occur in one or more cases as a result of BRAC 2005
consolidation.

To address this and related issues, the National Academy of Sciences is
undertaking a study of BRAC Transportation Improvements, as required by the FY 2010
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Military Construction and Veterans Affairs and Related Agencies Consolidated
Appropriations. A panel of outside experts named by the National Academy’s
Transportation Research Board will evaluate the DAR criteria and assess the funding of
transportation improvements associated with BRAC 2005. We hope to receive an interim
report in May.

Conclusion

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to testify on the Department’s
implementation of BRAC. Iam very proud of what the Department has been able to
accomplish through the BRAC process—and of the central role my office has played in
that process. Many if not most of these gains simply would not have been possible in the
absence of BRAC. My office is monitoring the implementation of BRAC 2005 closely,
and we will keep you informed about actions that are on a tight timeline. In four previous
rounds, the Department has never missed 2 BRAC deadline, and we will make every
effort to preserve our perfect record. We are also mindful of the impact that BRAC
actions have on local communities, and we have requested a budget that would allow us
both to provide the appropriate community economic adjustment assistance and to
maintain the current pace of environmental cleanup of BRAC sites. I appreciate your
strong support for military installations and look forward to working with you to continue
to improve the effectiveness and efficiency with which we maintain them.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Dr. Robyn.
Mr. Hansen.

STATEMENT OF L. JERRY HANSEN

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is, indeed, a pleasure
to appear before the committee.

Let me begin by thanking you, Chairman Edwards, Ranking
Member Congressman Wamp, and the entire committee for your
unwavering support to our soldiers, civilians, and family members.

The Army’s BRAC program is an integral component of our
transformation effort. And all Army—all BRAC activity takes place
within the context of the largest transformation of the Army since
World War II. That includes BRAC, Grow the Army, Global De-
fense Posture Realignment, Army Modular Force initiatives.

And all of those are programmed to achieve the Army’s goals of
winning overseas contingency operations, transforming from a divi-
sion-structured, forward-deployed force to one comprised of more
agile brigade combat teams stationed on U.S. soil, and growing the
Army in a manner that facilitates the Army’s ability to win deci-
sively anytime, anywhere.

We are now 4% years into the implementation of BRAC 2005,
and we have 546 days left to complete the implementation of this
complex and critical modernization of Army infrastructure. Al-
though we fully recognize there are remaining challenges to imple-
menting all of the BRAC 2005 actions, the Army is on schedule to
do just that. We have a carefully orchestrated plan to complete the
entirety by September 15, 2011, and to convey the property in a
timely manner.

Some of the highlights of the Army’s BRAC program include
completing 77 MILCON projects with another 220 under contract
and on schedule, closing 3 of the 12 major installations scheduled
for closure under BRAC 2005, as well as 22 other reserve compo-
nent installations.

At Fort Bliss, Texas, one of our largest growth installations, we
are well on the way to growing three times in size. The first two
BCT complexes are now complete, and the third is scheduled for
completion in March of 2011.

Over $2.1 billion in BRAC-related construction is occurring at
Bliss, with 100 percent of the new and renovated facilities sched-
uled for completion by July of 2011.

Another example, Fort Lee will transform from the Army’s logis-
tics center to the Army sustainment center of excellence under
BRAC 2005, with over $1.2 billion in construction occurring at Lee,
with 100 percent of the new and renovated facilities scheduled for
completion of 2011.

Another is Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, undergoing sig-
nificant mission growth, transitioning from a soldier training-fo-
cused installation to a research and development center, with over
$1 billion in construction occurring and 100 percent of the new and
renovated facilities scheduled for completion by July of 2011.

Seventeen hundred personnel, approximately 30 percent of the
inbound professional administrative personnel, have already moved
successfully to Aberdeen Proving Ground, and they report they like
it very well there.
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The Army has also committed to the timely conveyance of BRAC
2005 property. We have been working diligently with local redevel-
opment authorities to convey property at the time of closure or as
close thereto as possible.

The Army has approved the first DOD economic development
conveyance (EDC) for 8,700 acres at Kansas Army Ammunition
Plant and signed the deed for the transfer of the first 2,600 acres
in February of 2010. The innovative EDC MOA for that location
was crafted in accordance with new authorities from the 2010 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, which we appreciate and which
allowed transfer at less than fair-market value and incorporated
revenue sharing with the community, so a real win-win.

As we close and realign property, the Army’s planning and inte-
grating the environmental restoration of the property with the con-
veyance actions. We remain committed to the clean-up of BRAC
2005 and the remaining legacy properties that are transitioning
from the federal government to private redevelopment.

Allow me to close today by stressing the importance of a timely
appropriations bill this coming year. With less than 12 months re-
maining at the start of fiscal year 2011, we will need to move our
personnel and transport their equipment to our gaining installa-
tion, and these BRAC actions require the soldiers, Army, civilian
employees, and their families to move immediately following com-
pletion of facilities. And much of the funding for the relocations is
required for obligation early in fiscal year 2011.

Once again, Mr. Chairman and members, I thank you for the op-
portunity to appear before you today and for your continued sup-
port to the Army.

[Prepared statement of L. Jerry Hansen follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, it is a pleasure
to appear before you to discuss the Army's Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) Program. We appreciate the opportunity to discuss our
program with you as we reach the final stages of implementing' BRAC
2005. Thank you for your unwavering support to our Soldiers and their
families serving our Nation around the world. They are and will continue
to be the centerpiece of our Army, and they could not perform their
missions so successfully without your steadfast support.

BRAC Program Highlights

All BRAC activity takes place within the context of achieving the
Army’s goals of winning Overseas Contingency Operations, transforming
from a Division-structured, forward-deployed force to one comprised of
agile Brigade Combat Teams (BCT) stationed on U.S. soil and Growing
the Army in a manner that facilitates the Army’s ability to win decisively
anytime, anywhere. The Army is committed to completing BRAC by
September 15, 2011. Program funding and execution are on track to
allow the Army to complete all BRAC 2005 actions by September 15,
2011. The Army will award the remaining BRAC 2005 construction
projects in FY 2010, which will enable the completion of all BRAC closure
and realignment actions within the statutory deadline. The Army portion of
the BRAC 2005 construction program is worth $13.4B and consists of 328
projects with only 33 remaining to award.

The Army has now closed three of the 12 major installations
scheduled for closure under BRAC 2005, and has also closed Kelly
Reserve Support Center near Pittsburgh, PA, and 21 other reserve
installations. The three major installations closed are Kansas, Mississippi,
and Lone Star Army Ammunition Plants (AAP), and the Army is on

-1
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schedule to close the fourth ammunition plant at Riverbank on March 31,
2010. The reméining nine major installation closure actions and the
multitude of realignment, construction, and personnel movement actions
along with all other BRAC implementation actions are on schedule to
occur within the statutory deadline of September 15, 2011. The Army, in
collaboration with the Local Reuse Authorities (LRA), is expediting
propeny conveyance much faster than in previous BRAC rounds.

The Army is working to accelerate property conveyance actions to
occur within six months of installation closure or realignment. This
aggressive goal is often difficult to achieve, however, the Army is poised to
work with affected communities to get the BRAC properties transferred
into economic redevelopment. The Army has approved the first DoD
Economic Development Conveyance (EDC) for a BRAC 2005 property.
The EDC Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Army and the
Great Plains Development Authority for transfer of approximately 8,700
acres at Kansas Army Ammunition Plant was completed on 12 Feb 2010
and the deed for transfer of the first 2,600 acres was completed on 19 Feb
2010. The innovative EDC MOA was crafted in accordance with new
authorities from the 2010 National Defense Authorization Act which
allowed transfer at less than fair market value and incorporated revenue
sharing with the community. The Army is also actively negotiating
property transfer actions that are scheduled to convey property this fiscal
year to BRAC 2005-affected local communities for economic
redevelopment.

Fort Bliss, Texas, has the largest Operational Army BRAC
movement action. The instaliation will essentially triple in size from the
Soldiers and Family members moving to Fort Bliss and the surrounding
communities. The Army is well underway in constructing new facilities to
support this massive growth. The first two BCT complexes are now

-2-
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complete, and the third is scheduled for the 2™ Quarter of FY11. The
Army is also on schedule to complete major transformations of
installations through BRAC 2005 at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, Fort
Lee, VA, Fort Benning, GA, and Fort Knox, KY.

In support of the Reserve and National Guard transformation, the
Army is eliminating excess antiquated, substandard and undersized
infrastructure by closing 176 Federal Army Reserve Centers and 211
National Guard Amories (with State permission) and constructing 125
Armed Forces Reserve Centers (AFRCs). Twenty-seven of the New
AFRCs will include units from multiple military services or will be located
on other service installations. Multi-service co-location provides the
opportunity for joint training, enhances readiness, and promotes a more
powerful and efficient Army. The Army has awarded 112 Reserve
Component BRAC projects. Twelve have been completed, 100 are under
construction and awards are pending on thirteen. The total Reserve
Component BRAC construction program is $3.14B. A total of 22 Federal
Army Reserve installations have been closed. '

Fort Lee will transform from the Army's Logistics Center to the
Army's Sustainment Center of Excellence under BRAC 2005. This will
occur by consolidating the Transportation Center and School, the
Ordnance Center and School, the Ordnance Munitions and Electronic
Maintenance School with the Quartermaster Center & Schoo!, the Army
Logistic Management College, and Combined Arms Support Command.
Additionally, it will become home to the Joint Center for Consolidated
Transportation Management Training, the Joint Center of Excellence for
Culinary Training, the Consolidated Defense Commissary Agency Office
and the Defense Contract Management Agency. Over $1.2B in
construction is occurring at Fort Lee with 100% of the new and renovated
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facilities projects awarded, and scheduled for completion by Jun 2011. All
functions are scheduled to be operational at Fort Lee by Sept 2011.

Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG) Maryland is undergoing
significant mission growth under Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
2005. Transitioning from a soldier training focused installation to a
research and development center involves a significant amount of
construction, infrastructure improvements, installation services and
community transformation. Ten phased BRAC construction projects are
currently underway with the first facilities being ready for occupancy in
July 2010 and ali missions moved by September 2011. Improvement to
communications, utilities and facility infrastructures are 75 percent
complete. As of March 2010 1700 personnel or approximately 30% of the
inbound professional and administrative personnel have aiready moved to
APG. The varied organizations plan, develop, test, and integrate systems
directly eniployed by the warfighter and missions activities are maintained
throughout the relocations. All BRAC relocations will be accomplished by
15 Sep 2010.

BRAC-2005

BRAC 2005 is carefully integrated with three other initiatives:
Giobal Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR), Army Moduiar Force, and
Grow the Army. Once implemented, the end results will yield tremendous
savings, while positioning forces, logistics activities, and power projection
platforms to effectively respond to the needs of the Nation.

As an essential compohent of Army transformation, BRAC 2005
decisions optimize infrastructure to support the Army’s current'and future
force requirements. The elimination of Cold War-era infrastructure and
the implementation of modern technology to consolidate activities free up
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financial and human resources to allow the Army to better focus on its
core war fighting mission. Under BRAC 2005, the Army will close 12
Active Component installations, 1 Army Reserve instaliation, 387 National
Guard Readiness and Army Reserve Centers, and 8 leased facilities.
BRAC 2005 establishes Training Centers of Excellence, Joint Bases, a
Human Resources Center of Excellence, and Joint Technical and
Research facilities. To accommodate the units relocating from the closing
National Guard Readiness and Army Reserve Centers, BRAC 2005
creates 125 multi-component Armed Forces Reserve Centers and realigns
U.S. Army Reserve command and control structure. By implementing
BRAC 2005 decisions, the Active Army will maintain sufficient surge
capabilities to expand to 45 maneuver brigedes and handie dynamic
contingencies, training, and operational demands now and into the future.
BRAC 2005 better postures the Army for an increase in end strength by
facilitating the Army’s transformation to a modular force and revitalizing
and modernizing the institutional Army through consolidation of schools
and centers.

in total, over 150,000 Soldiers, and Army civilian employees will
relocate under BRAC by September 15, 2011. The 1147 discrete actions
required for the Army to successfully implement BRAC 2005 will place
more than one third of the Army population in motion and create
infrastructure aligned with the Army missions of today and into the
foreseeable future. BRAC 2005 will enable the Army to become a more
capable expeditionary force as a member of the Joint Team while
enhancing the well-being of our Soldiers, civilians, and Family members
living, working, and training on our installations.
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BRAC 2005 Implementation Strategy

The Ammy has an aggressive, carefully synchronized, fully
resourced, Fiscal Year 2006-2011 BRAC implementation plan, designed
to meet the September 15, 2011 deadline, while supporting our national
security priorities. Our BRAC construction plan is fully coordinated and
carefully synchronizéd with other Army initiatives to support our overall
strategy for re-stationing, realigning, and closing i‘nstaltaﬁons while
continuing to fully support ongoing missions and transformation. This
construction pian identifies requirements, defines scope, and considers
existing installation capacity and infrastructure needs. It is an extremely
complex plan that requires intensive management of 328 construction
projects, re-stationing actions, BRAC moves, and deployment timelines to
allow the Army to impiement the BRAC statute while supporting critical
missions worldwide.

The Army has awarded 90% of the BRAC construction projects and
the remaining Army BRAC 2005 construction projects are on track to be
awarded in fiscal year 2010. This will enable the movement of units and
personnel in fiscal years 2010 and 2011, with expected completion by the
mandated BRAC 2005 deadline.

In fiscal year 2009, the Aty awarded 87 projects. This represents
our largest construction year for BRAC 2005. Fiscal year 2010 is our fifth
and final year of BRAC construction. As we approach FY 2011, the last
year of implementation for BRAC 2005, | must emphasize the importance
of timely receipt of funding. This last program year includes funding to
move our personnel and to transport the equipment to our gaining
installations. These BRAC actions require the Soldiers, Army civilian
employees, and their Families to move immediately following completion

-6-
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of facilities, and the funding for the relocations must be obligated months
prior to the actual moves to cover up-front reai estate costs and house-
hunting trips. We must place early FY 2011 orders for furniture and
installed equipment for the facilities scheduled for completion in FY 2011,
and some of the equipment has significant lead times before delivery.
Much of the money is required for obligation in the first quarter of FY 2011.

Our most complex and technically challenging BRAC 2005 projects
include the construction of the three four-star headquarters facilities ~
Forces Command, Training and Doctrine Command, and Army Materiel
Command. In accordance with priorities established at the beginning of
BRAC 2005 implementation, the Army is now completing these
headquarters complexes during the final year of BRAC 2005. Each new
facility will significantly improve the infrastructure of these centers of Army
leadership and enable us to attract the best and brightest workforce to
provide forces and train and equip the force into the future. The Army is
awarding many of the complex BRAC 2005 construction projects in
increments. These increments include projects at Fort Benning, Georgia,
Fort Lee, Virginia, and Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, which
establish the Maneuver Center, the Combat Service Support Center, and
the C4ISR mission, respectively, at these installations. The complexity of
integrating these movements and many others in BRAC 2005 is a

-daunting task. The Army has based all of the intensive planning to include
four-star level reviews, and rehearsal of concept (ROC) drills on the timely
award of the fiscal year 2011 program. The BRAC budget request
provides funding for funishings for BRAC projects awarded in fiscal year
2006, 2007, 2008, and 2008 as the buildings reach completion and
occupancy. The request aiso funds movement of personnel,
transportation costs and equipment associated with BRAC Commission
recommendations.
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In fiscal year 2011, the Amy will achieve closure, continue
environmental cleanup, and convey property for the purpose of economic
redevelopment in a timely manner. Experience from prior rounds of BRAC
indicates that caretaking properties for extended periods costs the Army
tens of millions of dollars, causes facilities to deteriorate, and results in
lost economic opportunities for affected communities. The Army is
working diligently with local redevelopment authorities to negotiate transfer
terms utilizing all available conveyance authorities. We can achieve timely
transfers while often realizing some value from the properties to offset the
cost of BRAC implementation. Changes to the FY 2010 Defense
Authorization Act provide additional flexibility to recognize economic
challenges and convey property where current market demand may not
support absorption of large tracts of Army property. Each BRAC property
and affected community presents unique circumstances and no one
solution can fit the needs of all communities and protect the interests of
the American taxpayers. We now have the capability, authorities, and

willingness of the parties to pemmit the timely conveyance of the remaining
BRAC 2005 properties.

Prior BRAC

Since Congress established the first Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission in 1988 and then authorized the subsequent
rounds in 1990, the Department of Defense has successfully executed
four rounds of base closures to reduce and align the military’s
infrastructure to the current security environment and force structure. As a
result, the Army estimates approximately $13.5 billion in savings through
2009 —~ nearly $1 billion in recurring, annual savings from prior BRAC
rounds.

The Army is requesting $73.6 million in fiscal year 2011 for prior
BRAC rounds ($5.2 million to fund caretaking operations and program



313

management of remaining properties and $68.4 million for environmental
restoration) to fund efforts at 147 sites at 14 prior BRAC installations. To
date, the Army has spent $3.1 billion on the BRAC environmental program
for installations impacted by the previous four BRAC rounds. We
disposed of 183,637 acres (88 percent of the total acreage disposal
requirement of 209,292 acres), with 25,655 acres 'remaining.

SUMMARY

In summary, the Army has a carefully coordinated and
synchronized plan for implementing BRAC 2005 mandates while
continuing to conduct critical missions in support of Overseas Contingency
Operations and homeland defense. These initiatives are a massive ‘
undertaking, requiring the synchronization of base closures, realignments,
military construction and renovation, unit activations and deactivations,
and the flow of forces to and from current global commitments. ltisa
balanced program that supports our Soldiers, their Families, Army
transformation, readiness, and woridwide commitments. Your support and
the support of this committee are critical to the successful implementation
of this plan.

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you today and
for your continued support of America’s Army.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Hansen. We will revisit later your
final comments, because they raise the question of, if we did not
pass the BRAC appropriation bill on time, what would the implica-
tions be? Thank you very much.

Mr. Natsuhara.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. NATSUHARA

Mr. NATSUHARA. Good morning, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Good morning.

Mr. NATSUHARA. Chairman Edwards, Representative Wamp, and
members of the committee, I am pleased to appear before you today
to provide an overview of the Department and Navy’s BRAC pro-
gram.

Regarding BRAC 2005, our budget request of $342 million will
enable us to continue outfitting buildings, realigning functions, and
closing bases in accordance with our business plans. To date, the
Department has completed 253 of 488 realignment and closure ac-
tions, and we are on track for full compliance by the September 15,
2011, statutory deadline.

The most significant action we have planned for 2010 is the re-
version of the main base at Naval Station Ingleside, Texas. We
have been working closely with the Port of Corpus Christi to com-
plete this action by the end of April, when the base will operation-
ally close.

With respect to prior BRAC activity, we continue to use a variety
of conveyance mechanisms available for federal property disposal,
including the economic development conveyance (EDC) that was
created for BRAC properties. Although over 90% of the property we
have conveyed was transferred at no cost to the recipient, we have
received over $1.1 billion in land sale revenues. We have used
these funds to accelerate environmental clean-up, and we are able
to finance the entire BRAC environmental effort from 2005 to 2008.

Future opportunity for land sale revenues, however, are very lim-
ited, and we are requesting appropriated funds to continue our en-
vironmental clean-up efforts. Our requests of $162 million will en-
able us to continue disposal actions and meet the minimum re-
quirement for environmental clean-up.

We greatly appreciated the additional funding Congress has pro-
vided in the past, which we applied to accelerate clean-up of par-
cels to support community redevelopment priorities.

We would like to highlight a breakthrough, as Dr. Robyn men-
tioned, on our negotiation for the EDC of Naval Station Treasure
Island. Negotiations have been ongoing with the city since 2007.
With adoption of language in the fiscal year 2010 National Defense
Authorization Act, Congress enacted new EDC language that al-
lows flexibility and transfer terms, including accepting profit par-
ticipation structures.

The environmental clean-up of Treasure Island is nearing com-
pletion. Once the city finalizes the environmental documentation
and receives approval from the board of supervisors in late 2010 or
early 2011, we will be in a position for the clean transfer of more
than 75 percent of the base.

The Department continues to make excellent progress in imple-
menting the BRAC actions. While meeting the September 2011
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statutory deadline to complete the BRAC 2005 actions is chal-
lenging, we feel we have a reasonable plan in place to meet this
requirement. We continue to work with regulators and commu-
nities to tackle complex environmental issues associated with prior
BRAC installations and develop creative solutions to support rede-
velopment efforts.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this committee.
I am ready to answer any questions you may have.

[Prepared statement of Roger M. Natsuhara follows:]
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Chairman Edwards, Representative Wamp, and members of the
committee, I am pleased to appear before you today to provide an overview of
the Department of the Navy’s (DON) BRAC implementation efforts.

BRAC 2005 IMPLEMENTATION

The Department has made significant progress during the past year, and
to date has completed 253 of 488 realignment and closure actions as specified in
our established business plans. A number of construction projects have already
been completed or are well on their way. The PB 2011 budget request of $342
million will enable us to continue outfitting buildings, realigning functions, and
closing bases in accordance with our business plans. The Department’s BRAC
05 Program is on track for full compliance with statutory requirements by the
September 15, 2011 deadline.

Accomplishments

In total, the Department has awarded 105 of 117 BRAC construction
projects with a combined value of $1.8 billion. The final 12 projects worth
approximately $303 million are on schedule for award this year. Some
noteworthy achievements include:

¢ Seven BRAC construction projects, programmed at $211
million, have been awarded and are under construction at Joint
Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, NJ. This work supports the
relocation of units, aircraft, and equipment from the closure of
Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove, PA. These
projects include aviation maintenance hangars, reserve training
facilities, munitions maintenance buildings, supply and logistics
storage, flight simulators, and aircraft intermediate maintenance
areas. Almost 40 aircraft along with nearly 700 full-time and
1,500 reserve component personnel will relocate in 2011. The
Navy supported the full operational capability of Joint Base
McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst and successfully transferred all Navy
real property in September 2009.

¢ Construction projects valued at over $100 million have been
awarded to support the Consolidation of Correctional Facilities
into Joint Regional Correctional Facilities. A new level Il
(Medium Security) correctional facility is being constructed at
Chesapeake, VA and additions to the existing Navy’s Brigs in
Charleston, SC and Miramar, CA are underway.

Community Reuse Planning Efforts
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Fifteen impacted communities established a Local Redevelopment
Authority (LRA) to guide local planning and redevelopment efforts and they
have been receiving financial support through grants and technical assistance
from the Department of Defense (DoD) Office of Economic Adjustment. Two
communities are still preparing their plans with submissions planned for later
this year. At the installations where the reuse plans have been completed, the
Department has initiated the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documentation for disposal of those properties. We have completed the NEPA
process at three of those installations.

Land Conveyances and Lease Terminations

By the end of FY-
2009, the Department .
disposed of 42% 1of the BRAC 05 Disposal Status
property that was slated for (as of 30 Sep 09)
closure in BRAC 2005.

These disposal actions were
completed via a
combination of lease
terminations, reversions,
public benefit conveyances,
and Federal and DoD
agency transfers. Of interest
for FY2009 is the complete
disposal of Naval Air
Station Atlanta. Thirty
seven acres were returned

Total Acres to Dispose = 18,626

54% {10, 078 acres)

4% (7.736 acres)

EFY09 & prior disposed
EFY10 planned
@Disposad Remaining

4% (812 acres)

to the Air Force and 107 acres were transferred to the Army for use by the
Georgia National Guard. Last year we also disposed of the Navy Reserve Center
in Orange, TX for use by the community as a port facility.

The most significant action we have planned for 2010 is the reversion of
the main base at Naval Station Ingleside, TX. We have been working closely

with the Port of Corpus Christi to complete this action by the end of April, when
the base will operationally close. The 2010 Plan also includes transfer of real
property at Naval Air Station Brunswick, the Navy Marine Corps Reserve Center
Tacoma, WA, the Inspector Instructor Facility Rome, GA, and the last parcel at
Navy Reserve Center Duluth, MN.

Naval Support Activity New Otleans, LA

! The percent disposed is lower than stated Iast year as we added over 300 actes to the amount to be
disposed due to property becoming available at NS Newport and completion of legal surveys over the past
year.
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Construction for the new building that will house Headquarters, Marine
Forces Reserve and Marine Corps Mobilization Command is well underway in
the future Federal City. When complete, the building will consist of four floors
and approximately 411,000 square-feet of administrative space and be home to
about 2,000 Marines.

To support the closure of Naval Support Activity New Orleans and the
relocation of base operating support and tenant activities to Naval Air Station
Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, nine construction projects have been completed
and another five are on-going.

Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME

The Department’s largest BRAC 05 operational action will close Naval Air
Station Brunswick, ME, and consolidate the East Coast maritime patrol
operations in Jacksonville, FL. The newly constructed hangar in Jacksonville, FL,
completed in May 2009, is now home to all five relocated P-3 squadrons. It will
also support the future transition to the P-8 Poseidon aircraft. Runway
operations in Brunswick ceased in February 2010.

Naval Station Ingleside/NAS Corpus Christi, TX

With the success the Department has had in relocating the Mine
Countermeasure ships, their headquarters, and supporting functions to San
Diego, CA, Naval Station Ingleside is scheduled to operationally close on April
30, 2010, five months earlier than planned. To ensure a smooth turnover of real
property for use by the Port of Corpus Christi, both agencies have worked
cooperatively to complete the actions necessary to conclude the reversion to the
Port by the closure date. This partnership has been crucial to the successful
implementation of the recommendation.

Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove, PA

In 2007, legislation was enacted directing the Department to transfer
Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove, PA to the Air Force, who
would then convey property to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for the
operation of a Joint Interagency Installation. Since that time the Department and
the Air Force have worked with the Commonwealth on the actions required to
implement the transfer of real property.

In November 2009, Governor Rendell of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania informed the Secretary of Defense that the Commonwealth would
no longer pursue the Joint Interagency Installation because of fiscal constraints.
Based on that decision, the closure of Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base
Willow Grove will follow the established reuse planning process. To that end,
the Department has initiated Federal Screening with other DoD and Federal
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agencies and is working with the LRA, Horsham Township, on its reuse
planning efforts.

Joint Basing

All four Joint Base Memorandums of Agreement (MOAs) where the
Department is the lead component have now been approved. The MOA for each
joint base defines the relationships between the components, and commits the
lead component to deliver installation support functions at approved common
standards. Resources including funding, personnel, and real property transfer to
the lead component. The MOAs are reviewed annually for mission, manpower,
and financial impacts and any needed resource adjustments. Joint Basing has
two implementation phases. Phase I installations—Little Creek-Fort Story and
Joint Region Marianas—reached full operational capability in October 2009, and
Phase II installations—Anacostia-Bolling and Pearl Harbor-Hickam—are
planned for October 2010.

Environmental Cost to Complete and Financial Execution

The Department’s remaining environmental liabilities for BRAC 05 are
substantially less than in previous rounds of BRAC given the relatively few
number of closures, the absence of major industrial facilities, and the extensive
site characterization, analysis, and cleanup that has occutred over the last several
decades. Over the last year, we spent $8 million in cleanup at BRAC 05
locations. The majority of this funded environmental activities at Naval Air
Station Brunswick, ME and Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Detachment
Concord, CA. Our remaining environmental cost to complete for FY-2010 and
beyond is $103 million.

The Department is achieving an execution rate of our FY 2006—2009 -
funds of nearly 90%. We have realized bid savings on some construction projects
and have primarily used these savings to offset other program increases.

Challenges :

We are scheduled to meet the September 15, 2011 deadline and will
continue to manage ongoing construction, outfitting and relocation efforts
closely. Many of our construction projects require either special certifications or
accreditations before occupancy to include DoD Explosive Safety Board
approvals, accreditation of correctional facilities or certification of Sensitive
Compartmented Information Facilities within constructed facilities.

We plan to continue to work closely with the other military services and
defense agencies on complex relocation actions that require close coordination.
While they remain on track for timely completion, we must maintain effective
and continuous coordination to succeed.
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PRIOR BRAC CLEANUP & PROPERTY DISPOSAL

The BRAC rounds of 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995 were a major tool in
reducing our domestic installation footprint and generating savings. All that
remains is to complete the environmental cleanup and property disposal on
portions of 16 of the original 91 bases and to complete environmental cleanup,
including long term monitoring at 22 installations that have been disposed.

Property Disposal
We disposed of Prior BRAC Disposal Status
154 acres of real {as of 30 Sep 09)
prop erty in Fiscal Year Toval Acres to Dispose =170,.959
2009, for a total of 93%
of real property 1% (3,291 acre)
disposed in the first £11,3446 acres)
four rounds of BRAC.
We continue to use the
variety of the
conveyance
mechanisms available mevee ;'d o bl disposed
for Federal Property B Disposal Remaining
disposal, including the
ECOnOmiC Note: Figuras include NS Roosavelt Roads (9,352 acves)

Development Conveyance (EDC) that was created for BRAC properties. Of the
real property the Department has disposed, 91% of this property was conveyed
at no cost to the recipient. From the remaining 9% of conveyed property, the
Department has received over $1.1 billion jn land sale revenues. We have used
these funds to accelerate environmental cleanup and were able to finance the
entire DON Prior BRAC effort, from FY 2005 through FY 2008.

Future opportunities for land sale revenues, however, are very limited,
and we continue our request for appropriated funds in FY2011. Our budget
request of $162 million will enable us to continue disposal actions and meet the
legal requirements for environmental clean up.

Our disposal plan shows that most of our remaining disposal actions will
be completed after FY 2010. Although we used the land sale revenue to
accelerate environmental remediation efforts over the past few years, 45 percent
of remaining property to dispose is pending completion of environmental
remediation actions. Another 40 percent of our remaining property is affected by
local community actions to change the approved reuse plans for the property.
Two of our installations are the subject of local legislative initiatives that will
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change the types of land uses for the property. At Naval Station Roosevelt
Roads, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is considering legislation to allow
gaming uses to support a new reuse plan called the ‘Caribbean Riviera’. In
California, Naval Air Station Alameda recently held a local referendum to
change the land use density permissible on the installation property. With this
measure being defeated at the polls in February, we will be working with the
LRA to determine the next steps to move us toward disposal of the property.

Prior BRAC Environmental Cleanup

The Department has now spent about $4.3 billion on environmental
cleanup, environmental compliance, and program management costs at prior
BRAC locations through FY 2009. Our remaining environmental cost to
complete for FY 2010 and beyond is approximately $1.4 billion. This includes
$160 million cost growth which is due in part to additional munitions cleanup at
Naval Air Facility Adak, AK and Naval Shipyard Mare Island, CA, clean up at
Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, and additional long term
monitoring program-wide. The increase is also associated with additional
radiological contamination at Naval Station Treasure Island, CA, Naval Air
Station Alameda, CA, and Naval Shipyard Mare Island, CA.

Naval Shipyard Hunters Point, CA

Naval Shipyard Hunters Point represents one of the unique Prior BRAC
challenges. The Department of Defense listed the shipyard for closure as part of
BRAC 1991. Hunters Point Shipyard was included on the National Priorities List
in November_1989____ >. The Department has spent more than $500 million to
investigate and clean up contamination at Hunters Point, including the 78
installation restoration sites and 93 radiological sites. Congress has added a total
of $150 million to the entire Prior BRAC Program over the past three years, and
we have used nearly $100 million to accelerate the cleanup program at Hunters
Point and finalize five Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA) Records of Decision (RODs) with two more RODs
planned for this year.

With this additional funding we have disposed of an additional 100,000
cubic yards of contaminated soil through removal and remedial actions, doubled
the number of cleaned radiological sites to ten, removed more than 10 miles of
radiological contaminated sewer and storm lines, and utilized emerging
technologies to successfully cleanup groundwater plumes with one round of
treatment.

The Department has worked closely with the City of San Francisco to
prepare for the potential early transfer of key development parcels within the
next year. This transfer of Parcel B (59 acres) and Parcel G (40 acres) followed by
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additional transfers totaling 60 acres in 2012 make up close to 40% of the
remaining land for development. With draft RODs currently in review for Parcel
C (74 acres) and in preparation for Parcel E (135 acres), we plan to have an
additional transfer in place for 2014. Significant strides have been have made in
readying parcels to support City redevelopment efforts.

Naval Station Treasure Island, CA

We would like to highlight a breakthrough on negotiations for the EDC of
Naval Station Treasure Island. Negotiations had been ongoing with the City
since 2007. Due to the disparity of the DON and City valuations, many
compensation options were reviewed to convey the property while still obtaining
Fair Market Value (FMV). The Navy had previously offered deferred
compensation and percentages of gross revenue. The City had offered profit
participation subordinate to a guaranteed return to developers. With adoption
of language in the Fiscal Year 2010 National Defense Authorization Act,
Congress enacted new EDC language that allows flexibility in transfer terms for
EDCs including accepting profit participation structures.

Utilizing this authority, we were able to announce in December that an
agreement in principle was reached with the City of San Francisco to convey 996
acres of the former Naval Station Treasure Island. The agreement guarantees
$55M to the Navy paid over 10 years with interest and an additional $50M paid
once the project meets a return of 18%. Then after an additional 4.5% return to
investors (22.5% total), the Navy would receive 35% of all proceeds. This deal
represents a unique opportunity to spur development, while still providing a
guaranteed payment to the Navy as well as a share in the benefit of what both
the City and the Navy expect to be a successful redevelopment and job
generating project. '

The environmental cleanup of Treasure Island is nearing completion.
Once the City finalizes California Environmental Quality Act documentation and
approvals with the Board of Supervisors in late 2010 or early 2011, we will be in
position for the clean transfer of more than 75% of the base. The remaining
cleanup includes the continued treatment of two small groundwater plumes and
removal of low level radioactive contamination. These projects and the
remaining transfer are expected to be complete well before the land is needed for
subsequent phases of the redevelopment project.

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA

Naval Air Station South Weymouth was closed by 1995 BRAC action and
the LRA, South Shore Tri-town Development Corporation, received approval for
a Fair Market Value EDC covering 680 acres of the property. About 562 acres of
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the requested area is environmentally suitable for transfer, but about 118 acres
need further remediation work.

To this end, a term sheet was signed by the parties in FY2008 in which the
Department would receive FMV for the property in the form of cash and in kind
consideration where the LRA would incorporate environmental clean up efforts
as part of the redevelopment activities on approximately 118 acres under a Lease
in Furtherance of Conveyance. Upon completion of the clean-up actions, the
Department would then execute a deed for those 118 acres. Unfortunately, the
ability of the LRA to obtain bonds and the Congressional consideration of
legislation affecting EDCs prevented this conveyance from being completed last
year. We are continuing to work with the LRA on an amended application
where the Department would retain environmental clean up actions.

CONCLUSION

The DON continues to make excellent progress in implementing the
BRAC actions. While meeting the September 2011 statutory deadline to complete
the BRAC 05 closure and realignment actions is challenging, we feel we have a
reasonable plan in place to meet this requirement,

Although the remaining prior round BRAC installations present cleanup
and disposal challenges, we continue to work with regulators and communities
to tackle complex environmental issues and provide creative solutions to support
redevelopment opportunities. We are very appreciative of the continued
additional Congressional funding of our program and have been applying those
funds to accelerate cleanup of parcels to support redevelopment priorities
identified by communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this committee. Ilook
forward to a productive dialogue with the Congress on our BRAC progress.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Natsuhara.
Secretary Ferguson.

STATEMENT OF KATHLEEN I. FERGUSON

Ms. FERGUSON. Chairman Edwards, Congressman Wamp, mem-
bers of the committee, thank you for this opportunity to provide an
update on the Air Force’s efforts supporting the implementation of
the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure program.

More than four years ago, the recommendations of the BRAC
2005 commission were approved, and today we are a mere 18
months away from the completion date of September 15, 2011.

For the Air Force, BRAC 2005 yielded seven Air Force installa-
tion closures and 59 realignments affecting 122 of our installations.
General Mitchell Air Reserve Station was—Galena forward oper-
ating location Galena, Alaska, already considered closed, and the
others are proceeding according to plan.

The Air Force’s overall program is complex and diverse. And
while there is still much work to be done, I am confident in inform-
ing the committee that the Air Force BRAC implementation efforts
remain on track, on time, and within budget.

My written statement outlines two significant BRAC under-
takings affecting San Antonio. The first is the creation of the Med-
ical Education and Training Campus, or METC, on Fort Sam Hous-
ton, and the other is the creation of the 711th Human Performance
Wing at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, Ohio, which fa-
cilitates the relocation of Air Force missions from Brooks City-
Base, Texas.

BRAC 2005 recommendation 172 calls for consolidation of all en-
listed medical training by relocating basic and specialty enlisted
medical training onto a new educational campus. The METC cam-
pus is being constructed on Fort Sam Houston proper, with a total
investment of $790 million.

The Medical Education and Training Campus will be the home
for joint military enlisted medical training for the Army, Navy and
Air Force. The campus will serve over 9,000 students per day, with
an annual pipeline of nearly 45,000 students.

In addition to the Medical Education and Training Campus on
Fort Sam Houston, there will be a satellite field training campus
on Camp Bullis as an integral part of student training. The campus
is over 50 percent complete, with the first classes beginning in
June of this year.

The creation of the 711th Human Performance Wing contributes
to the largest military construction effort at Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base since World War II. While over $200 million in new
construction will bed down the Human Performance Wing, the
711th Human Performance Wing merges the Air Force Research
Laboratory Human Effectiveness Directorate with three functions
of the 311th Human Systems Wing at Brooks City-Base, Texas, the
United States Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the Air
Force Institute for Operational Health, and the 311th Human Per-
formance Enhancement Directorate.

In conjunction with the Naval Aerospace Medical Research Lab-
oratory, relocating from Naval Air Station Pensacola and sur-
rounding universities and medical institutions, the 711th Human
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Performance Wing will create a center of excellence for aerospace
medicine.

In regards to joint basing, the Office of the Secretary of Defense
and the services continue to work through many complex issues to
make joint basing successful. Memorandum of agreements have
been signed for all joint bases, and full operational capability was
achieved for all phase one bases, and we are progressing towards
that same milestone for all phase two joint bases by 1 October of
this year.

Mr. Chairman, the Air Force’s total BRAC implementation budg-
et for this round was $3.8 billion, two-thirds of which was for mili-
tary construction. Our military construction program calls for the
last contract award by the end of this fiscal year. Throughout the
implementation of BRAC 2005, the Air Force has been and remains
fully funded.

Though this year’s budget request is significantly smaller than
previous years, let me underscore, its importance remains. It al-
lows the Air Force to complete full implementation of all BRAC
2005 recommendations by the deadline.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal remarks. I thank you
and the members of the committee for your time and the oppor-
tunity for this update. And I look forward to your questions.

[Prepared statement of Kathleen I. Ferguson follows:]
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Introduction

The Air Force appreciates the continued support received from Congress throughout the
implementation phase of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005. We began
implementation of BRAC 2005 more than four years ago, and while we are just a year-and-a-half
from the September 15, 2011 completion deadline, the Air Force has, and continues to make,

great progress towards completing its BRAC 2005 program on time.

BRAC 2005 OVERVIEW
BRAC 2005 is characterized as highly joint and transformational. BRAC 2005 also

ushers in new operations models like joint basing, multiple Defense Department consolidations,
efforts to create intellectual centers of gravity at campus medical centers such as those at

Joint Base San Antonio and Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (AFB), and the stand-up of the
initial Joint Strike Fighter training school at Eglin AFB, FL. BRAC 2005 also included
traditional actions such as weapon systems rcalignments. When fully implemented, BRAC 2005

will provide the Nation a more efficient, effective Air Force.

BRAC 2005 IMPLEMENTATION
The Office of the Secretary of Defense codified BRAC 2005 implementation

requirements and responsibilities through the use of business plans, a process that allows
synchronization across the entire Department of Defense (IDoD). The Air Force leads 64

business plans and is an equity partner in an additional 16.

To implement the assigned recommendations, the Air Force’s plan calls for the execution
of nearly 400 separate actions utilizing a budget that has been, and remains, fully funded at
approximately $3.8 billion; two-thirds of this budget is military construction. Our BRAC

military construction program will make its last contract award before the close of this fiscal
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year. In total, we will execute 231 BRAC military construction projects, on 54 installations, in
36 states. The remaining segment of the BRAC budget funds environmental efforts, military
personnel costs, training, and operations and maintenance-funded elements.
SAN ANTONIO

No other BRAC 2005 location is more complex than San Antonio, TX. Nineteen
independent BRAC recommendations affect the city and its installations. Thg Air Force
established an executive oversight structure and a Joint Program Office at Randolph AFB, TX to
effectively manage this challenge. This Joint Program Office, headed by a member of the Senior
Executive Service, integrates all BRAC activities in San Antonio and reports to the Air Force’s
Air Education and Training Command commander. Its task is to consider every detail and
ensure construction and mission schedules are tightly choreographed. The Air Force, in
partnership with other stakeholders, further established an Executive Integration Oversight Board
comprised of flag officers and equivalents from each San Antonio BRAC activity, along with
advisors from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the TRICARE Management Activity, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and other agencies with equity in successful BRAC
implementation. Both integration and synchronization are paramount to the medical merger in

San Antonio, the keystone to success in the region. -

The new Tri-Service Research Lab (TSRL), being established on Fort Sam Houston, TX
enables Navy and Air Force to cooperatively conduct directed-energy bio-effects research., The
TSRL will focus directed-energy weapons effectiveness studies, support research on ways to
protect service members from directed-energy devices, and improve health and safety standards
for safe exposure to directed energy. The TSRL facility is progressing on schedule. Initial

TSRL mission outfitting and transition begins May 2011.
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The Air Force is overseeing realignment of enlisted basic and specialty medical training.
Five training centers from across the United States relocate into a single Medical Education and
Training Campus (METC) on Fort Sam Houston. METC will be home for joint military enlisted
medical training for the Army, Navy, and Air Force. With a total investment of $790 million,
the campus will consist of five instructional buildings, three dormitories, a dining facility, a
physical fitness center and other structures which directly support world-class training for all
Joint medics. The campus will serve over 9,000 students daily, with an annual pipeline of nearly
45,000 students. The campus is more than 50 percent complete, with the first classes beginning
in June 2010. The dining facility is 100 percent complete, dormitory 1 completed in February
2010, and two remaining dormitories complete in August and December 2010. Also, two of five
medical instruction facilities will complete by June and August 2010.

In addition to the Fort Sam Houston METC campus, there will be an extension field
training facility on Camp Bullis as an integral part of student training. The entire Camp Bullis
training area is expected to complete in August 2010.

Another complex challenge is establishing Joint Base San Antonio (JBSA) due to its size
and scope. JBSA centralizes installation management functions for Randolph AFB, Lackland
AFB, TX and Fort Sam Houston, TX installations spanning more than 30 miles from one side of
San Antonio to the other. JBSA will provide support to approximately 80,000 military, civilians,

and dependents that work and reside in the area.

JOINT BASING

Joint Base San Antonio isn’t the only Department of Defense joint base. BRAC directed
26 Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps installations to form 12 joint bases. Of the 12 joint

bases, 10 include Air Force installations. The Air Force is lead-service at six of these.
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The Joint Basing initiative consolidates installation management functions to achieve
efficiencies and economies of scale while preserving war fighting capabilities and quality of life
for Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, Marines, and their families. The Office of the Secretary of
Defense and the Services continue to work the many complex issues to make Joint Basing a
success. A Senior Joint Base Working Group, led by the Deputy Under-Secretary of Defense for
Installations and Environment, developed policy to guide this transition. Memoranda of
agreement are signed for all joint bases.

Full operating capability was achieved for all Phase 1 joint bases and we progress
towards that same milestone for all Phase 2 joint bases by October 1, 2010. Among the six Air
Force-led joint bases, two are already at full operating capability: Joint Base Andrews-Naval Air
Facility Washington, and Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst.

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE

The second largest segment of the Air Force’s BRAC 2005 implementation program
affects Wright-Patterson AFB (WPAFB) with the new Human Performance Wing and Sensors
Laboratory consolidation. The Air Force’s BRAC 2005 program is the largest military
construction buildup at WPAFB since World War II. Well over $200 million in new
construction will bed-down the new 711th Human Performance Wing (HPW) at WPAFB as it
transfers from its current location at Brooks City Base, San Antonio, TX which returns to the
Brooks Development Authority on lease termination. The 711th HPW merges the Air Force
Research Laboratory Human Effectiveness Directorate with these functions of the 311th Human
Systems Wing at Brooks City Base: The U.S. Air Force School of Aerospace Medicine, the Air
Force Institute for Operational Health, and the 311th Human Performance Enhancement

Directorate. Once the Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboeratory collocates with the 711th
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HPW, and in conjunction with surrounding universities and medical institutions, WPAFB will be
the center of excellence for aecrospace medicine. These facilities will include classrooms,
research laboratories, training facilities, aircraft mockups and a ditching pool. In addition to
state-of-the-art centrifuge and hypobaric chamber facilities, the 711th HPW will also provide
research and development in warfighter training techniques and technologies. This facility is on

schedule with mission outfitting; transition begins February 2011.

Elsewhere at WPAFB, existing space will be altered to support consolidation of Air
Force Research Lab’s Sensors directorates from Hanscom AFB, MA and Rome Labs, NY. This
newly modified facility will allow information fusion and virtual, rapid prototyping through
tearning made possible by this realignment. In addition, it will integrate avionics with shared
aperture sensor concepts and integrated offensive/defensive functions not currently collocated.
Finally, this consolidation will provide a secure location for interactive Modeling and Simulation
Laboratories with multi-level security, and support integrated aircraft and weapons system level
evaluations. This facility is also on schedule: mission outfitting and transition begins
March 2011.

BRAC 2005: THE AIR NATIONAL GUARD AND AIR FORCE RESERVE

Seventy-eight percent of BRAC 2005 implementation actions affect the Air Reserve
Components in contrast to BRAC 1995 where just eighteen percent of actions affected either the
Air National Guard (ANG) or Air Force Reserve (AFR). Many of the BRAC 2005 actions
realigned similar missions or aircraft models to increase the efficient use of manpower,
resources, and maintenance budgets. Single mission tasks were combined into Centralized
Intermediate Repair Facilities where ANG, AFR, and active duty personnel work side-by-side.

The Air Force Reserve has effectively managed manpower resources and minimized adverse
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impacts on personnel at locations such as General Mitchell Reserve Station, WI. The relocated
reserve unit from General Mitchell is now fully operational at Pope AFB, NC. The ANG has
better positioned units to accept future missions in such vital tasks as Homeland Defense, is more
effectively integrated with the active force in current front-line fighters, and will share

opportunities to accept new weapons platforms.

The Air Reserve Personnel Center (ARPC) moves from Denver, CO to Buckley AFB,
CO providing better compliance with force protection and secures vital personnel records.
Remaining in the Denver are avoids costs for personnel separations, retains a highly skilled
workforce, and improves service with the latest in communications infrastructure. The new
ARPC facility will be environmentally-friendly, and will allow disposition of Buckley Annex
real property no longer required.

MULTI-SERVICE, MULTI-AGENCY SOLUTIONS AND EFFICIENCIES

In addition to managing BRAC actions on Air Force installations, the Air Force team is
actively engaged with our sister-services and the Defense Agencies/activities ensuring the needs
of Airmen are met when BRAC relocates them to sister-services installations. For example, the
Air Force Transportation Management and Culinary schools move from Lackland AFB, TX, to
Fort Lee, VA. This $85 million move consolidates the Services’ training functions at a single
location and results in savings through economies of scale.

The Air Forc;: is also an active participant on a working integrated process team chartered
to collaborate and effectively implement commission recommendations to co-locate five
independent intelligence organizations and two formal training programs aboard Marine Corps
Base Quantico, VA. This collaborative effort focuses on people, processes, funding, planning,

programming and execution. The facility’s design integrates conference and classroom space in
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common areas while maintaining mission integrity for each Service and Agency. Similarly, the
Defense Logistics Agency has Air Force functional representation onsite to minimize risk to
ongoing operations during BRAC implementation as supply-related functions are consolidated at
13 locations. The resulting operations eliminate redundant functions, streamline supply
processes, and yield savings through efficiencies.

BRAC 2005 EXECUTION REPORT CARD

BRAC 2005 impacts more than 120 Air Force installations. Whether establishing the
F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Initial Training Site at Eglin AFB, FL, closing Kulis Air Guard Station
in Alaska, or transferring Pope AFB, NC to the Army, the Air Force community as a whole —
active, Guard, and Reserve —benefits from changes BRAC achieves. Among the seven closure
installations, two are already considered closed while the others are proceeding according to
plan. Nearly a third of assigned business plans are now considered complete and the rest are on

schedule to complete by September 2011.

As this year’s budget request represents the last for implementation, the Air Force
expresses its gratitude for your continued support throughout the entire implementation phase of
BRAC 2005. This year’s budget request is significantly smaller than previous years®, but its
importance remains. To complete the Air Force’s BRAC 2005 program, the Fiscal Year 2011

program focus is in budget areas that affect equipment and personnel.
LEGACY BRAC ~ REAL PROPERTY TRANSFORMATION

The Air Force remains a Federal leader in the implementation of the management
principles outlined in Presidential Executive Order 13327, Federal Real Property Asset

Management. We continue to aggressively manage our real property assets to deliver maximum
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value for the taxpayer, improve the quality of life for our Airmen and their families, and ensure
the protection and sustainment of the environment to provide the highest level of support to Air
Force missions. The Air Force is achieving these goals through an enterprise-wide Asset
Management transformation that seeks to optimize asset value and to balance performance, risk,
and cost over the full asset life cycle. Our approach is fundamentally about enhancing our built
and natural asset inventories and linking these inventories to our decision-making processes and

the appropriate property acquisition, management and disposal tools.

Even though the BRAC 2005 round did not reduce the Air Force’s real property
footprint, our current transformation efforts seek to “shrink from within” and to leverage the
value of real property assets in order to meet our “20/20 by 2020” goal of offsetting a 20 percent
reduction in funds available for installation support activities by achieving efficiencies and
reducing by 20 percent the Air Force physical plant that requires funds by the year 2020. For the
purpose of this hearing, I will focus on our management of BRAC properties and some of the

real property management tools we employ.
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT

To date, the Air Force has successfully conveyed by deed nearly 90 percent of the 87,000
acres of Air Force land directed by BRAC rounds 88, 91, 93 and 95, which we refer to as Legacy
BRAC, with the remainder under lease for redevelopment and reuse. With the successful
redevelopment of Air Force BRAC property, local communities have been able to increase the

number of area jobs by over 31,000.

To complete the clean up and transfer by deed of remaining property, the Air Force is

partnering with industry leaders on innovative business practices for its “way ahead” strategy.

Page 11




339

Base Realignment and Closure

March 17, 2010

This strategy includes an emphasis on performance-based environmental remediation contracts,
using such performance-based contracts on regional clusters of BRAC bases, and innovative
tools such as early property transfer and privatization of environmental cleanup so the cleanup
efforts complement, rather than impede, property redevelopment plans and schedules. Our
objectives remain constant and clear: (1) provide reuse opportunities that best meet the needs of
the Air Force and local communities, (2) move the process along smartly in each situation to get
property back into commerce as soon as practical, and (3) provide transparency throughout the
process. Of the 32 legacy BRAC bases slated for closure, the Air Force completed 20 whole-
base transfers. Eight of the remaining 12 bases are targeted for transfer by the end of Fiscal Year
2010, while the last two (former George and McClellan AFBs) will transfer no later than the end

of Fiscal Year 2013.

As the Air Force transfers BRAC property for civic and private reuse, it is paramount we
ensure any past environmental contamination on the property does not endanger public health or
the environment. The Air Force will continue to fulfill this most solemn responsibility, as
reflected in our Fiscal Year 2010 request of $115.7 million for Legacy BRAC cleanup activities,

and another $12.7 million for BRAC 2005 cleanup activities.

The Air Force’s environmental clean-up program hit a high point in 2009 when
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) officials removed more than 2,900 of 3,552 acres at the
former Griffiss AFB, NY, from their list of potentially hazardous sites. After more than two
decades and $138 million in clean-up costs, Air Force specialists successfully remediated many
of the potentially hazardous waste sites at the former Strategic Air Command base, making it

eligible for removal from the EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL).

Page 12



340

Base Realignment and Closure

March 17, 2010

As the Air Force continues cleaning, restoring and transferring property to the
community, these former bases are attracting clean, green businesses by the day. California
bases provide a good example. McClellan and Mather in Sacramento, George in Victorville,
Castle in Atwater, March in Riverside, and Norton in San Bernardino - all on the EPA’s NPL
due to pollution from former days — house growing numbers of businesses promoting

environmentally-friendly practices and products.

McClellan Park in Sacramento may be the green giant of the group, with numerous
tenants on the leading edge of green technology. It now has more people working there than
when McClellan AFB closed in 2001. One new tenant is the 91,000-square-foot factory of
ZETA Communities, manufacturers of “net-zero energy™ homes, which produce as much energy
as they use over the course of a year. Constructed in modules, the buildings use photovoltaic
power (also known as solar power), Energy Star appliances, ultra-efficient insulation and high-
performance windows, among other features. The McClellan Park factory can produce five
modules (or two townhouses) per day. ZETA also manufactures energy-efficient, mixed-use
facilities at McClellan and is planning to produce green housing and other buildings for various

military bases around the U.S.

The Air Force is seeing success with BRAC 2005 bases as well. In 2009, Galena
Forward Operating Location in Alaska was the first BRAC 2005 base to transfer property when
it returned 60 acres of leased land to the local community. The Galena Interior Learning
Academy now occupies this site and operates a statewide boarding school with academic and
vocational training for students in grades 9 to 12. In 2010, General Mitchell Air Reserve Station,

Milwaukee, W1 is slated for whole base transfer. Adjacent to the General Mitchell International
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Airport, the Air Force has already licensed seven facilities to the local redevelopment authority
in advance of whole base transfer in early summer. Overall, approximately 90 percent of legacy
BRAC property has transferred to local communities, with all remaining property to be

transferced by 2013.

As you can see, the Air Force’s BRAC property management framework involves an
understanding and balancing of our mission needs and risks with market dynamics, the federal

budget, the condition and performance of our assets, and the need to protect the environment.
SUMMARY

Thousands of man-hours were spent planning, coordinating, meeting, sctutinizing,
discussing, visiting bases, and executing the nearly 400 actions the Air Force must implement to
complete BRAC 2005; thousands more man-hours are still ahead. The good news is the Air
Force will conclude its program successfully and within the budget established at the outset of

BRAC 2005.

The Air Force is fully engaged in executing our requirements and remains squarely
focused on successfully implementing all BRAC 2005 recommendations no later than

September 15, 2011.
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IMPACT OF STATUTORY DEADLINES

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Secretary Ferguson.

Dr. Robyn, let me begin with you, and then if others of you want
to comment, if you believe that would be helpful, if it affects your
particular projects. I salute you, Dr. Robyn, for wanting to have
every BRAC recommendation implemented by September 15, 2011,
because that was the direction of Congress, that is the law of the
land, and to ignore that would be to ignore the law of the land.

But I would just like to delve for a few minutes into, what are
the costs—are there some adverse results and adverse costs to tax-
payers of being arbitrary in trying to follow that? And perhaps our
authorizing trends do not want to change that deadline for any sin-
gle project, but it is at least something we ought to look into, be-
cause this subcommittee’s responsibility is to see that the tax-
payers’ dollars are spent wisely and for the long-term benefit of our
troops and their families.

Let’s talk about Fort Belvoir, just as an example. It is my under-
standing that $53 million to meet the deadline, will be spent for
temporary facilities to relocate 973 personnel. That $53 million of
facilities will have to then be replaced by permanent facilities.

If you did not have the September 15th deadline, would there be
a way to save taxpayers’ dollars and better serve these personnel
and the people they serve?

Ms. ROBYN. Let me answer it generally, and then I think I am
going to let Jerry Hansen talk about Fort Belvoir in particular. But
you said that you understand the importance of trying to meet our
legal obligation. And that is part of it. But I want to expand on
that. And I think the comments that Congressman Wamp made are
very relevant.

BRAC is an unusual mechanism. We have Dick Armey to thank
for it, and it is something—as you indicated, we should be doing
more of this rather than less. And people around the world are try-
ing to emulate the BRAC process. It is a difficult one, but it ties
our hands, but that is the beauty of it. It imposes discipline that
we do not really want, but the alternative is worse.

Let me mention a couple of reasons why meeting the BRAC
deadline is so important. First of all—and as I just indicated—it
preserves the discipline on us. There is an all-or-nothing quality to
BRAC. There is an all-or-nothing nature to the votes. You vote it
up or down. It is all or nothing.

And the same with us. This is so—keeping that discipline on
us—is enormously important. It ends the turmoil of the transition.
The process is meant to be fast to get the pain over with. It allows
that to end. It gets contractors off the base. And it provides cer-
tainty for the community so that they know that this is going to
be done by a particular date.

And all of these benefits spill over, I think. They spill over if
there is another BRAC round. And so I think it is more than just
meeting the letter of the law. It is for all of these reasons, in some
cases, that does mean spending a little bit more in order to meet
the deadline.

Mr. EDWARDS. Right. And let me just quickly say, I think that
is a very persuasive argument for the benefits of meeting the dead-



343

line. But since you used cost-benefit analysis on a daily basis in de-
ciding to fund or not to fund projects, I would just like to know
what the costs are going to be. The benefits are perhaps intangible,
but yet very real, and I do not minimize those for one minute.

I would like to know or get some sense, though—we are talking
about one site, $53 million, or, you know, hundreds of other mil-
lions of dollars at Fort Belvoir and $1 billion elsewhere in order to
meet this deadline so that at least Congress could say, look, all
right, these are the benefits that you have outlined very, very pre-
cisely and very persuasively, but these are the costs.

I just do not want to be blind on the cost side of the cost-benefit
analysis as sticking to this. And so that is—at some point, I would
appreciate—would not expect you to have this at this moment, but
at some point, I would appreciate some objective, fair—not
fudged—fair, objective analysis of what the additional costs are,
such as if you send this $53 million as being spent to meet the
deadline.

Is it $1 billion of extra cost?

Ms. RoBYN. No, no, no. No.

}1:/11". EDWARDS. You know, a couple of hundred million dollars?
What——

Ms. RoBYN. Yes, I think we went through the six challenges,
most challenging places yesterday with Walter Reed and others.
And that particular site, Belvoir, and those relocatables, that is the
most challenging one and the most expensive.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. So you mentioned Belvoir. You men-
tioned the closing of Walter Reed. What are the other four sites?

Ms. ROBYN. Let’s see. There is San Antonio. Let me get my list.

Mr. EDWARDS. Which—Fort Sam? Which project at San Antonio?
Fort Sam?

Ms. RoBYN. Thank you. FORSCOM and the U.S. Army Reserve
Command, San Antonio Regional Medical Center—and Kathy can
speak to that—Walter Reed, miscellaneous facilities at Belvoir, re-
locating the Medical Command headquarters. I believe that is here
in D.C. And then Fort Bragg, is that—yes, Fort Bragg.

USE OF RELOCATABLE FACILITIES

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Do you have some flexibility, Dr. Robyn, in
terms of defining what meeting the BRAC deadline means? Does
it mean a contract has to have been signed or the physical space
has to have been opened? Do you have some flexibility there so
that reason can be part of this process and not just the arbitrary
deadline as the only criteria?

Ms. RoBYN. There are some. I believe the function has to have
physically moved, so there is less flexibility there than you would
think, but there is some.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Ms. ROBYN. Our lawyer is—you know, can go on and on about
this at great length, but it is not—there is not a huge amount of
flexibility. There are certain things that we need to get done, and
the primary thing is to actually move the function.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Thank you. And, obviously, we will need
follow-up meetings where we can talk in more detail than we can
at this hearing.
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But, Mr. Hansen, could you briefly tell me, is that figure about
right, for $53 million? And what kind of relocatable facilities will
they be? How long will those be used before that $53 million of fa-
cilities is replaced by permanent facilities?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We, as Dr. Robyn indicated, do
have the plan that will comply with BRAC, but it does involve
relocatables during that period of time, and those are on perma-
nent-type structures, I mean, on platforms, but—so they are not
like construction trailers. They are buildings that look fairly per-
manent, but they are modular, and they are

Mr. EDWARDS. Modular offices?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Mr. HANSEN. And the Army, while committed to complying with
BRAC, will continue to communicate with the members over this
last 546 days to ensure that you are fully informed and can express
aily concerns or other alternatives that you would like us to ex-
plore.

Although we do not have a defined alternate plan at Belvoir at
this time, we are always working to achieve efficiencies and effec-
tiveness in our implementation. And we will be—as we refine pos-
sible alternatives for your consideration—we will certainly present
those.

Mr. EDWARDS. What time period do you expect as of now for
those $53 million of relocatable facilities to be replaced by perma-
nent accommodations there?

Mr. HANSEN. We are working on the—as you know, the 12 to 17
POM and would envision that any military construction still re-
quired at Fort Belvoir would be included in that, the front end of
that, I would hope.

Mr. EpwarDs. Okay. Okay. So we are not talking about 6
months or 9 months? It could be several years?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is that $53 million about correct? Is that for this
particular:

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, it is.

Mr. EDWARDS. Any other cost for temporary facilities at Fort
Belvoir, in addition to these $53 million that would be required in
order to meet that September 15, 2011, deadline?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. There is approximately $33
million for the Office of Chief of Army Reserve that will be estab-
lished in current warehouse space that will be reconstructed. But
it will save us significantly in lease costs. The total net cost is prob-
ably—is approximately $69 million for the total.

Mr. EDWARDS. For everything at Fort Belvoir?

Mr. HANSEN. For the relocatable

Mr. EDWARDS. Net cost of $69 million. Okay. Thank you very
much.

Mr. Wamp.

WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CENTER

Mr. WamMmPp. I do not know who would give us a more specific an-
swer on the six particular at-risk projects with respect to meeting
the deadline, but for the good of the members, I think we ought to
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have a little more detailed summary. We would like to know the
six locations, the expected delay, the cost factor, and a summary.

You might have to bounce around to give us each one of these
six so that we all hear, why they are in jeopardy and the level of
rush with each. Please start with Walter Reed.

Mr. HANSEN. The Walter Reed, sir, is, of course, a combined
Army and Navy project, so we—from the Army perspective, we are
committed to and fully expect to be able to complete the Walter
Reed relocation on time by 15 September, 2011, be moving into
Navy facilities.

And I defer to my colleague on the Navy part of that. But it is
my understanding that anything that will not be ready by Sep-
tember 11 would be ancillary type of buildings, and there are miti-
gation strategies in place for those.

Mr. NATSUHARA. The Department of Navy is within budget on
BRAC 2005, and we do not anticipate having to lease any space,
that we will complete our projects on time, including Bethesda to
accommodate the Walter Reed closing.

Mr. Wamp. Okay. You talked about Fort Belvoir, but what about
the others?

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS

Ms. FERGUSON. I can talk a little bit about San Antonio. Rec-
ommendation 172 really had two components to it. One was closing
the inpatient operations at Wilford Hall on Lackland Air Force
Base and relocating that to Brooke Army Medical Center at Fort
Sam Houston.

And the second one was to consolidate enlisted medical training
from a number of U.S. locations to Fort Sam Houston. The second
one is not at risk at all. That one is proceeding. That will be accom-
plished on time.

The one that does have some risk and we consider medium risk
is the closing of the inpatient operations at Wilford Hall and relo-
cating to Brooke Army Medical Center. And we have looked at that
as medium risk. And the reason we classified it that way is cur-
rently the consolidated medical tower and renovations at Fort Sam
Houston are scheduled to be complete in July of 2011.

If there are any hiccups during the construction, that pushes
that to the right. That does put that in some jeopardy, so we are
continuing to monitor that very closely. We are looking right now
to see if there are other mitigation efforts that can be done in case
that does slip.

But right now, we are still on track, but we do recognize, because
it is so close to the deadline, if there are any issues that crop up
during construction that could put the relocation from Wilford Hall
to Brooke at some risk for meeting the deadline.

FORT BRAGG, NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. Wawmp. Fort Bragg?

Mr. HANSEN. Regarding Fort Bragg, Mr. Congressman, the one
project that I believe was discussed was a project to construct a
warehouse at Fort Bragg to provide temporary swing space for se-
rial movements of FORSCOM and U.S. Army Reserve Center per-
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sonnel from Fort McPherson to Bragg and its plan for contract
award approximately 11 March, 2010.

This project is currently being staffed for congressional notifica-
tion, and completion is currently planned for a soldier-ready date
of 1 May of 2011. So this involves outfitting a warehouse with some
temporary office space inside for swing space until a completion of
the permanent buildings.

Mr. WAMP. And the Medical Command——

Ms. ROBYN. Yes, this was a commission recommendation, not a
DOD recommendation. So we were—in the implementation of it. It
is not high risk—we have characterized it as medium risk, rather
than high risk.

Let me—hold on. I think there is—GSA is waiting for some com-
mittee. They need some sort of action—I am sorry?

Mr. Wamp. Okay.

Ms. ROBYN. I only know a little bit about this. GSA needs to pro-
ceed on with the lease. But this is a lease action, and so there is
going to be GSA involvement on that.

TEMPORARY EXPENSES

Mr. EDWARDS. So could I piggyback with Mr. Wamp? Will there
be temporary expenses——

Ms. RoBYN. No.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Tens of millions of dollars to do some-
thing temporarily?

Ms. ROBYN. No. I think the two high-risk ones of the six are
Belvoir, which you have heard about, and the Mark Center, which
is also Belvoir. That is Belvoir north. This is the large building
that is being constructed at Seminary Road off of 395. The schedule
for—the construction is on time. The schedule for move-in bumps
up close to the deadline.

And we said yesterday to your staff, we need better fidelity from
WHS, Washington Headquarters Services, on that in order to give
you a better picture. We are treating that as high risk, but, again,
none of—we have not identified any costs associated with trying to
meet the deadline on that.

Mr. Wamp. Mr. Chairman, I have a short question. It appears
you all are going to carry almost $1.2 billion of unobligated bal-
ances into 2011, and I wonder why the high level of unobligated
balances would be carried into the next fiscal year.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is that in the BRAC account?

Ms. RoBYN. In MILCON or non

Mr. WamP. In the budget appendix of the 2005 BRAC account,
there is an unobligated balance carryover of almost $1.2 billion,
$1.85 billion.

Ms. RoBYN. I do not know. I am not sure.

Mr. EDWARDS. Would that be for projects where you are making
further improvements? You have already moved into Belvoir, and
you are for the next couple of years making additional improve-
ments? Or

Mr. HANSEN. We show approximately—just a little over $600
million, sir, and from the Army perspective, we have obligated ap-
proximately 29.27 percent of the fiscal year 2010 funds received to
date. And we are fairly comfortable that we will have efficient exe-
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cution of the remaining funds. Now, that is not to say that they
will all be used, but that it will not be a large amount remaining.

Mr. WamP. I have other questions next round, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Wamp.

Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
having this hearing. I would like to thank you all for your public
service.

And, Dr. Robyn, I would just like to personally thank you. I
think you bring a personality and a professional style that is really
making this BRAC system work, and I really appreciate that.

We have had five rounds of BRAC, started in 1988 and second
one was in 1991; 1991 was when they announced that the base in
my district, Fort Ord, which was a training base for the 7th Infan-
try, was going to be closed. It was the largest military base ever
closed in any BRAC round. It affected 33,000 people—people who
just left seemingly overnight.

We still have a little bit of the base realigned for military, and
we still have 6,000 active military personnel going to the Naval
Postgraduate School and Defense Language Institute and a bunch
of other military programs. $1 billion of defense money is spent in
Monterey County.

But I ran for Congress because I knew this was going to be the
biggest real estate transfer ever. It really affected the whole region,
and I wanted to try to get some things done there, like establish
a university, which we did. In fact, Secretary Perry came to trans-
fer the property, and President Clinton came to inaugurate the
opening of the university that we got started.

On the day I arrived in Congress, I had to testify on the 1993
round. I got elected in June 17 years ago. DoD was trying to close
or realign the Defense Language Institute, and I was able to defeat
that, and twice defeat the potential closure of the Naval Post-
graduate School. Fort Hunter Liggett was realigned, but only
slightly. So won some, lost some.

But I thought when I came that BRAC would consume my first
year in Congress my first term, and I have learned that it ended
up defining my entire 17 years, because of all the issues, so many
issues. And so I want to ask some questions today.

BRAC CLEAN-UP

I think the clean-up account is so important because it is the re-
sponsibility of the federal government to clean up the dirt. So any
kind of municipal waste, toxic waste, and especially the big one,
unexploded ordnances, have to be cleaned before the land can be
transferred. This is a strict liability. The federal government is lia-
ble forever if any hazardous waste is found on it.

You did mention that you were able to get much more clean-up
done with the beefing up of the account last year, which this com-
mittee did, and the chairman did, and I am really proud for having
done that, appropriating more than the president asked for.

I was really shocked at President Obama’s FY11 request, which
is $137 million less than what Congress appropriated last year.
And I think, Dr. Robyn, you testified that, you know, you can get
a better bang with a buck because contracts are cheaper. It seems
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to me that that is just the reason why you should double down. I
mean, why not clean up twice as much? And, indeed, if you are get-
ting a better bang for the buck, the clean-up should be moving
ahead of schedule.

Ms. ROBYN. Let me give you two answers to that. First of all, I
think what we should be doing—and I am committed to trying to
make this happen while I am in the Department—is increasing our
spending on R&D for unexploded ordnance. That is the area where
the Defense Department is developing technology to better clean up
unexploded ordnance.

The technology being used now has 99 percent false positives. We
are developing technology. There is one being developed with
Berkeley. It is called BUD. It is a system that has radically better
reliability.

Mr. FARR. Well, we have developed some of that at Fort Ord with
a contractor on the ground——

Ms. ROBYN. Right. Right.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Who has done a great job, really bright
kid who has built this thing with his father in the garage, which
is able to draw readings of what is underground. Usually if there
is any metal underground, you do not know whether it is a beer
can——

Ms. ROBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. And there are a lot of buried beer cans;
I do not know how they got those into maneuvers, but they did—
Or unexploded ordnances. It is hard to know if it is pipelines or
junk.

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. I mean, there is all stuff there. So——

Ms. ROBYN. So the technology is out there. It needs to be tested.
We need to demonstrate it at a much higher rate than we are doing
in order to get it. And there may be—there are—I know you have
a whole panel on clean-up, but this is—we have a wonderful pro-
gram, SERDP, Strategic Environmental R&D Program, and then a
demonstration counterpart, which I oversee, that is—they think
that with a very modest expenditure over 5 years to demonstrate
this, they can save the Department $10 billion in clean-up costs.

Mr. FARR. But why now then cut the budget?

Ms. RoBYN. Well, I think that is a different—this is a different
budget than that. That is an RTD&E line, which we did cut

Mr. FARR. Why did you ask for $137 million less when the need
is to increase?

Ms. RoBYN. I think—I am going to ask Jerry to say something
about this. But I think it reflected a combination of bid savings, ef-
ficiencies, and some significant overestimation of the amount of
property that needed to be cleaned up, which when the services
took—and Army in particular took a more refined look, was sub-
stantially less than what they had——

Mr. FARR. That is hard to believe. How many bases—I mean, we
have had five rounds. We mostly talk about the latest round, which
was the 2005 round. That is because that is the big politics of the
Congress right now. Everybody forgets the bases that were closed
and are still out there.
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Ms. ROBYN. The bulk of the budget is for the former bases. Only
about 100——

Mr. FARR. How many are still yet to be cleaned up?

Ms. ROBYN. A hundred million are—I do not—well, I mean, as
you know, the clean-up goes on for a long period of time, so many
are left to be cleaned up. It is a question of the rate at which you
are doing it.

Mr. FARR. I agree with you, everything you are saying. But I can-
not understand from one word that you have said why the budget
was cut.

Ms. RoBYN. Well, it is a good news story, because it does reflect
bid savings, overestimation. I mean, it is not that, you know, we—
intense competition for the money—and this is an area where we
discovered that we had actually overestimated what we needed to
do. And so we are staying on pace to clean up at the same rate that
we have been

Mr. FARR. Well, why is that? If you are saving some money——

Ms. RoBYN. Well, why not faster? Yes.

Mr. FARR. Because everybody is waiting. We have to find out
how many bases need to be cleaned up.

Ms. ROBYN. Can I ask Jerry to elaborate on the——

Mr. FARR. Sure, if you have an answer to that.

Mr. HANSEN. Well, Mr. Congressman, of course, we have a lot of
competing resources requirements right now that are competing for
scarce resources. But part of this is executability and part of it is
the fact that we do feel we have a

Mr. FARR. What do you mean by executability?

Mr. HANSEN. How much we can do in a given year, for instance,
at Fort Ord, where we have the burn restrictions that you are fa-
miliar with.

Mr. FARR. That is not the only base in the country.

Mr. HANSEN. No, sir.

Mr. FARR. So it is—I mean, are you talking about, you do not
think there is capacity out there to do the work?

Mr. HANSEN. Well, there is not unlimited capacity. There is cer-
tainly some capacity to do more in a given year.

Mr. FARR. Are you spending as much money as you can spend
to get the job done and essentially engage the clean-up industry to
do all they can do? Are we holding back?

Mr. HANSEN. We programmed as much as we felt was affordable
and executable in a given year. Sir, we appreciate the assistance
we got in previous years to get a little bit ahead of that curve.

Mr. FARR. I do not accept those answers, but, anyway, thank you.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CONVEYANCE

I want to move to another issue, which is the EDCs, and I thank
you for your approach to looking at EDC conveyance base by base.
Handling that way is the smart thing to do, because there are no
one-size-fits-all solutions. How many no-cost EDCs are pending re-
quest for EDCs?

Ms. ROBYN. I do not know the exact number.

Mr. FARR. How about the number of—how many bases are at-
tempting to utilize the EDC law?
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Ms. ROBYN. I do not know the exact number. I mean, it is—
Kathy, do you want to—okay. All right. Maybe we could go

Ms. FERGUSON. The Air Force is looking at five EDC applications
right now, three for legacy BRAC, two for BRAC 2005. And we are
on a path to try to do this over the next couple of years, and we
can give you the details when each one of the bases——

Mr. FARR. Is that each—that for each of the services?

Ms. FERGUSON. Yes. Do you know

Mr. FARR. And, also, I would be interested in how many of them
are asking for a no-cost EDC. Do you know?

Ms. FERGUSON. I do not know offhand. We are still working with
some of the communities to see if they will come in with a no-cost
or not, but we can get that——

Ms. ROBYN. I think one—there are cases where there is abso-
lutely no question this is—a property is essentially not worth any-
thing. It is very rural or for other reasons it is easy to say that is
no-cost.

There are another class of closed bases, like Treasure Island,
where there is dispute over what the value is, and I think the
Treasure Island model, which involved backend participation—so it
is a limited—more limited upfront payment by the community, but
then the Department, the federal government gets a share of reve-
nues on the backend, that is a very good model. And——

Mr. FARR. It is. We do that in politics. We call them triggers. For
example if you have two possible outcomes, disagreements on
whether one is going to happen or the other, you say, okay, if “X”
happens or does not happen, this will happen.

Ms. RoOBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. And there are consequences. But you make a decision.
That is what I think you are good at.

Ms. RoOBYN. Right.

Mrd FARR. I have got some more questions. I will do it the next
round.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Farr.

INITIAL COST ANALYSIS AND ACTUAL COST

Mr. Crenshaw.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you all for
being here today.

Secretary Robyn, welcome.

Ms. RoBYN. Thank you.

Mr. CRENSHAW. You mentioned in your testimony that nobody
has ever missed a deadline, but I know you all know that from
time to time you do miss the cost estimates

Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. CRENSHAW [continuing]. Not you personally, but you are new
on the job, and you were not around when they said, well, this
round of BRAC is going to cost $21 billion. And those of us on this
i:)olrinmittee who kind of provide the funds know it is closer to $35

illion.

And so I want to talk a little bit about that, because I note—you
do not want to be short-sighted. Sometimes it makes sense to
spend a little bit more money. I know in my own backyard at NAS
JAX, part of the BRAC was all the P-3s were going to come down
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from New Brunswick, Maine, and we had to build a hangar. And
then that was all part of the original estimate.

And somebody says, well, you know, there is another aircraft
called a P-8 that is going to kind of be a successor. And if we are
going to build a hangar, we ought to provide for that next genera-
tion of aircraft, and so that cost more money.

But, obviously, it was a better thing to do, enhance capabilities.
And so we do not want to be shortsighted, but we also want to get
a better handle on, you know, what the actual costs are going to
be.

And so my question is, have you all thought about—are there
some lessons that you learn when you go through these BRAC
processes, whether it is a BRAC or whether it is just, you know,
building new facilities, how we can kind of build all that in to the
initial analysis so that those of us on this committee that provide
the funds will have a better idea of what it is actually going to cost
and not kind of see it double and triple from time to time? Could
you comment on that?

Ms. RoBYN. Yes, and let me just go over the basic numbers. The
estimate that was drawn up internally using a system -called
COBRA was $21 billion. That was an internal estimate. It is not
meant for budget purposes. It is probably unfortunate but inevi-
table that a number like that gets out. That is for purposes of com-
paring options, but it is not a good estimate of what something is
actually going to cost for budget purposes.

But taking that $21 billion, then there is a $14 billion increase.
The final cost will be about $35 billion; $10 billion of that $14 bil-
lion increase represents an expansion in the scope of what was
done. So it is military construction or recapitalization over and
above what was in the initial estimate. That was a conscious deci-
sion by the services to upgrade rather than using more of a Band-
Aid approach.

This is a very MILCON-intensive BRAC round. Seventy percent
of that $35 billion is going for military construction. In the previous
rounds, on average, it was 33 percent. So it is doubly MILCON-in-
tensive, and that reflects a conscious decision by the services to ex-
pand scope, to build new, rather than renovate, to recapitalize,
rather than repair.

And it was partly a result of troops coming back from Europe,
a number of things going on, but it was a conscious decision. There
are good things to show for it. It expanded our capability, as in the
example that you described.

A second factor, there was a conscious decision, again, by the De-
partment to shift the implementation schedule to the right rather
than trying to frontload the realignments and the closures within
the 6-year implementation period to take advantage of the full 6
years, which is why we are coming so close to the deadline on a
lot of these actions.

That, again, conscious decision—and largely because of budget
constraints associated with being involved in ongoing actions in
Iraq and Afghanistan—that is expensive to do that, because it com-
pounds the cost of inflation, when you push out the implementation
schedule.
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The third factor was the run-up in construction costs, the ex-
traordinary inflation in the construction industry in 2007, early
2008, which was the period during which a lot of the big contracts
were let. So those three factors, together with the fact that the
COBRA model is not really a good—does not provide a good base-
line, but that accounts for most of the increase.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Knowing that now, are there things you are
doing to try to build that in?

Ms. RoBYN. Well—

Mr. CRENSHAW. If that has been the experience, then the next
time, you would say, “We might have some enhanced capacity that
we are going to build.”

Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I mean, those are some of the lessons you
learned. Do you think if you were to do that again you might recog-
nize that you were going to do that, just to get a—only to say so
that we would have a better idea so we did not have to kind of
come back and find additional ones, just on the front end?

Ms. ROBYN. Yes, I do not—no one in the building is talking about
the next BRAC round—you will be probably glad to hear.

BRAC LESSONS LEARNED

Mr. CRENSHAW. Build something new.

Ms. ROBYN. Yes, right. That is true.

Mr. CRENSHAW. And if you could tell us some of those lessons
that you learned here so that, when you did, you did not say—you
came and said, “Well, it costs twice as much because.” I am just
trying to make you all aware and maybe help us help you under-
stand how you can better make that initial analysis. It sounds like
you know what went into the——

Ms. ROBYN. We know in retrospect, yes.

Mr. CRENSHAW. But would not that help you

Ms. ROBYN. Yes, absolutely.

Mr. CRENSHAW [continuing]. In the future?

Ms. ROBYN. Absolutely.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thanks.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Congressman, I would also mention that one
of our areas of lessons learned is in the area of disposal and con-
veyances. We have established—the Army has established a dedi-
cated disposal team to work with the affected communities and
other Army and DOD elements to make sure we complete the nec-
essary actions early so we can meet our goal of transferring in con-
junction with the closure.

And we have established priorities based on the closure dates
and the community input, when we are committed to the economic
principles of redevelopment, which dictate that capital investment
is required and that they can be achieved through a number of cur-
rent transfer authorities.

We appreciate the language in the NDAA, which gave us addi-
tional flexibility in there regarding no-cost and low-cost EDCs. We
have four in process right now, Riverbank, Red River, Lone Star,
Fort Gillem, and the Kansas Army Ammunition Plant.

Kansas is a good news story. The first 6,000 acres were trans-
ferred no-cost or low-cost EDC. And the EDC—the MOA between
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the Army and the Great Plains Development Authority for transfer
of approximately 8,700 acres was completed February 2010, and
the deed for transfer of the first 2,600 was completed on February
19th. And this was in accordance with the guidance in the NDAA,
which allows us to transfer less than fair-market value.

And the MOA turns include transfer of the first 2,600 acres for
$1, transfer of an additional 6,100 acres for a cash balance of
$49,999, and revenue sharing of gross revenues for the property up
to a total of $3.5 million over a 10-year period.

So we think it was a very innovative approach and one that was
a win-win for all the parties concerned. And we would envision
using a similar approach for the other three that we are working
with now.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Crenshaw.

I would like to begin the second round with Mr. Wamp being rec-
ognized, but members, what if we go vote—this first vote is always
so uncertain. They may leave it open for 20 minutes or 35 minutes,
but we will go vote now, then we will know exactly when we need
to go back up with the second vote. Is that okay with everyone?

Mr. WAMP. Fine with me.

Mr. EDWARDS. All right. We will stay in recess—we will just go
vote and come right back.

[Recess.]

Mr. EDWARDS. I would like to call the subcommittee back to
order and recognize Mr. Wamp for getting in a second round of
questions.

) Mr. Wamp. It is amazing how much authority that little gavel
as.

Mr. EDWARDS. I wish I had one at home for my——

[Laughter.]

JOINT BASING

Mr. WAMP. This is not a BRAC-related question for Secretary
Robyn and Secretary Ferguson. The short story, 241st Engineering
Squadron of the Tennessee Air National Guard has leased a big
space at our airport in Chattanooga for 52 years.

Ironically, you mentioned Sonny Montgomery when the hearing
began. He visited the airport and met my predecessor about 20
years ago. He wanted to relocate that Air Guard facility off of the
Chattanooga airport into a new facility. It wasn’t until 2 years ago
that we funded that new facility, which is under construction and
will be finished later this year.

The lease was for one dollar a year for this facility. The lease ba-
sically said that the Air Force would maintain this facility in keep-
ing with the rest of the airport. There is no obligation for damages,
but there is a question now about the clean-up of the site.

I wonder if there are provisions and what the policies are, be-
cause the airport and the city of Chattanooga are certainly not in
a position to clean the site. As the Air National Guard leaves their
facility, literally right in the middle of our airport, what remedies
do we have for them helping the city leave that space in the same
way they received it, for a dollar a year 52 years ago?
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Ms. FERGUSON. I am not familiar—I am familiar with the lease,
but I am not familiar with the issue on the clean-up. But if I could,
I will take that for the record and get that back to the committee.

[The information follows:]

Dr. Robyn:i——

The Air National Guard has completed a baseline survey and environmental char-
acterization of the site, and will meet all statutory obligations for environmental re-
mediation before returning the land.

Additionally, the Department of the Air Force and, more specifically, the Air Na-
tional Guard looked into the matter regarding the removal of existing facilities from
the Air National Guard site at Chattanooga Lovell Field. Under the terms of the
lease, the City of Chattanooga waived all claims for the Air National Guard to re-
move or demolish any of the structures on the site. The facilities that remain on
the site have been maintained to Air Force standards and have been in continual
use since the 1950s, ready to be used for many more years. The current lease ex-
pires in 2050. The Air Force will be returning the land to the city approximately
40 years earlier than when the lease was signed allowing the Airport flexibility in
its re-use plans.

Ms. Ferguson:——

The Air National Guard concluded an environmental characterization of the site
will meet its obligations to remedy any concerns identified in the Baseline Survey
for environmental remediation before returning the land.

Additionally, the Department of the Air Force and, more specifically, the Air Na-
tional Guard looked into the matter regarding the removal of existing facilities from
the Air National Guard site at Chattanooga Lovell Field. Under the terms of the
lease, the City of Chattanooga, waived all claims for the Air National Guard to re-
move or demolish any of the structures on the site. The facilities that remain on
the site have been maintained to Air Force standards and have been in continual
use since the 1950s, ready to be used for many more years. The current lease ex-
pires in 2050. The Air Force will be returning the land to the city approximately
40 years earlier than when the lease was signed allowing the Airport flexibility in
its re-use plans.

Mr. WamP. Please.

Same answer?

Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. Wamp. Okay, good.

Thank you.

Secretary Ferguson, you and I talked about this a year ago, and
I do think great progress has been made in the general attitudes
towards joint basing, but the Air Force had the latest heartburn on
that. I want to follow up on the progress has been made from the
Air Force’s concern about joint basing that I heard over the last 2
years?

Ms. FERGUSON. I think I can confidently say the Air Force no
longer has any heartburn with joint basing. And, of course, there
was some history there, but the Air Force has been fully sup-
portive. We sit on all the committees. I think you will not see, if
you ask the same question to the Chief tomorrow, I do not think
you will hear any different from him. We are fully supportive and
engaged.

And as I mentioned in my opening remarks, we have got three
Air Force bases that have reached full operation capability. That
happened at the end of last year. We are on track to have the re-
mainder fully operational and capable by 1 October of this year.

The 31st of January this year, we had seven additional bases
reach Initial Operational Capacity (IOC) from the Air Force side.
And, in fact, the Air Force has adopted this so much, we are also
looking at adopting the COLS (Common Output Level Standards)
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that were developed for joint basing across the rest of the Air Force
installations.

So there are still some growing pains, because it is a huge en-
deavor to take this—what were individual installations doing sepa-
rate installation management and bringing them together, but Dr.
Robyn hosted a meeting back in January in Norfolk and had all of
the installations, all the MAJCOMs there, and it was, I think, the
best session we have ever had, and it truly showed how much
progress has been made in the last 18 to 24 months.

IMPLICATIONS OF A CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. WAMP. The three of us spoke as we were going to the floor
about a little uncertainty coming out of the hearing today regard-
ing both cost-benefit using actual numbers, trying to give us as
many details as you possibly can, and, it seems a little bit of divi-
sion between what is high risk and what is regarded as medium
or low risk as we head down the stretch.

I ask, particularly for our professional staff, to be kept apprised
of what we really expect between this hearing, the movement of the
bill, the finishing of the conference report, especially on this issue
of what the potential ramifications would be in the event that a bill
is not enacted into law in a timely manner.

This is one of those messy election years. And historically, way
above Chet Edwards’ pay grade, decisions are made that put
us

Mr. EDWARDS. At home and at work.

Mr. WAMP. Right. But this is one of those years where I wish we
could guarantee that October 1, all the money is going to be made
available, but I think it would be hard to do. As a result, we need
to know ahead of time what the ramifications are and what any
delays of a C.R. for 30 to 60 days might mean.

Mr. EDWARDS. Dr. Robyn, could you comment on——

Ms. ROBYN. I am going to let my colleagues comment. I think it
is a big problem. I think if it is—if it is a week—a week or 2
weeks—yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. But it is a 2, 3, 4-month, if it is December——

Ms. ROBYN. It is a problem, yes.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Appropriation bill rather than Octo-
ber 1, please, if each of you for the record would tell us what the
implications would be. Do not sugarcoat it. What are the real impli-
cations?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Congressman, you know, it is going to depend
somewhat on what our authorizations are through OMB on what
we are allowed to expend under the C.R. But we would certainly
intend to manage that as aggressively as we could to stay on track
and to keep you informed of any problems that would result from
that, but it is really very difficult to quantify exactly the impact of,
say, a 2-month delay without knowing exactly what the rules will
be for outlays.

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you think it is possible to get the same level
of funding in a C.R. that you would have received? The funding lev-
els are coming down now on BRAC. If it is a continuing resolution,
unlike yours, where you are going up from year to year in BRAC
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appropriations, would you actually be able to expect to be able to
have enough money to continue on?

Mr. HANSEN. We are certainly hopeful that we would, but that
is—I really cannot say, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS. I know it is not fair for us to ask you to speak
for OMB. But I think Mr. Wamp just asked a very important ques-
tion, and I think we need to get it for the record. And if that means
we need to get someone from OMB to help answer that question,
we will do that.

Let me modify or add to his question. Let’s assume, if for what-
ever reason, there is a C.R. and OMB does not rule that you can
get the money, tell us the implications, assuming that you do not
have the monies you need, the Fulbright money you need, tell me
what the implications are.

Mr. HANSEN. Well, Mr. Chairman, it will affect the movement of
the Soldiers’ families and civilians into the facilities that they are—
their destination facilities and would affect the timeline on that, as
well as having an impact on quality of life.

Mr. NATSUHARA. The Department has built in some flexibility
there. If it goes longer than 30 to 45 days with the C.R., we think
we can manage about a 30- to 45-day C.R. If it goes any longer
than that, we are going to have difficulty in meeting all our dead-
lines.

Our program is not quite as big as the Air Force and Army, so
we are not as impacted as them. But

Mr. EDWARDS. What would be a specific problem created, you
know, Sailors that could not move into new barracks? Or what——

Mr. NATSUHARA. Ours are mainly realignments of some of the ac-
tivities from different locations. So here in the National Capital Re-
gion, it would be an issue of relocating some of the people from
Crystal City to some of the new facilities. And we have some of our
test equipment coming from Fort Wayne to China Lake that could
be impacted.

Mr. EDWARDS. Secretary Ferguson.

Ms. FERGUSON. The Air Force fiscal year 2011 request is signifi-
cantly lower than fiscal year 2010. It is just over $100 million. And
I agree with Mr. Hansen that the biggest impact will be depending
on what the OMB determination will be.

Certainly, we could probably live with it for a short period of
time. Most of the dollars that we have in our budget request for
2011 are for similar issues, PCS moves from military and civilian,
some severance costs, transportation, desktop communication gear,
things like that.

So we probably would have some flexibility, although not a sig-
nificant amount of flexibility, depending on what the ruling would
be. But we should have a majority of our implementation actions
complete getting into 2011. So we will really be in the downward
slope in 2011.

NEWLY IDENTIFIED TEMPORARY COSTS

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Wamp, for asking that.

Dr. Robyn, let me ask you two questions, if you could answer for
the record. I would not expect you orally to have an exact answer
to each of these.
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But yesterday, DOD informed our staff that they had identified
$189 million in so-called temporary costs in order to meet the Sep-
tember 15, 2011, BRAC deadline.

Would you please have your staff look at that and see—I would
like to know for the record in writing some time in the next few
weeks, if we possibly could, is that the total amount? Or was that
just a partial picture, so that, again, as we look at costs and bene-
fits, we know what the cost sides are on that?

[The information follows:]

Since the March 16, 2010 brief to the SAC staff, the Department has refined costs
associated with meeting the September 15, 2011, statutory deadline. In particular,
the Army has revised its construction plans to eliminate a requirement for tem-

porary facilities reducing the required funds. These estimated costs are reflected in
the table below:

Belvoir Belvoir (Army Total

Fort Bragg San Antonio Hospital Leases)

FY 10 $12.5M $35M | $24m $71.5M
Fy 11 $20M $2IM | s $47.0M
Total $118.5M

The costs in this table are rounded. Note the costs above are additions to the
BRAC account to ensure the Department’s legal obligation to complete BRAC by
Sept 15 2011. It should be noted that accelerating these projects through application
of this additional funding reduces the Department’s exposure to the additional costs
resulting from longer construction timelines.

Secondly would be, the cost of BRAC, the $35 billion or so, plus
transportation, cost of improving roads, for example, Belvoir and
around Bethesda, those are real. The cost savings of $4 billion a
year sometimes are tangible, sometimes they are very intangible.
Would you please submit when you can to the subcommittee a de-
tailed description of, how did we get to that $4 billion in savings?

[The information follows:]

Below is a detailed description of the [$4 billion in BRAC 2005 savings:

Category Savings ($)
Operation & Maintenance (includes civilian personnel) $900M
Military Personnel $1,800M
Other $1,100M
Total $3.88

Ms. RoBYN. Okay.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is that identified number of personnel that do not
have to be hired? Or is it generally assumed better efficiencies if
the Army and Air Force are working together? And I would just
like to get some sense of how much of that is tangible and how
much of that is intangible.

And, obviously, as you so very well pointed out in your opening
comments, there are some significant non-cost benefits to BRAC. At
least on the cost savings, I would like to look at those numbers
that tend to be a little more squishy than the actual cost of imple-
menting BRAC.

Ms. RoBYN. Okay, good.
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FORT BLISS

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Hansen, could I ask you, what is the implica-
tion for BRAC and Fort Bliss of the decision, if it is finalized, to
keep two additional Army brigades in Europe? And are there any
facilities you have already built at Bliss that were intended for
those brigades? And if so, what do you do with those facilities?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I can address that. The current
BCT complexes are either intended—are either being used for an
existing BCT or for other units that had immediate needs for facili-
ties. And we had more than one staff visit down there to examine
that to ensure that we were—that that money was being used for
a legitimate purpose. And they do have certainly the capability of
if another brigade comes back to be able to accommodate that, as
well.

But the construction at Bliss is continuing. We did not have to
make any major modifications to that as a result of that decision.

Mr. EDWARDS. Are there some savings at Bliss because of that?
I would normally think that there are costs in accommodating two
brigades, there are savings in not having to accommodate two bri-
gades.

Obviously, there will be more expenses for improving facilities
and building new ones in Europe, but is there no cost savings from
not bringing—I guess one of those brigades was scheduled for Fort
Hood. So let me say at Bliss—I mean, at Bliss. So there should be
some cost savings for that, shouldn’t there?

Mr. HANSEN. I would think so, Mr. Chairman, but I do not have
a figure for that. We can get back to you on that.

[The information follows:]

The projects in FY 11 at Fort Bliss that support Global Defense Posture Realign-
ment (GDPR) remain as legitimate requirements. They are the Indoor Aquatics
Training Center and South Overpass Across US 54.

There are, however, projects in the President’s Budget Future Years Defense Plan
that will no longer be needed at Fort Bliss should the decision be made to keep both
Brigades in Europe. A detailed analysis is ongoing to determine specifically what
projects would no longer be required.

In addition, the Army Staff must analyze the cumulative impacts to Fort Bliss
of the decision to halt Brigade growth at 45 and the potential decision to keep
GDPR Brigades in Europe. It is possible there are other projects, for example range

projects, that might no longer be required at current scope. We expect details to be
available later this year.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. If you could just follow up with the com-
mittee, what are the BRAC and/or MILCON savings as a result of
that brigade not coming to Fort Bliss? And then we will talk to
your European Command folks about what additional costs they
will have for keeping those two brigades there.

Where the second brigade was scheduled for—New Mexico, is
that correct?

Mr. HANSEN. That would have been an additional one. There
were the three that—are you talking about——

Mr. EDWARDS. Two brigades from Europe. The two brigades that
were scheduled to come back

Mr. HANSEN. One was coming to White Sands, yes, sir.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. One was coming to White Sands, one
was coming to Fort Bliss.
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Mr. HANSEN. And the secretary announced that the one—that
there was not going to be one going to White Sands.

Mr. EDWARDS. Would you also look at what savings there might
be for not having to build facilities at White Sands? Or are there
other actions presumably?

And finally, let me just say, it seems that a couple of the high-
risk challenges in terms of meeting the BRAC deadline deal with
hospitals. And just to let you know, I might have an interest in
having our staff meet with the Surgeons General of the Army and
the Navy just to ask them specifically. Are you having to, for exam-
ple, cut quality for a hospital that will be providing health care
servicemen and women and their families for the next 30, 40 or 50
years? Are you having to cut corners, not build something you oth-
erwise would have built?

And I think we will just maybe have a direct conversation with
them and I am not pushing to have us miss any of the deadline
on any of these projects, but at the same time, I am far more inter-
ested in health care for the next 50 years for servicemen and
women, and I want to be sure we are not arbitrarily cutting cor-
ners, reducing services, not building what might have taken 6
months more to build if we had done it right.

So after we have those conversations with them—and I know you
work with them on a regular basis—we will follow up on

Ms. ROBYN. Is your question, is BRAC MILCON crowding out
non-BRAC MILCON? Or is this related to meeting the deadline?

Mr. EDWARDS. Basically relating to meeting the deadline.

Ms. RoBYN. Okay. Okay. All right.

Mr. EDWARDS. Again, more eloquently and more succinctly and
more persuasively than anyone I have heard mention, you men-
tioned—you expressed why there is a good reason to stick to a
deadline.

Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. But particularly when you are talking about hos-
pitals, I want to be sure we are not cutting corners.

Ms. ROBYN. Let me just say, I am not aware of that. Neither of
our high-risk, two high-risk actions are medical infrastructure. It
is not the hospital at Belvoir. It is not Walter Reed. It is the Mark
Center and the non-medical Personnel Belvoir.

In general, medical infrastructure has benefited enormously from
this BRAC round. It has been one of the things that we focused on,
particularly in San Antonio and in the National Capital Region.
And this BRAC 2005 has been an engine of recapitalization of our
facilities.

Mr. EDWARDS. And this committee has really been committed to
that, because we have added several billion dollars above adminis-
tration requests for other hospital modernizations, so that is why
we have a special interest in the hospital recapitalization. Okay.
Thank you for that.

Mr. Farr.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CONVEYANCE IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Robyn, I have a couple of questions. One is on the EDC law
that we passed last year.
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Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. FARR. When will the regulations be implemented?

Ms. RoOBYN. I cannot give you an exact date. We have an internal
process that we are working——

Mr. FARR. Have they been promulgated yet?

Ms. ROBYN. Not draft regs. I put out a memo to the services in—
which was a policy memo indicating—which provided interim guid-
ance

Mr. FARR. Are not you going to drive it?

Ms. ROBYN. Oh, yes. No, I am driving it.

Mr. FARR. And then how will the communities have input to the
regulations?

Ms. ROBYN. Well, we—a couple weeks ago——

Mr. FARR. Is it regular rulemaking?

Ms. ROBYN. Yes. There are a couple of different ways to do it,
but, yes, I anticipate interim regs on which we get public comment,
but we are

Mr. FARR. Do you think it will be done this year?

Ms. ROBYN. Oh, absolutely, yes. No, it will be done this year, but
we are—you know, I think—I mean, the lesson that I have learned
from my years of working with the services on base reuse is that
I want them to be part of the process and feel ownership in it, rath-
er than having the Office of the Secretary put something out say-
ing, “You shall do this.” It does not, and

Mr. FARR. Well, that will be nice. I think the defense community
is very interested in when will they see draft regs so that they can
comment on them.

Ms. RoBYN. I mean, we are trying now—the services and my of-
fice are working together now to figure this out, so it is—I think
you are seeing change already. Roger talked about Treasure Island.
Jerry talked about Kansas Army Ammunition Depot. So there has
already been a response. I do not think you

Mr‘.) FARR. I mean, can you make those deals without the regula-
tions?

Ms. ROBYN. Yes. Oh, no. Once the law is changed

Mr. FARR. Then you can do it?

Ms. ROBYN [continuing]. We have an obligation to follow the new
law. We are no longer obligated——

Mr. FARR. The process of developing the regs is going to be open
and transparent

Ms. ROBYN. Yes. Yes.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. And probably online?

Ms. ROBYN. We met—yes. Several weeks ago, the Association of
Defense Communities had a conference in Albuquerque, and we
were there in force meeting with the communities to get their
input. And also with the—it was an occasion to sit down with peo-
ple from the services who aren’t in Washington, but

Mr. FARR. So let me just get it clear. You are going to get the
regs drafted?

Ms. ROBYN. Yes. Yes. No, my office is

Mr. FARR. And you are going to put them for public comment?

Ms. ROBYN. Right. Yes. Right.

Mr. FARR. Okay. And that will happen——

Ms. ROBYN. Oh, yes. Oh, yes.
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Mr. FARR [continuing]. Sooner than later?
Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

CLEAN-UP

Mr. FARR. Let me ask you another question, and I do not know
if it is for you or Mr. Hansen, because it really deals with an Army
base. The law says that before transferring land that the dirt has
to be cleaned up, I mean, the ground, anything in the ground, the
water, anything that is in there.

But it does not apply to buildings on top of it. What I have found
at Fort Ord is that we have some old Army barracks. They have
lead paint. The Army whitewashed the buildings. Gasoline was
used to cut the paint.

These barracks have asbestos. They have PCBs. That contamina-
tion was created by the Army, but the Army does not pay to clean
it up or deconstruct those barracks.

And so what happens is the REUSE authority has millions of
dollars in clean-up expenses, but no way to pay for it, so the build-
ings are just sitting there. The law calls for transferring the prop-
erty only when it is clean. But clean, as I said, to the ground and
the water, not the infrastructure.

So what can be done to change this? We really need to get access
to some capital to deconstruct and clean up these buildings. Some
of them are concrete. Some of them are wood. The wood is not so
hard, because they just grind it up, unfortunately. It is beautiful
wood. But still, there is no money available to do this. I mean, the
big concrete stuff is really difficult to clean.

Mr. HANSEN. I think we probably should come back to you for
the record for that one, sir, but I would say that, even those that
we have conveyed, we certainly have—we recognize our continuing
responsibility under the Formerly Used Defense Sites program.
And we continue to entertain some very old claims from places we
have conveyed many years ago, and we will certainly consider

Mr. FARR. Well, I am looking at these contaminated buildings
and trying to figure out how to tackle the contamination problem,
because so far, I have been working on it for 17 years and have
not found an answer. So hopefully you can put your resources, and
those of the entire United States military into figuring out how to
do this.

Also, while I have you on that, you have done a good job on the
ESCA with the local Fort Ord reuse authority to clean-up lands
that will be transferred and reused by communities and private
sector. But we have not worked out an agreement on how to clean-
up the lands which remain in federal ownership, in this case, the
Bureau of Land Management BLM.

Have you got a plan to get BLM and the Army together to clean-
up those lands?

Mr. EDWARDS. Sam, before we cut short their answer, because 1
think it is an important question, could I ask that we go vote and
then come back? We only have a couple minutes. I think we have
2 minutes left—let me just say very quickly, if this is a problem
for any of you, I will respect you not being able to be here, but we
have a second panel scheduled to talk about environmental clean-
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up issues. It is an issue this committee has a great interest in, and
Mr. Farr has been the champion of this issue.

Normally, we would have assumed that you had planned on
being here at least until noon, and I would like to ask if any of you
or all of you could stay.

But I just think it would be good to move this discussion forward,
if you could stay here. If you have appointments that you had made
and cannot break or should not break, I had not previously asked
this of you, so——

Ms. ROBYN. No, no, no. I would very much like——

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. About that. We will stay in recess,
and we will come back after this vote or after the next couple of
votes.

[Recess.]

Mr. EDWARDS. I do not think Mr. Wamp would mind if we called
the committee back to order. And we won’t do anything by unani-
mous consent.

So, Mr. Farr, I would like to recognize——

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Mr. FARR. If we can just—the BLM at Fort Ord. This is a lin-
gering issue of how we get that cleaned up. It has been a discrep-
ancy in what—how the clean-up has to be done between BLM and
Army, with the degree of clean-up and price and all of that.

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, sir, Mr. Congressman. I think we have really
resolved any issues that we had with BLM over that. As you know,
we have conveyed all the property to Ord that is planned for eco-
nomic redevelopment. And the remaining 7,100 acres are primarily
within the old impact area, which is set apart as the BLM man-
aged conservation area.

And we are projecting the transfer of 120 acres this fiscal year
and remaining acres dependent on the clean-up of the impact area,
which is limited by the burn restrictions that we are basically
burning Marine chaparral in there, and there are limits on it be-
cause of the toxicity of that and how much that can be burned over
a period of time.

Mr. FARR. No, that is not the reason for the limits on the burn.
It is just that that is how much you can clean-up afterwards. You
burn land in the amount for which you have enough manpower to
go in and clean it. It is not because of toxicity. Do not go there.
They have already proven——

Mr. HANSEN. Okay, sir. Thank you for the correction.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. That that is not toxic.

Mr. HANSEN. Okay. But they are controlled burns, heavily regu-
lated, constrained by the size of the amount of the smoke

Mr. FARR. I am aware of all that. Would you get to our office and
figure out—or get a more specific as to what the clean-up schedule
will be with BLM?

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, sir, I will.

Mr. FARR. Thanks.

[The information follows:]

The cleanup of the remaining 7,100 acre conservation parcel has in fact begun

with four areas having undergone prescribed burning to remove surface vegetation
prior to munitions cleanup. Cleanup of the entire 7,100 acres will most likely re-
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quire more than 10 years due to the complexity of the process including habitat
management requirements, the size of the area, the 800 acre annual burning limita-
tion, and public concern about smoke during the prescribed burns. Before every
burn, the Army must coordinate with the California Department of Toxic Substance
Control (DTSC), in case any toxic substances are located; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, to ensure that rare, endangered and threatened species are protected; the
Environmental Protection Agency, to monitor the overall environmental impact of
the burn; the California Air Resources Board and Monterey Bay United Air Pollu-
tion District, for concerns over smoke from the burn; and the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, whose concern is the possibility that smoke could obscure visibility at
nearby Monterey Airport. All these agencies have a voice in approval for a burn.

UNDERSEA REMEDIATION

And then I have one question for Mr. Natsuhara. Is the Navy en-
gaged in undersea remediation with BRAC clean-up?

Mr. NATSUHARA. I am not aware. Undersea

Mr. FARR. You have unexploded ordnances under the ocean. You
have been out in Hawaii, Kahoolawe, and some of the other islands
there. And I am sure there is some clean-up that you have to do
down in Puerto Rico. Are there any other places? I mean, you are
engaged in that, aren’t you?

Mr. NATSUHARA. I am not aware of it. We will have to take that
for the record.

[The information follows:]

The Army is conducting research to satisfy the requirements of the John Warner
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007, Public Law No. 109-364
(2006), Section 314, that, among other requirements, authorized the Department of
Defense (DoD) to research the effects of sea disposed munitions in United States
coastal waters on the ocean environment and those who use it, and of the ocean en-
vironment on sea disposed munitions. The Army’s efforts have focused on two sea
disposal sites off Oahu, Hawaii. One of these areas is Sea Disposal Site Hawaii—
06 (HI-06), which is an area off Waianae that is locally referred to as Ordnance
Reef. At HI-06, conventional munitions were sea disposed in waters at depths of
30 to over 300 feet. The other is HI-05, which is an area approximately 5 miles
south of Pearl Harbor. At HI-05 both conventional and chemical munitions are be-
lieved to have been sea disposed in waters in excess of 1,000 feet of depth.

The Army’s focus has been on developing methods and procedures, such as sam-
pling protocols, for characterizing sea disposal sites as Section 314 requires and de-
termining the effects of sea disposed military munitions, as described above. It has
also studied the feasibility of remediating sea disposed military munitions and of
taking other safety measures. Later this or early next year, the Army will use HI-
06 (Ordnance Reef) as a demonstration site for assessing commercial technology
that is used in underwater oil exploration that has been adapted for the remote re-
covery of underwater military munitions. During this assessment certain military
munitions at HI-06 at depths between 30 and 120 feet will be recovered and subse-
quently destroyed during a concurrent assessment of barge-mounted destruction
technology.

Although the Army is conducting this research related to sea disposed military
munitions, DoD does not conduct environmental restoration actions (removal or re-
mediation) to address sea disposed munitions. The DoD does conduct environmental
restoration actions at land-based Munitions Response Sites (MRS) along the US ter-
ritorial shoreline where underwater munitions originating at the MRS have washed
ashore as a result of natural phenomena, have been determined to have a potential
to either wash ashore or impact the public who may use the shoreline, or have been
brought to shore as a result of human activities, such as dredging and fishing.

There are no other locations at which the Army is currently conducting research.
The Services are working together to assemble archival information on sea disposal
sites. The Army is also assembling information on operational and former ranges
that impact US coastal waters.

Ocean disposal of excess, obsolete unserviceable munitions began at least as early
as the late 1800s and continued through 1970 when DoD ceased the practice. In
1971, the Secretary of the Navy formally ended the practice and it was prohibited,
unless authorized by a permit, by Congress in 1972 with the passage of the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA). The Environmental Protection
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Agency has no record of a permit being issued for ocean disposal of munitions fol-
lowing passage of the MPRSA.

Maps showing the locations of know munitions disposal sites in US coastal waters
are provided in the FY08 Defense Environmental Program Annual Report to Con-
gress (Appendix Q: Sea Disposal of Military Munitions). This information will be up-
dated in the FY09 report.

Mr. FARR. Could you also give us some lists or maps of the un-
dersea munitions that need to be cleaned up?

Mr. NATSUHARA. Yes, sir. We will take that for the record, and
we will get back to you.

[The information follows:]

The Army is not conducting munitions response actions (cleanup) to address un-
derwater munitions in the ocean. Pursuant to PL 109-364 (2006), Section 314, the
Army has reported to DoD on military munitions sea disposal sites in US coastal
waters. DoD reports these sites for all DoD Components, with maps showing their
approximate locations, in its Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to
Congress (DEP ARC). In the 2008 DEP ARC, the lists of these sites are found in
Appendix Q.

Mr. FARR. Okay, thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Congressman, the Army is involved with the
UXO there, including in Hawaii, as executive agents. And we can
provide that for you.

Mr. FARR. Okay. Appreciate that. Thank you.

I do not have any more— questions on this round.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Wamp.

Mr. WamPp. No further questions.

Mr. EDWARDS. If not, thank you all for your testimony.

Secretary Ferguson, I know you had some pre-existing commit-
ments, and we will respect that, and thank you for your service
and for being here today.

And, Mr. Natsuhara, if I could ask, if you could move down into
Mr. Ferguson’s seat, and, Mr. Hansen, if you could sit where Judge
Carter normally sits. And thank you for staying.

I am going to hand the gavel over to Mr. Farr. He has been a
real champion year in and year out on the issue of environmental
clean-up. And I have asked him to take the lead in helping us work
through these issues and how we can make more progress in this
area.

So, Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR [presiding]. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
And I appreciate having this second panel.

This is a panel with the director of natural resources and envi-
ronment, Government Accountability Office, Ms. Anu Mittal, and
she is responsible for leading the GAQO’s work in the area of de-
fense, environmental clean-up, as well as the federal lands and
water resources. She served with the GAO since 1989 in various
capacities, and she has an MBA from the University of Massachu-
setts.

The other panelist is Suzy Cantor-McKinney, vice president of
the National Association of Ordnance Explosive Waste—is that it?

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. Ordnance and Explosive Waste Contrac-
tors.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. And Explosive Waste Contractors, the pri-
vate sector that is doing the work. And I want to thank you both
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for being here today and give us some insights. You have heard the
testimony this morning on clean-up and could respond to that.

If you have written statements, they will be entered in the
record. And what we would ask is that you summarize your re-
marks in about 5 minutes. And then we will begin the questioning.

So why do not we begin first with Ms. Mittal?

STATEMENT OF ANU MITTAL

Ms. MitTAL. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased
to be here today to discuss GAQO’s recent work relating to DOD’s
environmental remediation efforts at former defense sites.

As you know, defense sites can be contaminated with a variety
of hazards, and DOD is obligated to ensure that they are cleaned
up in a manner that is protective of human health and the environ-
ment before they are transferred to other owners.

However, the need to clean up contaminants at the BRAC sites
has historically been a key impediment to the expeditious transfer
of these properties to others. My testimony today will briefly cover
information on how DOD allocates clean-up funding for BRAC and
other sites, the status of clean-up at these sites, and some issues
that we have identified that can impact clean-up at former defense
sites.

Under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program, known
as DERP, DOD conducts environmental restoration activities on
former and active installations. DOD has identified over 31,600
sites eligible for clean-up under DERP. These sites include active
and BRAC sites, as well as FUDS. The total number of BRAC sites
eligible for clean-up under DERP has increased since 2004 from
5,150 to 5,445 in 2008.

With regard to funding for clean-up activities, we found that
DOD uses the same method to allocate funds for clean-up at FUDS,
active sites, and BRAC sites. Clean-up funding is generally based
on DERP goals and is generally proportional to the number of sites
in each of the three categories.

For example, BRAC sites requiring clean-up account for about 17
percent of the total number of defense sites that need clean-up, and
they received about 25 percent of the funding obligated for clean-
up 1in fiscal year 2008.

The amount of annual funding obligated for BRAC clean-up has
increased since 2004, as well. It was $314 million in 2004, and it
was over $520 million in 2008.

The total estimated costs to complete clean-up at BRAC sites has
also increased since 2004. It has gone from $3.2 billion in 2004 to
$3.7 billion in 2008.

With regard to DERP goals, the program includes target dates
representing when the current inventory of sites are expected to
complete various phases of the clean-up process, such as achieve
the remedy-in-place or response complete milestones.

DOD has established remedy-in-place and response complete
milestones for all of the BRAC sites. And as of fiscal year 2008, 72
percent of all BRAC sites had reached the response complete mile-
stone. In response to Congressman Farr’s earlier question about
how many BRAC sites still need to be cleaned up, as of 2008, there
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were 1,492 sites that had not reached the response complete mile-
stone.

Because DOD does not have adequate funds to clean up all sites
at once, it requires all of the components to rank their inventory
of BRAC and other sites by relative risk to help make informed de-
cisions about which sites it needs to clean up first. Using these rel-
ative risk categories, as well as many other factors, the components
set more specific restoration targets each fiscal year.

For FUDS, we have found that one factor that can influence the
amount of funding available for clean-up is the extent to which
long-term monitoring needs to happen at these sites. This is a very
real concern for BRAC sites because, as of fiscal year 2008, there
were 440 BRAC sites that required long-term management activi-
ties.

Our past work has also identified a number of issues that can
impact environmental clean-up activities, including those at BRAC
sites. For example, we have reported that DOD’s preliminary cost
estimates for environmental clean-up reported to Congress may not
reflect the full cost of clean-up. This is because costs are generally
expected to increase as more information becomes known about the
extent of the clean-up needed at a site.

In addition, we have reported that three factors can lead to
delays in the clean-up and transfer of sites. These include, first,
technological constraints that limit DOD’s ability to accurately
identify, detect and clean-up potential hazards from specific sites;
second, prolonged negotiations between environmental regulators
and DOD about the extent to which DOD’s actions are in compli-
ance with applicable environmental regulations and laws can also
lead to delays; and third, the discovery of previously unknown envi-
ronmental contamination can result in the need for further clean-
up, cost increases, and delays in property transfer.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, while the data indicate that DOD
is making progress in cleaning up its contaminated sites, these
data also show that a significant amount of work remains to be
done. Given the large number of sites that DOD must cleanup, we
recognize that it faces a significant challenge.

Addressing this challenge, however, is critical, because environ-
mental clean-up can be a key impediment to the expeditious trans-
fer of unneeded defense properties.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I would be
happy to respond to any questions.

[Prepared statement of Anu Mittal follows:]



367

United States Government Accountability Office

GAO

Testimony

Before the Subcommittee on Military
Construction, Veterans Affairs, and Related
Agencies, Committee on Appropriations,
House of Representatives

For Release on Delivery
Expected at 10:00 am. EDT
Wednesday, March 17, 2010

ENVIRONMENTAL
CONTAMINATION

Information on the
Funding and Cleanup
Status of Defense Sites

Statement of Anu Mittal, Director
Natural Resources and Environment

i
£ GAO

GAO-10-547T



368

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION

information on the Funding and Cieanup Status of
Defense Sites

What GAO Found

DOD uses the same method to propose funding for cleanup at FUDS, active
sites, and BRAC sites; cleanup funding is based on DERP goals and is
generally proportional to the number of sites in each of these categories.
Officials in the Military Departments, Defense Agencies, and FUDS program,
who are responsible for executing the environmental restoration activities at
their respective sites, formulate clearmup budget proposals using the
instructions in DOD's financial management regulation and DERP
environmental restoration performance goals.

DERP's goals include target dates for reaching the remedy-in-place or
response complete (RIP/RC) milestone. For example, for sites included under
the first four BRAC rounds, the goal is to reach the RIP/RC milestone at sites
with hazardous suhstances released before October 1986 by 20156 and for sites
in the 2005 BRAC round by 2014. DOD’s military components plan cleanup
actions that are required to meet DERP goals at the installation or site level.
DOD requires the components to assess their inventory of BRAC and other
sites by relative risk to help make informed decisions about which sites to
clean up first. Using these relative risk categories, as well as other factors, the
components set inore specific restoration targets each fiscal year to
demonstrate progress and prepare a budget to achieve those goals and targets.

DOD data show that, in applying the goals, and targets, cleanup funding has
generally been proportional to the number of sites in the FUDS, active, and
BRAC site categories. For example, the total number of BRAC sites requiring
cleanup is about 17 percent of the total number of defense sites requiring
cleanup, while the $440.2 million obligated to address BRAC sites in fiscal
year 2008 is equivalent to about 25 percent of the total funds obligated for this
purpose for all defense waste sites.

GAQ’s past work has also shown that DOD's preliminary cost estimates for
cleanup generalily tend to rise significantly as more information becomes
known about the level of contamination at a specific site. In addition, three
factors can lead to delays in cleanup. They are (1) technological constraints
that limit DOD’s ability to detect and cleanup certain kinds of hazards, (2)
prolonged negotiations with environmental regulators on the extent to which
DOD’s actions are in compliance with regulations and laws, and (3) the
discovery of previously unknown hazards that can require additional cleanup,
increase costs, and delay transfer of the property.

United States Governnient Accountability Office
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here today to discuss GAO's recent work relating to the Department
of Defense’s (DOD) environmental remediation efforts at former defense sites. These
sites can pose hazards such as unsafe buildings, a variety of toxic and radioactive
wastes, and ordnance and explosive compounds. As you know, DOD is obligated to
ensure that former and active defense sites are cleaned up to a level that is protective of
human health and the environment. To that end, DOD has established the Defense -
Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) and identified over 31,600 sites that are
eligible for cleanup, including about 4,700 formerly used defense sites (FUDS),' which
were closed before October 2006; 21,500 sites on active installations; and 5,400 sites
identified by several Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) commissions.” However,
the need to clean up environmental contaminants at bases closed under the BRAC
process has historically been a key impediment to the expeditious transfer of unneeded

property to other federal and nonfederal parties who can put the property to new uses.

My testimony today is primarily based on our October 2009 report on DOD’s efforts to
clean up FUDS, which included a discussion on how DOD allocates cleanup funding at
all sites, including BRAC sites with defense waste.’ 1 will describe DOD’s process for
proposing funding for cleanup at FUDS and other sites in the defense cleanup program,
including BRAC sites, and provide some information on the cleanup and funding status

of these sites as of the end of fiscal year 2008. In addition, my testimony will cover some

'FUDS are located on properties that were under the jurisdiction of the DOD and owned or controlied by,
leased to, or otherwise possessed by the United States prior to October 17, 1986, but have since been
transferred to states, local governments, federal entities, and private parties.

*To enable DOD to close unneeded bases and realign others, Congress enacted legislation that instituted
five separate BRAC rounds in 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995, and 2005. Independent commissions established for
each BRAC round made specific recommendations to the Senate and House Committees on Armed
Services for the 1988 round and, thereafter, to the President, who in turn, sent the commissions’
recommendations and his approval to Congress.

*GAO, Formerly Used Defense Sites: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Needs to Improve Its Process for
Reviewing Completed Cleanup Remedies to Ensure Continued Protection, GAO-1046 (Washington, D.C.:
Oct. 29, 2009).

i GAO-10-547T
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of the prior challenges that we have identified facing DOD’s environmental restoration

program overall and specifically with cleanup at BRAC sites."

Our prior work was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit

objectives.

Background

Under DERP, DOD is reqguired to conduct environmental restoration activities at sites
located on former and active defense properties that were contaminated while under its
jurisdiction. Program goals include the identification, investigation, research and
development, and cleanup of contamination from hazardous substances, pollutants, and
contaminants; the correction of other environmental damage (such as detection and
disposal of unexploded ordnance) that creates an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health or welfare or the environment; and the demolition and
removal of unsafe buildings and structures. Types of environmental contaminants found
at military installations include solvents and corrosives; fuels; paint strippers and
thinners; metals, such as lead, cadmium, and chromium; and unique military substances,

such as nerve agents and unexploded ordnance.

DOD has undergone five BRAC rounds, with the most recent occurring in 2005. Under
the first four rounds, in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995, DOD closed 97 major bases, had 55
major base realignments,” and addressed hundreds of minor closures and realignments.
DOD reported that the first four BRAC rounds reduced the size of its domestic

‘GAO, Military Base Closures: Opportunities Exist to Improve Environmental Cleanup Cost Reporting and
to Expedite Transfer of Unneeded Property, GAO-07-166 (Washington, D.C. : Jan. 30, 2007).

“DOD defines a “major base closure” as one where plant replacement value exceeds $100 million. DOD
defines “plant replacement value” as the cost to replace an existing facility with a facility of the same size
at the same location, using today’s building standards. DOD defines a “major base realignment” as one with
a net loss of 400 or more military and civilian personnel.

2 GAO-10-547T
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infrastructure by about 20 percent and generated about $6.6 billion in net annual

recurring savings beginning in fiscal year 2001.

As a result of the 2005 BRAC decisions, DOD was slated to close an additional 25 major
bases, complete 32 major realignments, and complete 755 minor base closures and
realignments. When the BRAC decisions were made final in November 2005, the BRAC
Commission had projected that the implementation of these decisions would generate
over $4 billion in annual recurring net savings beginning in 2011. In accordance with
BRAC statutory authority, DOD must complete closure and realignment actions by
September 15, 2011—6 years following the date the President transmitted his report on
the BRAC recommendations to Congress.’ Environmental cleanup and property transfer
actions associated with BRAC sites can exceed the 6-year time limit, having no deadline
for completion. As we have reported in the past,” addressing the cleanup of contaminated
properties has been a key factor related to delays in transferring unneeded BRAC
property to other parties for reuse. DOD officials have told us that they expect
environmental cleanup to be less of an impediment for the 2005 BRAC sites since the
department now has a more mature cleanup program in place to address environmental

contamination on its bases.

In assessing potential contamination and determining the degree of cleanup required (on
both active and closed bases), DOD must comply with cleanup standards and processes
under all applicable environmental laws, regulations, and executive orders. The
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA)® authorizes the President to conduct or cause to be conducted cleanup
actions at sites where there is a release or threatened release of hazardous substances,
pollutants or contaminants which may present a threat to public health and the
environment. The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA)
amending CERCLA clarified that federal agencies with such sites shall be subject to and

°Pub. L. No. 101-510, § 2904 (1990).

"GAO, Military Base Closures: Progress in Completing Actions from Prior Realignments and Closures,
GAO-02-433 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 5, 2002).

*CERCLA, Pub. L. 96-510 (1980), codified as amended at 42 U.S.C. § 9601-9630 (2010).

3 GAO-10-547T
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comply with CERCLA in the same manner as a private party,’ and DOD was subsequently
delegated response authority for its properties.” To respond to potentially contaminated
sites on both active and closed bases, DOD generally uses the CERCLA process, which
includes the following phases and activities, among others: preliminary assessment, site
investigation, remedial investigation and feasibility study, remedial design and remedial

action, and long-term monitoring.

SARA also required the Secretary of Defense to carry out the Defense Environmental
Restoration Program (DERP) " Following SARA’s enactment, DOD established DERP,
which consists of two key subprograms focused on environmental contamination: (1) the
Installation Restoration Program (IRP), which addresses the cleanup of hazardous
substances where they were released into the environment prior to October 17, 1986; and
(2) the Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP), which addresses the cleanup of
munitions, including unexploded ordnance and the contaminants and metals related to
munitions, where they were released into the environment prior to September 30, 2002, ”
While DOD is authorized to conduct cleanups of hazardous substances released after
1986 and munitions released after 2002, these activities are not eligible for DERP funds
but are instead considered “compliance” cleanups and are typically funded by base
operations and maintenance accounts. Once a property is identified for transfer by a
BRAC round, DOD’s cleanups are funded by the applicable BRAC account.

While SARA had originally required the government to warrant that all necessary cleanup
actions had been taken before transferring property to nonfederal ownership, the act
was amended in 1996 to allow expedited transfers of contaminated property.” Now such
property, under some circurnstances, can be transferred to nonfederal users before all
remedial action has been taken. However, certain conditions must exist before DOD can

exercise this early transfer authority; for example, the property must be suitable for the

*Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), Pub. L. No. 99-499 § 120(a) (1986).

YExec. Order 12,580 § 2 (1987). See also 10 U.S.C. § 2701 (2010).

Upub. L. No. 99-499, § 211.

DERP also includes the Building Demolition and Debris Removal program, which involves the demolition and
removal of unsafe buildings and structures from defense sites.

3The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997, Pub. L. No. 104-201 § 334 (1996).
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intended reuse and the governor of the state must concur with the transfer. Finally, DOD
remains responsible for completing all necessary response action, after which it must

warrant that such work has been completed.

Funding Levels and Cleanup Status for Active and BRAC Sites and FUDS

DOD uses the same method to propose funding for cleanup at active and BRAC sites and
FUDS; and cleanup funding is based on DERP goals and is generally proportional to the
number of sites in each of these categories. Specifically, officials in the Military
Departments, Defense Agencies, and FUDS program who are responsible for
environmental restoration at the sites under their jurisdiction formulate cleanup budget
proposals based on instructions in DOD's financial management regulation and DERP

environmental restoration performance goals.” DOD's DERP goals include
* reducing risk to human health and the environment,
¢ preparing BRAC properties to be environmentally suitable for transfer,
¢ having final remedies in place and completing response actions, and

¢ fulfilling other established milestones to demonstrate progress toward meeting

program performance goals.

DERP goals included target dates representing when the current inventory of active and
BRAC sites and FUDS are expected to complete the preliminary assessment and site
inspection phases, or achieve the remedy in place or response complete (RIP/RC)
milestone. In addition, Congress has required the Secretary of Defense to establish
specific performance goals for MMRP sites.”” Table 1 provides a summary of these goals
for the IRP and MMRP. :

Tabte 1: Summary of DERP Goals for IRP and MMRP

*DOD Financial Management Regulation 7000.14-R, October 2008.
“The most recent set of such goals was established by the John Warner National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2007, Pub. L. No. 109-364 § 313, 120 Stat. 2083, 2138 (2006).
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Target year for completing cl p phase or mil e for all sites
Cleanup phase or RP MMRP
milestone
Active BRAC FUDS Active BRAC FUDS
Preliminary No goal* No goal® No goal® 2007 No goal 2007
l;
Site inspections No goal® No goal® No goal® 2010° No goal 2010°
Remedy in place 2014 2014 (BRAC | 2020 2020 2009 No geal®
or response 2005)° (Legacy
complete’ BRAC)*®
20158
{Legacy 2017
BRAC)’ (BRAC
2005)"

Source: DOD-provided data, DOD Financial Management Reguiation, 7000.14-R, Vol. 2B, Ch. 13, October 2008.
*Because IRP is more mature than MMRP, DOD's goals for IRP are focused on achieving RIP/RC.

*Goais for MMRP sites contained in P.L. No. 109-364 § 313, 120 Stat. 2083, 2138; DOD Financial Management
Regulation 7000.14-R, Vol. 2B, Ch. 13, October 2008; and DOD Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to
Congress, FY 2008, Appendix K. The statute requires the Secretary of Defense to set a RIP/RC date for active,
BRAC 2005, and FUDS.

“RIP/RC targets apply to all IRP and MMRP sites, with the exception of MMRP sites at FUDS, which do not have a
RIP/RC goal yet.

‘Congress enacted legislation that instituted five separate BRAC rounds in 1988, 1991, 1983, 1995, and 2005.
“Legacy BRAC" refers to the base closure rounds in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. The most current ciosures are
being conducted under the “2005 BRAC" round.

*DOD has not yet set a RIP/RC date for FUDS MMRP sites. In fiscal year 2009, the Army Corps of Engineers {Corps})
began to develop a long-term strategy for MMRP sites at FUDS.

‘The Corps completed preliminary assessments at 99 percent of FUDS MMRP sites by the end of fiscal year 2008.

As the table indicates, BRAC sites have no established goals for preliminary assessments
or site inspections. For sites included under the first four BRAC rounds, the goal is to
reach the RIP/RC milestone at IRP sites by 2015 and at MMRP sites by 2009. For sites
included under the 2005 BRAC round, the goal is to reach the RIP/RC milestone at IRP
sites by 2014 and at MMRP sites by 2017.

DOD’s military components plan cleanup actions that are required to meet these goals at
the installation or site level. DOD requires the components to assess their inventory of
BRAC and other sites by relative risk to help make informed decisions about which sites
to clean up first. Using these relative risk categories, as well as other factors such as

stakeholder interest and mission needs, the components set more specific cleanup
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targets each fiscal year to demonstrate progress and prepare a budget to achieve those

goals and targets.

The proposed budgets and obligations among site categories are also influenced by the
need to fund long-term management activities. While DOD uses the number of sites
achieving RIP/RC status as a primary performance metric, sites that have reached this
goal may still require long-term management and, therefore, additional funding for a
number of years. Table 2 shows the completion status for active and BRAC sites and
FUDS, as of the end of fiscal year 2008.

Table 2: Completion Status of Sites, Fiscal Year 2008

Status of sites Active BRAC FUDS
Sites that have reached response 16,810 3,953 2,682
complete status

Sites that have not reached 4,703 1,492 2,023
response complete status

Sites that have reached response 760 440 55
complete status but stii require

long-term management

Source: GAOQ analysis of DOD-provided data.

Table 3 shows the completion status of BRAC sites and those that require long term
management under the IRP, MMRP, and the Building Demolition/Debris Removal
Program by military component, for fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

Table 3: BRAC Sites Cleanup Completion Status for Fiscal Years 2004 through 2008

Sites by military component

Defense

Fiscal Logistics
Program category years Army Navy | Air Force Agency Totai

{RP sites that have
achieved response 2004 1,710 899 1,073 153 3,835
complete status® 2008 1,744 920 1,127 157 3,948
2006 1,781 914 1,179 157 4,031
2007 1,767 422 1,226 157 3,572
2008 1,778 558 1,260 157 3,753
IRP sites that have not 2004 181 164 641 11 Q07
hieved

achieved response 2005 149 174 587 7 917
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complete status 2008 186 210 576 7 979
2007 209 707 583 7 1,506
2008 221 872 549 7 1,349
IRP sites that have
achieved response 2004 51 48 84 9 183
complete status but 2005 58 48 82 ¢ 184
remain under long-term 2006 69 40 272 0 381
management 2007 80 18 289 0 385
2008 84 14 308 17 423
MMRP sites that have 2004 120 3 0 Q 123
achisved response 2008 109 5 o o] 114
complete status
2006 118 4 0 a 122
2007 87 1 92 0 180
2008 93 5 102 0 200
MMRP sites that have not 2004 53 18 126 i 195
achieved response 2008 64 14 126 0 204
complete status
2006 99 26 126 Y 251
2007 9 31 35 0 157
2008 9 27 25 0 143
MMRP sites that have 2004 2 0 0 Y 2
achieved response 2005 6 ) 0 0 6
compiete status but
remain under long term- 2006 1 0 0 Q 1
management 2007 g9 0 8 0 17
2008 10 0 7 0 17

Source: GAO analysis of DOD data.

*Building Demolition and Debris Removal sites are included.

DOD data show that, in applying the broad restoration goals, performance goals, and

targets, cleanup funding is generally proportional to the number of sites in the active,
BRAC, and FUDS site categories. Table 4 shows the total DERP inventory of sites,
obligations, and proportions at the end of fiscal year 2008.

Table 4: i

Dollars in millions

y of Sites, Obli

18, and Proportions, Fiscal Year 2008

Active BRAC FUDS Totais
Number/ | Per 3 Number | Per g Nuh P 9 Number/ | Per g

amount of totat amount of total amount of total amount of total
Total 21,513 88 5,445 17 4,705 15 31,663 100
number
of sites
Amount $1,056.1 61 $440.2 25 $245.4 141 $1,7417 100
obligated®
8 GAO-10-547T
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Source: GAQ analysis of DOD-provided data.

*The amounts obligated are for cleanup activities for each category under the IRP, MMRP, and Building
Demoiition/Debris Removal programs.

As the table indicates, the total number of BRAC sites requiring cleanup is about 17
percent of the total number of defense sites, while the $440.2 million obligated to address
BRAC sites in fiscal year 2008 is equivalent to about 25 percent of the total funds

obligated for cleaning up all defense waste sites."

Since DERP was established, approximately $18.4 billion has been obligated for
environmental cleanup at individual sites on active military bases, $7.7 billion for
cleanup at sites located on installations designated for closure under BRAC, and about
$3.7 billion to clean up FUDS sites. During fiscal years 2004 through 2008, about $4.8
billion was spent on cleaning up sites on active bases, $1.8 billion for BRAC sites, and
$1.1 billion for FUDS sites."”

Table 5 provides DOD’s funding obligations for cleanup at BRAC sites by military
component and program category for fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

Table 5: DOD’s Obligations for Cleanup at BRAC Sites under the }IRP and MMRP, Fiscal Years 2004 through
2008

Dollars in millions

Military component

Defense

Program Fiscal Logistics
category years Army Navy Air Force Agency Total®
IRP 2004 $18.3 $120.1 $146.0 $7.3 $291.7
2005 56.5 72,5 100.3 8.3 237.6
2006 43.2 218.5 81.0 4.3 348.0
2007 55.2 163.4 85.4 5.0 308.9
2008 42.0 256.2 911 1.6 390.8

'®As noted previously, the active, BRAC, and FUDS cleanup activities are funded from distinct appropriations.
“All dollar amounts in this section reflect installation project funding allocated to individual sites for
cleanup under

the IRP, MMRP and building demolition and debris removal, and do not include program management and
other support costs.
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MMRP 2004 222 0.6 0.2 0.0 23.0
2005 17.5 4.6 0.0 0.0 22.1
2006 46.1 6.8 0.0 0.0 52.8
2007 54.0 7.6 0.2 0.0 61.8
2008 224 252 1.8 0.0 49.4

Program 2004

gi’;%%?me"‘ and o5 16.1 25.5 417 0.0 83.3
2008 12.1 302 40.5 0.2 83.0
2007 13,5 23.8 29.4 1.0 67.7
2008 14.2 27.5 36.2 2. 80.0

Total obligations 2004 40.6 $120.7 146.2 7.3 314.7
2005 90.1 $102.5 142.1 8.3 342.9
2006 101.4 $256.4 121.5 4.5 483.9
2007 122.7 $194.8 114.9 6.0 438.3
2008 78.6 $308.8 129.0 3.7 520.2

Source: GAQO's analysis of DOD data.

“Due to rounding, subtotals may not equal total obligations.

*Program management and support includes administrative and overhead expenses, These obligations were not

reported in DOD's DERP information system until fiscal year 2005,

Table 6 shows DOD’s estimated cost to complete environmental cleanup for sites located

at active installations, BRAC installations, and FUDS under the IRP, MMRP, and the

Building Demolition and Debris Removal Program for fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

Table 6: DOD’s Estimated Costs to Complete Environmentai Cleanup for Active, BRAC, and FUDS sites by
Program Category, Fiscal Years 2004 through 2008

Dollars in billions

Program category
iRP MMRP Total
Fiscal year
2004 $9.0 $7.3 $16.3
Active sites” 2005 8.2 6.0 14.2
2006 7.5 5.1 12.6
2007 6.9 53 12,2
2008 6.3 49 11.3
2004 2.7 0.5 3.2
BRAC sites 2005 2.6 1.2 3.8
2006 3.0 0.8 3.9
2007 29 0.9 3.9
2008 28 10 3.7
FUDS* 2004 3.6 12.2 15.8
2005 35 12.8 16.4
2006 34 12.6 16.1
10 GAO-10-547T
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2007 3.2 13.0 16.3
2008 28 13.5 16.2

Source: GAQ’s analysis of DOD data.

Note: Does not include program management and support costs. Totals may not add due to rounding.

*Building Demolition and Debris Removal costs estimates are included in the IRP category.

Finally, table 7 shows the total inventory of BRAC sites and the number ranked as high
risk in the IRP and MMRP, by military component, for fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

Table 7: inventory for BRAC Sites, Fiscal Years 2004 through 2008

Number of sites
Military component
Defense
Program Fiscal Logistics
category year Army Navy | Air Force Agency Total
IRP* 2004 1,891 1,063 1,714 164 4,832
2005 1,893 1,094 1,714 164 4,865
2006 1,967 1,124 1,755 164 5,010
2007 1,976 1,129 1,809 164 5,078
2008 1,999 1,130 1,809 164 5,102
MMRP 2004 173 19 126 0 318
2005 173 19 126 0 318
20086 217 30 126 0 373
2007 178 32 127 0 337
2008 184 32 127 0 343
Total sites 2004 2,064 1,082 1,840 164 5,150
2005 2,066 1,113 1,840 164 5,183
2006 2,184 1,154 1,881 164 5,383
2007 2,154 1,161 1,936 164 5415
2008 2,183 1,162 1,936 164 5,445
1RP high risk® 2004 75 71 125 4 275
2005 59 62 115 3 239
2006 71 67 111 2 251
2007 65 69 116 2 252
2008 67 62 103 2 234
MMAP high 2004 34 0 0 0 34
risk 2005 33 0 0 0 33
2006 50 0 0 0 50
2007
2008
Total high- 2004 109 71 125 4 309
risk sites® 2005 92 62 118 3 272
2006 121 67 111 2 301

H GAO-10-547T
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2007,
2008

Source: GAQ's analysis of DOD data.

°IBP numbers include Building Demolition and Debris Removal Program sites.

*We defined risk categories as follows: IRP high risk sites are those with a relative risk site evaluation risk level of
“*high” and MMRP high risk sites are those with a risk assessment code of 1 or 2,

“The actual number of high-risk MMRP sites are incomplete after fiscal year 2006 because DOD is transitioning to a
new scoring system.

Challenges to DOD’s Environmental Cleanup Efforts

Our past work has also identified a number of challenges to DOD'’s efforts in undertaking

environmental cleanup activities at defense sites, including BRAC sites. For example, we

have reported the following:

DOD’s preliminary cost estimates for environmental cleanup at specific sites may
not reflect the full cost of cleanup. That is, costs are generally expected to
increase as more information becomes known about the extent of the cleanup
needed at a site to make it safe enough to be reused by others. We reported in
2007 that our experience with prior BRAC rounds had shown that cost estimates
tend to increase significantly once more detailed studies and investigations are

completed. ®

Environmental cleanup issues are unique to each site. However, we have reported
that three key factors can lead to delays in the cleanup and transfer of sites.

These factors are (1) technological constraints that limit DOD’s ability to
accurately identify, detect, and clean up unexploded ordnance from a particular
site, (2) prolonged negotiations between environmental regulators and DOD about
the extent to which DOD’s actions are in compliance with environmental
regulations and laws, and (3) the discovery of previously undetected
environmental contamination that can result in the need for further cleanup, cost

increases, and delays in property transfer.

®GAQ, Military Base Closures: Opportunities Exist to Improve Environmental Cleanup Cost Reporting and
to Expedite Transfer of Unneeded Property, GAO-07-166 (Washington, D.C. : Jan. 30, 2007)
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, while the data indicate that DOD has made progress in
cleaning up its contaminated sites, they also show that a significant amount of work
remains to be done. Given the large number of sites that DOD must clean up, we
recognize that it faces a significant challenge. Addressing this challenge, however, is
critical because environmental cleanup has historically been a key imnpediment to the
expeditious transfer of unneeded property to other federal and nonfederal parties who

can put the property to new uses.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I would be happy to respond to

any questions that you or Members of the Subcommittee may have.

GAO Contact and Staff Acknowledgements

Contact points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be
found on the last page of this statement. For further information about this testimony,
please contact Anu Mittal at (202) 512-3841 or mittala@gao.gov or John B. Stephenson at
(202) 512-3841 or stephenson@gao.gov. Contributors to this testimony include Elizabeth
Beardsley, Antoinette Capaccio, Vincent Price, and John Smith.

(361188)
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Mr. FARR. Thank you.
Ms. Suzy Cantor-McKinney.

STATEMENT OF SUZY CANTOR-MCKINNEY

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Wamp,
and committee members, I am honored to be here today to rep-
resent the National Association of Ordnance and Explosive Waste
Contractors, otherwise commonly known as NAOC.

We are trade association for firms who are involved in the detec-
tion and clean-up of unexploded ordnance, UXO, on active military
bases, formerly used defense sites, FUDS, and BRAC sites. NAOC
includes 69 member companies that participate in the entire spec-
trum of clean-up, from the development of detection technologies to
the actual cleanup of UXO at these sites.

I am here today to speak about the environmental restoration
and clean up on BRAC sites, and I am grateful for the opportunity
to speak to you on behalf of NAOC about this important issue.

I want to thank Chairman Edwards for his leadership and for
holding this hearing. And in addition, I would like to thank Con-
gressman Farr for championing this issue.

According to the 2008 Defense Environmental Programs Annual
Report to Congress, over the past 10 years, Congress has provided
$5.8 billion for environmental activities at BRAC installations. An-
nual appropriations for clean-up of BRAC sites have remained rel-
atively consistent; however, of the total amount appropriated for
environmental clean up, only approximately $60 million per year is
spent on military munitions clean-up at legacy BRAC sites, or pre-
BRAC 2005.

This is a rough number, as there are no requirements to report
funding for expenditures for munitions clean-up separately from
the traditional hazardous waste clean up.

This funding is inadequate to address the military munitions
clean-up of the legacy BRAC sites. Currently, there are 84 legacy
BRAC military munitions response sites, with a total cost to com-
plete of $643 million.

BRAC 2005 includes an additional 38 military munitions re-
sponse sites, with a cost to complete of $329 million. And a detailed
list is included as an attachment to this testimony.

The backlog on clean-up of legacy BRAC sites is a problem that
has been addressed by this body itself. The problem was specifi-
cally addressed in Senate Report 110—428 and House Report 110—
775, which accompanied the fiscal year 2009 military construction
and veterans affairs appropriations bills.

In the Senate version it was stated, “The committee remains con-
cerned about the backlog of environmental remediation activities
required to complete the clean-up of U.S. military installations
closed during previous BRAC rounds. The most recent estimate of
the cost to complete the clean-up of these bases is approximately
$3 billion.

“The committee recognizes that lengthy delays in completing en-
vironmental clean up at shuttered bases hampers the ability of
communities to put valuable property to economically and socially
productive uses, and it believes that a more robust funding for the
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BRAC 1990 account will help to accelerate the clean-up and the
reuse of these bases.”

The fiscal year 2010 Military Construction and Veterans Affairs
Appropriations Act included a $100 million plus-up from the presi-
dent’s request for legacy BRAC, and we were very thankful for this
request or this increase. However, when compared to the fiscal year
2009 appropriation, it is truly only a $38 million plus-up from the
previous year.

When one looks at the scope of the problem and the cost to clean
up these legacy BRAC sites, one can see that there is still much
to do. When installations are closed, the local economy has little
chance of recovery until the sites are transferred to allow safe use
for their newly identified purposes.

Limited funding delays the required clean-up, which delays the
transfer of this land from DOD to private entities and municipali-
ties for non-military use and tax-generating activities. With a
weakened economy and a possible prolonged recession, the timely
clean-up of transferred and transferring sites, which protects the
public and provides for economic development, is extremely impor-
tant.

Though some BRAC sites have been transferred, previous reports
from GAO have noted that environmental clean-up requirements
present the primary challenge to transfer these remaining prop-
erties.

For fiscal year 2011, the DOD has requested $47 million to ad-
dress remaining munitions hazards on these legacy BRAC sites.
And at this rate, the program will take approximately 13 to 14
years to complete. Many sites are projected for completion in 2015
and beyond and in several cases over 20 years after the installa-
tions were identified for closure. This was not the intent of the
BRAC legislation.

A good example of a BRAC installation that has remaining sites
awaiting clean-up is Fort Ord, located in California. Fort Ord is
one of the most beautiful BRAC sites in the country, with high
value real estate ripe for redevelopment. The remaining cost to
clean up Fort Ord is $275 million, with a site at this installation
having a completion date listed far into the future at 2023.

Fort Ord was closed in BRAC 1991, with the expectation to clean
up and turn over the property to Fort Ord Redevelopment Author-
ity within just a few years. While much progress has been made,
there is still much to do. Other legacy BRAC sites which could be
redeveloped and bring new jobs and increase tax bases are located
in Alaska, Alabama, California, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Massa-
chusetts, Maryland, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, and Texas.

NAOC, as a representative of the companies performing UXO
work, believes that the industry has significant untapped capacity
and will be able to execute additional work if BRAC receives addi-
tional funding. It is our estimate that the industry can currently
support funding of approximately $1.5 billion per year, while the
DOD funding for the clean-up of UXO has traditionally been about
$500 million per year.

And we do understand that there are limiting factors, such as
the government’s ability to issue contracts and the resource con-
straints that might be imposed by the regulatory community.
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Our member companies employ more than 250,000 people in
every state of the union. Munitions response projects can require
a wide variety of labor disciplines to execute this work, including
UXO technicians, engineers, scientists, geophysicists, general labor-
ers, surveyors, risk assessors, and public relations specialists.

Our industry demonstrated our ability to manage and execute
surge capacity between 2003 and 2008 when we executed approxi-
mately $1.7 billion supporting the—$1.7 billion supporting Cap-
tured Enemy Ammunition/Coalition Munitions Clearance program
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. These efforts were accom-
plished in addition to the domestic clean-up sites that were being
simultaneously conducted, and they were executed by large and
small companies.

In summary, it is in our national and economic interest to appro-
priate adequate funds for the timely and complete clean-up of UXO
on legacy BRAC sites. Again, the National Association of Ordnance
and Explosive Waste Contractors appreciates this opportunity to
appear before this subcommittee and to provide you with informa-
tion on the pace of clean-up of the BRAC sites and the challenges
that we are facing in accomplishing the task of completing this
clean-up.

Thank you.

[Prepared statement of Suzy Cantor-McKinney follows:]
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Testimony of
Suzy Cantor-McKinney
Vice President
National Association of Ordnance and Explosive Waste Contractors (NAOC)

Before the Subcommittee on Military Construction and Veterans Affairs and Related Agencies

March 17, 2010

Mr. Chairman and Committee members, my name is Suzy Cantor-McKinney and I am honored to be here
today representing the National Association of Ordnance and Explosive Waste Contractors commonly
known as NAOC. NAOC is the trade association for firms involved in the detection and cleanup of
unexploded ordnance (UX0) on active military bases, Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) and Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) sites. NAOC includes 69 member companies that participate in the
entire spectrum of cleanup from the development of detection technologies to the actual cleanup of UXO

sites.

I am here today to speak about environmental restoration and cleanup on Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) sites, I am grateful for the opportunity to speak to you on behalf of NAOC about this important
issue. Twant to thank Chairman Edwards for his leadership and for holding this hearing. Tn addition, I

would like to thank Congressman Farr for championing this issue.

According to the 2008 Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to Congress (DEPARC), over the
past 10 years, Congress has provided $5.8 billion for environmental activities at BRAC installations.
Annual appropriations for cleanup of BRAC sites have remained relatively consistent; however, of the
total amount appropriated for environmental cleanup, only approximately $60 million per year is spent
on military munitions cleanup at Legacy BRAC sites {pre-BRAC 2005). This is a rough number as there is
no requirement to report funding or expenditures for munitions cleanup separately from traditional
hazardous waste cleanup. This funding is inadequate to address the military munitions cleanup of
Legacy BRAC sites. Currently there are 84 Legacy BRAC Military Munitions Response Sites with a total
Cost-to-Complete of $643 million. BRAC 2005 includes an additional 38 Military Munitions Response
Sites with a Cost-to-Complete of $329 million. A detailed list is included as an attachment to my

testimony.

The backlog on cleanup of Legacy BRAC sites is a problem that has been addressed by this body itself.
The problem was specifically addressed in Senate Report 110-428 and House Report 110-775 which
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accompanied the FY 2009 Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Appropriations bills. In the Senate

version it was stated:

“The Committee remains concerned about the backlog of environmental remediation activities
required to complete the cleanup of U.S. military installations closed during previous BRAC
rounds. The most recent estimate of the cost to complete the cleanup of these bases is
approximately $3,000,000,000. The Committee recognizes that lengthy delays in completing
environmental cleanup at shuttered bases hamper the ability of communities to put valuable
property to economically and socially productive uses and it believes a more robust funding for

the BRAC 1950 account will help to accelerate the cleanup and reuse of these bases.”

The Fiscal Year 2010 Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Appropriations Act included a $100
million plus up from the President’s request for Legacy BRAC, and we are very thankful for that increase.
However, when compared to the Fiscal Year 2009 appropriation, it is truly only a $38 million plus up
from the previous year. When one looks at the scope of the problem and the cost to cleanup these Legacy

BRAC sites, one can see there is still much to do.

When installations are closed, the local economy has little chance of recovery until the sites are
transferred to allow safe use for their newly identified purpose. Limited funding delays the required
cleanup, which delays the transfer of this land from the Department of Defense (DeD) to private entities
and municipalities for non-military use and tax generating economic activities. With a weakened
economy and a possible prolonged recession, the timely cleanup of transferred and transferring sites,
which protects the public and provides for economic development, is extremely important. Though
some BRAC sites have been transferred, previous reports from the Government Accounting Office
(GAQ) have noted that environmental cleanup requirements present the primary challenge to

transferring the remaining property.

For Fiscal Year 2011, the DoD has requested $47 million to address remaining munitions hazards on these
Legacy BRAC sites. At this rate, the program will take approximately 13 to 14 years to complete. Many
sites are projected for completion in 2015 and beyond, in several cases over 20 years after the installations
were identified for closure. This was not the intent of the BRAC legislation. A good example of a BRAC
installation that has remaining sites awaiting cleanup is Ft. Ord located in California. Fort Ord is one of
the most beauriful BRAC sites in the country with high value real estate ripe for redevelopment. The

remaining cost to cleanup Ft. Ord is $275 million, with a site within the installation having a completion
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date listed as far into the future as 2023. Fort Ord was closed in BRAC 1991, with the expectation to
cleanup and turn over the property to the Fort Ord Redevelopment Authority within a few years. While
much progress has been made, there is still much to do. Other Legacy BRAC sites , which could be
redeveloped and bring new jobs and increase the tax base are located in Alaska, Alabama, California,

Colorado, llinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Maryland, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, and Texas.

NAOC, as a representative of the companies performing UXO work, believes that industry has significant
untapped capacity and will be able to execute additional work if BRAC receives additional funding. It is
our estimate that the industry can currently support funding of approximately $1.58 a year, while the
DoD funding for the cleanup of UXO has traditionally been about $500 million a year. Our member
companies employ more than 250,000 people in every state of the Union. Munitions response projects
can require a wide variety of labor disciplines to execute work, including UXO technicians, engineers,
scientists, geophysicists, general laborers, surveyors, risk assessors, and public relations specialists. Our
industry demonstrated our ability to manage and execute surge capacity between 2003 and 2008 when
we executed roughly $1.7 billion supporting the Captured Enemy Ammunition/Coalition Munitions
Clearance program for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. These efforts were accomplished in addition to
the domestic eleanup projects being simultaneously conducted and were executed by large and small

businesses alike.

In summary, it is in our national and economic interest to appropriate adequate funds for the timely and

complete cleanup of UXO on Legacy BRAC sites.

Again, the National Association of Ordnance and Explosive Waste Contractors appreciates the
opportunity to appear before this subcommittee and to provide you with information on the pace of
clean up on BRAC sites and the challenges we are facing in accomplishing the task of completing this

cleanup.
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Attachment 1 - Legacy BRAC

i
y Fund | BRAC | RIP/RC
Componeat Installsion Name Sate | gund | BRAC | RIVRC Canple
NAVY ADAK NAS AK | BRAC v 2014 59,551
ARMY FORT MCCLELLAN AL | BRAC v 2035 77,518
ARMY FORT MCCLELLAN BRAC 14 2006 399
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2023 164,906
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC H 2013 31,644
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2014 17,989
ARMY SIERRA ARMY DEPOT BRAC v 2017 15,638
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC i 2012 11,575
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC s | 2014 10,382
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC I 2011 8,484
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i 2014 6,480
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2014 6,430
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC 1 2014 5,959
NAVY MARF, ISLAND NSY BRAC I 2011 5,956
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC 1 2014 5,159
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC 1 2014 5,105
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC it 2012 4770
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC 1 2012 3,607
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2014 3,308
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2014 3,154
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2014 3,058
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC i 2010 2,451
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC n 2011 2,184
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i) 2014 1,866
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC 1§t} 2011 1,269
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC m 2010 1,136
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i1 2014 1,030
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i1 2012 805
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC I 2010 606
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC 1) 2006 446
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i 2003 398
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i 2008 398
ARMY FORT ORD BRAC i 2006 398
NAVY MARE ISLAND NSY BRAC ¢ 2010 118
AIR
FORCE GEORGE AFB CA | BRAC 1 16
AIR
FORCE GEORGE AFB CA | BRAC 1 15
AIR
FORCE, GEORGE AFR CA | BRAC 1 15
AIR
FORCE GEORGE AFB CA | BRAC 1 2010 3
AIR
FORCE GEORGE AFB CA | BRAC 1 2010 3
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC 1 2013 3,739
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC I 2016 5,376
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC 1 2016 4,130
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Artachment ] - Legacy BRAC (continued)

Y090
Component Installation Name State S{“uxn_:e B‘% R%‘j% Complete
Source | Round 8000)
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC 1 2015 3,105
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPQT CO | BRAC I 2016 2,604
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC i 2015 1,854
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPQY CO | BRAC I 2011 1,786
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC 1 2016 1,590
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO_| BRAC 1 2014 1,486
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT €O _| BRAC i 2012 1,185
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT £O | BRAC I 2015 924
ARMY PUEBLO CHEMICAL DEPOT CO | BRAC I 2014 676
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY IL | BRAC 1A% 2018 17,301
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY IL_| BRAC v 2016 3,945
ARMY S TTIVITY 1L | BRAC v 2012 1,507
ARMY A DEPOT ACTIVITY IL | BRAC v 2013 1,271
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY 1L ] BRAC v 2013 1,128
AIR
FORCE CHANUTE AFB IL | BRAC 1 2010 904
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY 1L | BRAC v 2014 442
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY 1L | BRAC v 2013 442
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY IL_| BRAC v 2011 328
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY il | BRAC v 2016 328
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY I | BRAC v 2015 328
ARMY SAVANNA DEPOT ACTIVITY IL | BRAC v 2012 328
AIR
FORCE GRISSOM AIR FORCE BASE IN | BRAC 11 1997 71
AIR
FORCE GRISSOM AIR FORCE BASE IN | BRAC I 1998 68
NAVY SOUTH WEYMOUTH NAS MA | BRAC v 2008 2,532
ARMY DEVENS RESERVE TRAINING FACILITY MA | BRAC A1 2012 518
ARMY DEVENS RESERVE TRAINING FACILITY MA | BRAC i 2010 85
ARMY FORT RITCHIE MD | BRAC v 2003 2,994
ARMY FORT GEORGE G MEADE MD | BRAC 1 1990 1,530
ARMY FORT GEORGE G MEADE MD | BRAC 1 2003 245
ARMY FORT WINGATE DEPOT ACTIVITY NM | BRAC 1 2021 47,703
ARMY FORT WINGATE DEPOT ACTIVITY NM | BRAC i 2020 11,183
ARMY FORT WINGATE DEPOT ACTIVITY NM | BRAC 1 2017 8,594
ARMY ECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY NY | BRAC v 2017 21,947
ARMY ECA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY NY | BRAC v 2012 542
ARMY CA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY NY | BRAC v 2008 261
ARMY ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY NY | BRAC v 2009 25
ARMY LCA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY NY | BRAC v 2009 25
ARMY UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEPOT OR 1 BRAC I 2018 16,061
ARMY UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEPOT OR_{ BRAC 1 2009 314
ARMY RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT TX | BRAC v 2011 3,351
ARMY RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT TX 1 BRAC v 2011 1,934
AIR
FORCE REESE ATB TX | BRAC v 2000 43
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Attachment 2 - BRAC 2005

09w
Componcnt losaltion N e | ot | BUAC | RERC | o
AIR

FORCE GALENA FOL AK | BRAC v 596
NAVY CONCORD NWS CA | BRAC N 2012 3,526
NAVY CONCORD NWS CA | BRAC v 2014 3,104
NAVY CONCORD NWS§ CA | BRAC v 2015 2,555
NAVY CONCORD NWS§ CA | BRAC Vv 2015 2,437
NAVY CONCORD NWS CA | BRAC \d 2013 435
ARMY FORT GILLEM GA | BRAC v 2010 512
ARMY FORT MCPHERSON GA | BRAC v 2011 512
ARMY NEWPORT CHEMICAL DEPOT IN | BRAC v 2012 6,873
ARMY NEWPORT CHEMICAL DEPOT IN | BRAC v 2012 113
ARMY KANSAS ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT KS | BRAC v 2011 2,093
NAVY BRUNSWICK N/ ME | BRAC Vv 2013 2,624
NAVY BRUNSWICK NAS ME | BRAC v 2010 2,350
NAVY BRUNSWICK NAS ME | BRAC v 2012 1,093
ARMY MISSISSIPPI ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT MS | BRAC Vv 2013 2,747
ARMY LONE STAR ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT TX | BRAC v 2012 828
ARMY DESERET CHEMICAL DEPOT UT { BRAC v 2016 127,768
ARMY DESERET CHEMICAL DEPOT UT | BRAC N 2016 62,166
ARMY DESERET CHEMICAL DEPOT UT | BRAC v 2015 21,350
ARMY DES CHEMICAL DEPOT UT | BRAC v 2014 14,171
ARMY DESERET CHEMICAL DEPOT UT | BRAC v 2013 5,787
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC V 2012 36,375
ARMY FORT MONROL, VA | BRAC v 2013 17,022
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 3,172
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 2,257
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 1,771
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 1,667
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 1,549
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 1,215
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 940
ARMY FORT MONROF, VA | BRAC v 2011 864
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2011 762
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC Vv 2010 41
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC i 2010 40
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2010 24
ARMY FORT MONROE VA | BRAC v 2010 4
ARMY VANCOUVER BARRACKS WA | BRAC v 2010 414
ARMY VANCOUVER BARRACKS WA | BRAC N 2016 283
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Military Munitions Response Program Sites
3,674 sites reported in the 2008 Defense Environmental Programs Annual Report to Congress

HI 165

AK 260

Marshall islands 1 « . A5 ; u__nu dudmd
Wake Island 1 .

>250 Sites
100+ Sites
50+ Sites
20+ Sites
< 20 Sites

" American Samoa 3

Guam 31
. S Northern Mariana Islands 6
Note: Map reflects site distribution only. It does Puerto Rico 32

nnt address site size

isk nnfential land nse ete U.S. Virgin Islands 3
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Mr. FARR. Thank you very much for your testimony. And it will
be entered into the record. And we appreciate both of you coming.
And let’s open up this dialogue.

Do I lead off with questions, Mr. Chairman? I am not you.

Mr. EDWARDS. It is your gavel, Mr. Chairman.

UXO CLEAN-UP

Mr. FARR. All right. Perhaps Dr. Robyn can enter in here. The
issue here is your testimony says that we are doing all that we can
do, that we do not really need more money to do it, and here the
industry says they can absorb $1.5 billion in work.

It is labor intensive. Congress is in a mood to create jobs. What
kind of training does one need to do UXO clean-up? Is there a
training program?

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. For the actual ordnance removal from
the ground, there are requirements, either have graduated from a
military ordnance and explosives school or to have undergone
training through one of the—they are called Tech 1 schools that in-
dividuals can apply and undergo that training. So there are specific
requirements to actually remove the ordnance from the ground.

Mr. FARR. Is there any stimulus funding to do that training?

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. I can check into that for the record. I
am not sure.

Mr. FARR. The people behind you are nodding no. And how many
people did you say the industry employs?

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. We have over 250,000 within the compa-
nies and the unexploded ordnance technicians who are available for
work.

Mr. FARR. If you had full funding, how many jobs would that—
you would have that full impact? How many jobs right now? What
is the unemployment rate in there? I mean

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. I would have to check on that for the
record. I am not sure the actual employment rate versus that
surge. Most of the ordnance technicians, they worked for companies
for a period of time and then perhaps moved to another company,
so they are not full-time employees, and so I would need to re-
search some of those data points.

Mr. FARR. I guess what I am trying to get at is that there seems
to be capacity out there in the private sector to be able to do a lot
more work. It is labor-intensive.

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. It is.

Mr. FARR. It is beneficial. And yet part of our stimulus attitude,
whether it is in the stimulus bill or in the defense appropriations
bill, that there ought to be some money to get this work done. And
your testimony was that you do not need any more money.

Ms. ROBYN. I did not mean to imply we could not do more, that
I think the constraint is, as it always is, it is the—it is the competi-
tion for a number of very, very worthy things.

I mean, could the Defense Department—I do not disagree the ca-
pacity is there. I guess I would—and I am not trying to change the
subject—but I would love to get Ms. McKinney’s view on the role
of technology advancement, which is, again, what I see as getting
beyond particularly in the munitions area.
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Mr. FARR. Well, she listed in her priorities there that technology
limits was number-one priority.

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. The second was prolonged environmental negotiations.
And the third was the discovery of unintended consequences of
things with previous contamination. So it was the number-one
issue. I do not think there is any disagreement on that.

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

CLEAN-UP ESTIMATES

Mr. FARR. Can I ask the GAO a question? It seems to me that
we are not going at this rate of estimating what the work is. You
said that 17 percent of the BRAC sites need cleaning up and that
we have 25 percent of the total defense funds obligated for this
purpose spent on cleaning up. It is like you are trying to force a
round peg into a square hole.

Why not know the entire cost of the clean-up you have to do
through estimates——

Ms. MITTAL. No, I completely agree.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. And then set a budget to do that?

Ms. MITTAL. Sure. One of the frustrations that we have had with
the way DOD presents information about the total clean-up costs
for the BRAC program is the fact that they fragment all of the dif-
ferent pieces in four different documents that they provide to Con-
gress.

So the last time we tried to estimate how much it was going to
cost or how much the BRAC clean-ups had cost up to a certain
point and how much more they were going to cost, it took us quite
a bit of work to try to pool all of these various documents together
and come up with an estimate.

So I completely agree with you. We believe there needs to be
more transparency and more clarity in how DOD presents the in-
formation to Congress how much the BRAC environmental clean-
up is going to cost.

The 17 percent that I mentioned was because sometimes we hear
arguments from the FUDS program or the BRAC program or the
active installations that they are not getting their fair share of the
total dollars. And what we were trying to do was do an analysis
to show that each of the categories of properties receive a propor-
tional amount of the total amount of funding available.

So 17 percent of all DOD’s properties that need cleaning up are
BRAC properties that need clean-up, and they have received 25
percent of the total funding available. That is the point I was try-
ing to make.

Mr. FARR. Okay. So how do we get exactly what is needed? Can
you provide us those

Ms. MiTTAL. Well, the last time we did this analysis was in 2007.
And at that point, we estimated that for the first four BRAC
rounds, environmental clean-up—that was DERP, as well as non-
DERP-related clean-up—would cost an estimated $13.2 billion.

At that point in time when we did our analysis, DOD did not
have really good numbers on what round five was going to cost.
There was a lot of incomplete information, so at that point they
were talking about close to a billion dollars for round five, but that
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was based on incomplete, preliminary information. We have not
gone back to redo that analysis, but I am sure that we would be
happy to work with the committee and try to do that if you needed

Mr FARR. So is clean-up being factored into the COBRA model?
It does not sound like it.

Ms. RoBYN. No, because we have an obligation to clean that up,
BRAC or non-BRAC, so we do not treat that as a BRAC cost.

Mr. FARR. But we are not appropriating enough money to do it.
Here we are——

Ms. RoBYN. Well

Mr. FARR. Congress has asked to close these bases.

Ms. ROBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. And then you are going to have all these savings.

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. But you do not factor in what the clean-up costs are
going to be. And when we find them, you are saying, well, it is
being paid for, but there is not enough money in the account to do
all the clean-up it has to do. I mean, how many years did you say
it is going to take to do all the things that are on the list, if you
need %3 billion more in clean-up?

Ms. MITTAL. The cost is $3.7 billion to complete. That will take
many years, yes.

Mr. FARR. How many?

Ms. MITTAL. We have not calculated. I know for the FUDS pro-
gram, DOD has estimated 50 years.

Mr. FARR. Fifty?

Ms. MrtTAL. Fifty. That is just for the FUDS program. We have
not looked at the BRAC program, specifically to match it out, but
I would expect it would be several decades at the rate at which
funding is made available annually.

Mr. FARR. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think Congress is not getting
the full cost of BRAC if they are not putting these factors in here.

Mr. EDWARDS. I agree.

Mr. FARR. So, Mr. Wamp, did you have a question?

CONTRACTORS

Mr. WAMP. In East Tennessee, there are some very effective 8(a)
contractors in the ordnance business, and I would like to find out,
particularly from the contractor community, is there an average,
above average, below average percent of minority or 8(a) contrac-
tors that do ordnance work?

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. We can provide for the record the spe-
cific breakout of the companies and their status that hold current
contracts. The munitions contracts are competitively bid through
the Army and the Corps of Engineers. And that opportunity is pro-
vided to all status of firms.

We would be happy to provide the breakout of the current firms
that hold contracts and their business status.

Mr. Wamp. Are the 250,000 employees that are in your industry
mostly small-business people or are there large contractors that do
a lot of this work? What is the mix of who does this work?

Ms. CANTOR-MCKINNEY. There is a very nice mix of small busi-
nesses. There are a significant number of small businesses that
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hold munitions contracts. And as far as the number of employees,

again, the ordnance technicians tend to not be a permanent techni-

cian with a specific company for longevity. They will work from

f)ompany to company based upon where those project sites might
e.

So I can definitely for the record provide the permanent status
of positions with each of the companies that they are broken out.

Mr. WAMP. In my district, the Volunteer Army Ammunitions
Plant, which remained active, but was not producing ammunition
when I came into office, was closed in the 1998 defense authoriza-
tion bill in the House by me and in the Senate by Senator Thomp-
son. This was not one of the waves of BRAC, but it occured under
the BRAC process, and is considerd a BRAC closure.

Ironically, out of the 7,000 acres, about 2,500 of it is now a green
space buffer between the residential and education community next
door. About 2,500 acres is the original contaminated site. Iron-
ically, the other 2,000 acres is where Volkswagen now has their bil-
lion-dollar-plus U.S. production facility under construction, which
was exactly what we were trying to accomplish.

But, frankly, we see very little remediation of that original site.
We are very fortunate to actually be able to deem it as kind of a
green space for the VW production facility land adjacent to the
original area and clear the water adjacent to it.

I wonder if your studies include projects like ours, which was
closed under the BRAC process, but not in one of the waves. I as-
sume that it is in one of those 30-some-odd sites that you would
include in your total. Do you have any idea if the Volunteer Army
Ammunitions Plant in Chattanooga is one of your sites?

Ms. MITTAL. I am not aware, if that site is but I can definitely
check and can get back.

Mr. Wamp. Please get back to me and let me know if that is one
of those that you are including in this list of $3 billion of yet to
be cleaned up.

Ms. MITTAL. Sure.

Mr. Wamp. That is all T have. And this has been insightful, Mr.
Farr. Thank you.

Mr. FARR. Let’s see if I had one other question here.

Oh, Mr. Edwards?

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

Mr. FARR. Give me the gavel, and

Mr. EDWARDS. You are using it well.

NUMBER OF BRAC SITES NOT CLEANED UP

Ms. Mittal, could I ask, would you happen to have any numbers
of the number of BRAC sites that have not been cleaned up by
BRAC round, going back to 1988, how many of those sites have not
been cleaned up, 1991?

Ms. MITTAL. I do not have that data with me, but we can defi-
nitely go back and look at the information we have and provide it
for the record.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Dr. Robyn, we had not asked you to prepare
t}ﬁat kind of information, but you would not happen to have
that

Ms. RoBYN. Do not have it offhand.
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Ms. EDWARDS. Okay. But, Ms. Mittal, overall, I think you testi-
fied that there are now 5,445 BRAC sites that have not been
cleaned up?

Ms. MITTAL. No, there is a total of 5,445 BRAC sites that are eli-
gible for clean-up under the Defense Environmental Restoration
Program.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay, eligible for clean-up.

Ms. MITTAL. For clean-up, right, 72 percent of them have reached
a response complete status, which means that the remedy that the
DOD was planning to implement has been implemented and it has
functioned—as it was designed.

Mr. EDWARDS. Seventy-two percent implemented, so 28 percent
times 5,445 have not been?

Ms. MITTAL. Just under 1,500 have not yet reached that point.

Mr. EDWARDS. And tell me, you mentioned 31,600 sites.

Ms. MITTAL. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. Tell me again that represents number of sites
that

Ms. MITTAL. That represents all DOD sites, including active in-
stallations that need to have clean-up undertaken, which is about
over 21,000. There are about 4,700 FUDS in there, formerly used
defense sites, that need to have clean-up. And then the remaining
were BRAC sites.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Okay. The $3.7 billion number you used
was to clean-up all of the BRAC sites. Is that correct?

Ms. MITTAL. That is the remaining cost to complete for the BRAC
sites that have not been——

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have any cost number for the non-BRAC
sites?

Ms. MITTAL. It is in the testimony statement. I could find it
and——

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay.

Mr. FARR. So the $3 billion does not include the FUDS sites?

Ms. MITTAL. No, the $3.7 billion was the cost to clean up BRAC
sites in fiscal year 2008. Actually—the statement does not have the
full cost. We can provide that for the record. But we do have
that

Mr. EDWARDS. Do you have an approximate amount, just ball-
park, within 10 percent or 20 percent of the number?

Ms. MiTTAL. No. We will get it back rather than misquote the
number.

Mr. EDWARDS. Would you guess, is it closer to $10 billion or clos-
er to $5 billion?

Ms. MITTAL. I think my guess would be closer to $10 billion.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Do we have any kind of analysis of the eco-
nomic development that is created at sites that have been cleaned
up and turned over to communities? And the reason I ask that, lis-
tening to Mr. Farr and his comments about, you know, if it is
labor-intensive, I will get the jobs in the short run, but you have
economic development in the long run, because these sites used—
I know there is a former naval site in my district that was used
for a Hercules plant, built rocket motors during the Cold War
there.
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And about 10,000 acres have been turned over. And we now have
everything from, local transportation companies to the gentleman,
Elon Musk, with SpaceX. It is headquartered in California, does
this rocket testing there, and it has a $1.6 billion NASA contract.

And literally there have been hundreds of jobs created, with a
multiplier effect, perhaps thousands of jobs created because of that
one 10,000-acre site being turned back over to communities. Do we
have any kind of an analysis—if we were looking at, all right, the
cost-benefit of how much it will cost taxpayers to invest in this
clean-up versus the tax benefits they get long-run by the economic
development that comes from the clean-up, has anybody done
any——

Ms. MiITTAL. I will check—we have a whole team of people who
are BRAC specialists. I focus on the environmental restoration pro-
gram, so I cannot answer that question, but I will double check
with the folks that work on BRAC issues on a regular basis and
see if they have done any sort of economic analysis that we can
share with the committee.

Mr. EDWARDS. Okay. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. ROBYN. I think your question, Mr. Chairman, is—and I
would like an answer myself—is, where is environmental clean-up
the impediment to economic development? And in many facilities—
I mean, it does—it sounds like this is going to take forever, but at
many, many places, environmental clean-up is not an impediment
to reuse.

So McClellan Air Force Base in Sacramento is a clean-up because
of some unusual problems will go on for several decades, but it is
the biggest economic development project and boom in Northern
California. And so it is a minority, I think, of the clean-up sites
where clean-up needs to happen for economic development to occur.
But it is one reason we are

Mr. FARR. However, you cannot transfer the land in any capacity
until you have adopted a proven clean-up process.

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. So if you are cleaning up water, underground water,
which I think they are doing in a lot of these sites, that is going
to take 20 years. But they use acceptable technology. It is going to
be in place, not just on paper——

Ms. ROBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Because you transfer with a remedy in
place.

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. So, yes, you are right. But you have got to invest in
this clean-up process.

Ms. RoBYN. Yes. And I would hope that we are prioritizing those
places where the clean-up is what is needed for economic develop-
ment. One of the rationales for the kind of approach that we have
taken at Fort Ord, where in effect we privatized the clean-up, is
that that allows the community to clean-up at a faster rate than
we would. We pay the community the cost of the clean-up. They
then can proceed at a faster rate. I think that is very promising.

And, again, I just want to put in a plug for—I think the key on
munitions is better technology. As long as we are doing this with
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technology that has a 99 percent false positive rate, we are not
going to make huge progress.

We are the Defense Department. We ought to be able to come up
with the technology to do this in a better way. This is a unique mu-
nitions clean-up. You know, we own that problem. Commercial in-
dustry is not—is not working on that. That is our R&D.

Mr. FARR. We are spending, Mr. Chairman, $5 billion a year on
a program to detect IEDs. I forget the exact name of the program,
but the Department of Defense is focusing specifically on IEDs. You
have got to wonder if some of that $5 billion a year investment in
research could help us——

Ms. ROBYN. Yes, or vice versa, right. Right.

Mr. FARR. Well, in closing, I would like to just suggest that there
may be an opportunity here to address clean up in a jobs bill, or
the supplemental for Afghanistan. You know, I cannot see why you
cannot urge that this be in that supplemental. I do not know how
many billions would be appropriate to ask for but if it is $3 billion
for bases and another for FUDS, it would be worth doing it to real-
ly create this specialized labor force. These are shovel-ready jobs.
Once land is cleaned up, things can move.

Ms. ROBYN. Yes, it is a twofer.

Mr. FARR. Let’s get it off the books. And rather than cutting back
on this, let’s figure out how we can really tackle it the way people
have suggested we ought to.

Mr. EDWARDS. Could I ask, if the present rate going of expendi-
tures, just flat-line that out based on inflation, is the hole getting
deeper, or are we making progress?

Ms. MirTaL. We are making progress, but we are making
progress so slowly, it will probably take anywhere from 50 to 75
years before we are at the place we need to be, if we continue to
fund cleanup at the level that we have been funding it.

Mr. EDWARDS. This reminds me of the situation we were in, in
military family housing a few years ago, where we just realized

Ms. MITTAL. Right.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. We will never get caught up, and it
is unfair to those—because we just had to do something dramati-
cally different. And, again, I am going to defer to Mr. Farr’s leader-
ship on this, because this has been a real focus of his, and I appre-
ciate your attention on that. You are the reason we are having this
panel today.

But I think we have been understanding in the past. America
has been at war. And when you are at war, your first priority has
to be those troops in harm’s way have what they need. So this
could be competing with those dollars.

But bottom line is, we are looking at 50 to 75 years catching up.
That is assuming you have no future BRAC rounds.

Ms. ROBYN. I believe that is for FUDS sites. I do not think the
BRAC—the BRAC sites, I think it is——

Ms. MitTaL. With BRAC sites, it depends on how much progress
they make on the clean-up and how much long-term monitoring
they have to do. It is probably not 50 years for BRAC sites, but it
is definitely for FUDS sites.
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Ms. RoBYN. I think we have reached the 95 percent clean-up
stage within the foreseeable future on both munitions and non-mu-
nition sites for BRAC. But I—

Mr. FARR. Her testimony was that they needed $3 billion just to
meet what has been

Ms. RoBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Promised to do, what has been decided
that this needs to be done. So how are we going to get there with-
out—

Ms. RoBYN. Well, it is—I mean, since 1984, we have spent $40
billion on the DERP program, $40 billion. So, you know, a lot has
gone into it. It was a big problem. It is still a big problem. And I
think the analogy to family housing is a terrific one. We needed a
game-changer. That was privatization that aligned the incentives
properly. We saved money. We got better housing, because the
most effective thing my office has overseen, and it faced enormous
resistance 10 years ago when I was involved in it.

I think the game-changer here is technology. It is a different
kind of game-changer, but I think that is—at least on the muni-
tions side, I think that has to be the thing that gets us out of this
hole that we are in.

Mr. FARr. Well, I would like to see if we could try to figure out
how to pull us more into one stop, one—I mean, your technology
is in one silo. Clean-up for bases is in another silo. Clean-up for
formerly——

Ms. ROBYN. Formerly used defense sites.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Used defense sites is another silo.

Ms. ROBYN. Yes. I think——

Mr. FARR. We are all on the table right now talking about them,
but we are only talking about one account.

Ms. ROBYN. Those are budgetary silos. The technology is in the
RTD&E world appropriately. We have a DR&E. The high-tech part
of the Defense Department oversees SERDP, Strategic Environ-
mental R&D Program, which is responsible for—and it is a small
program, you know, $60 million a year. But they have systemati-
cally invested in munitions clean-up technology.

The woman who is running DARPA right now started in that
world. She and I had a wonderful discussion about this the other
day. She totally understands the importance of that. UXO clean-up,
that is something—no one else is doing R&D on that.

We demonstrated through a program called ESTCP, environ-
mental technology security certification program. We need to be
demoing this UXO clean-up technology at a faster rate. That is the
impediment to getting it into widespread commercial use, and that
is my job, to try to increase the rate at which we are doing that,
because I think that can have huge, huge payoff.

Mr. FARR. Well, what is the carrot? I mean, what is the carrot
to get the private investment, giving the analogy of the RCI? The
RCI is, here we are. We have federally owned land. You are bring-
ing in private dollars and build this housing according to our specs
and local control, I mean, all those right things you do. But, by the
way, we will give you guaranteed monthly rentals off the BAH.

Ms. ROBYN. Right.

Mr. FARR. You do not have a BAH out there for base clean-up.
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Ms. ROBYN. No, no, no. It is not a—and it is not an—it is a dif-
ferent kind of a game-changer.

Mr. EDWARDS. The analogy I was using was that it has to be a
bold, new approach——

Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS [continuing]. Or we just never catch up.

Ms. RoBYN. Right. I mean, the privatization of clean-up is a dif-
ferent kind of—that is good. It allows communities to clean-up fast-
er. But it still takes the same amount of money.

Technology is a game-changer. It is a force multiplier. It has that
potential. So it is a game-changer, but it is not directly analogous
to family housing privatization.

Mr. FARR. Is there enough interest from the private sector to de-
velop new technology? Or is it that we have got to have more
money out there to have private-sector investment in technology?

Ms. RoBYN. Well, I think we need to—we work with industry
when we do these demos. And I think if we could be doing these
demos at a faster rate—the Defense Department has been a great
test bed for environmental clean-up technology. There was a very
conscious effort after the 1993 round to make some of the closing
bases a test bed for environmental clean-up technology, and par-
ticularly UXO, because that is a kind of clean-up that no one else
is doing.

And we have come up with some, working with universities and
I think with industry, some good technology, but like a lot of tech-
nology, it is at a—it is not commercial. It needs to be dem-
onstrated.

Mr. FARR. I just think that the administration asked for too little
money to get this job done, because, in fact, the gentleman I talked
to out of Fort Ord who has invented this new false positive clean-
up——

Ms. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. FARR [continuing]. Tool, he said, I came here because this is
a long clean-up plan. He said, I have been moving around with dif-
ferent companies, and it has always been short-term. I have never
had the time to invest my brains in being able to see whether the
things that I build can work.

So if you want to get that technology developed, we are going to
have to spend more money to get a lot of people out there and
thinking out of the box. I just think it cries out for leadership here.

Ms. ROBYN. I hear you. Thank you.

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, members of the committee.

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. Thank you. Mr. Farr, thank you. I
think this is the longest, most productive discussion we have had
in my years on the subcommittee on environmental clean-up. And,
obviously, we are just scratching the surface, and we look forward
to working with all of you on this very, very important issue.

Ms. ROBYN. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you. Thank you very much, also, Dr.
Robyn, for staying.

Ms. ROBYN. Thank you. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. And thank you, as well. Thank you all.

We stand adjourned.
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Chairman Edwards]

NEW START

Question. The BRAC 2005 request for fiscal year 2011 appears to contain at least
one new start, which is $20 million for Metro station access at the new Walter Reed
National Military Medical Center. Can this project be completed by the deadline?

Answer. The FY11 BRAC budget submission included $20M for improving pedes-
trian access from the Medical Center Metro Station to the new Walter Reed Na-
tional Military Medical Center (WRNMMC), which will be located across a heavily
traveled and congested road. Because the project provides indirect support to relo-
cating medical functions from Walter Reed to Bethesda and its completion does not
impede this relocation, the pedestrian access can be completed after September 15,
2011. At the present time, stakeholders are considering all options to accomplish the
improvements (e.g., overpass or underpass across Wisconsin Avenue). Montgomery
County, MD, is currently funding an Environmental Assessment to determine the
impact each alternative might have on the surrounding environment and the most
cost effective approach.

INFRASTRUCTURE REDUCTION

Question: Prior to the BRAC 2005 round, former Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld
estimated that the Department was maintaining 20 to 25 percent more base infra-
structure than needed. Can the DOD quantify the infrastructure reduction achieved
through the BRAC 2005 program?

Answer. At the time the Department submitted its recommendations to the Com-
mission, we estimate that approximately five percent of our plant replacement value
(PRV) would be reduced. The rejection of several of the Department’s major closures,
such as Hawthorne Army Depot, Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, and Ellsworth AFB,
by the Commission, reduced this to something less than five percent.

It is also important to note that infrastructure reduction was not the primary goal
of BRAC 2005; instead it was maximizing military value.

SAVINGS

Question. Based on your current estimates of BRAC savings, how long will it take
for tl})e Department of Defense to recoup the one-time implementation costs of BRAC
20057

Answer. Using the same methodology as the General Accountability Office, DoD
will recoup one-time implementation costs in 2019. This is based on a conservative
assumption that annual recurring savings (the net of recurring costs and recurring
savings) are approximately $4B. In reality actual savings are likely higher because
elimination of unneeded infrastructure and efficiencies gained from consolidation re-
sult in costs avoidances of various expenditures that are not easily tracked, such
as the hiring of lower cost employees to replace personnel who refuse to relocate.

Question: How long would it take to recoup the one-time implementation costs if
the personnel savings disputed by GAO were from the calculation? (Please note that
I am not asking you to agree with excluding these savings, but only to perform the
calculation as a basis for comparison.)

Answer. Using the same methodology as the General Accountability Office, and
assuming that Military personnel savings should not count in the savings calcula-
tion, DoD will recoup one-time costs in 2033. This is based on a conservative as-
sumption that annual recurring savings (the net of recurring costs and recurring
savings) are approximately $1.5B. As stated in various forums, DoD believes the
savings for Military personnel should be applied in any assessment of BRAC.

BRAC ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN-UP

Question. You indicated during the hearing that the pace of technology develop-
ment for environment clean up needs to be accelerated. How do you plan to achieve
such acceleration? Is there any way in which Congress can aid this effort through
funding or new authorities?

Answer. DoD is investing in research to accelerate the development of innovative
technologies that improve the safety, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness of environ-
mental clean up. For example, the Strategic Environmental Research and Develop-
ment Program (SERDP) and the Environmental Security Technology Certification
Program (ESTCP) support the development of unexploded ordnance (UXO)-specific
geophysical detection systems and associated signal processing routines. These sys-
tems are designed to distinguish between hazardous items, such as UXO, and inert
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fragments and clutter items on munitions sites. DoD is testing the systems at a se-
ries of live test sites, including a recently completed demonstration at former Camp
San Luis Obispo, California. Research shows that the next generation sensors have
achieved success during these demonstrations.

New authorities will not accelerate the pace of technology development for envi-
ronmental clean up. DoD has appropriately planned, programmed, and budgeted for
environmental technology. Through these investments, DoD will continue to de-
velop, demonstrate, and validate innovative technologies that the Department will
use to meet its clean up objectives.

Question. Your written testimony refers to unspecified “contract efficiencies” and
“bid cost savings” in the BRAC 1990 program. Where exactly have these savings
been achieved, and how have the savings been reinvested in the program?

Answer. DoD realized contracting efficiencies and bid cost savings for several in-
vestigations and studies for munitions sites at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD;
Camp Bullis, TX; Fort Belvoir, VA; Fort Rucker, AL; Makua, Pohakuloa,
Waikakalaua and Schofield Barracks, HI; and Toole Depot, UT. These savings have
allowed DoD to make additional clean up progress at other BRAC sites.

Question. In dollar terms, and by service, what is the additional (above the budget
request) amount of unfunded BRAC 1990 environmental clean up that could be exe-
cuted in fiscal year 2011?

Answer. Additional BRAC 1990 environmental clean up could be executed in FY
2011 as follows:

Army = $0M

Navy = $60M

Air Force = $0M

[Question for the Record submitted to Anu Mittal by Chairman
Edwards]

Question.

How can the Committee seek to improve the justification material for the BRAC
1990 account submitted by the Department of Defense? What, if any, additional in-
formation should be included?

Answer. DOD can ensure that Congress has the most complete information on
BRAC cleanup costs available by providing more clarification and explanation as to
what is included and excluded in the environmental cleanup costs it presents to
Congress and include the total expected cost—both incurred costs as well as the
most current estimate of expected future costs—for the cleanup at BRAC bases.
Without this information, Congress cannot ensure that scarce federal resources are
used in the most efficient manner to address environmental cleanup issues at
unneeded DOD properties so that productive new uses for these properties can be
more quickly realized. In order to provide more complete and transparent cost infor-
mation for the environmental cleanup of properties from all BRAC rounds, we rec-
ommended in January 2007 that the Secretary of Defense direct the Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics) to report all costs (DERP
and non-DERP)—past and future—required to complete environmental cleanup at
each BRAC installation and to fully explain the scope and limitations of all the envi-
ronmental cleanup costs DOD reports to Congress. We suggested including this in-
formation in the annual BRAC budget justification documentation since it would ac-
company information Congress considers when making resource allocation decisions.

*GAO, Military Base Closures: Opportunities Exist to Improve Environmental Cleanup Cost
ggpggt(z)%g and to Expedite Transfer of Unneeded Property, GAO-07-166 (Washington, D.C.: Jan.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY ANU MITTAL, DIRECTOR,
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT, GAO

(1) What is the status of the cleanup of the former Volunteer Army Ammunition
Plan in Chattanooga, TN?

¢ According to DOD data for Fiscal Year 2008—the most recent available data—
the cleanup of the former Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant is under way. Fifteen
of 23 sites on the property have reached “response complete” status. About $63.8
million has been spent on cleanup to date and DOD estimates that another $29.4
million will be needed to complete the remaining cleanup activities.

(2) How many BRAC sites have not yet been cleaned up?

¢« DOD data for Fiscal Year 2008 indicated that 1,492 BRAC sites had undergone
some cleanup activities, but had not yet reached the response complete status. An-
other 440 sites had reached the response complete milestone, but still require some
long-term management activities, such as groundwater treatment monitoring.
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(3) What is the total cost to clean up the remaining active, FUDS, and BRAC
sites?

¢ As of Fiscal Year 2008, DOD estimated that completing environmental cleanup
at the remaining active, BRAC, and FUDS sites will cost a total of $31.2 billion,
including $11.3 billion for active installations, $3.7 billion for BRAC sites, and $16.2
billion for FUDS. (These amounts do not include program management and support
costs).

(4) Has GAO performed any analysis comparing the costs to the taxpayer of clean-
ing up BRAC sites with the resulting benefits of subsequent economic development
of the sites?

¢ GAO has not conducted an analysis of the costs and benefits of cleaning up
BRAC sites.
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NAOC c/o URS Carporation
2450 Crystal Drive, Suite 500
Natianal Assoctation ot OEW Contractors Arlington, VA 21202

9 April 2010

The Honorable Chet Edwards

Chairman

Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans Affairs and Related Agencies
H-143, The Capitol

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Edwards:

This letter is in response to questions posed by members of the Subcommittee to Ms. Suzy Cantor-
McKinney of the National Association of Ordnance and Explosive Waste Contractors (NAOC) at
the hearing of the Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans Affairs and Related Agencies
on 17 March 2010. Answers to questions that were posed during the hearing and as part of the
transcripts are provided below:

1. Deputy Under Secretary Robyn has asserted during the hearing that the technology for
UXO deteetion has a 99 percent false positive rate. Do you agree with this assessment?
What is your assessment of the current state of UXO detection and rcmoval technology?

NAOC Response: NAOC respectfully disagrees that the technology for UXO detection has a false
positive rate of 99 percent.

The State of UXO Detection Technology

Our Association’s assessment of the current state of UXO detection and removal technology is based
on our experience partnering with government agencies, Federal, and state regulators that oversee
the execution of these projects.

The current technology for munitions investigations and removals includes digital geophysical
sensors {either electromagnetic or magnetic) to detect subsurface metallic anomalies. The technology
does not differentiate between munitions (i.e., UXO) and other metallic objects (i.e., scrap metal and
cultural debris). Until the anomaly is excavated, its identity is unknown. As such, the current
practice is that many anomalies are excavated that are not munitions (i.e., UXO). The criteria to
identify anomalies for excavation are most often determined by the stakeholders and regulators.

In the context of this discussion, the term “false positive” is the identification of a subsurface
anomaly, that when excavated is not UXO. The false positive rate varies between projects because of
the differences in terrain, geology, other environmental factors, and stakeholders and regulatory
requirements.
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There have been advances in instruments and data processing software to classify anomalies as UXO
and other metallic objects (i.e., cultural debris, scrap metal, and "hot" rock). These instruments and
data processing software have been tested at numerous sites across the country and produced faise
positive rates at less than 20%; in other words, true positive rates at greater than 80%. At one test
site, San Luis Obispo, CA, that is in a less-than ideal area, the survey data were carefully collected
using standard EM-61 electromagnetic sensors and data analyzed with advanced, but not physics-
based inversion software. At this site, more than 80% of the detected items were deemed non-
hazardous metal debris using standard technologies, and thus eliminated for excavation
consideration with a very high level of confidence. The utilization of emerging EM instruments with
physics-based inversion processing techniques at this same site yielded more than 95% high-
confidence resuits. At a more benign test site, Camp Siebert, Al., using emerging technology
instruments and physics-based inversion programs, 100% of the UXO items were detected and
declared (classified as) UXO. There were two items which could not be classified, i.e., were listed as
unknowns or unclassified. They were determined to be non-UXO items by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

The use of these instruments and advanced data processing techniques can result in increased cost
savings by reducing the number of excavations necessary to state, with confidence, that a site is safe.
Excavations are the overwhelming costs in UXO clearance. Decreasing excavations could decrease
project costs, which could increase the number of projects funded in a year, as well as implement
educational programs and land use controls that could increase safety even more.

Challenges for Use of Advanced Technologies

The industry sees several challenges for using technologies that have been demonstrated at test sites
for actual munitions clearance.

One challenge is gaining stakeholder and regulatory acceptance of these technologies. Regulatory
agencies and stakeholders across the country have differing opinions on acceptable levels of risk
associated with determining whether a site has been cleared of munitions. In some instances, 100%
of the anomalies must be excavated to achieve an acceptable level of risk in order to address
regulatory or stakeholder requirements, making the use of advanced technologies a moot point, For
industry to utilize these advanced technologies, stakeholders and regulators will have to accept that
the classification process provides an acceptable confidence that a site is sufficiently safe, even ifa
certain percentage of anomalies (i.e., metallic items) remain unidentified in the ground.

The industry encourages reporting and information sharing of successes as well as limitations of
technology applications so that DoD, stakeholders, and industry have access to project-specific
information and include this information during the request for proposal process and during project
execution.

Another challenge is determining when a technology is “proven.” This is compounded by the
significant differences between DoD test site (i.e., laboratory) conditions and actual BRAC project
sites. Site-specific conditions, such as vegetation, terrain, geology, and munitions-types, influence
how a particular technology will function at a given time. '
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Removal Technology

Munitions removal is primarily manual excavation performed by UXO-qualified personnel;
therefore a labor-intensive portion of a munitions response project. Since subsurface anomalies
cannot be positively identified until unearthed, a percentage of subsurface anomalies identified
during the classification stage must be excavated in order to be confident that potential UXO are
removed. It is important to note, that no technology assures a 100% removal of UXO. However,
currently available technology and sound quality control can safely improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of UXO clearance.

Conclusion

The industry believes that advanced technologies, which have the ability to achieve better than a 30
to 50% “false positive” rate, are ready to be transitioned from R&D to munitions response projects.
Please note, this rate can vary due to differences in terrain, geology, and environmental factors, as
well as regulatory and stakeholder project requirements (i.e., performance metrics). Through the
application of recent technology advancements, fewer anomalies could be excavated, with a higher
degree of confidence that the anomalies excavated present the highest risk. With additional funding,
more cleanup could be accomplished in a shorter timeframe, allowing BRAC properties to transition
more quickly for their future use,

2. If we had full funding, how many jobs would that impact? How many jobs right now?
What is the unemployment rate?

NAQC Response: In our testimony on 17 March 2010, we stated that our industry has untapped
capacity and would be able to execute additional work if BRAC receives additional funding. It is our
estimate that the industry can currently support funding of approximately $1.5 billion a year, while
the DoD) funding for the cleanup of UXO has traditionally been about $500 million a year. We
believe that an additional $1 billion in funding would provide employment for approximately 4,800
positions.

The member firms in our association employ over 250,000 people in every state, which includes
individuals that have the experience and qualifications to support all phases of munitions response
projects. As we noted in our testimony, munitions response projects require a wide variety of labor
disciplines to execute the work, including UXO technicians, engineers, scientists, geophysicists,
general laborers, surveyors, risk assessors, and public relations specialists. Of these labor disciplines
required for munitions response projects, the UXO technicians are the most mobile — meaning that
many UXO technicians move from project to project and therefore from company to company. The
industry currently employs well over 1,000 UXO technicians. Each year the Texas Engineering and
Extension Services (TEEX), located at Texas A&M University trains and graduates an additional
140 UXO technicians. In addition to TEEX, there are three other UXO Tech 1 schools whose
graduates supplement this workforce. This figure does not include Explosive Ordnance Disposal
technicians leaving active duty and seeking employment in private industry.

NAOC is not able to quantify the "unemployment rate" for the munitions industry for several
reasons. Specifically, UXO Technicians are generally not permanent hires. They are temporary or
term employees hired to work specific projects, and when completed, the term of employment ends.
Another factor is that the munitions program is supported by other disciplines such as scientists, risk

3
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assessors, and geophysicists. Most companies have lean organizational structures that require
technical individuals to work on non-munitions projects when there is limited munitions-related
work. Therefore, they are not "unemployed,” rather re-assigned within the company.

In summary, we believe an additional $1 billion in funding would not only assist our industry in
keeping the current workforce busy, but would also result in the hiring of new employees to fiil
positions needed for project specific requirements, i.e. UXO technicians, geophysicists, and
scientists. It is noted, that the industry understands the limitations faced by the Government to issue
contracts for this amount of capacity, and that the regulatory community is currently constrained to
oversee this volume of work.

3. What is the breakdown in the contractor community of 8(a) or minority firms that do
ordnance work

NAOC Response: Upon review of the status of the 69 NAOC member companies, 75% are classified
as either: small business, small disadvantaged business, woman-owned small business, service-
disabled veteran owned small business, veteran-owned small business, and/or an 8(a) business. In
addition, there are other companies in the United States that perform munitions response services
that are not members of NAOC. Under the current munitions response contracts, large business are
required to meet small business subcontracting goals. As such, small businesses are provided
additional opportunities in addition to the work that they perform as prime contractors.

The National Association of Ordnance and Explosive Waste Contractors (NAOC) appreciates the
opportunity to testify on behalf of the UXO industry. We stand ready to provide any additional
assistance or answer any further questions you might have.

Best Regards,

kbt A Kpatsory

Victoria Kantsios
President, NAOC

Ce: The Honorable Zach Wamp
The Honorable Sam Farr






WEDNESDAY, MARCH 17, 2010.

CENTRAL COMMAND
WITNESS

GENERAL DAVID H. PETRAEUS, COMMANDER, UNITED STATES CEN-
TRAL COMMAND

STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. EDWARDS [presiding]. I would like to call the subcommittee
to order.

General Petraeus, welcome back. It is good to have you here
again.

I am going to be very brief in my opening statement because I
would like to leave as much time as possible for your initial com-
ments and then a discussion and questions and answers.

I do want to say thank you on behalf of this subcommittee and
my family for your 36-plus years of service to our country.

General PETRAEUS. Thank you, Chairman.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you for that leadership, and what a dif-
ference you have made.

Without a doubt, you are serving at a critical time in our nation’s
history in a vital part of the world, and this committee wants to
be of support to your troops and their families as they go in harm’s
way and make sacrifices every day for us. And we look forward to
a chance to hear your overview for the region under your command
as well as looking at some of the specific responsibility at this Sub-
committee on Military Construction.

I believe we have about $1.7 billion of military construction
projects between a potential supplemental and then the 2011 fiscal
MILCON bill for MILCON projects in your area of command. So we
look forward to talking about that.

And at this time, I would like to recognize Mr. Wamp.

STATEMENT OF THE RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

Mr. WamP. Well, I thank Chairman Edwards as well. And on be-
half of, I am sure, everyone in this room, but everyone on this com-
mittee and all the people in the state of Tennessee, given your sto-
ried history at commanding the 101st Airborne and your storied
history in the state of Tennessee, it is a privilege to help Chairman
Edwards welcome the premier soldier of our generation to our sub-
committee today. And thank you for your extraordinary service,
General Petraeus.

General PETRAEUS. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. WamP. Thank you.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Wamp.

Mr. Salazar, it is good to have you here.

(409)
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Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you, sir.

I would like to just—I want to thank the general for his service,
and we certainly are proud——

Mr. EDWARDS. General, you have been through this before. Your
full testimony will be submitted for the record, but I would like to
recognize you now for any opening comments you care to make.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL DAVID H. PETRAEUS

General PETRAEUS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman, very much. And Con-
gressman Wamp and Congressman Salazar, thanks. It is great to
be back with you.

And I very much appreciate the opportunity to lay out what it
is that we are doing in the Central Command AOR. But up front,
I want to thank you for the enormous support that you all have
provided because it has been the key enabler in what we are doing
now, particularly, as we shift emphasis to Afghanistan.

I would like to just quickly go through a couple of the different
countries and then some issues starting with Afghanistan because
I think it would be important to lay out for you what it is that we
are trying to do.

With respect to Afghanistan, as President Obama observed when
he announced the new policy, it is in our vital national interest to
send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. These are
the forces that will provide the resources that we need to seize the
initiative while building the Afghan capacity that can allow for a
responsible transition of our forces, ultimately, out of Afghanistan.

The challenges there are considerable, but as General
McChrystal has observed, success there is both important and
achievable. Our goals are quite clear. They are to disrupt, dis-
mantle, and defeat al Qaeda and its extremist allies and set the
conditions in Afghanistan to prevent the reestablishment of the ex-
tremist sanctuaries that existed there prior to 9/11 when al Qaeda,
of course, planned the 9/11 attacks in Kandahar, conducted the ini-
tial training in East Afghanistan before going to Germany and the
United States.

To accomplish this task, we are working with our ISAF and Af-
ghan partners to improve security for the people, to wrest the ini-
tiative from the Taliban, to develop the Afghan security forces, and
to develop the Afghan governance that can be seen as legitimate
in the eyes of the people.

As I mentioned when we met before, we spent a lot of the last
year trying to get the inputs right in Afghanistan, to get the right
structures and organizations, to put the best leaders we have in
charge of them, to get the concepts right for the situation in Af-
ghanistan, and then, of course, to ensure that the leaders there
have the authorities and the resources they need to achieve unity
of effort and to carry out the missions and the concepts that have
been developed.

Now, these resources include the additional 30,000 forces that
the president ordered plus additional civilians plus additional re-
sources, funding, and so forth for Afghan forces and for the oper-
ations, maintenance, and MILCON that support all of this as well.
It is important to remember, though, that of course, we are build-
ing on top of a substantial increase that took place in 2009.
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As a result of decisions President Bush made before he left office
and then President Obama made shortly after taking office, of
course, we increased from some 30 or 31,000 at the beginning of
last year to somewhere around 68,000 by the end of the year. And,
of course, this 30,000 is on top of that and will take us to some-
where around 98,000.

Again, the flow of equipment and forces would not be possible
without the continued support of Congress as a whole but of the
expeditionary MILCON program in particular. With the inputs
largely in place now, we are starting to see the first of the outputs.
And the operation in Central Helmand Province was the initial
salvo, if you will, the first operation of what will be an 18-month
civil-military counterinsurgency campaign plan.

It is pretty well known that we have focused first in Central
Helmand, Marjah, Nadi-Ali, and some other areas. Over time, we
will transition additional emphasis to Kandahar, certain areas in
Regional Command-East and even a few areas in the north and in
the southwest as well.

Central to everything that we do there is the development of the
Afghan National Security Force. That is made possible by your sus-
tained support of the Afghan Security Forces Fund. That expansion
is now under way in earnest in the wake of the international com-
munity and Afghan decision to authorize an additional 100,000
forces by the fall of 2011. That will take the total of the Afghan
Army, other military, and Afghan Ministry of Interior forces to
somewhere around 305,000 and 306,000 by the fall of 2011.

This effort is facilitated by the recent establishment of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Training Mission in Afghani-
stan, which is now led by Lieutenant General Bill Caldwell. We are
working hard with NATO to source the additional trainers, partner
elements, transition team, and so forth that are needed to expand
this capacity rapidly.

The Supreme Allied Commander and NATO have generated
about half that so far. They have got to generate the rest. We are
also looking at other alternatives for how to ensure that we provide
the trainers if possible.

Again, this is going to be an 18-month campaign, as we see it.
And the going is going to get harder before it gets easier. 2010 will
be a tough year in many respects. There will be progress. There
will be reversal of the Taliban momentum in important areas, but
there will also be tough fighting and periodic setbacks.

Turning to Pakistan, there have been important changes in Paki-
stan over the past year. During that time, about 10 months ago,
in fact, the Pakistani people, the political leaders, and the clerics
all united in recognizing that the most pressing threat to their
country’s very existence is the threat of the internal extremists,
particularly the Pakistani Taliban, which they had seen in action.
They saw the barbaric activity, the indiscriminate violence, and the
repressive practices of the Pakistani Taliban in Swat and the
northwest frontier province and then also in some of the federally
administered tribal areas.

And they realize that these organizations, these elements want
to turn the clock back several centuries in Pakistan, not allow it
to progress forward.
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With that support of the people and of the leaders, the Pakistani
military has carried out impressive counterinsurgency operations
over the past 10 months. They have cleared the Taliban from the
Swat District, and I was there three weeks ago on the ground in
lower and upper Swat; cleared it from the rest of the northwest
frontier province and have conducted some good operations in the
federally administered tribal areas as well.

Our effort here is to support them. They are the ones doing the
fighting, and we will continue to work with Congress to determine
how we can, indeed, support them as fully as is possible. We have
to show that we are a steadfast partner. They have a lot of—there
is a lot of history between our two countries, and we have to show
that we are not going to do to Pakistan what was done before, such
as after Charlie Wilson’s War when we provided a substantial
amount of assistance and then left precipitously, leaving Pakistan
to deal with the situation that we had helped create.

So it is really important that we provide what we term “sus-
tained, substantial commitment.” And that is what we are trying
to do with your support.

And in the Kerry-Lugar-Berman Bill, as you know, $1.5 billion
per year for each of the next 5 years is very important in economic
assistance. The coalition support funding for our military financing,
Pakistan Counterinsurgency Fund, all of these and other forms of
security assistance provide equally important help to Pakistan Se-
curity Forces.

If we turn to Iraq, in the last 3 years in Iraq, there is no question
about the significant progress that we have seen in security. Since
the beginning of the surge, numbers of attacks, violent civilian
deaths, and high-profile attacks are all down by over 90 percent
from their highs in 2006 and 2007. That is not to say there are not
security threats; there are. But they have been reduced very sub-
stantially and to a point that Iraq can deal with them, first of all,
with their own security forces, by and large. And second, it has
been reduced to a level where the reconstruction and so forth can
still take place.

And we have seen progress in a host of different areas. The con-
duct of the elections on 7 March, of course, is the latest example
of that progress. That was a day when very impressive numbers of
Iraqi voters defied al Qaeda attempts to intimidate them and went
out and exercised their right to vote.

And having said all that, as always, the progress does remain
fragile, and it still could be reversed because Iraq faces innumer-
able challenges. We will see some of these as we watch what will
inevitably be the fair amount of political drama as the selection of
a new—first, the council of representatives is seated and then they
form a coalition that can select the prime minister, president, and
Speaker of the Council of Representatives. It is going to be very,
very interesting and a very dynamic period. I would be happy to
tﬁlk about the implications of the elections if you want to get into
that.

Our task is still to help the Iraqi Security Forces. They have
come a very long way. They are nearly 700,000 strong now. They
are reasonably well equipped. They are quite capable, and they
have, by and large, taken on the security task themselves.
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For example, they did the security on election day, and we were
at some distance.

We are in the midst, of course, of reducing our forces in accord-
ance with the president’s policy and the responsible draw-down
that was part of that policy. We have reduced by over 30,000 since
that policy was announced. Now, we are down to about 97,000, and
we are on track to reduce that number to 50,000 by the end of Au-
gust.

We may tinker with the force structure a little bit. We may keep
a seventh brigade headquartered (instead of going down to six) and
then reduce some of the forces underneath them so that we can
have an engagement element that can continue to perform those
tasks in Kirkuk but, I think, we will be able to get to the 50,000.
And that is, indeed, where we are heading.

That will also mark the transition to, literally, a change of mis-
sion at the end of August when we will go to a security “advise-
and-assist” role, as it is termed, and our brigades will literally be-
come advise-and-assist brigades if they have not already. We are
actually in the process of transitioning to that. So we will go from
a combat role to an advise-and-assist role.

Two other countries, Yemen and Iran. We have obviously seen,
in Yemen, an increase in the prominence of al Qaeda as it exploits
the country’s security, economic, and social challenges. There is a
serious threat there to Yemen, to the region, and, indeed, to our
homeland. And we have seen all three of those manifest themselves
in the course of recent months: the attempt by suicide bombers to
carry out attacks inside Yemen’s capital, the attempted assassina-
tion of the Assistant Minister of Interior in Saudi Arabia, and the
attempted bombing, of course, the Detroit bombing on Christmas
Day.

The truth is a number of us have been quite seized with the de-
velopments or concerned by the developments in Yemen for about
2% years. We have watched those. Even when I was in Iraq, it was
a place where we saw facilitators, trainers, and so forth, and there
was a prison break some years back when a number of individuals
who are now leading al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, as it is
now called, were able to break out.

Last April, I approved a plan that was developed in concert with
the Ambassador in Yemen, the State Department, and the intel-
ligence community to expand our assistance to key security ele-
ments there. And then, with Yemeni President Salih’s approval last
summer, we began executing that plan. And that helped strengthen
the capabilities that we have actually seen demonstrated since
about mid-March—or I am sorry—mid-December when a series of
different operations played out. And we continue to see that as it
continues.

Turning to Iran. Iran poses the major state-level threat to re-
gional stability in the AOR. Despite various UN Security Council
resolutions, efforts by the “P5-plus-1”, and the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA), the regime continues its nuclear program,
and many analysts assess that it is a nuclear weapons program,
the advent of which would obviously destabilize the region and
likely spur a regional arms race.
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The Iranian regime also continues to arm, fund, train, equip, and
direct proxy extremist elements in Iraq, Southern Lebanon, Gaza,
and, to a much lesser degree, in Afghanistan. And, of course, their
internal activities are also troubling as the violent suppression of
the opposition groups and the demonstrations in the wake of last
year’s hijacked elections have made a mockery of the human rights
of the Iranian people and actually fomented further unrest.

These internal developments are also important because they
have resulted in a greater reliance than ever before by the regime
on Iran’s security services to sustain the regime’s grip on power.

The Commanders Emergency Response Program (CERP) con-
tinues to be a vital tool for our commanders in Iraq. The small
CERP projects continue to be the most responsive and effective
means, in many cases, to address the local community need. And
where security is challenged, it often provides the only tool to ad-
dress pressing requirements.

I raise it today to assure you that we have taken a number of
actions to ensure that we observe the original intent for CERP and
that we are working hard to ensure adequate oversight for the use
of this important tool. I have, for example, withheld approval for
projects over $1 million at my level and, in fact, there has only
been one since late September last year.

The average cost of projects is now down into the tens of thou-
sands of dollars range as opposed to a good bit higher in past
years. We may ask the Army Audit Agency to come in again, be-
cause we have done this in the past, and audit the programs in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

We have identified established guidelines for the number of
projects each CERP team can oversee, and we have coordinated
with the military services to ensure that adequate training and
preparation is provided for those who will perform important func-
tions connected with CERP in theater.

Information operations. We have worked very hard in recent
years to improve our capabilities in the information domain. Al-
ways coordinating these activities with the State Department’s Un-
dersecretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, now Judith
McHale, who came down and had a very good visit at CENTCOM,
and we continue to work closely with her and her team.

We made significant progress over the course of the past year.
One of those organizations we had to get in place in Afghanistan,
indeed, was a Joint Information Operations Task Force, which we
did not have. But we still have a long way to go there. We des-
perately need to build the capabilities of a regional information op-
erations task force to complement the operations of the superb task
force in Iraq and the now-growing task force in Afghanistan.

We have a program of record called Operation Earnest Voice that
resources our efforts to synchronize our information operations ac-
tivities in the theater to counter extremist ideology and propa-
ganda and to ensure that credible voices in the region are heard.

This program provides direct communications capabilities to
reach regional audiences through not just traditional media but
also through public affairs blogging and regional Web sites. In all
of these efforts, I want to assure you that we follow the admonition
we practiced in Iraq, that of trying to be first with the truth.
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Full and enduring funding of Earnest Voice and other IO pro-
grams will, together with the State Department initiatives, enable
us to do just that and communicate critical messages that counter
the propaganda of our adversaries.

Finally, cyberspace. Cyberspace has really become an extension
of the battlefield, and we cannot allow it, I do not believe, to be-
come uncontested enemy territory. In truth, in the years ahead, ex-
tremist activities in cyberspace will, undoubtedly, pose increasing
threats to our military and to our nation as a whole.

And we really have to work to come to grips with this, not just
DOD, but all elements of our government. This is an area in which
we will need to develop additional policies, build capabilities, and
ensure adequate resources. And I suspect that legislation, over
time, will be required in this arena as well.

Within DOD, the establishment of the U.S. Cyber Command that
has been proposed by the Secretary of Defense represents an essen-
tial step in the right direction. And it is important because, again,
extremists are very active in cyberspace. They recruit there; they
proselytize there; they coordinate attacks there; and they share tac-
tics and techniques there.

And frankly, we have to ask if this is something that we should
allow to continue. And if not, then we have to determine how to
appropriately prevent or disrupt it without impinging on free
speech.

Mr. Chairman, Congressman Wamp, there are now about
210,000 soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines in the Central Com-
mand area of responsibility. They are, as you know, doing great
work on the ground, in the air, and at sea. And they and their fam-
ilies are making enormous sacrifices in doing so.

They have constituted, together with our diplomatic and coalition
partners, the central element in our efforts to promote security,
stability, and prosperity in the region. Nothing means more to
them than the support of those back home. And so, as always, I
would like to conclude by taking this opportunity to say thank you
to the American people overall but especially to thank this com-
mittee and the members of Congress for their unwavering support
and abiding concern for our troopers and their families.

Thank you very much.

[Prepared statement of General David H. Petraeus follows:]
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I. Introduction

Chairman Edwards, Congressman Wamp, and members of the committee, U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM) is now in its ninth consecutive year of major combat
operations in an area of the world critical to the interests of the United States and our
allies. With our national and international partners, CENTCOM promotes security
cooperation among nations; responds to crises; deters or defeats state and non-state
aggression; and supports development and, when necessary, reconstruction in order to
establish the conditions for regional security, stability, and prosperity. Typically,
executing this mission and achieving U.S. national goals and objectives in the
CENTCOM Area of Responsibility (AOR) involves more than just the traditional
application of military power. In many cases, a whole of government approach is
required, one that integrates all the tools available to international and interagency
partners to defeat transnational groups that pose a threat to the United States or our
partners; to secure host-nation populations; to conduct comprehensive counterinsurgency
and security operations; to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD); to help reform, and in some cases build, governmental and institutional capacity;

and to promote economic development.

These are challenging missions, and the conditions and dynamics shaping the region’s
security environment are constantly evolving. In the past year, there have been several
important developments in the AOR — some representing progress, others presenting

challenges. These changes include increased operations by the Pakistani military against
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groups that threaten the writ of governance in Pakistan, as well as continued
improvements in the capabilities and self-reliance of the lraqi Security Forces coupled
with the degradation of the capabilities of militant groups in Iraq. We have also seen
increased insurgent violence in Afghanistan and Pakistan, a general diminution of al-
Qaeda in the region despite an increase in the prominence of al-Qaeda in the Arabian
Peninsula in Yemen (AQAP), the emergence of significant domestic unrest and
opposition in Iran accompanied by the regime’s continued intransigence over its nuclear
program and its support to militant proxies, an increase in piracy in the Gulf of Aden and

off the coast of Somalia, and the continuing fallout from the global financial crisis.

The progress we have seen has not simply happened of its own accord. It is, to a
great extent, the result of the work of U.S., partner, and coalition forces operating in the
AOR over the past vear. Since the delivery of last year’s Posture Statement, CENTCOM
has worked to implement national policies as well as the recommendations of the
comprehensive strategic review we conducted last winter. We have begun the
responsible drawdown of forces from Iraq, working to sustain the hard-won security
gains achieved since the summer of 2007 and placing us on track to have 50,000 troops in
Iraq after this August. We are implementing the President’s strategy for Afghanistan and
Pakistan, to include an increase in forces and non-military resources. Having put into
place the proper organizations, people, and concepts for the civil-military campaign in
Afghanistan, we are currently deploying additional resources to halt the downward spiral
in security and expand the size and capabilities of the Afghan security forces. We have

placed great pressure against al-Qaeda’s networks and senior leadership, and we have
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also made good strides in developing a Regional Security Architecture to address

common security threats in the region. All the while, CENTCOM forces have continued

to provide military support to major diplomatic initiatives in the region and to maintain a

ready posture to respond to unforeseen crises.

Building on our past successes and achievements and responding to the region’s

dynamics, CENTCOM will focus on the following priority tasks in the coming year:

Reversing the momentum of the insurgency in Afghanistan and training Afghan
security forces to regain the initiative against militants and to increase public
confidence in the government;

Helping our Iraqi partners build on their progress while sustaining hard-won
security gains, reducing U.S. forces in the country, and transitioning to a new
mission of advising and assisting the Iraqi Security Forces;

Maintaining persistent kinetic and non-kinetic pressure to degrade and counter
transnational terrorist and militant organizations that threaten the security of the
United States and our allies;

Expanding our partnership with the Pakistani military, supporting its operations
against militant groups, and assisting in the development of its counterinsurgency
capabilities;

Countering destabilizing Iranian activities and policies;

Countering the proliferation of WMD and related material, technology, and
expertise, while building the capacity and interoperability of our partners to

prevent and, if necessary, respond to the use of WMD;
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o Bolstering the military and security capabilities of our partner nations’ security
forces;

o  Working with our partners to counter piracy, illegal narcotics trafficking, and
arms smuggling;

* Bolstering oversight and ensuring responsible expenditure of U.S. funding; and

o  Working with the U.S. military services to reduce the strain on our forces and the

cost of our operations.

The intent of the remainder of this Posture Statement is to address these priorities and
the broader, long term solutions they support by providing a more detailed overview of
the AOR, a description of our strategic approach to defending and advancing our interests,
assessments of the situation in each of the AOR’s major sub-regions, and comments on

the programs and systems that enable our operations.

II. Overview of the CENTCOM AOR

A. Nature of the AOR

The lands and waters of the CENTCOM AOR span several critical and distinct

regions. It stretches across more than 4.6 million square miles and 20 countries in the

Middle East and South and Central Asia and contains vital transportation and trade routes,

including the Red Sea, the Northern Indian Ocean, and the Arabian Gulf, as well as
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strategic maritime choke points at the Suez Canal, the Bab el Mandeb, and the Strait of
Hormuz. The AOR encompasses the world’s most energy-rich region, with the Arabian
Gulf region and Central Asia together accounting for at least 64 percent of the world’s
known petroleum reserves, 34 percent of its crude oil production, and 46 percent of its

known natural gas reserves.

Social, political, and economic conditions vary greatly throughout the region. The
region is home to some of the world’s wealthiest and poorest states, with annual per
capita incomes ranging from $800 to over $100,000. Despite important pockets of
affluence, many of the more than 530 million people living in the AOR suffer from
inadequate governance, underdeveloped civil institutions, unsettling corruption, and high

unemployment.

As a result of these contrasts and the proliferation of global communications and
mass media, many people in the AOR are struggling to balance modern influences with
traditional social and cultural authorities and to manage change at a pace that reinforces
stability rather than erodes it. For the past century, the sub-regions of the AOR have been
torn by conflict as new states and old societies have struggled to erect a new order in the
wake of the collapse of traditional empires. These conflicts have intensified in the past
three decades with the emergence of al-Qaeda and its Associated Movements, the specter
of nuclear weapons, and enormous wealth derived from petroleum and illegal narcotics.

Today we see stability in the AOR threatened by interstate tensions, the proliferation of
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ballistic missile and nuclear weapons technology and expertise, ethno-sectarian violence,

insurgencies and sub-state militias, as well as horrific acts of terrorism.

B. U.S. Interests and the Most Significant Threats to Them

Because of the CENTCOM AOR’s geography, control of much of the world’s energy
reserves, and propensity for instability, the United States has substantial strategic
interests in, and related to, the region. Chief among these are:

o the security of U.S. citizens and the U.S. homeland;

e regional stability;

* international access to strategic resources, critical infrastructure, and markets; and

o the promotion of human rights, the rule of law, responsible and effective

governance, and broad-based economic growth and opportunity.

The most serious threats to these interests lie at the nexus of militant groups, hostile
states, and WMD. Across the AOR, al-Qaeda and its Associated Movements are fueling
insurgencies to reduce U.S. influence and to destabilize the existing political, social, and
economic order. Meanwhile, some countries in the AOR play a dangerous game of
allowing or accepting terrorist networks and facilitators to operate from or through their
territory, believing that their own people and governments will be immune to their threat.
Efforts to develop or acquire nuclear weapons and delivery systems magnify the potentia
dangers of the marriage between some states and their militant proxies. Indeed, the

acquisition of nuclear arms by hostile states or terrorist organizations would constitute a
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grave threat to the United States, our allies, and the countries of the region and would

likely spark a destabilizing arms race.

In the near term, the greatest potential for such a threat to arise is found in the

instability in South Asia, the activities and policies of the Iranian regime, the situation in

Irag, and the growth of AQAP in Yemen.

Instability in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The insurgencies in Afghanistan and
Pakistan constitute the most urgent problem set in the CENTCOM AOR. Al-
Qaeda, the Taliban, and the syndicate of militant groups operating in the border
region between Afghanistan and Pakistan are engaging in an increasingly violent
campaign against the people and governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan. Both
states face a serious threat from these groups, and though some of these
organizations perpetrate acts of terrorism against local targets and others operate
internationally, these groups have increasingly cooperative, even symbiotic,
relationships. As a result, the control by any of these groups of major population
centers or significant economic or financial resources would present an enormous

challenge to security in the region and across the globe.

Iran’s Destabilizing Activities and Policies. The activities and policies of the
[ranian regime constitute the major state-level threats to regional stability.
Despite repeated International Atomic Energy Agency findings of Iranian

violations if non-proliferation obligations, five United Nations Security Council
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Resolutions, and extensive diplomatic efforts through the P5+1, the Iranian

regime is assessed by many to be continuing its pursuit of a nuclear weapons
capability, which would destabilize the region and likely spur a regional arms race.
The Iranian regime employs surrogates and violent proxies to weaken competitor
states, obstruct the Middle East Peace Process, and expand its regional influence.
In particular, Iran uses proxy groups to train and equip militants in direct conflict
with U.S. forces operating in the region, to frustrate efforts to stabilize Iraq,
Lebanon, and Gaza, and to interfere with the domestic politics in each. In the past,
Syria has facilitated the Iranian regime’s reach into the Levant and the Arab world
by serving as the key link in an Iran-Syria-Hizballah-Hamas alliance. The Iranian
regime’s domestic activities are also troubling, as its recent violent suppression of
opposition groups and popular protests has violated the human rights of the
Iranian people and fomented further instability and unrest and increased the role

of the security forces in the affairs of the state.

Situation in Iraq. Security in Iraq has improved significantly since the peak of
the sectarian violence in mid-2007, but the gains there remain fragile and
reversible, though increasingly less so. In Iraq, a number of factors continue to
pose serious risks to U.S. interests and have the potential to undermine regional
stability, disrupt international access to strategic resources, and frustrate efforts to
deny terrorist safe havens and support bases. Internally, fundamental issues such
as the distribution of political power and resources remain to be settled. The Iraqi

state is still developing, and numerous challenges confront its leaders and people,
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including lingering ethnic and sectarian mistrust, tensions between political
parties, strained governmental capacity to provide basic services, and the
continued displacement of hundreds of thousands of individuals. Externally,
Iraq’s position with its neighbors is still in flux, with some playing a negative role
in Iraq. All these issues will remain in play, in particular, during the ongoing
formation of the new government following the Parliamentary elections earlier

this month,

Instability in Yemen. The inability of the Yemeni government to effectively
secure and exercise control over all its territory offers AQAP a safe haven in
which to plan, organize, and support terrorist operations. This network poses a
direct threat to the U.S. homeland, as evidenced by recent plots, including the
attempted bombing of a U.S. airliner on Christmas Day 2009. At the same time,
the Yemeni state faces challenges from separatist movements in the South and a
six-year conflict with Houthi rebels, which despite the cease-fire in February
could reignite and again spill over into Saudi Arabia, Moreover, the influx of
refugees from Africa, pervasive arms smuggling, a deteriorating economic
situation, and piracy continue to challenge the capabilities of the Yemeni

government.

11
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C. Cross-cutting Challenges to Security and Stability

While this statement will describe in greater detail the dynamics and challenges in the

sub-regions of the AOR, there are a number of cross-cutting issues that serve as major

drivers of instability, inter-state tensions, and conflict. These factors can serve as root

causes of instability or as obstacles to security.

Insufficient progress toward a comprehensive Middle East peace. The
enduring hostilities between Israel and some of its neighbors present distinct
challenges to our ability to advance our interests in the AOR. Israeli-Palestinian
tensions often flare into violence and large-scale armed confrontations. The
conflict foments anti-American sentiment, due to a perception of U.S. favoritism
for Israel. Arab anger over the Palestinian question limits the strength and depth
of U.S. partnerships with governments and peoples in the AOR and weakens the
legitimacy of moderate regimes in the Arab world. Meanwhile, al-Qaeda and
other militant groups exploit that anger to mobilize support. The conflict also
gives Iran influence in the Arab world through its clients, Lebanese Hizballah and

Hamas.

Militant Islamist movements. The CENTCOM AOR is home to militant
Islamist movements that threaten states in the region, exploit local conflicts, and
foster instability through acts of terrorism. The most significant of these is al-

Qaeda, which, along with its Associated Movements, seeks to impose its
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intolerant ideology on the people through indiscriminant violence and
intimidation. Although cooperative counterterrorist activities in many different
countries, such as Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Pakistan, over the past few years have
eroded the network’s support and safe haven and degraded the network’s
capabilities in many ways, al-Qaeda continues to plan and conduct operations and

recruit new fighters. It remains a serious and formidable threat.

Proliferation of WMD. The AOR contains states and terrorist organizations that
actively seek WMD capabilities and have previously proliferated WMD related
material, technology, and expertise outside established international monitoring
regimes. In addition, regional states are increasingly interested in the
development of nuclear programs, which, if not properly managed, could lead to

the proliferation of illicit nuclear material or a regional arms race.

Ungoverned, poorly governed, and alternatively governed spaces. Weak civil
and security institutions and the inability of certain governments in the region to
exert full control over their territories are conditions that insurgent groups can
exploit to create physical safe havens in which they can plan, train for, and launch
operations or pursue narco-criminal activities. We have seen these groups
develop, or attempt to develop, what might be termed sub-states, particularly in

Afghanistan, Pakistan, Lebanon, Iraq, Yemen, and the Palestinian territories.

13
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Significant sources of terrorist financing and facilitation. The AOR remains a
primary source of illicit funding and facilitation for global terrorist organizations
and other militant groups. All this financing is transmitted through a variety of
formal and informal networks, which include financial operatives and front

companies throughout the region.

Piracy. The lack of governance in Somalia has allowed piracy to grow off the
coast and in the Homn of Africa threatening the flow of commerce through the
region. Since the spike in piracy in 2008, we have worked in close cooperation
with the international community to counter this trend by focusing on increasing
international presence, encouraging the shipping industry to adopt best practices
to defend against piracy, and establishing a sound international legal framework
for resolving piracy cases. Despite some reduction in the number of successful
pirate attacks in the region, piracy remains lucrative — increasingly so, as the
ransom rates have nearly doubled over the previous year’s — and pirates continue

to modify their area of operations and techniques to avoid coalition presence.

Ethnic, tribal, and sectarian rivalries. Within certain countries, the

politicization of ethnicity, tribal affiliation, and religious sect serves to disrupt the
development of national civil institutions and social cohesion, at times to the point
of violence. Between countries in the region, such rivalries can heighten political

tension and serve as catalysts for conflict and insurgency.
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Disputed territories and access to vital resources. Unresolved issues of
disputed territorial boundaries and disagreements over the sharing of vital
resources, such as water, oil, and natural gas, serve as sources of tension and

conflict between and within states in the region.

Criminal activities, such as weapons, narcotics, and human trafficking.
Weapons smuggling, narcotics trafficking, and associated criminal activities
undermine security, spur corruption, and inhibit legitimate economic activity and
good governance throughout the AOR. In particular, state-sponsored weapons
trafficking in support of groups like Lebanese Hizballah, Hamas, and the
Palestinian Islamic Jihad undermines regional security and the Middle East Peace

Process.

Uneven economic development and lack of employment opportunities.
Despite substantial economic growth rates throughout much of the region over the
past few years, significant segments of the population in the region remain
economically disenfranchised, under-educated, and without sufficient opportunity.
In addition many countries in the region face growing “youth bulges” that will
strain their economies” abilities to produce sufficient employment opportunities.
The recent global economic downturn has heightened these problems. Without
sustained, broad-based economic development, increased employment
opportunities are unlikely given the growing proportions of young people relative

to overall populations.
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» Lack of regional and global economic integration. The AOR is characterized
by low levels of trade and commerce among countries, which diminish prospects
for long term economic growth, as well as opportunities to deepen

interdependence through increased political, commercial, social, and cultural ties.

II1. Regional Strategy

To help defend and advance our national interests, CENTCOM executes a strategy
that promotes security and stability in our AOR. In cooperation with our partners and in
concert with national policy, we work to deter aggression as well as eliminate the
conditions that foment conflict. Given the complexities of the AOR and its many
security challenges, we have adopfed a strategy that consists of active engagement in the
region as well as prudent preparation for contingencies. The following sections describe
the highlights of this strategy by outlining the strategic vision we seek to achieve and the

guiding principles and major activities that characterize our approach.

A. Strategic Vision.

The conditions needed for security, stability, and prosperity in the region constitute

the strategic vision we are working toward and the ultimate goals of our activities. They

reflect our desire to strengthen the international system, while promoting effective and
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responsible governance and broad-based economic development throughout the region.

Specifically, we seek a region

that is at peace with itself and its neighbors;

that is focused on common security and cooperation;

with stable governments that are responsive to the needs of their people;

with patterns of economic development that advance people’s well-being;

where nuclear proliferation is not a threat and where nuclear energy use is
verifiable and for peaceful purposes;

with unhindered international access to strategic resources, critical infrastructure,
and markets; and

from which, and within which, groups such as al-Qaeda do not threaten the

United States or our allies.

Working towards these objectives, in concert with the Department of State, is the

most feasible and acceptable strategy for addressing the threats to our interests. To be

sure, these objectives are broad and far-reaching, but they are nonetheless attainable.

B. Strategic Approach.

Achieving this vision and establishing these conditions necessarily requires changing

— in some respects significantly changing — the security environment in the region, and as

a result, our activities must be guided by the principle that our security solutions be

comprehensive, cooperative, and enduring. This guidance recognizes that we must
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simultaneously address security, political, and economic challenges in the region; that we

cannot do this through military means alone or without the cooperation of our partners in

the region and the broader international community; and that these changes must be long-

lasting and, eventually, self-sustaining.

Comprehensive Solutions. Because instability and insecurity in the AOR stem
from a complex mix of security, political, and economic challenges, we must
pursue comprehensive solutions to problems in the region. This requires us to
apply whole of government approaches that fully integrate our military and non-
military efforts and those of our partners. For example, to address the threat
posed by insurgent groups we are dismantling their networks and leadership, often
through the use of security forces, while also working to eliminate their sources of
support by protecting populations from these groups, disrupting their financial
networks and sources of financing, delegitimizing their methods and ideologies,
and addressing legitimate grievances to win over reconcilable elements of the
population. We constantly strive to understand the complexities of these

challenges and tailor our approaches to the unique circumstances on the ground.

Cooperative Solutions. Because the challenges in the region are often
transnational ones and because no nation can protect itself from these threats
without cooperation from others, we must pursue cooperative, multilateral
solutions. We seek collective action and an atmosphere of broad inclusivity and

partnership to attract the needed pool of resources and to leverage each country’s
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comparative advantages, from expertise and facilities to information and even
geography. To achieve this cooperation, we focus on interests we share with
other nations, work to build effective partnerships for pursuing those interests,
and actively engage with the people, leaders, and security forces in the AOR. We
pursue security initiatives that may start out as a series of bilateral partnerships,
but we work to integrate them to achieve multilateral effects and to expand them
to form future, genuinely multilateral arrangements. Moreover, we are helping

our partner nations bolster their own capabilities.

e Enduring Solutions. Finally, because we want lasting conditions of security and
prosperity, we must seek long term, enduring solutions to the challenges in the
region. To this end, we work to address the root causes of instability rather than
apply quick fixes to their symptoms. Also, to achieve the cooperation described
above, we pursue strategic partnerships with the nations of the region rather than
short term transactional relationships. Lastly, we strive to increase integration
and interdependence in the region in many different areas — diplomatic,
commercial, social, and cultural — under the belief that increased interaction is a
positive-sum game that benefits all parties and reduces the incentives for conflict.
All of our efforts require sustained commitments of our attention, energy, and, in

SOmeE Cases, resources.

Adhering to these principles in our strategic approach and in the execution of our

operations places a premium on unity of effort at all levels and with all participants. At
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the combatant command level, this means working with our interagency and international
partners to develop joint action or campaign plans that establish appropriate missions and
objectives for our subordinate elements, from major commands such as U.S. Forces-Iraq
and U.S. Forces—~Afghanistan (USFOR-A) to our country-based offices of military
cooperation. To effectively carry out these plans, we work carefully to coordinate our
military elements with the corresponding State Department envoy or ambassador as well

as our international and host nation partners.

C. Major Activities

In addition to our ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, our forces are engaged
in numerous, wide-ranging endeavors designed to establish the conditions described
above for security, stability, and prosperity in the region. Chief among these major
activities are our efforts designed to do the following:

o Defeat al-Qaeda and its Associated Movements

» Deny sanctuaries and disrupt support for insurgent groups

+ Counter proliferation of WMD and associated technology

o Deter and counter state-based aggression and proxy activities

s Support the peaceful resolution of long-standing interstate conflicts

s Build bilateral and multilateral security partnerships

e Develop partner nation security capacity

e Help nations protect their critical infrastructure and support infrastructure

development
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e Bolster at-risk states
e Respond to humanitarian crises, when called upon by our Ambassadors
¢ Counter arms smuggling

e Protect freedom of navigation

IV. Critical Sub-regions of the CENTCOM AOR

The complexity and uniqueness of local conditions in the CENTCOM AOR defy
attempts to formulate an aggregated estimate of the situation that can address, with
complete satisfaction, all of the pertinent issues. Thus, the best way to approach the
challenges in the AOR is through a disaggregation of the problem set into six sub-regions,

described as follows:

e Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India (though India does not lie within the boundaries

of the CENTCOM AOQOR)
e Iran
e Irag

» The Arabian Peninsula, comprised of Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia, the United Arab Emirates (UAE), and Yemen
¢ Egypt and the Levant, comprised of Syria, Lebanon, and Jordan (as well as Israel

and the Palestinian territories, which do not lie within the CENTCOM AOR)
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o Central Asia, comprised of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,

and Uzbekistan

A. Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India

Instability in Afghanistan and Pakistan poses the most urgent problem set in the
CENTCOM AOR and requires complementary and integrated civil-military, whole of
government approaches. The two countries are linked by tribal affiliations and a porous
border that permits terrorists, insurgents, and criminals to move relatively freely to and
from their safe havens. Indeed, al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and other insurgent groups
operating from the border region are engaged in an increasingly violent campaign against
Afghan and coalition Forces and the developing Afghan state. However, while it is
important to note that the problem sets are related, the United States must forge a unique

partnership with each country.

Afghanistan

The past year was marked by a shift in strategic focus in Afghanistan. Over the
course of the conflict, the Afghan insurgency had expanded its strength and influence —
particularly in the South and East — and 2009 levels of violence were significantly higher
than those of 2008. The Taliban have been resilient, with their activities fueled by
revenues from outside the region as well as from narcotics-trafficking, the freedom of

movement they enjoy in the border region between Afghanistan and Pakistan, ineffective
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governance and services in parts of the country, as well as by contributions from other

militant groups outside Afghanistan and Pakistan. To reverse this momentum and the

downward spiral in security, we have embarked on a new 12-to~18-month civil-military

campaign plan, and coalition forces and their Afghan partners are fighting to retake the

initiative from the insurgency. The main goals of our strategy, announced by President

Obama last December, include the following:

reversing Taliban momentum through sustained military action,

denying the Taliban access to and control of key population and production
centers and lines of communication,

disrupting the Taliban outside secured areas and preventing al-Qaeda from
regaining sanctuary in Afghanistan,

degrading the Taliban to levels manageable by the Afghanistan National Security
Forces (ANSF),

increasing the size and capability of the ANSF and employing other local forces
selectively to begin a conditions-based transition of security responsibility to the
Afghan government by July 2011, and

supporting U.S. government efforts to build the capacity of the Afghan

government, particularly in key ministries.

To implement this strategy, we and our North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

partners have spent a great deal of effort putting into place the right organizations and

command and control structures needed to carry out a comprehensive civil-military

campaign. This includes the capabilities for targeting of insurgents’ resources and
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finances, detention operations, ministerial capacity building, border coordination,
strategic communications, and the conduct of reconciliation efforts. This began by
ensuring the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) Commander was dual-hatted
as both a NATO Commander and the commander of U.S. forces, which helped to reduce
many of the organizational firewalls between ISAF and Operation Enduring Force
elements. We created the ISAF Intermediate Joint Command (1JC), a three-star
headgquarters to oversee operational execution of the counterinsurgency campaign. We
established a Joint Task Force to address detainee operations and help develop rule of law
capacity within the Afghan government, from policing and incarceration to trials and
convictions. We developed a Force Reintegration Cell within the ISAF headquarters to
support the reintegration and reconciliation process at the national level. We established
an interagency threat finance cell, an intelligence fusion cell, and a full-fledged Joint
Information Operations Task Force to conduct strategic communications. We formed the
NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan and made several other command and control
adjustments, such as the integration of mentoring teams under the [JC and its battle space
commanders and the restructuring of Army brigades, to improve our ability to train,
advise, and assist Afghan security forces. Lastly, we formed the Pakistan-Afghanistan
Coordination Cell on the Joint Staff and inaugurated the Afghanistan-Pakistan
Intelligence Center of Excellence at CENTCOM to better organize our resources here at
home. All of these organizations tie together and support the numerous activities taking
place at the unit level across the country as our operations move forward over time, and
to run them we have hand-selected some of nation’s best civilian and military leaders, all

of whom have been involved with counterinsurgency operations for quite some time.
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Just as critical, we have strengthened our counterinsurgency approach and established
a wide-spread understanding of the critical concepts guiding and governing our
operations. First and foremost in this approach is a commitment to protecting and
serving the people. This focus is captured in Ambassador Karl Eikenberry and General
Stanley McChrystal’s Integrated Civil-Military Campaign Plan, which directs our
military and civilian components to take a residential approach and, in a culturally
acceptable way, live among the people, understand their neighborhoods, and invest in
relationships. General McChrystal has also published counterinsurgency guidance, has
pushed to achieve greater unity of effort, has aggressively pursued the mission of
partnering with the Afghan security forces, and has issued appropriate guidance on
detention, reintegration, joint night raids, and tactical driving. All of these concepts are
designed to secure the Afghan people, to reduce civilian casualties, and to build their trust

in ISAF forces and the national government.

Critical to the organizations, leaders, and strategies we have put in place in
Afghanistan are the resources needed to support them, in this case, 30,000 additional U.S.
forces, additional civilians experts, and appropriate funding, each of which was
announced by the President in December at West Point. Just as important are the
additional commitments from other NATO and coalition partners totaling more than
9,000 troops. These resources are starting to flow into the country, and they will allow us

to better expand the security presence in population centers and along major lines of
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communication, to better hold areas cleared of insurgent groups, and to build a new level

of Afghan governmental control.

As a part of this approach, we will also invigorate efforts to develop the capabilities
of the ANSF, including the Afghan National Army, the Afghan Uniform Police, the
Afghan Gendarmerie Force, the Afghan Border Police, specialized counternarcotics units,
and other security forces. We recognize the fact that international forces must eventually
transfer security responsibility to Afghan security forces. In January 2009, the ANSF
numbered 156,000; today, there are over 206,000 assigned, but significant work remains
in improving the quality of the Afghan force through enhanced partnering, training, and
recruiting. General McChrystal has placed a premium on comprehensive partnering with
the ANSF, an emphasis that is being demonstrated in the ongoing Operation Moshtarak,
in which ISAF and ANSF operate at close to a one-to-one ratio. Of equal importance,
ISAF and ANSF leaders worked together in partnership to plan all aspects of the
operation, a signal of ANSF development that goes beyond the number of ANSF boots
on the ground. A properly sized, trained, and equipped ANSF is a prerequisite for any
eventual drawdown of international forces from Afghanistan, and through our support
and the assistance of the Afghan Security Forces Fund, the ANSF will continue to expand

so that they will be more able to meet their country’s security needs.

In addition, we, along with our civilian colleagues, will bolster the capabilities and

the legitimacy of the other elements of the Afghan government — an effort in which, in

much of Afghanistan, we will be building, not rebuilding. We will do this through our
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support to local government at the provincial and district levels, utilizing the new
structure of civilian representatives at each level of our deployed military. These, along
with the efforts of Provincial Reconstruction Teams and national level civil-military and
ministerial capacity building teams are empowering Afghans to solve Afghan problems
and promoting local reintegration where possible. Most recently, we are supporting

governance and development efforts as part of ongoing operations in Helmand Province.

Another major component of our strategy is to disrupt narcotics trafficking, which
provides significant funding to the Taliban insurgency. This drug money has been the
“oxygen” in the air that allows these groups to operate. With the extension of authority
granted to U.S. forces to conduct counter-narcotics operations, we are able to more
closely work with the Afghan government to disrupt the illicit narcotics industry though
interdiction of the narco-trafficking network. To complement this effort, we support and
promote viable agricultural and economic alternatives and the requisite infrastructure to

help Afghans bring licit products to market for sale and distribution.

Executing this strategy requires clear unity of effort at all levels and with all
participants. Our senior commanders (and I) have worked with Ambassador Richard
Holbrooke, the U.S. Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan; Ambassador
Eikenberry, the U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan; Stefan di Mistura, the United Nations
Special Representative of the Secretary General for Afghanistan; Ambassador Mark
Sedwill, NATO’s new Senior Civilian Representative in Afghanistan; and the Afghan

leadership to improve and synchronize the whole of government approach. Our security
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efforts have been integrated into the broader plan to promote political and economic
development. We have urged partner nations to continue the invaluable support they are

providing and to seek additional support as required for mission accomplishment.

The changes in approach launched in 2009 and 2010 (e.g., greater military and
civilian resources, enhanced unity of effort and partnering) can help turn the tide over
time, but we must manage expectations as we continue the buildup in our forces.
Progress will be incremental and difficult. In 2010, the Taliban and other insurgent
groups will attempt to build on their previous momentum and create further instability in
the Afghan provinces, particularly in the South and East. We will endeavor not only to

prevent that but to wrest the initiative from the Taliban.

Pakistan

The possibility of significant instability in Pakistan poses a serious threat to regional
and global security, in large part, because Pakistan remains a critical strategic foothold
for al-Qaeda and is important to the organization’s efforts to rally supporters worldwide.
Although al-Qaeda senior leaders are under considerably more pressure in Pakistan than
in previous years, the Federally Administered Tribal Area (FATA) still serves as al-
Qaeda’s principal sanctuary. More important, these leaders continue to plan and inspire
regional and transnational operations from the FATA, while maintaining the ability to
function as a structured organization, and foreign fighters continue to travel to Pakistan

for training and to join al-Qaeda. Additionally, Pakistan continues to face a serious
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insurgency fueled by militants operating from the country’s tribal areas with casualties
from violent incidents in Pakistan, particularly bombings and suicide attacks having

increased dramatically over the past year.

However, the people and leaders of Pakistan have increasingly grown to see these
groups as serious threats, and the Pakistani security forces have stepped up operations
against insurgents, showing impressive determination and skill. They have conducted
operations in the Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP) and the FATA on an
unprecedented scale, successfully re-taking territory from the insurgent groups. Pakistan
has sustained very tough losses in this effort, and it is clear that the country’s leaders are
keenly aware of the severity of the threat posed by these groups to the people and

government.

We are working to forge a stronger partnership with Pakistan and to support its efforts
in two ways. First, we aim to strengthen the military’s capacity to target insurgent groups
through the development of Pakistan’s counterinsurgency capabilities. Second, we
support Pakistan’s governmental and economic development. Our efforts have helped as
the Pakistani military has made progress in its counterinsurgency operations. The
Pakistani Army and Frontier Corps have cleared many areas of militant groups. However,
the hold and build phases of these operations and the subsequent transition to civil
authority challenge the army and Pakistan’s civil institutions. In fact, these institutions
will be pressed by militant efforts to reassert control over the territory gained in 2009,

risking a reversal of the past year’s gains. The passage of the Kerry—Lugar-Berman Bill,
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the Pakistan Counterinsurgency Capability Fund, the $11.3 billion International
Monetary Fund grant, and other key initiatives temporarily pulled Pakistan back from the
brink of an impending economic collapse a year ago and helped increase Pakistan’s
capacity for counterinsurgency operations. Continued support for these initiatives is

critical to enabling the Pakistan to continue its fight and to expand the writ of governance.

Finally, we are working to reduce regional tensions to enable adequate focus on the
existential threat of militant Islamist movements in Pakistan. Though Indo-Pakistani
tensions have eased since 2008, they could easily reignite in 2010, particularly in the
event of another significant terrorist attack in India. A major escalation in these tensions
would almost certainly result in the immediate redeployment to the east of Pakistani
forces currently deployed to confront militants in the West, risking forfeiture of gains in
FATA and the NWFP. This suggests a need for India and Pakistan to continue
discussions begun on February 25™ in order to reduce the strategic tension and the risk of

miscalculation between these nuclear states.

B. Iran

The Iranian regime is the primary state-level threat to stability in the region.
Throughout much of the region, the regime pursues a dual-track foreign policy. Overtly,
the Iranian government cooperates with regional states through bilateral arrangements to
promote Iran as an economiic, political, and military power. In parallel, the regime

entrusts the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC)-Qods Force to execute covert
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aspects of its foreign policy using political influence, covert businesses, lethal and non-
lethal aid, and training to militants supportive of the regime’s agenda. The Qods Force is
active throughout the region, and, in fact, controls Iranian foreign policy in Iraq, Lebanon,
Syria, and Gaza and influences heavily in Afghanistan and the Gulf Region. Through
Qods Force soft power initiatives and destabilizing activities, such as coercion and direct
attacks, Iran is subverting democratic processes and intimidating the nascent

governments of our partners. The regime continues to intervene in the Israeli-Palestinian
situation through its support to Hamas and Lebanese Hizballah, and it remains in
violation of six United Nations Security Council Resolutions regarding its nuclear

program and arms transfers.

Iran’s nuclear program is a serious, destabilizing factor in the region and is widely
believed to be a part of the regime’s broader effort to expand its influence. Although the
regime has stated the purpose of its nuclear program is exclusively for peaceful, civilian
use, Iranian officials have consistently failed to provide the assurances and transparency
necessary for full international confidence. This includes failure to provide verification
as required by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to which Iran is a signatory, and
failure to implement the International Atomic Energy Agency’s (IAEA) Additional
Protocol, which would allow for more comprehensive inspections. The regime’s
obstinacy and obfuscation have forced Iran’s neighbors and the international community
to conclude the worst about the regime’s intentions, as confirmed by the recent IAEA
Board of Governors’ near unanimous censure of Iran’s recent disclosure of a secret

nuclear facility near Qom. It appears that, at a minimum, Tehran is keeping open the
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option to develop nuclear weapons. Iran continues to develop and improve its uranium
enrichment infrastructure and is likely to use its gas centrifuges to produce fissile
material for a weapon, should it make the political decision to do so. This patiern of
conduct coupled with its rejection of international responsibilities is troubling, especially
when viewed in the context that other regional states have recently announced their
intentions to develop nuclear power programs. This behavior poses a clear challenge to
international non-proliferation goals due to the possibility of such technologies being
transferred to terrorist groups and the potential for a regional arms race, as other regional

states may seek nuclear parity.

Domestically, the regime is taking dramatic steps to maintain power in reaction to the
persistent civil unrest sparked by the apparent election manipulation leading to President
Ahmadinejad’s re-election in June 2009. The aftermath of the presidential election
created a political rift among regime elites and further hardened certain leaders’ views
toward the U.S. and the West over alleged involvement in supporting a “soft revolution”
in Iran. Tehran has deployed significant numbers of security forces, mainly comprised of
Basij militia, to crack down on street protests and conduct mass arrests of protestors. The
regime has also taken sweeping steps to control the information environment by slowing
or shutting down the internet, telephone networks, and other forms of social media used
by protestors to organize, execute, and publicize their efforts. The opposition movement,
led by former regime insiders, poses the most serious political challenge to the regime

since the advent of the Islamic Republic.
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The Iranian regime has also attempted to thwart U.S. and international efforts to bring
stability to Irag, Afghanistan, and the broader region. In Afghanistan, the Iranian regime
appears to have hedged its longstanding public support for the Karzai government by
providing opportunistic support to the Taliban. In Iraq, however, the Iranian regime has
embarked on a broad campaign led by the IRGC-Qods Force to influence Iragi politics
and support, through various means, parties loyal to Iran. The Qods Force also maintains
its lethal support to Shia Iragi militia groups, providing them with weapons, funding, and
training. Additionally, al-Qaeda continues to use Iran as a key facilitation hub, where
facilitators connect al-Qaeda’s senior leadership to regional affiliates. And aithough
Iranian authorities do periodically disrupt this network by detaining select al-Qaeda

facilitators and operational planners, Tehran’s policy in this regard is often unpredictable.

Pursuing our longstanding regional goals and improving key relationships within and
outside the AOR help to limit the negative impact of Iran’s policies. A credible U.S.
effort on Arab-Israeli issues that provides regional governments and populations a way to
achieve a comprehensive settlement of the disputes would undercut Iran’s policy of
militant “resistance,” which the Iranian regime and insurgent groups have been free to
exploit. Additionally, progress on the Israel-Syria peace track could disrupt Iran’s lines
of support to Hamas and Hizballah. Moreover, our development of a cooperative
Regional Security Architecture, which includes a regional network of air and missile
defense systems as well as hardening and protecting our partners’ critical infrastructure,

can help dissuade aggressive Iranian behavior. In all of these initiatives, our military
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activities will continue to support our diplomatic efforts, and we will remain vigilant

across a wide range of contingencies.

C. Iraq

Iraq made steady progress throughout 2009, a year that brought significant change in
the security situation and in Iragi politics. A broad backlash against the Islamist parties
that have dominated the Iragi government since 2005, along with the Iraqi people’s
increasing preference for emerging secular, nationalist parties and leaders, yielded a
stunning result in January 2009’s largely violence-free provincial elections and a peaceful
transfer of power in every province that held an election. Various internal dynamics,
however, have exacerbated the Arab-Kurd dispute over Kirkuk and other territories, and

this issue now looms as the greatest potential Iragi flashpoint.

The security situation in Iraq remained stable during the implementation of the U.S.-
Iraqi security agreement, the handover of lead responsibility to the Iragi Security Forces,
and the drawdown of U.S. forces from some 130,000 in March 2009 to 96,000 today.
The level of violence generally remained at record lows following the withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Iraqi cities in June, demonstrating the Iraqi Security Forces” growing
capability to handle security responsibilities independently. November witnessed the
lowest number of civilian deaths since spring 2003, and December was the first month
since the March 2003 invasion in which no U.S. forces died in combat in [raq. A number

of high-profile attacks in the second half of 2009 showed, nonetheless, that the Iragis still
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have much work to do in developing counterterrorism capabilities. While al-Qaeda in
Iraq’s (AQI) attempt to discredit and destabilize the government through massive
bombings did not succeed, it did demonstrate AQI’s resilience. At the same time, the
Arab-Kurd dispute has lent new life to Ba’athist-related insurgent groups in northern
Iraq, which have attempted to ignite a conflict along the Green Line. As we continue to
draw down our forces in a responsible manner and comply with our commitments under
the U.S.-Iraq Security Agreement, key to further improving the security situation and
mitigating remaining risks will be continuing to help the Iragi Security Forces and
developing their capabilities through our advisory and security assistance programs and

the Iraq Security Forces Fund.

This year will bring far-reaching developments in Iraqi politics and the U.S.-Irag
relationship. Just this month, Iragis took to the polls and expressed their political will in
parliamentary elections made possible by the security provided by the ISF. The
significance of the elections was clearly evidenced by the strong voter turnout across the
country and the political maneuvering — including the campaign by some Shi’a Islamists
officials to ban a number of former Ba’athists and secularists from running — leading up
to election day. The formation of the new national government following the election
will shape the resolution of outstanding fundamental issues about the nature of the Iragi
state, including the Arab-Kurd question and the balance between central and provincial
authority. As such, we expect Iraq’s intemnal political landscape to continue to face
evolutionary challenges. We will continue to work with the new Iragi government to

implement the Strategic Framework Agreement and strengthen our bilateral relationship.
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D. The Arabian Peninsula

The Arabian Peninsula commands significant U.S. attention and focus because of its
importance to our interests and its potential for insecurity. These Arab states on the
Peninsula are the nations of the AOR most politically and commercially connected to the
United States and Europe. They are more developed economically than any of their
neighbors, collectively wield substantial defense forces, and are major providers of the
world’s energy resources. However, the Peninsula has, in the past, been a significant
source of funding and manpower for terrorist groups and foreign fighters. Where
governments face internal challenges, the situation is often aggravated and intensified by
external factors, such as the Iranian regime’s destabilizing behavior, instability in the
Palestinian territories and southern Lebanon, political and security troubles in Iraq, and

weapons proliferation.

Over the past few years, we have worked with the countries of the Arabian Peninsula,
as well as other partners in the region, to develop a Regional Security Architecture to
address common security challenges. This architecture is made up of an array of major
components including a Shared Early Warning system; an increasingly integrated air and
missile defense network; and an extensive array of ground, maritime, aviation, and
special operations exercises each designed to respond to different types of threats. All of
these cooperative efforts are facilitated by the critical base, port, and training facilities

provided by Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, the UAE, and others throughout the AOR.
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This emerging but, nonetheless, significantly developed collection of partnerships
improves our interoperability and our overall effectiveness in ongoing multi-lateral
operations and security initiatives. The mechanisms and capabilities put in place to
coordinate efforts in one area, such as piracy, smuggling, and littoral security, can often
be employed to respond rapidly to crises in other areas. Moreover, progress made in
generating cooperation on one set of issues can serve as an opening for engagement on
other issues, thereby promoting greater interdependence in the region. Contributions of
funding and forces by regional partners to our operations in Afghanistan evidence some
of these positive spillover effects. Now that our Gulf partners have begun working
closely to address common threats, the logical next step is to expand the model and
encourage the integration of Iraq with our Gulf partners. Such a step would benefit the

entire region.

Yemen stands out from its neighbors because of its underdeveloped governmental
institutions and weak economy and because of its numerous security challenges, which
include the Southern secessionist movement, the Houthi tribal rebellion, and the presence
of AQAP. Yemen’s strategic location facilitates AQAP’s freedom of movement and
allows it to threaten not only Yemen’s neighbors but also the United States and Europe.
In recent months we have seen several terrorist attacks attempted within and emanating
from Yemen, the spillover of the Houthi rebellion into Saudi Arabia, the resurgence of
Yemen’s Southern secessionists, and the negative influence of al-Shabaab in Somalia. In

view of these developments, we are working toward expanded, sustained, and predictable
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efforts to help build Yemen’s security, counterinsurgency, and counterterrorist
capabilities, and we seek to nearly double U.S. security assistance to the country in the

coming year.

E. Egypt and the Levant

The Levant and Egypt sub-region is the traditional political, social, and intellectual
heart of the Arab world and is vital to security and stability in the CENTCOM AOR.
Because of its history as a primary battleground between rival ideologies, the dynamics
of this sub-region, particularly with regard to Israel, influence the internal and external
politics of states outside the region as well. In addition, U.S. policy and actions in the
Levant affect the strength of our relationships with partners in the AOR. As such,
progress toward resolving the political disputes in the Levant, particularly the Arab-
Israeli conflict, is a major concern for CENTCOM. Through a significant expansion of
our engagement program, capacity building efforts, training exercises, deployment of
Navy vessels to the Red Sea, and information sharing, we are working with our partners
in Egypt and the Levant to build the capabilities of legitimate security forces, defeat
transnational and sub-state militant groups, combat the spread of WMD and related
materials, and disrupt illegal arms smuggling. In addition, we will work to develop the
mechanisms of security and confidence building to support efforts to achieve a

comprehensive Middle East peace.
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Egypt remains a leading Arab state, a staunch U.S. ally, and a key actor in the Middle
East Peace Process. In recent years, however, the Egyptian government has had to deal
with serious economic challenges and an internal militant Islamist threat; as such, U.S.
foreign aid has been a critical reinforcement to the Egyptian government. At the same
time, concern over the possibility of the spillover of instability in Gaza has led Egypt to
play a pivotal role in international efforts to address the situation there, to improve border
security, and to interdict illicit arms shipments to Palestinian militants. In partnership
with U.S. Africa Command, we are working with Egypt to combat militancy and

smuggling across the Red Sea, Horn of Africa, Nile basin, and northern Affica.

Jordan continues to be a key partner in the region. The Kingdom’s forces participate
in many regional security initiatives and are at the forefront of police and military
training for regional security forces. In addition to its regular participation in multilateral
training exercises, Jordan promotes regional cooperation and builds our partner nations’
security capacity through its recently opened King Abdullah Special Operations Training
Center, Peace Operations Training Center, International Police Training Center, and
Cooperative Management Center, We support these efforts, as they are critical to the
continued development of legitimate security forces throughout the region, especially in
Lebanon and the Palestinian territories and, as a consequence, will be important to the

long term viability of the Middle East Peace Process.

In Lebanon, Hizballah’s rearmament following its conflict with Israel in 2006,

particularly its rocket and missile stocks, portends continued instability in the region.
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Hizballah continues to undermine the authority of the legitimate Lebanese security forces,
threaten Israel, and provide training and support to militant groups outside the country.
Stabilizing Lebanon ultimately requires strengthening the capabilities of the Lebanese
Armed Forces, fully implementing United Nations Security Council Resolutions,
including 1559 and 1701, ending Iran’s illegal support to Hizballah, and assisting the
Lebanese government in developing a comprehensive national defense strategy through

which the government can exercise its sovereignty, free of external intervention.

Last, despite continued support to Hizballah, interference in Lebanese internal politics,
and accommodation of foreign fighter networks and facilitators operating from and
through its territory, the Asad regime in Syria appears to be slowly seeking

rapprochement with its neighbors and the United States.

F. Central Asia

Central Asia is a pivotal region on the Eurasian continent between Russia, China, Iran,
and South Asia, has extensive national resources, particularly hydrocarbons, and serves
as a major transit route for regional and international commerce and for supplies
supporting coalition efforts in Afghanistan. Ensuring stability in Central Asia requires
abandoning the outdated, zero-sum paradigms of international politics associated with the
so-called “Great Game,” replacing them with broad partnerships to address common

challenges such as terrorism, WMD proliferation, and illegal narcotics trafficking. There
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are numerous opportunities in Central Asia for cooperation that can simultaneously

advance the interests of the Central Asian States and their neighbors.

However, public and civic institutions in Central Asia are still developing in the
aftermath of decades of Soviet rule, and they present chalienges to our efforts to promote
security, development, and cooperation. Although there is interdependence across a
broad range of social, economic, and security matters, these nations have not yet fully
established a productive regional modus vivendi. Overcoming these challenges requires
incremental approaches that focus on the alleviation of near term needs, the establishment
of better governance, the integration of markets for energy and other commercial activity,

and grass-roots economic development.

Over the past two years, a primary focus of our engagement with the Central Asian
States has been the development and expansion of our Northern Distribution Network
(NDN), which supports coalition forces in Afghanistan. Through diligent work by the
State Department and U.S. Transportation Command, we have improved the flexibility,
efficiency, and reliability of our logistical support to our operations in Afghanistan by
diversifying the routes, approaches, and contracts that comprise the logistical network. In
2010, we anticipate expanding our use of the NDN as additional routes and methods of
delivery become available. In addition to improving our regional access and logistics
capabilities, work on the NDN has significantly increased our contact with our regional
partners and provided opportunities to engage on numerous common causes and to

increase our commercial ties.
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In addition to increasing our engage