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Highlights of GAO-07-1007, a report to 
congressional addressees 

The Army expects significant 
personnel growth, more than 50 
percent in some cases, at 18 
domestic bases through 2011 
because of the effect of 
implementing base realignment and 
closure (BRAC), overseas force 
rebasing, and force modularity 
actions. This growth creates the 
need for additional support 
infrastructure at these bases and in 
nearby communities. Military 
construction costs of over  
$17 billion are expected for new 
personnel, and communities will 
incur infrastructure costs as well.  
 
GAO prepared this report under the 
Comptroller General’s authority to 
conduct evaluations on his own 
initiative. It addresses (1) the 
challenges and associated risks the 
Army faces in providing for timely 
infrastructure support at its gaining 
installations and (2) how 
communities are planning and 
funding for infrastructure to 
support incoming personnel and 
their families. GAO analyzed 
personnel restationing numbers, 
discussed planning efforts with 
Army and community officials, and 
visited nine of the larger gaining 
bases and nearby communities. 

What GAO Recommends  

To better facilitate infrastructure 
planning, GAO recommends that 
DOD determine the causes for the 
variances in restationing numbers 
and ensure that agreement is 
reached within the Army on these 
numbers.  DOD partially concurred 
with both recommendations. 

The Army has developed plans to accommodate the growth of about 154,000 
personnel at its domestic bases, but it faces several complex implementation 
challenges that risk late provision of needed infrastructure to adequately 
support incoming personnel. First, Army plans continue to evolve, and Army 
headquarters and each of the nine gaining bases we visited were relying on 
different numbers of personnel movements and were not fully aware of the 
causes for the variances. For example, Fort Benning officials expected more 
than 6,000 additional soldiers and military students than Army headquarters 
planned. Because consistency in the relocation numbers is important for 
properly determining not only base infrastructure support needs but those of 
nearby communities as well, inconsistent numbers could lead to an 
improperly sized facilities’ infrastructure. Second, the Army faces challenges 
in synchronizing personnel movements with planned newly constructed on-
base infrastructure improvements. Any significant delays in implementing 
planned actions could place the Army at risk of not meeting BRAC statutory 
deadlines. Third, competing priorities could lead the Army to redirect 
resources planned for needed infrastructure improvements and operations 
to such priorities as current operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, as has 
happened in the past. However, such redirection of resources could 
undermine the Army’s ability to complete infrastructure improvements in 
time to support personnel movements and to meet planned timelines. 
Fourth, the Army Corps of Engineers, the primary construction agent for the 
Army, must manage an unprecedented volume of construction, implement a 
new construction strategy designed to save construction costs and time, and 
complete infrastructure improvements within available resources and 
planned timelines. The Army recognizes these challenges and is refining its 
implementation plans to overcome these challenges.   
 
While communities surrounding growth bases GAO visited have generally 
proactively planned for anticipated growth, they have been hindered in fully 
identifying additional infrastructure requirements and associated costs by 
the evolving nature of the Army’s plans and different interpretations of the 
plans. For example, while Army officials at Fort Benning, Georgia, project an 
influx of about 10,000 school-age children, DOD’s November 2006 figures 
project only about 600. At the time of our review, these disparities remained 
unresolved. Communities surrounding growth bases have their own unique 
infrastructure improvement needs, such as schools, housing, or 
transportation, based on (1) the number of personnel to actually move to the 
nearby base, (2) the community’s current capacity in its area(s) of need, and 
(3) the community’s own capacity to finance additional infrastructure 
requirements and the availability of federal or state assistance to finance 
these needs. Some communities had already sought federal and state 
assistance to help finance construction efforts at the time of GAO’s review 
even though the evolving nature of the Army’s planning prevented the 
communities from having reasonable assurance that they knew the full 
scope of their infrastructure requirements. 

www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-07-1007. 
 
To view the full product, including the scope 
and methodology, click on the link above. 
For more information, contact Brian J. Lepore 
at (202) 512-4523 or leporeb@gao.gov. 

http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-07-1007
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Congressional Addressees 

The Army is implementing extensive worldwide transformation initiatives 
to enhance U.S. national security while conducting operations in 
Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere. These initiatives are expected to lead to 
significantly increased military and civilian populations on certain 
domestic installations by 2011. Because of the combined effect of 
implementing base realignment and closure (BRAC); overseas force 
redeployments back to the United States under the Global Defense 
Posture Realignment, known as overseas rebasing; and a major Army force 
reorganization, known as force modularity, the Army expects to relocate 
over 150,000 personnel and increase 18 base populations by about 
136,000.1 Department of Defense (DOD) estimates that military 
construction costs will exceed $17 billion through fiscal year 2011 at these 
18 bases, and surrounding communities will likely incur costs to provide 
adequate schools, transportation, and other infrastructure improvements. 
These figures do not include personnel increases and added infrastructure 
costs as a result of Army actions to increase its active end strength 
authorization by 65,000 soldiers. Furthermore, family members and non-
mission-related defense contractors, whose numbers are not included in 
the relocation figures cited above, will also relocate to areas surrounding 
these bases, thus fueling increased civilian infrastructure needs. 
Compounding the challenges of moving so many personnel is the statutory 
requirement to complete BRAC closures and realignments by September 
15, 2011.2 The Army expects to continue modularity-related moves beyond 
2011. Senior Army officials consider appropriate infrastructure support as 
integral to maintaining operational readiness and quality of life for 
soldiers, DOD civilians, and their families.   

This report is one in a series that addresses emerging issues associated 
with the implementation of the BRAC 2005 round, overseas rebasing, and 
force modularity initiatives. Because of the broad implications these 

                                                                                                                                    
1These 18 installations are those where the expected net personnel increase exceeds 2,000 
over the period fiscal years 2006 through 2011, based on March 2007 data. The 18 
installations account for nearly 90 percent of the expected total net increase of about 
154,000 personnel across all domestic Army gaining bases.    

2Pub. L. No. 101-510, Title XXIX, as amended by Pub. L. No. 107-107, Title XXX (2001). 
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initiatives have on the infrastructure support at the Army’s domestic 
installations and surrounding communities and widespread congressional 
interest in this subject, we prepared this report under the authority of the 
Comptroller General to conduct evaluations on his own initiative.3 We are 
reporting the results to you in order to facilitate your oversight of the 
Army’s efforts to address infrastructure needs as a result of the expected 
growth. Our objectives were to (1) identify the challenges and risks the 
Army faces in providing adequate infrastructure when needed at its major 
gaining bases and (2) describe surrounding communities’ plans and 
funding for needed infrastructure to support incoming personnel and their 
families. 

To achieve our objectives, we analyzed data on the expected number and 
timing of military and civilian personnel arrivals and departures at gaining 
installations and military construction plans and funding to support these 
moves. We also discussed implementation, funding, and personnel 
movement plans with officials from various Army organizations, including 
the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, the 
Installation Management Command and its four regional offices, the Office 
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, and the Army Corps 
of Engineers. We also discussed implementation challenges with 
installation officials at nine domestic bases expecting significant personnel 
growth and with local leaders in communities surrounding these bases. To 
address the surrounding communities’ plans for needed schools, housing, 
transportation, and other infrastructure, we reviewed documents on 
community growth impacts and actions to address these impacts and data 
on financial grants provided by DOD’s Office of Economic Adjustment 
(OEA) to communities surrounding the growth bases. We also met with 
community leaders and discussed their plans to meet DOD-prompted 
needs and with OEA officials to identify their interagency community 
impact assistance efforts with other federal agencies, such as the 
Departments of Transportation and Education.    

We conducted our work from March 2006 through July 2007 in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. Business plans 
intended to direct the implementation of the BRAC recommendations 
affecting the gaining bases were in draft at the time of our review. In 
addition, other information the Army provided us was preliminary and 
subject to change. Nonetheless, Army officials told us that the information 

                                                                                                                                    
331 U.S.C. 717. 
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constituted their current plans at the time of our review and should be 
considered an approximation of projected personnel movement and 
funding.  Similarly, because surrounding communities’ plans depend on 
the Army’s plans, community planning information is also considered 
preliminary and subject to change. Although we found some discrepancies 
in the Army’s information, we concluded that, overall, it was sufficiently 
reliable for the purposes of this report. A more detailed description of our 
scope and methodology is included in appendix I. 

 
The Army has developed plans to accommodate growth of about 154,000 
personnel at its domestic bases as a result of BRAC 2005, overseas 
rebasing, and force modularity actions, but it faces several complex 
challenges to the implementation of those plans and risks late provision of 
needed infrastructure to adequately support arriving personnel. First, 
some of the Army plans continue to evolve, particularly because the 
numbers continually change. Moreover, Army headquarters and the 
gaining bases we visited were relying on different numbers of personnel 
movements based on their understanding of the plans at the time of our 
review. For example, Fort Benning officials expected more than 6,000 
additional soldiers and military students and trainees than Army 
headquarters planned to relocate there at the time of our review; however, 
officials could not fully determine the reasons for these discrepancies. 
Because consistency in the relocation numbers is important for properly 
determining not only base infrastructure support needs but also those of 
nearby communities, inconsistent numbers could lead to improperly sized 
facilities or overbuilding. Second, the Army faces certain complexities in 
synchronizing personnel movements with newly constructed on-base 
infrastructure improvements. Any significant delays in implementing 
planned actions could place the Army at risk of not meeting the statutory 
deadline for completing BRAC actions. Third, competing priorities could 
lead the Army to redirect resources planned for needed infrastructure 
improvements and operations to such priorities as current operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, as has happened in the past. However, such 
redirection of resources could undermine the Army’s ability to complete 
infrastructure improvements in time to support personnel movements by 
the statutory or planned deadlines in 2011. Fourth, the Army Corps of 
Engineers, the primary construction agent for the Army, must manage an 
unprecedented volume of construction, implement a new construction 
strategy expected to save construction costs and time, and effectively 
manage construction to complete infrastructure improvements within 
available resources and planned timelines, with special attention paid to 
the statutory September 15, 2011, deadline for completing BRAC closures 

Results in Brief 
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Figure 2: Panoramic View of Relocatable Buildings at Fort Bliss, Texas 

 

Figure 3: Closer View of Relocatable Buildings at Fort Bliss, Texas 
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accountability of the federal government for the American people. GAO 
examines the use of public funds; evaluates federal programs and policies; 
and provides analyses, recommendations, and other assistance to help 
Congress make informed oversight, policy, and funding decisions. GAO’s 
commitment to good government is reflected in its core values of 
accountability, integrity, and reliability. 
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