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■■ The budget cuts instituted under 
the Budget Control Act of 2011 are 
compelling the Administration and 
Congress to decrease the Depart-
ment of Defense’s resources. 
These cuts dramatically undermine 
the country’s ability to protect its 
vital interests.
■■ The cuts also increase pressures to 
conduct more military base realign-
ments and closures (BRACs).
■■ It is essential that policymakers 
adopt a new approach for assessing 
the military’s infrastructure require-
ments, while incorporating lessons 
learned from the previous BRACs.
■■ The initial focus should be on 
evaluating whether installations in 
the U.S. and abroad meet mili-
tary requirements. The Pentagon 
should not shy away from recom-
mending an increase in the number 
of military installations where 
required to support its worldwide 
missions.
■■ The new approach must be trans-
parent and engage local communi-
ties. It must also identify oppor-
tunities to expand public-private 
partnerships to increase efficiency 
within the Defense Department 
and free up resources for much-
needed modernization.

Abstract
The budget cuts instituted under the Budget Control Act of 2011 are 
compelling the Administration and Congress to decrease the Depart-
ment of Defense’s resources. These cuts dramatically undermine the 
country’s ability to protect its vital interests. The cuts also increase 
pressures to conduct other rounds of military base realignments and 
closures (BRACs). As these pressures increase, it is essential that 
policymakers adopt a new approach for assessing the military’s in-
frastructure requirements while taking advantage of lessons learned 
from the previous BRAC rounds. This new approach must be global, 
transparent, and conducted in close discussion and cooperation with 
affected local communities. The chief focus of the new process must be 
on preserving the U.S. military’s ability to meet requirements that poli-
cymakers demand of it.

The budget cuts instituted under the Budget Control Act of 2011 
are compelling the Administration and Congress to decrease the 

Department of Defense’s resources. These cuts dramatically under-
mine the country’s ability to protect its vital interests.1 The cuts also 
increase pressures to conduct more base realignments and closures 
(BRACs). As these pressures increase, it is essential that policymak-
ers adopt a new approach for assessing the military’s infrastructure 
requirements, while incorporating lessons learned from the previ-
ous BRACs. 

The new process must be global, transparent, and conducted in 
close discussion and cooperation with affected local communities. 
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The chief focus of the new process must be on pre-
serving the U.S. military’s ability to meet require-
ments that policymakers demand of it. It must also 
incorporate military support to civil authorities as 
one of the criteria for assessment of domestic mili-
tary installations.  

While the purpose of the BRAC process is to 
close or realign military installations, the United 
States needs a fresh look at the way it assesses its 
military installations. The main starting point for 
the process is the need to evaluate whether installa-
tions in the U.S. and abroad meet military require-
ments. While both are currently guided by differ-
ent processes, the recognition that they are a part of 
the same global infrastructure should be explicit in 
the assessment. The Pentagon should not shy away 
from recommending an increase in the number of 
military installations where required to support its 
worldwide missions. 

Previous BRACs and Lessons Learned
The Department of Defense has undergone five 

BRAC rounds in the past 30 years: in 1988, 16 major 
base closures; in 1991, 26 major closures; in 1993, 
28 major closures; in 1995, 27 major closures; and 
in 2005, 33 major closures.2 Over that same period, 
the Defense Department realigned 55 major bases 
and closed or realigned an additional 234 minor 
installations.3 A total of more than 350 installa-
tions have been closed in the first four rounds of 
BRAC.4 

The 2005 BRACs have impacted a total of about 
997 facilities in the U.S. and entail relocating over 
123,000 personnel.5 The BRAC process is guided by 

the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (as amended through the FY ‘05 Aurthorization 
Act).6 First, the Pentagon examines its forces and 
installations and compiles a list of recommended 
BRAC actions. Then, an independent BRAC com-
mission reviews the list and recommends changes 
to the President. The President then reviews the list 
and transmits it to Congress. If Congress does not 
approve of the list, it must pass a resolution to reject 
it as a whole and sustain it over a presidential veto, 
should the President choose to veto the congressio-
nal resolution. If Congress takes no action, the list is 
enacted automatically. 

The domestic criteria for the latest BRAC round 
included military value criteria—the current and 
future mission capabilities; availability and condi-
tion of land, facilities, and associated airspace; the 
ability to accommodate contingencies; and the cost 
of operations and the manpower implications.7 The 
other criteria were the extent and timing of poten-
tial costs and savings; and the economic and envi-
ronmental impact on existing communities in the 
vicinity of military installations.8 

The future process should incorporate military 
support to civil authorities as one of the criteria of 
selection. This is to ensure that local authorities 
have the best tools at their disposal when respond-
ing to the effects of national or regional disasters, 
such as after Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy. 

The law defines a military installation as a “a 
base, camp, post, station, yard, center, homeport 
facility for any ship, or other activity [sic] under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, includ-
ing any leased facility, which is located within any 

1.	 Patrick Louis Knudsen, “$150 Billion in Spending Cuts to Offset Defense Sequestration,” Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 2744, 
November 15, 2012, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/11/150-billion-in-spending-cuts-to-offset-defense-sequestration. 

2.	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Military Bases: Analysis of DOD’s 2005 Selection Process and Recommendations for Base Closures 
and Realignments,” GAO-05-785, July 2005, p. 18, http://www.gao.gov/assets/250/246994.pdf (accessed April 25, 2013).

3.	 Ibid. 

4.	 Oscar R. Gonzales, “Economic Development Assistance for Communities Affected by Employment Changes Due to Military Base Closures 
(BRAC),” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, June 16, 2009, p. 1, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL34709.pdf (accessed 
April 25, 2013). 

5.	 Ibid.

6.	 Legal Information Institute, Cornell University Law School, 10 U.S. Code § 2687 (1995), http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/10/2687 
(accessed April 25, 2013). 

7.	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Military Base Realignments and Closures: Cost Estimates Have Increased and Are Likely to Continue 
to Evolve,” December 2007, p. 7, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GAOREPORTS-GAO-08-159/pdf/GAOREPORTS-GAO-08-159.pdf 
(accessed April 25, 2013).

8.	 Ibid. 
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9.	 10 U.S. Code § 2687 (1995).

10.	 Tadlock Cowan, “Military Base Closures: Socioeconomic Impacts,” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, February 7, 2012, p. 2, 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22147.pdf (accessed April 25, 2013). 

11.	 United States Army in Europe, Diane Devens, “Efficient Basing in Europe—Base Realignment and Closure by Any Other Name,” U.S. Army 
Journal of Installation Management (September 2010), p. 51, http://www.eur.army.mil/news/external/EfficientBasingEurope.pdf (accessed 
April 25, 2013).

12.	 Hearing: Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. House of Representatives, “Is Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) Appropriate at this Time?” video, March 14, 2013, http://armedservices.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=177 
(accessed April 25, 2013). 

13.	 Kathleen I. Ferguson, “Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC),” testimony before the Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on Armed 
Services, U.S. House of Representatives, March 14, 2013, http://docs.house.gov/meetings/AS/AS03/20130314/100429/HHRG-113-AS03-
Wstate-FergusonK-20130314.pdf (accessed April 25, 2013). 

14.	 Roger M. Natsuhara, testimony before the Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. House of Representatives, March 
14, 2013, http://docs.house.gov/meetings/AS/AS03/20130314/100429/HHRG-113-AS03-Wstate-NatsuharaR-20130314.pdf (accessed April 
25, 2013).

15.	 John Vandiver, “US Army’s Last Tanks Depart from Germany,” Stars and Stripes, April 4, 2013, http://www.stripes.com/news/us-army-s-last-
tanks-depart-from-germany-1.214977 (accessed April 25, 2013).

of the several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, 
the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, or Guam.”9 

Domestic constituents play an important role in 
the U.S. part of the process because military instal-
lations are integrated in local economies. BRACs 
cause substantial anxiety in the local communi-
ties, especially initially, despite the fact that the 
Congressional Research Service found in one of its 
reports that “the research has shown that they [base 
closures and realignments] generally have not had 
the dire effects that many communities expected.”10 
In some cases, especially where the military bases 
are integral to the local community, constituents 
and their elected representatives experience sig-
nificant distress regarding impacts of closures of 
military installations in their districts. The Defense 
Department’s transparent engagement with the 
affected communities from the start of the planning 
and assessment process would go a long way in miti-
gating some of these anxieties. 

The Pentagon must include costs of environmen-
tal cleanup and restoration if it decides to close facili-
ties in the United States. These costs are often very 
significant and tend to decrease the estimates of net 
savings. While the Pentagon should contribute to 
restoring the land it used, the Department of Defense 
should not have to accommodate excessive demands 
on the land and facilities it is required to close down. 

Base Closures Abroad
Abroad, the Department of Defense focuses on 

making sure that the U.S. will be able to project 
power in the case of contingencies in the respective 
regions. The process is driven by operations require-
ments, contingency planning scenarios, and diplo-
macy. The Department of Defense works with the 
State Department and the host nation’s government 
throughout the process. The extent of the military’s 
responsibility for environmental restoration and 
cleanup is usually outlined in the Status of Forces 
Agreement, which the United States negotiates with 
the host country prior to stationing U.S. forces on its 
soil.

There is no review commission and no significant 
domestic constituency. As a result, closing military 
installations abroad is politically easier than closing 
them at home. The Pentagon has been taking advan-
tage of these factors in the recent years. 

In Europe, the U.S. Army has downsized from 
245 installations to 145 installations between 2003 
and 2010. By 2015, it plans on retaining 98 locations 
total.11 It has reduced its end strength and force 
structure by over 45 percent.12 The Air Force has 
reduced aircraft and forces stationed in Europe by 
75 percent since 1990.13 The Navy limited its pres-
ence in Europe and is further examining options 
for downsizing.14 In March 2013, the Army sent 
its 22 remaining battle tanks in Germany back to 
the U.S.—the first time in 69 years that there is no 
U.S. tank stationed on German soil.15 As Mackenzie 
Eaglen of the American Enterprise Institute notes, 
it is important to keep these ongoing initiatives in 
mind because “many members of Congress want 
to divest excess overseas capacity before shrinking 
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domestic bases” without being aware of reductions 
under way.16 

Current Requirements. 
Last year, then-Secretary of Defense Leon 

Panetta requested congressional authorization to 
conduct two additional BRAC rounds in 2013 and 
2015, respectively.17 His request was met with fierce 
opposition on Capitol Hill that prompted Secretary 
Panetta to later comment: “The reality is that the 
department is going to need to take a hard look at 
what we do in terms of supportive infrastructure. If 
I’m taking the force structure down and still main-
taining large infrastructure costs, then the money 
that ought to be going to training our soldiers is 
going to extra infrastructure. It’s the very defini-
tion of hollowing-out the force.”18 Congress and the 
Administration need to approach the BRAC pro-
cess differently: The next assessment of the mili-
tary infrastructure must start with analyzing which 
forces the country will need to address future strate-
gic challenges, both at home and abroad. The result 
of this analysis should be one comprehensive list of 
affected installations at home and abroad.

The future military requirements will recognize 
that it is essential that U.S. military forces remain 
capable of engaging in two major regional contingen-
cies (MRCs) at the same time. This is to make sure 
that an adversary does not feel tempted to engage 
in conflict with the United States when U.S. forc-
es are deployed elsewhere. According to Heritage 
Foundation research, such forces would consist of 

“10 Active and eight Reserve Component Army divi-
sions, two to three Marine Expeditionary Forces, 11 
aircraft carriers, 120 large surface naval combatants, 
38 large amphibious warfare ships, 200 strategic 

bombers, 20 tactical fighter wings, 400–500 tank-
ers, and 250 airlifters.”19 

Since the end of World War II, U.S. interests have 
remained essentially the same: 

1.	 Safeguarding U.S. national security; 

2.	 Preventing a major power threat to Europe, East 
Asia, or the Persian Gulf; 

3.	 Preserving freedom of the commons; and

4.	 Protecting Americans from threats to their lives 
and well-being.20 

The next round of the infrastructure planning 
process must take into account that vital U.S. inter-
ests might be threatened at home and abroad. The 
U.S. military will, therefore, remain engaged around 
the world. Domestic infrastructure must support 
these global missions and training and the global 
infrastructure must be robust enough to allow a for-
ward-deployed presence of forces sufficient to pro-
tect vital national interests.

Transparency: The Key to Success
To ensure a successful implementation of the 

Defense Department’s recommendations, the 
Pentagon must increase transparency regarding 
its decision making, and independently review its 
planning process. As in the previous BRAC rounds, 
Congress should establish a commission which 
would independently review the Pentagon’s pro-
cess of assessing its military infrastructure. The 
commission should include experts with a range 
of opposing views. They should be familiar with 

16.	 Mackenzie Eaglen, “Shrinking Bureaucracy, Overhead, and Infrastructure: Why this Defense Drawdown Must be Different for the Pentagon,” 
American Enterprise Institute, March 20, 2013, p. 14, http://www.aei.org/files/2013/03/21/-shrinking-bureaucracy-overhead-and-
infrastructure-why-this-defense-drawdown-must-be-different-for-the-pentagon_083503530347.pdf (accessed April 25, 2013).

17.	 “Administration to Ask for BRAC Authority, Panetta Says,” Association of Defense Communities, January 26, 2012, http://www.
defensecommunities.org/headlines/administration-to-ask-for-brac-authority-panetta-says/ (accessed April 26, 2013). 

18.	 Jared Serbu, “Panetta Throws in the Towel on 2013 Base Closures,” FederalNewsRadio.com, August 7, 2012, http://www.federalnewsradio.
com/414/2981782/Panetta-throws-in-the-towel-on-2013-base-closures (accessed April 26, 2013). 

19.	 Daniel Goure, “Measure of a Superpower: A Two Major Regional Contingency Military for the 21st Century,” Heritage Foundation Special 
Report No. 128, January 25, 2013, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/01/the-measure-of-superpower-a-two-major-regional-
contingency-military-for-21-century.

20.	 “A Strong National Defense: The Armed Forces America Needs and What They Will Cost,” Heritage Foundation Special Report No. 90, April 5, 
2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/04/a-strong-national-defense-the-armed-forces-america-needs-and-what-they-will-
cost. 
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the legacy rounds of BRAC and be aware of their 
advantages and disadvantages. The panel should 
be bipartisan and ideally should include the same 
number of Democratic and Republican appointees. 
The Secretary of Defense should not play a major 
role in the panel’s appointment process. This would 
ensure that the panel is truly independent from the 
Pentagon’s own assessment process.

Transparency in the new approach also has a 
place in determining how the Pentagon disposes 
of its property if it needs to do so. The current pro-
cess subjects the Pentagon to significant pressure 
to transfer its surplus facilities to local redevelop-
ment authorities below the fair market value. For 
example, the city of Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, 
obtained the golf course at Myrtle Beach Air Force 
Base through a “public benefit transfer”—a process 
by which the federal government can “transfer title 
of surplus property to qualified State and local gov-
ernmental agencies and private nonprofits for pub-
lic uses for up to a 100% discount.”21 The Pentagon 
thereby lost $3.5 million it could have received had it 
sold the golf course to a private developer.22 

An even more striking case is the benefit trans-
fer of the Former Naval Station Treasure Island in 
San Francisco. The appraisal report prepared by the 
world-renowned transaction real estate group Ernst 
& Young put the market value of the property at $250 
million (as of January 1, 2007).23 The assessment was 
reviewed by the General Services Administration. 
Ernst & Young also noted that “[t]he site is, how-
ever, the most unique property available for devel-
opment in the San Francisco Bay area and will be 
in high demand for the next decade or longer.”24 
Despite the Ernst & Young assessment, the City of 

San Francisco first appraised the value of the prop-
erty at $14 million, and later at $22 million.25 The 
city received substantial help from the lawmakers, 
led by then-Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi. The 
House version of the fiscal year (FY) 2010 National 
Defense Authorization bill had a provision that 
would force the Navy to transfer the Former Naval 
Station Treasure Island to the City of San Francisco 
at no cost.26 While the provision was not ultimate-
ly adopted in the conference, the Navy did not get 
the market value for its property. It was forced to 
transfer Treasure Island and one of the prime San 
Francisco real estate properties for a meager “$55 
million, followed by an interim payment of another 
$50 million, plus an additional share of potential 
further profits.”27 

To avoid such incidents in the future, Congress 
should codify public (open-market) sales as the 
standard and preferred means to dispose of its sur-
plus property. The Pentagon should be allowed to 
pursue other options—public benefit transfers, eco-
nomic development conveyance, or negotiating 
sale to states or local governments—only if it is not 
able to sell a property at market value.28 This step 
has the potential to increase transparency of these 
transfers and further facilitate local communities’ 
engagement and involvement in the process. Private 
investors will have direct interest in developing the 
acquired property and making it relevant to the 
needs of affected communities.

Engagement with local communities in the U.S. 
will be one of the keys to a successful evaluation 
and implementation of any future military instal-
lation decision. Members of local communities that 
work with the military installation day in and day 

21.	 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Public Benefit Conveyance,” http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_
offices/comm_planning/homeless/programs/brac/pbc (accessed April 26, 2013).

22.	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Military Bases: Lessons Learned from Prior Base Closure Rounds,” July 1997, p. 30, http://www.gao.
gov/archive/1997/ns97151.pdf (accessed April 26, 2013). 

23.	 Ernst & Young, “Complete Appraisal of Real Property: Former Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA,” August 7, 2007, p. 141.

24.	 Ibid., p. 2.

25.	 Roxana Tiron, “Pelosi Has Her Eye on Treasure Island,” The Hill, July 29, 2009, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/52701-pelosi-has-her-
eye-on-treasure-island (accessed April 26, 2013). 

26.	 James S. Robbins and Christian Bourge, “Piracy on Treasure Island,” The Washington Times, October 7, 2009, http://www.washingtontimes.
com/news/2009/oct/7/piracy-on-treasure-island/ (accessed April 26, 2013).

27.	 News release, “Navy and City of San Francisco Agree to Treasure Island Conveyance Terms,” U.S. Department of the Navy, December 
16, 2009, http://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/base_docs/treasure_island/documents/press_releases/BRAC_PMO_TreasureIsland_release_
v16DEC1630.pdf (accessed April 26, 2013). 

28.	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Military Bases: Lessons Learned from Prior Base Closure Rounds,” p. 29. 
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out have insights into where efficiencies in opera-
tions can be found, and know the internal workings 
of the installation better than outside reviewers. It 
is essential that the outside reviewers harvest this 
knowledge before substantive decisions regarding 
a future of any particular facility are made. Public 
hearings throughout the planning process will pro-
vide additional opportunities for a transparent dis-
cussion of issues at hand and further engage local 
communities in the process.

Throughout the process, it will be important for 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to make 
sure that all the terms that the Department of Defense, 
the Armed Services, and the independent commis-
sion use are properly and precisely defined. The OSD 
will also have to facilitate cross-service communica-
tion and ensure that all the actors are using defined 
terms. A lack of clear understanding and common 
terminology was one of the factors that undermined 
the 2005 BRAC process.29 Language clarity will also 
improve the Pentagon’s outreach efforts and commu-
nication with affected communities.

Lastly, the President’s final list to Congress, with 
his recommendations for actions pertaining to the 
future military installations, should avoid conclud-
ing the review process during U.S. election years 
to help to mitigate the anxiety associated with pro-
posed changes on the part of local communities and 
Congress.

Indentifying Opportunities for  
Public-Private Partnerships

The comprehensive assessment of the military 
infrastructure—on how to fulfill a range of missions 
that policymakers might request of the Department 
of Defense in the future—should also focus on iden-
tifying opportunities for public-private partner-
ships. Such partnerships could help the military 
to operate more efficiently and spend taxpayers’ 

dollars better. They also contribute to building rela-
tionships between the local communities.

Performance-based logistics should be imple-
mented on a larger scale. Performance-based logis-
tics focuses on performance outcomes (such as 
delivery time, work-in-progress, reliability, reduced 
logistics, and availability of systems and material 
to the warfighter) rather than the acquisition of 
individual parts or particular repair actions.30 The 
Aerospace Industries Association estimates that 
performance-based logistics could save $25 billion 
to $30 billion a year.31 

The performance-based logistics approach 
can also be used with foreign customers. Boeing’s 
partnership with the U.S. Air Force, the British 
Royal Air Force, the Royal Australian Air Force, 
and the Canadian Forces on the C-17 Globemaster 
III transport aircraft, enabled Boeing “to achieve 
economies of scale through the purchase of sup-
plies for the worldwide C-17 fleet.”32 Thanks to this 
partnership, the U.S. saved at least $807 million 
over 10 years.33

The example of the Letterkenny Army Depot in 
Chambersburg, Pennsylvania, points to an addition-
al benefit of performance-based logistics—building 
and advancing relationships between contractor 
employees and public staffers. Both can cooperate 
in a manner that is effective and mutually benefi-
cial. According to Robert Willits, a union steward at 
Letterkenny, “The depot and the contractor manag-
ers coordinate things effectively so that the depot 
managers can instruct their employees, and con-
tractor managers can instruct their employees in a 
way that avoids confusions, and I have been here for 
almost four years and have yet to run into a conflict 
in this area.”34 Private contractors have an interest 
in building good relationships with public employ-
ees at the depot. Public employees, in return, can 
take advantage of training opportunities with the 

29.	 Eaglen, “Shrinking Bureaucracy, Overhead, and Infrastructure,” p. 14.

30.	 Daniel Goure, “Performance-Based Logistics: A Primer for the New Administration,” Lexington Institute, April 2009, p. 2, http://www.
lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/performance-based-logistics.pdf (accessed April 26, 2013).

31.	 Aerospace Industries Association, “Modernizing Defense Logistics,” Version 1.0, June 25, 2009, p. 2, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/
paper_v1_0_6_25_09_rr.pdf (accessed April 26, 2013).

32.	 Goure, “Performance-Based Logistics: A Primer for the New Administration,” p. 6. 

33.	 Ibid.

34.	 Baker Spring, “Performance-Based Logistics: Making the Military More Efficient,” Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 2411, May 6, 2010, 
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/05/performance-based-logistics-making-the-military-more-efficient?ac=1. 
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private contractors in their facilities if both sides 
are amenable to such an arrangement. This would 
further promote cooperation and understanding 
between the two entities. 

Sequestration: A Threat to Reasonable 
Military Infrastructure Assessments

Sequestration, a process mandated by the Budget 
Control Act (BCA) of 2011, went into effect in March 
2013, and will shed $43 billion from the Pentagon’s 
budget this year alone.35 The reduction comes on 
top of over $300 billion worth of weapons programs 
cancellations, $101 billion cuts in savings initia-
tives between 2010 and 2015, and $78 billion sav-
ings through “management and acquisition reforms” 
between FY 2012 and FY 2016.36 All these cuts will 
have a devastating impact on the Department of 
Defense, forcing the military to downsize its end 
strength and procure fewer weapons systems and 
equipment to meet the spending levels mandated by 
the BCA.37 The cuts will also increase the Pentagon’s 
appetite for reducing its infrastructure footprint 
and overhead costs.38 The decisions will inevitably 
be budget-driven and, absent major reforms in mili-
tary health care and retirement systems, almost 
impossible for the Pentagon to get right. 

If sequestration continues in the coming years, the 
military will not have sufficient resources to buy new 
weapons systems. The problem of imbalance between 
infrastructure and future force structure will be fur-
ther exacerbated as the military will not have systems 
to replace weapons that reach the end of their opera-
tional lives.39 As a result of this process, the military 
will have excess infrastructure, which will increase 
the pressure to conduct additional base closures and 
realignments. Strategic planning derived from bud-
get restrictions, rather than from a sound assessment 
of the international environment and future threats 

the U.S. and its allies might face, is an exercise in futil-
ity. Such plans always wind up wasting money in the 
long run, leaving the U.S. less secure.40  

What the U.S. Should Do
To ensure the best possible outcome regard-

ing the military infrastructure of U.S. forces, the 
Congress should: 

■■ Ensure that domestic and global estimates of 
military requirements are not separate processes, 
but inform each other and are considered at the 
same time. Congress should require the Admin-
istration to submit a single list of both domestic 
and U.S. international installations impacted by 
the process. This step would increase congres-
sional awareness of the steps that the Pentagon is 
taking abroad already.

■■ Create an independent, bipartisan review com-
mission that would comment on the Pentagon’s 
proposed list of military installations and rec-
ommended actions. The review should be made 
available to the Congress before its consideration 
of the President’s final list, along with an explana-
tion of differences between the final list and the 
commission’s list.

■■ Engage with the local communities, and harness 
their knowledge of strengths and weaknesses in 
the way a particular military installation is run 
and managed and describe its contributions to 
the Pentagon’s missions.

■■ Instruct the Department of Defense and the 
independent military installations review com-
mission to hold public hearings on proposed 
changes in the military infrastructure as a means 

35.	 Alison Acosta Fraser and Patrick Louis Knudsen, “What the FY 2014 Budget Should Do,” Heritage Foundation Issue Brief No. 3872, March 11, 
2013, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/03/what-the-fy-2014-budget-should-do. 

36.	 Mackenzie Eaglen and Diem Nguyen, “Super Committee Failure and Sequestration Put at Risk Ever More Military Plans and Programs,” 
Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 2625, December 5, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/12/debt-ceiling-deal-puts-
at-risk-ever-more-military-plans-and-programs. 

37.	 Baker Spring and Brian Slattery, “Impact of Obama’s Budget Proposal on Defense,” Heritage Foundation Issue Brief No. 3916, April 18, 2013, 
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/04/impact-of-obama-s-budget-proposal-on-defense.
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to increase transparency of the process and 
involve affected communities.

■■ Require the Department of Defense to clearly 
define parameters and variables of the process to 
increase its transparency, encourage cross-ser-
vice understanding and prevent miscommunica-
tion.

■■ Mandate the Department of Defense to include 
upper and lower estimates of environmental clean-
up costs in its analysis of up-front costs. This would 
provide a better idea of how much the Department 
of Defense will need to invest up front, and avoid 
surprises associated with massive increases in 
costs later during the BRAC implementation.

■■ Instruct the Pentagon to evaluate and expand 
opportunities for partnerships between the pub-
lic and the private sectors. Innovative approaches, 
such as performance-based logistics, can save the 
Pentagon billions of dollars and free up resources 
for weapons modernization accounts.

■■ Direct the Department of Defense to include 
capability to provide military support to civil 
authorities as one of the criteria for evaluation 
when considering military installations. This is 
to ensure effective response during domestic con-
tingencies, such as after natural disasters.

■■ Include language in the National Defense Autho-
rization Act that would direct the Pentagon to use 
public (open-market) sales as the standard means 
to dispose of its surplus property. Only if there is 
no interest in the property, should the Pentagon 
explore other options of eliminating the surplus 
property from its inventory.

Conclusion
The United States must ensure that it maintains 

the infrastructure and the capability to protect its 
vital national interests. Since the end of World War 
II, these interests have been global in nature. While 
the previous BRAC rounds have focused largely on 
downsizing the infrastructure, the new approach 
must be to take a fresh look at the process, learn from 
the past successes and mistakes, and focus on devis-
ing the best way to manage global infrastructure. 
The new process must be transparent and engage 
local communities to the largest possible extent. It 
must also identify opportunities to expand public-
private partnerships to increase efficiency within 
the Department of Defense and free up resources for 
much-needed modernization.

—Michaela Dodge is Policy Analyst for Strategic 
Issues in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for 
Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and 
Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Stud-
ies, at The Heritage Foundation.


