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Congressional Quarterly Weekly
September 4, 2004 
President’s Redeployment Plan Fuels Debate Over Base Closures

By John M. Donnelly, CQ Staff

After a six-week summer recess interrupted by the national party conventions, a pair of disturbing Defense Department reports on the Abu Ghraib prison scandal and a series of hearings on intelligence reorganization, members of the House and Senate Armed Services committees might want a few weeks to recover from their “break.”

They can forget it.

Greeting them upon return will be the House-Senate conference on the unfinished fiscal 2005 defense authorization bill (HR 4200), which will have to resolve several difficult conflicts between the chambers in the $447.2 billion measure.

The House has yet to name its conferees, although that should happen soon. When negotiators finally get down to business, the hottest question they will face is whether to conduct a new round of military base closures next year.

The conference also is expected to heatedly discuss “Buy America” rules governing Pentagon procurement, a potential $23.5 billion deal to acquire airborne fuel tankers, a proposal to give reservists the same health care benefits as men and women in the active military, and the number of soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines the armed forces need. (Issues, p. 2067)
The House passed the bill May 20, and the Senate passed its version June 23. ( CQ Weekly, pp. 1820, 1566, 1218)
On many issues, the differences between the two chambers are negligible.

Both versions of the bill would authorize spending $25 billion for the war on terrorism. Excluding the war account, both bills would authorize $20.9 billion more than last year’s defense authorization (PL 108-136), a 5.2 percent increase.

There are few disagreements between the House and Senate on major weapons programs.

And both bills would increase the number of soldiers in uniform in fiscal 2005, with relatively small differences. The Senate would add 20,000 soldiers, while the House would add 10,000 soldiers and 3,000 Marines. The House would add 10,000 more soldiers and 3,000 more Marines in both fiscal 2006 and 2007. (Troop needs, CQ Weekly, p. 1637)
Jobs Question Is Central
The broad agreement on the shape of the measure leaves the issue of base closures — and the politically difficult prospect of voters losing their jobs — front and center in the defense debate.

In 2005, the Pentagon plans to set up a new Base Realignment and Closure Commission, the first in a decade. More than 350 bases were shuttered or realigned in four previous rounds of closures in 1989, 1991, 1993 and 1995. (1995 Almanac, p. 9-19; 1993 Almanac, p. 465)
The House bill would delay the 2005 round for two years. In May, the Senate narrowly rejected a proposal to bar any domestic closures in 2005 and close bases abroad instead. (CQ Weekly, p.1218)
But President Bush has vowed to veto the defense bill if it imperils the 2005 round of closures. Coupled with the veto threat, Senate opposition to the delay means that House members face long odds in their efforts to put off action.

But House support for a postponement is bipartisan. Opponents of base closures include Republicans Joel Hefley of Colorado and Heather A. Wilson of New Mexico, and Democrats Gene Taylor of Mississippi and Solomon P. Ortiz of Texas.

On the other side of Capitol Hill is another bipartisan coalition that argues just as strongly that closing bases is important to keeping the Pentagon fiscally sound. Those who want to press ahead include the chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, John W. Warner, R-Va., and the panel’s ranking Democrat, Carl Levin of Michigan.

The president’s announcement in August of plans to withdraw as many as 70,000 troops from Europe and Asia over the next decade, plus about 100,000 family members and civilian contractors, has added a new wrinkle to the debate. Those in favor of delay will argue that the shift of troops and their families back home will increase the need for U.S. facilities and complicate closing decisions. That will require more time to make informed decisions, they say.

Senators who want to press ahead respond that the redeployments have long been expected and that there is sufficient time to analyze their impact on the Defense Department’s domestic infrastructure.

One notch below the base closure debate in significance is the clash over whether to protect domestic defense industries from foreign competition.

Over the years, Congress has passed numerous Buy America laws, which require the Defense Department to purchase everything from ball bearings to ship propellers from U.S. manufacturers. The Pentagon opposes the laws on grounds that they limit the military’s ability to obtain the best value.

Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., has been a leading congressional opponent of Buy America laws, and he is joined in that cause by close U.S. allies and the biggest defense contractors, who buy many critical components abroad.

On the other side is GOP Rep. Duncan Hunter of California, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, the most vocal proponent of offering protection to the U.S. defense industry. Hunter’s concerns echo those voiced mostly by Democrats about the “outsourcing” of U.S. jobs abroad.

During the conference on the fiscal 2004 defense authorization bill (PL 108-136), Hunter caused political bloodletting in an unsuccessful attempt to require the Pentagon to buy goods containing minimum percentages of U.S.-made contents.

This time, Hunter has taken aim at “offsets” — the practice of foreign governments of conditioning their purchases of U.S.-built weapons on investments by U.S. companies in those countries. Hunter wrote into the House bill a provision that would block the Pentagon from trading with foreign companies whose governments require a defined level of offsets when buying U.S. goods. (2003 Almanac, p. 7-3)
The Senate bill does not address the offsets issue. It would expand trade with other countries by allowing the Defense secretary to waive Buy America laws for several close U.S. allies. (CQ Weekly, p. 1566)
Flying Tankers
McCain and Hunter also find themselves on opposite sides of the debate over procuring 100 refueling planes.

The proposal, initiated by Congress in 2001, has been sidetracked by concerns about the need for the aircraft and their cost, and by ethical and criminal questions about how government and industry officials lobbied for the proposal. (CQ Weekly, p. 1299)
For now, the deal is on hold until after November, while the Pentagon studies its refueling requirements and the best way to meet them.

But the fight in Congress has never let up. The House bill includes what Hunter calls a “fresh start” for the initiative. The measure would authorize $98.5 million to initiate a tanker program in the coming fiscal year. Rather than leave it to the Pentagon to decide when to sign a deal, the bill would require that a contract be in place by March 2005.

The Senate measure has no such requirement and instead would attach strings to any contract the Air Force might sign. Conditions added by McCain include mandates that the deal be reviewed by the Government Accountability Office and the Pentagon’s inspector general — two offices that criticized the initial version of the proposal — and a requirement that Office of Management and Budget scoring rules be adhered to if any planes are leased.

Graham’s Provisions
Also likely to generate debate in the conference is a Senate provision, written by Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., to provide all military reservists with the same benefits as active forces under the Tricare health system. Members of the National Guard and reserves get such benefits only while on active duty and for a short time after.

Since reservists make up about 40 percent of the troops in Iraq, and many have served longer than they expected, political pressure has mounted to increase their benefits.

But some say that equalizing benefits between active and reserve troops decreases the incentive for recruits to commit to the regular military. And the cost — $14.2 billion over 10 years — is daunting.

The Senate’s Tricare provision is opposed by the Senate’s lead conferee, Warner, for those reasons. The House bill has no similar provision.

Graham also will be at the center of a debate that might cause sparks to fly in conference. He wrote a Senate provision allowing South Carolina to carve out its own solution to a national problem: dealing with the radioactive waste byproducts of Cold War nuclear weapons production.

The provision would allow the Savannah River, S.C., nuclear site to reclassify high-level waste as low-level waste and bury it on-site rather than ship it to a planned permanent repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada.

Some House Armed Services members from both parties are concerned about the precedent of exempting a state from such a significant federal standard. There is no similar provision in the House bill.

House and Senate Differences on Fiscal 2005 Defense Authorization
When House and Senate conferees meet in September to draft a conference agreement for the fiscal 2005 defense authorization bill (HR 4200), they will have to reconcile conflicting provisions on a handful of significant issues on which House and Senate versions differ. Foremost among those are:

BASE CLOSURES: Should the military go through another selection round for bases to eliminate in 2005 or delay it until 2007?
Senate: Senate version is silent, but the chamber narrowly defeated an amendment calling for a two-year delay. Leading Senate conferees support the base closure process and say a planned shift of up to 70,000 U.S. troops from abroad has been expected and can be factored into closing decisions.

House: House version would delay the planned 2005 round of base closures until 2007. House conferees will use President Bush’s plan to bring home up to 70,000 troops to bolster their case that now is not the time to close stateside bases. House provision has drawn a veto threat.

‘BUY AMERICA’: To what extent should U.S. policy protect domestic manufacturers of defense-related goods from foreign competition?
Senate: Senate version would provide defense secretary greater authority to waive laws that require the Pentagon to buy only U.S. made versions of certain military articles.

House: House version would block the Pentagon from trading with countries that demand a defined level of “offsets” — conditioning their purchase of U.S. weapons on U.S. manufacturers investing in those nations.

TANKER DEAL: Should Congress prescribe how the Pentagon should write a huge contract for aerial refueling tankers?
Senate: Several Senate provisions would ensure stricter oversight than previously planned of any contract the Air Force signs to buy or lease 100 refueling planes.

House: House would authorize $98.5 million for the Pentagon to sign a contract to start the program by March 2005. House would establish a blue-ribbon panel to oversee the contract, but would not stipulate its provisions in law.

RESERVISTS’ HEALTH CARE: Should Guard and Reserve troops be provided the same health benefits as regular personnel?
Senate: Senate would provide benefits for reservists regardless of whether they have been called to active duty, at a 10-year cost of $14.2 billion. Armed Services Chairman John W. Warner of Virginia opposes the plan.

House: No provision.

Albuquerque Journal
September 2, 2004 
Kirtland Benefits Area By $3.4 Billion

Group Releases Annual Report

By Miguel Navrot, Journal Staff Writer

Kirtland Air Force Base kicked in $3.4 billion to the local economy in the past fiscal year, backers of the base learned Wednesday.

The private Kirtland Partnership Committee, at its semiannual meeting, discussed current needs and future proposals for the local economy, including how the installation may fare in next year's scheduled round of military base closures.

In 1995, Kirtland Air Force Base had briefly been slated for realignment or downsizing, which could have taken away about 6,850 jobs.

Many supporters are upbeat that Kirtland will survive in the upcoming closure round. Some of the associate missions on the base may be relocated elsewhere, but others could replace them.

"There can be a realignment," Kirtland Partnership Committee director Stuart Purviance said at the meeting, held at the Wells Fargo Bank in Downtown. "Who knows?"

A decade ago, base supporters didn't expect Kirtland would be on the list for base closing until it was released. At the time, community support and the state's congressional delegation helped keep Kirtland intact.

The base's most recent economic study, spanning October 2002 through September 2003, states $2.5 billion was spent on base-related construction, contracts and procurement. Kirtland and on-base organizations account for 22,400 military, civilian and contractor jobs, down slightly from the previous report.

In fiscal 2002, the base claimed about 24,000 jobs.

Another 25,900 or so area jobs were created indirectly, the report states.

Wall Street Journal (wsj.com)
September 8, 2004 
Rumsfeld: Returning Foreign Troops To Ease Base Closures

By Rebecca Christie, Dow Jones Newswires

WASHINGTON -- U.S. troops returning from overseas will ease the impact of the next round of base closures, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld said this week.

Rumsfeld elaborated on the Pentagon's approach to next year's base realignment and closure process in a radio interview with WDAY in Fargo, N.D., on Tuesday. The Pentagon released a transcript of his remarks Wednesday.

There will be "fewer bases that would have to be adjusted" due to returning military forces, Rumsfeld said. Last month, the Bush administration announced plans to pull about 70,000 troops out of Germany and other foreign postings in coming years.

"If you're going to bring home a large number of people from overseas, including some I don't know 100,000 dependants, I think, that they will have to fall in on the base structure that exists," Rumsfeld said.

In addition to positioning the extra U.S.-based forces, the Pentagon also is studying where its facilities are most welcome, Rumsfeld said.

"We're looking for making sure that our forces are where they are wanted, where it's hospitable," Rumsfeld said. But troops also need to be "in places where we can deploy them rapidly and flexiblty," not just places where they've been for years, he said.
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