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CULBERSON:

In the interest of time | will pass to my good friend, Mr. Bishop, of Georgia, for any opening
remarks he'd like to make.

BISHOP:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And | would like to welcome this distinguished panel. | view this hearing as a continuation of
our budget overview hearing with a few more topics.

As you know, last week we had the military BRACSs (ph) before us and today we have the
civilian leadership. Last week | thought we had a good hearing that shed some light on some
difficult issues that are facing the Department of Defense. Some of these issues include ending
two wars, starting a force drawdown, and dealing with lower budgets. And as you can imagine,
the department has a full plate.

In addition to those issues let's not forget that sequestration is looming due to the Budget Control
Act. It would be harmful to our national defense if we have sequestration, but I'd like to also say
that it'd be harmful to all the federal agencies and | don't want to give the impression that I'm
only concerned about the Department of Defense, because I'm concerned about all the agencies.

But there's one more item that concerns me, Mr. Chairman. As you know, the F.Y. '13 budget
request has not one but two BRAC rounds, and as I said last week, the department should
practically consider taking further reductions in the overseas bases before initiating another
BRAC round for bases in CONUS.

The witnesses before us are dealing with some of the serious challenges that we face, but | want
to show them that -- that our subcommittee will do all that we can to make sure that our military
has everything that it needs to accomplish the mission and take care of our men and women in


http://www.cq.com/doc/congressionaltranscripts-4042908?print=true#speakers

uniform and their families. Thanks for the opportunity to share my concerns, and I look forward
to the discussions and the challenges that -- as we hear from the panel this afternoon.

| yield back, and I'm going to run and vote, Mr. Chairman.

CULBERSON:
Thank you. Thank you very much, Sanford.

This committee, as | know each of you are aware, works arm in arm. Perhaps the only real
distinction between us is geography, and even then we're working arm in arm.

Delighted to have you here, and -- each one of our witnesses. You've all got written statements,
which will, of course, be made a part of the record, and we invite you to summarize --
summarize them.

We're sort of in a bind here because I'm going to have to slip out to go vote. What we'll attempt
to do is as soon as one of my colleagues comes in that | can pass the gavel to | will slip out
briefly in order to go vote and then we'll just rotate so that in the interest of time, because
everyone -- | know how busy you all are and we're delighted to have you here.

And if I could, I'd like to start with the Honorable Dorothy Robyn, deputy undersecretary of
defense for installations and the environment, and | would encourage you to please summarize
your statement. And of course, it's -- will be made a part of the record in its entirety.

ROBYN:

Thank you, Chairman Culberson, Ranking Member Bishop, and other -- other members of the
subcommittee who are not here. Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the president's
budget request for military construction and environmental programs. | want to touch on three
issues very briefly: our MILCON and family housing budget, our request for two new BRAC
rounds, and environment and energy.

First, on MILCON: The Budget Control Act reduced defense spending over the FYDP by $259
billion. That, together with reductions in force structure, has led us to cut sharply our F.Y. '13
request for MILCON as we reassess our infrastructure needs for the new, leaner force structure.

We're asking for $11.2 billion for MILCON and family housing, of which $9.1 billion is for pure
MILCON. That's a reduction of between 25 and 45 percent from F.Y. '12, depending on the
department. The exception is F.Y. -- is the defense-wide MILCON accounts, which are up by 6
percent over F.Y. '12, and that reflects support for high priority improvements in hospitals and
DOD-owned schools. We are requesting another $14 billion to sustain, restore, and upgrade the
condition of our existing facilities.



Let me highlight one thing we are not asking money for: family housing here in the United
States. That's because we have now privatized nearly all of our 200,000 units of family housing.
Using the power of the commercial market we have leveraged a $3 billion investment of DOD
dollars to generate $27 billion worth of high quality, well maintained homes, and that has done a
lot to improve the quality of life of military families. It's an extraordinary success story and the
most successful reform my office has carried out, and something we should be looking to do
more broadly.

The second issue, BRAC: We need another BRAC round, ideally two. The math is
straightforward. Force reductions produce excess capacity; excess capacity is a drain on
resources. Only through BRAC can we align our infrastructure with our defense strategy.

Let me say two things in anticipation of -- of criticisms, and one apropos of Congressman
Bishop's comment. First, we have already made significant reductions in our European footprint
and we will do more. | describe in my statement both what we've done and the BRAC- like
process that we will follow looking -- looking forward. But even if we make a significant cut in
our footprint in Europe we will still need a domestic BRAC.

The second point | want to respond to: Critics point to the 2005 BRAC round as evidence that
BRAC doesn't produce savings, or at least not in a reasonable period of time. But unlike the first
four BRAC rounds, which paid off in two to three years, the 2005 round was not about savings
and eliminating excess capacity. Carried out in a post- 9/11 environment when the department
was at war, it was about transformation.

The Army, in particular, used BRAC 2005 to carry out major transformational initiatives, such as
the modularization of BCTSs -- initiatives that would otherwise have taken decades to achieve.
That said, a 2013 BRAC round would look more like the BRAC rounds of the 1990s, where the
focus was on savings, because that's the priority now.

Issue three: the environment and energy. There is an enormous amount to say on this topic. |
have a very long statement. You will hear from my colleagues about the wonderful things that
we're doing in the energy area. We're making a robust investment to continue our efforts in the
environment.

| want to highlight just one thing in the interest of -- of time, and that is technology. Technology
has been the Department of Defense's comparative advantage for 200 years. The Department of
Defense is a technology agency. It is an innovation machine. Although we tend to talk about
technology in the context of weapon systems it's important to harness that advantage for what we
are trying to do with respect to both the environment and energy.

Let me give you an example from the environmental area. A decade ago the two environmental
technology programs that | oversee, SERDP and ESTCP, took on a challenge: defending
technologies that could discriminate between scrap metal and hazardous unexploded ordinance,
UXO -- in other words, distinguish beer cans from bombs.



The existing technology, which we still use today, cannot make a distinction between those two.

The false positive rate is 99.99 percent. As a result, the contractors must dig up literally hundreds
of thousands of metal objects in order to identify and -- and remove a handful of pieces of UXO.

And contractors are paid for every hole they dig up.

Because this process is so labor-intensive the bill is very high. Our estimated UXO cleanup cost
is $14 billion. Remarkably, 10 years of investment have yielded technologies that can
discriminate between UXO and harmless metal objects with a very high degree of reliability.

We are now doing live site demonstrations of this new technology on an accelerated basis and
we're working with the cleanup community and state regulators to get them comfortable with
what is a fundamentally new approach -- one that we believe can save billions of dollars. That's
the power of technology.

Similarly, in the energy area we can leverage high technology. The same folks who brought us
the -- the UXO technology run something called -- that | oversee -- called the installation energy
test bed, and the rationale is similar. In the energy area, as in the environmental area, emerging
technologies offer a way to significantly reduce DOD's cost and improve its performance, but
because of fundamental market failures those technologies are very slow to get to market.

As the owner of 300,000 buildings, it is in the Defense Department's direct self interest to help
firms overcome the barriers that inhibit innovative technologies from being commercialized
and/or deployed on our installations, and we do this by using our installations as a distributed test
bed to demonstrate and validate them in a real world, integrated environment. And we have
about 70 of these going, and I hope | have an opportunity to talk about some -- some of them.

In short, as budgets tighten we need to invest more smartly. Using the market, as we've done
with housing privatization, and leveraging advanced technology, as we are doing with our
installation energy test bed, are critical.

Thank you for your attention. | look forward to your questions.

CULBERSON:

(OFF-MIKE)

HAMMACK:

Thank you very much. Chairman Culberson, Representative Bishop, and other members who
may join us later, on behalf of soldiers, families, and civilians of the U.S. Army | want to thank
you for the opportunity to talk to you a little bit about our budget for F.Y. '13.



The budget request supports an Army that is in transition, yet we are still at war. We know the
fiscal challenges that the nation faces and are planning accordingly to implement what was asked
us by the Budget Control Act.

The committee's continued support will ensure that the Army remains ready, manned, trained,
and equipped to face the challenges of protecting this nation.

CULBERSON:

(OFF-MIKE)

HAMMACK:
Understood.

(RECESS)

CULBERSON:

The subcommittee will come back to order. We thank you for your patience in light of these
folks. | apologize for the interruption.

Secretary Hammack, | want to ask you to please continue with your statement. Thank you very
much.

HAMMACK:
Thank you very much, Chairman Culberson.

The Army's budget request reflects the nation's current fiscal reality and is a 32 percent reduction
from prior year. Pending the strategic decisions on Army's end strength reductions, force
structure, and stationing across the country has required the Army to review our facility
investments and to defer some of those investments that could be impacted by force structure
changes.

The active Army MILCON budget, in particular, has been reduced to defer while we have not
taken similar cuts in National Guard or Reserve. Once a total Army analysis has been completed
the Army will then rebalance the fiscal year 2014 military construction budget to meet the needs
of a realigned force.

The Army has implemented a Facility Strategy 2020, which is a facility investment strategy to
provide quality, energy-efficient strategies while taking down some of our more inefficient



buildings. This strategy is a cost effective and efficient approach to facility investments that
reduces unneeded footprints, saves energy by preserving the most efficient facilities, and
consolidates functions for better space utilization. It also, as | mentioned before, demolishes
failing buildings and uses appropriate excess facilities as lease alternatives.

For fiscal year '13 the Army's budget is $3.6 billion, 103 projects, of which $1.9 billion is active
Army, $614 million National Guard, and $306 million for the Reserves. | want to talk a little bit
about base realignment and closure, echoing a little bit that Dr. Robyn said, that the Army met
our BRAC 2005 obligations within the six-year implementation window.

BRAC 2005 was very different for the Army in that it was a transformational BRAC --
transformed how the Army trains, deploys, supplies, equips, and cares for its garrisons -- and
garrisons its soldiers, families and cultures (ph). We shut down 11 installations, 387 reserve
component sites, realigned 53 installations and their functions at an investment of almost $18
billion, which included 329 major construction projects.

As of January 2012 the Army conveyed an unprecedented 47 percent of our BRAC 2005 total
excess acreage of over 35,000 acres, which is higher than we had in any other BRAC round.
Other BRAC rounds waited until the BRAC date of closure and then transfers started. But we
were able to, in this BRAC round, transfer land during the BRAC process.

For F.Y. 2013 the Army is requesting about $100 million for BRAC 2005, and of that there is a
significant portion -- about 50-50 split for BRAC 2005 to handle environmental and caretaker.
The 48.4 is a caretaker. But we also are requesting $79 million for prior BRAC rounds. The prior
BRAC rounds -- more significant portion is for the environmental cleanup; only $4 million is for
the caretaker status.

The Army does support the DOD request for BRAC authority for 2013 and 2015 because
changes in force structure will necessitate evaluation of our facilities to optimize usage and
capability. We have listened to Congress and have followed your guidance to reduce costs and
footprint in Europe and in Korea.

In Europe, over the last six years we've closed 97 sites and returned 23,000 acres; in the next
four years we plan to close another 23 sites and return 6,400 acres, primarily in Germany. In
Korea, over the last six years we've closed 34 sites with 7,300 acres returned; and in the next
four years we plan another 20 sites and 9,400 acres. And so we are implementing a BRAC-like
base realignment and closure overseas similar to what has been done in the United States.

BRAC 2005 also greatly benefited the Army Guard, and Reserve, in that they consolidated on a
three-to-one basis out of failing facilities into newer facilities, returning that land in communities
for greater economic use and taxpaying use.

On energy, the Army has a comprehensive energy and sustainability program. We do think
energy at Army facilities is mission-critical to us, as we have seen energy challenges due to
recent weather events. The tornadoes that we have seen over the last 12 months have had an



impact on some of our installations in reducing access to energy as power lines go down and
causing us to rely on generators.

So we recognize that energy is mission-critical to us. It's also operationally necessary while at
the same time it's a fiscally prudent use of funds. Since 2003 the Army has reduced our
installation energy consumption by 13 percent while at the same time our number of active
soldiers and civilians has increased by 20 percent.

The Army also, instead of developing our own high-performance building code, we adopted a
national standard, ASHRAE 189.1, which is a peer reviewed, publicly available standard,
something that is used by contractors in the private sector, as well. And that simplifies working
with the Army. It also has developed or returned to us a 40 percent savings in energy and water
for new construction.

We have implemented in the last 12 months a Net Zero Initiative, which focuses on reducing
energy, water, and waste on our Army installations. We have 17 pilot installations that are
looking to get to a Net Zero point by 2020. We also have implemented an Energy Initiatives
Task Force that is focusing on large-scale alternative energy production to give us the energy
security on our installations that we so desperately need.

At the same time, we've accelerated the use of energy-saving performance contracts. These are
contracts where the private sector invests in energy efficiency projects and puts the capital up to
install it on an Army installation and we pay them back out of energy savings.

In the first quarter of fiscal year '12 we implemented $93 million of contracts for energy-saving
performance contracts, and that was more than we did in all of fiscal year '11, which was that
$74 million. So the Army is on track if not ahead of schedule to meet the goal set by the
president of high-performance contracting in the military sector.

At the same time, though, we've been working on our process time, which has been a challenge
historically in getting contracts signed, and we've cut our process time in half, down to 12 to 14
months in contracting.

And with that, 1 would like to thank you for your attention, and I look forward to your questions
after the other secretaries have a chance to introduce.

CULBERSON:

Thank you very much, Madam Secretary.

And now my pleasure to introduce Secretary Ptannestiel. We're delighted to have you here --

assistant secretary of the Navy for energy, installations, and environment. And we welcome your
testimony. Thank you, ma'am.



PTANNESTIEL:

Thank you, Chairman Culberson, Representative Bishop, and members of the committee. I'm
pleased to appear before you here today to provide an overview of the Department of Navy's
investment in shore infrastructure.

The department's fiscal year '13 budget request includes $13 billion of investment in military
construction, facility sustainment, restoration and modernization, previous rounds of BRAC,
family housing, environmental restoration, and base operating support. The military construction
request of $1.8 billion supports our combatant commanders, new warfighting platforms and
missions, facilities recapitalization, and service member quality of life initiatives for the U.S.
Navy and Marine Corps.

Military construction projects in Bahrain and Djibouti support high-priority missions in the
region, enhance our forward presence, and provide stability for U.S. interests. Two projects in
Spain support the forward-deployed naval forces and a project in Romania supports the
European phased adaptive approach infrastructure. Equally important are military construction
programs that invest in support facilities for the Joint Strike Fighter and MV-22B, infrastructure
improvements, training and education facilities, and the safety and security of nuclear weapons
in the United States.

I would specifically like to emphasize that we remain committed to establishing an operational
Marine Corps presence in Guam. We know Congress is concerned about the execution of the
Guam military realignment and we are taking the necessary steps to address those concerns and
move the program forward.

The U.S. government is currently meeting with the government of Japan to discuss adjustments
to the 2006 Realignment Roadmap agreement. As Secretary Panetta has testified, Guam is an
important part of the U.S. effort to reposture our forces in the Pacific. We believe the
adjustments being discussed will address execution concerns, increase our flexibility, and
strengthen our presence in the region. This is an important year for the Guam realignment. We
will continue to work with you and our partners on Guam and in Japan as more information
becomes available.

As for the 2005 BRAC round, the -- the department met our legal obligations by the statutory
deadline of September 15, 2011 and successfully implemented all required realignment and
closure actions, as has been previously specified in our business plans. Our fiscal year '13 budget
request of $18 million enables ongoing environmental restoration, caretaker, and property
disposal efforts.

For prior BRAC rounds, our fiscal year '13 budget request of $147 million will enable us to
continue disposal actions for the remaining 7 percent of real property and meet the legal
requirements for environmental cleanup.



The Department of the Navy fully supports the secretary's proposal for additional rounds of
BRAC to improve the alignment of our shore infrastructure with our force structure.

Finally, we intend to meet the energy goals set forth by Congress and the secretary of the Navy.
We recognize that energy is a critical resource for maritime, aviation, expeditionary, and shore
missions. We must strengthen our energy security and reduce our vulnerability to price
escalations and volatility.

With this in mind, the Navy and Marine Corps continue to reform how we produce, procure, and
use energy. Our budget request includes $1 billion in fiscal year '13 and $4 billion across the
FYDP for operational and shore energy initiatives.

To help meet Congress' renewable energy goals and our own goal of producing 50 percent of our
shore energy from alternative sources, we will develop a strategy to facilitate the production of
large-scale renewable power projects on naval installations. We will use third party financing
mechanisms, such as power purchase agreements, joint ventures, and enhanced use leases to
avoid adding costs to rate-payers -- to taxpayers.

Currently, our bases support about 300 megawatts of renewable energy, 270 megawatts of which
is produced by a geothermal power plant at China Lake. We have awarded contracts for three
solar projects in the Southwest and are finalizing a similar contract in Hawaii.

The three awarded power purchase agreements at China Lake, Twentynine Palms, and Barstow
will save the department $20 million over 20 years. In all three of these places we are paying less
per kilowatt hour for electricity than we would for conventional power.

In closing, your support of the department's fiscal year '13 budget request ensures we can build
and maintain facilities that enable our Navy and Marine Corps to meet the diverse challenges of
tomorrow.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify here. | look forward to answering your questions.

CULBERSON:

Thank you very much for your testimony.

And it is now my pleasure to call on Secretary Yonkers. Of course, your written statement will
be made part of the record; we welcome your summary of your written statement. Thank you,
sir, for your service and for your testimony today.

YONKERS:

Thank you. Thank you all, Congressmen Bishop, distinguished members of the subcommittee.



| really do appreciate being here today and being able to talk to you all about the Air Force's
installation, energy, and environmental programs. And let me just say from the get-go to thank
you, again, for your unwavering support of our Air Force and our airmen and their families.

Our fiscal year '13 budget request responds to two main drivers: the Budget Control Act that the
Congress passed last year and the new Strategic Defense Policy that the president and Secretary
Panetta announced in January. As we prepared our fiscal year '13 budget we looked across the
entire Air Force portfolio and made difficult decisions to achieve the Air Force's share of that
$487 billion in defense savings mandated by the Budget Control Act. In our installations, energy,
and environmental portfolio we are focused on investments in the critical infrastructure needed
to sustain our air bases the quality of life improvements for our airmen and their families.

We are requesting funding to meet the COCOMSs' most critical facility requirements and facility
modifications to bed down and sustain the Joint Strike Fighter, the MC-12 surveillance aircraft,
plus the standup of an additional B-52 at Minot Air Force Base. We are ever cognizant of the
smart investments that will drive down our costs of doing business and we are requesting $215
million this budget year to reduce our energy footprint by demolishing old, energy- inefficient
buildings and upgrading systems like HVAC and other high energy use systems, investments that
will have a tangible payback over the FYDP.

Moreover, we're reevaluating the policies and contracting mechanisms in the areas of military
construction and environment with the primary objective of reducing construction and
environmental restoration costs. As funding for the military construction becomes more austere
we've made a deliberate effort to build only where existing capacity is not available or where the
cost-benefit analysis validates demolishing the aging facilities and construction of more efficient
and fundamental replacements.

Our fiscal year 2013 budget request also contains $2.9 billion for military construction, family
housing, facility sustainment, and restoration and modernization. For military construction we
are requesting $440 million this year, and that's $900 million below fiscal year 2012. As you've
heard in testimony before, the deliberate pause in our program is prudent in light of the force
structure decisions that are stemming from this new defense strategic guidance.

Also, in our fiscal year 2013 budget request we'll continue to emphasize first-class housing and
strive to improve the overall quality of life for our airmen and their families. Our new dorm plan
for 2012 to 2016 will guide our future investments for sustaining existing facilities and
recapitalizing those which are inadequate.

As we progress through 2012 we're nearing completion of our efforts to privatize family housing
in the continental United States and to upgrade family housing overseas, especially in Japan. Our
fiscal year 2013 budget request for military family housing is $580 million.

On September 15, 2011, like the other services, the Air Force successfully completed its 2005
base realignment and closure program on time and within the original $3.8 billion budget. This
up-front (ph) BRAC investment has resulted in $1.4 billion in annual savings to the Department
of Defense and we're reinvesting those dollars today in missions in fiscal year '13.



However, with that being said, | almost (ph) say that BRAC 2005 fell short of the Air Force's
expectations and goals to reduce our overhead and operational costs by reducing excess
installation capacity. Today, seven years later and almost 500 fewer aircraft in the inventory, the
Air Force continues to maintain large amounts of excess infrastructure. It's costing us hundreds
of millions of dollars a year, and those are dollars that we need to invest in other areas. The
excess capacity that we have at these installations can effectively only be eliminated by closing
installations, and so we fully, also, support the secretary of defense's request for two more rounds
of base realignment and closure.

Let me close by just touching briefly on our environmental programs. This budget year we're
asking for $1.1 billion to meet our environmental compliance and cleanup requirements at our
installations, a funding amount that's been relatively stable for a number of years.

Specifically, we're asking for $484 million to meet our ongoing compliance commitments. This
includes $46 million in pollution prevention -- again, dollars that will be invested to reduce our
hazardous waste streams (ph) and reduce our environmental liabilities and future costs.

We're requesting $642 million to continue our environmental cleanups at both BRAC and non-
BRAC bases. Last year we implemented a new cleanup policy that relies on firm fixed-price
performance-based contracts to achieve closure of sites, and employing this new method we've
already found that it reduces our cost by nearly 20 percent and we're moving sites to closure
three times faster.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we all recognize that we are operating in
challenging financial times and if sequestration takes effect that's going to be even more difficult.
We continue to look at every aspect of our operations and aggressively pursue efficiencies to
reduce our cost of doing business without sacrificing either readiness or quality of life programs.
We will continue to make these strategic investments that have the tangible returns that | talked
about and do our part to try to hit the financial obligations of this nation.

| also thank you, again, for your time and look forward to your questions.

CULBERSON:

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

| know that we -- we've all got questions. I'll be as brief as I can to ensure time for my
colleagues. But I have to hit on a -- on a couple of things that are particularly pressing in my
mind, and highly relevant to the work of this subcommittee.

You have about $3.9 billion worth of projects. | know the Air Force, Secretary Yonkers, you're

presenting about $3.9 billion worth of recommendations to us today?

YONKERS:



$3.9 million for military construction, sustainment, restoration and modernization.

CULBERSON:

The result of folks abusing a privilege, like a lot of privileges, lost you here temporarily with this
-- the earmark thing, and it's a great example, I think, for all of us to -- | hope the whole
subcommittee will work arm in arm. We've just got to fix this. I hope it's just a temporary
problem.

For example, | just had -- circling back to military construction, the Army Corps of Engineers
came in to see me and they'll probably be -- Arizona may not have this directly, Jeff, but you'll
certainly see it, or obviously in Kansas may not be as big a deal, but the -- the -- the Panama
Canal -- this is -- I'm going to tie this right back into what we're doing here today, folks, because
it just struck me -- I just -- just -- | didn't realize how bad this problem was.

The Panama Canal -- they're about to open the third Panama Canal that will be, in the next 12
months, open for business, and they're going to be able to bring supertankers across the Isthmus
of Panama. They're all -- those giant ships -- deeper than 48 feet. The Port of Houston, the Port
of New Orleans, all the ports in the Gulf of Mexico -- Mobile might be deeper, 1 think, but
almost all of them are 45 feet or shallower, so | asked the Corps -- how deep are you all?

(UNKNOWN)

(OFF-MIKE)

CULBERSON:

Forty-five feet? So all those giant ships -- how do we bring them into -- how do we bring all that
-- all that cargo, all those jobs, all that economic growth into the Gulf of Mexico, and the Army
Corps said -- bless you -- Army Corps says, "You can't do it." I said, "We can't do it," | said,
"Why?" Because we would have to authorize them -- the Army Corps is only authorized to
dredge the Ports of Savannah, the -- New Orleans, Houston, all of them to 45 feet.

So, but it's something we've really got to fix, members of the -- all -- we've really got to fix this.
So for public works projects | hope we'd all work together so we could do public works projects
for federal, state, or local government that are obviously absolutely transparent and in which we
do not increase spending and that we don't, obviously, have any conflict of interest ourselves,
because we're dead in the water. We cannot expand any of the ports to handle all that cargo.

Another one that came to mind is, circling right back into the work of this subcommittee, is | had
a chance to visit Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, and God bless them for the work they're
doing. If you guys get a chance to do it, Jeff, when you get to the Senate | hope you'll go see
what they're doing at Wright-Patterson. It's extraordinary and highly classified.



But I will say that we all know that the -- and the name of the facility, Secretary Yonkers, it's
called -- what is that called out there? The Foreign Material...

YONKERS:

It's the NASIC (ph), and it's the Foreign -- or the Foreign Military Laboratory, in particular...

CULBERSON:

But there's a name for the -- what is it, the Foreign Material Acquisition...

YONKERS:

| thought it was a laboratory, sir.

CULBERSON:

Oh, excuse me. OK. Well, the work that you all do there is extraordinary and unique in the
United States. They've got multiple customers.

And remembering that England almost lost the war because of the German U-boat menace in the
Gulf, and what finally turned the tables was a -- a German U-boat was partially sunk and the
crew got off the ship so fast before it sank and the British were quick enough to go onboard and
they captured the Enigma, and the British parliament was able to -- oh, here it is. I'm sorry, here
it is. This is out in the open. The Foreign Material Exploitation Lab. Listen carefully to that
name.

Now, I really want to make sure we all are focused on this because the testimony we have here
before us today is a perfect example of why we've really got to fix this problem to restore a
fundamental obligation of the Congress, as -- as stewards of the Treasury, as guardians of the
Treasury, and to do so in a way that, obviously we don't want to increase spending; we want to
make sure it's transparent and there's no conflict of interest, but we have got a responsibility.

When the British captured that U-boat and captured the Enigma the British parliament was able
to invest in a massive new facility to take advantage of that and they broke the German codes
and won the war. That's what saved England is because they we're able to intercept Admiral
Donitz's messages to the U-boats and send out destroyers exactly where the U-boats were and
nail them. That saved England, which won the war.

Now, we're handicapped. We can't help the Air Force. The Air Force -- when is that facility
scheduled to be expanded, Secretary Yonkers, in -- at Wright-Patterson?



YONKERS:

Right now, sir, it's in the fiscal year '16...

CULBERSON:

'16.

YONKERS:

... military construction line (ph).

CULBERSON:

So we're sort of an -- as Mr. Moran, who served so many years, and | defer to -- so many of you
all have got so many more years experience at this than I do. The extraordinary work -- | hope
you've been out there to see it, Jim -- incredible work that they're doing.

But we are in the position, Judge, as you as a -- in the courtroom. | know judges are limited.
They have to just sit there passively like spectators with a catcher's mitt and they can only handle
with what drops into their lap, and it's just a violation, I think, of everything that we are -- as
policy-makers, as stewards of the Treasury our constituents entrust us with this extraordinary
privilege to -- to use our good judgment. And as the Good Lord said, if they lie about the big -- if
they lie about the little things they'll lie about the big things. Well, conversely, if you can trust us
with the big things you can trust us with the smaller ones.

Long conversation leading up to some discussion with the secretary, and | really hope we will all
work together, guys, on fixing this so we can do public works projects -- federal, state, or local --
absolutely transparent, no conflict of interest that don't increase spending. Because it's just
incredible. If I attempt to move -- if any of us on this committee, for example, for any of the
projects that you all are working on attempted -- for example, Mr. Yonkers, | hate to keep
picking on the Air Force, but the list that you've given us, Mr. Secretary, if we were to attempt to
move a project that you had listed further down to move it up could we do that? That's prohibited
by the earmark ban. It just doesn't make sense.

It's highly relevant because the Israelis are going to probably have to deal with Iran sometime in
the months ahead, and God bless you all for what you're doing, and I won't say necessarily where
it's being done but the extraordinary work that's being done by our men and women in uniform is
going to become even more relevant if the Israelis have to take out the Iranian nuclear reactor,
and because of the earmark ban we can't, as policy-makers, do what the British parliament did
when the captured the Enigma machine. We can't make the policy judgments and move a project
up on the list. That's nuts and we've got to fix it.



And | want to ask specifically about, if | could, the -- Mr. Secretary, in -- actually, to each one of
you, an open-ended question, and then I'll pass it to my good friend from Georgia. And | just had
this -- here we go. One of my big concerns in the hearing that we just had with the -- with the
chiefs that really concerns me, and | didn't express it as well as Senator Levin did, and | just want
to quote from a -- in today's CQ that Senator Levin, at one of their hearings on Wednesday, said
to the -- let's see -- | guess he had -- who did he had in front of him? I'm not sure who he had in
front of him, but he said, quote, "I am surprised and disappointed to hear our military
commanders are focused on Afghan force size based on what they think might be affordable
instead of the number of Afghan security forces they believe will be needed to maintain security.
It strikes me as extremely unwise to base decisions on the future size of the Afghan army and
police exclusively on projections of future affordability instead of military requirements to
secure the gains that have been made at great cost to America,"” obviously to our soldiers, men
and women, "and to prevent a Taliban return to power."

That's one of the things, | wanted to ask each one of you to please comment, to what extent are
the recommendations that the Air Force, the Navy, each one of the Army are making to this
subcommittee and to the Congress based on what is affordable rather than military requirement
and mission? That's a real source of concern.

YONKERS:

In the context of military construction, or...

CULBERSON:

Yes. Obviously, with the sequestration we've got this asteroid entering the atmosphere we've got
to deal with, and deal with the mandatory programs are what are really killing us. We've got to
make sure we protect our extraordinary defense capability. We've got to deal with sequestration
down the road and deal with, obviously, balancing the budget. That's, | hope, going to come out
of mandatory, primarily; it needs to.

But to what extent are the recommendations you're making to us here today -- for example, there
IS no new construction, Mr. Secretary -- Secretary Yonkers. The Air Force is not proposing any
new construction. We talked about this in my office. I'm just concerned that there's no -- are we -
- are the recommendations you're making driven by what you think is affordable more so than by
what our mission requirements are and the needs of the nation's security?

YONKERS:

Well, certainly, you know, the recommendations that -- or the requests that we're making here
are reflective of what we're trying to do under the Budget Control Act and $487 billion of cost
reductions. But we think we've fine-tuned it to the point where we've hit on all of the high notes



with regards to meeting the requirements that we have to support our COCOM commanders and
support our forces.

Would we like to have more money in the budget to -- to buy more MILCON? Obviously. But
right now it's about tightening situations, so | -- | think we've got it right.
CULBERSON:

You're not concerned about risk at this point with this recommendation?

YONKERS:

Not at this point in time. | am not concerned, overly, about risk in our military construction or
the SRM program.

CULBERSON:

Did anyone else want to comment, and then I'll pass it on to my friend, Mr. Bishop?

PTANNESTIEL:

Mr. Chairman, I would echo what Mr. Yonkers has said, that this was based -- the budget request
is based on the strategic review of meeting our military mission, and what we have put in front of
you does meet that mission.

HAMMACK:

Thank you. From the Army's perspective, we looked at quality and capacity, and when we
looked across our portfolio and across the list of MILCON requests we looked to spend our
money where we had failing facilities, buildings that were in what we call a Q4 condition, or the
worst condition where the needed replacement, or where we did not have the capacity that we
needed in order to do the primary mission.

And so we rate things on a one to four scale for quality and capacity. So when we prioritized the

projects in our list of requests we prioritized those that were correcting quality and capacity
issues, which we considered to be most mission critical.

CULBERSON:



Well, I thank you. And I've taken too much time but I'm really exercised (ph), as you can tell.
My concern is that our responsibility as legislators is to make sound policy decisions based on
our best judgments and I think we've almost, by this -- by the abuse of people in the past, and
even the earmark ban, which really is a temporary situation, | hope -- we need to fix it -- we're
sort of reduced to the situation of judges where we just have to deal with what's dropped in our
lap, and that's very, very frustrating.

Thank you for the indulgence, members, and we're going to pass to Mr. Bishop.

BISHOP:
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

And | want to thank all of the panel members for your appearance and for your -- for your
service. | guess I'll go service by service, starting with the Army.

Ms. Hammack, what types of projects were deferred from the F.Y. '13 program as a result of the
force drawdown and how much of an impact did the lack of a finalized brigade combat team
structure have on the '13 program? And when the brigade combat team structure is decided do
you think that the Army will need to make some changes to its F.Y. '13 program or will the
problems be addressed in 2014?

HAMMACK:

The projects that were deferred were primarily barracks or brigade combat team centers, and we
deferred those out and will reprioritize them for fiscal year '14. We do not believe that there's
anything in the total Army analysis or the force structure change that would have any impact on
our fiscal year '13 priorities.

BISHOP:

So you anticipated having to do that in '14 because you don't have a brigade combat team
structure in place now?

HAMMACK:

That is correct. And we did not want to be in a position where we built property that would
become excess, so we deferred projects, and again, we're going to conduct a gap analysis once a
total Army analysis comes out. But at this point in time we do not believe there is anything in the
fiscal year '13 budget that would be impacted and we will reevaluate the projects in '14 based
upon the force structure decisions.



BISHOP:

Thank you. Can you take a few moments and explain what the Army Facility Strategy 2020 is to
the committee and what metrics were used when developing the Army Facility Strategy 2020,
and explain how the Army used that strategy when putting together the -- the '13 program?
HAMMACK:

The Facility Strategy 2020 is taking a look at what o