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The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission established by Public Law 101-
510 has built a solid reputation for fair, objective, and factual review and analysis of those bases
recommended by the Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment based on the selection criteria,
force-structure plan, and infrastructure inventory. It is the duty and responsibility of the
Commission’s staff to uphold those standards and to continue in an open and independent
environment.

This handbook reflects that used by the 2005 Commission and incorporates revisions and
lessons learned during and after the Commission process. It provides examples, guidelines,
policies, and procedures to assist the Commission staff in understanding the breadth and depth of
their responsibilities during the course of the review and analysis process. The volume of work to
be performed in such a short period of time dictates that each analyst must operate with limited
supervision yet be an integral component of our overall process. The in-depth review and
independent analysis become the final factual basis for decisions and, if challenged in court, the
back-up information used in defense of whatever lawsuits may be initiated.

This is not meant to alarm you but to make you aware of the importance and seriousness of
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission’s work. The final decisions of the
Commission represent a foundation for tomorrow’s defense infrastructure; however, they could be
devastating to many communities. Therefore, our work must be as thorough and accurate as
humanly possible.

Our analysis and oversight are greatly enhanced by the concerned communities most
affected by the closures and realignments. We encourage their involvement in the process, which

actually broadens and strengthens our own analysis. In fact, we consider the communities’ work to
validate or present factual information about the bases as an extension of our staff’s work. For this

reason, it is critical that all Commission staff members understand and support the openness and
thoroughness of the review and analysis process.

Our finished products and back-up documentation are an open book for all to see. Let’s
uphold the high standards set by the review and analysis work of the 1991, 1993, 1995, and 2005
Commissions.

Charles Battaglia
Executive Director
2005 Commission
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SECTION A

2005 COMMISSION TIMELINE (Actual)

Commission conducts investigative hearings, base visits, and regional hearings
May 3 - July 15

Secretary of Defense delivers recommendations to the Commission
May 16

Comptroller General submits report analyzing Secretary of Defense recommendations and the
selection process to the Congressional Defense Committees
July 1

Commission provides list of installations to be considered for addition to Secretary of Defense
for comment
July 5

Secretary of Defense submits reasons why installations considered for addition were not included in
initial recommendations
July 20

Commission conducts hearing on Comptroller General’s July 1 report
July 20

Commission conducts hearing to add installations to be considered for closure or realignment
July 21

Commission submits list of added installations to Federal Register
July 21

Congressional testimony on recommended closures and realignments
July 28-29

Commission conducts base visits and regional hearings as required for added installations
August 1 — August 12

Hearing with Secretary of Defense on the Commission’s list of added installations
August 17

Commission conducts final deliberations hearings
August 24 — August 27

Commission report sent to printer
September 2

Commission delivers final report to the President
September 8



President considers and forwards his certification of Commission’s report to Congress or returns
the report to the Commission for further consideration
September 8 — September 23 *

Commission considers comments and resubmits report to the President (N/A)
October 20

President transmits approval and certification of resubmitted report to Congress (N/A)
November 7

Congress has 45 days (excluding recesses) to enact a Resolution of Disapproval

November 9

* The President did not return the report to the Commission for further consideration but
forwarded it to the Congress without comment on September 15.
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SECTION B

COMMISSION REVIEW & ANALYSIS

Purpose: To provide a synopsis of the processes used by the Service and Joint Cross-Service Teams
in analyzing the recommendations from the Military Departments and Joint Cross-Service Groups

Discussion: The Commission established five teams within its Directorate of Review and
Analysis (R&A) — one team to review each respective Service application of the military value
criteria to the base closure process, an Interagency Issues Team that reviewed Criteria Five
through Eight, and a Joint Cross-Service Team to review the application of military value by the
recommendations issued by the seven Joint Cross-Service Groups (JCSGs). Each team analyzed
the services’ and JCSGs’ methodology to ensure general compliance with the law, to confirm
accuracy of data, and to determine if base-specific recommendations were properly offered by
the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the Interagency Issues Team analyzed the final four
criteria — Return on Investment, Economic Impacts, Community Infrastructure, and
Environmental Impacts—across all services. The Interagency Issues Team also provided
analysis on airspace issues when applicable.

Attachments:
Army Team Process
Navy/Marine Corps Process

1

2

3. Air Force Team Process

4. Joint Cross-Service Process
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ARMY TEAM PROCESS

The Army Team’s process for analyzing each DoD recommendation was to assess its
justification against established Military Value selection criteria. In accordance with the statute,
Army Team analysts sought to confirm for each recommendation the consistency of basing and
organization plans with final selection criteria and DoD’s Force Structure Plan. Each
recommendation’s justification was analyzed for effects on operational readiness, training, and
jointness. All Army rebasing and closure initiatives were assessed to verify the basing potential
for each gaining and losing location, and to ensure that potential operating and training space,
and existing and proposed facilities, supported each recommendation’s objectives. Every Army-
related recommendation was assessed to identify its compatibility with ongoing and planned
reorganizations of Army units, rebasing units from overseas into the US, and strategic
repositioning of forces inside the US to support both operational readiness, training,
mobilization, surge, and deployment considerations. DoD’s estimates for costs and manpower
resources to support each realignment or closure action were adjusted for new information,
recomputed, and compared to DoD’s assumptions to confirm or correct characterizations of each
recommendation’s effect.

For each military value criteria, community concerns about possible DoD deviations were also
evaluated by the Army Team for accuracy, validity, relevancy, and magnitude. The Commission
found that the Army generally followed established Military Value Selection Criteria in
developing its BRAC recommendations. The Army’s Reserve Component-related
recommendations were recognized DoD-wide as properly developed and coordinated in a way
that increased the military value of Reserve Component units nationwide. As the Army
developed its BRAC recommendations, it was also waging war in Iraq and Afghanistan as part of
the Global War on Terrorism, restructuring its units into modular forces to increase the number
of combat brigades, and rebasing units from Germany and Korea into the US. Consequently, the
Army matched its base structure to its force structure to support plans for both current and future
training, operations, and deployment missions. Examples of recommendations that achieved
increases in military value include consolidating Infantry and Armor training at a single base,
consolidating human resources functions at a single base, restationing overseas units to US bases
from which they can readily deploy, and creating new combat brigades with force structure
generated from realignments to reduce soldier assignments to base support functions. On
occasion, correctly locating a command to better perform its mission meant relocating it to a
lower ranked installation and exercising military judgment. The Commission found this was the
case for a major Army command that could better perform its command and control mission
from a central US location because of its nationwide mission focus.

Although the vast majority of Army recommendations adhered to the Military Value Selection
Criteria, the Army Team’s analysis did find some errors and substantial deviations. For
example, an aviation logistics recommendation miscalculated the cost of operations and
manpower implications, prompting the Commission to amend and correct the deviation. In
addition, the use of 2003 for a workload base year proved particularly troublesome in the area of
depots because current vehicle maintenance workload due to wartime wear-and-tear had
increased. Although Army industrial and depot recommendations to reduce excess capacity
appeared reasonable on their face, the Commission chose to proceed cautiously due to statutorily
mandated surge assessments and a 20-year force structure analytic horizon, and limited several
depot closings during this time of war and uncertain future workload.
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NAVY/MARINE CORPS PROCESS

The Navy-Marine Corps Team first evaluated each DoD recommendation, in accordance with
the Base Closure Law, against the approved military value criteria and the Force Structure Plan
to ensure that no proposals would degrade operational readiness. The potential affect on future
mission growth was then assessed to ensure that proposed actions did not limit growth in any
area, whether force structure, training, or support capability. Finally, the potential impact on
jointness (war fighting, training, and readiness) was analyzed to ensure that there were no
unintended limitations on future mission flexibility. The team then assessed the status of
facilities slated to be closed, realigned, and gain forces and functions, to determine if the
recommendations would enhance or degrade the capacity of the Navy and Marine Corps to
sustain, train, and operate its forces. Similarly, future capacity was analyzed taking into
consideration future uncertainties that could require surges in geographic areas or mobilizations
to meet some future crisis. Finally, the Navy-Marine Corps Team assessed the ramifications of
the recommended changes on the cost of operating the force in the changed environment and the
effects on personnel.

For each military value criteria, community concerns about possible DoD deviations were also
evaluated by the Navy/Marine Corps Team for accuracy, validity, relevancy, and magnitude.
The Commission’s conclusion was that in general, the Department of the Navy was consistent in
its application of quantifiable data in each of the military value criteria. For example, the
Commission found that in the case of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, while some excess capacity
would exist even if closed, the margin of 8 percent was insufficient to provide enough flexibility
for surge or future force structure growth. Hence the Commission voted to retain the shipyard.
In another example, the Department’s analytic case for closing Submarine Base New London
was valid; however, the Commission determined that decoupling and displacing long-standing
collocation relationships with undersea centers of excellence, the Submarine School, and a
nearby submarine construction company could adversely affect operational readiness. In
addition, the Commission found the argument of overall economic impact compelling. Further,
the Commission’s analysis found serious doubts about the threat assessment and resultant Force
Structure Plan basis for the number of required Fast Attack Submarines. These factors combined
to present an inherently unknowable and therefore unacceptable security risk to national security
if the base were to close.

B-2-1



AIR FORCE TEAM PROCESS

The Air Force Team focused on assessing the DoD justification against the military value
selection criteria and the DoD Force Structure Plan, as required by law. The accuracy of
installations’ Air Force’s Mission Compatibility Index scores was a key component of this
analysis. Each recommendation was also analyzed for effects on operational readiness, training,
and joint warfighting. The Air Force Team also considered the ability of installations to support
mobilization, surge operations, and deployments. All proposed Air Force closure and
realignments were assessed to verify the ability of receiving locations, including land, facilities,
airspace and ranges, to accommodate the forces it was to receive. Finally, the Air Force Team
evaluated the accuracy of cost and manpower implications of each recommendation.

In the case of the Air National guard, the Commission’s recommendations were based on the
military value criteria; the Air Force’s objective of creating optimally-sized flying squadrons in
light of the availability of fewer total aircraft; the interests of States in using Air National Guard
resources for certain missions, such as homeland security; and the geographic distribution of
units across the United States with special consideration to areas of strategic interest.

In making recommendations on each Guard and Reserve Component installation, the
Commission did not direct the relocation of a specific number of aircraft from one to another.
The Commission believes that decision is best made by the Secretary of Defense and that the
Secretary must have full authority to move weapon systems, and their directly associated
manpower, within the parameters of Commission recommendations. To this end, the
Commission’s recommendations, rather than citing specific aircraft movements from “losing” to
“gaining” bases, instead established an end-state at “gaining” bases in terms of the number of
primary aircraft authorized.
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JOINT CROSS-SERVICE TEAM PROCESS

The Joint Cross Service Team confirmed current and future mission capabilities and the impact
of DoD’s recommendations on military value, operational readiness, including the impact on
joint war fighting, training, and readiness with DoD’s Force Structure Plan, as required by law.
Rebasing and closure initiatives were assessed to ensure the gaining and losing locations had
available land, facilities and associated requirements to ensure that existing and proposed
facilities supported the recommendation’s objectives. Joint Cross Service Team-related
recommendations, for both existing and potential receiving locations, were assessed to ensure the
recommendations adequately considered contingency, mobilization, and surge requirements.
DoD’s cost of operations and manpower estimates were reviewed and adjusted when required to
reflect current cost data and manpower information. Additionally, DoD’s cost and savings
estimates were clarified when individual components within a broad recommendation required
visibility.

The Joint Cross Service Team analysts applied the military value criteria to DoD’s
recommendations. The team found that, generally, DoD followed the established Military Value
Selection Criteria in developing its BRAC proposals.

In the Headquarters and Support Activities recommendations, the military values dealing with
leased space appeared biased because DoD’s assumptions concerning leased space led to a
predetermined outcome.

The Industrial recommendations followed military value selection criteria except when similar
functions were grouped together or were evaluated separately without regard to the collective
mission value or operational costs of the affected organization. For example, DoD analysis of
three recommendations affecting the Cryptologic Systems Group at Lackland Air Force Base
evaluated military value of individual elements of the Cryptologic Systems Group, and the
collective military value of the Group was not captured. Taken separately, the recommendations
did not represent fairly the costs associated with individual or collective costs. The team also
found instances of infrastructure problems severely limiting the ability to accomplish mission,

facilities undervalued, and errors resulted in excessive manpower savings.

The Commission observed a lack of depot consolidation recommendations within the Air Force.
DoD recommendations recognized and encouraged centers of excellence within individual
military services such as the Fleet Readiness Centers in the Navy but did not propose the same
for Defense-wide centers of excellence, especially within DoD aircraft depot maintenance.

Overall, DoD’s Supply and Storage recommendations followed military value principles, but
military judgment took precedence over military value when the Army established three life
cycle centers of excellence to provide the best possible support to the war fighters. In that case,
one chosen center ranked lower than the losing center. Additionally, the numbers of positions
identified to transfer were incorrect, which resulted in understated cost estimates.

The Commission found that the Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) generally
followed established military value selection criteria in developing its recommendations.
However, the Commission overturned three of the TICSG recommendations because of
substantial deviation from BRAC military value criteria. One of the recommendations attempted
to combine facilities with dissimilar functions, thereby limiting gains in efficiency and military
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readiness at the receiving activity. Another recommendation, if implemented, would have
resulted in a significant mission impact and loss of existing synergy because the receiving
installation did not have the mission. While collocation would have been achieved, the overall
efficiency gains would have been limited. Last, another recommendation was rejected by the
Commission because of the potential loss of highly experienced personnel supporting electronic
warfare systems currently in use and scheduled to be phased out in the near future.

The Commission found that the Education and Training, Intelligence, and Medical Joint Cross-

Service Group (TJICSG) generally followed established military value selection criteria in
developing its recommendations.
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