News
by <Blancestry
https://www.newspapers.com/image/144448674/

Asbury Park Press (Asbury Park, New Jersey) - Sun, Jun 17, 2007 -

Page 6

Downloaded on Mar 7, 2026

Costs to close Fort Monmouth doubled

FROM PAGE A1

(o Fort Mnmouts Peape
would have said, ‘What is the
point?

Fort Monmouth, which is
hosted by the towns of Tinton
Falls, Eatontown and Ocean-
port, employs more than 5,000

people, generates §3.3 billion in
economic activity and supports
mg than 22,000 jobs state-
wide.

Locally, the fort’s civilian
employees account for about
- m)ﬂlnn m retail spending

host towns, plus
Lluln !ﬂvnr and Shres
aceording to a study conducted
in 2005. Losing the fort could
also result in doubls ml:u un-
employment in some of those
towns, the report sajd.

The skyrocketing increase in
the cost to move Fort Mon-
‘maouth is just one part of the ex:
panding BRAC 2005 budget, De-
partment of Defense figures
show. Overall, the department
nnw says the total cost of the

2005 BRAC dectsions — the na
tionwide base consolidation de-
signed, in part, to save money
— will be $30.7 billion, about
$4.4 billion more than the §22.3
billion originally approved by
the BRAC commission.

The 2005 BRAC round — the
largest base closing effort in
US. history — also will create
4 future deficit of more than
700 engineers and scientists
1o develop the technology to
fight future wars, according to
mternal DOD information that
was withheld from the BRAC
commission but recent;
available on a public Web site.

The number includes about
4,000 full-time jobs that will be
gone in 20 years even without a
base closing round, and addj-
tlonal job losses numbering
more than 3,000 that will be
lmmsd by this round of con-
solidations.

Information about the
BRAC's increased costs and the
lack of scientists and engineers

future was gleaned

i the
through an Asbury Park Press
review of hundreds of pages of
documents,

Although he did provide Im
eralized explanations for
steep cost increases for dnllnu
Fort Monmouth and the 2005

fense Robert Gates refused to
wrovide speeific Information on
some questions, such as
whether the Army still expects
a five-year investment payback

ﬂgumssnwmanmemxmasumrwcmnﬁmmmnwzou,
roved by the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure commission. The
RAC recommendation umnm.m‘_mmmm1

The following

including the estimate appr
ires show that the

million. The fiscal year 2008

budget request, which shows that

the estimate to ciose has

nearly doubled to $1. summ lnc\udua Six- yulsamnpulssoomlm A spokesman for the
Secretary of Defense would not explain that discrepancy.

wJames H. Bilbray, former
commissioner who initially

supported keeping ihe fort open
but finally voted 1o clase it
to help the Department of De-
fense o reduce its infrastruc
ture,” Coyle said
“Fort Monmouth may have
been one of those (BRAC dncl
slons) that was @ mistake,"

; lhr
odds of reversal, even though
the costs have gone up and up,
it's real difficult.”

According to the law that
mulsd |hr BRAC mmmhalun;
the only way to change an:
oot i uuun;h
an act of Congress.

Members of New Jersey's
congressional  delegation in
March attempted to have the
money earmarked for construc-
tion at Aberdeen Proving
Ground withheld from the
House Defense appropriations
bill. They were unsuccessful

In an emailed statement, Is-
leib u]d the total BRAC pro-
creased primar-
55 tecsiion o “tafttion,
changes in military construc-
tion, and Army specific re-
quirsaens. The ol ecretse
ual recurring savings re-
it fren
eliminations."

He uld he could not provide
details revised person.
nel eummmnns nor explain
what that meant.

Isleib also said although the
total cost of the 2005 BRAC
round increased 35 percent
m unuml estimates, the

s projected annual re-
iy saviogs would be 1o
duced by only about $100 mil
lion — from $44 billion o $4
billion — but he said he could

be lost through
‘and mission realignments.

But the BRAC commission
ers never saw that information.

In a May 16, 2005, e-mail sent
from Ronald Short of the Office
of the Secretary of Defense to
principals urm- TICSG, Short
noted that Ronald Sega, then
nrnd of the TJcsc. was con-

that the information
Should be lassiied

Sega “has concerns that the
aggregated list of 282 locations
should be FOUO (for official
use only). He has concerns that
the aggregation of work years,
test hours and building infor-
mation should be classified.
The mention of technologies
which may be important in the
future might be controlled in-
formation too,” Short said in
the email.

Sega, now the Under Secre-
tary of the Air Force, eventu-
ally removed the future excess
capacity information from the
final report that was sent to
Rumsfeld and later analyzed by
the BRAC commission, a re-
view of both documents shows

The information, however,
was never classified. although
it Is still not listed on the
BRAC Web site. It can be found
on the Federation of American
Sclentists' site at wiw fas.org

And although he considered
classifying the future excess ca-
pacity information, data on
CUrTent excess capacity —
which relates to the milltary as
it stands now, rather than 20
years into the future — was not
considered to be classified and
was rele

smrley Curry, a_spokes.

said Sega was

i m country and could
not be reached for comment.

Curry said her department
could not locate anyone else
who worked on the TJCSG and
who might have known why
the information was removed.

Don DeYoung, an employee
of the Naval Research Labora
tory who was an_alternate
member of the TICSG and a
veteran of prior BRAC rounds,

to senior members of the
TJCSG that were highly criti-
cal of the BRAC analytical pro-
cess as it related to the mili

on the Fort Monmouth closing. One-time costs Six-year savings/(loss) tary’s research laboratories,

now that the costs have nearly . RSty b (hik, e socom.

doubled 2005 BRAC commission-approved: $780.4 million ($347 million)  plished. lnﬂum of them, entitled “The
FY 2007 Army budget estimate: $556.4 million $510.3 millien Conduct and Lessons of BRAC:

T spkesman,Chri sl . Key data excluded o

sid the Saptnt FY 2008 Army budget estimate: $1.5 bilion ssotmilon o s < e

- report that was eventually

have enough time to mnnh Sources wwﬁ-.wm"h e a%f_lﬁ:vta—n. by +Secretary of site, DeYoung wrote that the

"mu of things were submit-

ree weeks ago.” lsleib

um -:l they. hm time to re-
search it, they will

Some of the former BRAC
commissioners said the panel
may have looked at the Fort
Monmouth proposal differently
if the true costs were known.

Former commissioner James

Plul G. Gaffney [1 — presi
dent of Monmouth Unmmn
and a former member of a
panel aimed at bolstering 'mr
Jersey's military installations
— said he has difficulty squar
ing the skyrocketing cost of
closing the fort with the man
date that the post's mission
continue unabated while tran
sitioning to Aberdeen. as re
quired by the BRAC commis
sion

“If it's going to cost double,

Ellen
not say if -wtlh-wmzﬂ

ot n-lmlm-»-t—k'

Anthony Principl, the former
BRAC commission chairman,
said he was surprised by the
new estimates, but said the
panel made the right decisions

an the information it had
at the time.

“Obviously, the cost would
have been a major factor that
the commission would have
bad to weigh." Principi said
“We always assumed there
would be some inflation of the
cost, but $8 billion in two years
is of concern.”

Retired Army Gen. James A
Hill, also a former commis
sioner, said he stands behind
the decision to close the fort
despite the cost increases.

“1 think the Army made
good case that the activities al
Fort Monmouth could take
place in other places in a more
efficient manner; and that's
why we voted to close it.” Hill
said

Before its official work
ended. the commission wrote a
report delineating concerns it
had with the process and sug
gesting new legislation to guide
future base closing rounds.

Estimates far too low

Moving the military acad
rm) prep school to West Point

originally estimated by
Il()l) to cost £29 million. But
he department now estimates
um move will cost §197 mil
lion. according to the Army's
fiscal yoar 2008 budget esti
mate

The cost estimate was even
higher as of Sept. 5. 3006, A pre
sentation given that day by the

school's commandant
fitledd “ARAC The Truth as of &

used only 16 days after the

BRAC commission _approved

the move with the $29 million
tag

DOD spokesman Isleid said
he could not provide informa
tion on why the cost to move
the prep school increased

The cost of constructing new
buildings at Aberdeen to house
the various research labs com-
ing from Fort Monmouth was
originally set at $430
The FY 2008 budge
now puts that cost af
lion.

mil

Isleib said that some of the
changes are “due to an in
crease 1 additional scope
supporting facilities .. that
not in the original
COBRA (Cost of Base Realign
ment) analysis. advances of in-
formation systems and reallo-
cation of support facility costs
to MILCON (military construc-
tion), which were estimated on
the &M (operation and main
tenance) line in the COBRA
analysis

Defense department officials
said two years ago that closing

Fort Monmouth would be the
biggest Army cost-saver in this
BRAC round. Although that is
no longer the case, Isleib said,
the six-year net fiscal result of
the fort's closing is expected to
be 5§00 million savings.
which, he said, “remains in the
10p 10 list of recommendations
over the stvyear implementa:

tion.

Iskeib said be could mot pro-
vide the list. nor say where on
the top 10 list Fort Monmouth
falls

In 2005, when the Fort Mon-
mouth closing costs were about
half the current estimate,
BRAC mmmlnh‘! r‘]m
lated the six-year

sult ﬂfdminllh!l‘ﬂrl to be-n
approximately $M7 million
loss.

l»lvlh llﬁ he could not say
)’W net pesult

from a $347 million

loss to a 8500 million cost sav-

spending
Said John Poiras, pmmc::

American
ermnment anhmul.nunm
which Fort Mon-
mouth's civilian ot

the most ridiculous

BRAC commissioners were
“skeptical” of the costs and sav-
ings being claimed by the de-
fense department, according to
Coyle and Hill

stafl, among others,
was pointing out to us that
some savings
just weren't going to be real”
Coyle said

‘lmml-.llbmranm
going to
mmpuhlk lnd 1 rhlﬂh Ih!de
partment said it was going to
cost more then the estimates,”
Hill said 1 don't think any of
us believed the estimates.

Still. the commission veted
1o approve the vast majority of
the recom: tions

“The commission was trving

fense Dun.]d Rumsfeld to jnr
tify closing military researc
labs such as at Fort Mun.mumh
originally included informa-
tion showing a future lack of
engineers and scientists
ure excess capac-
ity, the data show how much
more physical space and how
many more full-time employees
the research labs will have in
20 years over what they will
need.

But that data — and any re-
ference 1o it in the body of the
document — was excised from
the final version before it was
submitted to the DOD. accord-
ing to a former member of the
group that wrote the report,
and a Press review of doc-
uments.

The was prepared by
the Technical Joint Cross Serv.
mcm one of seven analyt

groups created by the DOD
rur un BRAC process and
charged with developing the
dm-mnmrl base closing and

covered
telligence and education and
training.

The law authortzing the 2005
BRAC round mandated that all
data and information used in
the analytical process be made
public.

The information

cisions, normal attrition will

expunged information on fu
fure excess capacity was “the
key to knowing if cuts in the
technical infrastructure su

port the DOD's Force Structure
Plan.”

Support of the Force Struc
ture Plan — the DOD plan that
defines probable US. security
threats over a 20-year period
and the forces needed to meet
those threats — was supposed
to be & consideration during
the analyses that led to the

BRAC recommendations

“The data would have made
for an awkward situation were
it not expunged because it
showed that excess capacity
will vanish without any BRAC
actions taken,” DeYoung wrote.
“This undermines the very
basis for which the US. Con-
gress approved the 2005 round

future, must be cut to save re-
sources. In other words, the
primary reason for a BRAC
round no longer existed *
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