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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Title XXIX,
Part A of the FY 1991 Defense Authorization Act, Public Law 101-510, as amended) (the Base
Closure Act) is to provide a fair process that will result in the timely closure and realignment of
military installations inside the United States. The statutorily mandated process is designed to
ensure that the recommendations are based objectively on selection criteria and a 20-year Force
Structure Plan developed by the Department of Defense (DoD). The recommendations are to be
reviewed by an independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC
Commission), the President, and the Congress. The Base Closure Act, at Section 2909(a),
provides, with limited exceptions, that until April 15, 2006 it "shall be the exclusive authority
for selecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying out any closure or realignment of, a
military installation inside the United States."

This report constitutes the response of the Department of the Navy to the requirements
of the Base Closure Act for the 2005 round of base realignment and closure ("BRAC 2005"). In
addition to the Base Closure Act, the Department of the Navy base closure and realignment
process is governed by implementing policy and guidance issued by the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of the Navy. The chapters that follow will describe the Department of the
Navy process, the analyses from which its recommendations were derived, and the
considerations that led to particular decisions.

Like all previous BRAC rounds, elimination of excess physical capacity was one of the
objectives for BRAC 2005. This round of BRAC also serves to rationalize infrastructure with
defense strategy. In this regard, BRAC 2005 was the means for reconfiguring the current
infrastructure into one in which operational capacity maximizes war-fighting capability and
efficiency. An additional focus of BRAC 2005 was to examine and implement opportunities for
greater joint activity. Accordingly, the BRAC 2005 analysis was divided into two pieces. Joint
Cross-Service Groups analyzed common business-oriented functions, while the Military
Departments analyzed all Service unique functions.

The Department of the Navy employed a multi-pronged strategy for BRAC 2005 that
sought to rationalize and consolidate infrastructure capabilities to eliminate unnecessary excess;
balance the effectiveness of Fleet concentrations with anti-terrorism/force protection desires for
dispersion of assets and redundancy of facilities; leverage opportunities for total force laydown
and joint basing; accommodate changing operational concepts; and facilitate the evolution of
force structure and infrastructure organizational alignment. In developing its BRAC 2005
recommendations, the Department of the Navy adhered to the basic principles that the
recommendations must eliminate excess capacity, save money, improve operational readiness
and jointness, and maintain quality of service. Developing recommendations in BRAC 2005
was particularly challenging given that the recommendations must be based on a 20-year Force
Structure Plan, a much longer range view than has been done before. This requirement to fully
consider the future and its inherent uncertainties resulted in the Department retaining more



infrastructure than the analysis supported, in order to ensure we do not eliminate anything we
thought we might need in the future.

Accordingly, our objective was that set of recommendations that, building upon the
substantial reductions in infrastructure resulting from prior rounds of BRAC and the
organizational changes made in the years since BRAC 1995, will allow us to better afford the
capital investments and modernization required in the future. This set of recommendations
would both reduce excess capacity and balance force and base structure in a way that will foster
operational flexibility, synergistic readiness support, and joint opportunities wherever possible.
We have attempted to balance our base structure to support our future force structure in the
following ways:

For operational bases, our recommendations maintain sufficient flexibility to meet
future military commitments while effectively utilizing existing capacity. While our
recommendations result in retention of capacity to house more ships and aircraft
squadrons than will exist in our future force structure, this is necessary in order to
retain the capability to adjust to operational tempo changes and to achieve the
desired strategic laydown and presence. Our analysis also led to the determination
that there is no significant excess capacity in Department of the Navy ground force
bases, particularly given the planned increase in Marine Corps force structure. The
recommendations enable us to maintain Fleet dispersal and viable anti-
terrorism/force protection capability while simultaneously supporting optimal power
projection, rapid force deployment and expeditionary force reach-back.

For training activities, our recommendations retain capacity and flexibility to
meet current and future force structure and surge requirements. Prior rounds of
BRAC concentrated on the consolidation of Navy recruit training. BRAC 2005
sought to extend that consolidation effort to Navy officer accession training.
Department of the Navy unique professional military education activities were
determined to be properly sized and sited to support their target populations.
Retention of two Marine recruit training depots is considered necessary to
maintain flexibility sufficient to accommodate surge and increased operational
tempo.

For reserve activities, the overriding objective was to maintain a demographically
sound Reserve establishment while providing balanced recruiting opportunities.
Working closely with representatives from the Navy and Marine Corps Reserve
components, we sought to consolidate units to active-duty installations or joint
reserve centers where they could more effectively support the Fleet without
impacting recruiting demographics. Our recommendations facilitate the downsizing
of the Department of the Navy Reserve infrastructure by consolidating Navy and
Marine Corps Reserve Centers while maintaining a geographically appropriate
structure.

Our recommendations eliminate a significant portion of the excess capacity within
the Recruiting Management function. Because of on-going organizational
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transformation involving Navy Recruiting Districts, the focus in BRAC 2005 was on
the elimination of excess management capacity and reduction of lease costs while
maintaining sufficient recruiting management oversight to support Department of
the Navy accession requirements.

Our recommendations continue the move toward a regionalized support structure
in the Navy by reducing the number of Installation Management regions and
aligning the other service commands to those regions, thereby saving costs
relating to facilities and fostering beneficial consolidations and efficiencies
planned for the future.

Joint Cross-Service Group Contributions

A primary objective of BRAC 2005 was to examine and implement opportunities for
greater joint activity. Joint Cross-Service Groups analyzed common business-oriented functions
and evaluated them for ways to consolidate and eliminate excess infrastructure.
Recommendations developed by the Joint Cross-Service Groups benefit the Department of the
Navy in the following ways:

For headquarters and support activities, the recommendations of the Headquarters and
Support Activities Joint Cross-Service Group develop joint enterprise-wide solutions
for civilian personnel, correctional facilities, mobilization, investigative/adjudication
and media activities, and establish joint basing arrangements affecting ten naval
installations. The recommendations virtually eliminate all Department of the Navy
requirements for leased space near the Pentagon, thereby enhancing anti-
terrorism/force protection posture and reducing leased space costs. Additionally, the
recommendations relocate Navy and Marine Corps Reserve, personnel, recruiting,
and training commands to optimize organizational alignment and location.

For industrial activities, the recommendations of the Industrial Joint Cross-Service
Group yield a smaller industrial base that is appropriately sized and positioned,
flexible and multi-functional. The recommendations complete ship maintenance
consolidation in Fleet concentration areas and initiate aviation intermediate and depot
maintenance consolidation into aviation Fleet Readiness Centers.

In the education and training functional area, the recommendations of the Education
and Training Joint Cross-Service Group create several joint schools and establish a
joint initial training site for the Joint Strike Fighter. The overall result of the
education and training recommendations will be a better alignment of Service training
functions, increased joint training and shared resources, and reduced infrastructure
costs.

In the medical activities area, the recommendations of the Medical Joint Cross-Service
Group leverage civilian opportunities by privatizing inpatient service facilities. The
recommendations also optimize regional healthcare and joint healthcare options,



consolidate enlisted medical education, and create integrated full-spectrum centers of
excellence in the medical research functional area.

For technical activities, the recommendations of the Technical Joint Cross-Service
Group build upon the efforts of the Department of the Navy in prior BRAC rounds to
create integrated full-spectrum centers of excellence in functional areas. The
technical recommendations collapse major platform domains into integrated research,
development, acquisition, test and evaluation centers for air, ground, sea, and space
domains, and eliminate redundancy.

The recommendations of the Supply and Storage Joint Cross-Service Group transition
traditional military logistics linear processes to a networked, force-focused construct,
which minimizes the number of sites and reduces excess capacity while providing for
increased jointness, enhanced supply chain efficiency and leveraged DoD buying
power.

The inclusion of the Joint Cross-Service process in the BRAC 2005 evaluations allowed the
Department of the Navy to explore numerous innovative and transformational alternatives to
current configurations of business lines and locations. Additionally, the analysis and ultimate
integration of recommendations demonstrated the cross-functional linkages among operating
assets and the activities that exist to support them.

The Joint Cross-Service recommendations impacted numerous Department of the Navy
activities and installations. In some instances, a Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation
resulted in a realignment of the Department of the Navy installation. In other cases, the
recommendation or series of recommendations allowed for closure of the installation fenceline,
thereby generating additional savings and reductions in excess capacity.

In sum, these recommendations support total force operational flexibility and readiness
sustainability. Taken in conjunction with the substantial closures and realignments in prior
rounds of BRAC, these recommendations align the infrastructure of the Department of the Navy
with the forces it must support and identify savings that can be used for recapitalization and
force structure investments. Where excess capacity remains, it is either a reflection of the
peculiarities of the configurations of particular types of installations or a considered decision to
protect future strategic and operational flexibility.



CHAPTER 2
FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, (Base Closure
Act) requires that the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendations for closure or
realignment of military installations be based upon the Force Structure Plan included as part of
the DoD budget justification documents submitted to Congress. This Force Structure Plan
covers the 20-year period beginning with fiscal year (FY) 2005 and is based upon an assessment
of probable threats to national security during the 20-year period, the probable end-strength
levels and major military force units (including land force divisions, carrier and other major
combatant vessels, air wings, and other comparable units) needed to meet these threats, and the
anticipated levels of funding that will be available for national defense purposes during such
period. For the 2005 round of base closure and realignment, the force structure plan covers the
period from FY 2005 to FY 2024.

The classified force structure plan is contained in Volume II of the DoD Report. For the
Navy and the Marine Corps, the unclassified portion of that plan is as follows:

FY 2005 FY 2014 FY 2024
Aircraft Carriers 12 11 11

Reserve Carriers - - -

Carrier Air Wings

Active 10 10 10

Reserve 1 1 1
Battle Force Ships 325 338 341-370
Marine Corps Divisions

Active

Reserve 1 1 1
Marine Corps Air Wings

Active

Reserve 1 1 1
Navy Personnel (in 1000s) 449 415 415

Active 366 345 345

Reserve 83 70 70
Marine Corps Personnel (in 1000s) 218 218 218

Active 178 178 178

Reserve 40 40 40



The 20-year Force Structure Plan outlined above is the revised plan submitted to Congress as
provided in section 2912(a)(4) of the Base Closure Act.



CHAPTER 3
ORGANIZATION AND CONTROLS

The Secretary of the Navy has the authority and responsibility for making sound and
timely base closure and realignment recommendations to the Secretary of Defense that are in
compliance with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, (Base
Closure Act) and Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. To satisfy this responsibility within
the Department of the Navy, policies and procedures were promulgated, organizations and
responsibilities were delineated, internal controls were developed, specific interactions within
the Department of the Navy and with DoD were required, and evaluation was conducted, all
leading to the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 recommendations. The mechanics of this
process are discussed below.

Policy Promulgation

The basic policies and procedures for the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process
were promulgated by the Secretary of the Navy in memoranda dated November 25, 2002
(Subject: Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 2005) and June 27, 2003 (Subject: Internal
Control Plan for Management of the Department of the Navy Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) Process Policy Advisory Two) and SECNAV Notice 11000, first issued on March 4,
2004 (Subject: Base Closure and Realignment). These policy documents empowered the
initiation of the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process and allowed development of the
process in satisfaction of the Base Closure Act and anticipated DoD guidance. SECNAV
Notice 11000 reflected and built upon the experience gained within the Department of the Navy
during earlier rounds of BRAC, in view of the validation of that process after extensive review
by both the Government Accountability Office and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission (BRAC Commission). In general, SECNAV Notice 11000 described the
organizations to be utilized by the Department of the Navy to arrive at its recommendations, the
responsibilities of those organizations, and the general requirements for the conduct of the
process.

Organizational Structure

As initially prescribed by SECNAV Notice 11000, the overall Department of the Navy
BRAC 2005 process was placed under the oversight and guidance of the Secretary of the Navy,
who relied upon an Infrastructure Evaluation Group for analyses and deliberations required to
satisfy the mandates of the Base Closure Act. The Secretary of the Navy also established the
Infrastructure Analysis Team to respond to the guidance and direction of the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group in collecting data and performing analyses as necessary, and the Functional
Advisory Board to support the Joint Cross-Service Group and Department of the Navy BRAC
2005 processes.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group had eight

members. Membership was prescribed in SECNAV Notice 11000 with a view toward ensuring
that the members had broad, relevant experience to apply to the base structure evaluation. The
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Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) was designated as the Chair and
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis) was
designated as the Vice Chair. Two Navy Flag officers were appointed based on
recommendations from the Chief of Naval Operations and two Marine Corps General officers
were appointed based on recommendations from the Commandant of the Marine Corps. These
officers had experience in logistics, planning, requirements, and/or operations, respectively.
Two individuals of Senior Executive Service rank were also appointed, one of whom was
nominated by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development and Acquisition) and
one of whom was nominated by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve
Affairs). The inclusion of these two members ensured analyses fully considered acquisition
program and personnel impacts.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group was responsible for:

e Conducting analyses and developing recommendations in deliberative session
regarding Service unique closure and realignment of Department of the Navy military
installations or activities for approval by the Secretary of the Navy;

e Ensuring that an equitable and complete evaluation of all Navy and Marine Corps
installations was conducted in accordance with the Base Closure Act;

e Ensuring that the process utilized, the conduct of the deliberations, and the
preparation of the report containing recommendations were timely, thorough, and in
compliance with the Base Closure Act, Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the
Navy policy, and SECNAV Notice 11000; and that the procedures used could be
appropriately reviewed and analyzed by the Comptroller General as provided by the
Base Closure Act;

e Ensuring that factors of concern to the Navy and Marine Corps operational
commanders were considered in any recommendations that affected Department of
the Navy installations;

¢ Providing base closure and realignment recommendations to the Secretary of the Navy
for review;

e Supporting the presentation of the base closure and realignment recommendations by
the Secretary of the Navy; and

¢ Providing direction, guidance, and oversight to the Infrastructure Analysis Team.

In carrying out these responsibilities, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group was charged with
protecting the integrity of the process by ensuring that all certified data, considerations, and
evaluations were treated as sensitive and internal to the process.

The Infrastructure Analysis Team. The Infrastructure Analysis Team was organized
principally to provide staff support to the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. Under the direction,
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guidance, and oversight of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Infrastructure Strategy
and Analysis) and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group, the Infrastructure Analysis Team was
composed of military and civilian analysts and supporting staff from throughout the Department
of the Navy and from the Center for Naval Analysis. The individuals assigned to the
Infrastructure Analysis Team represented a broad spectrum of expertise and capability, with
emphasis on senior officers with operational experience.

The Infrastructure Analysis Team was responsible for:

Responding to the guidance and direction of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group in
collecting data and performing analyses as necessary;

Developing analytical methodologies and techniques for consideration by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group;

Working with external organizations, to include the DoD BRAC staff, the BRAC
Commission staff, the Government Accountability Office, and Congressional staff, on
day-to-day issues;

Providing working-level analytical support to the Joint Cross-Service Groups and
coordinating data development with the Functional Advisory Board and Joint Cross-

Service Groups;

Controlling the development of the Department of the Navy BRAC Information
Transfer System (DONBITS) and associated documentation; and

Protecting the integrity of the process by ensuring that all certified data, considerations,
and evaluations were treated as sensitive and internal to the process

The Functional Advisory Board. The Functional Advisory Board membership

consisted of the Navy and Marine Corps principal members of the seven Joint Cross-Service
Groups.

The Functional Advisory Board was responsible for:

Ensuring the Department of the Navy leadership was thoroughly briefed and prepared
on Joint Cross-Service Group matters that would ultimately be addressed to the
Infrastructure Executive Council and Infrastructure Steering Group;

Reporting directly to the Infrastructure Evaluation Group and coordinating with the
Infrastructure Analysis Team;

Coordinating with the Infrastructure Evaluation Group to ensure that the Department
of the Navy position on common business-oriented support functions was clearly
articulated and understood;



e Coordinating Joint Cross-Service Group BRAC data calls with the Infrastructure
Analysis Team to avoid duplication of effort throughout the process; and

e Providing a mechanism to ensure that the Navy and Marine Corps vision of the
future, based on the 20-year Force Structure Plan, was clearly articulated, understood,
and supported throughout the BRAC 2005 Joint Cross-Service Group process.

Because of the impending departure of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group chair (July
2004) and a desire to facilitate a better alignment of the Department of the Navy and Joint
Cross-Service Group BRAC 2005 efforts, the Secretary of the Navy revised the Department of
the Navy BRAC 2005 organizational structure on July 14, 2004 by: appointing the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis) as the Special Assistant
to the Secretary of the Navy for all matters associated with BRAC 2005 (Special Assistant for
BRAC); designating the Special Assistant for BRAC as the replacement for the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) as a member of the Infrastructure
Steering Group, with the same authorities and responsibilities; establishing the Department of
the Navy (DON) Analysis Group as a decision-making body subordinate to the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group responsible for analyzing Department of the Navy unique functions; and
altering the membership and responsibilities of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. These
organizational changes were subsequently incorporated in a revised SECNAV Notice 11000,
issued on January 4, 2005.

The revised Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 organizations and their respective
responsibilities were as follows:

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group had nine
members. Membership was prescribed in SECNAV Notice 11000 with a view toward ensuring
that the members had broad, relevant experience to apply to the base structure evaluation. The
Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps, the Vice Chief of Naval Operations, and the
Special Assistant for BRAC were designated as Co-Chairs. Two Navy Flag officers were
appointed based on recommendations from the Chief of Naval Operations and two Marine
Corps General officers were appointed based on recommendations from the Commandant of the
Marine Corps. These officers had experience in logistics, planning, requirements, and/or
operations, respectively. Two individuals of Senior Executive Service rank were also
appointed, one of whom was nominated by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research,
Development and Acquisition) and one of whom was nominated by the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy (Manpower and Reserve Affairs). As these members retired or were reassigned, they
were replaced with individuals of similar seniority and broad experience.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group was co-chaired by: Gen. William L. Nyland
(Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps); ADM Robert F. Willard (Vice Chief of Naval
Operations), who replaced ADM John B. Nathman on March 18, 2005; and Ms. Anne Rathmell
Davis (Special Assistant for BRAC). In addition to the Co-Chairs, the final composition of the
IEG was: VADM Justin D. McCarthy, USN, Director, Material Readiness and Logistics;
VADM Kevin J. Cosgriff, USN, Deputy and Chief of Staff, U.S. Fleet Forces Command; LtGen
Richard L. Kelly, USMC, Deputy Commandant for Installations & Logistics; LtGen Michael
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A. Hough, USMC, Deputy Commandant for Aviation; Mr. Robert T. Cali, Assistant General
Counsel, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve Affairs); and Dr. Michael F.
McGrath, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research Development Test & Evaluation.
Among them, the members of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group have more than 269 years of
Federal service.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group was responsible for:

e Developing recommendations in deliberative session regarding closure and
realignment of Department of the Navy military installations or activities for approval
by the Secretary of the Navy;

e Serving as the decision-making body for recommendations and issues developed by
the DON Analysis Group and Functional Advisory Board;

e Ensuring that an equitable and complete evaluation of all Navy and Marine Corps
installations was conducted in accordance with the Base Closure Act;

e Ensuring that the process utilized, the conduct of the deliberations, and the
preparation of the report containing recommendations were timely, thorough, and in
compliance with the Base Closure Act, Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the
Navy policy, and SECNAYV Notice 11000;

e Ensuring that the procedures used could be appropriately reviewed and analyzed by
the Comptroller General as provided by the Base Closure Act;

e Ensuring that factors of concern to the Navy and Marine Corps operational
commanders were considered in any recommendations that affected Department of
the Navy installations;

e Providing base closure and realignment recommendations to the Secretary of the Navy
for review;

e Supporting the presentation of the base closure and realignment recommendations by
the Secretary of the Navy; and

e Providing direction, guidance, and oversight to the Infrastructure Analysis Team,
Functional Advisory Board, and Infrastructure Analysis Team.

In carrying out these responsibilities, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group was charged with
protecting the integrity of the process by ensuring that all certified data, considerations, and
evaluations were treated as sensitive and internal to the process.

The DON Analysis Group. The DON Analysis Group had eleven members.
Membership was prescribed in SECNAV Notice 11000 with a view toward ensuring that the
members had broad, relevant experience to apply to the base structure evaluation. The Special
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Assistant for BRAC was designated as Chair. Members of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group
(other than the Special Assistant for BRAC) each appointed an individual of Flag/General
officer or Senior Executive Service rank to serve as their representative on the DON Analysis
Group. These members also were designated as alternates for the Infrastructure Evaluation
Group members. Two individuals of Flag/General officer or Senior Executive Service rank
were appointed as representatives of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Plans, Policy, and
Operations) and the Deputy Commandant (Plans, Policies and Operations Department). As
these members retired or were reassigned, they were replaced with individuals of similar
seniority and broad experience.

In addition to the Chair, the final members of the DON Analysis Group were: RADM
Christopher E. Weaver, USN, Commander, Navy Installations Command/Director, Ashore
Readiness Division; MajGen Emerson N. Gardner, Jr., USMC, Assistant Deputy Commandant
for Programs and Resources and Assistant Deputy Commandant for Plans, Policies and
Operations; BGen Martin Post, USMC, Assistant Deputy Commandant for Aviation; RDML
Charles Martoglio, USN, Director, Strategy and Policy Division; Ms. Ariane Whittemore,
Assistant Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Fleet Readiness and Logistics; Ms. Carla
Liberatore, Assistant Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics, Headquarters, U.S.
Marine Corps; Mr. Thomas Crabtree, Director Fleet Training, U.S. Fleet Forces Command; Mr.
Paul Hubbell, Deputy Assistant Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics (Facilities),
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps; Ms. Debra Edmond, Director, Office of Civilian Human
Resources, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Manpower and Reserve Affairs); and Mr. Michael
F. Jaggard, Chief of Staff, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development and
Acquisition). Among them, the members of the DON Analysis Group have more than 292
years of Federal service.

The DON Analysis Group was responsible for:

e Conducting analyses and developing Department of the Navy specific
recommendations in deliberative session regarding closure and realignment of
Department of the Navy military installations or activities for consideration by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group;

e Ensuring that the process utilized and the conduct of the deliberations were in
compliance with the Base Closure Act, Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the
Navy policy, and SECNAV Notice 11000;

e Ensuring that the procedures used could be appropriately reviewed and analyzed by
the Comptroller General as provided by the Base Closure Act; and

e Ensuring that factors of concern to the Navy and Marine Corps operational

commanders were considered in deliberations that affected Department of the Navy
installations.
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In carrying out these responsibilities, the DON Analysis Group was charged with protecting the
integrity of the process by ensuring that all certified data, considerations, and evaluations were
treated as sensitive and internal to the process.

The roles and responsibilities of the Functional Advisory Board and the Infrastructure
Analysis Team were the same as those originally defined in SECNAYV Notice 11000 of March
4, 2004, except that the Functional Advisory Board coordinated with the DON Analysis Group
as well as the Infrastructure Evaluation Group and the Infrastructure Analysis Team provided
analytic support to the DON Analysis Group as well as the Infrastructure Evaluation Group.

Naval Audit Service/Office of General Counsel. In addition to the designation of the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group, DON Analysis Group, Functional Advisory Board, and
Infrastructure Analysis Team as base closure-unique organizations, the Naval Audit Service and
the Office of General Counsel were assigned particular roles within the BRAC 2005 process by
SECNAV Notice 11000. The Naval Audit Service was assigned two independent
responsibilities. First, a Senior Executive Service auditor was assigned full-time to and was in
residence with the Infrastructure Analysis Team, to review the activities of the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group, DON Analysis Group, Functional Advisory Board, and Infrastructure
Analysis Team, to determine whether those organizations complied with the approved
Department of the Navy Internal Control Plan, and to serve as principal point of contact with
the Naval Audit Service, the DoD Inspector General, and the Government Accountability
Office. Second, the Naval Audit Service was tasked to audit the Department of the Navy
BRAC 2005 process to validate the accuracy and reliability of data in DONBITS provided by
Department of the Navy activities in response to Infrastructure Analysis Team requests for
data, with particular emphasis on compliance with the certification policy and procedures.
During the course of the BRAC 2005 process, over 160 auditors reviewed the participation of
Department of the Navy activities in generating required data, the data itself to ensure its
accuracy, and the integrity of the process. Additionally, SECNAV Notice 11000 required the
General Counsel or his designee to ensure that senior-level legal advice and counsel on all
aspects of the closure and realignment process was present and available to the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group, DON Analysis Group, and Infrastructure Analysis Team. This was
accomplished, in part, by assigning senior counsel to work full-time with the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group, DON Analysis Group, and Infrastructure Analysis Team.

Internal Control Development

Under the Base Closure Act, the Secretary of Defense must include with his
recommendations a summary of the selection process that resulted in the recommendation for
each installation and a justification for each recommendation, as well as certification of the
accuracy and completeness of the information upon which the recommendation was based.
DoD guidance for BRAC 2005, containing the policies and procedures required to allow the
Secretary of Defense to meet his statutory responsibilities, was issued in a memorandum to the
Secretaries of the Military Departments from the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics), dated April 16, 2003. Pursuant to this guidance, DoD Components
were required to develop detailed record keeping procedures to satisfy the information and
justification requirements levied upon the Secretary of Defense by the Base Closure Act.
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Additionally, DoD Components were to develop and implement an Internal Control Plan to
ensure the accuracy of data collection and analyses.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group developed an Internal Control Plan for
management of the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process and issued it on June 27,
2003. The plan described the management controls to guide and regulate Department of the
Navy actions to comply with the requirements of the Base Closure Act. The objective of the
internal control mechanisms employed by Department of the Navy was to ensure the accuracy,
completeness, and integrity of the information upon which the Secretary of the Navy’s
recommendations for closure and realignment would be based. The two principal mechanisms
outlined in the Internal Control Plan and employed in the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005
process are organization and documentation.

The organizational controls were derived from the interlocking responsibilities assigned
to the Infrastructure Evaluation Group, DON Analysis Group, Functional Advisory Board,
Infrastructure Analysis Team, and the Naval Audit Service by SECNAV Notice 11000, as
outlined above. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group, DON Analysis Group, Functional
Advisory Board, and Infrastructure Analysis Team each were charged with performing specific
tasks to support the process, and the activities of each group were reviewed by the Naval Audit
Service to ensure that the integrity of the process was protected.

The documentation controls were designed to ensure that all significant elements of the
Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process were properly recorded and clearly documented.
The controls included requirements for data incorporation into the base structure database,
certification requirements, and record keeping requirements.

Department of the Navy BRAC Information Transfer System (DONBITS).
DONBITS, a secure web-based data collection and management tool, was the sole and
authoritative Department of the Navy base structure database upon which all BRAC 2005
recommendations were made. The Document Repository portion of DONBITS housed the
database, containing certified information, and the library, containing records of BRAC 2005
policy documents, official correspondence and the minutes and deliberative reports of the DON
Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. DONBITS contains a description of
the Department of the Navy’s existing domestic shore infrastructure by activity and all of the
data and information required to enable the Infrastructure Evaluation Group and the DON
Analysis Group to conduct analyses, to evaluate activities/installations within each function, and
to develop recommendations for base closure and realignment on the basis of the final selection
criteria and the Force Structure Plan. SECNAV Notice 11000 and the Internal Control Plan
provide that only information and data certified in accordance with SECNAV Notice 11000 can
be maintained in DONBITS. The Internal Control Plan further provides that DONBITS is
subject to Naval Audit Service source validity checks and data accuracy assessment.

Certification. Under the Base Closure Act, the Secretary of the Navy is required to
certify that information provided to the Secretary of Defense and the BRAC Commission
concerning the realignment or closure of a military installation "is accurate and complete to the
best of his knowledge and belief." For BRAC 2005, the Secretary of the Navy determined that
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the Department of the Navy would follow the procedures used in previous BRAC rounds by
the Department of the Navy, which required "bottom to top" certification. This policy,
promulgated in SECNAV Notice 11000, required the Department of the Navy officer or
employee who initially generated data in response to a request for information to execute the
statutory certification. Thereafter, certification at each succeeding level in the defined
certification chain was required before such data was provided to the Infrastructure Analysis
Team for inclusion in DONBITS. Use of the defined certification chain ensured that both the
installation and mission chain of command had the opportunity to review the data and to provide
input where appropriate. Absent certification from the point of origin through the chain, no
information provided for use in the BRAC 2005 process could be entered in DONBITS or be
relied upon by Department of the Navy deliberative bodies or the senior leadership for analysis
or evaluation. As noted earlier, the Naval Audit Service played a key role in ensuring the
integrity of this data certification process.

Record Keeping. Another significant documentation control was the requirement to
prepare and maintain minutes of all formal meetings that were part of the Department of the
Navy BRAC 2005 decision-making process (i.e., all meetings and deliberative sessions of the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group and DON Analysis Group) in arriving at recommendations for
base closure and realignment to be forwarded to the Secretary of the Navy for his
consideration. To accomplish this tasking, three Judge Advocates (military lawyers) were
assigned to the Infrastructure Analysis Team to serve as permanent Recorders for the sessions of
the Infrastructure Evaluation Group and DON Analysis Group. Their records of meetings and
deliberative reports provide an extensive description of the information presented to the DON
Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group and the rationale for the decisions based
upon that information, encompassing approximately 384 hours of meetings over the course of
two and a half years.

Development of Principles and Considerations

The Secretary of the Navy’s policy guidance regarding the conduct of the BRAC 2005
process incorporated the development of policy imperatives within the proposed timeline and
plan of action. To that end, the Secretary of the Navy requested that the Navy and Marine
Corps submit Service imperatives that would be synthesized and consolidated into overarching
Departmental imperatives and used to inform key Department of the Navy personnel
participating in BRAC 2005. This effort was subsumed within the Infrastructure Steering
Group initiative to develop overarching BRAC principles and imperatives for DoD. The
Infrastructure Steering Group effort culminated in a decision that the following set of BRAC
Principles, limited in number and broadly written, would sufficiently enumerate the essential
elements of military judgment to be applied in the BRAC process:

e Recruit and Train: The Department must attract, develop, and retain active, reserve,
civilian, and contractor personnel who are highly skilled and educated and have access
to effective, diverse, and sustainable training space in order to ensure current and future
readiness, to support advances in technology, and to respond to anticipated
developments in joint Service doctrine and tactics.
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¢ Quality of Life: The Department must provide a quality of life, including quality of
work place that supports recruitment, learning, and training, and enhances retention.

e Organize: The Department needs force structure sized, composed, and located to match
the demands of the National Military Strategy, effectively and efficiently supported by
properly aligned headquarters and other DoD organizations, and that takes advantages of
opportunities for joint basing.

e Equip: The Department needs research, development, acquisition, test, and evaluation
capabilities that efficiently and effectively place superior technology in the hands of the
warfighter to meet current and future threats and facilitate knowledge-enabled and net-
centric warfare.

e Supply, Service, and Maintain: The Department needs access to logistical and
industrial infrastructure capabilities optimally integrated into a skilled and cost efficient
national industrial base that provides agile and responsive global support to operational
forces.

¢ Deploy and Employ (Operational): The Department needs secure installations that are
optimally located for mission accomplishment (including homeland defense), that
support power projection, rapid deployable capabilities, and expeditionary force needs
for reach-back capability, that sustain the capability to mobilize and surge, and that
ensure strategic redundancy.

o Intelligence: The Department needs intelligence capabilities to support the National
Military Strategy by delivering predictive analysis, warning of impending crises,
providing persistent surveillance of our most critical targets, and achieving horizontal
integration of networks and databases.

As noted, Secretary of the Navy policy guidance still required the Navy and Marine
Corps to articulate policy issues and basic principles that impact formulation of Department
of the Navy basing and infrastructure requirements. The process used to respond to the
Infrastructure Steering Group principles and imperatives tasker enabled the Navy and Marine
Corps leadership to focus on important issues regarding infrastructure required to support
current and future Department of the Navy needs. Drawing upon that effort, and guided by
the Department of the Navy’s overall strategy for BRAC 2005 (i.e., rationalize and
consolidate infrastructure capabilities to eliminate unnecessary excess; balance the
effectiveness of Fleet concentrations with anti-terrorism/force protection desires for
dispersion of assets and redundancy of facilities; leverage opportunities for total force
laydown and joint basing; accommodate changing operational concepts; and facilitate the
evolution of force structure and infrastructure organizational alignment), the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group developed and issued Department of the Navy Basing and Infrastructure
Considerations for the BRAC 2005 Process, a set of 22 key considerations to guide and
inform Department of the Navy personnel in their internal and external BRAC deliberations.
The themes evidenced in these considerations include preserving operationally efficient
access and proximity to support training and operational requirements; supporting the total
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force concept in the disposition of forces, training, and related Fleet support functions;
maintaining the ability to explore and sustain essential technological effort; ensuring
responsive maintenance support in proximity to concentrations of operational forces; and
structuring dispersed and strategically placed Fleet basing capabilities.

Department of the Navy Interaction

Another significant effort during BRAC 2005 was the interaction between the
Department of the Navy BRAC deliberative bodies and the leadership of the Department of the
Navy, the Navy, and the Marine Corps. SECNAV Notice 11000 specifically required
Department of the Navy deliberative bodies to ensure that factors of concern to Navy and
Marine Corps operational commanders were considered in any recommendations that affect
Department of the Navy installations. Having the Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps,
the Vice Chief of Naval Operations and other senior military personnel as members of the
deliberative bodies greatly facilitated satisfaction of this mandate. Similarly, SECNAV Notice
11000 tasked major claimants and Department of the Navy property owners and operators to
identify and provide to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Infrastructure Strategy and
Analysis) those policy issues and basic principles that dictate Navy and Marine Corps basing
and infrastructure requirements. The Office of the Chief of Naval Operations and Headquarters,
U.S. Marine Corps facilitated this input, which resulted in promulgation of the Department of
the Navy Basing and Infrastructure Considerations.

Throughout the BRAC 2005 process, members of the Functional Advisory Board
regularly attended Infrastructure Evaluation Group deliberative sessions. Functional Advisory
Board members were also invited to DON Analysis Group sessions when a matter of interest
concerning the Joint Cross-Service Groups was to be discussed. Attendance at these
deliberative sessions provided the Functional Advisory Board with a mechanism for directly
reporting to the Infrastructure Evaluation Group, thereby fulfilling their obligation to ensure that
the Infrastructure Evaluation Group was thoroughly informed on Joint Cross-Service Groups
matters that would be addressed to the Infrastructure Steering Group and the Infrastructure
Executive Council and that the Navy and Marine Corps vision of the future was clearly
articulated, understood and supported throughout the BRAC 2005 process.

At significant stages during the BRAC 2005 process, senior leaders from Department of
the Navy major commands were invited to DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation
Group meetings where they were provided information on all aspects of the Department of the
Navy BRAC 2005 process, including data gathering from Department of the Navy activities,
analytical approaches being utilized, results of capacity and military value analyses, and
development of options for closure and/or realignment of Department of the Navy installations.
These meetings provided, among other things, a forum for the senior Department of the Navy
civilian and military leadership to address the potential impacts that Department of the Navy
recommendations could have on Fleet operations, support, and readiness, so that the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group could take such concerns into consideration during its decision-
making. The issues raised were central to determining the needs for operational and basing
flexibility and strategic access that are reflected in the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005
recommendations.
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As needed, the DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group received
briefings from Navy and Marine Corps commands to better understand their respective
missions, organizational initiatives, and concerns. For example, briefings were received from
the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, the Naval Education and Training Command,
Marine Forces Reserve Command, Navy Reserve Forces Command, and Commander, Navy
Installations.

Finally, through periodic briefings from the Special Assistant for BRAC, the Secretary
of the Navy, the Under Secretary of the Navy, the Assistant Secretaries of the Navy, the Chief
of Naval Operations, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps were apprised of significant
developments during the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process.

DoD Interaction

The relationship between the Military Departments and the Office of the Secretary of
Defense for BRAC 2005 was far more formalized and robust than in prior BRAC rounds. As
noted earlier, a primary objective of BRAC 2005 was to examine and implement opportunities
for greater joint activity. Previous BRAC analyses had largely considered all functions on a
Service-by-Service basis, rather than a joint examination of functions common to all Services.
The Secretary of Defense directed that the BRAC 2005 analysis be divided into two categories
of functions, and established two senior groups to oversee the BRAC 2005 process, the
Infrastructure Executive Council and the Infrastructure Steering Group. Joint Cross-Service
Groups would analyze common business-oriented support functions and report their results
through the Infrastructure Steering Group to the Infrastructure Executive Council. The Military
Departments would analyze Service unique functions and report their results directly to the
Infrastructure Executive Council. The Department of the Navy was represented on each of
these groups.

Infrastructure Executive Council. The Infrastructure Executive Council, chaired by
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and composed of the Secretaries of the Military Departments
and Service Chiefs, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Under Secretary of
Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics), was the policy making and oversight body for
the entire BRAC process. The Infrastructure Executive Council was primarily responsible for
reviewing and de-conflicting candidate recommendations received from the Military
Departments and the Joint Cross-Service Groups (via the Infrastructure Steering Group) and
preparing a consolidated set of candidate recommendations for the Secretary of Defense’s
approval.

Infrastructure Steering Group. The subordinate Infrastructure Steering Group
oversaw the Joint Cross-Service analyses of common-business oriented functions and ensured
integration of that process with the Military Department specific analyses of all other functions.
The Infrastructure Steering Group was chaired by the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics), and composed of the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Military Department Assistant Secretaries for Installations and Environment, the Service Vice
Chiefs, and the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations & Environment). As earlier
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noted, the Special Assistant for BRAC was designated as the replacement for the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) as a member of the Infrastructure
Steering Group, with the same authorities and responsibilities. The Under Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition, Technology and Logistics) was responsible for issuing operating policies and
detailed direction for the conduct of the BRAC 2005 process.

Joint Cross-Service Groups. Subordinate to the Infrastructure Steering Group are the
Joint Cross-Service Groups, responsible for analyzing common business-oriented support
functions and examining ways to realize consolidation and elimination of excess infrastructure.
The Infrastructure Steering Group established seven Joint Cross-Service Groups: Education
and Training; Headquarters and Support Activities; Industrial; Medical; Supply and Storage;
Technical; and Intelligence. Senior level Navy and Marine Corps officials were appointed as
members of each Joint Cross-Service Group. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Infrastructure Strategy and Analysis), as the Director of the Infrastructure Analysis Team,
served as an advisor to each Navy and Marine Corps Joint Cross-Service Group member to
help ensure Joint Cross-Service Group activities were consistent with established BRAC
processes and direction.

Army and Air Force Interaction

In furtherance of the BRAC 2005 objective to examine and implement opportunities for
greater joint activity, the Military Departments established the Joint Action Scenario Team. Its
primary mission was to assist the Military Departments in identifying and screening possible
joint operational basing scenarios. The Joint Action Scenario Team consisted of senior
individuals who represented the respective Military Department base closure offices. Approved
Joint Action Scenario Team scenarios were evaluated by the Military Departments using their
established BRAC 2005 analytic methodologies and, where appropriate, forwarded as
recommendations to the Infrastructure Executive Council. The Joint Action Scenario Team
received, reviewed and processed more than 100 joint operational basing scenario ideas.

Conduct of the Process

The requirements for the conduct of the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process
were derived from the Base Closure Act and were set forth in SECNAV Notice 11000. The
DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group applied the selection criteria
provided by law, considered all Department of the Navy military installations subject to the
Base Closure Act on an equal footing, and made recommendations based on the 20-year Force
Structure Plan provided by the Secretary of Defense. The DON Analysis Group and the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group used DONBITS as the baseline for evaluation of Department
of the Navy military installations and for the development of closure and realignment
recommendations. Specifically, the DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation
Group were tasked in SECNAYV Notice 11000 to:

e Endorse DONBITS as the sole and authoritative Department of the Navy database for
making base closure and realignment recommendations;
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e Identify projected future excess capacity that could be eliminated and produce
savings, and determine which activities, if any, were to be eliminated from further
study for closure or realignment at any step of the procedures as a result of capacity,
costs, or impact on critical mission, reconstitution, Fleet operations, support, or
readiness;

e Within each functional category which the DON Analysis Group or the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group determines has sufficient excess capacity to merit further review,
evaluate all installations and activities subject to the Base Closure Act under the
military value criteria;

e Develop feasible options for closures and realignments, a cost/benefit analysis for
each option, and an impact analysis for each option; and

e Develop recommendations for closure and realignment of specific installations and
activities to be presented to the Secretary of the Navy for his review and approval.

A description of the methodology followed in accomplishing these taskings, and the resultant
analyses, is contained in Chapter 4 and in the Attachments.
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CHAPTER 4
DESCRIPTION OF ANALYSES

In making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations
inside the United States, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended,
(Base Closure Act) requires the Secretary of Defense to use the military value and other criteria
specified in subsections 2913(b) and (c). The Secretary of Defense must also provide to the
Congress "a force structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment of the probable
threats to the national security..." (Section 2912). Based on this plan and these criteria, the Base
Closure Act permits the Secretary of Defense to submit, by May 16, 2005, a list of installations
recommended for closure or realignment. While the Base Closure Act does not set forth
specific methodologies to be used by the Department of Defense (DoD) in evaluating
installations for closure and realignment, it clearly requires a process that fully accounts for both
the force structure plan requirements and the mandated selection criteria.

Force Structure Plan

The DoD, through the Joint Chiefs of Staff, developed a long-range Force Structure Plan
based on the probable threats to national security from 2005 to 2024. The 20-year Force
Structure Plan was submitted to Congress as part of the budget justification documents
supporting the budget for the DoD for FY 2005. This Force Structure Plan provided the basis
for development of the Department of the Navy’s initial closure and realignment
recommendations. In accordance with section 2914 (a)(4) of the Base Closure Act, the 20-year
Force Structure Plan was revised and submitted to Congress on March 15, 2005. The revised
plan reduced the number of aircraft carriers from 12 to 11 and the number of battle force ships
from 378 to a range of between 341 and 370 ships. It also amended the ship composition,
reducing submarines by 21 percent and doubling the number of prepositioning ships. It also
decreased the number of Navy personnel (active and reserve) from 434,000 to 415,000 while
increasing the number of Marine Corps personnel (active and reserve) from 215,000 to 218,000.
The Department of the Navy recommendations were reviewed in light of these changes and
were determined to be consistent with the force structure projected for FY 2024. The
unclassified portion of the Force Structure Plan that relates to the Department of the Navy is
depicted in Chapter 2 above.

Selection Criteria

The Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics), in a
memorandum dated April 7, 2004, prescribed the selection criteria to be employed by DoD
components in base structure analyses to nominate BRAC 2005 closure or realignment
candidates. Congress subsequently amended and codified the selection criteria in subsections
2913 (b) and (c) of the Base Closure Act. The criteria, which are very similar to those used in
previous BRAC rounds, are:
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Military Value

1. The current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of
the total force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint
warfighting, training, and readiness.

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace (including
training areas suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a
diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed
Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving
locations.

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations
and training.

4. The cost of operations and the manpower implications.
Other Criteria

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years,
beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to
exceed the costs.

6. The economic impact on existing communities in the vicinity of military installations.

7. The ability of the infrastructure of both the existing and potential receiving
communities to support forces, missions, and personnel.

8. The environmental impact, including the impact of costs related to potential
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance
activities.

In accordance with the Base Closure Act, priority consideration was to be given to the military
value criteria. The selection criterion relating to costs and savings or return on investment from
the proposed closure or realignment of a military installation must also take into account the
effect of the proposed closure or realignment on the costs of any other DoD activity or any other
federal agency that may be required to assume responsibility for activities at the military
installations.

Categorization of Functions
The Base Closure Act requires that all military installations inside the United States (and
its territories and possessions) not previously selected for total closure and exceeding prescribed

civilian personnel thresholds must be considered equally, without regard to whether the
installations have been previously considered or proposed for closure or realignment by the
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Secretary of Defense. In prior rounds of BRAC, analysis of installations/functions was
primarily done on a Service-by-Service basis. Although Joint Cross-Service Groups were
utilized in BRAC 1995, they had a different and more limited role. The BRAC 1995 Joint
Cross-Service Groups were responsible for assisting the Military Departments in identifying
asset sharing opportunities in the following functional areas: Depot Maintenance, Test and
Evaluation, Laboratories, Military Treatment Facilities including Graduate Medical Education,
and Undergraduate Pilot Training. The Joint Cross-Service Groups generated alternatives for
consideration by the Military Departments in developing their BRAC 1995 recommendations.
In some instances, the Services adopted the alternatives and recommended them, as made or
modified, to the Secretary of Defense. In other instances, the Services declined to endorse
them. This approach, however, did not result in the desired level of examination of functions
that cross Services. Accordingly, the Secretary of Defense mandated that in BRAC 2005 the
Joint Cross-Service Groups would analyze common business-oriented functions, examine them
for ways to realize consolidation and eliminate excess infrastructure, and report their results
through the Infrastructure Steering Group to the Infrastructure Executive Council. The
functions approved for Joint Cross-Service Group analysis were as follows:

Education and Training Medical

e Flight Training e Education and Training

e Specialized Skills Training e Health Care Services

e Professional Development e Research, Acquisition and

Education Development
e Ranges
Headquarters and Support Activities

Supply and Storage ¢ Civilian Personnel Offices

e Supply e Major Administrative/HQs

e Storage Activities

e Distribution e Joint Mobilization

e Military Personnel Centers

Technical e Corrections

e Air, Land, Sea, Space e Defense Finance and Accounting

e Weapons and Armaments Service

e C(4ISR ¢ Installation Management

e Innovative Systems

e Enabling Technologies Industrial

e Maintenance

Intelligence e Ship Overhaul and Repair

e Intelligence e Munitions and Armaments

The Joint Cross-Service Groups developed candidate recommendations within their
functional areas for review and approval by the Infrastructure Steering Group and Infrastructure
Executive Council. While these recommendations resulted in the movement of workload,
equipment and personnel in or out of Department of the Navy installations they did not, by
themselves, result in the closure of any Department of the Navy installation. The Department
of the Navy closely monitored the recommendations of the Joint Cross-Service Groups as they
were developed to identify opportunities for additional capacity reduction and savings through
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the complete closure of Department of the Navy installation fencelines. A discussion of the
fenceline closure process is provided later in this Chapter.

As noted above, the Secretary of Defense tasked the Military Departments with
analyzing all Service unique functions and reporting those results directly to the
Infrastructure Executive Council. Based upon the guidance contained in SECNAV Notice
11000 and in order to comply with the requirements of the Base Closure Act relating to
evaluation in light of the Force Structure Plan and the selection criteria, the first step in the
Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process was to categorize the Department of the Navy
unique functions performed on Department of the Navy installations and to aggregate them
for study for closure or realignment. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group approved
Operations, Education and Training, Headquarters and Support Activities, and Other
Activities as the major areas for analyses. These major areas were then further divided into
functions to ensure that installations performing like functions were compared to one another
and to allow identification of total capacity and military value for an entire category of
installations, as follows:

Operations Headquarters and Support Activities
e Surface/Subsurface e Reserve Centers
e Aviation e Recruiting Districts/Stations
e Ground e Regional Support Activities
e Munitions Storage and
Distribution Other Activities

e Organizational Followers
Education and Training e Dependent Activities
e Recruit Training e Stand Alone Activities
e Officer Accessions Training e Specialized Functions Activities
e DON Unique Professional
Military Education

In so dividing the major areas into functions, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group
attempted to strike a balance in precisely dividing the Department of the Navy unique universe
of activities to allow evaluation of activities that were performing the same function without
making the divisions so small as to be meaningless (i.e., a single activity). There are 590
Department of the Navy activities at which these 14 functions are performed and each was
reviewed during the BRAC 2005 process. Although only 112 of these activities are above the
statutory threshold of 300 authorized civilian personnel, the remainder of the activities were
included in the evaluation because the Department of the Navy infrastructure which will result
from this round of base closure must be complementary and mutually supportive, regardless of
the size of the activities.

Of the 889 activities in the total Navy and Marine Corps universe, 469 of these
performed functions that were analyzed by one or more of the Joint Cross-Service Groups.
Thus, a significant portion of the Department of the Navy universe was analyzed by the Joint
Cross-Service Groups in BRAC 2005. Of the 889 activities in the Navy and Marine Corps
universe, 590 of these performed Department of the Navy unique functions that were analyzed
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within the Department of the Navy process. In some instances, a Department of the Navy
activity was analyzed by Department of the Navy and one or more Joint Cross-Service
Groups. The Department of the Navy universe of activities was carefully reviewed to ensure
that every activity fell under the analytic purview of either the Department of the Navy or a
Joint Cross-Service Group. Finally, because the BRAC 2005 analysis was conducted on a
functional rather than an installation basis, a review was conducted to ensure that the totality of
activities covered the universe of Department of the Navy bases.

Data Call Development and Responses

The next step in the BRAC 2005 process was the development of requests for
information, or data calls, for the purpose of collecting all types of information required for
development of the base structure database and use in subsequent analyses. The Joint Cross-
Service Groups and Military Departments, using technical experts from the various disciplines,
jointly developed an initial capacity data call that sought relevant information in the areas of
operations, base management, environment and encroachment, education and training,
headquarters and support, industrial, medical, supply and storage, and technical. The capacity
data call was issued to all Department of the Navy activities. Supplemental capacity data calls
were developed and issued in the same manner except that they were issued to a smaller or
targeted group of Department of the Navy activities (vice all Department of the Navy activities)
to which the supplemental capacity data calls had relevance. A second series of data calls was
then issued to obtain information necessary for the Military Departments and Joint Cross-
Service Groups to conduct military value and other selection criteria analyses. Like the
supplemental capacity data calls, these data calls were issued to targeted Department of the
Navy activities. Because most Department of the Navy activities perform more than one
function, each activity normally received multiple data calls. Additional data calls were issued
during the scenario analysis phase.

The Department of the Navy BRAC Information Transfer System (DONBITS), a
secure web-based file management system, was used for the distribution of data calls and
collection of activity responses and supporting documentation. A key element in the
Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process was that data used for analysis was generated
by the impacted base or activity and certified as being accurate and complete. Certified
activity responses were forwarded up the designated certification chain to the Infrastructure
Analysis Team using DONBITS. Responses were reviewed and, where necessary, revised as
they proceeded up the certification chain. The Infrastructure Analysis Team also reviewed the
certified responses for errors or omissions. Where an error or omission was suspected, the
Infrastructure Analysis Team issued a discrepancy data call to the activity in question. Where
this resulted in a correction to the certified response, the activity’s revised response was certified
back through the established certification chain to the Infrastructure Analysis Team. Changes
to certified data were tracked and noted in DONBITS. At all points in the data collection
process a chain of custody was established for audit and tracking purposes. All certified data
was tied to a unique Plain Language Address established for each installation/activity and
stored in DONBITS’ secure central repository, allowing for quick and complete retrieval.
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Surge

Section 2822 of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2004 (P.L. 108-136)
requires that the Secretary of Defense assess the probable threats to national security and, as
part of that assessment, determine the potential, prudent surge requirements to meet those
threats. It further requires that the Secretary of Defense use that surge determination in the base
realignment and closure process. Surge is also a required consideration in military value
Selection Criterion 3 as reflected in Section 2913(b)(3) of the Base Closure Act. DoD policy
guidance provides that the Military Departments will determine any surge requirements
necessary to meet probable threats and projected changes in the force structure, assess what
capacity is available to satisfy that surge requirement, ensure that surge is appropriately
reflected in its military value analysis, and ensure that their analysis recognizes the military
value of difficult-to-reconstitute assets.

In its analytic process, the Department of the Navy did not include additional
infrastructure requirements to accommodate a specific percentage of surge capability. As a
general rule, the force structure for which we retain infrastructure is finite in number and cannot
be quickly produced in the event of a contingency. For example, in the Surface/Subsurface
Operations function, the Department of the Navy did not include a surge factor in calculating
the amount of berthing space required at its operational bases because it would require
additional ship construction to utilize that surge capability. The Department of the Navy
analysis did, however, ensure that sufficient flexibility was retained to handle surge represented
by operational tempo changes or emergent force positioning changes. Again using the
Surface/Subsurface Operations function as an example, the Department of the Navy analysis
concluded that there was sufficient berthing space available in non-operational bases (e.g.,
shipyards and weapon stations) to meet surge or other emergent operational requirements.

Surge was also a critical component in the military value analysis for each function. In
developing the military value scoring plans, the deliberative body assigned weights to each of
the military value selection criteria, including Selection Criterion 3 that was labeled “Surge
Capabilities” in the Department of the Navy military value analyses. The deliberative body
also assigned weights to the various attributes under each military value selection criterion and
then assigned scoring statements to the applicable attribute and military value selection criteria.
Through this process, the deliberative body made reasoned judgments concerning the relative
importance surge played in assessing the military value of activities performing a particular
function. Where applicable, details concerning the application of surge in each functional area
are contained in the Description of Analysis portion of each Attachment to this Report.

Homeland Defense

Selection Criterion 2 requires consideration of the availability and condition of land,
facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas suitable for maneuver by ground,
naval or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain areas and staging areas for use of
the Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at both existing and potential receiving
locations. DoD Policy guidance required that the Military Departments use the draft “DoD
Strategy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support” and other guidance documents issued by the
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Assistant Secretary of Defense (Homeland Defense) to assist in ensuring that capabilities
necessary to support the homeland defense mission were retained. The Military Departments
and Joint Cross-Service Groups were directed to consult with the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Homeland Defense) and the Commanders of Northern Command and Pacific Command, as
necessary, to clarify the information contained in those documents.

The Department of the Navy incorporated homeland defense considerations in the
BRAC 2005 process. The Combatant Commands were tasked by the Secretary of Defense
with evaluating closure and realignment scenarios for their potential mission impacts, including
homeland defense, and communicating those concerns to the Military Departments for their
consideration during scenario development and analysis. The Infrastructure Analysis Team met
with representatives from Northern Command, Strategic Command, and the Joint Staff to
discuss homeland defense mission requirements and consider whether a particular Department
of the Navy scenario or combination of scenarios would negatively impact the Department of
the Navy’s ability to meet the Maritime Homeland Defense mission, as set forth in the Maritime
Homeland Defense Execution Order. The Department of the Navy (DON) Analysis Group
had similar discussions with the United States Coast Guard. For example, the Coast Guard’s
desire to consolidate its West Coast aviation assets at Naval Air Station Point Mugu, California,
was a consideration in the Department of the Navy’s decision to retain Naval Air Station Point
Mugu. Where identified, Combatant Command concerns were fully considered by Department
of the Navy deliberative bodies as part of an executability and warfighter/readiness risk analysis
performed for each Department of the Navy recommendation. Based upon the foregoing, the
Department of the Navy concluded that its closure and realignment recommendations would
not limit the accomplishment of the homeland defense mission.

Capacity Analysis

Capacity analysis was the process used to compare the current Department of the Navy
base structure to the future force structure requirements to determine whether excess base
structure capacity exists within the Department of the Navy. Capacity analysis was conducted
on a functional basis (e.g., ship berthing) rather than by installation category (e.g., naval
stations). For each function, measures of capacity were selected which reflected the appropriate
"metric" for that function. For example, the metric used in the Aviation Operations function
was the Hangar Module, i.e., that amount of hangar, maintenance, and administrative space
necessary to support a squadron of aircraft. In choosing appropriate metrics, the Infrastructure
Analysis Team reviewed the measures used in previous rounds of BRAC and consulted with
technical experts to ensure that the measures used in BRAC 2005 were both valid and complete.

These metrics were used to determine the capacity at each installation performing a
given function based upon data contained in the certified responses to the capacity data calls.
The capacities of all installations performing a given function were summed and then compared
with the capacity required to support the future force structure. If total current capacity in a
function was greater than the capacity required to support the future force structure, excess
capacity was deemed to exist within a particular Department of the Navy function. The fact
that excess capacity was calculated at the functional (rather than the installation) level is an
important distinction. Just as the categorization of functions was maintained at a high enough
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level to allow comparison of activities performing like functions, the initial determination of
excess capacity was at a macro-level to allow the Department of the Navy to obtain a clear
picture of the amount of current capacity, without regard to where excess capacity was actually
located. The other steps in the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process were designed to
allow the narrowing of focus to develop options for reducing that excess.

Of the 14 functions evaluated, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group determined during
capacity analysis that two of the functions (Ground Operations and Specialized Function
Activities) demonstrated either little or no excess capacity. Of the functions with excess
capacity, the excess ranged from 12 percent to 44 percent. The details of the capacity analysis
for each of the functions, including those demonstrating no excess capacity, are contained in the
Description of Analysis section of the Attachments to this Report.

Capacity analysis for the Regional Support Activities function used a slightly different
approach. For these activities, capacity metrics such as span of control and workload balance
were developed for each type of Regional Support Activity in an effort to find opportunities for
better alignment leading to future efficiencies. Such measures included the number of
supported customers and distance to customers. Although there are no stated requirements in
the Force Structure Plan for Regional Support Activities, these capacity measures enabled the
Department of the Navy to assess whether Regional Support Activities were properly located
and aligned to support the Force Structure Plan. It was assumed that changes to the Force
Structure Plan would be distributed on a regionally balanced manner. In this regard, capacity
analysis was used to develop scenarios for Regional Support Activities that rationalized the
span of control between regional headquarters and customers (personnel and properties).

Military Value Analysis

Except for a limited number of activities in the “Other Activities” area, each activity
performing a given function was subjected to a military value analysis. The foundation of the
analysis was the military value criteria, which are found in subsection 2913(b) of the Base
Closure Act. For purposes of the military value analyses, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group’s
shorthand description of these criteria is as follows:

Criterion #1 Readiness (R)
The current and future mission capabilities and
the impact on operational readiness of the total
force of the Department of Defense, including the
impact on joint warfighting, training, and
readiness.
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Criterion #2 Facilities (F)
The availability and condition of land, facilities,
and associated airspace (including training areas
suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air
forces throughout a diversity of climate and
terrain areas and staging areas for the use of the
Armed Forces in homeland defense missions) at
both existing and potential receiving locations.
Criterion #3 Surge Capability (SC)
The ability to accommodate contingency,
mobilization, surge, and future total force
requirements at both existing and potential
receiving locations to support operations and
training.

Criterion #4 Cost and Manpower (C)
The cost and manpower implications.

The purpose of the military value analysis was to assess the relative military value of activities
performing a given function, using a quantitative methodology that was as objective as possible.
It is relevant only in comparison to other activities performing that same function with
distinctions revealed by a point-to-point comparison.

The process followed for the military value analysis for each function generally entailed
six stages with alternating Infrastructure Analysis Team and Infrastructure Evaluation Group
tasks.! First, the Infrastructure Analysis Team developed proposed attributes and components
that reflected important features and capabilities for activities performing that function. The
Infrastructure Analysis Team then generated a list of proposed scoring statements and questions
that captured the information necessary to assess each component. The questions were
constructed to provide either a "yes/no" or scalable response. Each question was annotated with
the particular data call and data element from which it would be derived, to allow audit of the
answers to the questions. The questions were then grouped by subject area relevant to the
function being evaluated. For example, in the Surface/Subsurface Operations function, the
questions were grouped in the following subject areas: Operational Infrastructure, Operational
Training, Port Characteristics, Environment and Encroachment, and Personnel Support/Quality
of Life. The number of questions ranged from as few as 30 (for Recruiting District/Stations) to
as many as 118 (for Ground Operations). The Infrastructure Analysis Team then proposed
rankings for each scoring statement based on its relative importance by placing it in one of three
bands (Band 1, 2, or 3) in descending order of importance. Finally, the Infrastructure Analysis
Team suggested the military value selection criteria and attributes to which each scoring
statement applied.

! For the purpose of this description of the military value analysis process, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group
is used throughout. In fact, the non-Infrastructure Analysis Team tasks in the described six-stage process were
performed by the DON Analysis Group after July 14, 2005.
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Next, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group assigned a value to each of the military value
selection criteria so that the sum of the values equaled 100. For example, in the
Surface/Subsurface Operations function, "Readiness" was valued at 50, "Facilities" at 20,
"Surge Capability" at 15, and "Cost and Manpower" at 15. In each case, the values assigned
reflected the relative importance that the Infrastructure Evaluation Group gave to each criterion
in assessing the military value of activities performing that particular function. The
Infrastructure Evaluation Group then reviewed, modified, and approved the proposed attributes
and components. Next, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group reviewed, modified, and approved
the proposed scoring statements and questions. Once the scoring statements and questions were
finalized, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group reviewed, modified, and approved the proposed
scoring bands. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group then assigned a numerical score to each
scoring statement depending upon the priority band in which it was placed (i.e., Band 1: 10-6;
Band 2: 7-3; and Band 3: 4-1). Next, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group assigned weights to
each attribute to reflect its importance in supporting each military value selection criterion.
Finally, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group assigned the scoring statements to the applicable
attributes and military value selection criteria.

Based upon the Infrastructure Evaluation Group's assignments of relative importance,
the Infrastructure Analysis Team calculated the military value weight of each question and the
overall weight of each group of questions. The military value weight for each question was
computed by multiplying the numerical score assigned to the question by the value assigned to
the first of the criteria to which the question was assigned, and then dividing by the sum of the
numerical scores of all questions relevant to that criteria. This calculation was done for each
relevant criterion for a particular question, and the sum of the results is the total weight
associated with that question. As the result of this formulation, the weight of any particular
question depends heavily on the number of military value selection criteria to which it is
assigned (and the values assigned to the criteria by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group) and the
number of other questions assigned to those criteria. The Infrastructure Analysis Team also
calculated the overall weight of each group of questions to show the relative importance of the
functional groupings of the questions.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group then reviewed the question weights to ensure that
they properly reflected the judgment of the Infrastructure Evaluation Group as to what was
important about activities performing a particular function. The review sought to identify
anomalies in the relative importance of questions and to determine whether the groups of
questions were proportionate to their importance for the function. It is critical to note that this
review was conducted before answers to the questions for specific activities were made
available to the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. There were a number of instances where the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group refined its approach for valuing elements of functions, with a
view to ensuring that it had adequately focused on what was truly of value. It was during this
review, for instance, that the Infrastructure Evaluation Group developed its concept for dealing
with Personnel Support/Quality of Life issues for activities. The Infrastructure Evaluation
Group directed the Infrastructure Analysis Team to use a defined set of Personnel
Support/Quality of Life questions, scores, and criteria assignments in the military value matrix
for each function. This standard set served as a starting point to foster discussion by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group regarding suitability for a particular function and to allow the
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Infrastructure Evaluation Group to adjust the Personnel Support/Quality of Life section for each
function to reflect differences in Personnel Support/Quality of Life considerations between
types of activities. As a result of this mechanism, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group tailored
Personnel Support/Quality of Life values for BRAC 2005 to the activities based on the size and
demographics of the military personnel stationed there. A similar approach was taken in
validating all other elements.

Once the weight, or points, for each question in the matrix for a particular function was
approved, the Infrastructure Analysis Team answered the questions for each activity within that
function using certified data from the data call responses provided by the activity through the
certification chain. If the question provided for a “yes/no” response, the activity received full or
no credit for that question depending on their response. If the question was scalable, scaling
was used to assigned credit ranging from full credit to zero credit. After each question for each
activity was answered, the total point score was determined for each activity in that function
through simple addition of the points. Upon completion of these calculations, the questions and
answers were displayed on a completed matrix sheet for review and analysis by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group.

The Infrastructure Evaluation Group then reviewed the completed military value
matrices for consistency and counter-intuitive results. In some instances, scoring statements and
questions were deleted by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group because they resulted in
significant anomalies due to the fact that similar type activities provided inconsistent responses.
Based upon this guidance, adjustments were made to the military value matrix as necessary, and
each activity was rescored. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group then approved the final
military value point total, or score, for each activity performing a function. As a result of the
methodology described above, by the time a final military value score was calculated for each
activity, the Infrastructure Evaluation Group had reviewed each of the questions in a military
value matrix a minimum of three times and each time from a different perspective and for a
different reason.

It is important to understand what a military value score is, and what it is not. The score
for a particular activity is a relative measure of military value within the context only of the
function in which that activity is being analyzed. While the differences in scores in a function
are consistent because they were all derived from the same set of questions, what makes the
scores different can be discerned only by looking at answers to those specific questions.
Furthermore, the score obtained by an activity in one function has no relevance for comparison
to the score obtained by an activity in another function, since the questions and quantitative
scores were different for each matrix. For evaluative purposes, the process of arriving at the
military value scores was as important as, if not more important than, the scores themselves.
The process enabled the Infrastructure Evaluation Group to focus on each function individually,
to consider that function and its relevance within the Department of the Navy infrastructure, to
articulate what was important about the group of activities, and to identify critical differences
between activities within a function. The military value analysis, then, is a process that
translated mature, military judgment into a military value score that was a useful "quantifier."
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Configuration Analysis

The results of the capacity analyses and military value analyses were then combined in
that stage of the Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 process called configuration analysis.
The purpose of configuration analysis was to identify for each function that set of activities that
best met the needs of the Navy and Marine Corps in light of future requirements, while
eliminating the most excess capacity. Configuration analysis used a mixed-integer linear
programming solver, AMPL/CPLEX, to generate multiple solutions for an optimization model
that allowed the DON Analysis Group to explore tradeoffs between eliminating excess capacity
and retaining sites having high military value.

The solutions to the optimization model were required to meet operational requirements
and policy considerations and did so by incorporating "rules" or “constraints” for functions so
that the model would not select an operationally infeasible solution. Without such guidance, the
model might well identify a set of activities that eliminated excess capacity but which bore little
resemblance to operational realities. For example, if the East Coast naval bases had just enough
berthing capacity to handle all of the ships in the Force Structure Plan, the model could place all
the ships at those bases and suggest closure of all of the West Coast and Pacific bases, which
would be militarily unacceptable. The Surface/Subsurface Operations function model,
therefore, included a constraint that at least 40 percent of the Surface/Subsurface requirements
be located on each coast. The DON Analysis Group reviewed the constraints to ensure that they
were the minimum needed for the model to operate, so as not to artificially affect the model
results.

Once the optimization model was approved for a particular function, it was used to
generate optimal solutions by varying the maximum number of bases the model was allowed to
retain. For example, if 20 bases are currently capable of performing a function and the
optimization model tells us that a minimum of 14 are needed to meet capacity requirements,
then the DON Analysis Group would review the 14-base solution with the highest average
military value and compare it with the 15-base solution with the highest average military value
and so on up to the 20-base solution. The DON Analysis Group would then consider the
tradeoffs between retained military value and excess capacity reduction. Sensitivity analyses
were also conducted on most functions to determine the effect on the solutions if the force
structure requirements were increased or decreased by 10-20 percent, which allowed the DON
Analysis Group to consider potential surge impacts. Additionally, in several of the functional
models, a more detailed feasibility check was conducted to ensure that the retained bases could,
in fact, accommodate the units assigned to activities as part of the computations. The DON
Analysis Group review of these solutions became the basis for the discussion on what
closure/realignment scenarios should be generated.

Configuration analysis was a critical tool within the Department of the Navy BRAC
2005 process because of the nature of Department of the Navy installations and of the types of
excess capacity that exist. Department of the Navy military installations generally are not
single function bases, although they are integrally tied to the Fleet and the forward-deployed
mission of the Department. In many cases the precise relationship between an activity's
capacity and future force structure is not easily discernible, and excess capacity in the aggregate
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can be made up of small amounts of excess in many different places. As a result of these
factors, it is difficult to identify segments of bases that equate to the precise amount of excess
capacity that exists in any given function. Given these realities, possible combinations for
basing Navy and Marine Corps assets could be unlimited. The computer model allowed the
DON Analysis Group to focus its attention on multiple solutions for each function that were
viable in light of identified limitations.

Scenario Development and Analysis

The configuration analysis solutions were used by the DON Analysis Group as the
starting point for the development of potential closure and realignment scenarios that would
undergo analysis to determine return on investment. This part of the process was critical for
several reasons. First, the DON Analysis Group was seeking to look at multiple options for
eliminating functional excess. Secondly, the DON Analysis Group recognized the desirability
of having scenario development be an iterative process in which it could use the results from the
Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) analysis and inputs from the senior Department
of the Navy leadership to generate additional options. Finally, the configuration analysis
process had been deliberately constructed to arrive at extreme solutions within the established
constraints that would eliminate the most excess. This enabled the DON Analysis Group to
apply its military judgment to consider the potential operational impacts of such a course of
action and to consider whether the Department could afford to, or afford not to, keep excess
capacity in any particular function.

The DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group utilized two
assessment tools at two different points during the scenario development and analysis process to
frame their deliberative discussions. The first was a scenario Alignment Assessment, which
graphically portrayed how well a scenario aligned with the Department’s BRAC strategy and
compared it against the military value for the activity being evaluated for closure or realignment,
allowing the deliberative bodies to discuss whether a scenario was consistent with the capacity
and military value analyses prior to issuance of a scenario data call. The second assessment was
used after scenario analysis was complete, and displayed the executability of a potential
candidate recommendation arrayed against the risk such a recommendation might pose to
warfighting or readiness capabilities. This Candidate Recommendation Risk Assessment
provided a mechanism for both the DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation
Group to logically discuss Selection Criteria 5 through 8 analyses, to compare alternative
recommendations, and to assess whether the recommendations should be forwarded to the
Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Commandant of the Marine
Corps for their consideration.

DON Analysis Group Discussion. In reviewing the configuration model solutions, the
DON Analysis Group tended to focus on activities that repeatedly were presented as closure
alternatives by the model, since this suggested that, because of military value and/or capacity,
those activities were appropriate candidates for eliminating excess capacity. The DON Analysis
Group agreed that the viability of these alternatives would depend upon the costs and savings
associated with their closure. Many of the alternatives for which scenario development data
calls were issued were of this nature, and COBRA analysis was used to allow the DON Analysis
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Group to further refine its understanding of how most appropriately to eliminate excess capacity
for particular functions. For instance, in the case of Navy Officer Accession Training, the
configuration model initial solution suggested consolidation of Officer Training Commands at
Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL or Naval Station Newport, RI as a way of eliminating excess
capacity in this functional area and the DON Analysis Group issued scenarios accordingly. As
the DON Analysis Group continued to examine this functional area, additional scenarios were
developed to explore consolidating Officer Training Commands at Naval Training Center Great
Lakes, IL and relocating the Naval Academy Preparatory School, currently located at Naval
Station Newport, to either Naval Air Station Pensacola, Naval Training Center Great Lakes or
Naval Station Annapolis, MD, with and independent of the Officer Training Command
relocations/consolidations. COBRA analysis was used to determine the costs and saving
associated with the various scenarios, culminating in the recommendation to consolidate Officer
Training Command Pensacola with Officer Training Command Newport at Naval Station
Newport.

In other cases, the deliberative bodies reviewed the configuration results and the
resultant remaining capacity should all of the activities suggested by the solution be closed and
determined that the configuration remaining would diminish required strategic and operational
flexibility or required capability. For instance, although Marine Corps recruit training
activities showed some potential capacity (i.e., buildable acres), it was determined that
consolidation to a single training site, as was previously accomplished with Department of
the Navy recruit training, would have a detrimental effect on the recruit training mission.
Retention of two recruit training depots was considered necessary to maintain flexibility
sufficient to accommodate surge and increased operational tempo in light of the projected
increase in Marine Corps end strength and the field based nature of the Marine Corps recruit
training syllabus. Similarly, in the Surface/Subsurface Operations function, the configuration
solution suggested closing Naval Station Everett, WA and relocating its assets to West Coast
bases with available capacity. Notwithstanding the fact that the closure of Naval Station Everett
would have reduced excess capacity and produced significant 20-year net present value savings,
the Infrastructure Evaluation Group did not recommend the closure because it would have
resulted in reduced operational flexibility and unacceptable levels of strategic dispersal in the
case of carrier berthing on the West Coast. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group was not willing
to accept this warfighting/readiness risk.

Department of the Navy Leadership Input. An integral part of scenario development
was the input received from the Fleet, the major claimants (including the System Commands),
and the Department of the Navy civilian leadership. The Fleet Commanders and major
claimants provided input both directly, during meetings, and indirectly, through scenario data
call responses. When the scenarios were issued, major claimants were advised that, while they
needed to provide information that was responsive to the data call, they could also suggest
receiving sites for the closing or realigning activity other than those contained in the scenario
description and provide any other information that may affect the viability of the scenario. For
example, the initial scenario for the closure of Naval Station Ingleside, TX and realignment of
Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, TX identified Naval Air Station North Island, CA as the
receiver site for the Mine Warfare Command and Mobile Mine Assembly Group. However,
based on input received from the Commander, Fleet Forces Command, the scenario was revised
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to collocate Mine Warfare Command and Mobile Mine Assembly Group with the Fleet Anti-
Submarine Warfare Center, Point Loma, CA to create an undersea center of excellence.

Perhaps more important from the standpoint of the viability of the Department of the
Navy BRAC 2005 process was the input received from the Fleet and major claimants during
deliberative meetings with the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. During those sessions, the
attendees were advised of the progress of the process and the results of the analyses, to include
alternatives under consideration, and asked to comment on the potential impacts on operations
and support. The discussions that occurred during these meetings were the basis for a clearer
understanding of, among other things, the strategic importance of Submarine Base San Diego,
CA as a submarine homeport and the importance of aligning industrial facilities/capabilities
with carrier and submarine force strategic laydown.

Input from the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the
Commandant of the Marine Corps resulted in similar expressions of operational and policy
concerns that shaped the ultimate recommendations. The decision not to close Marine Corps
Air Station Beaufort, SC is a case in point. During its deliberations, the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group noted how encroachment has affected tactical aviation basing on the East
Coast, in particular Naval Air Station Oceana, VA. It also discussed the generally favorable
environmental and encroachment conditions at Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort and noted
that its closure would significantly reduce Department of the Navy tactical air basing flexibility
on the East Coast. However, because the closure of Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort would
generate significant savings and appeared to be operationally feasible, the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group recommended its closure. After fully considering the recommendation, the
Department of the Navy senior leadership concluded that Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort
should be retained for future tactical aviation basing flexibility, especially in light of concerns
about the continued viability of tactical basing at Naval Air Station Oceana. Accordingly, the
recommendation to close Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort was removed from further
consideration.

Joint Cross-Service Group Impacts. The Secretary of Defense mandated that in
BRAC 2005 the Joint Cross-Service Groups would analyze common business-oriented
functions, examine them for ways to realize consolidation and eliminate excess infrastructure,
and report their results through the Infrastructure Steering Group to the Infrastructure Executive
Council. Accordingly, the Joint Cross-Service Groups developed recommendations within
their functional areas for review and approval by the Infrastructure Steering Group and
Infrastructure Executive Council. These recommendations resulted in the movement of
workload, equipment and personnel into or out of numerous Department of the Navy activities
and installations. A complete listing of the Joint Cross-Service Group recommendations
impacting the Department of the Navy is found in Attachment K to this Report.

In some instances, a Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation or series of
recommendations relocated a majority of the functions, workload, equipment or personnel
from a Department of the Navy installation, thereby enabling closure of the entire installation
fenceline. The DON Analysis Group determined that a methodology for evaluating the need
for, and development of, Department of the Navy fenceline closure scenarios enabled by JCSG
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recommendations was needed. The Department of the Navy identified 419 installation
fencelines (i.e., a separate parcel of property on which one or more Department of the Navy
reporting activities are located).

The developed methodology involved monitoring and evaluating Joint Cross-Service
Group scenarios to determine their aggregate effect on a Department of the Navy installation
fenceline. Where the DON Analysis Group determined that the aggregate of Joint Cross-
Service Group actions were of such magnitude that it affected the “critical mass” of a
Department of the Navy fenceline, e.g., impact on the major mission, a substantial number of
personnel, and/or a substantial amount of acreage or square footage, a Department of the Navy
fenceline closure scenario was developed. The fenceline closure scenario underwent Selection
Criteria 5-8 analyses, and following that analyses, a determination was made by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group whether to recommend a closure or realignment of a
Department of the Navy fenceline. The closure of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, ME, is
an example of a fenceline closure. The Infrastructure Steering Group and the Infrastructure
Executive Council approved an Industrial Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation to
relocate the ship overhaul and repair function at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard to Norfolk Naval
Shipyard, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, and Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, and to relocate the
Submarine Maintenance Engineering, Planning and Procurement Activity at Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard to the Norfolk Naval Shipyard. This recommendation eliminated Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard’s primary mission and moved or eliminated approximately 90 percent of its
workforce. After conducting Selection Criteria 5-8 analyses, the Department of the Navy
recommended that Portsmouth Naval Shipyard be closed in its entirety. The Department of the
Navy fenceline closure recommendations are contained in Attachment J to this Report.

Where the Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation impacted an installation that the
Department of the Navy identified for closure in its analysis, the Joint Cross-Service Group
recommendation was, per direction from DoD, integrated into the Department of the Navy
closure recommendation for the affected installation and can be found in Attachments A-I to
this Report. Where the Department of the Navy did not have a closure recommendation for the
affected installation, the Joint Cross-Service Group recommendation is found in the respective
Joint Cross-Service Group Volume of the DoD Report.

Consideration of Local Government Views. Section 2914(b)(2) of the Base Closure
Act requires that in making recommendations to the BRAC Commission in BRAC 2005, the
Secretary of Defense must consider any notice received from a local government in the vicinity
of a military installation that the government would approve of the closure or realignment of the
installation. The Department of the Navy received only one such notice in BRAC 2005. The
Mayor of the City of Concord, California, in a letter dated January 13, 2005, notified the
Department of the Navy that the City urged and strongly supported the closure of the Naval
Weapons Station Seal Beach, Concord Detachment, including both the Inland and Tidal areas of
that installation. The Tidal area, consisting of piers and ammunition handling facilities, is
actively utilized by the Army for loading and unloading ships. The Inland area, consisting of
magazines used for long term storage of munitions, has been in a reduced operating status since
1999.
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Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, Concord Detachment was considered in analysis of
the Department of the Navy Munitions Storage and Distribution function. See Attachment D of
this Report. Capacity analysis was conducted for both the throughput and short-term storage
functions. Analysis revealed that there was no excess throughput capacity at Department of the
Navy weapons stations and therefore no weapons station could be closed in its entirety.
Capacity analysis showed, however, that there was excess storage capacity at Department of the
Navy weapons stations. Review of the magazine fields at Department of the Navy weapons
stations to determine if any were severable and could be closed revealed the magazine field at
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, Concord Detachment, was the only viable severable parcel.
After consultation with the Army, the U.S. Transportation Command’s Surface Deployment and
Distribution Command, and the Pacific Fleet, it was determined that the Inland arca was excess
to Department of the Navy and DoD needs. Accordingly, the Department of the Navy
recommended closure of the Inland area of Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, Concord
Detachment, retaining such property and facilities as are necessary to support operations in the
Tidal area.

Summary. As a result of the scenario development portion of the Department of the
Navy BRAC 2005 process, the DON Analysis Group/Infrastructure Evaluation Group
developed 187 scenarios involving 344 activities. This included a number of alternative
scenarios suggested by major Department of the Navy owners/operators. Throughout scenario
development, the DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group adhered to the
principle that the net result of their closure and realignment recommendations should be an
increase in the average military value of the Department of the Navy infrastructure that would
remain. While they recognized that excess capacity would be substantially reduced if all
alternatives were implemented, the iterative discussions with the Department of the Navy
leadership support the conclusions that some calculated excess capacity is merely the result of
facility configuration and that retention of some capacity that could be construed as excess is
necessary to allow basing, surge and future force structure flexibility.

Return on Investment Analysis

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Base Closure Act
requires that the Department consider the extent and timing of potential costs and savings,
including the number of years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or
realignment, for savings to exceed costs (Criterion 5). The Military Department and Joint
Cross-Service Groups used a DoD-wide approach to the application of Criterion 5.

Costs, savings, and return on investment for each Department of the Navy installation
considered for closure or realignment were calculated using the Cost of Base Realignment
Actions (COBRA) algorithms. The COBRA algorithms are used to estimate one-time and
recurring costs and savings, the number of years required to obtain a return on investment, and a
20-year net present value of costs and savings associated with the closure/realignment action.

COBRA analyses were conducted on all closure/realignment scenarios developed by the

DON Analysis Group as described above. Source data for the COBRA analyses consisted of
certified responses to scenario data calls from affected installations/activities via the established
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certification chain. The scenario data calls were drafted by the Infrastructure Analysis Team,
using a standardized format that had been previously provided to the major claimants. Draft
guidance on the elements that would be sought in the data calls had been prepared and
distributed early in the BRAC 2005 process to assist field activities in being ready to respond to
the scenario data calls. This was done through posting of Scenario Data Call Guidance and
Frequently Asked Questions in the DONBITS library. The scenario data calls were issued via
DONBITS to affected activities, both losing and receiving. In an installation closure scenario,
the installation Commanding Officer or equivalent received the scenario data call. Scenario data
calls not involving an installation closure action were targeted directly to the impacted activity
rather than the installation Commanding Officer. Each scenario data call was assigned an
Echelon 2 (claimant) “Quarterback” who was responsible for coordinating scenario data call
reviews and monitoring timely development/input of data by the installations/activities
involved. As a general rule, targeted activities were provided 48 hours from the time of release
of the scenario data call to certify their responses in DONBITS. Additional time was provided
for more complex scenarios. To the extent possible, the Quarterback ensured that responses
were reviewed and agreed to by the chain of command prior to activity certification. Chain of
command certifications took place as expeditiously as possible thereafter in DONBITS.

The methodology/assumptions used in the COBRA return on investment calculations
were derived from DoD policy guidance, standard DoD and Department of the Navy costing
practices/policies, and DON Analysis Group/Infrastructure Evaluation Group approved
conventions. These conventions included assumptions on such data elements as proceeds from
land sales, construction cost avoidances, base operating support costs, environmental restoration
costs, and standards for facility construction. For example, the DON Analysis Group approved
BRAC Facilities Planning Guidelines to ensure that the Department of the Navy applied a
consistent methodology for costing support (e.g., bachelor housing, child development centers,
and parking) and operational (e.g., piers and hangars) facility requirements when conducting
COBRA analysis for each scenario.

In analyzing the scenario data call responses, the Infrastructure Analysis Team and DON
Analysis Group aggressively challenged cost estimates to ensure both their consistency with
standing policies and procedures and their reasonableness. Unless otherwise noted, scenario
data call taskings assumed total closure, with only critical functions and facilities being moved.
It was not expected that there would be a replication of all existing facilities at another site or
that all personnel would move. The DON Analysis Group looked to see whether alternate ways
of accomplishing critical functions were considered in the scenario data call responses.
[Nlustrative issues that were discussed by the DON Analysis Group/Infrastructure Evaluation
Group during review and evaluation of the scenario data call responses include the following:

Costs for gate improvements to address impacts of increased vehicular/pedestrian traffic
flow at receiving installations were sometimes included in cost estimates. In addition to
reviewing the reasonableness of the costs, the justification for the gate improvement was
carefully reviewed. Before such costs were allowed in COBRA, the activity had to
demonstrate that the BRAC action would not be executable without the improvements
and that the improvements were not solely designed to address an existing deficiency.
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Costs for replication of training simulators at receiving installations were sometimes
included in cost estimates. In addition to reviewing the reasonableness of these costs,
the need for such costs was closely scrutinized. Before such costs were allowed in
COBRA, the activity had to demonstrate that the existing training simulator could not be
relocated or that other existing simulators could not be used to satisfy the training
mission.

Costs for construction of new facilities at receiving installations were often included in
cost estimates. In addition to reviewing the reasonableness of these costs, the
justification for new construction was carefully reviewed. Before such costs were
allowed in COBRA, the activity had to demonstrate that the project was sized in
accordance with applicable facility planning guidelines and that rehabilitation of an
existing structure was not feasible and more cost effective.

In reviewing responses to scenarios that contemplated consolidation of activities, the
Infrastructure Analysis Team and DON Analysis Group looked for significant
eliminations of support personnel and considerable excessing of equipment and
facilities. Similarly, with reductions in budgets and force structure, the Infrastructure
Analysis Team and DON Analysis Group reviewed the data call responses to ensure
that the out-year requirement was appropriately reduced in terms of personnel,
facilities, and capacities of remaining facilities.

The DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group used the COBRA
algorithms as a tool to ensure that BRAC 2005 realignment and closure recommendations were
cost effective. However, the COBRA analysis was not used by the DON Analysis Group and
Infrastructure Evaluation Group in an attempt to make base closure recommendations simply on
the basis of identifying a "lowest cost" alternative. The DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure
Evaluation Group were particularly sensitive to up-front costs and the length of time required to
obtain a return on investment. While savings or cost avoidances will significantly exceed the
one-time costs, the Department of the Navy will be required to ensure sufficient funding and
resources are programmed to execute base closure before such savings will be realized. As a
result, 83 percent of the Department of the Navy recommendations will obtain a return on
investment within four years, with savings offsetting costs of closure within the closure
implementation period.

Section 2913(e) of the Base Closure Act requires that the Department’s costs and
savings criteria take into account the effect of a proposed closure or realignment action on the
costs of any other DoD activity or any other Federal agency that may be required to assume
responsibility for activities at the military installation. By estimating the costs and savings to
DoD associated with the proposed closure or realignment action, the COBRA model takes into
account the effect of the proposed closure or realignment action on the costs of all DoD
activities, thereby satisfying the requirements of section 2913(e) with respect to DoD activities.
The Department cannot rely on the COBRA model, or undertake independent estimates of the
costs and savings to other Federal agencies, in order to satisfy the requirements of section
2913(e) with respect to non-DoD Federal agencies. Accordingly, DoD guidance provides that
where a scenario directly impacts a non-DoD Federal agency, the proponent of the scenario will

39



first assume that the non-DoD Federal agency will be required to assume responsibility for base
operating activities on the military installation. The scenario proponent will further assume that
since this is a new responsibility of the non-DoD Federal agency, the effect of the action will be
to increase that agency’s costs. Where applicable, the cost impact on non-DoD Federal agencies
is noted in the Department of the Navy closure or realignment recommendation.

Fenceline Integration Review

With the division of analytic responsibilities between the Joint Cross-Service Groups
and Military Departments in BRAC 2005, the possibility of inconsistent analysis or
conflicting recommendations at a given installation was a concern. In an effort to minimize
these potential conflicts and to help ensure consistency of cost inputs to COBRA, the
Department of the Navy established a Fenceline Integration Review process. The
Department of the Navy constructed a Fenceline Activity Database that showed, for each
Department of the Navy installation, all Joint Cross-Service Group and Military Department
scenarios affecting that installation. Where the Fenceline Activity Database showed that
there was more than one scenario affecting a given installation, the cumulative effect of all
scenarios affecting that installation was analyzed. Specifically targeted were impacts on
community support personnel (base operations support personnel, medical personnel, and
tenant support), military construction requirements (use of current assets and community
support structures), and additional environmental concerns. Where the review noted a
possible concern, the Department of the Navy advised the appropriate Joint Cross-Service
Group and/or Military Department to enable reconciliation of the scenarios, e.g., where two
Joint Cross-Service Group scenarios relied on the use of the same building, the cost input for
the COBRA analysis for one of the Joint Cross-Service Group scenarios would need to be
modified to reflect new construction. This review process materially contributed to the
quality of the COBRA analysis for scenarios impacting Department of the Navy installations.

Economic Impact Analysis

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Base Closure Act
requires that the Department consider the economic impact on existing communities in the
vicinity of military installations (Criterion 6). The Military Department and Joint Cross-Service
Groups used a DoD-wide approach to the application of Criterion 6.

The impact on the local economic area for each Department of the Navy closure or
realignment scenario was assessed during the scenario analysis process using an Economic
Impact Tool. The Economic Impact Tool provided a uniform methodology for estimating the
total direct and indirect job changes associated with a closure or realignment scenario. It
measured the total potential job change in the economic area and the total potential job changes
as a percentage of total employment in the economic area for each scenario. The direct job
changes for each scenario, used in combination with information preloaded in the Economic
Impact Tool, provided an estimate of indirect job changes. The sum of the direct and indirect
job changes provided a scenario’s total potential job changes. Each military installation/activity
was assigned to an economic Region of Influence in the Economic Impact Tool. The Region of
Influence for each installation was defined as the Metropolitan Statistical Area or Micropolitan

40



Statistical Area in which the installation’s primary county lies. For installations in Metropolitan
Statistical Areas that are divided into Metropolitan Districts, the Region of Influence was
defined as the Metropolitan District in which the installation’s primary county lies. For
installations that are not in one of these statistical areas, the Region of Influence was defined as
the county itself.

In the process of evaluating economic impact, the Department of the Navy ensured that
certified data was used throughout the process. Certified data from each scenario data call was
entered into the COBRA model, resulting in data for direct changes in military, civilian, and
student jobs for each scenario. Direct changes in contractor jobs for each scenario were also
provided in the scenario data calls. The four certified data sets (direct military, civilian, student,
and contractor) were then entered into the Economic Impact Tool, which calculated the indirect
changes and estimated total potential job changes for each scenario.

To further assist in the consideration of the relative economic impact of a scenario, the
Economic Impact Tool produced an Economic Impact Report that displayed the Region of
Influence population and employment, the installation’s authorized manpower, the authorized
manpower as a percentage of the Region of Influence’s employment, the total job change (sum
of direct and indirect job changes), and the total job change as a percentage of Region of
Influence employment. Additionally, the Economic Impact Report provided graphs displaying
the total employment from 1988-2002, the annual unemployment rates from 1990-2003, and the
per capita income from 1988-2002 for each Region of Influence. These graphs provided a
reference for determining the relative impact a scenario might have on a local community’s
employment. Cumulative economic impact of prior rounds of BRAC was not separately
considered in BRAC 2005 deliberations, since prior rounds of BRAC have been fully
implemented and the impacts from those actions are already reflected in the historical data in the
Economic Impact Tool.

The Economic Impact Reports for those scenarios for which the DON Analysis Group
decided to conduct full criteria review were provided and briefed to the DON Analysis Group.
Any impacts of note were then summarized for the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. As a part
of its deliberative process, the DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group
reviewed the estimated change in employment resulting from each closure or realignment
action, as well as the historical data for each affected economic area to discern a general
description of both the prevailing economic conditions and recent changes in the local economy.
The charts on the following page show a summary of the economic impact of recommended
base closures or realignments on a regional and national level. The Department of the Navy is
very concerned about economic impact and has made every effort to fully understand all of the
economic impacts its recommendations might have on local communities.
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BRAC 2005 Economic Impact
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Community Infrastructure Analysis

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Base Closure Act
requires that the Department consider the ability of both the existing and potential receiving
communities’ infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel (Criterion 7). The
Military Department and Joint Cross-Service Groups used a DoD-wide approach to the
application of Criterion 7.

In order to assess and consider community infrastructure impacts of different scenarios,
ten community attributes that best capture Criterion 7 were identified for consideration:
demographics, child care, cost of living, education, employment, housing, medical providers,
safety/crime, transportation, and utilities. Using a standard format provided by DoD, the
Infrastructure Analysis Team created an Installation Criteria 7 Profile for each installation.
Compiled from certified data obtained in the Criterion 7 data call, the Installation Criteria 7
Profile summarized the ten attributes of the community in which a military installation is
located. The Department of the Navy collected additional certified data regarding community
infrastructure impacts in scenario data calls. Activities were specifically requested to identify
any community infrastructure impacts that could arise from a particular scenario, if it were to be
adopted.

All Department of the Navy Installation Criteria 7 Profiles were provided to the DON
Analysis Group. The Installation Criteria 7 Profiles for those scenarios for which the DON
Analysis Group decided to conduct full criteria review were briefed to the DON Analysis
Group. Any impacts of note were then summarized for the Infrastructure Evaluation Group.
With this information, the ability of exiting and potential receiving communities’ infrastructure
to support forces, missions, and personnel was evaluated. No significant, quantifiable
community infrastructure impacts were identified for any of the Department of the Navy
closure or realignment recommendations.

Environmental Impact Analysis

In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Base Closure Act
requires that the Department consider the environmental impact, including the impact of costs
related to potential environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental
compliance activities (Criterion 8). The Military Department and Joint Cross-Service Groups
used a DoD-wide approach to the application of Criterion 8.

In order to assess and consider the environmental resource impacts of different
scenarios, ten environmental resource areas were identified for consideration: air quality;
cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource
areas; marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise; threatened and endangered species or
critical habitat; waste management; water resources; and wetlands.

Using certified data obtained from the capacity data call, the Infrastructure Analysis

Team compiled a summary of the environmental data by environmental resource area in an
Installation Environmental Profile. Prepared using a standard format prescribed by DoD, the
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Installation Environmental Profile presented the current picture of an installation’s
environmental condition. The Installation Environmental Profile served as a guide to the raw
environmental data regarding a particular installation and enabled the DON Analysis
Group/Infrastructure Evaluation Group to consider how a particular scenario may impact the
environmental condition at that installation. The Installation Environmental Profile was also
used by the Infrastructure Analysis Team to assist in the formulation of tailored environmental
questions for inclusion in supplemental scenario data calls. Unlike in prior rounds of BRAC,
the environmental condition of Department of the Navy installations today is generally well
characterized. This fact contributed materially to the accuracy and completeness of the
Installation Environmental Profiles. For those scenarios for which COBRA analysis was
completed and for which it was determined that a complete criteria review would be conducted,
the Infrastructure Analysis Team prepared a Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts.
Following a standard format prescribed by DoD, the Summary of Scenario Environmental
Impacts summarized the environmental impacts associated with a particular scenario. The
Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts consisted of an overview of the certified data,
including the costs related to potential environmental restoration, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities. Lastly, to assist in the assessment of the cumulative
environmental impacts from all scenarios at a particular installation, the Infrastructure Analysis
Team prepared a Summary of Cumulative Environmental Impacts for each gaining installation.
Following a standard format prescribed by DoD, the Summary of Cumulative Environmental
Impact was compiled from the individual Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts
affecting that gaining installation. The Infrastructure Analysis Team environmental team
worked closely with designated environmental subject matter experts from the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment), the staff of the Chief of Naval
Operations, the Marine Corps, and the Naval Facilities Engineering Command in developing
these environmental documents and analyzing environmental issues.

The requirement of the Base Closure Act to consider impact of costs related to potential
environmental restoration was satisfied by a review of certified data for pre-existing, known
environmental restoration projects at installations identified during scenario development as
candidates for closure or realignment. The certified data considered by the DON Analysis
Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group consisted of the FY 2003 current estimate of
costs to complete for Installation Restoration sites managed and reported under the Defense
Environmental Restoration Account. The presence of Installation Restoration sites was also
considered a land use constraint for installations receiving missions as a result of a realignment
decision. Since the Department of the Navy has a legal obligation to perform environmental
restoration regardless of whether a base was being closed, realigned or kept open, environmental
restoration costs at closing bases were not included in COBRA cost analyses. However, the
costs of environmental restoration were noted in the Installation Environmental Profile,
Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts, and Summary of Cumulative Environmental
Impacts.
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Recurring and non-recurring waste management and environmental compliance costs
were included in the COBRA estimates of Base Operating Support costs generated for each
scenario being evaluated as part of the scenario analysis process. Any one-time waste
management and compliance costs associated with closing a facility (e.g., costs generated as a
result of operating permit closure regulations) or similar one-time costs associated with
realignment actions (e.g., expanding treatment or compliance operation permits) were also
reflected in COBRA. These one-time costs were also included in the Summary of Scenario
Environmental Impacts and Summary of Cumulative Environmental Impacts so that the DON
Analysis Group and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group could assess the impact of these costs
in their deliberations regarding closure and realignment scenarios. This was not a strict cost
comparison but rather an identification and overview of the increased environmental
management efforts associated with particular scenarios and their fiscal impacts.

Throughout the deliberative process, the DON Analysis Group and the Infrastructure
Evaluation Group discussed the Department of the Navy commitment to integration of base
closure and realignment actions with environmental laws and regulations at both the federal and
state levels. All Department of the Navy Installation Environmental Profiles were provided to
the DON Analysis Group for review. The Summary of Scenario Environmental Impacts were
briefed to the DON Analysis Group for those scenarios for which the DON Analysis Group
decided to conduct full criteria review. Any impacts of note were then summarized for the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group.

The above-described environmental impact analysis permitted the DON Analysis Group
and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group to obtain a comprehensive picture of the potential
environmental impacts arising from the recommendations for closure and realignment and to
determine whether environmental issues supported reconsideration of any recommendation. It
provided a more in depth review of potential environmental impacts than any previous round of
base closure. No environmental impacts that would preclude implementation were identified
for any scenario. It is of note that no alternative receiver site was deemed inappropriate because
of environmental issues and that many of the changes resulted in a positive environmental
impact.

Conclusion
A detailed description of the analyses conducted for each function is contained in the
Description of Analysis section of each Attachment to this Report, followed by any

recommendations that may have resulted. An index of the Attachments may be found at page
S1.
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CHAPTER 5
RECOMMENDATIONS

In accordance with the instructions from the Department of Defense contained in the
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology & Logistics) memorandum to the
Infrastructure Steering Group Members and Chairmen, Joint Cross-Service Groups, dated April
11, 2005 (Subject: Organization and Structure of the Secretary’s Final BRAC Report), attached
hereto as Attachments A - J are the justifications and impacts of the Department of the Navy's
recommendations for closure and/or realignment of Navy and Marine Corps military
installations. These recommendations were derived from the process outlined in Chapter 4. In
summary, the recommendations are as follows:

PAGE
Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California J-3
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Detachment, D-7
Concord, California
Naval Support Activity, Corona, California J-5
Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut A-7
Officer Training Command, Pensacola, Florida E-13
Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia J-7
Naval Air Station, Atlanta, Georgia C-9
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, Louisiana J-9
Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine C-11
Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Kittery, Maine J-13
Naval Station, Pascagoula, Mississippi A-9
Marine Corps Support Activity, Kansas City, J-15
Missouri
Cambria Regional Airport, Johnstown, Pennsylvania C-13
Naval Air Station, Joint Reserve Base, Willow C-13
Grove, Pennsylvania
Naval Station, Newport, Rhode Island I-9
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas A-11
Naval Station, Ingleside, Texas A-11
Engineering Field Divisions/Activities H-11
Navy Recruiting Districts G-7
Navy Regions H-9
Navy Reserve Centers F-7
Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers F-15
Navy Reserve Readiness Commands H-13

Page numbers refer to the page in the appropriate Attachment where the actual
recommendation and justification may be found.
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CHAPTER 6
BUDGET IMPACTS

As described earlier, the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) algorithms were
used to estimate costs and savings associated with closure and realignment recommendations.
COBRA costs and savings are estimated in two ways. First, some costs and savings are
automatically calculated based on standardized algorithms (for example, personnel and moving
costs). Remaining costs and savings reflect specific costs/savings identified during the COBRA
scenario development effort, such as construction costs and construction cost avoidances. As
described in the Return on Investment Analysis section in Chapter 4, these estimates received
close scrutiny by the Infrastructure Analysis Team and the Department of the Navy Analysis
Group since they were often very significant.

The total one-time cost to implement the recommendations developed by the
Department of the Navy, as reflected in this Volume of the DoD Report, is approximately
$2.1 billion. These one-time costs are more than offset by approximately $3.6 billion in savings
during the implementation period, most of which reflect currently programmed funds. The net
of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of approximately $0.43
billion. Annual recurring savings after implementation are approximately $0.82 billion with a
return on investment expected within four years in most cases. The net present value of the
costs and savings for all recommendations over 20 years is a savings of approximately $8.4
billion.

The recommendations developed by the Joint Cross-Service Groups also contain
costs and savings associated with each of the Military Departments. When the Department
of the Navy share of these costs are added to the totals shown in the preceding paragraph, the
total one-time cost to implement all Department of the Navy recommendations is
approximately $3.8 billion, which is offset by approximately $8.0 billion in savings over the
implementation period. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is
a savings of approximately $2.6 billion. Annual recurring savings after implementation are
approximately $1.6 billion. The net present value of the costs and savings for all
recommendations over 20 years is a savings of approximately $18.1 billion.

The table on the following page displays the estimated total yearly costs and savings
for all recommendations affecting the Department of the Navy.
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Estimated Department of the Navy BRAC 2005 Costs and Savings

FY FY FY FY FY FY Beyond
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Costs: 569 1,063 1,341 991 848 568 416
Savings: 152 491 1,144 2,055 2,195 1,947 2,030
Net: 417 572 197 -1,064 -1,347 -1,379 -1,614

All figures are shown in millions of dollars and are constant FY 2006 dollars. Net Savings are
shown as negative numbers.

The predicted savings shown above do not include any revenue that might result from the sale
of land and facilities that will be available for other uses as a result of the recommended actions.
While use of the COBRA algorithms provides a uniform methodology for estimating relative
costs and savings associated with closure or realignment actions, it should be noted that
COBRA output is not intended for use in preparing detailed budgets.
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ATTACHMENT A
DESCRIPTION OF ANALYSIS OF
SURFACE/SUBSURFACE OPERATIONS

The Surface/Subsurface Operations function includes the activities that support,
maintain, and train operational ships and assigned crews. The following activities were
evaluated in this category. Asterisks indicate those activities that have some capability to
berth operational ships but did not do so at the time of the analysis.

Naval Air Station North Island, San Diego, California

Naval Air Station Key West, Florida*

Naval Air Station Pensacola, Florida*

Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek, Norfolk, Virginia

Naval Base Ventura County, Point Mugu, California*

Naval Base Guam

Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, Kittery, Maine*

Naval Shipyard Norfolk, Virginia*

Naval Station San Diego, California

Naval Station Mayport, Florida

Naval Station Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, including Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor
Naval Station Pascagoula, Mississippi

Naval Station Newport, Rhode Island*

Naval Station Ingleside, Texas

Naval Station Norfolk, Virginia

Naval Station Bremerton, Washington, including Naval Shipyard Puget Sound
Naval Station Everett, Washington

Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach Detachment, Concord, California*
Naval Weapons Station Earle, Colts Neck, New Jersey

Naval Weapons Station Charleston, South Carolina*

Naval Weapons Station Yorktown, Virginia*

Submarine Base San Diego, California

Submarine Base New London, Connecticut

Submarine Base Kings Bay, Georgia

Submarine Base Bangor, Washington

Naval Ordnance Test Unit, Cape Canaveral, Florida*

Blount Island Command, Jacksonville, Florida*

Naval Support Activity, Panama City, Florida*

Naval Magazine, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii*

Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico is excluded from the above list because it was
closed outside the BRAC process by special legislation.



Data Call Development

The BRAC 2005 Surface/Subsurface Operations capacity data call was developed
after a review and validation of the BRAC 1995 principal measure of capacity: ship-berthing
capability. The BRAC 1995 “Cruiser Equivalent” metric, which normalized berthing
capacity to the CG-47 class of ships, was retained as the standard measure for evaluating an
activity’s capability to berth ships in a cold iron status. The capacity data call captured
specific ship berthing information concerning linear feet of berthing, pier and slip width,
dredge depth, shore power, and channel depth, and requested each activity to determine the
maximum number of Cruiser Equivalents that could be berthed in a cold iron status.
Conversion factors were defined for the various types of Naval ships. Based on the
responses to the capacity data call questions, in general, any activity with reported Cruiser
Equivalents was included in the Surface/Subsurface Operations functional analysis.

The military value data call was developed after review of the BRAC 1995 data calls,
discussions with Fleet experts through Commander, Fleet Forces Command and development
of a military value scoring plan by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group. The military value
scoring plan included the following five attributes, which were used to evaluate an activity’s
ability to support ships, ship personnel, and their families: Operational Infrastructure,
Operational Training, Port Characteristics, Environment and Encroachment, and Personnel
Support/Quality of Life.

Capacity Analysis

As noted above, the BRAC 1995 concept of the “Cruiser Equivalent” was retained for
the BRAC 2005 Surface/Subsurface Operations capacity analysis. This concept evaluated
pier space requirements, available ship support services and depth restrictions, both pier side
and while transiting from sea to pier. Each activity provided a certified response indicating
its maximum capacity to berth ships irrespective of deployment patterns or pier maintenance
requirements. These reported capacities were reviewed and validated, and where necessary,
data call clarifications and corrections were requested and obtained in accordance with the
data certification process. Analysis of the certified data resulted in the determination of
current capacity, which included all possible activities that possessed the capability to
homeport ships. In order to determine potential excess capacity, the maximum capacity was
reduced by the non-operational capacity (those activities indicated with an asterisk on the
above list). Based on input from Commander, Fleet Forces Command on the impact of the
Fleet Response Plan, an allowance of 50 Cruiser Equivalent was applied to permit ship
maintenance and weapon handling pier-side, obviating excess pier shifts for nested ships.
This allowance accounts for the fact that the maximum capacity reported at an activity
included the maximum permissible ship-nesting limits and reflects the necessary flexibility to
support ship maintenance and ordnance handling evolutions. Additionally, a five percent
Cruiser Equivalent allowance was included to account for the need to periodically shut down
piers to conduct maintenance. After review of the capacity data, the berthing capacity
devoted to the contiguous naval shipyards at Naval Stations Bremerton and Pearl Harbor was
determined not to be available for home-porting ships since it would conflict with the current
mission, and therefore, was considered non-operational capacity.
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The 20-year Force Structure Plan was used to determine the berthing requirements in
the capacity analysis. This force structure plan included a significant number of future ships,
including Multi-mission Destroyer (DD(X)) and Littoral Combat Ship (LCS). These ships
have larger footprint requirements than current Guided Missile Destroyer (DDG) and Guided
Missile Frigate (FFG) ships. The combination of ships used to determine the berthing
requirements was based on the President’s Budget Ship and Aircraft Supplemental Data
Tables. The total berthing requirements in Cruiser Equivalent were based on the total
number of each ship class multiplied by the ship class Cruiser Equivalent factor and in-port
percentage, and subsequently reduced by the ships in the shipyard and ships permanently
deployed. The in-port percentage was used to reduce the overall berthing requirement
accounting for historical deployment and operating patterns of the various classes of ships.
The percentages used in the BRAC 1995 round were reviewed and adjusted by the
Infrastructure Evaluation Group based on input from Commander, Fleet Forces Command.
A surge factor in calculating the amount of berthing space required at its operational bases was
not needed because it would require additional ship construction to utilize that surge capability.
The Department of the Navy (DON) Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group
ensured that sufficient flexibility was retained to handle surge represented by operational tempo
changes or emergent force positioning changes, and also concluded that there was sufficient
berthing space available in non-operational bases (e.g., shipyards and weapons stations) to meet
surge or other emergent operational requirements.

During the course of the 2005 BRAC analysis, a significant revision of the 20-year Force
Structure Plan was promulgated. This revised plan reduced the number of ships in the
overall capacity requirement. Changes to the plan reduced the nuclear attack submarine Fleet
by 21 percent, and eliminated all Minehunter-Coastal ships from the Fleet early in the BRAC
execution period. The number of Prepositioning ships and new High-speed Connector ships
increased. However, since these ships are operated in forward areas only, are civilian
manned, and do not require homeports, they were not included in the requirement.
Accounting for the revised Force Structure Plan, the net result was an aggregate excess
capacity of 25 percent, across Navy Surface/Subsurface activities.

Military Value Analysis

The matrix developed for military value analysis was modeled on the BRAC 1995
Naval Station matrix with modifications based on lessons learned, Fleet input, and improved
modeling. Scaling functions were used to allow partial or relative value for a particular data
point. The matrixes for the different Operational Functions (Surface/Subsurface, Aviation,
and Ground) were similar in many respects, each having five attributes. However, the
specific data and weighting of the attributes reflected the differences between each function.

Operational Infrastructure questions principally measured the size and versatility of
ship berthing, maintenance, and support capabilities and proximity to naval shipyards.
Additional value was given for strategic nuclear submarine homeport capability and Nimitz
Class nuclear-powered carrier cold-iron berthing capability and ability to expand to
accommodate surge and expansion of mission. Operational Training questions measured the
proximity to training facilities, training ranges and operation areas. Port Characteristics
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questions principally measured operational and strategic locations, port restrictions, and anti-
terrorism/force protection capabilities. Environment and Encroachment questions measured
an array of constraints, costs, and capabilities associated with balancing an activity’s mission
and compliance with Federal and State environmental regulations. Personnel
Support/Quality of Life questions measured an activity’s ability to support ship’s personnel
and their families.

Question weights developed by the Infrastructure Evaluation Group placed high value
on operational infrastructure and training. The military value scores for the activities in the
Surface/Subsurface Operations function were fairly evenly distributed between 30.8 and 74.5
for all 29 activities. The range for the current operational homeports was 37.1 to 74.5 with
an average military value for this category of 55.6. Large versatile bases and those in
proximity to training areas and facilities scored higher, while smaller bases which were
remote from training areas and facilities scored significantly lower.

Configuration Analysis

Configuration analysis was used to develop solutions that progressively reduced
excess capacity while maximizing military value. The model’s parameters included: (1) the
Cruiser Equivalent capacity; (2) the military value score for all 29 Surface/Subsurface
activities; (3) the number of nuclear-powered carriers that could be berthed cold iron at an
activity; (4) the ability to homeport strategic nuclear submarines; and, (5) East and West
Coast location requirements. The initial model run included the following rules approved by
the DON Analysis Group: (1) to ensure that the model did not result in unbalanced force
levels on each coast, at least 40 percent of the requirements had to be located on each coast;
(2) one strategic nuclear submarine homeport per coast was required to ensure that this key
infrastructure capability was maintained; and, (3) two ports on each coast capable of cold
iron berthing a nuclear-powered carrier must be retained in order to allow for dispersal.

The initial model run yielded sub-optimum results by closing some non-
operational activities and relocating ships to other non-operational activities. Non-
operational activities (indicated above with an asterisk) were removed from the model in
order to prevent results that would either close activities that have a non-operational primary
mission or relocate ships to these activities, which do not have the full infrastructure to
support ships and assigned personnel. The model was required to ensure that Naval
Weapons Station Earle remained open in any solution set, as it is required for Fast Combat
Support Ship (AOE) stationing and was determined to possess unique explosive safety arcs
necessary to homeport the Fast Combat Support Ships.

Activities suggested for closure by the model included Naval Station Pascagoula,
Naval Station Ingleside, Naval Base Guam, Submarine Base New London, Naval Station
Everett, Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek, and Submarine Base San Diego. These results
were used as the initial input for the DON Analysis Group initial scenario development
deliberations.
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Scenario Development and Analysis

The DON Analysis Group reviewed the capacity data and military value scores
contained in the model results and developed proposed scenarios designed to maximize the
use of capacity in Fleet concentration areas by realigning assets, locating ship maintenance
close to the Fleet, and optimizing mission accomplishment and rapid deployment
capabilities. The DON Analysis Group noted that Naval Base Guam currently bases forward
deployed submarines and Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek is the likely homeport for a
significant number of Littoral Combat Ships (LCSs) due to its facility configuration. The
DON Analysis Group also recognized that the development of new types of warships
necessitated retention of sufficient capacity to support them. The DON Analysis Group
recommended, and the Infrastructure Evaluation Group approved, five base closure
scenarios: Naval Station Pascagoula, Naval Station Ingleside, Submarine Base New London,
Naval Station Everett and Submarine Base San Diego. Alternative scenarios were developed
to analyze various receiver sites for the major missions and associated activities, such as the
Submarine School, New London, Mine Warfare Training Center, Ingleside, and Helicopter
Mine Countermeasures Squadron 15 (HM-15) from Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, TX.
The Naval Station Everett closure scenario included alternatives for relocation of an entire
Carrier Strike Group, including a Carrier Air Wing and appropriate escort ships, in
accordance with the Integrated Global Presence and Basing Strategy tasking document. The
Infrastructure Evaluation Group also approved an alternative to the Submarine Base New
London closure scenario, which sought to consolidate the Naval Station Norfolk submarine
force at Submarine Base New London.

The DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group reviewed the scenario
analysis results in deliberative session and recommended three closure actions: Naval Station
Pascagoula, Naval Station Ingleside, and Submarine Base New London. In each case,
scenario alternatives were extensively analyzed to determine the most appropriate action for
all affected activities. The DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group
considered alternate receiver sites recommended by the field and identified additional, or
eliminated the need for, alternate receiving sites upon review of scenario analysis results and
the revised Force Structure Plan. For example, the revised Force Structure Plan will
decommission all Minehunter-Coastal ships by FY 2008. Therefore, the scenario to close
Naval Station Ingleside provided an opportunity to single site the Mine Counter Measure
ships at Naval Station San Diego without incurring military construction costs for a new pier.

The COBRA analysis for closing Naval Station Everett and relocating a nuclear
carrier to Naval Station Bremerton indicated early return on investment with high one-time
costs associated with constructing additional nuclear carrier support facilities. The DON
Analysis Group, Infrastructure Evaluation Group, and senior Department of the Navy
leadership weighed the risks associated with closing an existing deep-water nuclear-powered
carrier homeport, as well as the remote likelihood of ever re-acquiring this capability and
eliminated this closure scenario. Department of the Navy leadership further decided that
issue resolution associated with Carrier Strike Group relocation to the Pacific theater required
additional strategic analysis and discussions following the Quadrennial Defense Review and
postponed any decision until post-Quadrennial Defense Review.
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COBRA analyses for the closure of Submarine Base San Diego and relocation of the
submarine assets to Naval Station Pearl Harbor indicated an early return on investment.
However, the DON Analysis Group and Infrastructure Evaluation Group recognized that the
loss of a West Coast Fast Attack Submarine (SSN) homeport would adversely affect strategic
and operational capabilities, make the valuable training areas off the coast of San Diego of
limited utility, and eliminate submarine logistic support in San Diego. The Infrastructure
Evaluation Group decided to remove this closure scenario from further consideration.

The COBRA analysis to realign Naval Station Norfolk by relocating all submarine
assets to Submarine Base New London indicated no return on investment primarily due to
extensive one-time costs and no steady-state savings. The Infrastructure Evaluation Group
decided to remove this scenario from further consideration.

To ensure the scenario development and analysis adequately addressed homeland
defense, the Infrastructure Analysis Team met with representatives from U.S. Northern
Command, U.S. Strategic Command, and the Joint Staff (Force Structure, Resources, and
Assessment Directorate) to discuss homeland defense mission requirements and consider
whether a particular Department of the Navy scenario or combination of scenarios would
negatively impact Department of the Navy’s ability to meet the Maritime Homeland Defense
mission, as set forth in the Maritime Homeland Defense Execution Order. Additionally, the
DON Analysis Group had similar discussions with the U.S. Coast Guard. Where identified,
Combatant Commander’s concerns were fully considered by the Department of the Navy
deliberative bodies as part of an executability and warfighter/readiness risk analysis performed
for each Department of the Navy recommendation. Based upon the foregoing, Department of
the Navy concluded that its closure and realignment recommendations would not compromise
homeland defense mission requirements.

Conclusion

The Force Structure Plan and the Fleet Response Plan’s changes to
Surface/Subsurface deployment patterns affect the ability to significantly reduce Department
of the Navy waterfront infrastructure, particularly in light of anticipated future force structure
requirements for new classes of ships. The Surface/Subsurface Operations BRAC
recommendations seek to close single function naval activities and utilize existing capacity in
Fleet concentration areas. The risk of loss of key infrastructure capabilities, such as
explosive piers and nuclear-powered ship capable ports, outweighed the benefit of additional
closures. The three closure recommendations reduce the excess capacity for the
Surface/Subsurface Operations function from 25 percent to 17 percent and increase the
average military value of operational homeports from 55.64 to 58.47. The net savings to the
Department over 20 years for all three closure recommendations is approximately $3.06
billion.
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ATTACHMENT A-1
RECOMMENDATION FOR CLOSURE
SUBMARINE BASE, NEW LONDON, CONNECTICUT

Recommendation: Close Naval Submarine Base New London, CT. Relocate its assigned
submarines, Auxiliary Repair Dock 4 (ARDM-4), and Nuclear Research Submarine 1 (NR-1)
along with their dedicated personnel, equipment and support to Submarine Base Kings Bay,
GA and Naval Station Norfolk, VA. Relocate the intermediate submarine repair function to
Shore Intermediate Repair Activity Norfolk, at Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA, and Trident
Refit Facility Kings Bay, GA. Relocate the Naval Submarine School and Center for
Submarine Learning to Submarine Base Kings Bay, GA. Consolidate the Naval Security
Group Activity Groton, CT with Naval Security Group Activity Norfolk, VA at Naval
Station Norfolk, VA. Consolidate Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory Groton,
CT, with Naval Medical Research Center at Walter Reed Army Medical Center Forest Glenn
Annex, MD. Relocate Naval Undersea Medical Institute Groton, CT to Naval Air Station
Pensacola, FL and Fort Sam Houston, TX. Consolidate Navy Region Northeast, New
London, CT with Navy Region, Mid-Atlantic, Norfolk, VA.

Justification: The existing berthing capacity at surface/subsurface installations exceeds the
capacity required to support the Force Structure Plan. The closure of Submarine Base New
London materially contributes to the maximum reduction of excess capacity while increasing
the average military value of the remaining bases in this functional area. Sufficient capacity
and Fleet dispersal is maintained with the East Coast submarine Fleet homeports of Naval
Station Norfolk and Submarine Base Kings Bay, without affecting operational capability.
The intermediate submarine repair function is relocated to Shore Intermediate Maintenance
Activity Norfolk at Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and the Trident Refit Facility Kings Bay, GA in
support of the relocating submarines. Consolidating the Naval Submarine Medical Research
Laboratory with assets at the Walter Reed Army Medical Center Forest Glenn Annex will
create a DoD Center of Hyperbaric and Undersea Medicine that will increase synergy by
consolidating previously separate animal and human research capabilities at a single location.
The consolidation of Navy Region, Northeast with Navy Region, Mid-Atlantic is one
element of the Department of the Navy efforts to reduce the number of Installation
Management Regions from twelve to eight. Consolidation of the Regions rationalizes
regional management structure and allows for opportunities to collocate regional entities to
align management concepts and efficiencies.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $679.64 million. The net of all costs and savings to the Department
during the implementation period is a cost of $345.42 million. Annual recurring savings to
the Department after implementation are $192.78 million with a payback expected in three
years. The net present