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BRAC FOUO 

- Joint Center at Ft. 
- Cross Service Centers 

Land Center at Aberdeen Proving Grounds and 
i, 

Maritime Centers at San Diego, Norfolk and Dahlgren 
ace Cent rs at Hanscom and 

Patte 
- cialty C nter (un ewport 

- Specialty Test Center at Edwards AF 
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Tech 0018 - Integrate eapons AT 
enters 
- Five parts to this scenario 
- 18B: relocate DoD guns & ammunition RD&A to one location (Picatinny) 

o lncluded Port Hueneme Detachment (PHD) Louisville 

Tech 0002 - Establish Core Centers and Specialty Centers for 
Weapons and Armament R, D A and T&E 
- Relocate DoD guns & ammunition RD&A to one location (Picatinny) 

o lncluded PHD Louisville 

A an 
t one locatio 

- lncluded PHD Louisville 

Tech 0044 - Relocate DoD Guns & Ammunition R 
selected T&E at one location (Dahlgren) 
- lncluded PHD Louisville 
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Do0 Description Realign Washington Navy Yard. DC, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Washington Navy Yard and assign functions to the new 
Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek. VA. 
Realign Naval Station, Norfolk. VA, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems Center Norfolk, VA, and the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment 
Norfolk, VA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic Naval Amphibious Base. Little Creek, VA. 
Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, as follows: relocate Surface Maritime Sensors. Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and 
Test 8 Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division. Dahlgren. VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and 
Electronics Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Station Newport, RI; and relocate the Command Structure of the 
Space Warfare Center to Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA, and consolidate it with billets from Space Warfare Systems Command San Diego to create the Space Warfare 
Systems Command Atlantic. Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA. The remaining Maritime Information Systems Research. Development & Acquisition. and Test 8 
Evaluation functions at Naval Weapons Statiin Chadeston, SC, are assigned to Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, VA. 
Realign Naval Base Ventura County, CA, Naval Surface Warfare Center Division. Dahlgren, VA, and Naval Station Newport, RI, by relocating Maritime Information Systems 
Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation to Naval Submarine Base Point Lorna, San Diego, CA, and consolidating with the Space Warfare Center to create 
the new Space Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Lorna, San Diego, CA. 
Realign Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego. CA, as follows: relocate Surface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development 8 
Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center Division. Dahlgren, VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic 
Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Station Newport, RI; disestablish Space Warfare 
Systems Center Norfolk, VA, detachment San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San 
Diego, CA; disestablish Naval Center for Tactical Systems Interoperability, San Diego, CA, and assign functions to the new Space Warfare Systems Command Pacific, Naval 
Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego. CA; and disestablish Space Warfare Systems Command San Diego, CA, detachment Norfolk. VA, and assign functions to the new 
Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic, Naval Amphibious Base. Little Creek . VA. 
Realign Naval Air Station Patuxent River, MD, by relocating Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 
Evaluation of the Naval Air Warfare Center. Aircraft Division to Naval Station Newport. RI. 
Realign Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL, by disestablishing the Space Warfare Systems Center Charfeston. SC, detachment Jacksonville, FL. 
Realign Naval Air Station Pensacola, FL, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston, SC, detachment Pensawla, FL, to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, 
SC. Realign Naval Weapons Station Yorktown, VA, by relocating the Space Warfare Systems Center Charleston. SC, detachment Yorktown, VA, to Naval Station Norfolk, VA, 
and consolidating it into the new Space Warfare Systems Command Atlantic detachment, Naval Station Norfolk, VA. 

- - - . - .  

Job Impact at Affected Bases 

Realign 
Reallgn 
Realign 
Realign 

Reallgn 

Realign 
Reallgn 
Gainer 
Gainer 
Gainer 
Gainer 

Gainer 

Base Name 
Naval Air Statiin Jacksonville 
Naval Air S t a t i  Patuxent River 
Naval Air Station Pensacola 
Naval Base Ventura County 

Naval District Washington 

Naval Weapons Station Charleston 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown 
Naval Amphibious Base Little Creek 
Naval Base Point Loma 
Naval Station Newport 
Naval Station Norfolk 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren 

- 

Net Cont. Total Dir. Total InDir. Total Chnq Net Mil Net Civ. 
0 -34 0 -34 -47 -8 1 

-2 -32 0 -34 -4 3 -77 

0 -102 0 -102 -176 -278 

-1 -102 -24 -127 -158 -285 

0 -172 0 -172 -130 -302 

-1 -27 -380 408 -636 -1,044 
0 -130 0 -130 -180 -310 

10 27 0 37 47 84 

-1 1 26 -59 -44 -44 -88 
2 12 -16 -2 -3 -5 

-1 7 0 6 8 14 
0 13 144 157 102 259 
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-_  -- - _-_ 

Tech - 12 Consolidate Navy Strategic Test and Evaluation _ - --_ _ - - _ - - 
DoD Description Realign Patrick Air Force Base. Cape Canaveral, FL, by relocating Nuclear Test and Evaluation at the Naval Ordnance Test Unit to Strategic Weapons Facility Atlantic, Kings 

Bay, GA. 

-- - - - I 

Job Impact at Affected Bases 
- -  -- --- - - -- . - -  

& Base Name State Net Cont. Total Dlr. Total InDir. Total Chnq Net MII. ~ e t  Civ. - 
Realign Patrick Air Force Base FL -136 -59 0 -195 -165 -360 
Gainer Submanne Base Kings Bay -- - - - - -- - - -- - - - G A 1 22 59 181 - - 100 22 0 - .-. - 

---- Net jobs for this ~e&mmendatlon -36 -37 - - -- - - - - - -  - 0 -73 -106 -179 -- 
Other OSD ~ecommendations 

"'See Appendix -Alphabetical Listlng of Bases 

Tech - 13 Consolidate Sea Vehicle Development & Acquisition I I Y :.-. N 

Do0 Description Realign Detroit Arsenal, MI, by relocating Sea Vehicle Development and Acquisition to Naval Surface Warfare Center Carderock Division, Bethesda. MD, and Program 
Management and Direction of Sea Vehicle Development and Acquisition to Naval Sea Systems Command. Washington Navy Yard, DC. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Job Impact at Affected Bases 
- - - - -  

Base Name 
Realign Detro~t Arsenal 
Gamer Naval Distnd Washmgton 
Gainer Naval Surface Weapons Station Carderock - - - - 

I - .  - - A  -. 

Other OSD Recommendations 

-See Appendix Alphabetical Listing of Bases 

State Net MI. Net ~ i v -  Net Cont. Total Dir. Total InDir. Total Chnq -- 
MI -4 -31 0 -35 -1 9 -54 

DC 4 24 0 28 20 48 

. . - - - - - -- - - MD 
--. 0 __ - -__ 6 __ 0 ._I____ 6 5 __ _. 1 1  

Net jobs for this Recommendation 0 -1 0 - . --- -1 6 5 
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- .- - -. - - ~ - -  - ~ .- . . . .. - .  - /- - - 

Tech - 15 Create a Naval Integrated Weapons ~. - & . Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, Test and E V ~  I ; 
. . . . . -. - - .- 

DoD Descriation Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane, IN, by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research. Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation, except gunlammo, 
combat system security, and energetic materials to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center lndian Head. MD, by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation, except 
gunlammo. underwater weapons, and energetic materials, to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 
Realign Naval Air Station Patuxent River. MD, by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research. Development 8 Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation, except the Program 
Executive Office and Program Management Wces in Naval Air Systems Command, to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 
Realign Naval Base Ventura County. Point Mugu, CA, by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research. Development & Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation to Naval Air 
Weapons Station China Lake. CA. 
Realign Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach. CA, by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation, except underwater 
weapons and energetic materials, to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center, Yorktown. VA. by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research. Development & Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation to Naval Surface 
Warfare Center lndian Head, MD. 
Realign Naval Base Ventura County, Port Hueneme. CA, by relocating all Weapons and Armaments Research, Development &Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation, except 
weapon system integration, to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake. CA. 
Realign Fleet Combat Training Center, CA (Port Hueneme Detachment, San Diego, CA), by relocating all Weapons and Armaments weapon system integration Research. 
Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation to Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren. VA. 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren. VA, by relocating all Weapons 8 Armaments Research, Development 8 Acquisition, and Test 8 Evaluation, except gunslammo 
and weapon systems integration to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 

Job Im~act  at Affected Bases 
- - - - 

Action Base Name 
Reallgn Naval Air Station Patuxent Rwer 

/ Reallgn Naval Base Point Lorna 
I Realign Naval Base Ventura County 
I Realign Naval Supporl Activity Crane 
I Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren 
I Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center lndian Head 
I Reallgn Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach 
/ Realign Naval Weapons Station Yorktown 

Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake 
.___---...---..___-_I__-.- _ _ _. I Oainer 

- - 
Other OSD ~ecommendations 

-See Appendlx - Alphabetical Listing of Bases 

MD 

C A 
C A 
IN 
V A 

MD 

C A 
V A 
C A 

Net jobs for this Recommendation 

Net Mil. Net Civ. 

0 -110 
Net Cont. Total Dlr. Total InDir. Total Chng -- 

-148 -258 -285 -543 

0 -47 -50 -97 
-351 -2,250 -2,760 -5,010 
-31 -258 -117 -375 
-22 -155 -177 -332 

0 -52 -39 -9 1 
-2 1 -45 -31 -76 
-12 -6 1 -81 -142 
493 2,641 3,168 5.809 
- -- - - . - - - -- 

-92 - 485 -372 -857 
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- - -- - -. - - -  

Tech - 18 Create an Air Integrated Weapons & Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, Test & Evalu I I - - -- - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -. - 
DoD Descri~tion Realign Hill Air Force Base, UT. by rebcating Weapons and Armaments In-Service Engineenng Research. Development & Acquisition, and Test and Evaluabn to Egltn Air Force 

Base, FL. Realign Fort Belvoir. VA, by relocating Defense Threat Reduction Agency National Command Region conventional armament Research to Eglin Air Force Base. FL 

Base Name 
Realign Fort Belvoir 
Realign Hill Air Force Base 
Gainer Eglin Air Force Base I--- -- __ _ -. . 

- .  

Other OSD ~ecommendatio& 

Net Mil. Net Civ. Net Cont. Total Dir. Total InDir. Total Chnq 
V A -24 -41 0 6 5  -46 -111 
UT -7 -26 0 -33 -31 -64 

- - - - -. -- . FL - 26 57 --- 0 83 65 148 - - - -- - 
Net jobs for thls ~ecommendation -5 -10 0 1 5  -12 -27 

-See Appendlx -Alphabetical Listing of Bases 
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- --- -- -- -- - - - -  -- 

Tech ----- - 19 - Create - an -- - Integrated - .- - -  Weapons & Armaments Specialty Site for Guns and Ammunition -- - - -  --- - - 

DoD Descript ion Realign the Adelphi Laboratory Center, MD. by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development 8 Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Crane, IN, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development 8 Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ 
Realign the Fallbrook, CA, detachment of Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Cane. IN, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development 8 Acquisition to 
Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Dahlgren, VA, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development & Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 
Realign the Loui~ville, KY, detachment of Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Port Hueneme, CA, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development 8 Acquisition 
to Picatinny Arsenal. NJ. 
Realign Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division China Lake, CA, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development 8 Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Indian Head, MD, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development 8 Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 
Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Earle, NJ, by relocating weapon and armament packaging Research and Development 8 Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 

Job I m ~ a c t  at Af fected Bases , -Action - -- - - - - - - -- - - 
Base Name 

I Reallgn Army Research Laboratory, Adelphi 
State Net MI{. Net Civ. Net Cont. Total Dir, Total ln~;. Total Chnq - - -  
MD 0 4 3  0 -43 -39 -82 

I Reallgn Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake C A 0 -5 0 -5 -6 -1 1 
I Realign Naval Support Activity Crane IN 0 -236 0 -236 -106 -342 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren 
Reallgn Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head 
Realign Naval Weapons Station Earle 
Realign Naval Weapons Station Fallbrook 

Realign Navy Recruiting Command Louisv~lle KY -6 -217 0 -223 -165 -388 

Gainer Picatinny Arsenal I --- - - - -- - - NJ 5 688 0 693 
-- - 565 1.258 

- 
Net jobs for this ~ecommendation 1 -120 0 -121 6 6  -187 

Other OSD Recommendations 

-See Appendix - Alphabetical LlsUng of Bases 
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---- - -  -- - --- - - 

Tech - 22 Defense Research Service Led Laboratories --__ _- ___-I_ -- -- -- - - - - 
DoD De~cri~t ion Close the Air Force Research Laboratory, Mesa City, AZ. Relocate all functions to Wright Patterson Air Force Base, OH. 

Realign Air Force Research Laboratory. Hanscom, MA, by relocating the Sensors Directorate to Wright Patterson Air Force Base, OH, and the Space Vehicles Directorate to 
Kirtland Air Force Base, NM. 
Realign Rome Laboratory. NY, by rel~cating the Sensor Directorate to Wright Patterson Air Force Base. OH, and consolidating it with the Air Force Research Laboratory, Sensor 
Directorate at Wright Patterson Air Force Base, OH. 
Realign Air Force Research Laboratory, Wright Patterson Air Force Base. OH, by relocating the Information Systems Directorate to Hanscom Air Force Base, MA. 
Realign Amy Research Laboratory Langley, VA, and Army Research Laboratow Glenn, OH, by relocating the Vehicle Technology Directorates to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 
Realign the Army Rasearch labor at or^ White Sands Missile Range, NM, by relocating all Army Research Laboratoty activities except the minimum detachment required to 
maintain the Test and Evaluation functions at White Sands Missile Range. NM, to Aberdeen Proving Ground. MD. 

- - - - - - - - -. . - -- 

Job lm~act  at Affected Bases 
. - -  

Action - 
Closure 
Reallgn 
Realign 
Realign 
Reallgn 
Realign 
Gainer 
Gainer 
Gainer 

- - 
Base Name 

Air Force Research Lab. Mesa C~ty 
Glenn Research Center 
Hanscom Air Force Base 
Langley Air Fwce Base 
Rome Laboratory 
White Sands M~sstle Range 
Aberdeen Provmg Ground 
Kirtland Air Force Base 

-- 
&& Net Cont. Total Dlr. Total InDir. Total Chnq Net MI~. Net Civ. 
AZ -42 -46 0 -88 -82 -170 
OH 0 -50 0 -50 -4 2 -92 

MA -60 -219 0 -279 -178 -457 
V A -4 -46 0 -50 -67 -117 
NY -13 -124 0 -137 -122 -259 
NM -13 -165 0 -178 4 8 9  -367 
MD 14 214 0 228 215 443 
NM 41 162 0 203 200 403 

Wright Patterson Air Force Base 

1- -- . . - - - - OH 0 142 116 -- 258 43 99 
Net jobs for this ~ e c o ~ m e n d a t l o n  -34 -175 0 -209 -149 -358 

Other OSD Recommendations 
-See Appendix - Alphabetical Listing of Bases 
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- - - - - - - -  - -  . ---- - 

Tech - 24 Establish Centers for Fixed Wing Air Platform Research, Development 8 Acquisition, Test & Evaluati I 1 - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - . - - - -  - - 
DoD Descri~uon Realign Tinker Air Force Base. OK, Robins, Air Force Base, GA, and Hill Air Force Base, UT, by relocating fixed wing related Air Platform Development and Acquisition to Wright 

Patterson Air Force Base, OH. 

Realign Wright Patterson Air Force Base, OH, by relocating fixed wing related Live Fire Test and Evaluation to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 

- -  -- -- - - --- - - . -- - I 

Job Impact ai Affected Bases 
- - - - - - - - - . 

Action Base Name Net MI! Net CIV. -Net Cont. Total Dlr. Total InDlr. Total Chnq State 
Realign H~l l  Air Force Base UT -6 -11 0 -17 -15 -32 
Realign Robins Air Force Base G A -9 5 0 -17 -1 1 -28 
Realign Tinker Aw Force Base OK -1 -12 0 -13 -1 5 -28 
Gamer Wright Patterson Air Force Base - - OH - - 15 - 31 0 46 37 83 - -  -- 

- - -  -- - Net jobs for this Recommendation -1 0 0 4 4 -5 
Other OSD ~ecommendaion 

"'See Appendlx Alphabetical Listing of Bases 
-- - - - - -  - -  - - -- 

- .  Tech -- - 26 . -- Establish - - Centers - -  - for Rotary - Wing Air Platform - Development - & Acquisition, Test & Evaluation -- - 
I 1 Y -  N 

- - ..~ . 

DoD Description Realign Wright Patterson Air Force Base. OH, by relocating Air Force Materiel Command V-22 activities in rotary wing air platform development and acquisition to Patuxent River. 
MD. Realign the Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst. NJ, by relocating activities in rotary wing air platform development, acquisition, test and evaluation to Patuxent River. 
MD. Realign Ft. Rucker, AL, by relocating the Aviation Technical Test Center to Redstone Arsenal, AL, and consolidating it with the Technical Test Center at Redstone Arsenal. 
AL. Realign Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA, by relocating activities in rotary wing air platform development and acquisition to Redstone Arsenal, AL. 
-. . - ---- -. - - - - -  - - 

- -- 
-- - - - - 

--- --- 
1 Time Costs ( tM)  ; BanklIsQ,i. IC. COBU Oats ' 

WR.40 " 89 0.20Ye ] [ _ j ~ ~ r r e a m )  138 1 $11 80 178 

- 

I W e a r  Net (SM) Rankll9Q ~ ~ Y & % P v  (sin) --- %=I- 
, . - - - - -4 - - - - -- - 

26 
- - -  - - - -  - - 

-0 02% 1 - .  -. - - - - 
-- - 

- .  - - 

Job lm~act  at Affected Bases 
- - 

Base Name Net CIV. Net MII Net Cont Total Dir, Total InDir. Total Chnq 
Reallgn Fort Rucker AL -18 -102 0 -120 -121 -241 
Realign Naval Air Engineering Stat~on Lakehurst NJ 0 -13 0 -13 -1 1 -24 
Realign Robm Air Force Base G A 0 -50 0 -50 -3 1 -81 
Realign Wright Patterson Air Force Base OH -8 -51 0 -59 -49 -108 
Gainer Naval Air Statton Patuxent River MD 7 54 0 61 77 138 
Gainer Redstone Arsenal 
---------__-I _- - -- -- - - AL -- - 16 124 0 140 102 242 -.- 

- -  - - - - - -  Net jobs for thls Recommendation -3 -38 0 -- 41 -- -33 -74 
Other OSD ~ecomme"dations 

-See Appendix - Alphabetical Llstlng of Bases 
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Add 2 Close or Realign Broadway Complex San Diego, CA -- -- --- _ ._ . .. - -- - - - . - . 

Job Im~act  at Affected Bases _ . . _  ._ .. . .. . 

Base Nam State Net ~ i l . - ~ e t  C i -v .  Net Cont. Total Dir. f&al I~DI,. Total Chnp 
Closure Broadway Complex San Diego 

- -- . . .- - -. -- - 
C A .. . - .  0 0 0 0 0 0 ______- ~- . . _I.... . 

Net jobs for this Recomrnendatlon 
. .~  --. - . -.. . 

0 0 0 0 0 
. . _ 0 

Other OSD Recommendations 
-See Appendix - Alphabetlcal Llstlng of Basen 

- -- - - --- --- - - - - - - - -  -- 

Job Im~act  at Affected Bases 
- - --- --  - - .- -. 

Base Nam State Net Md Net ~ i c  Net Cont. Total Dir. Total ln~ir, Total Chnq ----  
- - - - - V A -- 0 0 0 0 0 -- 0 - -- 

-- Net Jobs for this Recommendation 
- 

0 0 -- 0 0 0 0 
Other OSD Recommendations 

-*See Appendix Alphabetlcal Llstlng of Bases 
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COBRA Data 

(YGrnTl 
~eaT&it (SM) 6na-a- ----FTOLI 

-. 
- - - - - - - - - 

- - - - -- - -- 
- 

Job lm~act  at Affected Bases 
- - - - - - .- - . -- I:- Base Name - - -  Net MII. Net Civ. State Net Cont. Total Dir. Total InDir. Total Chnq 

Realign kr Reserve Personnel Center CO 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reallgn Defense Finance and Accounting Serv~ce, ind~anapohs IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Realign Defense Supply Center Columbus - - - - - - - - - - - - OH 0 0 0 0 - -- - 0 0 
-- - - -  . _-_ ___ -_ - - Net jobs for this Recommendation 0 0 0 -- 0 - - 0 0 

Other OSD Recommendationq 

-See Appendix -Alphabetical Listing of Bases 
- -- - - -- - - - . - . . - - - - - 

Add 7 -_ --__ Close _ _ _ _ _ _ _  or Realign _ _ Professional _ _ _ _  Development Education - -  -- - I / Y  ' N  - - 

DoD Descri~tlon 
-- - - - -- - 

i l lme C q q  ($MI$. bnW&& 
' 1  

is 
r ~ & c k  V & e l  1 kk 1.6 Year Net (SM) d R a n k l i s o  / %.ijiiipv isu) --- - 3 ?&I 

, . &  .d 
:* 

' I ' I 
Job lm~act  at Affected Bases 

Action Base Name 

Reallgn NAVPGSCOL MONTEREY, CA 

Realign Wright Patterson Air Form Base - - - - -- - - - 
- - - - _ - 

Other OSD ~ecommendations 
-See Appendix - Alphabetical Listing of Bases 

Net Mil. Net Civ. State Net Cont Total Dir. Total InDir. Total Chnq 
C A 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OH 0 0 0 -- 0 
- .  

0 0 
- 

Net jobs for this Recommendation - - -  0 0 - 0 0 0 - 0 
- - 
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BWAC Clarification and COBRA Issues forwarded to NSWC 
14 July 2005 

1. TECH-0018DR - Create an Inte~rated Weapons and Armaments Specialty Site for 
Guns and Ammunition (Page TECH 19): 

1. The DONBITS certified explanations in Question # 47 of the Scenario Data Call TECH 
001 8DR (formerly TECH 0002A) were not applied in the development of the BRAC 
Recommendation. In addition to the 134 FTEs that were certified as Missile, Guns o r  
Energetics, the DOD BRAC Recommendation included relocatiodrealignment of the 
"Other" non-Missile, Gun, or Energetic (1 13 Civilians) or Inextricable Programs (178 
Civilians + 6 Enlisted) that were identified in Question # 47. In accordance with one of the 
Scenario Data Call (SDC) Assumptions, NSWC PHD identified 3 categories of Programs 
that were involved in Weapons and Armament (W&A) excluding Weapon System 
Integration (WSI): 

0 Missile, Gun or Energetic: Work that NSWC PI-ID certified that should be 
realignedlrelocated. 

e "Other" non Missile, Gun, or Energetic: Work that NSWC PHD certified that is not 
related to Missile, Gun, or Energetics and is not WSI 

s Inextricable ISE work from WSI: Work that is integrated with other NSWC PHD 
Programs that we certified is required to continue to perform its mission. 

Direction to NSWC PHD required that Action #9 ("Realign Port Hueneme (N63394) W&A 
RDAT&E (except weapon system integration) and relocate to China Lake (N650530)) of the 
SDC be a total of the three categories and any conflicts be explained in Question #47. There 
was concern that if presented as a single number totaling all personnel in all three categories 
that it might be used without considering the conflicts identified in Question # 47. Therefore, 
NSWC PHD identified their response in the three categories by entering three Action #9 
responses in their certified DONBITS, to illustrate the differences between the three 
categories. It is clear however that none of the areas of conflict identified in Question # 47 
were applied in the development of the DOD BRAC Recommendation. Only the 134 FTEs 
certified in DONBITS from Scenario TECH 001 8DR are within the scope of Missiles, Guns 
or Energetics. The RelocationPRealignment of those Programs identified as "Other" and 
"Inextricable" will critically damage NSWC PHDs ability to perform its mission. If 
relocated, most of these resources must be reconstituted for NSWC PHD to perform its 
mission. 

B. NSWC Port Hueneme COBRA Data Questions: 
Technical JCSG COBRA scenario TECH-0018DR versus Scenario Data C~~~ 'TECZQ-OOO~A,  
TECH-0002C and TECH-00 18, certified activity responses. 

1. Port Hueneme data input reported 43 1 Civilian FTEs tied to Weapons & Armament, 
which includes 184 inextricably linked to Weapons Systems Integration and 113 tied to 
"Other" non Missiles, Guns or Energetics work. The COBRA data shows 366 Port Hueneme 
employees for realignment and 65 employees eliminated. All personnel identified are tied to 
funded workload and are required to satisfy mission requirements. To the extent personnel 
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are included for elimination, the costs associated with this BRAC recommendation are 
understated and the savings are overstated. 

2. COBRA assumes workforce can move in FY08 prior to labs being built in FY09, which is 
an incorrect assumption. The CNI spreadsheet indicates BRACON starting in FY06 and 
taking three years, which would result in movement of personnel in FY09. This is 
inconsistent with the movement of personnel in FY08. 

3. It appears that the Test Equipment associated with Missile Test has been eliminated in 
COBRA and all remaining equipment to be moved has been reduced by 25%. 

4. COBRA eliminated 15% of the contractors reported. What is the rationale for applying a 
15% reduction to contractor personnel? To the extent personnel are included for elimination, 
the costs associated with this BRAC recommendation are understated and the savings are 
overstated. 

5. Shipboard assessment testing in lieu of laboratory certification for non-weapon non- 
sensor interfaces has been deleted. 

2. TECH-0042AR - Consolidate Maritime C4ISR RDAT&E (Page TECH 9): 

A. Clarification Needed on the Recommendation: 

The original TJCSG scenario data calls (TECH-0008E & 0008F) stated: "In addition, when 
specific FTEs, equipment and facilities are an inextricable part of a specific effort performed 
by your activity that is not Maritime (surface and above) Sensors, Electronic Warfare and 
Electronics RDAT&E (TECH 0008E) or Maritime Information Systems RDAT&E (TECH 
0008F) identify those ETEs, equipment and facilities and provide justification for those areas 
of conflict in #USN0047." Clarification is needed to understand why the work identified in 
Question #USNO047 ("Inextricable" from the Activity's Weapons Systems Integration 
Mission, and "Other" work not within the scope of the scenario data calls) was not included 
in the BRAC Recommendation. Relocation/realignment of the work identified in Question 
#USNO047 as inextricable will have a critical impact on the Activity's impact to perform its 
remaining mission efforts. 

In addition to the 6 Civilians and 1 Contractor to be realigned/relocated to SPAWAR, the 
TJCSG included the relocation/realignment of inextricable programs and personnel (96 
Civilians, 1 Officer, and 23 Contractors) that were identified in PHD's certified DONBITS 
Question #47 data for Scenario Data Call TECH 0008F. Relocation of these programs and 
personnel that are inextricable to Weapon Systems Integration (WSI) work at PHD will 
critically impact NSWC PHD's ability to perform its mission. If relocated, most of these 
resources must be reconstituted for NSWC PHD to perform its mission. Naval Shipborne 
Warfare Systems are specifically designed to be fully embedded within the form of a ship's 
hull design. The elements of the detect-to-engage sequence ( e g ,  detection, classification, 
targeting, weapons initiation, launcher control, weapons control and command & control) are 
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physically and functionally integrated and not separable as independent components. This 
response identifies the work (and severs for realignment/relocation) associated with that 
portion of combat systems equipment in-service support that is separable from the support 
for the integrated elements of naval warfare systems. 

B. NSWC Port Hueneme COBRA Data Ouestions: 
Technical JCSG COBRA scenario TECH 0042AR versus Scenario Data Call TECH-OOB8E 
& TECH-0008F certified activity responses. 

Port Hueneme data input reported 103 FTEs tied to Maritime Information Systems, which 
includes 97 inextricably linked to Weapons Systems Integration. The COBRA data shows 97 
Port Hueneme employees for realignment and 5 employees eliminated. All personnel 
identified are tied to funded workload and are required to satisfy mission requirements. To 
the extent personnel are included for elimination, the costs associated with this BRAC 
recommendation are understated and the savings are overstated. 

3. TECH-0018B - Create an Integrated Weapons and Armaments Specialtv Site for Guns 
and Ammunition (Page TECH 19): 

A. Clarification Needed on the Recommendation: 

1. T&E Function and Sustainment Sub-function: The BRAC Recommendation in Section 2 
beginning on page 19, indicates that only RD&A is associated with all 8 relocation and 
realignment actions. Additionally, in the "Technical Joint Cross Service Group Analvses and 
Recommendations (Volume XII) Part 11, page 15", states that "Weapons specialty sites at 
Picatinny Arsenal, NJ (small caliber gun RDAT&E); Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Dahlgren, VA (large caliber gun T&E and Ship Weapons Integration); and Indian Head, MD 
(energetic materials RDAT&E)." The noted exclusion of the large caliber gun T&E of 
Dahlgren reinforces that the BRAC Recommendation does not include T&E functions. Is 
this the correct intention? If so, NSWC Crane, Dahlgren, Indian Head and NSWC Det. 
Earle, Fallbrook and Louisville certified data for RDAT&E must be adjusted to reflect only 
RDA. 

4. While not specifically mentioned in the recommendation, the COBRA data shows 
that personnel and equipment associated with Sustainment sub-function were deleted 
from the scenario [Per COBRA Input Data Report (Page 4 3 ,  Footnotes for Screen 
Three - Indian Head to Picatinny reduced civilan positon (less 3 sustainment) by 15% 
to 37.1 If this is the intention, NSWC Crane, Dahlgren, Indian Head and NSWC Det. 
Earle, Fallbrook and Louisville certified data for Guns and Ammo must be adjusted to 
remove Guns and Ammo sustainment. 

5. The MK34 Gun Weapon System, MK15 Close In Weapon System, MK36153 
Decoy Launching System and MK38 Gun Weapon System should have been 
identified as part of Weapon System Integration in the data call. The scenario defines 
Weapon Systems Integration as "combines weapon system(s) together on a platform 
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via an automated control system. It allows for orchestrated weapon system 
engagement decisions and coordination on the host platform andfor between weapon 
systems on multiple platforms.. ." subsequent discussions make it clear that combat 
system level integration that NSWC PHD, Detachment Louisville performs for these 
programs should not have been included within the small caliber gun RDAT&E 
category and should have remained within its current mission assignment. 

B. NSWC Port Hueneme COBRA Data Questions: 
Technical JCSG COBRA scenario TECH-0018B versus Scenario TECH-0017, TECH- 
0002D, TECH-0002E 

1. The COBRA data reflects a 15% elimination of personnel (Officers, Enlisted, and 
Civilians). There is also a 15% reduction in contractor support. All personnel identified are 
tied to funded workload and are required to satisfy mission requirements. To the extent 
personnel are eliminated, the costs associated with this BRAC recommendation are 
understated and the savings associated with this BRAC recommendation are overstated. 

2. The tons of equipment to be moved identified in DONBITS has been reduced to 25%, and 
33% and at other times even deleted in its entirety. To the extent moving costs are reduced, 
the costs associated with this BRAC recommendation are understated and the savings are 
overstated. 

3. The COBRA model deleted the TECH REPS that the activity entered into DONBITS and 
had identified as required, to be on-site with the OEMs. 

4. The COBRA data assumes that the workforce can move in FY08 prior to the labs being 
built in N O 9  which is an incarrect assumption, and not consistent with the activity certified 
data in DONBITS. 

C. Other Issues/Ouestions: 

1. 86 PHD Det. Louisville work years were reported in DONBITS as contractor mission 
support employees for Question #46. This was an incorrect response. 8 1 of the 86 work 
years represent acquisition of mission products and not contractors integrated within the 
workforce. 

2. Under the guidance of the Quarterback for the scenario, "ALL," PHD Det. Louisville 
work years were to be reported. Those work years for Strategic Program Tech Pub 
Maintenance were included as "ALL" and were not part of the intent of the "Guns" scenario 
and therefore were not properly categorized. 
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4. TECH 0002F - Relocate ICSTP) to Dahlgren NSWC Port Hueneme, Det San Diego, CA 
to Dahlgren Virginia - COBRA Data Ouestions: 

1. The COBRA data reflects a 15% elimination of personnel (Officers, Enlisted, and 
Civilians). All personnel identified are tied to funded workload and are required to satisfy 
mission requirements. To the extent personnel are included for elimination, the costs 
associated with this BRAC recommendation are understated and the savings are overstated. 

2.  The activity identified a $6M cost in DONBITS under "Losing Activity - Mission Costs". 
This cost was deleted from the COBRA data and without any further consideration. 

3. The COBRA data assumes that the workforce can move in FY08 prior to the labs being 
built in FY09 which is an incorrect assumption, and not consistent with what the activity 
identified in DONBITS. 
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5. BRAC Report - Consolidate Maritime C4ISR Research, Development & 
Acquisition, T&E (Paae TECH 9): 

Realign Naval Weapons Station Charleston, SC, as follows: relocate Surface Maritime 
Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and 
Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface Warfare Center 
Division, Dahlgren, VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and 
Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space 
Warfare Center to Naval Station Newport, RI. 

Realign Naval Base Ventura County, CA, Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, 
Dahlgren, VA, and Naval Station Newport, RI, by relocating Maritime Information 
Systems Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to Naval 
Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA. 

Realign Naval Submarine Base Point Loma, San Diego, CA, as follows: relocate Surface 
Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & 
Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Surface 
Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, VA; relocate Subsurface Maritime Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & 
Evaluation of the Space Warfare Center to Naval Station Newport, RI. 

Technical JCSG Analvses and Recommendations - Technical SCSG Re~ort  (Vo1. XI& 
Part IV, p. 47) 

- Justification: These recommended realignments and consolidations provide for 
multifunctional and multidisciplinary Centers of Excellence in Maritime C4ISR. This 
recommendation will also reduce the number of technical facilities engaged in Maritime 
Sensors, Electronic Warfare, & Electronics and Information Systems RDAT&E from 
twelve to five. This, in turn, will reduce overlapping infrastructure increase the 
efficiency of operations and support an integrated approach to RDAT&E for maritime 
C4ISR. Another result would also be reduced cycle time for fielding systems to the 
warfighter. 
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6. BRAC Report - Create an Integrated Weapons and Armaments Specialtv Site for 
Guns and Ammunition (Page TECH 19): 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Crane, IN, by relocating gun and 
ammunition Research and Development & Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 

Realign the Fallbrook, CA, detachment of Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Crane, IN, 
by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development & Acquisition to Picatinny 
Arsenal, NJ. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Dahlgren, VA, by relocating gun and 
ammunition Research and Development & Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 

Realign the Louisville, KY, detachment of Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Port . 

Hueneme, CA, by relocating gun and ammunition Research and Development & Acquisition 
to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Indian Head, MD, by relocating gun and 
ammunition Research and Development & Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division Earle, NJ, by relocating weapon and 
armament packaging Research and Development & Acquisition to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ. 

Technical JCSG Analvsis and Recommendations - Technical JCSG Report Vol. XII, 
Part N (Page 44): 

Justification: This recommendation realigns and consolidates those gun and 
ammunition facilities working in Weapons and Armaments (W&A) Research (R), 
Development & Acquisition (D&A). This realignment would result in a more robust 
joint center for gun and ammunition Research, Development & Acquisition at Picatinny 
Arsenal, NJ. This location is already the greatest concentration of military value in gun 
and ammunition W&A RD&A. 

Picatinny Arsenal is the center-of-mass for DoD's Research, Development & Acquisition 
of guns and ammunition, with a workload more than an order of magnitude greater than 
any other DoD facility in this area. It also is home to the DoD's Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition. Movement of all the Services' guns and ammunition work to 
Picatinny Arsenal will create a joint center of excellence and provide synergy in 
armament development for the near future and beyond, featuring a Joint Packaging, 
Handling, Shipping and Transportation (PHS&T) Center, particularly important in this 
current time of high demand for guns and ammunition by all the services. Technical 
facilities with lower quantitative military value are relocated to Picatinny Arsenal. 
This recommendation includes Research, Development & Acquisition activities in the 
Army and Navy. It promotes jointness, enables technical synergy, and positions the 
Department of Defense to exploit center-of-mass scientific, technical, and acquisition 
expertise within the weapons and armament Research, Development & Acquisition 
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community that currently resides at this DoD specialty location. 
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3. BRAC Re~ort  - Naval Intecrated Weapons and Armaments RDAT&E Center (Page 
TECH 15): 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane, IN, by relocating all Weapons & Armaments 
Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation, except gunlammo, combat 
system security, and energetic materials to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head, MD, by relocating all Weapons & 
Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation, except 
gudamrno, underwater weapons, and energetic materials, to Naval Air Weapons Station 
China Lake, CA. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Seal Beach, CA, by relocating all Weapons & 
Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation, except 
underwater weapons, and energetic materials, to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, 
CA. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Yorktown, VA, by relocating all Weapons & 
Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to Naval Surface 
Warfare Center Indian Head, MD. 

Realign Naval Base Ventura County, Port Hueneme, CA, by relocating all Weapons & 
Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation, except weapon 
system integration, to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 

Realign Fleet Combat Training Center, CA (Port Hueneme Detachment, San Diego, CA), by 
relocating all Weapons & Armaments weapon system integration Research, Development & 
Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren, VA. 

Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgren, VA, by relocating all Weapons & 
Armaments Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation, except 
guns/ammo and weapon systems integration to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA. 

Technical JCSG Analysis and Recommendations - Technical JCSG, Vol. XII, Part IV 
(Pane 40): 

Justification: This recommendation realigns and consolidates those facilities working in 
Weapons & Armaments (W&A) Research, Development & Acquisition, and Test and 
Evaluation (RDAT&E) into a Naval Integrated RDAT&E center at the Naval Air 
Warfare Center, China Lake, CA. Additional synergistic realignments for W&A was 
achieved at two receiver sites for specific focus. The Naval Surface Warfare Center, 
Dahlgren, VA, is a receiver specialty site for Naval surface weapons systems integration 
and receives a west coast site for consolidation. This construct creates an integrated 
W&A RDAT&E center in China Lake, CA, energetics center at Indian Head, MD, and 
consolidates Navy surface weapons system integration at Dahlgren, VA. All actions 
relocate technical facilities with lower overall quantitative Military Value (across 
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Research, Development & Acquisition and Test & Evaluation) into the Integrated 
RDAT&E center and other receiver sites with greater quantitative Military Value. 

Consolidating the Navy's air-to-air, air-to-ground, and surface launched missile RD&A, 
and T&E activities at China Lake, CA, would create an efficient integrated RDAT&E 
center. China Lake is able to accommodate with minor modificatiodaddition both 
mission and life-cycle/sustainment functions to create synergies between these 
traditionally independent communities. 

During the other large scale movements of W&A capabilities noted above, Weapon 
System Integration was specifically addressed to preserve the synergies between large 
highly integrated control system developments (Weapon Systems Integration) and the 
weapon system developments themselves. A specialty site for Naval Surface Warfare 
was identified at Dahlgren, VA, that was unique to the services and a centroid for Navy 
surface ship developments. A satellite unit from the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port 
Hueneme, San Diego Detachment will be relocated to Dahlgren. 

The Integrated RDAT&E Center at China Lake provides a diverse set of open-air range 
and test environments (desert, mountain, forest) for W&A RDAT&E functions. Synergy 
will be realized in air-to-air, air-to-ground, and surface launched mission areas. 

This recommendation enables technical synergy, and positions the Department of 
Defense to exploit center-of-mass scientific, technical and acquisition expertise with 
weapons and armament Research, Development & Acquisition that currently resides at 
10 locations into the one Integrated RDAT&E site, one specialty site, and an energetics 
site. 

DCN:11710



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF 
DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

3040 D E F E N S E  P E N T A G O N  
WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1 -3040 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Director, Review & Analysis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

Thank you for your recent inquiry concerning the 2005 Base Realignment 
and Closure recommendations. You asked four questions numbered 12, 13, 1 4, 
and 15. 

Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) answered questions 12 and 
14. See the attached. The TJCSG will provide responses to questions 13 and 15 
within 2 work days. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address your questions. 

Sincerely, 
fl 

u Executive Director 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group 

Attachment: 
As stated. 
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Technical Joint Cross-Service Group Responses to 
BRAC 2005 Commission Inquiries 

DSE Numbers 12 and 14 
June 22,2005 

DSE Number 12 

Was the intent of TECH 15 to consolidate Navy S air-to-air, air-to-ground, 
and surface launched missile RD&A [research, developnzent, and acquisition], 
and T&E [test and evaluation] activities at China Lake, CA? Wzat does that 
imply in terms of its impact on Dalzlgren and other commands that are slated to  
transfer personnel and capability to Clzina Lake in accordance with this 
recommendation? 

The intent of TECH 15 was to consolidate weapons and armaments, except 
Guns and Ammo, into an integrated R, D&A, T&E at one of three sites that rated 
high in military value in all of these three functions. In this case, Navy's air-to-air, 
air-to-ground and surface launched missile RD&A and T&E are recommended to 
move to China Lake, with the exception of surface ship weapons system 
integration which would remain at Dahlgren. The impact on Dahlgren and other 
commands would be that personnel and capability in weapons subsystem and 
weapons would move to China Lake. 

DSE Number 14 

Regarding tlze reconznzendation Tech 19, is the intent to retain large caliber 
naval gun RDA at Naval Surface Warfare Center Dalzlgren VA? It would appear 
that this reconzmendation would then separate the Guns a~zd Ammo programs 
being moved to Picatinny from the Open Air (Over water Gun) Range and 
associated gun systems. Was this intentional? Ifnot, you might want to rewrite 
the reconzmendation to read "Realign Naval Surface Warfare Center Division 
Dalzlgren, VA, by relocating snzall caliber Naval and Marine Corps gun and 
ammunition Research and Developnzent & Acquisition to Picatinizy Arsenal, NJ. " 

The intent of Tech 19 was to move guns and ammo RDA functions, 
including large caliber naval guns, to Picatinny. 

The large caliber naval gun T&E function will remain at Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Dahlgren VA, including the Open Air Over Water gun range. 
Supporting analysis reflects this intent. 
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NDU-CTNSP 

The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA, 22202. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

29 June 2005 

The Center for Technology and National Security Policy has been in touch with 
Commissioner Hal Gehman to see if our experience in the area of Science and 
Technology (S&T) can be useful to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission. The Center employs several very senior scientists, including 
former directors of each Service Defense Lab (see list attached). We have also 
conducted the so-called Section 913 study on the relevance of the Defense Labs. 
Admiral Gehman and the Commission staff encouraged us to prepare a letter 
with our views on the impact of BRAC recommendations on the Defense Labs. 
Our review considered only the potential impact of the BRAC recommendations 
on DOD S&T programs. 

We are in general pleased with the discretion shown in recommending 
relocations and closures regarding S&T. Efficiencies in consolidation are often 
overshadowed by a loss of key personnel and by a loss of the innovation brought 
about by diversity. The DOD S&T workforce has also become somewhat fragile 
due to previous BRAC closures and the outsourcing of the expertise the DOD 
requires to participate in the global S&T enterprise. While we did have a few 
concerns (given below), we found positive recommendations for relocation as 
well. For example the consolidation of sensors related S&T from Hanscom and 
Rome to Wright Patterson Air Force Base should strengthen the Air Force sensor 
program even though a few senior S&T personnel may be lost. Similarly, the 
actions proposed for the Naval Air Warfare Center, China Lake; Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Dahlgren; and Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head 
accomplish a long sought after Navy objective of rationalizing the S&T programs 
among those locations. In addition, there are positive steps being taken in the 
cross-service area. These include the realignment and consolidation of several 
service gun and ammunition activities to the Integrated Weapons and Specialty 
Site for Guns and Ammunition to be located at Picatinny Arsenal. The concerns 
mentioned above are detailed belo l~:  

Page 1 of 3 
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1. The future will be characterized increasingly by the globalization of 
science and technology. While the United States will continue to be a 
major force in science and technology, its share of the world's program will 
decline. In such a world the DOD would be wise to move toward greater 
engagement and diversity regarding science and technology. The BRAC 
recommendations indicate some worrisome trends in this regard. For 
example, the co-location of DOD science and technology funding 
organizations at Bethesda and the removal of DOD contingents from other 
government locations could reduce the diversity of DOD science and 
technology efforts and hamper the coordination of DOD science and 
technology with efforts funded by other government agencies. Such an 
outcome would not be in the best long-term interests of DOD. 

2. Though figures vary from location to location, data from the last BRAC 
round indicate that on average only about 25-30 percent of scientists and 
engineers assigned to relocate actually do so, and many of those who do 
relocate subsequently leave the government.' If this BRAC round results 
in a similar proportion of resignations, it would mean a very serious loss of 
technical talent. In this regard, the proposed closure of Fort Monmouth 
and the relocation of the Communications and Electronics Research, 
Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC) to Aberdeen Proving 
Ground and the relocation of the CERDEC Night Vision and Electronics 
Sensors Directorate from Fort Belvoir to Aberdeen are troubling. Also, 
because of the need to construct new facilities at Aberdeen (there is no 
core of C41SR expertise or culture there) the consolidation would take 
several years. During this time, again based on past experience, there 
could be a serious slump in productivity in an area where maintaining a 
vigorous S&T program is of national importance for combating terrorism 
as well as for the network-centric operations of the Army's Future Combat 
System. 

As a concluding observation, even at the S&T level it is important to facilitate the 
concept of "Jointness." It is important to keep this in mind as S&T activities move 
from one location to another as a result of BRAC decisions. The establishment 
of the proper infrastructure is often a key to enabling "Joint" activities at the S&T 
(and higher) level. For example. C3 is an area that clearly requires "Joint" S&T 
work. By ~ t s  very nature, C3 is a distributed activity and need not be conducted 
at only one location. However. "Joint" geographically distributed work in this area 
requires deliberate infrastructure investments and planning. While not equivalent 
to C3 from a warfighter's perspective. a successful example in this regard is the 
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DO0 High-performance Computing Program. This is a cross-Service activity that 
is distributed among a number of DOD laboratories and selected universities. 
The program has been very valuable in modernizing and facilitating computing 
for DOD S&T purposes. It has also facilitated "Joint" activity among the 
laboratories. However, without infrastructure investments, coordination and 
planning, the program would not have been successful. The time to consider the 
necessary investments is the time at which moves are decided upon. Such 
planning may therefore be relevant to BRAG decisions. 

The above considerations are called to your attention in the hope that they may 
contribute to the very thorough inquiry that your Commission will perform 
regarding the BRAC recommendations. We would be pleased to discuss these 
matters with you should you so desire. 

Hans Binnendijk, 
Director 
Center for Technology and 
National Security Policy 
The National Defense University 

Attachment 
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Senior Scientists at the Center for Technoloqy and National Security Policy 

Dr. Timothy Coffey 
Former Director of Research, Naval Research Laboratory 

Dr. Richard Chait 
Former Director of Army Research and Laboratory Management 

Dr. Donald Daniel 
Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Science, Technology and 
Engineering 

Dr. John Lyons 
Former Director of the National Bureau of Standards and former Director of the 
Army Research Laboratory 

Dr. Elihu Zimet 
Former Head of the Expeditionary Warfare Science and Technology Department, 
Office of Naval Research 
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RE: Response 
, - 

Page I of 3 

Epstein, David, CIV, WSO-BRAC 

From: Harnm, Walter 8. Col BRAC [walter.hamm@navy.mil] 

Sent: Friday, August 19, 2005 7:12 PM 

To: David.Epstein @wso.whs.mil 

Cc: Shibley, Eileen P CIV BRAC; Kennedy, Joe R. Col 

Subject: FW: Activitiy Functions 

David, 

Per your request, here are technical functions by activity. This is the 10,000 foot view and 
doesn't portray many of the unique things they do. Likewise, an activity may be a relatively small 
player in a larger field, but still gets to claim "being a player" . 

1) Create an Integrated Weapons and Armaments Specialty Site for Guns and Ammunition 

Naval Surface Warfare Center Division, Port Hueneme Division, Detachment Louisville: guns 
and ammunition RD&A, primarily in-service-engineering. They are Contracting Officer's 
Representative for the depot privitization contracts (original equipment manufacturers) at 
Louisville. They are also both the Contracting Officer and Contracting Officer's Represenative for 
the in-service engineering privitization contracts at Louisville. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head Division, Detachment Earle: weapons and armament 
packaging, handling, storage and transportation RDAT&E. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division: RDAT&E of small arms guns and ammunition 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division: RDAT&E for guns and ammunition for 
various sizes. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, Detachment Fallbrook (Marine Corps Program 
Department): DAT&E for small arms through large caliber (155mm) guns and ammunition 

Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division, China Lake: RDAT&E for smalVmedium caliber 
aircraft guns. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head Division: RDAT&E for energetics for guns and 
ammunition. 

2) Create a Naval Integrated Weapons and Armaments RDAT&E Center 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane, IN - RDAT&E for missile/guidance, energetic materials 
and guns, weapons-related airborne EW 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head, MD - RDAT&E and production for energetics 
materials, weapons simulations and air weapons electronic QE 

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division, Patuxent, MD - RDAT&E of air platforms and 
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platform integration, free-fall and guided weapon simulation, instrumentation, & delivery 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Point Mugu, CA - RDAT&E for guidedlfreefall weapons, weapons 
integration, fuzing, mission planning, weapons logistics and in-service engineering 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Seal Beach, CA - Weapons calibration, ship system integration, 
and in service support 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, CA - Weapons in-service support and ship system 
integration 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren, VA - Shipboard C2 systems, ship integration, CEC, 
warhead and fuzing design and testing and insensitive munitions functions 

3) Maritime C4ISR RDAT&E 

SPAWARSYSCEN SAN DIEGO, CA - Navy's RDAT&E engineering and fleet support center 
for C4ISR. 

SPAWARSYSCOM SAN DIEGO, CA - Echelon I1 command, systems command for providing 
(C4ISR) and Space Systems. 

SPAWARSYSCEN CHARLESTON, SC - Engineering center that performs engineering, rapid 
acquisition, integration and deployment of interoperable C4ISR solutions for DoD, HLS and other 
federal agencies. 

SPAWARSYSCEN CHARLESTON, SC detachment NAS Pensacola, FL - joint information 
systems functions and network analysis support for DISA and commercial SATCOM support for 
the Navy. 

SPAWARSYSCEN CHARLESTON, SC detachment NAS Jacksonville, FL - Perform non-core 
IT work that is mostly non-Navy since implementation of NMCI. 

SPAWARSYSCEN CHARLESTON, SC detachment WPNSTA Yorktown, VA - Perform non- 
core IT work that is mostly non-Navy since implementation of NMCI. Engineering, acquisition 
and life cycle support for Navy shipboard interior communication systems. 

SPAWARSYSCEN CHARLESTON, SC detachment Washington DC - Provides support to joint 
information systems for Homeland Security, DoD unique software systems engineering functions 
and business and LAN IT support. 

SPAWARSYSCEN NORFOLK, VA - Supply/Logistics information systems development and 
support. 

SPAWARSYSCEN NORFOLK, VA detachment San Diego, CA - Global cradle to grave 
software support and engineering for fleet standard automated information systems afloat and 
ashore. 

NSWC DAHLGREN, VA - Principally performs RDAT&E on advanced radars, Electro 
OpticAnfrared, Electronic Warfare Sensor Systems and Maritime Info Systems tied directly to the 
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RE: Response 

integration of the ship and ship systems. 

Page 3 of 3 

NUWC NEWPORT, RI - Center for undersea warfare RDAT&E to include responsibility for the 
full life cycle of submarine and undersea warfare systems, including associated C4ISR systems. 

NAS PATUXENT RIVER, MD - Provide sonobuoy RDAT&E, engineering and life cycle support 
relative to subsurface sensors. 

NAVBASE VENTURA CTY (PORT HUENEME), CA - Provide Test and Evaluation, In-Service 
Engineering, and Integrated Logistics Support for Surface Warfare Combat Systems and 
Subsystems, including certain C4ISR systems. 

NCTSI SAN DEGO, CA - Interoperability certification testing and development of 
interoperability criteria for Navy C41 and data link systems. 

Regards, 

Walter 

Colonel USMC 
OASN I&E DASN IS&A 
2221 South Clark, Suite 900 (CP6) 
Arlington, VA 22202 
(703) 602-6421 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RELIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 SOUTH CLARK STREET, SUITE 600 

ARLINGTON, VA 22202 
TELEPNONE: 703-699-2950 
FAx;. 703-699-2735 

Jufy 1,2005 
DSE #22,.,cman. 

The Honorable Anthonv J. Pnncipl 

commtss~onem 
The HOnonbk Y m n  H. 8NbRv 
m e  Honorrbk Philip E. Covk, III 
Admiral Hamld W .  Gehmrn, Jr., USN (net.) 
rhe ~ o n o r a b k  James v. Hanrsn 
General James T. Hill, USA (Rct.) 
General Lloyd W. Newton, USAF fRet.1 
rhe nonorabk Samuel K. Skinner 
Brigadier General Sue Elkn Turner, USAF (Ret.1 

Mr. Bob Meyer 
Director 
BRA C Clearinghouse 
1401 Oak St. 
Rossfyn VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

I respecthfly request a written response from the Department of 
Defense concerning the enclosed.document: 

D Base Closure & Realignment Commission question 

L7 Question for the record 

U Communiq input 

17 COBRA Please see below 

X u OTHER: Some recommendations which are comprised of mult@le parts 
show a total savibgs, but the individual parts may reflect losses. For each Navy and 
Joint Service recommendation, please provide the key financial numbers (one-time 
cost, annual recurring savings, net savihgs (cost) during implementation, return on 
investment year, and netpresent value over 20years) for each recommended 
movement that does not show a savings during the 2Oyear horizon. 

I would appreciate your response byJuly 1,2005. Please provide a control number 
for this request and do not hesitate to contact me if I can provide further information 
conceltll'ng this request. 

Yours sincerely, 

Frank CiMo 
Director 
Review & Analysis 

Enclosures (5): Questions for the record to the Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Army, 
Secretaty of the Nary, Secretary of the Air Force and the Under Secretaty of  Defense 
(Acquisition and Technology). 
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PROGRAM 
FOR 

BRAC COMMISSION STAFF 

10-11 JULY 2005 

NAVAL AIR WEAPONS STATION HOST: 
CAPTAIN MARK STORCH, USN 

COMMANDING OFFICER 
NAVAL AIR WEAPONS STATION 

CHINA LAKE, CALIFORNIA 
AND 

NAVAIR WEAPONS DIVISION HOST: 
REAR ADMIRAL MARK SKINNER, USN 

COMMANDER 
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION (NAWCWD) 

SUNDAY. 10 JULY 

1330 CONVENE IN LOBBY OF HERITAGE INN HOTEL MET BY: 

CAPTAIN MARK STORCH, USN 

MR. BRAD HARLOW 
DEPUTY, RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

MS. DORIS SORENSEN 
LEAD, DISTINGUISHED VISITORS PLANNING AND RESOURCE OFFICE 
CORPORATE OPERATIONS 

PROCEED TO NAVAL AIR WEAPONS STATION, MICHELSON LABORATORY 

1345 CONVENE IN MANAGEMENT CENTER 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

REAR ADMIRAL MARK SKINNER, USN 

CAPTAIN MARK STORCH, USN 
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1400 NAVAL AIR WEAPONS STATION (NAWS) OVERVIEW 

CAPTAIN MARK STORCH, USN 

1415 NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DlVlSlON (NAWCWD) OVERVIEW 

MR. SCOTT O'NEIL 
ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION (NAWCWD) 

1500 WALK THROUGH WEAPONS AND RESEARCH DISPLAYS IN LOBBY 

1525 PROCEED TO INTEGRATED BATTLESPACE ARENA (IBAR) 

1530 CONVENE IN IBAR MAIN ENTRANCE. MET BY: 

MR. BILL HARRIS 
DIRECTOR, INTEGRATED BATTLESPACE ARENA 
WEAPONS SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DIVISION 
WEAPONS AND ENERGETICS DEPARTMENT 
RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

1545 PROCEED TO PRECISION ENGAGEMENT CENTER (PEC) 

1550 CONVENE IN PRECISION ENGAGEMENT CENTER. MET BY: 

MR. DANNY SEARLE 
DEPUTY, WEAPONS ENGAGEMENT OFFICE 
WEAPONS AND ENERGETICS DEPARTMENT 
RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

1620 PROCEED TO ADVANCED WEAPONS LABORATORY (AWL) 

1635 CONVENE IN AWL CONFERENCE ROOM 106. MET BY: 

MR. BARRY DOUGLAS 
F/A-18 IPT LEADER, ADVANCED WEAPONS LABORATORY 
SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DIVISION 
SYSTEMS ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 
RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

1715 DAYONEWRAP-UP 

MONDAY. 11 JULY 

0715 CONVENE IN LOBBY OF HERITAGE INN. MET BY: 

CAPTAIN MARK STORCH, USN 

MR. BRAD HARLOW 

MS. DORIS SORENSEN 

PROCEED TO NAVAL AIR WEAPONS STATION, MICHELSON LABORATORY 
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0730 CONVENE IN MANAGEMENT CENTER 

MR. MALLORY BOYD 
HEAD, INFORMATION WARFARE SYSTEMS DIVISION 
AVIONICS DEPARTMENT 
RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

0830 BRAC FACILITIES PLANS 

CAPTAIN MARK STORCH, USN 

0930 WATER RESOURCES 

MR. MIKE STONER 

1015 PERSONNEL HIRING AND RETENTION 

MS. NANCY CRAWFORD 

1045 PROCEED TO CITY OF RIDGECREST 

INVITED GUESTS OF COMMISSION STAFF 

MS. SHELBY HAGENAUER (CONGRESSMAN THOMAS REPRESENTATIVE) 

MR. JON MCQUlSTlON (COUNTY SUPERVISOR) 

MR. CHIP HOLLOWAY (CITY MAYOR) 

MR. VINCEN FONG (CONGRESSMAN THOMAS REPRESENTATIVE) 

MR. RUSSELL JOHNSON (STATE ASSEMBLYMAN REPRESENTATIVE) 

DCN:11710



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF 
DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 

3040 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-3040 o f l 3 0 f ? 8 @ ~  T3 RECEI;!ED 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Director, Review & Analysis 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

Thank you for your recent inquiry concerning the 2005 Base Realignment 
and Closure recommendations. 

You asked four questions numbered 12, 13, 14, and 15. Questions 12 and 
14 were answered yesterday. Questions 13 and 15 required additional research 
because each contained quantitative data from unspecified sources. Responses to 
questions 13 and 15 are attached. 

Please let me know if you have any additional questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Executive Director 
Technical ~ o i n t  Cross-Service Group 

Attachment: 
As stated. 
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Technical Joint Cross-Senrice Group Responses to 
BRAC 2005 Commission Inquiries 

DSE Numbers 13 and 15 
June 22,2005 

DSE Number 13 

Does the Naval Surface Warfare Center Dahlgrerz Weapons Syste~ns 
lntegratio~z (WSI) Specialty Site Designation further support Dahlgren 's certrfied 
position that 58 of the 173 workyears are "inextricab1e"from their WSI efforts? 
Therefore, should I conclude that you are agreeing that to reduce the number of 
relocating personnel from 173 to 1 l5?  If so, please run a revised COBRA for 
Tech 15. Would you agree that it would be appropriate to rewrite this piece of the 
Tech I5 recommendation to read, "Realign Naval Surface Warfare Ce~zter 
Dahlgren, VA, by relocating surrface launched missile Weapons & Armaments 
activities Research, Development & Acquisitiorz, and Test & Evaluation, except 
weapon systems integration to Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, CA? 

The work year numbers the TJCSG used for analysis was based on certified 
data provided to the TJCSG. The different work year estimates in question 13 are 
not part of the certified data provided to the TJCSG. The analysis, based on the 
certified data, supports all actions in the recommendation. The certified data 
available to the TJCSG does not support revising scenario or COBRA analysis. 

DSE Number 15 

Regarding the recomnzendation Tech 9, does the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center Dahlgren Teapons Syste~ns Integration Specialty Site Designation apply to 
this recommendation (i. e. to consolidate C4ISR Research, Development and 
Acquisition Test and Evaluation?) Does this mean that since 86 of the 11 6 
workyea~v in this area are "inextricably" linked to Dahlgre~z, as they documented 
in their BRAC input, that orzly 30positions should be transferred to Naval Station? 
Please run a corrected COBRA if appropriate. Consider rewriting the 
reco~nnzendation to read "Realign Naval Base Ventura County, CA, Naval Surface 
Warfare Center Division, Dahlgren, VA, and Naval Station Newport, RI, by 
relocating Maritime Infornzation, Systems, except for Weapons Systems 
Integration, Research, Developinent & Acquisition, and Test & Evaluation to 
Naval Submarine Base Point Lorna, San Diego, CA. " 

The TJCSG made a deliberative decision to move the referenced Dahlgren 
activity to San Diego. The decision to give preference to (a) a common capability 
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or (b) tailored capabilities relies on judgment. In the case of the Dahlgren 
technical activity, professional military judgment concluded that a common 
capability, interoperable with the remaining Maritime Information 
Systems community products had priority for the future and hence the 
recommendation to consolidate the activity at Point Loma. Therefore, a revised 
COBRA run is not required. 
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DRAFT DEL,IHERATI\'E DOCI:3IEXT - FOR DISCUSSION PIIRYOSES ONLY - DO YOT RELEASE CINDER F 0 l . i  
28  Ju ly  2004 

NOTIONAL SCENARIOS 
Issue #07-28-04-01 

Issue: On 23 July 2004, the Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG) directed the Joint Cross Service Groups - 
to provide notional scenarios for discussion at its next meeting. Fulfilling this request is inadvisable due 
to the risk of consequential perceptions that the Department created the answers before the data was in. 
Any doubts among the Commission and communities that "a fair process"' was conducted will jeopardize 
the scenarios of the Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) that are eventually derived through its 
ongoing analytical process. 

Point of Contact: Don DeYoung, Capabilities Integration Team (Alternate), US. Navy 

Issue Summarv: 

1 .  The TJCSGS Dilemma. 

The TJCSG is being asked to consider closure scenarios before the analytical work has been 
completed on the critical precursor stages. The stages yet to be completed include: (a) 
collecting the data; @) establishing whether there is excess capacity within the DoD in-house 
system of labs, centers, and test ranges (and if so, to what extent); and (c) determining the 
military value of each site. 

2. Scenarios Should Not Be Generaled Before Excess Capacity Has Been Determined. 

Conventional wisdom after the last closure round in 1995 held that substantial excess capacity 
remained. However, the circumstances supporting that contention were profoundly altered by a 
foreign attack on our homeland. As a result, (a) the nation's defense budget has risen steadily 
(with an accompanying increase in DoD lablcenter work~oad)~, (b) serious Congressional 
consideration is being given to increasing the size of the force structure, and (c) major technical 
challenges exist that require extensive levels of RDT&E, such as finding reliable means for the 
remote sensing of everything from conventional explosives, to bio-agents, to nuclear material. 

3. Excess Capacily Estimates in the March 04 Report to Congress Were Very Likely Overstated. 

Some will say that the DoD's March 2004 report to Congress already established the existing 
levels of excess RDT&E capacity.) That argument is weak. 

First, the report's findings of excess capacity are inexact and merely met a Congressional 
milestone that allowed the Department to proceed with the more rigorous analytical standards of a 
base closure round. In fact, the report itself states, 

"Only a comprehensive BRAC analysls can determine the exact nature or Iocalion ofpotential 
excess. In preparing a list o f  realignment and closure recommendations in May 2005, the 
Department will conduct a thorough review o f  its existing infrastructure in accordance with the 

Public Law 101-5 10, as amended through the National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 2003, SEC. 2901. (b) 
* Navy Laboratory Community Coordinating Group data show a 10% increase in the one year from FYOl to FY02 in 
reimbursable finding, and direct cites (including non-Navy funding sources). 
' Department of Defense, "Report Required by Section 2912 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended through the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003," (March 2004), p.47 and 52. 

DR,\FT I)I.:I.IHERATI\'E DOC1;XIEN'I'- FOR DISCIISSION PIIIIPOFES OW.Y - DO NOT HEl.E4ST. 11UT)FR F01S 
28 Ju ly  2004 

DCN:11710



law and Department of Defense BRAC 2005 guiding procedures, ensuring that all military 
installations are treated equally and evaluated ot~ their continuing military value to our nation.'"' 

Second, solid evidence suggests thar the report's eslin~ates are much overstated. The report 
estimated that the FY09 excess capacity for Army and Air Force labdI'&E sites would be 62 
percent (or 825 square feet per person) and 18 percent (or 750 square feet per person), 
respectively.5 Looking more closely one finds that these estimates are ratios where the 
"acquisition workforce" divides total square footage. But what is that workforce? Is it both 
contractor and in-house personnel, or is it a partial picture that uses just government employees? 
Evidence suggests the ~a t t e r .~  This matters a lot. Since 1996 (a year after the last BRAC round) 
the Services have been complying with ambitious outsourcing goals levied by the DoD. Many of 
the positions formerly filled by government workers are now performed on-base by private sector 
employees. Assuming that 50 percent of the on-site population is comprised of contractors (an 
underestimate at many sites). then both the Army and Air Force have instead about 400 square 
feet per person. But what does that really mean? Is that a lot? Is it too much? An historical 
example might be useful here. 

In 1876. Thomns Edison opened what has been called the first R&D laboratory, as well as one of 
the most productive, at Menlo Park, New Jersey. The lab building was a 100-foot by 25-foot 
structure with two floors (5,000 square feet).' Edison's staff numbered 25, which amounted to 
200 square feet per person. When one factors in facility requirements dictated by equipment that 
is far more powerful and dependent on carefully controlled environments than Edison's lgLh 
century equipment, maybe 400-sq ft per "acquisition worker" is to be expected. 

Third, ifwer there were a seductive capacity metric for physical infrastructure, it is square 
footage. It promises simplicity, clarity, and accuracy, but delivers none. The above discussion 
reveals some of the challenges posed by DoD's use of this problematic "physical infrastructure 
metric." Using the example of the Air Force's McKinley Climatic Chamber shows another. The 
6-chamber facility is huge, with its main chamber being 65,520 square feet8 Assume the site 
downsized its workforce by 18 percent. I doubt anyone would argue that this unique, state-of- 
the-art facility would then have a correlating excess capacity of nearly 12,000 sq. ft  (i.e.. 18% of 
65,520). AIL 65,000-plus sq. ft. would still be necessary whether 1000 persons, or 1 person, 
worked there. The key metric for capacity is work-years, not the amount of space available. 

4. Notiorznl Does Not Mean Acceptable. 

Some will argue that early scenario generation is acceptable because they are only notional, 
general, and do not specify names. The idea here is that the less they represent reality, the more 
acceptable they become. This rationale will not reassure a skeptical audience. This situation is 
also a "Catch-22". Ifthese scenarios are truly so general as to be safe from prejudicing the 

Jbid.. p.3. 
' Unlike these estimates using square footage, Navy estimates were based on in-house work-yem. 
"fficc of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition & Technology). "Right-Sizing the Department of Defense Acquisition 
Workforce", (28 January 1997). In this report to Congress, the Department's total acquisition workforce (i.e.. all Scrviccs. plus 
Defense Agencies) was staled lo be 617.000 employees in ~ ~ 8 9 . ~  It happens that the March 2004 report identifies 158,000 in the 
Army acquisition workforce for that same year - FY89. At Lhe risk of being simplistic, assume an equal share of the acquisition 
workforce among the Army. Navy. Air Force, and Defense Agencies. An equal share of 158,000 among the four would yield 
about 632.000. which i s  very close lo the number of employees cited in the 1997 report It appears then that h e  158.000-penon 
Army workforce is  mnde up of govcmment employees. and therefore the estimate does not include the on-site contractors who 
also u x  base infrastructure. ' http~J/www.edlsonnj.orglmcnloparWtwmenlo.asp 
htmJ/~w.eelin.af.mi~lclimla~main.hrml 
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process, then they will also be riseless for any of the current tasks at hand. And, anything more 
than useless compromises the integrity of the process. It will not be difficult for a clever 
community consultant to show how the general features of a notional scenario resemble that of a 
base proposed for closure. 

5.  The Private Sector is Nor Responsible for Either the Analysis or a Fair Process. 

Some will argue that ideas for "transformational scenario options" were requested and received 
from the private sector (e.g., Business Executives for National Security) a year ago, so this 
request is merely gathering additional information. This argument does not recognize the 
fundamental objectivity and analytical integrity that must be preserved within the TJCSG. It is 
one thing for the private sector to offer its preferred solutions to the Department's perceived 
excess of infrastructure. And, it is another thing to ask the TJCSG for ideas before the data is in, 
excess capacity is verified and measured, and the sites are fairly evaluated on their military value. 

6.  Do Not Deviate From the Established Analytical Process. 

When discussing the objective standards to be used by the Commission for evaluating DoD 
BRAC recommendations, the law provides that. 

"the Commission may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the 
Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force-structure plan and 
f u d  criteria (emphasis added) referred to in subsection (c)(l) in making rec~mmendations."~ 

This means t}mt the DoD 's recommendations to close andlor realign laboratories, centers, and 
test ranges are theoretically rtre easiest of all BRAC proposals to defend before the Conmission 
because there is (a) no clear relationship between RDT&E infrastruchue and the force-structure 
plan (for 2025), and (b) no mention of RDT&E in the BRAC Final Criteria. 

Why is there no clear relationship between RDT&E and the force-structure plan? 

First, over time, "the threat" shapes tbe force structure. Sometimes the threat is predictable, and 
sometimes it is not. For example, the DoD's concepts for future force structure after September 
11 are different than they were before that date. 

* Second, S&T's impact on the force structure 20 years hence is unknowable, especially given that 
basic research is unpredictable and often produces unexpected benefits. Moreover, many of the 
most revolutionary technologies born in DoD S&T. like radar and GPS, will take as many as 20 
years to reach operational use. 

Third, the impact of current D&A is less speculative than for S&T. but it is guesswork 
nonetheless. For example, during the first BRAC round in 1988 thc Navy's experts might have 
said that the DON'S 1998 force structure (i.e.. only 10 years later. not 20) would have had more 
than 850 A-12 Avengers streaming off the Fleet's carriers.'' Things happen. 

As for the BRAC Final Criteria. they do not address RDT&E (although the criteria speak directly 
to other facets of national defense, like joint warfighting, training, and readiness). Last year the 
TJCSG requested that the criteria also address RDT&E, but the BRAC Office chose to "preserve 
flexibility." 

Public Law 101-510, as amended through the National Defense Authorization Act of fiscal Year 2003, SEC. 2903. (d) 
'O h~tp:/lwww.~as.org/man~dod-l0llsys/ada-l2,hm 
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77tntflexibility may well harden ifwe deviatefront the established analytical process. Notions 
that we marshaled data to support preexisting, or preferred, solutions will be difficult, if not 
impossible to dispel if $he scenarios precede analysis. 

Recommendation: The TJCSG should urge the ISG to reconsider its request to generate notional closure 
scenarios before our analytical work on capacity and military value is accomplished. While beyond our 
charter, it may also be advisable to suggest that the other JCSGs also refrain from generating notional 
scenarios. Many of the above arguments pertain to them as weH. 

DRAkI'  DE:I,IREKA'CIVE DOCIIhWNT - FOR 1)IS~llSSTON PUWDSICS OM;Y - IX) NOT KEI.b:ASII. UNDER FOl.4 
28 July 2004 

A m y  Position: 
AF Position: 
Navy Position: 
Marine Corps Position: 
JCS Position: 

Final Resolution: No Vote I No Action 

POC ~ i ~ ~ t ~ h - ~ z - \ ~ t e :  , / ,hr /d f  

L - .  - CIT Chair: Date: 
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4 August 2004 

PROPOSED CONTINGENCY PLAN 
Issue #08-06-04-02 

Issue: As requested by the CIT, the Sub-Groups spent great time and effort during the week of 19 July - 
developing a timeline to get the TJCSG's BRAC analysis on track for success. Subsequent to that effort, 
a contingency plan was also requested by the CIT to mitigate risks should the incoming data for 
calculating excess capacity and military value prove unusable. The proposed contingency plan places a 
premium on: (1) scenario developmentprior to runs of the Linear Optimization Model (LOM), and (2) 
military judgment. An undefined ''trigger event" for implementing the contingency plan occurs on 10 
August. Issues of defensibility argue for rejecting the proposal. On the other hand, the valid need for 
mitigating risk argues simplifying our approach to calculating excess capacity. 

Point of Contact: Don DeYoung, Capabilities Integration Team (Alternate), US.  Navy 

Issue Summary: 

1. Unanswered Questions 

Question #l. What happens, or does not happen, by 10 August that requires implementation 
of the plan? 

Question #2. How do the milestones of the contingency plan map against the approved 
timeline developed by the Sub-Groups? 

Question #3. Given that the contingency plan is the same analytical model (according to Mr. 
A. Goldstayn, Air Force CIT Principal) used by the Air Force during BRAC-95, how do we 
avoid the criticism made of that approach by the General Accounting Office which found 
that, "the Air Force's process made it difficult to easily track resulting recommendations."'? 
GAO's report went on to say, 

"...the process was not sufficiently documented to substantiate the extent of deliberations and 
analys& leading to decisions to dose or realign individual bases. This was especially problematic 
for bases where deliberations occurred and decisions were made that bases could not be closed or 
realigned."' 

2. Scenario Development Cannot be the Front-End of the Analytical Process 

To preserve the integrity of BRAC-05, scenario development cannot be the front-end of the 
analytical process. Issues of defensibility will almost certainly arise if scenario development 
is performed prior to the quantitative analyses. Notions that we marshaled data to support 
preexisting, or preferred, solutions will be drficult, ifnot impossible to dispel. 

Before scenarios are developed, we need to ensure that our analytical process follows the 
objective sequence of precursor stages: (a) collecting the data; (b) establishing whether there 
is excess capacity within the DoD in-house system of labs, centers, and test ranges (and if so, 
to what extent and where); and (c) determining the military value of each site. 

' GAO, Report to the Congress and the Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, "Military Bases: 
Falysis of DoD's 1995 Process and Recommendations for Closure and Realignment.," (GAONSIAD-95-133), April 1995, p.5 1. 

Ibid.. p. 93. 
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3. Military Judgment is No Substitute for Capacity and Military Value Data 

Military judgment is a critical adjunct to our analyses. It is the essential filter through which 
all proposed BRAC actions must pass. An extreme hypothetical example would be if a 
scenario generated by the LOM, or transformational option proposed by the private sector, 
led to closing Pearl Harbor. Military judgment would doubtless reject it on the solid ground 
of strategic and tactical military interests. 

Military judgment cannot, however, substitute for the objective quantitative data necessary 
for deriving excess capacity and military value. The uncomfortable reality of our situation is 
that the data must be useft& 

Capacity data must allow us to "determine the exact nature or  location ofpotential excess." 
and military value data must be accurate, thus "ensuring that all military i~utallations are 
treated equally and evaluated on their continuing military value to our nation."' 

If the data is unusable, then we have failed. If we fail, then there will be no quantitative 
means by which to m&e fair, objective, and defensible assessments. Replacing quantitative 
data with the subjective military judgment of a small number of individuals will not pass the 
scrutiny of the Commission and the communities. 

The law is clear on the point that "military value is the primary consideration in the making 
of recommendations for the closure or realignment of military  installation^",^ and on the 
requirement "to provide a fair process."5 When it comes to collecting solid data for informed 
decision-making that meets those two goals, failure is not an option. 

4. Ilsefrrl Capacity Data By Simplification 

The root problem with our capacity data is complexity. We are making the job harder than i t  
needs to be. The following is based on Service-specific experience, but it could help us sort 
things out. As a former member of the BRAC-95 Navy Base Structure Analysis Team, I can 
say that the capacity unit for all RDT&E - including the acquisition function - was the 
work-year. The Navy's report to the BRAC Commission stated that, 

"Budgeted work-years were used as a measuring tool for capacity because of its commonality 
within the functionally diverse Technical Centers whose products range from published scientific 
papers to the installation of a new piece of shipboard equipment 10 the live testing of a new 
warhead or airfram~."~ 

Although the metric was flawed in that it counted only government personnel (therefore 
missing the sizeable use of infrastructure by the on-site contractor workforce)? this approach 
was successful. In BRAC-95, the GAO examined the closure process and decisions of each 
Service, including their capacity and military value analyses. It found that "the Navy's 

Ikpartment of Defense, "Report Required by Section 2912 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as 
amended through the National Deknse Au~horizaIion Act for Fiscal Year 2003," (March 2004). p.3. 

Public Law 101 -510, as amended through the National Defense Aulhorizaljon Act of Fiscal Yew 2003, SEC. 2913. (b) ' Public Law 101-510, SEC. 2901. (b) 
Rcpon 10 the Commission: Depanrnent of the Navy Analyses and Rccommendations, Vol. IV (March 1995). p. X-5. 
[httpY/www.dcfcnxlink.miI/bradnavy.hlm). ' D.J. DcYoung. 'The Silcnce ofthc Labs." Defense Horizons, NO. 21 (January 2003). p.6. 
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process and recommendations were ~ o u n d . " ~  The same GAO report stated about the Navy 
process that, 'The  configuration analysis for this subcategory (Technical Centers) involved 
complicated assessments of the existing capabilities and requirements for 29 functional 
categories, such as undersea and surface ship platforms, acrossfour phases of work: RDT&E, 
ncquisition, lifetime support, and general."9 This shows that the work-year even satisfied 
requirements of functions beyond RDT&E and acquisition. In the end, the Navy 
recommended 21 lawcenter closure or realignment actions, and was successful with all but a 
few. The process for analyzing capacity stood up to the inevitable challenges by being both 
defensible and equitable. hi short, work-years did the job - for S&T, D M ,  and T&E. 

By deciding to count on-site contractor work-years, the TJCSG hns fixed the Navy BRAC-95 
problem cited above. There is, of course, the downside of verifying the numbers of on-site 
contractors, but this metric stands the best chance of producing an accurate estimate of a 
site's true capacity. 

We  can improve our odds for success by: eliminating two metrics (i.e.. ACATs and 
Extramural Funding); firmly defining Force Structure Adjustment; and deferring square 
footage to the Yeasibility-fit" phase of COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions). For 
more detail on the square footage metric, see the issue paper, "Notional Scenarios." 

o ACATs: The use of ACATs (count and funding) is analytically unsound and will be hard to 
defend. ACAT programs exhibit large ranges in cost and have great variances in complexity. 
This leads to considerable differences in personnel, funding, and infrastructure requirements 
between programs - even at the same ACAT level. ACATs have some use in measuring 
military value, but as n capacity unit they are much too imprecise. Finally, this approach fnils 
to capture non-ACAT development programs (e.g., see "Major Navy Non-ACAT 
~ro~rams" '~ ) .  We will compromise the whole process if we miss counting substantial D&A 
workload at some sites. 

o Extramural Fundins. To be blunt, this unit is absurd. First, dollars provided to external 
organizations (either to the private sector b to other government (DoD and non-DoD) 
agencies), is not a measure of on-site capacity. By this rationale DARPA, with nearly $2.7 
billion in N03, should have a sprawling infrastructure. but it occupies merely an office 
building." Second, this unit introduces private sector infrastructure into an analysis of the 
public sector. BRAC is about closing, reducing, and/or realigning government, not private 
sector. in6astructure. Third. by using dollars sent to other DoD organizations. we are 
ensuring doublecounting (or worse) of the same dollar as  it passes from sponsor, to program 
manager, to performer, and to subcontractor. Lastly, the unit is based the faulty assumption 
that the level of dollars is directly relatcd to the workload level of a contract manager; i.e., a 
one-to-one correspondence between number of dollars and mmbw of contract managers. 

o The Force Structure Adiustment IFSA). This metrjc is supposed to identify any of today's 
capacity that may not be necessary in 2025 given what we believe the force structure will 
have in place 20 years from now. The plan is to use the expert military judgment resident in 
the TJCSG sub-groups for such determinations, and the idea is to adjust the estimated 
required capacity, up or down, by what they think will happen. It is unclear how we will be 
able to defend a quantitative value based on such speculative judgments. We need to firmly 
define a defensible and valid manner for the use of this metric so that FSA does not instead 

GAO, "Military Bases: Analysis of DoD's 1995 hoecss and Recommendations Tor Closure and Realignment". p.87. 
Report to the Commission: Deparhnent of rhe Navy Analyses and Recommendalions, p. 96-7. 

'O http://www.abm.rda.hq.navy.miYnavyaos/conten~iewl~~~6 
" http://www.darpamiVbody~YFY03BudEst.pdf 
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become known a s  a "Favored Scenario Adjustment." Moreover, the judgments leading to 
each FSA will be subject to the following significant limitations. 

First, over time, "the threat" shapes the force structure. Sometimes the threat is 
predictnble, and sometimes it is not. For example, the DoD's concepts for future force 
structure after September 11 are different than they were before that date. 

* Second, S&T's impact on the force structure 20 years hence is unknowable, especially 
given that basic research is unpredictable and often produces unexpected benefits. 
Moreover, the most revolutionary technologies born in DoD S&T, like radar and GPS, 
can take as many as 20 years to reach operational use. 

Third, the impact of current D&A is less speculative than for S&T, but it is guesswork 
nonetheless. For example, during the first BRAC round in 1988 the Navy's experts 
might have said that the DON'S 1998 force structure (i.e., only 10 years later, not 20) 
would have had more than 850 A-12 Avengers streaming off the Fleet's carriers." 
Things happen. 

5 .  BRAC Mistakes Can~wt-be U n h e  by the Private Sector 

The DoD laboratories and centers are responsible for performing three roles: performer of 
long-term, high-risk projects; quick responder in crises; and yardstick,'3 a term referring to 
the standard that it sets by providing authoritative, objective advice to governmental 
decisionmakers. This latter role is critical to good government. The Federal Government 
must be able to choose among competing options offered by industrial producers. The need 
for profit makes each company an advocate of its own product, so, given those natural 
tendencies, the Government "requires internal technical capabilit of sufficient breadth, Y depth, and continuity to assure that the public interest is served." ' 
Industry will not take on the full range of necessary work because many areas hold limited 
opportunities for profit. Specialized defense technologies often have little or no applicability 
to commercial produc~s. Unlike the situation during World War 11, or even the Vietnam era, 
the DOD market is now often too small to justify a significant investment of scarce capital. 
In addition, R&D is expensive, the time to achieve success is long, the work is often very 
risky, and the payoff (especially from research) is usually not immediate. 

A healthy in-house system is a vital partner to a healthy industrial sector, and both are 
indispensable to our nation's defense. Given the different rolek that each play, major damage 
done to the in-house system cannot lie conlpensafed by a mere incrensed investment in the 
private sector. 

In all BRAC actions, America depends on our ability to cur fat while avoiding muscle. To 
show the high cost of failure, a short timeline may be useful. Over the years, the in-house 
system invented: 

o thefirst modern U.S. radar, field4 in time for duty in the great Pacific naval battles of World 
War N where it contributed to crucial victories at Coral Sea, Midway, and Guadalcanal 

" http-Jhvww.fas.or#manldod-f Ol/sys/ac/a-12.htm 
l3  H. L. Nieburg, In the Name of Science (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1966). 
'' William J .  Perry, Required In-Hotrsc CapabilifiesJor Depai?rnenf of Defense Research. Deve[opnunr. Tesj and Evaluatiotl 
(Washington, DC: Department of Defense. 1980). 
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o the critical synthetic lubrican~s needed for the new gas-turbine engines of high-performance 
jet aircraft, warplanes that dominated the skies in the Korean War 

o the world's first intelligence satellite, launched at the height of the Cold War, which 
reestablished surveillance of the Soviet Union less than two months after an American U-2 
spy plane was downed 

o the anti-corrosion coaling that solved the new M-16's tendency to corrode and jam in the hot, 
humid conditions of the Vietnam War, helping to restore the infantry's faith in its primary 
weapon 

o the first four satellite prototypes (and the first operational satellite) for what became 
NAVSTAR GPS. the revolutionary navigation system that played a pivotal role in the Gulf War 

o the night-vision technologies and lethal "Silver Bullet" ammunition that made the tank battles 
of the Gulf War a "turkey shoot" 

o the ALE-SO that protected combat aircraft over the Balkans, a decoy so effective it earned the 
nickname 'Little Buddy" born U.S. pilots 

o the tl~ennobnric warhead used for defeating the Taliban and terrorists in the mountain caves 
and tunnels of Afghanistan, and 

o the F/A-18 SHARP reconnaissance system that provided real-time digital imagery (vice the 3- 
9 day norm) and was credited with saving lives in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

The calculus of BRAC is not difficult. Every dollar spent on unnecessary infrastructure robs our treasury 
and burdens our armed forces. Our first task is to determine whether that excess exists, and if it does, 
where it is and how much there is of i t  Our second task is to assess the military value of the Services' 
corporate laboratories and warfarelproduct centers. Both tasks must be accomplished objectively and 
ncarrclrely, and they must be done prior to the generation of any closure scenarios. Lack of objectivity 
damages the defensibility of the work, which in turn jeopardizes any potential savings that can be used for 
our troops. Lack of accuracy damages the DoD's ability to provide new warfighting technologies, which 
in turn jeopardizes national security and the lives of tomorrows' troops. 

Much rides on our decisions and actions, even more so than ten years ago. Our country is engaged in a 
prolonged struggle with an opportunistic, fanatical enemy who has unlimited apocalyptic goals and is not 
deterred by traditional means. We need to identify and collect any potential savings - and we need all of 
the technical options we can get. 

Recommendation: The TJCSG should (1) reject the proposed contingency plan on the basis of its threat 
to the defensibility of our analytical process, and (2) simplify our approach to calculating excess capacity. 

Marine Corps Position: I CIT Chair: 
- -----J Date: 

JCS Position: 

Army Position: 
A F  Position: 
Navy Position: 

Final Resolution: No Vote / No Action 
-- _ -- 

POC ~ @ a > ~  LL-I- - Date: 12 / / / /Of 

kL 
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DECISION CRITERIA FOR SCENARIO PROPOSALS 
issue # 07-30-04-05 

Issue: Scenario proposals will be developed from: (1) ideas proposed by OSD,' the MILDEPs, and the - 
TJCSG, and (2) options generated by the Linear Optimization Model. To become closure 1 realignment 
scenarios, all options must be systematically evaluated for effectiveness and feasibility. This paper 
proposes some criteria to assist in that evaluation process and to help provide an 'audit trail" to support 
each decision. Candidate scenarios that pass through this decision filter are eligible to become, with ISG 
approval, scenarios for COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions) analysis. 

Point of Contact: Don DeYoung. Capabilities Integration Team (Alternate), U.S. Navy 

(a) Background 

Options generated by the Linear Optimization Model (LOM) are filtered by quantitative 
parameters, such as excess capacity and military value. The LOM has two advantages. The 
first is that a limited number of options are produced from a large universe of potential 
options. For example, given 10 sites, there are 175 alternatives that close 1.2, or 3 sites." 
The second advantage is that ir provides an objective means by which to defend the selecred 
set of scennrios. The disadvantage is that it does not provide "answers", but instead serves as 
a decision aid. 

Transformational options (i.e., those developed by the military judgment of the OSD, 
MILDEPs, and TJCSG) are limited only by imagination, which is appropriate for an 
innovative endeavor. The advantage of deriving options in this manner is the potential for 
transformational payoff, The disadvantage lies in the dijicculty we will have justifiing our 
selected set of candidate recommendations when a much larger universe of potential options 
was not considered. 

* The above problem is compounded by the ISG's request for notional scenarios (for which 
some JCSGs huve identified "winners"and "losers")', and its requirement that the JCSGs 
begin to register recommendations in September. Unfortunately, the TJCSG's actions lo 
develop candidate scenarios began well before the military value data was received from the 
sites. and before the excess capacity and military value of each site was calculated. 

(b) The Decision Metrics 

Keeping in mind the requirement "to provide a fair process'*', both the LOM-generated and 
transformational options must be evaluated by the same decision criteria. Each option. 
however it is derived, can be evaluated by decision criteria grouped in two sets: those for 
eflective~tess and for feasibility. 

' Along with the closure scenarios that it formulases indcpcndent of the TJCSG process. OSD also solicited t~ansformation 
options from the private sector (e.g., Business Executives for National Security) in August 2003. 

DON IAT Briefing, "Proposed Oplimimtion Methodology: Generating Alternatives." ' Briefing to the Infrastructure Stecring Group, 27 August 2004 
' Public Law 101-510. as amended through the National Defense Authorization Aa oFFiscal Year 2003, SEC. 2901. (b) 
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Decision criteria for effectiveness are: 
Do the components of the option possess the required workforce skill set and expertise? 
Do the components of the option possess the required physical plant and scientific / 
engineering equipment? 
Do the components of the option have an established track record of success? If not, does the 
gaining site have adequate technical and acquisition talent in a related technical area? 
Do the components of the option possess an average military value equal to or greater than 
that of the original configuration? If not, is the decrease justifiable in military and economic 
terms'? 
Can the components of the option satisfy DoD required capacity (based upon their 
demonstrated historical peak capacity)? 
Does the option increase or decrease synergy? 
Does the option have the potential to increase interoperability or "jointness" of systems 
delivered to the warfighter? 
Does the option decrease unwannnted duplication, or does it diminish a needed capability? 
Does the option degrade or improve Life Cycle Management7 
Does the option conform or conflict with any finding(s) or proposal(s) of the Defense Science 
Board. Service Science Board, Tri-Service RDTCE Panel. or any other DoDtFederal board of 
scientific and engineering experts? (See note5) 
Does the option increase average intellectual capital? (See note6) 

Decision criteria for feasibility are: 
o Does the installation proposed for a consolidated mission have sufficient FTEs to perform the 

work or can sufficient FTEs be obtained from local industry or academic partners? 
o Does the installation proposed for a consolidation mission provide all of the essential physical 

conditions (e.g., weather, geography) essential to the conduct of the new mission element? 
o Does the installation proposed for a consolidated mission possess sufficient physical space 

(i.e.. available square footage) andlor buildable acres to accommodate the workload? If not. 
is leased space an option? 

The above decision criteria are not "golno-go" litmus tests. Instead, they are intended to be 
an objective and uniform way for us to make informed judgments about which of the 
potentially many candidate recomrnenda tions become COBRA data calls. Further, the 
criteria will not require exact answers, just some preliminary thought and judgment. Some of 
the required data will be more accurately derived by the COBRA data calls. 

(c) The Decision Metrics nnd COBRA 

* Some will argue that many, if not all, of the above criteria are unnecessary because (I) 
military judgment (unbounded by objective criteria) is sufficient to select the best COBRA 
data calls, and (2) those data calls will provide much of the above information. There are 
three problems with this argument. 

' The TJCSG does not have a monopoly on ex@ military judgment. ir would therefon: be difficult to explain why we chose not 
to addrcss the findings and proposals of othcr high-level expert panels- especially those that, unlike our study. actually 
exambted and eval~rared  he work ojthe sites. 

This criterion is particularly critical. Exceptional talent is an indicator of the other important pararnctcrs. For example, the best 
talent does not choose to work with lousy facilities. h does not choose to work for an organization with no record of success and 
no chnnce to make a difference. It does not choose to work with mediocre colleagues and poor leadenhip. And. it does not 
choose to work on yesterday's problems. If we can find exceptional talcnt. we will find state-of-the-art facilities, capable 
leadenhip, top colleagues, a record of impact on the nation's security, a powerful desire for success, and a staff working on 
tomorrow's challenges. Find the besr talent. and the resrjalls into place. 
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o Problem #1: COBRA calls are expensive. Based on the cost of one real-life BRAC-95 
COBRA call, the estimated cost of the average BRAC-05 TJCSG COBRA call might be 
roughly $495.000.' That estimate is likely conservative. Assuming 20-40 COBRA data calls. 
which is the range most often mentioned, and the total price tag would range between 10 and 
20 million dollars. 

o Problem #2: COBRA calls are labor intensive. Based on the real-life BRAC-95 COBRA call, 
an average BRAC-05 TJCSG data call may well generate 375 pages of d o h 8  Again, 
assuming 20-40 COBRA data calls, the sub-groups may be swamped with between 7,500 and 
15,000 pages of data that will need to be analyzed, addressed, and adjudicated (see Issue 
Paper #07-16-04-05 titled "Scenario Conflict Adjudication"). Sorting through this 
information will take time that is in very short supply. 

o Problem #3: Suvportable BRAC actions rewire analvtical rigor. A failure to show how we 
objectively selected the relatively few COBRA data calls, among all the various options 
possible, will place our efforts at risk during the review by the Commission and communities. 

Conclusion: W e  do not have the luxury of  abundant time - nor d o  the labs and centers have the 
massive level of resources necessnry - to  entertain an ineffective and inefficient "ready-fire-aim*' 
approach t o  developing a n  optimal set of  COBRA scenarios. W e  need to apply analytical rigor t o  a phase 
in scenario development that might otherwise become a "black box" without them. 

Recommendation: Evaluate all options - LOM-generated. transformational, and any others - by the 
effectiveness and feasibility criteria identified above. 

' The BRAC-95 COBRA call expcnded 1-2 W s  of effort in  48 hours (plus a weekend) at Ute "losing" site. Assuming h e  level 
10 be 1.5 WYs, at a fully-burdened compensation rate of a GS- 13. and the "losing" site spent approximately $225K to respond. 
Then assume the "gaining" site expcnded 115 the cffort, which is probably conservative, and the cost for that site was roughly 
$45 K, making the rofaljor rhe real-life COBRA dara call approximately $270 IC. And that was a scenario that involved only 2 
ntes. Cumntly, our thrcc "training" xcnvios would affect 7.9, and 9 sites respectively. Let us assume that our COBRA calls 
affect an average 01 7 sites, with a conservative ratio of 1 "loser" and 6 "gainers" for each. By applying the response costs of 
$225 K for the "loser" and $45 K for each "gainer". rhe estinrated BRAC-05 #st for each scenario might be $495 K. 
Thc BRAC-95 COBRA call generated 165 pqges of &la from Ihe "losing" site. Again, assuming the "gaining" site expcnded 

115 of the effort, aboul35 pages may have been produced for a total data call response of 200 pages. Again. assuming the 
TJCSG dam calls affect an average of 7 sites, with n ratio of 1 "loser" to 6 "gainers", and the total amount of information might 
be rougJ-Jy 375 pages. 

Army Position: 
AF Position: 
Navy Position: 
Marine Corps Position: 
JCS Position: 

Final Resolution: No Vote / Superseded by Delphi 
Session Held 9 September 2004 
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SCENARIO CONFLICT ADJUDICATION 
Issue #07-16-04-05 

Issue: Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) data calls will produce inevitable conflicts - 
over what capabilities (in terms of people and physical infrastructure) must be moved from a 
"losing site" to a "gaining site." An effective and objective means to resolve the probable inter- 
service stalemates is required. 

Point of Contact: Don DeYoung, Capabilities Integration Team (Alternate), U.S. Navy 

Issue Summarv: 

Losing sites have a strong incentive to argue that more capability (i.e., people and 
physical infrastructure) than necessary must be moved to the gaining site. In BRAC- 
speak, this is called "busting COBRA", where excessively long Return-on-Investment 
(ROI) periods are achieved by feeding the model a large number of unnecessary and 
expensive-to-move i terns. 

Gaining sites have an equally strong incentive to argue that they already possess most, if 
not all, the required capability (i.e., "just send us the money"). By "gaming COBRA", 
artificially short ROI periods are achieved, thus increasing the odds that the scenario will 
be accepted by the DoD. 

Identifying those capabilities that must be moved is difficult without very strong leverage 
on the sites, as well as a detailed technical understanding of the scope and nature of the 
sites' capabilities. Such leverage and understanding is usually present when each Service 
performs its own internal closure actions. However, where will the leverage come from 
for inter-service COBRA disputes? 

Failure to adequately resolve the potential stalemates will bear high costs to the DoD and 
the country. Successfully "bustiGg COBRA" places a potentiallybeneficial closure 
action at risk, and "gaming COBRA" potentially jeopardizes national security by giving 
critical work to a site unable to perform it with resident personnel and / or facilities. 

Recommendation: CIT propose to the TJCSG principals that a formal arbitration board be 
established - ahead of time - to resolve any COBRA stalemate(s). The DDR&E and the 
Service Vice-Chiefs would be the principal voting members, with the TJCSG principals serving 
as action officers who provide certified technical information on the disputed items. 

Army Position: I Find Resolution: No Vote / No Action 

AF Position: 
Navy Position: 
Marine Corps Position: - 
JCS Position: 

-- 1 POC Signature. 
, c- 

CIT Chair: Date: 
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Date: 4 November 2004 

To: Roger Florence, DoD IG 

From: Don DeYoung, CIT Alternate 

Subj: Decision to Abstain Erom Scenario Prioritization 

End. (1) Scenario List and DEPSECDEF Policy Memo 

1. On 3 November 2004, the Capabilities Integration Team (CIT) of the 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG) met to prioritize 3 1 proposed 
scenarios. 

2. I abstained from the CIT's voting for the reason noted on enclosure (1). 

CIT Alternate, US. Navy 
Technical Joint Cross-Service Group 
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DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

101 0 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -1 01 0 

SEP 3 I 

M E M O R ~ D U M  FOR INFRASTRUCTURE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL, MEMBERS 
INFRASTRUCTURE STEERMG GROUP MEMBERS 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: BRAC 2005 Mi l i t q  Value Principles 

The Department has determined that the most appropriate way to ensure that 
military value is the primary consideration in making closure and realignment 
recommendations is to determine military value through the exercise of military 
judgment built upon a quantitative analytical foundation.. By applying the BRAC 
selection criteria to rank the facilities for which they have responsibility, the Joint Cross- 
Service Groups and the Military Departments build the quantitative analytical foundation. 
The exercise of military judgment occurs through the application of the attached 
principles. Limited in number and written broadly, the principles enumerate the essential 
elements of military judgment to be applied in the BRAC process. The Military 
Departments and the Joint Cross-Service Groups shall use the principles when applying 
military judgment in their deliberative processes, 

Attachment: 
As Stated 

OSD 13369-04 

DCN:11710



DCN:11710



1)RAl;F DEI.1HEIlATIVE DOCIIUXNT-FOR 1)ISCUSSIOW PURPOSES 0NI.Y- DO SOT HEI.E,\SE UNDEll FO19 
23 December 2004 

SCENARIO INCONSISTENCIES 
Issue # 12-28-0401 

Issue: In late-November, Military Value (MV) scores became available for assessing the judgment-driven - 
scenarios of the Technical Joint Cross-Service Group (TJCSG). On 24November, the TJCSG's Chair of the 
Capabilities Integration Team (CIT) requested identification of any scenario found to be "inconsistent with 
the Mil value scores," (i.e., where an action realigns workload from a site with a higher score to a lower 
one).' Instances of inconsistencies were subsequently reviewed by the Sub-Groups and declared justified 
because they were found to be congruent with underpinning strategies. However, while the MV scoring 
inconsistencies were judged to be justified by strategy. a number of the strategies themselves appear to 
contradict each other within one of the more important scenarios, TECH-0008. 

Point of Contact: Don DeYoung, Capabilities Integration Team (Alternate), U.S. Navy 

Issue Summary 

1 .  Four Categories of Scenarios 

For each scenario, there are four possible categories of outcomes: (A) Data-Driven / Judgment-Validated 
(no TJCSG scenario qualifies for this category for reasons explained in Issue Paper #I 1 -15-O4-Ol), (B)  
Judgment-Driven /Data-Validated, (C) Judgment-Driven / S~egv-Validated,  and ( D )  Judgment- 
Driven /Strategv-Rationalized. The definition for rationalized is a "rational but specious explanation" 
[Oxford Dictionary], so Category D would not portend viable scenarios. 

2. Y e v  Few Scenarios Are Inconsistent 

The great majority of the TJCSG's scenarios were validated by the MV scores, which means they belong 
in Category B: Judgment-Driven / Data-Validated. A strong correlation between the selected "gainers" 
and their higher MV scores is not surprising given that the scenario "gainers" and "losers" were, with 
few exceptions, chosen by workload, and because MV scores are strongly determined by that workload 
(i.e., gross numbers of people and dollars). 

The few actions that do, in fact, move workload from a site with a higher MV score to one with a lower 
score will receive close attention by the Commission and communities. Therefore, to be viable, these 
must fall into Category C: Judgment-Driven 1 Strategy-Validated. The Sub-Groups reviewed the MV 
inconsistencies and declared the proposed actions to be consistent with strategies formulated by their 
expert judgment. Unfo-rtunately, strategies within scenario TECH-0008 contradict each other; one is 
built upon a false premise; and the overarching strategy is applied inconsistently across sites. 

3. Analysis of the Strategies in TECH-0008 

Stratem # I :  Consolidate Missions at Sites with Higher Militarv Value: The C4ISR Sub-Group's 
overarching strategy for the 40 individual actions within TECH-0008, is "mission consolidation," 
where improved synergies are gained by greater masses of workload at the gaining sites? Of those 
40 actions, three are "inconsistent" by realigning work from higher ranked sites to lower ranked 
sites, The following discussions analyze each action and its enabling strategy. 

' Al Shaffer, Subj. "Mil Value Posting", 24 Novemba 2004. ' The strategy was explained at the 8 December CIT session when scenarios w e n  filtered and scored by the "decision factors." 

URAET I)EI,IBER.\TIVE D(Xll\lEST- FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY - DO SOT RELEASE UNDER FOlA 
23 December ZOO4 
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* Stratem #2: Sensors Research Outweinhs Info-Systems Research: Action 19 would realign both 
Ground Sensors and Informah'on Systems ( I S )  Research from the Communications-Electronics 
Command (CECOM) Ft. Monmouth to the A m y  Research Laboratory (ARL) Adelphi. 

Dnta: Ft. Monmouth (Loser) has a higher score than ARL Adelphi (Gainer) in lS Research (0.4582 vs. 
0.2563). In addition to its higher MV score, Ft. Monmouth has n substantially greater workload as measured 
by Ff'Es and dollars (380 FIT vs. 114 FTE, and 596,000 K vs. 536,000 K). ARL, on the othcr hand, has a 
higher MV score in Sensors Research (0.5018 vs. 0.3397) and a larger workload (446 FTE vs. 238 FTE. 
$147,000 K vs. 565,000 K). 

In explaining its enabling strategy, the C4ISR Sub-Group stated that: 

"preference was given to the more infrasmcntre intensive Sensors work ... hence the Activity with the 
highest Military Value in Ground Senson (Adclphi) was selected to host the consolidated activity."' 

By applying a preference to Sensors, Ft. Monmouth's lower score in Sensors Research (03397 vs. 
0.5018) causes it to lose both its IS and Senson Research. When asked about the significant 
disparity in IS MV scores (where Ft. Monmouth has the higher score), the Sub-Group pointed out 
that it used a "cross-binning" technique where ARL's Sensors Research score, not i t .  IS Research 
score. is the decisive metric based on the infrastructure intensive nature of Sensors work.' 

The Sub-Group's use of a cross-binning technique for MV scoring - across two technical 
capabilities - is significant. Up to this point in the TJCSG's deliberations, the very idea of 
aggregating and I or weighting scores across functions (i.e., Research, D&A, T&E), or across 
capability areas (i.e., IS and Sensors), has been a "third-rail" issue. In fact, it was difficult to reach 
agreement on "rolling-up" the scores by zip code (i.e., where individual respondents, from the same 
Service, at the same installation, and within the same bin, are combined into one score).' 

In summary, this proposed action realigns IS Research from higher-ranked Ft. Monrnouth to lower- 
ranked ARL Adelphi based upon an underpinning strategy that Sensors Research is of higher value 
due to its more infrastructure intensive. Therefore, both IS and Sensors Research are realigned from 
Ft. Monrnouth to ARK, Adelphi. 

It should be noted that the cross-binning technique is used again in Action 40, which realigns both 
Air IS and Sensors T&E From NAWC-Pax River to Edwards AFB. The Sub-Group again states that 
"preference was given to the more infrastructure intensive Sensors work.'" But, it also claims 
Edwards has the higher Sensors T&E MV score, which the MV data does not show. In fact, Pax 
River has a significantly higher MV score in both IS and Sensors T&E. This apparent discrepancy 
needs to be resolved, or the strategy statement needs to be better articulated. 

Stratem #3: Info-Svstems Acauisition Ouhveiehs Sensors Research: Action 29 would realign 
Rome's Sensors Research to Wright-Patterson AFB (WPAFB). Action 32 would realign Air IS 
Research from Rome Laboratory to Hanscom AFB. 

' C41SR Sub-Group, "Scenario Description & Ratiowle." 14 Dearnbcr 2004 [DRAW. 
' CIT Meeting, 8 December 2004. 

MV "roll-up" by zip code, an analytically sound and conunon-sense approach took until 9 December to be approved. 
C41SR Sub-Group, "Scenario Description & RationaIc.". 
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Data: In Action 32, Rome (Loser) has a far higher score than Hanscom AFB (Gaincr) in IS Research (0.6053 
vs. 0.0421). In addition, Rome's workload as measurcd by both FTEs and dollars shows a huge difference 
(1,119 FTE vs. 0 FTE, and $535,000 Kvs. 53,000 K). In Action 29, Rome has a lower score in Semors 
Research than WPAFB (0.2345 vs. 0.5405). 

These two actions are identical to the Ft. Monmouth proposal in the sense that together they remove 
both Sensors and IS Research from the "loser", which in this case is Rome Laboratory. Given the 
Sub-Group's expert judgment in the previous action (i.e., Strategy #2) that the Sensors MV score is 
decisive, one would think that Rome's ISResearch program would be realigned along with its 
Sensors Research to WPAFB, which has the #2-ranked Sensors Research program. But, that is not 
the Sub-Group's proposal. 

Recall that ARL Adelphi received both Ft. Monmouth's Sensors and IS Research programs. ARL 
had a higher score in Sensors and a lower one in IS, just as WPAFB has with regards to Rome. 
However, in the case of Rome Laboratory, the Sub-Group does not invoke Strategy #2's "cross- 
binning" technique to realign Rome's higher-ranked IS Research work to WPAFB. Instead, the Sub- 
Group would send it to Hanscom AFB. Essentially, Action 32 sends work from a site that does 
Research, and no D&A, to a site that does D&A, and almost no Research. In explaining its proposal, 
the Sub-Group states that: 

". . .prcfmence was given to the significantly larger Development & Acquisition workload; hence the 
activity with the highest Military Value in Air Information Systerns Devclopmcnt & Acquisition 
(Hanscom APB) was selected to host the consolidated activity."' 

Apparently, the synergistic gains that may accrue to Air Force C4ISR by realigning Rome's #2- 
ranked IS Research to the B-ranked Sensors Research site at WPAFB are not judged to be as 
valuable as those that might accrue from collocation with Hanscom's D&A expertise. So, in this 
action, the expert judgment behind Strategy #3 is that Info-Systems Acquisition outweighs Sensors 
Research. But, Strategy #3 contradicts Strategy #2. 

If Strategy #3 was used in the previous case, then Ft Monmouth would have kept its IS Research 
because ARL Adelphi has no D&A and Ft. Monmouth has the highest MV score for Army IS D&A. 
But the Sub-Group found it more important to instead break Ft. Monmouth's IS Research away !?om 
high ranked IS D&A work, and consolidate it with ARL Adelphi's Sensors Research. 

The Rome realignment to Hiinscorn may be founded on a desire to move the IS Research closer to 
Rt. 128, a center of commercial IS expertise. However, in the case of Ft. Monmouth, the Northern 
New Jersey area isnot an IS backwater with local f m s  like Lucent and Honeywell I AlliedSignal. 
So, despite the similar circumstances, the Sub-Group proposes that Ft. Monmouth's work be moved 
away from that center of expertise and from the Army's highest ranked site for IS D&A. 

To highlight the contradiction further, use of Strategy #3 would reverse the outcome in the previous 
case by sending ARL Adelphi's IS Research program to Ft. Monmouth where the Army's IS D&A 
function is located and there is a center of industrial IS expertise. This also has the advantage of 
being consistent with the M\r scores for Ft. Monmouth and ARL Adelphi (0.4582 vs. 0.2563). 

Stratem #4: Coastal Sensors Internation Ouhveiphs Inland Sensors Develo~ment: Action 1 would 
realign NRL's Maritime Sensors D&A to NSWC Dahlgren. 

' C41SR Sub-Group, "Scenario Description & Rationale." 
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Data: NRL (Loser) has a higher score than NSWC Dahlgren (Gaincr) in Sensors D&A (03633 vs. 03007). In 
addition to a higher MV score, NRL has a greater workload measured both by FTEs and dollars (280 vs. 245, 
and 579,000 K vs. $60,000 K). 

The C4ISR Sub-Group explains the strategy that underpins Action 1 in the following way: 

". . .prefmncc was given to where the Maritime Sensors, Electronic Warfare and Electronics were 
integrated with their host maritime platforms; hence the surface warfare center locatcd near the coast 
with the Highest Military valuc (NSWC Dahlgren) was selccted 

Strategy #4 gives preference to coastal proximity and sensors integration over M V  scores. The Sub- 
Group asserts that NRL's mission is Research, therefore its %on-mission" Sensors D&A should be 
consolidated at a 'Sufice warfare center."g This premise, upon which Strategy #4 is built, is false. 
NRL's mission is, in fact, broader in some technology areas than that of the Air Force and Army 
corporate laboratories, which focus on 6.1 through 6.3, and 6.1 through 6.2, respectively. This is 
why NRL has a sizeable workload in Sensors D&A and a substantial MV score - one that ranks 
higher than the selected warfare center, NSWC Dahlgren. The following evidence is provided to 
show that the strategic premise is false. 

NRL has performed sensors development from its pioneering of the fust U.S. radar, more than 80 
years ago, to its development of Dragon Eye, a portable, hand-launched sensor system based on 
expendable countermeasures technology. Dragon Eye was mentioned in a New York Times front- 
page article about the US.  Marines' fight for ~al1uja.l~ Another recent example is Specific Emitter 
Identification technology, which identifies any radar by its unique characteristics with accurac 
enough to "fingerprint" it. The National Security Agency selected it as the national standard." With 
the Coast Guard, naval warships, and aircraft using it to monitor the movement of materials used in 
weapons of mass destruction, its value to the nation's war on terrorism is obvious. 

Finally, expert judgment from ADM Hal Gehman (ret.) also refutes the Sub-Group's premise. ADM 
Gehman was appointed Chair of the Columbia Accident investigation Board shortly after he made 
this comment about M L ' s  sensors program, which he and other defense experts reviewed in 
September 200 1. 

"What we saw was a Category A+ laboratory. .. its forte is sensors. What they showed us was 
impressive, relevant, and capoblc of being turned into fielded products.. . nearly everything they 
develop they build a protorype on site and test if  (emphasis added). sometimes in an operational 
environment, sometimes not.. .they see the path to turning basic research into useful products."'1 

The harmful result of the Sub-Group's false premise is a proposed action that would sever the 
connectivity within an acknowledged center of excellence in sensors R&D. NRL's record of success 
is the product of the synergy achieved between its sensors systems development and its sensors 
research, which ranks #I in MY. 

' C4ISR Sub-Group. "Scenario Description & Rationale," 14 December 2004 [DRAFT). ' CIT Meetme. 8 December 2004. 
' O  Dexter ~ilgns, "In Fslluja, Young Mnrines Saw the Savagery of an U&ao War", New York Times, 21 Novcmber 2004, p.1. " "Accordim~J~. NSA has selened thc Naval Research Laboratow processor a-MISPE) to be the standard for conducting 
SEIKJMOP &ilcction operations ..." DJSA Message DTG 01 14402, Juoo 19951 

- 
' I  Section 9 13 Report #I: Sensors Science and Technology and the Deportment oJDefme Laboratories, (National Defense 
Univcraity: March 2002), p. 3 1. 
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4 .  Strategy #l is Appfird lnconsistently 

As mentioned earlier, the C4ISR Sub-Group's overarching approach for the actions within the 
TECH-0008 scenario is "mission consolidation," where improved synergies we gained by creating 
greater masses of workload at the gaining sites. For example, while Ft. Monmouth loses Research 
workload in Action 19 to ARL Adelphi under Strategy #2, it gains D&A workload by virtue of its 
top-ranked Army D&A score in Actions 21,22,23,24, and 25. 

The problem is that Strategy #1 is applied inconsistently. For example, while MIL'S Sensors D&A 
is to be realigned to NSWC Dahlgren- Dahlgren's Sensors Research is not being sent to NRL, 
which has the #l -ranked Sensors Research program out of all sites evaluated by the TJCSG (66 
sites). NRL's MV score in relation to NSWC Dahlgren is 0.8037 vs. 0.3009. Even if one were to 
accept the false premise that NRL's mission is confined to Research, why is the Sensors Research 
mission not being consolidated at NRL? 

Furthermore, in Action 8, NRL's IS DdLQ is being realigned to the SPAWAR Systems Center (SSC), 
the site selected as the location for Maritime IS D& consolidation. However, SSC's IS Research is 
not being realigned to NRL, whose Research program has a much higher MV score than SSC's 
(0.6059 vs. 03671). Like its Sensors Research program, NRL's IS Research is also rated #I out of 
aN sites evaluated by the TJCSG (68 sites). 

When asked about this inconsistency, a Sub-Group member responded that TECH-0008 defers 
Research consolidation to TECH-0009, "Defense Research Service-Led Laboratories." But the 
explanation does not hold up under scrutiny. As seen earlier, AFRL-Wright-Patterson and ARL 
Adelphi gain Research workload - and both are part of TJKH-0009. 

Since NRL is ranked #1 in both Sensors and IS Research, these inconsistencies can be readily fixed. 
Actions can be added where NRL gains NSWC Dahlgren's lower-mnked Sensors (ranked #lo) and 
IS (#lo) Research programs (78 FTEs and $1 8 M), as well as SSC's lower-ranked Sensors (#2 1) and 
IS (3%) Research programs (436 FTEs, and 16 170 M). 

Conclusion: TECH-0008 contains: several actions whose enabling strategies contradict each other; one 
action based on a false premise; and an overarching strategy that is applied inconsistentIy. These problems 
require resolution. Correcting problems and errors and before going "rime-time" with our proposals will 
serve us, and the country, well. 

Recommendstions: Ensure that all actions within TECH-0008 qualify for Category (C) Judgment-Driven / 
Strategy-Validated by resolving identified problems, or by canceling the proposed actions if they cannot be 
validated by sound strategy. 
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Army Position: 
AF Position: 
Navy Position: 
Marine Corps Position: 
JCS Position: 

Final Resolution: CIT Chair required that all approved 
TJCSG proposals be reviewed by an independent team 

POC Signature: Date: 3 / 4 5  

CIT Chair: 
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Comments on Issue Paper # 12-28-04-01 
(Scenario Inconsistencies 

Contrary to the assertion in the issue paper, scenario TECH-0008 is intemaHy 
consistent. 

The TJCSG directed the C4ISR subgroup to cross-bin activities so as to minimize 
the number of installations. In order to do that, the C4ISR subgroup adopted a minimum 
set of cross-bin guidelines, such as giving preference to Sensors work when combining 
Sensors and Information Systems Research (cross-DTAP, same Function) or giving 
preference to D&A when combining Information Systems Research and D&A (cross- 
Function, same DTAP). Military Value (or early on, its surrogate - quantity of 
professional FTEs) was used to rank the Technical facilities in a "bin" and then the cross- 
bin guidelines were applied consistently. So in the issue paper, Strategy #2 (Issue Paper 
terminology) is an application of the cross-DTAP, same Function guideline. Similarly, 
Strategy #3 is an application ofthe cross-Function, same DTAP guideline. Strategy #2 
and #3 are not at odds with each other - they simply apply to different cross-bin 
situations. 

Regarding the Issue Paper assertion that a corporate Laboratory should continue 
to work outside the Research area because of its track record, numerous organizations 
have and will continue to field great products. The single greatest challenge in the C4ISR 
world today is delivery of non-interoperable systems to the warfighter. Consolidating 
maritime CQISR D&A under one Center provides the opportunity to address that #I 
problem, and hence the C4ISR subgroup scenario proposes consolidation to achieve 
Jointness, economy and eff~ciency (the BRAC objectives). Status quo just perpetuates 
the problem of multiple '3obby shops". 

Regarding the Issue Paper assertion that Applied Research activities should go to 
Corporate Laboratories, that is not what the TJCSG set about to achieve. The Framework 
is constructed to consolidate Basic Research into a DOD managed activity, but Applied 
Research is to be linked more closely with its D&A counterpart in Centers to the degree 
possible. This is especially true in C4ISR where one can go from Applied Research to 
D&A, ThE and electronic fielding in a matter of days, not years. Recognition of this 
reality is reflected in the C4ISR scenarios approved by the TJCSG. 

As the C41SR subgroup perfoms scenario analysis, we will revalidate the 
underlying assumptions before we offer draft Candidate Recommendations for TJCSG 
consideration. TheTJCSG will have that additional opportunity to review the proposed 
actions with the insight gained from the analysis of the Scenario Data CaIl responses. 
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Date: 3 January 2005 

To: Matt Mleziva (Lead, C4ISR Sub-Group), 

I have read your comments on Issue Paper #12-28-04-01, ''Scenario Inconsistencies," and remain 
concerned that the strategies in question (i.e., those that drive TECH-0008's realignment of work fiom sites 
with higher military value scores to sites with a lower scores) are not analytically sound. Some key 
questions remain for me regarding the reasons why, and when, different strategies are applied to proposed 
actions that have very similar circumstances. The success of TECH-0008 relies on the credibility of these 
strategies, especially when our process is not data-driven and the subject actions at issue here ignore the 
Military Value (MV) scores that we derived for these sites. There is no rule that prevents lower scoring 
sites horn becoming "gainers" at the expense of higher scoring sites, but at a minimum, I believe the Sub- 
Group's strategies need a much more thorough justification and greater clarity in their supporting rationale. 

In paragraph #2 of your response to the issue paper, you mention that the Sub-Group developed: 

"cross-bin guidelines, such as giving prcference to Sensors work when combining Sensors and Information 
Systems Research or giving preference to D&A when combining Information Systems Research & DLA." 

As you know, the above guidelines are called Strategy #2 and #3, respectively, by the issue paper. That 
paper may not have made its point clearly, so in the interests of clarity, its key question stated a different 
way is: "What is the rationale for the Sub-Group's decision to invoke Strategy #2 in one case, and to 
invoke #3 in another?" Just saying that the rationale was to optimize Sensors Research for one, and to 
optimize IS D&A for the other, and that these "guidelioes were applied consistently," does not reveal why 
IS Research is realigned by different strategies in two actions with very similar circumstances. 

Specifically, the first two actions analyzed in the issue paper involve realigning IS Research; one action 
realigns Ground IS Research, and the other realigns Air IS Research -and the strategies dictate where the 
realigned work is sent. In the Ground case, Strategy #2 sends the work from a site that performs both IS 
Research and D&A, to a site with a higher score in Sensors Research. But, if #3 was invoked to optimize 
IS D&A, the "loser" would instead become the "gainer" by gaining IS Research -from the "gainer" 
under Strategy #2, who becomes the "loser" under Strategy #3. In other words, the direction of the 
realigned work actually reverses by virtue of the strategy selected. Similarly, the destination of the Air IS 
Research is determined by the strategy selected. So, the key issue is why, in two cases involving IS 
Research, the C4ISR Sub-Group gives preference to optimizing D&A in the Air Force case, while in the 
Army case, it gives preference to optimizing Sensors work'? Why was Strategy #2 not used in both cases? 
Or, why was Strategy #3 not used in both? 

In paragraph #3 of your response, you raise the third case analyzed by the issue paper, where Maritime 
Sensors Research is realigned from a site with a higher MV score to a warfare center closer to the shore in 
order to optimize systems integration. You mention that the Sub-Group makes this proposal to: 

"achieve Jointncss, economy and eficiency (thc B W C  objectives)." 

These are indeed BRAC objectives, but they do not support your case. TECH-0008 has 40 individual 
actions, of which 16 are Navy-to-Navy, 10 are Army-to-Army, and 9 are Air Force-to-Air Force. It is hard 
to defend this scenario as one that forges a significant degree of "jointness." Moreover, none ofthe actions 
analyzed by the issuepaper involve thefew, and rather minor, '3oint actions. " And, as far as the 
objectives of "economy and efficiency" are concerned, it is more likely that the proposed Maritime Sensors 
action will range anywhere from cost-neutral to very costly. By optimizing D&A (for systems integration 
purposes) at one site, we are sub-optimizing R&D at the losing site. The cese for savings would be 
stronger if the losing site was being closed by the action. 
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In the end, the only relevant BRAC objective for this scenario - especially with our nation at war - is 
mission efeciveness, as measured by military value. In fact, the law is clear on the point that "military 
value is the primary consideration in the making of recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations" public Law 101-5101. The primacy of mission effectiveness is why the track record 
of the "losing" site was addressed in the issue paper. The expert judgment of ADM Gehman that the site is 
a "Category A+ laboratory.. . its forte is sensors" was reported to show compelling, documented evidence 
for the high military value of the sensors development work at that site. Other experts on the panel with 
ADM Gehman included a former DDR&E and Secretary of the Air Force, a former CINC for Central 
Command who was later selected by the President as a diplomatic envoy to the Middle East, and a former 
NSC advisor to the President. The Sub-Group's expert judgment is at stark odds with that panel's 
assessment when it places the "Losing" site, as you do in paragraph #3, in the class of a "hobby shop." 

On the other hand, as a technical expert from Hanscom AFB, you and your Service-lead colleagues fiom 
ARL Adelphi and SPAWAR San Diego, possess expert judgment that is significant and valid in its own 
right. But your expert judgment that the site's sensors development program is a "hobby shop" must 
nonetheless be documented and justified in some manner. That justification should also account for the 
fact that the purported "hobby shop" has a higher MV score and a larger workload than the "gainer." 

Finally, paragraph #4 of your response makes a point of differentiating "Basic Research" and "Applied 
Research" in order to explain an apparent inconsistency in mission consolidation (i.e., Strategy #I) that the 
issue paper describes as a "one-way street" with regard to the Navy's corporate laboratory. Your response 
is that the TJCSG's intent has been to realign Applied Research to "its D&A counterpart in Centers'' 
instead of Corporate Laboratories. There are two problems with this explanation. 

First, our analytical convention does not distinguish Basic (6.1) fiom Applied Research (6.2), and there is 
therefore no data to make such distinctions. In fact, both are combined with Advanced Technology 
Development (6.3) under our Technical Function called "Research." Second, the corporate laboratories in 
the Air Force and A m y  gain Sensors and IS Research (6.1-6.3), which means /hey gain Applied Research. 
This appears to contradict your assertion regarding the TJCSCl's intent. The point made in the issue paper 
is that the Navy's corporate laboratory, despite being ranked by MV as #1 in IS Research and #I in Sensors 
Research, does not gain any Research - even though it qualifies as a "gainer" under Strategy #1 (Mission 
Consolidation of IS and Sensors) and Strategy #2 (Optimize Sensors). 

I offer these observations and arguments to help ensure that our product is ready for the close scrutiny it 
will receive in a matter of months. I hope my response to your comments, a s  well as the clarifications of 
issue paper #12-28-04-01, are helpful. 

Don DeYoung 
CIT Alternate, U.S. Navy 
TICSG 

Senior Research Fellow 
Center for Technology and National Security Policy 
National Defense University 
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Comments on DeYoune 3 Jan 2005 Paper 

A facility's Military Value (MV) is a fnnction of the other facilities in the bin the way 
we developed the MV scoring; hence MV is only a relative goodness within a bin and 
cannot be used across bins. The C4ISR subgroup used MV within the bins and when 
asked by the TJCSG to consolidate cross bins, used professional military judgment to 
determine the receiving facility from amongst the leaders in the bins. 

The objective was to develop scenarios that implemented the TJCSG adopted 
Framework. The Air and Ground domain scenatios do involve more than one MILDEP, 
hence are Joint. The Maritime domain scenarios only involve the Navy as they were the 
only MnDEP known to be reporting maritime C4ISR RDAT&E. The strategies were 
selected to achieve the BRAC objectives of Jointness, Efficiency and Effectiveness. 

In the C4TSR world, the potentially short timelines from applied research to 
operational capability led to the WarfareIProduct Center construct. With respect to NRL, 
its high MV, the DRL concept, and its not being a Warfare center led to no recommended 
change to its Basic Research activities. Also, no C41SR Maritime Basic Research 
activities outside of NRL were identified to realign to NRL. NRL is one of the 
organizations that has demonstrated the ability to rapidly field combat capability. 
Feedback from the field is that capability deployed by non-acquisition organizations 
tends not to interoperate with the rest of their equipment (provided by the traditional 
acquisition organizations) and tends not to have a supportability tail. The C41SR 
subgroup developed scenarios which consolidated the Maritime C4ISR Applied Research 
and D&A activities in a domain (per the Framework) to address these issues rather than 
let them persist. 
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Date: 13 January 2005 

To: Matt Mleziva (Lead, C4ISR Sub-Group) 

In its 4 January meeting, the TJCSG decided that each candidate recommendation must have a thorough 
justification and suffkient clarity in its supporting rationale, especially those that realign workload fiom 
sites with a higher military value (MV) score to sites with lower scores (i.e., an "inconsistent scenario"). 
In issue paper # I  2-28-04-01, "Scenario Inconsistencies," I identified several inconsistent scenario actions, 
but missed one that needs to be marked for attention in the event it becomes a candidate recommendation. 

Scenario TECH-0008 (Action 7) realigns Maritime (surface and above work only) Sensors RDAT&E 
from NUWC Newport to NSWC Dahlgren. NUWC Newport has a substantially higher M V  score than 
NSWC Dahlgren in all three technicalfirnctions. Newport's across-the-board superiority to the gaining 
site in MV scores, fiom Research to T&E, makes this action unique among the other "inconsistent 
scenarios" identified in the issue paper. 

Like Action 1, where NRL loses its higher-ranked Sensors D&A work to NSWC Dahlgren, Newport's 
higher-ranked RDATBrE work is also realigned to Dahlgren based on Strategy #4 where: 

"...preference was givcn to where the Maritime (surface and above) Sensors, Electronic Warfare and 
Electronics were integrated with their host maritime platforms; hence the surface warfare center located 
near the coast with the Highest Military value (NSWC Dahlgren) was selected. .."I 

Action 7, like Action 1, will almost certainly degrade the synergy of the site with the higher MV score. 
Parsing out Newport's "surface and aboven sensors work fiom its undersea sensors work will likely shred 
innovative connectivity within a Sensors program that is integrated (with indistinct demarcations between 
"surface and above" work and "undersea" work) and holistic (where the whole is greater than the sum of 
its parts). Therefore, the rationale we provide must make a convincing statement as to why, and how, the 
risks are outweighed by the benefits perceived by the Sub-Group. 

Also, your last paper (dated 4 January) discusses the DoD's problem getting interoperable C4ISR 
capabilities into service quickly, and it states that "NRL is one of the organizations that has demonstrated 
the ability to rapidly field combat capability." While this comment resolves an issue raised in my 
previous response, it also now begs a question. How will the Sub-Group defend two actions affecting 
NRL (i.e.. Action 1 for Sensors, and Action 8 for Information Systems), which would sever innovative 
R&D connectivity at a site that is not part of the problem your Sub-Group is trying to solve? More to the 
point, what will be the juptification for risking damage to a site that is rapidly fielding new C4ISR 
capabilities for the warfighter? 

Ahnost a year ago, in a paper that A1 Shaffer distributed among the TJCSG's Sub-Groups, I expressed 
some concern that our 39-bin (or 39-"technical facility") analytical approach would result in damaged 
synergies. The paper observed that, 

"While past closure rounds are not the focus here, there is an important feature that our process shares with 
BRAC-95 - pushing highly interconnected work through technical and functional stovepipes ... 77ti.s will 
sever the connectivity o/crltfcal rnuIlidisciplinaryprojecb and vertically infegratedprograms, os well as 
decapitate top talent/rom any realigned w r k  

I C41SR Sub-Oroup. "Scenario Description & Rationale," 14 December 2004 [DRAFTJ 
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And, the paper proposed a solution that called for: 

... "assigning Military Value at a higher level, such as ar the commnnd/i~alIarion level, and nor to the 
Ruhik's Cube '@/acilities. "' 

The proposal that MV be assigned at a meaninghl level of aggregation was made again in issue paper 
#11-15-04-01, "Military Judgment: Necessary - BUI Not Sufjicienc" (14 November 2004). 

Now that the C4ISR Sub-Group is at the point of evaluating the monetary costs for actions that will, in all 
likelihood, sever innovative connectivity at the "losing sites" (some with higber military value than the 
"gaining sites"). the development of sound justifications become more than a requirement of the TJCSG. 
They become critical to the goals of BRAC-05 and an obligation to national security. 

Don DeYoung 
CIT Alternate, U.S. Navy 
TJCSG 

Senior Research Fellow 
Center for Technology and National Security Policy 
National Defense University 

DJ. DeYoung, "Shadows on the Wall: 7he Problem with Military Value Metrics," 17 February 2004, p. 12- 13 (Version I). 
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Deliberative Document -For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 

BRAC 2005 Infrastructure Executive Council (IEC) 
Meeting Minutes of April 6,2005 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense chaired this meeting. The list of attendees is 
attached. 

Mr. Philip Grone, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (I&E), opened the meeting 
by highlighting the Process Overview (timeline), a Summary of the Candidate 
Recommendations and pending IEC deliverables (MCLB Barstow). He mentioned that 
the IEC meeting, scheduled for Saturday, April 16,2005, was cancelled with additional 
meeting time added to the meeting scheduled on April 18,2005. 

After Mr. Grone reviewed the 13 candidate recommendations presented for 
approval, IEC discussion focused on TECH-0004R, which co-locates extramural research 
program managers to the Anacostia Annex. Mr. A1 Shaffer, representing the Technical 
Joint Cross Service Group (JCSG) was then asked to provide details on this 
recommendation. Using the attached backup slides (46-48), Mr. Shaffer mentioned 
several factors favoring this move, which include Force Protection and professional 
synergies created by moving program managers to one location. After Mr. Shaffer 
concluded his brief on TECH-0040R, Dr. Tony Tether, Director of the Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) presented his argument on why DARPA 
(one of the extramural research programs affected by TECH-0040R) should not relocate 
to Anacostia. Highlights of his presentation (briefing attached) were: 

DARPA needs an easily accessible environment 
DARPA requires a closely located and immediately available large cadre of 
non-government technical support staff experts and facilities, which is not 
available at Anacostia 
Moving to Anacostia will adversely affect recruiting due to its inaccessibility. 
Force Protection issues should not be solved by BRAC 

The IEC did not reach consensus on whether TECH-0004A should go forward as a 
final recommendation. Mr. Wynne asked Mr. Don Tison, Chairman of the Headquarters 
and Service (H&SA) JCSG, and Mr. Shaffer to work with Mr. Tether to explore if there 
were viable alternative locations. 

Although it is not yet fmal and therefore not presented for approval, Mr. Wynne 
then briefed a Navy Candidate Recommendation (DON-0 165A), which would close 
MCLB Barstow and relocate functions to MCLB Albany and various other depots. [This 
recommendation incorporated IND-0 l27A, which relocates all the depot maintenance 
fiuzctions, and smaller pieces of other candidate recommendations.] The Department of 
the Navy opposed the closure of Barstow for the following reasons: 
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* The ground depot requirements are understated. 
* There is no ability to recover or reconstitute the force, i.e. surge has not been 

addressed properly. 
Such a closure adversely affects the Marine Corps Expeditionary Mission; 
there is a readiness issue 

The Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Nyland, questioned the 
closure of this West Coast facility when two thirds of all Marines are currently operating 
in the Pacific theater. He stated that in his military judgment, closing Barstow would 
negatively impact the operation of the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Gary Motsek, Chairman of the Armaments and Munitions subgroup in the 
Industrial JCSG, responded to the Marine Corps concerns using the attached backup 
slides (51-54). Highlights of the presentation were: 

* The Industrial JCSG analyzed surge requirements, and determined that DoD 
will retain sufficient capacity to meet and exceed all known or anticipated 
requirements. 
Transportation concerns are not a readiness issue because current workloads 
now shift between coasts. 

* Workloads will be moved to locations with the highest military value for that 
specific commodity. 

The IEC did not reach consensus on the closure of MCLB Barstow, asking that the 
final package address whether there would be any time loss to shipping or transit 
vulnerabilities. 

Mr. H. T. Johnson, Chairman of the Red Team, discussed its findings to date. 
Significant, overarching issues discussed were: 

Consistency among DoD, Military Departments and Joint Cross Service Group 
approaches. 
DoD's integration of candidate recommendations and report development of 
the individual MilDep and JCSG efforts 
The utility of using Plant Replacement Value (PRV) as a quantifying metric 

* Arraying previous estimates of 20-25 percent excess capacity against the 
candidate recommendations currently under review. 
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&ecutive ~ec&kry 
Infrastructure Executive Council 

Attachments: 
1 .  List of Attendees 
2. Briefing slides entitled "Base Realignment and Closure 2005, Infrastructure Executive 

Council" dated April 6, 2005 
3. DARPA brief entitled "Bridging the Gap, Powered by Ideas" dated February 2005 
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Infrastructure Executive Council Meeting 
April 6,2005 

Attendees 

Members: 
Mr. Paul Wolfowitz, Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Mr. Michael W. Wynne, Under Secretary of Defense (AT&L) 
GEN Peter J. Schoomaker, Chief of Staff of the Army 
Hon Francis J. Harvey, Secretary of the Army 
Gen Richard B. Myers, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Mr. Michael L. Dominguez, Acting Under Secretary of the Air Force 

Alternates: 
ADM Robert F. Willard, Vice Chief of Naval Operations for ADM Vern Clark, 
Chief of Naval Operations 
General Michael Moseley, Vice Chief of Staff for the Air Force for Gen John P. 
Jumper, Chief of Staff of the Air Force 
Mr. Dionel M. Aviles, Under Secretary of the Navy for Hon Gordon R. England, 
Secretary of the Navy 
Gen William Nyland, Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps for Gen 
Michael Hagee, Commandant of the Marine Corps 

Others: 
Hon William Haynes, DoD General Counsel 
Mr. Raymond DuBois, Director, Administration & Management 
Mr. Philip Grone, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations & 
Environment) 
Mr. Pete Potochney, Director, OSD BRAC 
Dr. Craig College, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the A m y  
Ms. Anne R. Davis, Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy for BRAC 
Maj Gen Gary Heckrnan, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force 
Mr. Fred Pease, Deputy Under Secretary of the Air Force (B&IA) 
Mrs. Nicole D. Bayert, Associate General Counsel, Environment and Installations 
VADM Keith Lippert, Chairman, Supply and Storage JCSG 
Lt Gen George Taylor, Chairman, Medical JCSG 
Mr. Alan Shaffer, Director, Plans and Systems, Office of the Director, Defense 
Research and Engineering for the Dr. Ron Sega, Chairman, Technical JCSG 
Mr. Nelson Gibbs, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations, 
Environment and Logistics 
Mr. Dick McGraw, Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Defense 
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Mr. H. T. Johnson, Chairman of the Red Team 
Mr. Gary Motsek, Chairman, Armaments and Munitions, Industrial JCSG 
Dr. Tony Tether, Director, DARPA 
Mr. ~ o n a l d  Tison, Chairman, Headquarters and Service Activities JCSG 
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Summary of Candidate Recommendations 
R Total of 13 candidate recommendations (CR) presented for approval: 

Co-locate National Guard Headquarters Relocate the Naval Health Research Center Electro- 

Relocate Air Force Real Property Agency and Air Magnetic Energy Detachment 
Force Center for Environmental Excellence Consolidate Army Land C4ISR 

Close National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency Co-locate Extramural Research Program Managers 

Realign the Counterintelligence Field Activity Close Natick Soldier Systems Center 

Create Tri-Service Biomedical Research Center of Realign Eielson AFB 
Excellence Establish F- 1 5 Avionics Centralized Intermediate - Realign Walter Reed - Armed Forces Institute of Repair Facility 
Pathology 

- - 
Establish F- 100 Centralized Intermediate Repair 
Facility 

IEC members raised issues with the following: 
Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) 

Under revision - to be presented at next meeting 

All 1 3 deemed tentatively approved 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastructure Evaluation Gmup 

Pending Final Data 

MCLB Barstow DON-01 65A 

Close Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. Relocate Fleet Support Division to MCLB 
Albany. Relocate DRMO to San Diego. Enclave railhead and family housing and transfer to 
Army. Relocate depot maintenance functions (IND-0127A) to FRC Jacksonville, FL; 
Anniston Army Depot, AL; Tobyhannah Army Depot, PA; Hill AFB, UT; Letterkenny Army 
Depot, PA; and MCLB Albany, GA. Relocate Distribution Depot functions to DD San 
Joaquin (S&S-0051). 

Justification 
JReduces Depot Maintenance Sites & Excess Capacity 
using 1.5 shifts. 
JFacilitates Interservicing of Depot maintenance. 
JSaves $$ by closing entire installation. 

Payback 
JOne Time Cost: $184.85M 
JNet Implementation Cost: $183.97M 
JAnnual Recurring Savings: $145.30M 
JPayback: Immediate 
JNPV Savings: $1 .714B 

Militarv Value 
JFor all Depot Maintenance commodities except two 
Starters I Alternators I Generators & Radar, average military 
value increases. 
J For WesternIPacific Distribution Depot Region, ranked 5 
of 5. 

Impacts 
JCriteria 6: -1 506 jobs; 0.1 1% job loss 
JCriteria 7: Firelmedical emergency mutual aid agreements; 
provides city's CNG refueling; MOA for CHP & County 
Sheriff to train at small arms range. 
JCriteria 8: The closure of small arms range and the 
remediation of any munitions contaminants. The costs and 
time required to remediate the ranges is uncertain. 

0 Strategy JCapacity AnalysisIData Verification O JCSGlMilDep Recommended 0 De-conflicted w/JCSGs 
4 COBRA 0 Military Value AnalysislData Verification O Criteria 6-8 Analysis 0 De-conflicted w1MilDeps 

30 Mar 05 6 
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lnfrasvucture Evaluation Group 

Close Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. Realign Fleet Support Division to 
MCLB Albany. Transfer railhead and family housing to Army. Relocate depot 
maintenance functions to FRC Jacksonville, FL; Anniston Army Depot, AL; 
Tobyhannah Army Depot, PA; Hill AFB, UT; Letterkenny Army Depot, PA; and 
MCLB Albany, GA. 

Scenario One Time 
Cost ($M) 

CR IND-0127A 
(798 People) 

SDC S&S-0051- DON-0165 
enabler 

DON-01 65A (Railhead 
enclave, family housing not 
shut down) 

Combined 

Net Cost ($M) I Net Recurring 
Savings ($M) 

*Note: Personnel figures are based on preliminary data 

DON objects to relocation of depot maintenance 

30 Mar 05 

ROI - Years 

Immediate 

All Dollars shown in Millions 
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Department of the Navy 
Infrastn~cture Evaluation Group 

0 

Barstow CRs 

Ground depot requirements understated 
- Peacetime data not reflective of current or future contingenciesloperations 

* Peacetime Depot Budget ($1 14M) vice GWOT Supplemental ($319M) 

Peacetime Workload (1.8M DLH) vice GWOT workload (3.8M DLH) 
* Increase Requirement recognized in FYDP (FY06 $127M - FYI 1 $238M) 

Ability to recover/reconstitute the force a major concern 
- Availability of weapons systems for concurrenVfuture contingencies in question 
- Requires Reduced Repair Cycle Times 
- Bow wave increases risk and demand on depot o 

Vehicle Hardening 
* Desert Damage 
* Increased Reserve Forces 

Marine Corps Expeditionary Mission 
- 92% of Weapons Systems and Marines assigned 
- 213 of ground equipment located in Western USNVestPac 

* DoD increasing presence in Pacific 

- Rail Transit time increase turn aroundlcustomer wait time by 10-304- days 

DCN:11710



Deliberative Document -For Discussion Purposes Only -Do Not Release Under FOlA 

Candidate Recommendations - Cost and Savings ($M) 
(As of 30 Mar 05) 

Gross One-Time Net Annual 
Implementation Recurring NPV 

Savings* (Costs) 
Savings/(Costs) Savings/(Costs) Savings/(Cos ts) 

Army BRAC 4,903.1 (9,746.6) (8,500. I )  351.4 (4,843.5) 

Overseas 15,958.9 (348.5) 4,360.2 1,248.5 15,610.4 

BRAC + Overseas 20,861.9 (1 0,095.1) (4,139.9) 1,599.9 10,766.8 

Navy 7,545.6 (1,304.9) 62 1.2 607.0 6,240.7 

Air Force 8,964.0 (2,303.8) (282.8) 747.4 6,660.2 

JCSGs 50,962.2 (14,644.3) (84.8) 3,92 1.2 36,3 17.9 

Industrial 1 13,386.2 1 (1,600.31 1 2,658.1 1 1,002.4 1 11,785.9 

Intelligence 1 1,996.5 1 154.3 1 272.6 

Medical 1 4,041.2 1 (2,025.2) 1 322.8 1 2,016.0 

Technical I 6,446.0 ( (3,012.0) ( (1,381.0) I 510.5 1 3,434.0 
I 

* Gross savings is the sum of Net Present Value and the I-time costs 
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Notes: 1. Yellow represents JCSGIMilDep cooperative effort. 
2. Italics represent options, only one of which would be 

recommended 
3. Strike through indicates deliberate decision to 

eliminate scenarios, or render it inactive 
4. Expect a significant number of realignments in 

addition to these closures 
5. 4 indicates candidate recommendation submitted - . - - -  - 

6. Awaits Service enabling scenario 

I A 
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